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(176  U.  8.  1) 

EAT  W.  JONES,  Appt.f 

V. 

TATBICK  MEEHAN  and  James  Meehan. 

Bwit  to  quiet  titl&— lands  derived  from  In- 
dian ohief—effeot  of  treaty  as  grant. 

X.  A  good  title  to  parts  of  the  lands  of  an  In- 
dian tribe  may  be  granted  to  IndWldnals  bj 
a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the 
tribe,  without  any  act  of  Congress  or  any 
patent  from  the  executive  authority  of  the 
United  States,  if  such  Is  the  Intention  of  the 
treaty. 

X  A  treaty  with  Indians  must  be  construed, 
not  according  to  the  technical  meaning  of  Its 
words  to  learned  lawyers,  but  In  the  sense  In 
whldi  they  would  naturally  be  understood  by 
tiie  Indians. 

t.  The  omission  of  the  words  "any  Indian" 
from  the  prohibition  of  purchases  and  leases 
««from  any  nation  or  tribe  of  Indians,"  as 
contained  in  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  80, 
1884,  chap.  161,  I  12,  while  the  former  stat- 
utes had  extended  the  prohibition  to  pur- 
chases or  lessee  from  *'any  Indian,**  shows  sn 
Intention  of  Congress  to  remove  the  general 
restriction  upon  the  alienation  by  Individual 
Indians  of  eections  of  land  reserved  to  them 
respectively  by  a  treaty  with  the  United 
SUtes. 

4.  A  reservation  to  a  chief  or  other  member 
of  a  tribe  of  Indlsns,  of  a  specified  number  of 
nctlons  of  land,  whether  already  Identified  or 
to  be  surveyed  and  located  In  the  future, 
when  made  by  the  United  States  In  a  treaty 
with  the  tribe  and  as  part  of  the  consldersr 
tlon  for  a  cession  by  the  tribe  of  a  tract  of 
country  to  the  United  States,  converts  the  re- 
served sections  Into  Individual  property,  and. 
If  unaccompanied  by  words  limiting  Its  effect. 
Is  equivalent  to  a  present  grant  of  a  complete 
title  In  fee  simple,  which  Is  alienable  at  the 
plessnre  of  the  grantee,  unless  the  United 
States,  by  provision  of  the  treaty  or  of  an  act 
208.  C>-1 


of  Congress,  has  expressly  or  Impliedly  pro- 
hibited or  restricted  Its  alienation. 

5.  A  reservation  of  lands  **set  apart"  by  the 
treaty  of  October  2,  1868,  art  9,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Chippewa  Indians, 
made  "upon  the  urgent  request  of  the  In- 
dians,*' for  their  chief,  constituted  a  present 
grant  to  the  chief  of  an  alienable  title  In  fee, 
subject  only  to  the  selection  of  the  Isnd  In 
due  form  and  to  the  definition  of  Its  bound- 
aries by  survey  and  patent 

6.  An  amendment  of  the  pleadings  may  be  al- 
lowed even  on  appeal.  If  Justice  appears  to 
require  It 

7.  The  right  of  Inheritance  In  land  of  a  mem- 
ber of  an  Indian  tribe  whose  tribal  organisa- 
tion Is  still  recognised  by  the  government  Is 
controlled  by  the  laws,  usages,  and  customs 
of  the  tribe,  and  not  by  the  law  of  the  state 
In  which  the  land  Is  situated,  nor  by  any  ao- 
tlon  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

8.  An  affidavit  by  an  Indian,  signed  by  mark. 
In  which  he  states  that  others  besides  himself 
are  heirs  of  his  father  and  entitled  to  share 
with  him  In  the  estate,  Is  not  conclusive 
against  his  right  to  be  the  sole  heir,  when  the 
affidavit  was  procured  from  him  by  the  In- 
dian agent,  under  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  to  show  who  were  entitled  to 
the  distribution  of  certain  rents,  and  was  evi- 
dently considered  by  him  when  he  made  It 
as  a  mere  matter  of  form,  with  which  he  was 
obliged  to  comply  In  order  to  get  any  part  of 
the  rent 

9.  The  rights  of  lessees  of  the  heir  of  an  In- 
dian to  whom  title  to  land  was  granted  by 
an  Indian  treaty  cannot  be  devested  by  any 
subsequent  action  of  the  lessor  or  of  Oongrsss 
or  of  the  Bxecatlve  Departments. 

INo.  70 
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APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Minnesota  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  a  suit  to  quiet  title  to  lands  claimed  un- 
der conflicting  leases  from  an  Indian  chief. 
A.ffiTined, 

See  same  case  below,  70  Fed.  Rep.  453. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Janes  A.  Kelloss  for  appellant. 

M088n,  O.  K.  Davis,  Frank  B.  Kel- 
loffff,  and  O.  A.  Severance  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of 
^  the  court: 

•  •This  was  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Minnesota  by  Patrick  Meehan  and 
James  Meehan^  citizens  of  Wisconsin, 
against  Ray  W.  Jones,  a  citizen  of  Minne- 
sota, to  quiet  title  in  a  strip  of  land 
10  feet  wide  along  the  westerly  shore 
of  the  Red  Lake  river,  in  the  coun- 
ty of  Polk  and  state  of  Minnesota, 
extending  from  the  northeasterly  inter- 
section of  the  plat  of  the  village  of  Thief 
River  Falls  with  the  shore  at  a  point  near 
the  junction  of  the  two  rivers,  and  being  a 
part  of  lot  1  in  section  84,  township  164, 
and  range  43. 

For  convenience  the  parties  will  be  design 

nated,  throughout  this  opinion,  according  to 

their  position  in  the  court  below;  the  Mee- 

hans,  now  appellees,  as  the  plaintiffs;  and 

n  Jones,  now  appellant,  as  the  defendant. 

•  *Each  party  derived  title  under  the  "res- 
ervation of  six  hundred  and  forty  aqres  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Thief  river  for  the  chief 
Moose  Dung,"  in  article  9  of  the  treaty  made 
at  the  Old  Crossing  of  Red  Lake  river  in  the 
state  of  Minnesota,  on  October  2,  1863,  be- 
tween the  United  States,  by  their  commis- 
sioners, Alexander  Ramsey,  a  senator  of  the 
United  States  for  the  state  of  Minnesota, 
and  Ashley  C.  Morrill,  agent  for  the  Chippe- 
wa Indians,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Red 
Lake  and  Pembina  bands  of  Chippewa  In- 
dians, by  their  chiefs,  headmen,  and  war- 
riors, of  the  other  part,  and  afterwards  rat- 
ified by  the  Senate,  with  amendments  as- 
sented to  bv  the  Indians.  13  Stat,  at  L. 
667-671.  The  material  provisions  of  that 
treaty  were  as  follows: 

By  article  2  those  bands  of  Chippewas 
ceded  to  the  United  States  all  their  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  a  large  tract  of  coun- 
try to  the  west  of  Thief  river  in  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  including  all  the  American  val- 
ley of  the  Red  River  of  the  North. 

By  article  3:  "In  consideration  of  the 
foregoing  cession,  the  United  States  agree 
to  pay  to  the  said  Red  Lake  and  Pembina 
bands  of  Chippewa  Indians  the  following 
sums,  to  wit:  Twenty  thousand  dollars  per 
annum  for  twenty  years ;  the  said  sum  to  be 
distributed  among  the  Chippewa  Indians  of 
the  said  bands  in  equal  amounts  per  capita," 

By  article  5:  "To  encourage  and  aid  the 
chiefs  of  said  bands  in  preserving  order  and 
inducing,  by  their  example  and  advice,  the 
members  of  their  respective  bands  to  adopt 
the  habits  and   pursuits  of   civilized   life, 


there  shall  be  paid  to  each  of  the  said  chiefs 
annually,  out  of  the  annuities  of  the  said 
bands,  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars,  to  be  determined  by  their 
agents  according  to  their  respective  merits. 
And  for  the  better  promotion  of  the  abow 
objects,  a  further  sum  of  five  hundred  d<d- 
lars  shall  be  paid  at  the  first  payment  to 
each  of  the  said  chiefs  to  enable  him  to  build 
for  himself  a  house.'* 

By  article  8 :  ''In  further  consideration  of 
the  foregoinf  cession,  it  is  hereby  agreed 
that  the  United  States  shall  grant  to  each 
male  adult  half-breed  or  mixed  blood  who  is 
related* by  blood  to  the  said  Chippewas  of? 
the  said  Red  Lake  or  Pembina  bands,  wlio 
has  adopted  the  habits  and  customs  of  civ- 
ilized life,  and  who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  a  homestead  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  land,  to  be  selected  at  his  op- 
tion, within  the  limits  of  the  tract  of  coun- 
try hereby  ceded  to  the  United  States,  on 
any  land  not  previously  occupied  by  actual 
settlers  or  covered  by  prior  grants,  the 
boundaries  thereof  to  be  adjusted  in  con- 
formity with  the  lines  of  the  official  surveys 
when  the  same  shall  be  made,  and  with  the 
laws  and  regulations  of  the  United  States 
affecting  the  location  and  entry  of  the 
same." 

By  one  of  the  amendments  made  by  the 
Senate,  with  the  assent  of  the  Indians,  there 
was  inserted  at  the  end  of  article  8  the  fol- 
lowing: "Provided,  that  no  scrip  shall  be  is- 
sued under  the  provisions  of  this  article,  and 
no  assignments  shall  be  made  of  any  ri^ht, 
title,  or  interest  at  law  or  in  equity  until  a 
patent  shall  issue,  and  no  patent  shall  be  is- 
sued until  due  proof  of  five  years'  actual  res- 
idence and  cultivation,  as  required  by  the 
act  entitled  'An  Act  to  Secure  Homesteads 
on  the  Public  Domain.'  *' 

By  article  9  of  the  treaty:  "Upon  the 
urgent  request  of  the  Indians,  parties  to  this 
treaty,  there  shall  be  set  apart  from  the 
tract  hereby  ceded  a  reservation  of  six  hun- 
dred and  forty  acres  near  the  mouth  of  Thief 
river  for  the  chief  Moose  Dung,  and  a  like 
reservation  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres 
for  the  chief  Red  Bear  on  the  north  side  of 
Pembina  river." 

Moose  Dung  or  Monsimoh  was  one  of  the 
principal  chiefs  of  the  Red  Lake  band  of 
Chippewa  Indians,  and  his  name  was  the 
first  of  the  Indian  signatures  to  the  treaty, 
all  of  which  were  by  marks  only. 

The  plaintiffs,  against  the  defendant's  ob- 
jection, introduced  in  evidence  certified 
copies  of  extracts  from  the  journal  of  the 
proceedings  at  the  negotiation  of  the  treaty, 
annexed  to  the  report  made  by  Mr.  Ramsey 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  In  Oo- 
tober,  1863.  That  journal  stated  that 
"Moose  Dung,  who  was  really  the  most  in- 
fluential of  all  the  chiefs,  stood  at  the  head 
of  a  party  embracing  the  large  majority  of 
all  the  bands  who  were  favorable  to  and^ 
even  anxious  for* a  treaty."  It  also  showed* 
that  part  of  the  discussion  was  as  follows: 
Moose  Dung  said:  **I  have  taken  the  mouth 
of  Thieving  river  as  my  inheritance.    I  do 
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not  Mk  the  diiafs  hare  whtam  I  shall  go.  I 
main  my  home  thera.  I  wanted  it  for  a 
nMrvation  for  mTself.  •  •  •  I  used  to  tldnk 
that  this  was  the  proper  place  for  me  to 
settle;  that  it  would  be  an  inheritanee  for 
mj  ehildren — where  all  my  dhildren  could 
have  enough  to  live  on  in  the  future.''  Mr. 
Bamsoy  answered,  "Tell  him  I  dont  oare 
anything  about  the  mouth  of  Thieving  rivor. 
He  can  have  it  if  he  wants  it"  Moose  Dung 
replied,  '*I  accept  of  the  propoeition,  because 
I  see  that  I  am  going  to  be  raised  from 
want  to  riches, — ^to  be  raised  to  the  level  of 
the  white  man.  .  .  .  Ton  and  the  gov* 
ernment  have  used  every  exertion  for  a  great 
many  years  to  bring  about  a  treaty.  I  do 
not  want  you  to  exert  yourselves  in  vain.  I 
now  give  up  the  tract  of  country."  The 
Joum^  further  stated  that  ''at  the  end  of  a 
session  of  three  and  a  half  hours'  duration 
Moose  Dung,  who  has  stood  for  an  hour 
weighing  and  deliberating  on  every  separate 
provision  of  this  treaty,  asking  for  this  ex* 
planation  and  that  modification,  appearing 
to  labor  under  a  serious  sense  of  the  great 
responsibility  he  was  taking,  at  last  touched 
the  pen  which  was  to  affix  his  vicarious  lign- 
manual  to  the  treaty,"  and  the  other  chiefs 
followed  his  example. 

^e  plaintiffs  also,  against  the  like  objec- 
tion, introduced  testimony  of  the  secretary 
of  the  commission,  of  the  official  interpreter 
and  of  other  persons,  Indians  as  well  as 
white  persons,  who  were  present  at  the  ne- 
gotiation of  the  treaty,  to  the  same  effect 

Moose  Dung  selected  as  his  reservation, 
under  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty,  six 
hundred  and  forty  acres,  a  part  of  which 
was  lot  1  in  section  34,  including  the  strip 
now  in  controversy;  and  he  liv^  on  that 
land  at  the  mouth  of  Thief  river,  and  made 
it  his  home,  and  had  a  log  house,  a  garden, 
and  a  fish  trap  there.  He  died  in  1872,  before 
the  lands  were  surveyed,  and  was  succeeded 
as  chief  by  his  eldest  son,  who  had  been  born 
at  Bed  lieike  in  1828,  and  who  was  known 
to  the  whites  by  the  same  name  of  Moose 
Dung  or  Monsimoh,  and  to  the  Indians  as 
^  Mayskokonoyay,  meaning  ''The  one  that 
>  wears  the  •red  robes;"  and,  ever  since  the 
making  of  the  treaty,  hie  father  and  himself, 
in  succession,  sustained  tribal  relations  with 
the  Red  Lake  band  of  Chippewa  Indians, 
and  that  band  continued  to  be  recognized  as 
an  Indian  tribe  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States. 

On  June  27,  1879,  the  United  States  In- 
dian sgent  at  White  Earth,  Minnesota,  wrote 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  at 
Washington  that  Moose  Dung  the  younger, 
the  only  surviving  son  of  Moose  Dung  named 
in  the  treaty,  requested  that  the  land  select- 
ed by  his  father  might  bo  set  aside  for  his 
benefit  On  July  25,  1879,  the  Commission- 
er of  Indian  Affairs  answered  that  Moose 
Dung  the  younger  should  at  once  locate  the 
desired  lands  in  accordance  with  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  treaty;  and  that  it  must  be 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Office  of  In- 
dian Affairs  that  his  father  left  no  other 


larly)  that  had  been  sdeeted  by  the  eldor 
Moose  Dung  before  his  death.  On  Septemp 
her  30,  1879,  the  Searetaiy  of  the  Interior, 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  Oommissionar 
of  Indian  Affairs,  approved  "the  seleotioa 
made  by  the  heirs  of  Moose  Dung,"  and  di« 
rected  tiie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  to  "take  the  necessary  steps  for 
the  protection  of  the  said  lands  eo  reserved 
for  the  benefit  of  those  entitled,  as  oontem- 
pla/ted  by  the  treaty  stipulations;"  and  they 
were  thereupon  set  apart  accordingly,  and 
were  designated  on  all  government  maps  as 
"Moose  Ihmg's  reservation." 

From  the  time  of  this  seleotlon  Moose 
Dung  the  younger  lived  upon,  exercised 
dominion  over,  and  daimed  to  own,  the  land 
so  selected,  and  cultivated  part  of  it,  leased 
other  parts  of  it  for  pasturage,  and  sold 
sand  off  it. 

On  November  7,  1891,  Moose  Duns  the 
younger,  describing  himself  as  "Moose  Dun|^ 
of  Thief  River  Falls,  Polk  county,  Minnesota/* 
made  a  lease  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  ten  years, 
at  an  annual  rent  of  twenty-five  dollars,  of 
this  strip  of  land  and  all  shore  rights  for 
storing  logs,  erecting  piles  and  booms,  and 
for  all  purposes  connected  with  lumbering; 
and  he  affixed  to  it  his  mark  and  seal,  and^ 
acknowledged  it  before  a  notary  publio,*after* 
its  contents  hsxl  been  fully  explained  to  him 
through  an  interpreter.  On  November  10, 
1891,  this  lease  was  recorded  in  the  registry, 
of  deeds  for  the  county.  The  plaintiffs  ao- 
cepted  the  lease,  and  paid  the  rent  according 
to  its  terms;  and  in  1892  they  erected  a  large 
saw  mill  on  the  bank  of  Thief  river,  a  short 
distance  below  the  strip  leased,  and  entered 
upon  this  strip,  drove  piles  and  strung 
booms  in  the  river  oppoeite,  and  stored  logs 
there,  and  thenceforth  used  the  strip  as  one 
shore  of  the  mill-pond  appurtenant  to  their 
saw  mill. 

Tlie  land  sdected  by  Moose  Dung  was  near 
the  village  of  Thief  River  Falls,  which,  when 
this  lease  was  made,  contained  some  fifty  in* 
habitants  and  had  no  railroad  and  no  im- 
portant industry,  and  land  there  was  of  lit- 
tle value.  But  in  1892,  after  the  erection  of 
the  plaintiffs'  saw  mill,  the  Great  Northern 
Railway  Company  built  a  railr<Mid  to  the  vil- 
lage, a  large  settlement  sprang  up  there,  and 
the  land  increased  in  value. 

On  July  20,  1894,  Moose  Dung  the  young- 
er, describing  himself  as  "Monsimoh  (com* 
monly  called  Moose  Dung),  heir  and  succes- 
sor of  his  father  Monsimoh  (also  conunonly 
called  Moose  Dung),"  made  a  lease  of  the 
whole  of  lot  1  in  section  34,  and  of  all  appur- 
tenances and  riparian  rights  thereto  belong- 
ing, for  twenty  years^  to  the  defendant,  at 
an  annual  rent  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  and 
on  July  23,  1894,  this  lease  was  recorded  in 
the  registry  of  deeds.  The  defendant  at 
the  time  of  obtaining  this  lease  knew  of  the 
prior  lease,  and  possession  of  the  plaintiffs. 
On  August  4»  1894,  0>ngress  passed  a  Joint 
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resolutioii  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  "to  approve,  if  in  his  discretion  he 
deems  the  same  proper  and  adyisahle,  and 
upon  such  terma  as  he  may  impose,"  thii 
lease  to  the  defeodauL  28  Stat  at  L.  1018. 
On  December  27,  1894,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  approTed  this  lease,  upon  condition 
(to  which  both  the  lessor  and  the  lessee  as* 
seated)  thait  the  annual  rent  should  be  four 
hundred  dollars,  and  "Ym  paid  to  the  agent 
in  charge  of  the  Chippewa  Indians  in  Minne- 
sota, and  by  him  paid  to  the  parties  found 
to  be  entitled  thereto  by  this  Department," 
and  should  be  readjusted  erery  five  years, 
QQ  and  ''the  said  premises,  nor  any  part  there- 
*  of,  shall  not  be  sublet*  without  iJie  written 
consent  of  the  lessor,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  and 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior." 

The  circuit  court  held  that  the  reservation 
in  the  treaty  to  the  elder  Moose  Dung  was 
in  the  nature  of  a  grant  of  title  to  him, 
burdened  with  no  restriction  or  condition 
save  that  of  selection  and  identification; 
thai  upon  the  selection  and  location  the  title 
in  the  selected  lands  vested  in  Moose  Dung 
the  younger  as  his  eldest  son  and  successor ; 
that  the  latter's  lease  of  November  9,  1891, 
to  the  plaintiffs  was  a  valid  and  subsisting 
lease  ox  the  strip  in  controversy,  and  needed 
no  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ; 
tha4;  the  lease  made  on  July  20,  1894,  to  the 
defendant,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  was  subordinate  to  the  lease  to 
the  plaintiffs,  and,  as  against  them,  conveyed 
no  right  to  the  occupancy  or  use  of  the  strip ; 
and  >Uiat  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have 
the  rights  and  privileges  under  the  earlier 
lease  vested  and  quiet ^  in  them  as  against 
the  claims  of  the  defendant.  70  Fed.  Rep. 
463.  The  defendant  appealed  to  this  court. 
The  fundamental  question  in  the  case  is. 
What  was  the  nature  of  the  title  which  the 
elder  chief  Moose  Dung  took  under  the 
treaty  of  October  2,  1863,  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Bed  Lake  and  Pembina  bands 
of  Chippewa  Indians?  Was  it  a  mere  right 
of  occupancy,  with  no  power  to  convey  the 
land  except  to  the  United  States,  or  by  their 
eoneentr  Or  was  it  substantially  a  title  in 
fee  simple  with  full  power  of  alienation? 

Undoubtedly,  the  right  of  the  Indian  na- 
tions or  tribes  to  their  lands  within  the 
United  States  was  a  right  of  possession  or 
occupancy  only,  the  ultimate  title  in  fee  in 
those  lands  was  in  the  United  States;  and 
the  Indian  title  could  not  be  conveyed  by  tYie 
Indians  to  anyone  but  the  United  States, 
without  the  consent  of  the  United  States. 
Johnson  v.  Mcintosh,  8  Wheat  643,  6  L.  ed. 
681 ;  Cherokee  Nation  v.  (Georgia,  6  Pet  1, 
17,  8  L.  ed.  25,  31 ;  Worcester  v.  Georgia,  6 
Pet  616,  644,  8  L.  ed.  483,  496;  Doe,  Mann, 
T.  Wilson,  23  How.  467,  463,  16  L.  ed.  684; 
United  States  v.  Cook,  19  Wall.  691,  22  L. 
ed.  210;  United  States  v.  Kagama,  118  U.  S. 
876,  881,  80  L.  ed.  228,  230,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1109;  Butte  t.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  119  U.  S. 
66,  67, 80  L.  ed.  330, 836,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  100. 
In  the  leading  ease  of  Johnson  t.  Mcintosh 


(1828)  it  was  therefore  held  that  grante  of^ 
lands^northweet  of  the  rirer  Ohio,  made  ia* 
1773  and  1776  by  the  chiefs  of  certain  Indian 
tribes  constituting  the  Dlinoia  and  the 
Pinkeshaw  natione,  to  private  indiyiduals, 
oonTcyed  no  title  which  could  be  reoognined 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States;  and  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  in  delivering  judgment^ 
said:  'The  usual  mode  adopted  by  the  In- 
diana for  granting  Isade  to  individuals  baa 
been  to  reserve  them  in  a  treaty,  or  to  grant 
them  under  the  sanction  of  the  commission- 
ers with  whom  the  treaty  was  negotiated." 
8  Wheat  698,  6  L.  ed.  694. 

Accordingly,  by  several  early  treaties  b»> 
tween  the  United  States  of  the  one  pa^  and 
the  Chippewas  and  other  Indian  nations  of 
the  other  part,  the  said  Indian  nations  ao- 
knowledged  themselves  to  be  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  United  States^  and  of  no  other 
sovereign  whatever;  the  United  States  reliib 
quished  and  quitclaimed  to  the  said  nations 
respectively  all  the  lands  lying  within  oer^ 
tain  limits,  to  live  and  hunt  upon,  and  others 
wise  occupy  as  they  saw  fit;  but  the  said  na- 
tions, or  either  of  them,  were  not  to  be  at 
liberty  to  dispose  of  those  lands,  except  to 
the  United  States.  Treaties  of  January  21» 
1785,  art  2;  January  9,  1789,  art  8;  Au- 
gust 3,  1795,  arts.  4,  6;  7  Stet  at  L.  16,  29, 
52. 

Soon  after  the  adoption  of  the  Constitn- 
tion,  the  same  doctrine  was  repeatedly  reoog* 
nized  and  enforced  by  Congress  in  temporary 
acts  regulating  trade  and  intercourse  with 
the  Indian  tribes.  By  the  act  of  July  22, 
1790,  chap.  33,  §  4,  it  was  ''enacted  and  de- 
clared that  no  sale  of  lands  made  by  any  In- 
dians, or  any  nation  or  tribe  of  Indians, 
within  the  United  States,  shall  be  valid  to 
any  person  or  persons,  or  to  any  state, 
whether  having  the  right  of  pre-emption  to 
such  lands  or  not,  unless  the  same  shall  be 
made  and  duly  executed  at  some  public  treaty 
held  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States.''  1  Stat  at  L.  138.  In  the  act  of 
March  1,  1793,  chap.  19,  §  8,  the  correspond- 
ing provision  was  that  "no  purchase  or 
grant  of  lands,  or  of  any  title  or  daim  there- 
to, from  any  Indians,  or  nation  or  tribe  of 
Indians,  within  the  bounds  of  the  United 
States,  shall  be  of  any  validity,  in  law  or 
equity,  unless  the  same  be  made  by  a  treaty 
or  convention  entered  into  pursuant  to  the 
Constitution."  1  Stat  at  L.  330.  In  the  g 
acts  of  May  19,  1796,  chap.  30,*5  12,  and* 
March  3,  1799,  chap.  46,  §  12,  this  provision 
was  re-enacted,  substituting  for  the  words 
"purchase  or  grant"  the  words  "purchase, 
grant,  lease,  or  other  conveyance,  and  for 
the  words  "any  Indians,"  in  the  plural,  the 
words  "any  Indian,"  in  the  singular,  so  as 
to  read:  "No  purchase,  grant,  lease,  or 
other  conveyance  of  lands,  or  of  any  title  or 
claim  thereto,  from  any  Indian,  or  nation  or 
tribe  of  Indians,  within  the  bounds  of  the 
United  States,  shall  be  of  any  validi^,  in 
law  or  equity,  unless  the  same  be  made  by 
treaty,  or  convention  entered  into  pursuant 
to  the  Constitution.*'  1  Stat  at  L.  472, 
746.    And  this  language  of  the  t^nporary 
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acts  of  1706  and  1700  was  repeated  in  the 
first  permanent  enactment  upon  the  subject^ 
being  the  act  of  March  80,  1802,  chap.  IZ, 
I  12.    2  SUt.  at  L.  148. 

It  is  weU  setUed  that  a  good  title  to  parts 
ci  the  lands  of  an  Indian  tribe  may  be 
granted  to  individuals  by  a  treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  the  tribe,  without  any 
act  of  Congress,  or  any  patent  from  the  Exeo- 
utiye  authority  of  the  United  States.  John* 
mm  ▼.  Melniosh,  8  Wheat,  above  cited;  Mit* 
ehel  V.  United  States,  0  Pet.  711,  748,  0  L. 
ed.  283,  296:  Doe,  Godfrey,  v.  Beardsley^  2 
McLean,  417,  418;  United  Statee  v.  Brooks, 
10  How.  442,  460,  13  L.  ed.  489,  406;  Doe, 
Mann,  v.  Wilson,  23  How.  457,  463,  16  L.  ed. 
084;  Orews  v.  Buroham,  1  Black,  356,  17  L. 
ed.  01;  Holden  v.  Joy,  17  Wall.  211,  247,  21 
L.  ed.  523,  535;  Best  v.  Polk,  18  Wall.  112, 
110, 21  L.  ed.  805,  807 ;  New  York  Indians  v. 
United  States,  170  U.  S.  1,  42  L.  ed.  027,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  531.  The  question  in  every 
case  is  whether  the  terms  of  the  treaty  are 
such  as  to  manifest  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties to  make  a  present  grant  to  the  persons 


The  Indian  tribes  within  the  limits  of  the 
United  States  are  not  foreign  nations; 
though  distinct  political  communities,  they 
are  in  a  dependent  condition;  and  Chief  Jus- 
tice Marshall's  description,  that  "they  are  in 
«  state  of  pupilage,"  and  ''their  relation  to 
the  United  States  resembles  that  of  a  ward 
to  his  guardian,"  has  become  more  and  more 
appropriate  as  they  have  g^own  less  power* 
lul  and  more  dependent.  Cherokee  Nation 
▼.  Georgia,  5  Pet.  1,  17,  8  L.  ed.  25,  31 ;  Elk 
▼.  Wilkins,  112  U.  S.  04,  00,  28  L.  ed.  643, 
645,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41 ;  United  States  v. 
Koffoma,  118  U.  S.  375,  382,  384,  30  L.  ed. 
228,230,  231,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1100;  Ste- 
phens V.  Cherokee  Nation,  174  U.  S.  445, 484, 
48  L.  ed.  1041, 1055, 10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  722. 
H  In  construing  any  treaty  between  the 
*  United  States  and  an^Indian  tribe,  it  must 
always  (as  was  pointed  out  by  the  counsel 
for  the  appellees)  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
negotiations  for  the  treaty  are  conducted,  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States,  an  enlightened 
and  powerful  nation,  by  representatives 
■killed  in  diplomacy,  masters  of  a  written 
language,  understanding  the  modes  and  forms 
of  creating  the  various  technical  estates 
known  to  their  law,  and  assisted  by  an  in- 
terpreter employed  by  themselves;  that  the 
treaty  is  drawn  up  by  them  and  in  their  own 
language;  that  the  Indians,  on  the  other 
hand,  are  a  weak  and  dependent  people,  who 
have  no  written  language  and  are  wholly  un- 
familiar with  all  the  forms  of  legal  expres- 
sion, and  whose  only  knowledge  of  the  terms 
in  which  the  treaty  is  framed  is  that  im- 
parted to  them  by  the  interpreter  employed 
by  the  United  States;  and  that  the  treaty 
must  therefore  be  construed,  not  according 
to  the  technical  meaning  of  its  words  to 
learned  lawyers,  but  in  &e  sense  in  which 
they  would  naturally  be  understood  by  the 
Indians,  Worcester  v.  Georgia,  6  Pet  515, 
8  L.  ed.  488;  The  Kansas  Indians,  5  Wall. 
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787,  760,  BUie  Jacket  t.  Johnson  County 
Comrs.  I8I1.  ed.  667 ;  Wan-Zop-E-Ah  v.  Miam* 
County ComrsASlh9d.(i74;  Chootaw  Natiom 
V.  United  States,  110  U.  S.  1,  27,  28,  80  U 
ed.  806,  814,  815,  7  Sup.  Ct  R^.  76.  la 
the  leading  case  of  Woroester  v.  Georgia 
(1832)  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  speaking  of 
article  4  of  the  treaty  of  Hopewell  of  Novem- 
ber 28,  1785,  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Cherokee  Indians,  which  defined  ''the 
boundary  allotted  to  the  Cherokees  for  their 
hunting  grounds,  between  the  said  Indisjis 
and  the  citizens  of  the  United  States"  (7 
Stat  at  L.  10),  said:  "There  is  the  more  rea- 
son for  supposing  that  the  Cherokee  chiefs 
were  not  very  critical  judges  of  the  lan- 
guage, from  the  fact  that  everyone  makes 
his  mark;  no  chief  was  capable  of  signing 
his  name.  It  is  probable  the  treaty  was  in* 
terpred  to  them."  "Is  it  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  the  Indians,  who  could  not  write^ 
and  most  probably  could  not  read,  who  oer* 
tainly  were  not  critical  judges  of  our  lan- 
guage, should  distingpiish  the  word  'allotted' 
from  the  words  'marked  out?'  "  6  Pet  551, 
552,  8  L.  ed.  407,  408.  And  Mr.  Justice  Mo- 
Lean,  concurring,  said:  "The  languaee 
used  in  treaties  with  the  Indians  shomd 
never  be  construed  to  their  prejudice."  "To 
contend  that  the  word  'allotted,'  in  reference 
to  the  lands  gpiaranteed  to  the  Indians  in 
certain  treaties,  indicates  a  favor  conferred." 
rather  than  a  right*acknowledged,  would,  it  * 
would  seem  to  me,  do  injustice  to  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties.  How  the  words  of 
the  treaty  were  understood  by  this  unlet- 
tered people,  rather  than  their  critical  mean- 
ing, should  form  the  rule  of  construction."  6 
Pet  582«  8  L.  ed.  508. 

The  defendant's  counsel  at  the  argument 
relied  on  an  opinion  given  by  Chief  Justice 
Taney,  when  Attorney  General,  under  the 
following  circumstances:  By  the  trea^ 
made  at  Camp  Tippecanoe  in  the  state  of 
Illinois  on  October  20,  1832,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Pottawatomie  tribe 
of  Indians  of  the  Prairie  and  Kankaukee 
(while  the  act  of  March  30,  1802,  chap.  13, 
was  in  force),  that  tribe  ceded  a  large  tract 
of  land  in  Illinois  to  the  United  States,  and 
it  was  provided  that  "from  the  cession  afore- 
said the  following  tracts  shall  be  reserved,  to 
wit,"  a  certain  number  of  sections  to  each 
of  particular  Indians  named.  7  Stat  at  Lb 
378.  On  September  20,  1833,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral Taney  gave  an  opinion  to  the  Secretary 
of  War  that  "these  reservations  are  excepted 
out  of  the  gprant  made  by  the  treaty,  and  did 
not  therefore  pass  by  it;  consequently,  the 
title  remains  as  it  was  before  the  treaty; 
that  is  to  say,  the  lands  reserved  are  still 
held  under  the  original  Indian  title;"  and 
therefore  "the  Indian  occupants  cannot  con- 
vey them  to  individuals,  and  no  valid  cession 
can  be  made  of  their  interest  but  to  the 
United  States."    2  Ops.  Atty.  Cten.  587. 

But  within  a  year  after  that  opinion  was 
given,  and  perhaps  in  consequence  thereof. 
Congress  in  framing  a  new  act  regulating 
trade  and  intercourse  with  the  Indian  tribesy 
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^nnitted  tiM  prohibition,  contained  in  fonner 
ctaiutesy  of  purchases  or  leases  from  ''any  In- 
dian/* and  put  the  proyision  invalidating  In- 
dian oonTcyanoes  in  this  altered  form:  "No 
purohase,  grant,  lease,  or  other  conyeyance  of 
lands,  or  of  any  title  or  daim  thereto^  from 
any  Indian  nation  or  tribe  of  Indiana^  shall 
be  of  any  validity,  in  law  or  equity,  unless 
the  same  be  made  by  treaty  or  convention 
entered  into  pursuant  to  the  Oonstitution." 
Act  of  June  30,  1834,  diap.  161,  %  12  (4 
Stat  at  L.  780).  The  declaration,  retained 
to  in  this  act,  of  the  invalidity  of  purdiases  and 
leases  "from  any  nation  or  tribe  of  ^Indians," 
miffht  include  a  purchase  or  lease  from  any 
Indian  acting  by  authority  derived  from  his 
tribe  only.  Johnson  v.  Mcintosh,  8  Wheat. 
643,  503,  6  L.  ed.  681,  603;  Smith  v.  Stevens, 
10  Wall.  321,  323,  10  L.  ed.  033;  Goodell  v. 
Jackson,  Smith,  20  Johns.  603,  723,  11  Am. 
Dec.  861.  But  the  inference  appears  to  us 
to  be  irresistible  that  Congress  did  not  in- 
tend that  there  should  thenceforth  be  any 
fjcneral  restriction  upon  the  alienation  by 
Individual  Indians  of  sections  of  land  re- 
served to  them  respectively  by  a  treaty  with 
the  United  States.  And  this  view  is  con- 
Armed  by  the  re-enactment  of  the  provision, 
in  the  very  words  of  the  act  of  1834,  in 
§  2116  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  by  the 
course  of  decision  in  this  court  in  a  series  of 
opinions  which  may  conveniently  be  consid- 
ered in  their  chronological  order. 

The  supplementary  artidee  of  September 
28,  1880,  to  the  treaty  of  Dancing  Rabbit 
Creek  of  September  27,  1830,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Choctaw  Nation  of  In- 
dians, making  provision  for  "various  Choo- 
taw  persons,"  used,  as  synonymous  expres- 
sions, the  phrases  "shall  be  entitled  to  a  res- 
ervation of,"  "is  allowed  a  reservation  of," 
**there  shall  be  granted,"  "  there  is  given," 
or  "is  granted,"  sections  of  land,  either  in- 
duding  the  present  residence  and  improve- 
ment of  such  persons,  or  to  be  located  on  any 
unimproved  and  unoccupied  land.  7  Stat, 
at  L.  340.  In  Oaines  v.  Nicholson  (1850) 
0  How.  356,  13  L.  ed.  172,  Mr.  Justice  Nd- 
son,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
did  say  of  sudi  a  reservation:  "It  was  so 
much  canned  out  of  the  territory  ceded,  and 
remained  to  the  Indian  occupant,  as  he  had 
never  parted  with  it.  He  holds,  strictly 
q>eaking,  not  under  the  treaty  of  cession,  but 
under  his  original  title  confirmed  by  the  gov- 
ernment in  the  act  of  agreeing  to  the  reser- 
vation." 0  How.  365,  13  L.  ed.  176.  But 
that  treaty  was  made  before  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  1834;  the  only  question  in  the  case 
was  of  the  effect  of  the  reservation  as  against 
a  previous  grant  of  land  by  Congress  to  a 
state  for  the  support  of  schools;  the  court 
had  no  occasion  to  define,  and  did  not  under- 
take to  define,  the  exact  nature  of  the  title 
granted  or  confirmed  by  the  treaty;  and  the 
suggestion,  in  accordance  with  Attorney 
General  Taney's  opinion,  above  cited,  that  the 
2  treaty  rather  confirmed  the  Indian  right  than 
*  granted  a  new*title,  can  hardly  be  reconciled 
with  the  later  judgments  of  the  court,  to  be 
presentiy  considered,  one  of  which  was  de- 


livered by  the  saaw  learned  Judge. 
V.  Buroham,  1  Blade,  862,  17  L.  ed.  01. 

In  oondnding  the  treaty  of  July  1,  ISSft, 
between  the  Umted  States  and  the  Caddo  na- 
tion of  Indians,  in  Louisiana,  supplementary 
articles  were  added,  by  which,  after  a  redtu 
that  that  nation  had  in  1801  granted  to  one 
Francois  Orapne  (who  was  a  half-blood 
Oaddo)  and  to  nis  three  sons  a  league  of 
land  each,  "it  is  agreed"  thatOrappe's  legal 
representatives  and  his  said  three  sons  "shall 
have  their  right  to  the  said  four  lessee  of 
land  reserved  to  them  and  thdr  heirs  and 
assigns  forever.  The  said  land  to  be  taken 
out  of  the  lands  ceded  to  the  United  States 
by  the  said  Caddo  nation  of  Indians  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  treaty  to  which  this  article  is 
supplementary.  And  the  said  four  leagues 
of  land  shall  be  laid  ofiT  in  one  body,"  at  a 
place  described,  in  conformity  with  the  boun* 
daries  "expressed  in  the  original  deed  of 
gift"  from  the  Caddo  nation  to  Grappe  and 
his  three  sons.  7  Stat,  at  L.  473.  In 
United  States  v.  Brooks  (1850)  10  How. 
442,  13  L.  ed.  480,  it  was  argued  for  the 
United  States  that  the  effect  of  this  agree- 
ment was  simply  that  the  Grappes  should 
retain  their  right,  whatever  it  might  be,  un* 
der  the  reservation  of  1801,  and  that  that 
reservation  was  not  authorized  by  the  laws 
then  in  force  there.  But  it  was  adjudged 
that  its  effect  was  to  vest  in  the  Grappes  an 
absolute  title  in  fee  simple,  which  they 
might  convey  to  anyone;  the  court,  speak- 
ing by  Mr.  Justice  Wayne,  saying:  "We 
think  that  the  treaty  gave  to  the  Grappee  a 
fee-simple  title  to  ail  the  rights  which  the 
Caddoes  had  in  these  lands,  as  fully  as  any 
patent  from  the  government  could  make  one. 
The  reservation  to  the  Grappes,  'their  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,'  creates  as  absolute  a 
fee  as  any  subsequent  act  upon  the  part  of 
the  United  States  could  make.  Nothing 
further  was  contemplated  by  the  treaty  to 
perfect  the  title.  Brooks  being  the  alienee 
of  the  Grappes  for  the  entire  reservation,  he 
may  hold  it  against  any  daim  of  the  United 
States,  as  his  alienors  would  have  done." 
10  How.  460,  18  L.  ed.  406.  In  that  case, 
therefore,  an  agreement  that  the  persons  {^ 
named  "shall  have  thdr  right"* to  "certain* 
lands  reserved,"  and  the  lands  "shall  be  laid 
off,"  was  given  the  same  effect  as  a  present 
grant  or  patent.  It  is  true  that  the  treaty 
there  in  question  reserved  the  right  to  those 
persons,  "and  their  hdrs  and  assigns  for* 
ever."  But  the  like  construction  has  since 
been  given  to  reservations  unaccompanied 
by  any  words  of  inheritance. 

By  the  first  artlde  of  a  treaty  made  on  the 
Tippecanoe  river  in  the  state  of  Indiana  on 
October  27,  1832,  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Pottawatomies  of  that  state  and  of 
Michigan  territory,  that  tribe  of  Indiana 
ceded  their  title  and  interest  to  lands  in  In- 
diana, Illinois,  and  Michigan  to  the  United 
States.  By  article  2,  "from  the  cession 
aforesaid,  the  following  reservations  are 
made"  to  certain  bands  of  Indians.  And  by 
article  3,  "the  United  States  agree  to  gprant 
to  eadi  of  the  following  persons  the  quan- 
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Utf  of  land  aiuiezed  to  their  namee,  which 
landa  shall  be  oonTeyed  to  them  by  patent." 
The  foregoing  reseryatione  ahall  be  selected 
under  the  direction  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  after  the  lands  shall  have 
been  siureyed,  and  the  boundaries  to  corres- 
pond with  the  public  surreys."  7  Stat,  at 
L  899^01. 

In  Doe,  Mann,  t.  WiUon  (1869)  23  How. 
457,  16  L.  ed.  684,  it  was  held,  in  an  acUon 
of  ejectment^  that  a  warranty  deed  made  by 
Petchioo  (a  Pottawatomie  chief,  one  of  the 
persons  named  in  the  third  article  of  that 
treaty) ,  in  February,  1833,  to  citizens  of  Indi- 
ana, before  t]ie  lands  had  been  surveyed,  or 
a  patent  granted,  passed  a  good  title  as 
against  a  deed  made  by  his  heirs  after  the 
issue  of  the  patent  and  his  death.  The 
oourt,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Catron,  said: 
*The  Pottawatomie  nation  was  the  owner  of 
the  possessory  right  of  the  country  ceded, 
and  all  the  subjects  of  the  nation  were  joint 
owners  of  it  The  reservees  took  l^  the 
treaty,  directly  from  the  nation,  the  Indian 
title;  and  this  was  the  right  to  occupy,  use, 
and  enjoy  the  lands,  in  common  with  the 
United  States,  until  partition  was  made  in 
the  manner  prescribed."  This  sentence  has 
sometimes  been  supposed  to  indicate  that  by 
the  treaty  the  reservees  took  directly  from 
the  Indian  nation  its  possessory  right  only, 
defined  as  "the  right  to  occupy,  use,  and  en- 
H  joy  the  lauds  in  common  with  the  United 
*  States."  But  this  was  qualified  by*the  con- 
eluding  words  of  the  same  senteuce,  "until 
partition  was  made  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed," that  is  to  say,  by  the  treaty.  And 
the  court  went  on  to  say,  in  the  most  dis- 
tinct terms:  "The  treaty  itself  converted 
the  reserved  sections  into  individual  proper- 
ty. The  Indians  as  a  nation  reserved  no  in- 
terest in  the  territory  ceded;  but,  as  a  part 
of  the  consideration  for  the  cession,  certain 
individuals  of  the  nation  had  conferred  on 
them  portions  of  the  land,  to  which  the 
United  States  title  was  either  added  or  prom- 
ised to  be  added,  and  it  matters  not  which 
for  the  Durpoues  of  tbis  controversy  for  pos- 
session. *  The  United  States  held  the  ulti- 
mate title,  charged  with  the  right  of  undis- 
turbed occupancy  and  perpetu^  possession 
in  the  Indian  nation,  with  the  exclusive 
power  in  the  {rovemment  of  acquiring  the 
right.  Although  the  government  alone  can 
purchase  lands  from  an  Indian  nation,  it 
does  not  follow  that,  when  the  rights  of  the 
nation  are  extinguished,  an  individual  of  the 
nation  who  takes  as  private  owner  cannot 
sell  his  interest.  The  Indian  title  is  prop- 
erty, and  alienable  unless  the  treaty  had  pro- 
hibited its  sale.  So  far  from  this  being  the 
case  in  the  instance  before  us,  it  is  manifest 
that  sales  of  the  reserved  sections  were  con- 
templated, as  the  lands  ceded  were  forthwith 
to  be  surveyed,  sold,  and  inhabited  by  a 
white  population,  among  whom  the  Indians 
could  not  remain."  23  How.  463,  464,  16  L. 
ed.  686. 

In  Crew8  v.   Burcham    (1861)    1   Black, 
362,  17  L.  ed.  91,  a  warranty  deed  made  by 


Frauds  Besion,  another  person  named  in  tlM 
third  article  of  that  treaty,  under  like  eir- 
eumstanoes,  to  one  Armstronff,  waa  accord* 
ingly  held  to  vest  the  legal  title  in  him;  and 
the  scope  and  effect  of  the  decision  in  Doe, 
Mcmn,  T.  WilBon  were  clearly  brought  out  in 
the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson^ 
as  foUows:  "It  was  there  held  that  the  res- 
ervation created  an  equitable  interest  in  the 
land  to  be  selected  under  the  treaty;  that  it 
was  the  subject  of  sale  and  oonveyanoe;  that* 
Petchico  was  oompetent  to  convey  it;  aad 
that  his  deed,  upon  the  selection  of  the  land 
and  the  issue  of  the  patent,  operated  to  vest 
the  title  in  his  gprantesu  It  is  true  that  no 
tiUe  to  the  particular  lands  in  question 
could  vest  in  the  reservee,  or  in  his  g^antee,^ 
until  the  location  by  the  President,*and,  per* 
haps,  the  issuing  of  the  patent;  but  the  Mi* 
gation  to  make  the  selection  as  soon  as  the 
lands  were  surv^ed,  and  to  issue  the  patent^ 
is  absolute  and  imperative,  and  founded  u]^ 
on  a  valuable  and  meritorious  consideration. 
The  lands  reeerved  constituted  a  part  of  the 
compensation  received  by  the  Pottawatomiee 
for  the  relinquishment  of  their  right  of  oo- 
cupancy  to  the  government.  The  agreement 
was  one  which,  if  entered  into  by  an  individ- 
ual, a  court  of  chancery  would  have  enforced 
by  compelling  the  selection  of  the  lands  and 
the  conveyance  in  favor  of  the  reservee,  or, 
in  case  he  had  parted  with  his  interest,  in 
favor  of  his  grantees.  And  the  obligation  is 
not  the  less  imperative  and  binding  because 
entered  into  by  the  government.  The  equit- 
able right,  therefore,  to  the  lands,  in  the 
grantee  of  Besion,  when  selected,  was  per- 
fect, and  the  only  objection  of  any  plausibil- 
ity is  the  technical  one  as  to  the  vesting  of 
the  legal  title."  "We  think  it  quite  clear,  if 
this  patent  had  issued  to  Besion  in  his  life- 
time, the  title  would  have  inured  to  his  gran- 
tee. The  deed  to  Armstrong  recites  the  res- 
ervation to  the  grantee  of  the  half  section 
under  the  treaty,  and  that  it  was  to  be  locat- 
ed by  the  President  after  the  lands  were  sur^ 
veyed;  and  then,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, the  grantee  conveys  all  his  right  and 
title  to  the  same  with  a  full  covenant  of  war- 
ranty. The  land  is  sufficiently  identified  to 
which  Besion  had  the  equitable  titles  whieh 
was  the  subject  of  the  grant,  to  give  opera- 
tion and  effect  to  this  covenant  on  the  issu- 
ing of  the  patent,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
act  of  Congress.  [Act  of  May  20,  1836, 
chap.  76 ;  6  Stat  at  L.  31.]  The  act  declares 
the  land  shall  inure  to,  and  become  vested  in, 
the  assignee,  the  same  as  if  the  patent  had 
issued  to  the  deceased  in  his  lifetime." 
"Some  expressions  in  the  opinion  delivered 
in  the  case  of  Doe,  Mann,  v.  WiUon,  the  first 
case  that  came  before  us  arising  out  of  this 
treaty,  were  the  subject  of  observations  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  in  the 
argument,  but  which  were  founded  on  a  mis- 
apprehension of  their  scope  and  purport.  It 
was  supposed  that  the  court  had  hdd  that 
the  reservee  was  a  tenant  in  common  with 
the  United  States  after  the  treaty  of  cession 
and  imtil  the  survey  and  patent.    It  will  be 
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JJaeen,  however,  that  the  teooancy  in  oommon 

•  there  xnentioned*iefeTred  to  the  right  to  oc- 
cupy, use,  and  enjoy  the  land  in  common 
with  the  government^  and  had  no  relation  to 
the  legal  title."  1  Black,  866,  867»  17  L. 
ed.  92. 

By  those  two  decisionB  it  waa  determined 
that  the  "reeervatione,"  created  by  the 
treaty  with  the  Pottawatomiee  of  October 
27,  1832,  in  favor  of  individual  Indiana,  by 
the  words  ''the  United  Statee  asree  to  grant" 
to  each  of  them  sections  of  land,  "which 
lands  shall  be  conveyed  to  tiiem  by  patent," 
had  the  effect  of  granting  a  preeoot  and  al- 
ienable interest  to  each.  In  both  those  deoi- 
aions  Chief  Justice  Taney  concurred— which 
is  worthy  of  special  notice  in  view  of  the  dif- 
ferent opinion,  above  cited,  which  he  had 
g'ven,  when  Attorney  Gkneral,  upon  the  ef- 
ot  of  similar  reservationa  in  a  treaty  made 
with  another  band  of  Pottawatomiea  seven 
days  earlier,  but  promulgated  by  the  Preai- 
dent  at  the  same  time  aa  this  treaty.  7 
Btat  at  L.  378,  899.  And  the  two  decisions 
were  dted  and  approved  by  this  court,  speak- 
ing by  Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  in  Prenttoe  v. 
Steams  i  (1885)  113  U.  8.  436,  446,  447,  28 
L.  ed.  1069,  1063.  See  also  the  opinion  de- 
livered by  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  the  circuit 
oourt  in  Prentice  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co, 
(1890)  48  Fed.  Rep.  270,  276. 

In  the  treaty  of  June  8,  1826,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Kansas  nation  of  In- 
diana, it  was  provided,  by  article  6,  that 
from  the  lands  thereby  ceded  to  the  United 
States  there  should  be  made  reservations  of 
1  mile  square  for  each  of  the  half-breeds 
named;  and,  by  article  11,  that  "the  said 
E^ansas  nation  shall  never  sell,  relinquish,  or 
in  any  manner  dispose  of  the  lands  herein 
reserved,  to  any  other  nation,  person,  or  per- 
sona whatever,  without  the  permission  of  the 
United  States  for  that  purpose  first  had  and 
obtained."  7  Stat,  at  L.  246,  247.  The  act 
of  Congress  of  May  26,  1860,  ohap.  61,  after 
reciting  that  the  lands  so  reserved  had  been 
surveyed  and  allotted  to  each  of  the  half- 
breeds  in  accordance  with  article  6  of  the 
treaty,  enacted  that  <<all  the  titie,  interest, 
and  eatate  of  the  United  States  is  hereby 
vested  in  the  said  reservees,  who  are  now  liv- 
ing, to  the  land  reserved,  set  apart,  and  al- 
lotted to  them,"  and  in  the  heirs  of  those  de- 
S  ceased,  "but  nothing  herein  contained  shall 

•  be  construed  to  give  any* force,  ef&cacy,  or 
binding  effect  to  any  contract,  in  writing  or 
otherwise,  for  the  sale  or  disposition  of  any 
lauds  named  in  this  act,  heretofore  made  by 
any  of  aaid  reservees  or  their  heirs;"  and  it 
was  further  enacted  that  if  any  of  the  raser- 
vees,  or  the  heirs  of  anyone  deceased,  should 
not  desire  to  occupy  the  lands  to  which  they 
were  entitied  by  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  upon  their  re- 
quest, should  be  authorized  to  sell  the  lands 
for  their  benefit,  and  to  iasue  patents  to  the 
purchasera,  12  Stat,  at  L.  21.  In  Smith 
V.  Stevens  (1870)  a  deed  made  by  one  of 
thoae  half-breeds,  shortiy  after  the  paasage 
of  that  acty  without  the  authority  or  aaaent 

•i  Sup.  Ct  Ra^  MT. 


of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  waa  ad- 
Judged  by  thia  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Davis,  to  be  void,  upon  the  aingla 
ground  ''that  the  statute,  having  provided 
the  way  in  which  these  half-breed  lands 
could  be  sold,  by  neceaaary  implication 
prohibited  their  aale  in  any  other  way."  10 
Wall.  321,  326,  19  L.  ed.  933,  936. 

By  the  treaty  with  the  Chickasaws  of  May 
24,  1834,  it  was  agreed,  in  article  6,  that 
*'the  following  reservations  be  granted  in 
fee:  To  heads  of  familiea,  being  Indiana  or 
having  Indian  familiea,"  a  certain  number  of 
sections  of  land;  and,  by  article  6,  "also  res- 
ervations of  a  section  to  each  shall  be 
granted  to"  other  members  of  the  tribe,  of 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwarda,  ao- 
cording  to  a  list  to  be  made  out  by  seven 
chiefs  named  in  the  treaty,  and  filed  with 
the  agent,  "upon  whose  certificate  of  its  be- 
lieved accural  the  register  and  receiver 
shall  cause  said  reservations  to  be  located 
upon  lands  fit  for  cultivation."  7  Stat,  at 
L.  461,  462.  It  may  be  observed  that  arti- 
de  6,  differing  in  these  respects  from  artida 
6,  used  the  future  tense,  "shall  be  granted," 
and  omitted  the  words  "in  fee."  Yet  in 
Best  V.  Polk  (1878)  18  Wall.  112,  21  L.  ed. 
806,  this  court  held  that  the  treaty  itself 
conferred  a  full  titie  upon  an  Indian  to  whom 
lands  were  reserved  by  artide  6,  and,  again 
speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Davis,  said:  "Can 
it  be  doubted  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
both  parties  to  the  treaty  to  dothe  the  res- 
ervees with  the  full  title T  If  it  were  not  ao, 
there  would  have  been  some  words  of  limita- 
tion indicating  a  contrary  intention.  In- 
stead of  this,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
a  further  grant,  or  anv  additional  evidence  S 
of  title,  were*oontemplated.  Nor  waa  thia* 
necessary,  for  the  treaty  proceeded  on  the 
theory  that  a  grant  is  as  valid  by  a  treaty 
as  by  an  act  of  Confess,  and  does  not  need 
a  patent  to  perfect  it.  We  condude,  there- 
fore, that  the  treaty  conferred  the  title  to 
these  reservations,  which  was  complete  when 
the  locations  were  made  to  identify  them." 
18  Wall.  116,  21  L.  ed.  807.  "The  treaty 
granted  the  land,  but  the  location  had  to  be 
fixed  before  the  grant  could  become  opera- 
tive. After  this  was  done,  the  estate  became 
vested  and  the  right  to  it  perfect,  aa  much 
so  as  if  the  grant  had  been  directly  executed 
to  the  reservee."  18  Wall.  118,  21  L.  ed. 
808.  In  support  of  that  conduaion,  thia 
court  cited  dedsiona  of  the  highest  court  of 
the  state  of  Mississippi,  in  which,  after 
quoting  the  words  of  artide  6  of  the  treaty, 
it  was  said:  "By  this  language,  a  title  in 
fee  passed  to  such  persons  as  were  abo7e  the 
age  of  twenty-one.  The  term  'reservation' 
was  equivalent  to  an  absolute  g^ant.  The 
title  passed  as  effectually  as  if  a  grant  had 
been  executed."  "The  treaty  has  lot  cf>n- 
templated  a  further  grant,  or  other  evidence 
of  titie,  showing  condusively  that  by  the 
terms  used  it  was  intended  that  a  perfect 
title  was  thereby  intended  to  be  secured.  The 
Indian,  then,  under  whom  complainanta 
daim,  had  in  heradf  an  abaolute  and   on- 
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eonditional  title  in  fee  simple.  The  title 
was  conferred  by  the  treat j;  it  was  not» 
howeyer,  perfect  until  the  location  was 
made;  location  was  necessary  to  giye  iden- 
tity. The  location  it  seems  was  duly  made, 
and  thus  the  title  to  the  land  in  controversy 
was  consununated  by  giyinff  identity  to  that 
which  was  before  unlocat^/'  Jfilea  t.  Af»- 
dsrsoii  (1841)  6  How.  (Miss.)  365,  883; 
Wray  t.  Doe,  Ho-ya-pamuhhy  (1848)  10 
Smedes  &  M.  452,  461. 

In  the  treaty  of  June  24,  1862,  between 
the  United  States  and  a  tribe  of  Ottawa  In- 
dians, article  3  provided  as  follows:  "It 
being  the  wish  of  said  tribe  of  Ottawas  to 
remunerate  several  of  the  chiefs,  councilmen, 
and  headmen  of  the  tribe  for  their  services 
to  them  many  years  without  pay,  it  is  hereby 
stipulated  that  five  sections  of  land  is  [are] 
reserved  and  s^t  apart  for  that  purpose,  to 
be  apportioned  among  the  said  chiefs,  coun- 
eilmen,  and  headmen  as  the  members  of  the 
tribes  shall  in  full  council  determine;  and 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the^Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  issue  patents  in  fee  simple  of 
said  lands,  when  located  and  apportioned,  to 
said  Indians."  12  Stat,  at  L.  1238.  In 
Libby  ▼.  Clark  (1886)  118  U.  S.  250,  80  L. 
ed.  133,  6  Sup.  C^.  Rep.  1045,  this  court,  ap- 
proving and  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
sapreme  court  of  Kansas,  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justioe  Brewer,  in  14  Kan.  435,  held  that  a 
deed  to  a  white  person  from  one  of  those 
chiefs,  of  land  patented  to  him  pursuant  to 
the  treat|r,  but  executed  before  he  had  be- 
come a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  was 
void,  for  the  single  reason  that  the  treaty 
itself,  as  construed  by  the  court,  expressly 
proivided,  in  article  7,  that  no  Indian  should 
alien  or  encumber  the  land  allotted  to  him 
until  he  had,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
treaty,  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  treaty  of  Prairie  du  Chien  of  July. 
29,  1820,  between  the  United  States  and  cer- 
tain nations  of  Chippewa,  Ottawa,  and  Pot- 
tawatomie Indians,  article  4,  by  which  ''there 
shall  be  granted  by  the  United  States''  to 
each  of  the  persons  named,  being  descend- 
ants from  Indians,  sections  of  land,  it  was 
provided  that  ^the  tracts  of  land  herein  stip- 
ulated to  be  granted  shall  never  be  leased 
or  conveyed  by  the  grantees,  or  their  heirs, 
to  any  persons  whatever,  without  the  per- 
mission of  the  President  of  the  United 
States."  7  Stat,  at  L.  321.  Of  course,  un- 
der such  a  provision,  no  alienation  could  be 
valid  without  the  approval  of  the  President. 
Pickering  v.  Lomaw  (1892)  145  U.  S.  310,36 
L.  ed.  716,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  800;  Lomaw  v. 
Pickering  (1899)  173  U.  S.  26,  43  L.  ed.  601, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  416. 

The  clear  result  of  this  series  of  decisions 
is  that  when  the  United  States,  in  a  treaty 
with  an  Indian  tribe,  and  as  part  of  the  con- 
dderation  for  the  cession  by  the  tribe  of  a 
tract  of  country  to  the  United  States,  make 
a  reservation  to  a  chief  or  other  member  of 
the  tribe  of  a  specified  number  of  sections  of 
land,  whether  already  identified,  or  to  be 
■iirveyed  and  located  in  the    future,   the 


treaty  itself  convwti  ibm  reserved  seetiona 
into  individual  property;  the  reservation, 
unless  aocompanied  by  words  limiting  its 
effect,  is  equivalent  to  a  present  grant  of  a 
complete  title  in  fee  simple;  and  that  title  is 
alienable  by  the  grantee  at  his  pleasure,  un- 
less the  United  States,  by  a  provision  of  the 
treaty,  or  of  an  act  of  Congress,  have  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  prohibited  or  restricted 
its  alienation.  g 

*The  letters  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian? 
Affairs,  referred  to  in  the  supplemental  brief 
of  the  defendant,  expressing  the  views  enter- 
tained in  his  office  at  sundry  times  as  to  tho 
effect  of  a  reservation  in  an  Indian  treaty  to 
particular  Indians  without  words  of  present 
grant,  or  of  inheritance,  were  for  the  most 
part  written  before  the  subject  had  been  con- 
sidered by  this  court;  and  they  fall  far  short 
of  establishing  such  a  uniform  practical 
construction  of  the  term  by  the  ^ecutive 
Departments  as  would  warrant  the  court  in 
overruling  its  own  opinions  as  expressed  in 
the  cases  above  stated.  < 

The  treaty  of  October  2,  1863,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Red  Lake  and  Pem- 
bina bands  of  Chippewa  Indians,  now  before 
the  court,  contains  in  itself  peculiarly  strong 
evidence  that  it  was  intended  to  vest  in  the 
elder  chief  Moose  Dung  a  full  and  complete 
title  in  the  land  reserved  to  him. 

According  to  the  decisions  above  cited, 
such  would  be  the  construction  of  the  ninth 
article,  taken  by  itself,  by  which  "upon  the 
urgent  request  of  the  Indians,  parties  to  this 
treaty,  there  shall  be  set  apart  from  the 
tract  hereby  ceded  a  reservation  of  six  hun- 
dred and  forty  acres  near  the  mouth  of  Thiel 
river  for  the  chief  Moose  Dunff,  and  a  like 
reservation  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres 
for  the  chief  Red  Bear  on  the  north  side  of 
Pembina  river."  And  this  construction  is 
fortified  by  other  provisions  of  the  treaty 
quoted  at  the  beginning  of  this  opinion. 

By  the  8th  article,  it  is  "agreed  that 
the  United  States  shall  grant  to"  each  male 
adult  half-breed  or  mixed-blood  who  is  re- 
lated by  blood  to  these  Indians,  who  has 
adopted  the  habits  and  customs  of  civilized 
life,  and  who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  a  homestead  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres,  to  be  selected  out  of  the  tract 
ceded,  and  in  conformity  with  the  official 
surveys  when  made.  That  article  was 
amended  by  the  Senate  by  providing  that  no 
scrip  should  be  issued  under  its  provisions, 
and  no  assignment  should  be  made  of  any 
right,  title,  or  interest  before  the  issue  of  a 
patent,  and  no  patent  should  be  issued  until 
due  proof  of  five  years'  actual  residence  and 
cultivation,  as  required  by  the  homestead 
act.  Act  of  May  20,  1862,  chap.  75;  12^ 
Stat  at  L.  392;  Rev.  Stat  §S  2289,  2291.  8 
*The  reservatione  of  four  times  as  much* 
land  to  each  of  the  chiefs  Mooee  Dung  and 
Red  Bear  under  the  ninth  artide  were  not 
made  subject,  by  any  provision  of  the  origi- 
nal treaty,  or  of  the  Senate  amendments,  to 
the  condition  of  adopting  the  habits  and  cus- 
toms of  civilized  life,  or  of  becoming  a  titi- 
zen  of  the  United  States,  or  of  five  years'  m^ 
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tual  residence  and  cuiiiTation.  But  by  the 
fifth  article,  with  the  avowed  objects  ''to  en- 
oourage  and  aid  the  chiefs  of  said  bands  in 
preserving  order,  and  inducing,  by  their  ex- 
ample and  advice^  the  members  of  their  re- 
spective bands  to  adopt  the  habits  and  pur- 
suits of  civilized  life,"  each  chief  was  to  be 
paid,  not  only  a  certain  sum  annually  out  of 
the  annuities  payable  to  the  bands  by  the 
treaty,  but  also,  at  the  time  of  the  first  pay- 
ment, a  further  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars 
""to  enable  him  to  build  for  himself  a  house." 

The  provisions  of  that  article  are  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  theory  that  the  title  of 
the  chiefs  Moose  Dun^  and  Red  Bear  respeo- 
tively  in  the  reservation  of  six  hundred  and 
forty  acres  each,  unconditionally  set  apart 
for  them,  was  to  be  less  absolute  than  the 
title  of  the  half-breeds  in  their  homesteads 
would  be  after  the  cooditions  of  the  treaty 
'respecting  them  had  been  complied  with. 

The  only  reasonable  construction  of  all 
the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  taken  together. 
is  that  the  ninth  article,  by  which  "there 
-shall  be  set  apart  from  the  tract  hereby 
ceded  a  reservation  of  six  hundred  and  forty 
acres  near  the  mouth  of  the  Thief  river  for 
the  chief  Moose  Dung,"  and  a  reservation  of 
a  like  quantity  of  land  at  another  place  des- 
ignated for  the  chief  Red  Bear  was  intended 
by  the  United  States  and  was  understood  by 
the  Indians,  and  took  effect,  as  a  present 
grant  to  each  of  these  two  chiefs  of  an  alien- 
able title  in  fee  in  that  quantity  of  land  at 
the  designated  place,  subject  only  to  its  se- 
lection in  due  form,  and  to  the  definition  of 
its  boundaries  by  survey  and  patent 

Such  being  in  our  opinion  the  construc- 
tion and  eff^  of  the  terms  of  the  treaty  it- 
self, it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  com- 
petency of  the  extrinsic  evidence,  offered  by 
?the  plaintiffs,  of  what  took  place  between  the 
representatives  of  the  parties^at  the  negotla> 
tions  which  preceded  its  execution;  for« 
whether  that  evidence  be  admitted  or  reject- 
ed, the  conclusion  must  be  the  same. 

Nor  is  it  necessary  to  consider  particular- 
ly the  argument  of  the  plaintiffs,  founded 
upon  the  citizenship  acquired  by  Moose 
Dung  the  younger  under  that  provision  of  the 
act  of  February  8,  1887,  chap.  119,  §  6,  by 
which  "every  Indian  born  within  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  the  United  States,  to  whom 
allotments  shall  have  been  made  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  or  under  any  law  or 
treaty,"  is  ''declared  to  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  whether  said  Indian  had  been 
or  not  by  birth  or  otherwise  a  memb^  of  any 
tribe  of  Indians  within  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  United  States,  without  in  any  manner 
impairing  or  otherwise  affecting  the  rights 
of  any  such  Indian  to  tribal  or  other  proper- 
ty." 24  Stat,  at  L.  800.  That  provision 
xnight  not  enable  individual  Indians  to  al- 
ienate lands  which  were  not  before  aliena- 
ble. Beck  V.  Floumoy  Live  Stock  d  Real 
Estate  Oo.  27  U.  S.  App.  618,  66  Fed.  Rep. 
80,  12  C.  G.  A.  497;  Eells  v.  Rose,  29  U.  S. 
App.  69,  64  Fed.  Rep.  417,  12  G.  G.  A.  206; 
Coombs,  Petitioner,  127  Mass.  278.  But  it 
eertainly  does  not  take  away  a  power  of 
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alienation  conferred  1^  the  treaty 
which  the  allotment  was  made. 

Another  question  of  importance,  fully  ar- 
gued at  the  bar,  is  whether  Moose  Dung  the 
younger  inherited  all  his  father's  rights  in 
the  reservation*  This  question  is  presented 
by  the  record  in  a  peculiar  aspect. 

In  the  amended  bill  (which  is  the  only 
one  in  the  record  transmitted  to  this  court) 
the  plaintiffs  claimed  title  under  the  lease 
made  to  them  by  Moose  Dung  the  younger 
on  November  7,  1891,  and  alle^  that  at  the 
date  of  that  lease  he  was  the  owner  in  fee 
simple  of  the  lands  in  question. 

In  the  answer  filed  January  16,  1896,  to 
tliat  bill,  tlie  defendant  denied  its  allegations; 
and  claimed  title  under  the  reservation  to 
Moose  Dung  the  elder  in  the  treaty,  his  se- 
lection of  lands  and  the  setting  apart  of 
them  by  the  government  as  such  reservation, 
and  the  lease  executed  by  Moose  Dung  the 
younger  (so  the  answer  alleged,  in  substan- 
tial accord  with  the  form  of  the  lease  itself) 
"as  his  oldest  son,  heir  at  law,  and  successor 
as  chief  of  the  Red  Lake  band  of  GhippewaS 
Indians,'**to  the  defendant,  on  July  20,  1894/ 
as  afterwards  amended  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior;  and  alleged  thai 
the  government,  ever  since  its  setting  apart 
of  the  reservation,  "conceded,  treated,  and 
designated  said  selection  as  a  reservation 
whidi  said  Moose  Dung  was  entitled  to  pos- 
sess and  control,  subject,  however,  to  the  con* 
trol  of  the  overseers  and  agents  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States."  The  plain- 
tiffs filed  a  general  replication  to  the  answer. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  was  taken,  un- 
der order  of  the  court,  by  a  special  examiner, 
before  whom  (as  appears  by  the  record)  the 
following  proceedings  were  had,  at  the  dates 
mentioned  below: 

On  May  21,  1896,  the  plaintiffs  introduced 
the  deposition  of  John  George  Morrison,  who 
testified  that  he  was  fifty-five  years  old!,  wae 
a  Scotch  half-breed  and  had  a  quarter  ol 
Ghippewa  blood,  had  lived  with  the  Red  Lake 
band  of  Ghippewa  Indians  all  his  life,  spoke 
both  English  and  Ghipj^ewa,  was  a  special 
interpreter  at  the  negotiation  of  the  treaty, 
and  was  acquainted  with  the  laws,  cnstoiuiy 
and  usages  of  the  Ghippewa  Indians;  and 
that,  according  to  those  laws,  customs,  and 
usages,  a  chief  like  the  elder  Moose  Dunfl 
had  the  right  to  select  a  piece  of  land  and 
to  use  it  as  his  home,  and  upon  his  death  his 
eldest  son  would  inherit  sJl  his  land,  and 
succeed  to  his  office  and  powers  as  chief  of 
the  band;  and  the  witness  was  not  crose-ex- 
amined  on  this  point. 

On  June  8,  1896,  while  the  defendant  was 
putting  in  evidence  in  supj^ort  of  his  title 
as  alleged  in  the  answer,  "it  was  admitted 
by  complainants'  solicitor  that  the  living 
chief  Monsimoh  was  the  eldest  son  and  suo- 
cessor  to  all  rights  of  his  father  under  the 
treaty  of  October  2,  1863,  and  the  son  of  ths 
chief  Monsimoh  who  signed  that  treaty.** 

On  July  16,  1896,  the  plaintiffs  put  in  evi- 
dence the  complaint  in  an  action  brought  b^ 
this  defendant  against  them  on  February  lo, 
1896,  containing  an  allegation  that,  upon  the 
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deatli  of  tlM  old  ohlof  Moom  Dong,  "Us  ml 
Honflimoh,  oommooly  called  and  known  ai 
Kbose  Dung,  aiuTiyed  him  and  became  the 
x>le  heir  at  law  and  saocesaor  of  the  said 
jDlfooae  Dung,  deoeaaed,  and  thereby  anooeeded 
•  to,  has  ever  since  held^and  does  now  hold  all 
the  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  privileg- 
es pertaining  to  aaid  premises,  as  such  heir 
at  law  and  successor  ol  the  said  deceased 
ehief  Moose  Dunff." 

On  Julj  23  and  24,  1895,  the  defendant  in- 
troduced testimonj  of  Moose  Dung  the 
younger,  and  of  other  Indians,  showing  that 
his  father  had  two  wives,  both  living  at  the 
same  time,  and  left  six  surviving  descend- 
ants: three  children,  (1)  Moose  Dung  the 
younger,  the  eldest  son  by  the  first  wife,  (2) 
a  daughter  by  the  first  wife^  and  (3)  a 
daughter  by  the  second  wife;  and  three 
grandchildren,  (4)  a  son  of  a  deceased 
daughter  by  the  flr8twife,(5)adaughter  of  a 
deceased  daughter  by  the  first  wife,  and  (6) 
a  son  of  a  deceased  son  by  the  second  wife. 

Moose  Dung  the  younger,  when  so  eKam< 
ined  a«  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  testi< 
fied,  on  cross-examination,  that  he  owned  the 
land  in  question;  that  his  father,  when  he 
died,  left  the  land  to  him  alone;  and  that  by 
the  customs  of  the  Red  Lake  Indians  he,  up- 
on the  death  of  his  father,  being  his  eldest 
son  by  his  first  wife,  succeeded  him  as  chief, 
and  was  entitled  to  succeed  to  all  his  land; 
and,  being  asked,  "Who  first  spoke  to  you 
about  these  other  sisters  and  children  having 
seme  interest  in  the  land?"  answered,  "No 
one  said  anything  to  me  about  if 

On  August  1,  1895,  the  defendant  intro- 
duced, against  the  plaintiiTs'  objection  that 
they  were  incompetent  and  immaterial,  and 
not  within  the  issues  in  the  case,  certified 
copies,  froni  the  records  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  of  certain  documents  respect- 
ing the  disposition  of  $100  deposited  with  the 
Indian  agent  at  White  Earth,  Minnesota,  by 
the  defendant,  as  rent  due  under  the  lease 
to  him  from  Moose  Dung  the  younger,  as 
amended  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior^  which  documents  were  as  fol- 
lows: 1st.  A  letter,  dated  February  4, 
1895,  from  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs to  the  Indian  agent,  directing  the  agent 
"to  fully  investigate  the  subject  as  to  who 
are  the  legal  heirs  of  old  chief  Moose  Dung, 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  to  whom  said 
rent  should  be  paid;*^  to  submit  all  the  evi- 
dence in  the  matter  in  the  form  of  affidavits, 
Ijwith  a  full  report  and  recommendation;  to 
•  permit  Moose  Dung  the  younger,  if  he  so  de- 
dredy  to  be  present  in  person  or  1^  attorney 
at  the  hearing;  to  take  his  affidavit  as  part 
of  the  evidence;  and  to  hold  the  money  P^d 
by  the  defendant  in  the  agent's  hands  to 
await  the  determination  of  the  Commission- 
er. 2d.  Tho  report,  dated  March  30,  1895, 
of  the  Indian  agent  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Indian  AfiTairSj  enclosing  an  affidavit,  taken 
on  that  day,  of  Moose  Dung  the  younger, 
stating  that  he  and  the  two  daughters,  and 
three  grandchildren  above  moitioned  were 
the  only  legal  heirs  of  his  father,  and  that 
they  were  entitled  to  share  equally  with  him 


in  the  estate,  and  ware  all  of  legal  ago;  af* 
fidavite,  taken  March  5,  1895,  of  thost 
daughters  and  grandchildren  respectivelyt 
stating  their  relationship  and  affes,  and  that 
they  were  entitled  to  share  equuly  with  him 
in  the  estate;  and  an  affidavit,  of  the  same 
date,  of  chiefs  and  headmen  of  the  tribe  ta 
the  relationship  of  the  other  deponents  ta 
Moose  Dung  the  elder,  but  saying  nothing  as* 
to  their  rights  of  inheritance.  Each  oi  these* 
affidavits  was  signed  with  the  mark  of  the 
deponent,  and  taken  by  a  notary  public  The* 
agent  reported  that  he  considered  this  evi- 
dence reliable,  and  had  no  doubt  that  these 
six  descendants  of  the  old  chief  Moose  Dunflr 
were  his  only  living  heirs,  and  were  entitled 
to  share  equally  in  his  estate.  8d.  A  letter 
dated  April  9,  1895,  from  the  Oommissionev 
of  Indian  Affairs  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, recommending  that  these  six  persona 
"be  determined  to  be  the  heirs  of  old  chief 
Moose  Dung  for  the  purposes  of  this  lease, 
and  that  the  rents  arising  from  leasing  the 
land  granted  him  by  said  treaty  be  divided 
among  them  equally."  4th.  A  letter,  dated 
April  23,  1895,  from  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Af* 
fairs,  concurring  in  the  recommendation,  and 
returning  the  papers.  5th.  A  letter,  dated 
May  4,  1895,  from  the  Commissioner  of  In- 
dian Affairs  to  the  Indian  agent,  informing 
him  of  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  directing  him  to  distribute  the 
proceeds  of  the  lease  m  his  hands  in  accord- 
ance with  that  decision. 

The  defendant,  at  the  same  time,  against 
the  like  objection,  introduced  six  receipts, S 
dated  May  25,  1895,  respectively  •signed  by* 
the  mark  of  Moose  Dung  the  younger,  and  of 
each  of  the  ^ve  other  descendants  of  Moose- 
Dung  the  elder,  acknowledging  the  receipt 
from  the  Indian  agent  of  one  sixth  of  $200; 
"being  my  share  for  two  quarters  rental  oi> 
lands  leased  to  Ray  W.  Jones;"  and  a  lease,, 
executed  July  10,  1895,  by  Moose  Dung  the- 
younger  and  the  five  other  descendants  of  hia 
father  to  the  defendant,  for  twenty  yeara 
from  July  20, 1894,  of  the  lot  described  in  tha 
lease  to  the  defendant  of  that  date,  the  de- 
fendant paying  rent  according  to  the  condi- 
tions of  that  lease,  as  amended  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

On  the  coming  in  of  the  court  on  Septem- 
ber 3,  1895,  the  defendant's  solicitor — ^pursu- 
ant to  a  notice  given  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs' 
solicitor  on  August  3,  1895,  after  all  the  evi>- 
dence  in  the  case  had  been  taken — ^moved  the 
court  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  answer^ 
alleging  that  Moose  Dung  the  voimger  and 
the  five  other  descendants  of  his  father, 
above  mentioned,  were  eadi  entitled  to  one 
sixth  of  the  land  in  controversy;  and  had,  i& 
accordance  with  the  lease  made  by  Moose 
Duns  the  younger  to  the  defendant  in  1894 
and  ita  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  tha  In- 
terior, been  paid  their  shares  of  Uie  rent  pro- 
vided for  in  that  lease  and  approval;  and 
had  likewise  themselves  executed  a  lease  rati- 
fying and  confirming  that  lease. 

On  September  9,  1895,  the  court  denied 
the  motion  for  leave  to  file  the  supplemental 
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answer;  on  September  17,  1895,  the  cause 
was  argued  and  submitted;  and  on  Novem- 
ber 9, 1895,  the  court  entered  the  final  decree 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  present  contention  of  the  defendant 
that  the  right  of  the  elder  Moose  Dung  in  the 
reservation  passed,  upon  his  death,  not  to  his 
eldest  son  alonoj  but  to  the  other  children 
and  grandchildren  jointly  with  the  eldest 
son,  was  clearly  inadmissible  under  the  alle- 

Sitions  of  the  original  answer.  The  ques- 
on  whether  a  supplemental  answer  should 
be  allowed  was  a  matter  within  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  largely  depending  upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  Hardin 
▼.  Boyd,  113  U.  8.  756,  28  L.  ed.  1141,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  771;  Smith  v.  Bahcock,^  3 
^Sumn.  583.  The  reasons  for  denying  the 
^  motion  in  this  case  are*  not  stated  in  the 
record.  They  may  have  been  the  late  stage 
of  the  case  at  which  the  motion  was  made, 
and  a  failure  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the 
facts  now  attempted  to  be  set  up  were  not 
known,  or«  at  least,  easily  accessible,  to  the 
defendant  or  his  solicitor  long  before.  But 
as  this  court  might,  even  now,  if  justice  ap- 
peared to  require  it,  allow  an  amendment  of 
the  pleadings,  this  part  of  the  case  may  be 
more  satisfactorily  disposed  of  by  consider- 
ing what  the  effect  of  those  facts  would  have 
been,  had  they  been  duly  pleaded.  Liver- 
pool  d  G.  W,  Steam  Oo.  v.  Phenix  Ins,  Co. 
129  U.  S.  397,  447,  32  L.  ed.  788,  794,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  469;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Ohio  d 
M.  R.  Co,  142  U.  8.  396,  413,  414,  35  L.  ed. 
1055,  1061,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  188. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  appears 
to  have  assumed  that,  upon  the  death  of 
Moose  Dung  the  elder,  in  1872,  the  title  in 
his  land  descended  by  law  to  his  heirs  gen- 
eral, and  not  to  his  eldest  son  only. 

But  the  elder  Chief  Moose  Dung  being  a 
member  of  an  Indian  tribe,  whose  tribal  or- 
ganization was  still  recognized  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  the  right  of 
inheritance  in  his  land,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  was  controlled  by  the  laws,  usages, 
and  customs  of  the  tribe,  and  not  by  the  law 
of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  nor  by  any  action 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

In  United  States,  Davis,  v.  Shanks,^ 
(1870)  15  Minn.  369,  it  was  adjudged  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Minnesota  that  a  probate 
court  of  the  state  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  estate  of  a  chief  of  a  tribe  of  Chippewa 
Indians  to  whom  a  section  of  land,  to  be  lo- 
cated by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  had 
been  "granted  in  fee  simple"  by  the  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  that  tribe  of 
May  7,  1864  (13  Stat  at  L.  693),  and  had 
accordingly  been  located  and  a  patent  there- 
for issued  to  him.  See  also  Dole  v.  Irish 
(1848)  2  Barb.  639;  Hastings  v.  Farmer 
(1850)  4  N.  Y.  293,  294. 

In  one  of  the  cases  reported  under  the 
name  of  The  Kansas  Indians  (1867)  6  Wall. 
737,  Blue  Jacket  v.  Johnson  County  Oomrs, 
18  L.  ed.  667,  this  oourt^  reversing  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  m 
Blue  Jacket  v.  Johnson  County  Comrs,  S 
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ECan.  289,  held  that  lande  which,  punroant 
to  the  treaty  of  May  10,  1854,  between  theg 
United  State8*and  the  Shawnee  nation  of  In-* 
dians  (10  Stat  at  L.  1053),  had  been  patent- 
ed to  a  chief  of  that  nation,  were  not  subject 
to  taxation  by  the  state  of  Kansas  so  long 
as  the  tribal  organization  remained  and  wae 
recognized  by  the  political  department  of  the 
government;  and  Mr.  Justice  Davis,  in  de- 
livering  judgment^  said:  "This  people  have 
their  own  customs  and  laws  by  which  they 
are  governed.  Because  some  of  those  cua^ 
toms  have  been  abandoned,  owing  to  the 
proximity  of  their  white  neighbors,  may  be 
an  evidenoe  of  the  superior  influence  of  our 
race,  but  does  not  tend  to  prove  that  their 
tribal  organization  is  not  preserved.  There 
is  no  evidence  in  the  record  to  show  that  the 
Indians  with  separate  estates  have  not  the 
same  rights  in  the  tribe  as  those  whose  es- 
tates are  held  in  common."  *'As  long  as  the 
United  States  recognize  their  national  char* 
acter,  they  are  under  the  protection  of  treat* 
ies  and  the  laws  of  Congress,  and  their  prop' 
erty  is  withdrawn  from  the  operation  of 
state  laws."  5  Wall.  766,  757,  18  L.  ed.  678. 
See  also  the  opinion  delivered  by  Judge 
Woods,  with  the  concurrence  of  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan,  in  the  circuit  courts  in  Wau-pe-fium- 
qua  V.  Aldrich  (1886)  28  Fed.  Rep.  489,  495. 

Following  that  decision  of  this  court>  it 
was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas,  in 
an  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer, 
that  land  patented  to  an  Indian  woman  of 
the  Shawnee  tribe  under  thetrea^  of  1854 
descended,  upon  her  death,  according  to  the 
law  of  her  tribe,  and  not  according  to  the 
Kansas  statute  of  descents.  Brovm  ▼• 
Steele  (1880)  23  Kan.  672. 

In  Riohardville  v.  Thorp  (1886)  28  Fed. 
Rep.  52,  which  concerned  the  inheritance  of 
lai^  patented  by  the  United  States  to  a 
member  of  the  confederated  tribes  of  Kas- 
kaskia,  Peoria,  Pinkeshaw,  and  Wea  Indi- 
ans, and  in  which  there  was  no  evidence  ol 
any  particular  law  or  custom  of  those  tribes, 
it  was  held  that  the  rightful  heirs  of  the  pat- 
entee might  maintain  their  title  in  the  dr^ 
cuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
of  Kansas  asainst  one  claiming  under  a  deed 
from  two  of  those  heirs,  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  upon  a  certificate 
of  two  chiefs  of  the  tribe  that  the  two  grants 
ors  were  the  sole  heirs  of  the  patentee;  Mr.g 
Justice* Brewer,  then  dreuit  judge,  saying* 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  "had  no 
judicial  power  to  adjud^^  a  forfeiture,  to 
decide  questions  of  inheritance,  or  to  devest 
the  owner  of  his  title  without  his  Icnowledge 
or  consent." 

Upon  the  evidence  contained  in  this  reo- 
ord,  it  is  quite  dear  that,  by  the  laws,  usi^ 
ges,  and  customs  of  the  Chippewa  Indiana^  old 
Moose  Dung's  eldest  son  and  successor  as 
chief  inherited  the  land  of  his  father,  to  the 
exclusion  of  other  descendants.  Both  the 
half-breed  Morrison  and  the  younger  Moose 
Dung,  being  fully  enramined  on  this  pointy 
so  testified;  and  there  waa  no  direct  testi- 
mony to  the  contrary.  Morrison  had  lived 
with  the  Red  Lake  band  of  Chippewas  all  hit 
life,  spoke  thdr  language,  and  knew  their 
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lawi,  aurtoma,  and  uMgW)  and  then  Is 
nothing  whatever  in  the  oue  that  thiowB 
any  dcmbt  on  the  IruaCwwlhineea  cf  hia  tea- 
tinMHiy.  The  only  matters  that  can  be  sup- 
posed to  lessen  the  weight  of  Moose  Dung's 
testimony  are  an  affidavit^  a  receipt,  and  a 
leasee  eaeh  signed  with  his  mark  in  1805, 
more  than  three  years  after  the  lease  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  wholly  incompetent  as  inde- 
pendent evidence  against  them.  That  affi- 
davit, in  which  he  stated  that  the  two  daugh- 
ters and  the  three  grandchildren  were  the 
only  l^gal  heirs  of  his  father  beside  himself 
and  were  entitled  to  share  with  him  in  the 
estate,  was  procured  from  him  by  the  Indian 
agent  under  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and,  as  well  as  the  receipt,  was  evi- 
dently considered  by  him  as  mere  matter  of 
form  with  which  he  was  obliged  to  comply 
in  order  to  get  any  part  of  the  rent  under  the 
lease  of  1894.  That  it  made  little  impres- 
sion on  his  mind  is  evident  from  the  fact 
that>  when  afterwards  examined  as  a  witness 
In  this  ease,  in  the  presence  of  the  counsel 
for  both  parties,  he  testified  that  no  one  had 
ever  said  anything  to  him  about  the  daugh- 
ters and  grandchildren  having  some  interest 
in  the  land.  And  it  is  not  without  signifi- 
cance that  the  other  chiefs  and  headmen  of 
the  tribe,  from  whom,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  affidavits  were 
likewise  obtained  to  the  relationship  between 
old  Moose  Dung  and  his  six  descendants, 
said  nothing,  and  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
g  asked  anything,  as  to  the  right  of  inherit* 
•  ance,  or*as  to  Uie  laws,  customs,  and  usages 
of  the  Indians  upon  that  subject* 

The  title  to  the  strip  of  land  in  contro- 
versy, having  been  granted  by  the  United 
States  to  the  elder  chief  Moose  Dung  by  the 
treaty  itself,  and  having  descended,  upon  his 
death,  by  the  laws,  customs,  and  usages  of 
the  tribe,  to  his  eldest  son  and  successor  as 
diief ,  Mooee  Dung  the  younger,  passed  by  the 
lease  executed  by  the  latter  in  1891  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  term  of  that  lease;  and 
their  rights  under  that  lease  could  not  be 
devested  by  any  subsequent  action  of  the 
lessor,  or  of  Congress,  or  of  the  Executive 
Departments.  The  construction  of  treaties 
Is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  judiciary; 
and,  except  in  cases  purely  political,  Ck>n- 
grssa  has  no  constitutional  power  to  settle 
the  rights  under  a  treaty,  or  to  affect  titles 
already  granted  by  the  treaty  itself.  Wt^ 
son  T.  WaU,  6  Wall.  83,  89,  18  L.  ed.  727, 
729;  Reiehart  v.  Pelps,  6  Wall.  160,  18  L. 
ed.  849;  Bmiih  v.  Stevens,  10  Wall.  321,  327, 
19  L.  ed.  933,  935;  Holden  v.  Joy,  17  Wall. 
211,  247,  21  L.  ed.  523,  535. 

llie  congressional  resolution  of  1894,  and 
the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  must  therefore  be  held 
to  be  of  no  effect  upon  the  rights  previously 
acquired  1^  the  plaintiffs  by  the  lease  to 
tbem  from  the  younger  chief;  and  the  deoree 
U  afprmedm 
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Oonfirmafion  of  private  Umd  eMm — grami 
of  lande  iy  act  of  Oongreee. 

1.  Lands  previously  eenflrmed  by  act  of  Ood- 
gress  to  Indian  paeblos  should  be  excepted 
from  a  decree  of  conilrmatlon  of  a  Spanish 
grant,  even  if  the  previous  grant  by  Congress 
to  the  pueblos  may  be  void,  as  the  effect  of 
the  confirmation  Is  only  to  release  all  dalm 
of  title  by  the  United  States,  and  It  Is  not  In- 
cumbent upon  the  court  of  private  land 
clalma  to  determine  the  priority  of  right  as 
between  the  claimant  and  another  grantee. 

2.  An  appeal  may  be  taken  by  the  United 
States  from  a  decision  by  the  court  of  pri* 
vate  land  claims  In  favor  of  a  petitioner,  al* 
though  the  government  may  have  no  Interest 
In  the  result  of  the  litigation. 

8.  An  Indian  claim  or  title  that  has  been  eon* 
firmed  by  Congress  Is  a  "juat  and  nneztln- 
gulshed'*  one,  within  the  meaning  of  the  pri- 
vate land  claim  act,  |  18,  subd.  2,  providing 
that  no  claim  shall  be  allowed  that  shall  ta- 
terfere  with  or  overthrow  any  such  title. 

[No.  13.] 

Argued  and  Submitted  January  It,  1S99* 
Decided  October  SO,  1899. 

APPEAL  by  the  United  States  from  a  de- 
cree of  confirmation  by  the  Court  of 
Private  Land  Claims  of  a  claim  to  lands  al* 
most  entirely  within  the  limits  of  lands  pre- 
viously confirmed  to  pueblos  by  act  of  Con- 
gress and  patented  to  theuL    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns  g 

*This  was  a  petition  filed  by  Maria  de  las 
Pax  Valdes  de  Conway  and  twenty-one  oth- 
ers in  the  court  of  private  land  daima  for 
the  confirmation  of  a  tract  of  land  known  aa 
the  Cuyamungfue  grant,  or  private  land  dalm, 
situated  in  the  county  of  Santa  F6,  territory 
of  New  Mexico^  and  alleged  to  contain  in  ex« 
cess  of  6,000  acres. 

It  appears  from  an  examination  of  the  em- 
pediente,  offered  in  evidence  as  the  basis 
of  the  daim,  that  on  January  22,  1731,  Ber* 
nardino  de  Sena,  Tomas  de  Sena,  and  Luis 
Lopez  presented  a  petition  to  Ciovemor  Juan 
Domingo  Bustamente  to  grant  them  the  sur- 
plus luid  in  the  abandoned  pueblo  of  Oay* 
amungue  as  royal,  public,  and  uninhabited, 
and  described  it  as  being  situated  on  both 
sides  of  the  river  Tesuque  (formerly  Cuya^ 
mungue),  and  extending  from  a  bluff  of  the 

Sueblo  of  Cuyamungue  to  the  hills  of  the 
Tambd  road. 

The  governor  made  the  grant  on  the  same 
day,  du*ected  the  chief  alcalde  of  the  new 
vUlage  of  Santa  Cms  to  notify  the  Indians 
of  the  pueblo  of  Tesuque,  the  heirs  of  cer- 
tain adjoining  property  owners,  and  all 
other  dUzens  of  the  vicinity  to  show  cause, 
if  any  they  had,  why  the  tract  should  not 
be  granted  to  the  petitioners,  and,  if  there 
were  no  objection,  to  pat  them  in  possession. 


u 


90  SUPREMS  OOUBT  BBPORTUL 


Such  Botioe  lutTing  been  givw,  the  alcalde 
on  January  22,  1781,  pnt  tlie  petitionen  in 
Juridical  poeseBaion  of  the  lanoe^  deecribing 
the  boundaries,  and,  altar  cxecnting  such 
act»  returned  the  proceedings  to  the  gcnrem- 
or,  by  whom  th^  were  approyed  and  placed 
in  the  royal  arehiyea  of  the  dtw  of  Santa 
F6,  a  testitnonio  thereof  being  delivered  to 
the  grantees,  the  original  of  which  is  now 
a  pi^  of  the  arehires  of  the  United  States 
bk  the  custody  of  the  surveyor  general  of  the 
9  territory.    The  gimntees,  their  heirs  and  as- 

•  signs,  have  been  in  posseseion^of  the  land 
grant  up  to  the  present  time^  a  period  of 
one  hundred  and  sixty-four  years. 

The  petition  further  alleged  that  the 
daim  had  been  examined  and  approved  by 
the  surveyor  general  of  the  territory,  re- 
turned by  him  favorably  to  Congress  with  a 
recommendation  that  the  same  be  confirmed 
to  the  legal  representatives  of  the  original 
petitioners;  but  that  it  had  never  been  acted 
moa  by  Ooni^ess,  or  the  authorities  of  the 
United  SUtes. 

The  government  made  no  answer  to  the 
petition,  but  the  court  proceeded  to  hear  the 
cause  upon  petition  and  proofs  under  the 
last  clause  of  section  6  of  the  court  of  pri- 
vate land  claims  act,  notwithstanding  the 
fulure  of  the  government  to  file  an  answer. 
Petitioners  produced  certain  witnesses  to  the 
effect  tiiat  portions  of  the  land  granted  had 
been  occupied  and  cultivated  by  persona 
claiming  under  the  original  grantees;  while 
the  government  showed  that  Indians  of  the 
pueblos  of  Namb6  and  Pojoaque  had  many 
years  before  instituted  proceedings  before  the 
surveyor  general  of  New  Mezioo  under  the 
act  oi  July  22,  1854,  for  4  leaeues  of  land 
eaeh ;  that  the  surveyor  general  had  recom- 
mended that  the  lands  thus  demanded  be 
granted  to  them,  and  Congress  had  confirmed 
the  grant  to  nch  of  said  pueblos  for  4 
leagues  as  recommended  (11  Stat,  at  L. 
S74) ;  that  the  grants  to  said  pueblos  were 
surveyed  and  patents  for  them  issued;  that 
such  surveys  covered  the  larser  portions  of 
the  land  of  the  old  pueblo  of  Cuyamungue, 
which  petitioners  alleged  were  granted  to  the 
original  grantees  in  this  case. 

Ae  oral  testimony  tended  to  show  that 
the  pueblo  of  Pojoaque  had  been  in  existence 
since  1710,  and  the  pueblo  of  Namb6  from  a 
tjmf^  immemoriaL 

Upon  motion  made  by  the  government  and 
upon  the  consent  of  ail  the  parties  to  the 
proceeding,  it  was  ordered  on  October  11, 
1895,  that  these  pueblos  be  made  parties, 
and  that  the  petition  of  the  daimants  be 
deemed  amended  accordingly.  It  did  not 
appear  that  any  copy  of  the  petition  was 
served  upon  these  pueblos,  or  that  they  ap- 
peared or  waived  service;  but  the  court  on 
October  24,  1895,  entered  a  decree  against 
If  the   United    States   confirming    the   entire 

•  grant  as^eomplete  and  perfect  as  of  the  date 
of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  in  1848, 
and  further  decreed  that  the  confirmation 
should  in  no  wise  affect  the  righta  of  the  pueb- 
los of  Pojoaque  and  Namb6,  if  any  they  have, 
aa  befewesn  them  and  the  confirmees  under 
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their  patents  kned  by  the  United  States 
government* 

Subsequently  to  this  decree^  and  on  Ko- 
vembcr  9,  the  Indians  d  the  two  pueblos 
above  named  entered  thdr  appearance^ 
stated  that  the  lands  confirmed  to  the  petir 
tioners  were  almost  entirely  within  the  limi* 
its  of  the  lands  confirmed  by  the  act  of  Con> 
grass  to  these  pueblos,  and  patented  to  them* 
and  that^  while  they  were  made  parties  de- 
fendant to  the  petition,  they  were  never 
served  with  process,  and  had  no  opportunity 
of  making  a  defense,  and  therefore  moved 
the  court  to  vacate  the  decree  of  confirmation 
and  allow  them  to  be  heard  in  oppodtion  to 
the  daim.  This  motion  was  subsequently, 
and  on  December  2,  1896,  denied,  whereupon 
the  United  States  appealed  to  tiiis  court 

Jfesara.    Ifnttkew    O.    Reymolds    and 

John  K.  Richarda,  Solidtor  General,  for  a^ 
pellant. 
Jf r.  Jolim  H.  Xsaabel  for  appdleea. 

Mr.  Justice  Bvowm  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  case  involves  the  proper  disposition 
by  the  court  of  private  land  daims,  under 
the  act  of  Congress  constituting  the  courts 
of  overlapping  grants.  The  facts  are  ex- 
tremdy  simple:  Petitioners  derived  thdr 
title  by  purchase  or  inheritance  from  the 
original  grantees,  who  hdd  under  a  royal 
grant  made  in  1731  by  the  then  governor  o< 
New  Mexico,  and  through  which  they  had 
been  in  possession  of  portions  of  the  land 
ever  dnce.  Their  grant  had  been  examined, 
surveyed,  and  approved  by  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  in  1871,  but  had 
never  been  confirmed  by  Congress.  It  was 
not  truos  as  stated  in  the  petition,  howeverp  J 
that  "no  person  or^persons,  natural  or  arti** 
fidal,  are  in  possession  of  the  said  land,  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  daim  the  same  or  any 
part  thereof  adversdy  to  your  petitioners^ 
or  otherwise  than  by  thdr  lease  or  permis- 
sion," since  it  appears  there  were  two  Indian 
pueblos  within  the  limits  of  the  grant,  from 
a  time  whence  the  memory  of  naan  and  the 
traditions  of  the  several  tribes  ran  not  to  the 
contrary.  It  was  shown  that  one  of  them, 
Pojoaque^  had  a  bdl  originally  cast  for  its 
church,  whidi  bore  the  date  of  1710.  These 
pueblos  had  instituted  proceedings  before 
the  surveyor  general  under  the  act  of  July 
22,  1854,  for  4  leagues  of  land,  which  he 
recommended  to  be  granted,  and  in  com- 
pliance  therewith  cSingress  confirmed  a 
grant  to  each  of  said  pueblos,  which  grants 
were  subsequently  surveyed  and  patents  is- 
sued. 11  8tatatL.374.  These  surveys  covered 
all  the  land  of  the  abandoned  pueblo  of 
Cuyamungue,  granted  to  the  petitioners,  ex- 
cept about  100  acres.  It  was  insisted  in  the 
court  bdow  that  the  land  covered  by  these 
patents  should  be  excepted  out  of  the  decree 
of  confirmation  in  this  case;  but  it  was  hdd 
that  the  pud>los  had  no  just  right  or  daim 
at  tiie  date  of  the  treaty  to  any  part  of  the 
land  covered  by  the  petitioners'  grant;  that 
the  United  States  acquired  no  right  or  in^ 
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tereet  in  the  land  of  *  eltlcen  in  tli«  ceded 
territory  held  by  a  complete  and  perfect  title 
at  the  date  of  the  treaty;  that  Oongress 
did  not  nndertake  to  decide  who  was  the 
rightful  owner  of  the  land  confirmed  to  the 
pueblos,  but,  on  the  contrary,  expressly 
stated  that  the  patents  were  not  to  inter- 
fere with  any  prior  right  to  the  land  which 
might  be  held  by  other  parties.  Said  the 
court:  "If  the  petitioners  in  this  case  haye 
a  complete  and  perfect  title  to  the  land  in 
question  under  tiie  grant  of  1731,  it  neces- 
sariOly  follows  that  the  pueblos  of  Nambd 
and  Po}oaque  have  no  right  or  title  to  any 
of  the  land  within  the  boundaries  of  such 
complete  and  perfect  grant.  But  the  decree 
of  this  court  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the 
r^ht  and  title  (if  any)  that  the  pueblos 
acquired  by  their  patents  from  the  United 
States,  as  between  them  and  petitioners." 

The  court  declined  to  except  out  of  the  de- 
cree of  confirmation  the  lands  covered  by  the 
pucd)los'  patents,  but  did  adjudge  that  the 
9  confirmation  should  in  no  wide  affect  the 
*  rights  of  *the  pueblos  as  between  them  and 
the  petitioners  under  their  patents. 

The  case  depends  largely  upon  the  con- 
struction given  to  the  sections  and  parts  of 
sections  of  the  act  constituting  the  court  of 
private  land  claims.      26  Stat,  at  L.  854. 

By  section  6  the  petitioner  is  required  to 
set  forth,  among  other  things,  "the  name  or 
names  of  any  person  or  persons  in  possession 
of  or  claiming  the  same  [the  lands]  or 
any  part  thereof,  otherwise  than  by  the  lease 
or  permission  of  the  petitioner;  .  .  . 
and  a  copy  of  such  petition,  with  a  citation 
to  any  adverse  possessor  or  claimant,  shall 
...  be  served  on  such  possessor  or 
claimant  in  the  ordinary  leg^  manner  of 
serving  such  process  in  the  proper  state  or 
territory,  and  in  like  manner  on  the  attor- 
ney of  the  United  States,''  whose  duty  it  is 
'^  enter  an  appearance,  and  plead,  answer, 
or  demur,  .  .  .  and  in  no  case  shall  a 
decree  be  entered  otherwise  than  upon  full 
Iqnl  proof  and  hearing." 

By  section  7  the  court  has  "full  power 
to  hear  and  determine  all  questions  in  cases 
before  it  relative  to  the  title  to  the  land  the 
subject  of  such  case;  the  extent^  location, 
and  boundaries  thereof,  and  other  mat  ten 
connected  therewith  fit  and  proper  to  be 
heard  and  etermined,  and  by  a  final  decree 
to  settle  and  determine  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  the  title  and  the  boundaries  of 
the  grant  or  claim  presented  for  adjudica- 
tion, .  .  .  and  all  other  questions  prop- 
erly arising  between  the  claimants,  or  other 
parties  in  the  case,  and  the  United  States." 

By  section  8,  persons  claiming  lands  under 
a  Spanish  or  Mexican  title  "that  was  com- 
plete and  perfect  at  the  date  when  the 
United  States  acquired  sovereignty  therein 
shall  have  the  right  (but  shall  not  be 
bound)  to  apply  to  said  court  in  the  manner 
in  this  act  prorided  for  in  other  cases  for 
confirmation  of  such  title; "but  the  confirma- 
tion of  such  title  "shall  be  for  so  much  land 
only  as  such  perfect  title  shall  be  found  to 
flover,  always  excepting  any  part  of  such 


land  that  shall  hove  been  diaposed  of  by  ihm 
United  States,  and  always  subject  to  and 
not  to  affect  any  conflicting  private  inter-g 
eats,  rights,  or^daims  held  or  daimed  ad-« 
versely  to  any  such  daim  or  title,  or  ad* 
versdy  to  the  hiolder  of  any  such  daim  or 
title.  And  no  confimuution  of  daims  ov 
titles  in  this  section  mentioned  shall  hava 
any  effect  other  or  further  than  as  a  rdeast 
of  all  daim  of  title  by  the  United  States; 
and  no  private  right  of  any  person,  as  be- 
tween himsdf  and  other  claimants  or  per- 
sons in  respect  of  any  such  lands,  shall  be  in 
any  manner  affected  thereby."  It  was  un- 
der this  section  that  the  petition  in  this 
case  was  presented  and  a  "complete  and  per* 
feet  title"  claimed. 

By  section  13,  defining  the  character  of 
claims  that  shall  be  allowed  as  those  that, 
"if  not  then  complete  and  perfect  at  the 
date  of  the  acquisition  of  the  territory  by 
the  United  States,  the  daimant  would  have 
had  a  lawful  right  to  make  pericct  had  tho 
territory  not  been  acquired  by  the  United 
States,"  it  is  provided  in  the  2d  subdivision 
that  "no  daim  shall  be  allowed  that  shall 
interiere  with  or  overthrow  any  Just  or  un« 
extinguished  Indian  title  or  right  to  any 
land  or  place;"  and,  by  subdivision  4,  that 
"no  claim  shall  be  allowed  for  any  land  the 
right  to  which  has  hitherto  been  lawfully 
acted  upon  or  dedded  by  Congress  or  under 
its  authority." 

Subdivision  5  provided:  "No  proceeding, 
decree,  or  act  under  this  act  shall  condude 
or  affect  the  private  rights  of  persons  as  bo- 
tween  each  other,  all  of  which  rights  shall 
be  preserved  and  saved  to  the  same  effect  as 
if  this  act  had  not  been  passed;  but  the  pro- 
ceedings, decrees,  and  acts  herdn  provided 
for  shall  be  conclusive  of  all  rights  as  bo- 
tween  the  United  States  and  all  persons 
claiming  any  interest  or  right  in  such  land." 

Subdivision  6  provides:  "No  confirmft^ 
tion  of  or  decree  concerning  any  daim  under 
this  act  shall  in  any  manner  operate  or  have 
effect  against  the  United  States  otherwise 
than  as  a  rdease  by  the  United  States  of  its 
right  and  title  to  the  land  confirmed,  nor 
shall  it  operate  to  make  the  United  States 
in  any  manner  liable  in  respect  of  any  sudi 
grants,  daims,  or  lands,  or  their  disposition, 
otherwise  than  as  in  this  act  provided." 

1.  The  decisive  question  in  the  case  isg 
whether  the  lands*  confirmed  by  the  act  of  T 
(Congress  of  December  22,  1858,  pursuant  to 
the  recommendation  of  the  surveyor  general 
(11  Stat,  at  L.  374)  to  the  Indian  pueblos 
of  Pojoaque  and  Namb6  should  have  been  ex- 
cepted from  the  decree  of  confirmation. 
This  act  also  contains  a  proviso  similar  to 
that  contained  in  the  court  of  private  land 
claims  act,  that  "this  confirmation  shall  only 
be  construed  as  a  relinquishment  of  all  title 
and  claim  of  the  United  States  to  any  of  said 
lands,  and  shall  not  affect  any  sdverse  valid 
rights  should  sudi  exist." 

This  act  operated,  then,  to  rdease  to  the 
Indians  aU  the  title  of  the  United  States  to 
the  land  covered  hf  it,  and  passed  the  tiUe 
of  the  United  States  as  effeotually  as  if  it 
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oontainfid  ia  terms  *  grant  de  no90.  Bffan 
T.  Carter,  03  U.  S.  78,  82,  23  L.  edL  807,  809. 
Nor  is  the  action  of  CongreM  oonfirming 
such  private  land  claim  subject  to  judiciu 
review.  As  was  said  bj  this  court  in  Tame- 
Ung  y.  United  8tate$  Freehold  d  B.  Co.  03 
U.  S.  644,  662,  23  L.  ed.  008,  1002:  "No 
jurisdiction  over  such  claims  in  New  Mex- 
100  was  oonierred  upon  the  courts;  but  the 
surveyor  f;eneral,  in  the  exercise  of  the  au- 
thority with  which  he  was  invested,  decides 
them  in  the  first  instance.  The  final  action 
on  each  claim  reserved  to  Congress  is,  of 
course,  conclusive,  and  therefore  not  subject 
to  review  in  this  or  any  other  forum.  It  is 
obviously  not  the  duty  of  this  court  to  sit 
in  judgment  upon  either  the  recital  of  the 
matters  of  fact  by  the  surveyor  general,  or 
his  decision  declaring  the  validity  of  the 
grant.  They  are  embodied  in  his  report, 
which  was  laid  before  Ck>ngress  for  its  con- 
sideration and  action."  See  also  Maxwell 
Land  Grant  Case,  121  U.  S.  325,  30  L.  ed. 
040,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1015. 

l^e  government  having  thus  exhausted  its 
power  with  reference  to  the  land  in  dispute 
by  granting  all  its  title  as  sovereign  pro- 
prietor to  the  pueblos,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
upon  what  principle  it  is  called  upon  to  make 
or  confirm  another  grant  to  a  different  per- 
son. Nothing  can  be  plainer  from  the  Ian- 
ffuage  of  the  private  land  claim  act  than  that 
lands  "that  shall  have  been  disposed  of  by 
the  United  States"  should  be  excepted  from 
the  decree  of  confirmation  (sec.  8) ;  that  no 
claim  shall  be  allowed  which  shall  interfere 
gwith  or  overthrow  any  just  or  unextin- 
^guished  Indian  title  (sec.  13) ;  that  no*claim 
shall  be  allowed  for  any  land  the  right  to 
which  has  been  lawfully  acted  upon  and  de- 
cided by  Congress  (sec.  13)  ;  and  that  no  pro- 
ceeding under  the  act  shall  conclude  or  affect 
the  private  rights  of  persons  as  between  each 
other  (sec.  13).  Under  these  provisions,  if 
the  court  were  to  confirm  this  grant  for 
lands  already  granted,  such  confirmation 
would  be  void,  as  nothing  is  better  settled  by 
this  court  than  that  a  patent  issued  by  the 
United  States  to  lands  which  they  do  not 
own  is  a  simple  nullity.  Polk's  Leasee  v. 
Wendell,  0  Cranoh,  90,  3  L.  ed.  660;  S.  C. 
5  Wheat  293,  5  L.  ed.  02;  Sahariego  v. 
Maverick,  124  U.  8.  261,  281,  31  L.  ed.  430, 
438,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  461;  Wright  v.  Rose- 
berry,  121  U.  S.  488,  620,  30  L.  ed.  1039, 
1040,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  985;  Doolan  v.  Oarr, 
126  U.  S.  618,  625,  31  L.  ed.  844,  847,  8 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1228;  Noble  v.  Union  River 
Logging  R.  Co,  147  U.  S.  166,  174,  87  L.  ed. 
123,  127,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  271. 

It  is  true  that  the  act  of  December  22, 
1858,  confirming  these  lands  to  the  pueblos, 
may  have  been  itself  void  by  reason  of  peti- 
tioner's prior  title  thereto;  but  that  is  a 
Suestion  which  is  not  necessarily  involved  in 
bis  case  and  upon  which  we  express  no  opin- 
ion. It  will  occasionally  happen  that  the 
government  through  accident  or  inadvert- 
ence will  patent  the  same  land  a  second  time; 
but  when  its  attention  is  called  to  the  fact 
thaA  the  land  has  been  previously  patented 


it  oaanoi  patent  the  same  land  a  second  time 
without  virtually  stultifying  itself.  A  pat^ 
ent  assumes  that  a  patenter  has  certain 
rights  to  convey,  and  that,  if  those  rights 
have  already  been  conveyed  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  grantor,  a  second  patent  carries 
with  it  a  suspicion  of  a  want  of  good  faith. 

Nor  is  the  confirmation  of  this  patent  es^ 
sential  to  the  protection  of  the  petitioner. 
The  title  set  forth  is  one  which  was  complete 
and  perfect  at  the  date  of  the  treaty,  and 
while  he  had  the  right,  under  section  8,  be 
was  clearly  not  bou^  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  a  confirmation  of  such  title,  but  was  at 
liberty  to  resort  to  the  local  courts  for  its 
establishment. 

It  is  possible  that  the  surveyor  general* 
in  recommending  the  grant  of  4  square 
leagues  to  each  pueblo,  measured  from  the 
church  as  a  center,  allowed  more  than  was 
proper;  yet,  as  he  acted  according  to  the 
opinion  at  one  time  prevailing,  and  as  Ooii- 
gress  confirmed  the  grant  to  that  amount, 
the  propriety  of  such  grant  cannot  be  at-S 
tacked  here  upon  that  or*any  other  ground.* 
As  was  said  in  the  case  of  Tameling  v.  United 
States  Freehold  d  B.  Co.  03  U.  S.  644,  663, 
23  L.  ed.  098,  1003:  ''Congress  acted  upon 
the  claim  as  recommended  for  confirmation 
by  the  surveyor  general.  The  confirmation 
being  absolute  and  unconditional,  without 
any  limitation  as  to  quantity,  we  must  regard 
it  as  effectual  and  operative  for  the  entire 
tract" 

Nor  is  this  the  proper  time  to  adjudicate 
upon  the  respective  merits  of  the  two  titles. 
We  have  only  to  consider  whether  the  gov- 
ernment can  properly  be  called  upon  to  coi^ 
firm  that  which  it  has  already  confirmed  to 
another  party.  The  court  of  private  land 
claims  seems  to  have  assumed  that  the  grant 
by  Congress  to  the  pueblos  was  absolutely 
void  by  reason  of  the  fact  that,  the  petition- 
ers having  a  complete  and  perfect  title,  the 
United  States  had  nothing  to  conv^. 
This  may  be  entirely  true,  but  it  is 
not  perceived  how  the  petitioners'  title 
can  be  aided  by  the  government  devesting 
itself  for  a  second  time  of  a  title  which  it 
had  already  released.  The  duty  of  the  court 
under  section  8,  "to  hear,  try,  and  determine 
the  validity  of  the  same"  (the  grant)  "and 
the  right  of  the  claimant  thereto,  its  extent, 
location,  and  boundaries,"  is  discharged  by 
determining  the  extent  and  validity  of  the 
grant  as  between  the  United  States  and  the 
grantee,  and  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the 
court  of  private  land  claims  to  determine  the 
priority  of  right  as  between  him  and  anoth- 
er grantee.  Such  private  rights  are  careful* 
ly  preserved  in  the  8th  and  13th  sections. 

2.  The  appeal  in  this  case  was  properly 
taken  by  the  United  States.  While  the  gov- 
ernment may  have  no  interest  in  the  result 
of  the  litigation,  it  is  a  proper  and  neces- 
sary party  to  the  suit,  and  it  would  be  a 
strange  conclusion  to  hold  that  it  could  not 
follow  the  litigation  through  all  the  courts 
that  are  given  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  Up- 
on such  appeal  the  government  is  at  liberty 
to  show  that  the  petitioner  Is  not  entitled 
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to  A  oonflmuLtion  of  his  dainu  Indeed,  an 
appeal  is  expressly  giyen  by  section  9,  which 
enacts  that  "the  party  against  whom  the 
court  shall  in  any  case  decide— the  United 
States  in  case  ci  the  confirmation  of  the 
o  daim  in  whole  or  in  part»  and  the  daimant 
•*  in  case  of  a  rejection  of  a  daim  in  whole*or 
in  part — shall  haye  the  righi  of  appeal  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States." 

8.  That  the  Indian  claim  or  title  is  a 
''just  and  uneKtinguished"  one  within  the 
meaning  of  section  13,  subdivision  2,  of  the 
act>  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  sudi  title  was 
confirmed  by  Congress.  By  the  word  "just" 
in  this  connection  is  meant  only  a  title  which 
is  good  upon  its  faoe^  or  not  manifestly 
frivolous, — ^not  one  which  shall  ultimatdy 
turn  out  to  be  valid.  As  already  observed, 
it  was  not  the  object  of  the  act  to  permit 
private  titles  to  be  litigated  in  the  court  of 
private  land  claims  (although  perhaps  this 
may  be  done  incidentally) ,  but  merdy  to  de- 
termine if  and  to  whom  the  United  States 
ought  to  release  its  rights  as  sovereign 
proprietor  of  the  soil.  As  was  said  by  this 
court  in  Adam^  v.  Narria,  103  U.  S.  591,  26 
L.  ed.  583: 

"But  the  United  States,  in  dealing  with 
tiie  claimants  of  lands  under  Mexican  grants, 
which  had  come  into  the  political  control  of 
our  government  by  the  treaty  of  Mexico, 
never  made  pretense  that  it  was  the  owner 
of  the  lands  so  granted  by  Mexico.  When, 
therefore,  guided  by  the  action  of  the  tribu- 
nals which  the  government  had  established 
to  pass  upon  the  validity  of  these  alleged 
nants,  it  issued  a  patent  to  the  claimant, 
tt  was  in  the  nature  of  a  quitdaim,  an  ad- 
mission that  the  rightful  ownership  had 
never  been  in  the  United  States,  but  at  the 
time  of  the  cession  it  had  passed  to  the  claim- 
ant, or  to  those  under  whom  he  claimed. 
This  prindple  has  been  more  than  once  clear- 
ly announced  in  this  court.  The  leading 
eases  are  Beard  v.  Federy,  3  Wall.  478, 18  L. 
ed.  88;  Henshaw  v.  BisaeU,  18  Wall.  268, 
21  L.  ed.  840;  Miller  v.  Dale,  92  U.  S. 
478,  23  L.  ed.  738. 

"Such  a  patent  was  therefore  conclusive 
only  as  between  the  United  States  and  the 
grantee,  and  was  evidence  that,  as  to  them, 
the  daimants  had  established  the  validity  of 
the  grant.  .  .  .  We  do  not  think,  there- 
fore, that  if  defendant's  survey  and  patent 
are  based  upon  a  superior  Mexican  grant, 
their  rights  are  concluded  by  the  prior  sur- 
vey of  the  plaintiffs." 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  hold- 
ing that  two  daimants  to  the  same  land  may 
^  not  litigate,  as  between  themselves,  which  of 
•  the  two  is  entitled  to  a  confirmation,  and*the 
question  thus  becomes  res  judicata;  but 
when  the  title  has  once  been  confirmed  by 
Congress  it  should  be  respected  by  the  court 
of  private  land  claims  as  if  it  were  a  con- 
firmation by  the  court  itsdf,  and  conflicting 
daimants  are  at  liberty  to  resort  to  the  or- 
dinary remedies  at  law  or  in  equity,  accord* 
Ingto  the  nature  of  the  daim. 

jDha  main  object  of  the  court  of  private 
land  daims  Is  to  ascertain  and  determine 
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whether  the  land  claimed  as  private  prop- 
erty under  the  treaty  is  in  fact  private  prop- 
erty, or,  on  the  contrary,  is  public  property. 
In  the  latter  case,  of  course^  a  oonfirznatioii 
IB  refused;  in  the  former  case  a  oonflrmation 
is  made  if  the  claimant  appears  to  have,  as 
between  himsdf  and  the  United  States,  th« 
right  to  it,  but  subject  to  the  rights  of  others 
who  are  at  liberty  to  aasert  their  superior 
title  in  the  local  courts. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  de- 
cree of  confirmation  should  have  excepted  tha 
pueblo  lands,  and  such  decree  is  accordingly 
reversed  and  the  case  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Shiraa  and  Mr.  Justioa 
Wliite  dissented. 


(175  U.  S.  71) 
TOWN  OF  REAL  DB  DOLORES  DEL  ORO, 
Hipolito  Montoya,  ei  al.,  AppU,, 

V. 

UNITED  STATES  et  oL 

Petition  for  confirmation  of  private  land 
claim — prior  confirmation  by  Oongreae 
and  patent  to  other  claimani, 

1.  A  daim  for  lands  within  the  limits  of  a 
grant  which  has  been  confirmed  by  Congress, 
and  for  which  a  patent  has  been  Issued  to  an- 
other party.  Is  properly  rejected  by  the  court 
of  private  land  dalma 

2.  An  Indemnity  cinder  the  private  land  daim 
act,  I  14,  cannot  be  adjudged  when  no  such 
claim  Is  made  by  the  petition. 

8.  A  personal  Judgment  against  the  United 
States  for  the  Indemnity  provided  by  the  pri- 
vate land  claim  act,  |  14,  In  ease  the  lands 
decreed  to  a  claimant  have  been  sold  or 
granted  by  the  United  States  to  any  other 
person.  Is  authorized  only  when  such  lands 
have  been  sold  or  granted  as  public  lands  for 
a  consideration  which  equitably  belongs  to 
the  owner  of  the  land,  and  not  where  the 
government  has  merely  released  Its  interest 
to  one  apparently  holding  a  good  title  under  a 
Spanish  or  Mexican  grant,  which  subsequent- 
ly turns  out  to  be  invalid  by  reason  of  an  old- 
er or  better  title. 

[No.  17J 

Argued  and  Submitted  January  13,  1899, 
Decided  October  SO,  1899. 

APPEAL  by  petitioners  from  a  decree  by 
the  Court  of  Private  Land  Claims  re- 
fusing confirmation  of  their  claim.  A/- 
firmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t  S 

^This  was  a  petition  filed  by  the  town  o<* 
Real  de  Dolores  del  Oro  and  Quadalupe  Mon- 
toya against  the  United  States,  the  New 
Mexico  Mining  Company,  and  a  large  number 
of  other  defendants,  for  the  confirmation  of 
a  tract  of  land  containing  4  square  leagues, 
having  for  its  center  the  center  of  the  old 
Real  de  Dolores  del  Ore,— beii^  the  churdi 
situated  therein^— with  a  prayer  that  the 
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tract  may  be  confirmed  to  the  town,  or  to 
the  petitioner  Montoya  in  his  own  right>  and 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  owners 
of  lands  within  its  limits. 

The  petition  set  forth  in  substance  that,  in 
the  year  1830,  the  governor  of  New  Mexico 
founded  the  town  of  Real  de  Dolores  del  Oro 
according  to  the  laws  of  New  Mezioo;  that 
such  town  continued  its  existence  from  that 
time  to  the  cession  of  said  territory  to  the 
United  States,  haying  not  less  than  forty 
residents,  including  not  less  than  twenty 
householders  and  heads  of  families;  that  a 
church  had  been  erected  and  maintained,  and 
all  of  the  requirements  ol  the  laws  of  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  had  been  observed,  and 
that  the  town  hcui  been  fully  recognized  by 
public  authority ;  that  by  virtue  of  such  laws 
the  town,  in  addition  to  the  several  allot- 
ments to  its  inhabitants,  became  and  was  en- 
titled under  the  laws  of  Mexico  to  lands  for 
the  common  use  of  the  town,  and  in  default 
of  a  grant  for  a  larger  quantity  was  entitled 
by  law  to  a  tract,  including  the  lands  held 
in  severalty,  of  4  square  leagues  from  the 
center  of  the  town,  namely,  the  church ;  that 
there  was  no  direct  evidence  or  record  of  such 
grant  to  the  town ;  that  the  town  was  not  ii»> 
corporated,  but  that  the  petitioner  Montoya 
brought  the  petition  on  behalf  of  the  town 
and  himself,  and  of  all  other  owners  of  land 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  tract,  and  as  the 
successors  in  part  to  the  rights  and  title  of 
the  original  graiutee;  that  shortly  after  the 
acquisition  of  New  Mexico  by  the  United 
States  the  town  ceased  to  exercise  the  powers 
and  functions  of  a  municipal  government,  or 
to  to  elect  municipal  officers;  that  the  tract  is 
1"  now  held  and  daimed  by  a  large  number  of 
persons  under  such  grant,  and  it  is  not 
icnown  that  any  of  the  possessors  or  claim- 
ants thereof  are  adverse  to  the  petitioners, 
though  they  are  informed  that  the  New  Mex- 
ico Mining  Company  claims  some  title  or 
interest  therein  by  virtue  of  a  private  land 
grant,  which  is  subordinate  to  their  title; 
that  no  claim  for  such  tract  has  ever  been 
submitted  to  the  authorities,  and  no  survey 
of  the  tract  has  ever  been  made. 

Subsequently  an  order  was  made  by  the 
court  requiring  petitioners  to  bring  before 
the  court,  as  parties  defendant,  certain  ad- 
verse possessors  and  claimants  to  portions  of 
the  land  claimed  under  what  was  known  as 
ttie  San  Antonio  de  las  Huertas  grants  then 
pending  before  the  court. 

The  United  States  answered  this  petition, 
traversing  the  petitioners'  allegations  as  to 
the  origin,  existence,  and  right  of  the  town 
to  the  grant  claimed,  and  denied  generally 
all  the  other  allegations.  The  answer  fur- 
ther averred  tha.^  even  if  such  grant  had 
been  made  as  set  forth  in  the  petition,  the 
land  claimed  thereunder  was  entirely  within 
the  limits  of  a  tract  of  land  known  as  the 
Ortiz  Mine  grant»  which,  by  virtue  of  the 
laws,  usages,  and  customs,  and  mining  ordi- 
nances of  Mexico,  was,  on  the  28th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1833,  made  to  Josd  Francisco  Ortiz  and 
Ignacio  Cafio;  that  the  claim  for  such  land 
was  presented  by  the  successors  in  interest 


of  the  original  grmntees  to  the  survey  goi- 
eral  of  New  Mexico,  under  the  provasions  ol 
the  act  of  Congress  of  June  27,  1864,  for  hie 
approval,  lliat  the  surveyor  general  subse- 
quently approved  the  d&im;  transmitted  tiie 
same  to  CVnigress,  recommended  its  eonflrmar 
tion;  and  th»t  afterwards  Oongress,  by  «ct 
approved  March  1,  1861,  confirmed  said 
claim.  That  subsequently  a  eurviqr  was 
made  by  the  public  authorities,  and  on  May 
20,  1876,  letters  patent  for  such  confirmed 
grant  were  duly  issued  to  the  New  Mexico 
Mining  Company  as  owner  thereof.  That 
such  patent  included  the  lands  claimed  in  tiie 
petition,  and  that  the  action  of  Congress  was 
and  is  conclusive  and  binding  upon  this 
court. 

To  the  allegation  of  the  answer  setting  up 
the  Ortiz  Mine  grant,  the  petitioners  except  J 
ed  upon  the  ground  t^at  the*answer  did  not  * 
allege  that  the  right  of  the  petitioners  to 
said  land  described  in  their  amended  petition 
had  ever  been  lawfully  acted  upon  or  decided 
by  Congress,  or  under  its  authority,  and  that 
said  matter  in  said  amended  answer  was  in- 
sufiicient  in  law  to  constitute  a  defense. 

These  exceptions  were  overruled  by  the 
court  upon  the  ground  that  the  claims  of  the 
petitioners  were  imperfect  at  the  time  the 
sovereignty  and  Jurisdiction  were  acquired 
by  the  United  States,  and  that  it  appeared 
by  the  answer  that  the  government  had  eon- 
firmed  another  grant  and  patented  all  the 
lands  included  in  petitioners'  claim. 

The  petitioners  dected  to  stand  upon  the 
exceptions,  and  introduced  no  evidence;  and 
a  decree  was  thereupon  entered  to  the  effect 
that  petitioners'  gprant  "was  not  a  perfect  and 
complete  grant  thereof  at  or  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  cession  of  New  Mexico  to  the  United 
States  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws, 
usages,  and  customs  of  the  Republic  of  Mex- 
ico, in  force  at  the  alleged  date  thereof,  and 
that  the  lands  embraced  within  the  said  al- 
leged grant  to  the  petitioners  lie  wholly 
within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  tiie  Ortu 
mining  grant;  .  .  .  and  that  the  rloht 
to  the  said  land  having  been  thereby  lawnil- 
ly  acted  upon  and  decided  by  Congress,  and 
the  government  of  the  United  States  having 
devested  itself  of  the  title  to  said  property  by 
the  said  act  of  confirmation,  and  the  said  pat- 
ent issued  in  pursuance  thereof,  this  cause 
cannot  be  maintained  in  this  court  for  the 
confirmation  of  the  claim  of  petitioners,  al- 
leged in  said  amended  petition."  Where- 
upon petitioners  appealed  to  this  court. 

iff.  JL  Is,  Warren  for  appellants. 
Meaara.   Matthew    O.    Reynolds    and 

John  K,  Richarda,  Solicitor  General,  for  ap- 
pellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

As  it  appears  in  this  case  that  these  lands 
were  within   the  limits   of  the  Ortiz  Mineg 
grant — ^which  had   been  confirmed *by  Con-* 
gress,  and   a  patent  therefor  issued  to  the 
principal  defendant — it  follows,  without  ad- 
verting to  other  defenses,  that  under  tiie 
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opinion  in  United  8taie§  v.  Cfomway,  Just  da- 
cfded  (20  Sun.  Gt.  Rep.  18,  44  £4.  cd.  — ), 
the  claim  was  properly  rejected. 

Nor  can  tiie  petiticm  be  anatained  for  an 
indemnity  under  MctkMi  14  of  the  pri- 
vate land  daim  aet,  as  no  such  claim  is  made 
bj  the  petition.  We  are  also  of  opinion  that 
section  14  (printed  in  full  in  marginf) ,  which 
provides  for  a  personal  judgment  against  the 
United  States  in  cases  where  the  land  de- 
creed to  any  claimant,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act.  shall  have  been  sold  or  granted  by 
tlie  United  States^  applies  only  to  cases 
where  ench  lands  have  been  sold  or  granted 
as  public  lands,  for  a  consideration  which 
equitably  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land, 
and  not  to  cases  where  the  government  has 
merely  released  its  interest  to  one  apparent- 
ly holding  a  good  title  under  a  Spanish  or 
Mexican  grant»  which  subsequently  turns  out 
to  be  invalid  by  reason  of  an  older  or  better 
title.  In  the  one  case  there  is  a  moral  obli- 
gation on  the  part  of  the  government  to  pro- 
tect the  real  owner.  In  the  other,  there  is  a 
mere  quitdaim  of  its  rights  to  one  who  ap- 
parently has  a  better  title  thereto.  There  is 
no  warranty,  direct  or  indirect,  that  the  title 
is  a  Yulid  on^  and  no  reason  why  the  govern- 

S  ment  should   be  called   upon  to  protect  it. 

*  TtM  was  the  ruling  of  the  court*of  private 
land  daims  in  a  prior  case,  and  we  think  it 
Is  correct. 

The  decree  of  the  court  bdow  is  therefore 
affirwted^ 

Mr.  Justice  Slilraa  and  Mr.  Justice 
White  dissented. 


(175  U.  S.  ST)  

ANQLO-CAUFORNIAN    BANK,    Limited, 
Appi., 

UNITED  STATSa 

/MrisdioMofi  on  appeal  to  review  cULseifioa^ 
Hon  of  imported  artioUa, 

A  suit  to  review  a  decision  of  the  board  of  gen- 
eral appraisers  in  the  matter  of  the  classifi- 
cation of  Imported  articles  is  one  "arising  un- 
der the  ^venne  laws,"  in  which,  by  the  judi- 
ciary act  of  March  8,  1801,  the  decision  of 
the  clrcnlt  court  of  appeals  Is  final,  so  that 
ao  appeal  can  be  taken  to  the  supreme  court 

[No.  31.] 

Buhmitted  Ootoher  11,  1899.    Decided  Ooto- 
her  SO,  1899. 


APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appesls  for  the  Ninth  Circuit  efflrm* 
ing  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  which  re- 
vcraed  the  decision  of  the  board  of  general 
appraisera  in  the  matter  of  the  classification 
of  imported  steel  raila.    Dismieaed, 

Bee  same  case  below,  48  U.  8.  App.  27|  7(1 
Fed.  Rep.  742,  22  C.  C.  A.  627. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  William  Piakney  Wliyte  for  ap* 
pellant. 

Aeaiatant  Attorney  General  Hoyt  and  Mr» 
Felix  Braniiican  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  was  a  petition  filed  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern 
district  of  California  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  under  the  act  of  June  10,  1890 
(26  Stat,  at  L.  131,  chap.  407),  commonly 
known  as  the  customs  administrative  act,  for 
the  review  of  a  decision  of  the  board  of  gen- 
eral appraisers  in  the  matter  of  the  dassifi- 
cation  of  certain  steel  T  rails  imported  at 
San  Francisco  by  the  Bank  of  California  and 
withdrawn  on  its  authority  by  the  Anglo- 
Califomian  Bank,  Limited.  The  duties 
levied  by  the  collector  were  paid  under  pro- 
test, and  the  protest  sustained  by  the  board 
of  general  appraisers.  The  circuit  court 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  board  (71  Fed. 
Rep.  605),  and  the  Anglo-Calif omian  Bank 
carried  the  case  by  appeal  to  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit,  which  af- 
firmed the  decree  of  the  circuit  court.  48 
U.  S.  App.  27,  70  Fed.  Rep.  742,  22  C.  C.  A.  g 
527.  After  an  unsuccessful  application*  to  • 
this  court  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  (166  U.  8. 
722,  41  L.  ed.  1188,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  991 ) ,  the 
bank  prayed  the  pending  appeal,  and  the 
cause,  coming  on  for  argument,  was  submit- 
ted on  print^  briefs. 

The  proceedings  were  carried  on  below  in 
the  name  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
but  in  this  court,  by  agreement,  the  United 
States  were  properly  substituted  as  a  party. 
United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S.  109,  39  L 
ed.  87,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  89;  United  Btatea 
V.  Hopewell,  5  U.  S.  App.  137,  61  Fed.  Rep. 
798,  2  C.  C.  A.  510. 

The  judiciary  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26 
Stat  at  L.  826,  chap.  517),  provides  for  the 
review  of  the  final  decisions  of  the  circuit 
courts  by  this  court  and  by  the  circuit  courts 
of  appeals.  Section  5  specifies  the  classes 
of  oases  which  may  be  brought  directly  to 
this  court,  and  section  6  confers  appellate 


tSee  14.  Tbat  if  in  any  case  it  shall  appear 
that  the  lands  or  any  part  thereof  decreed  to 
any  claimant  under  the  provisions  of  this  act 
than  have  heen  eold  or  granted  by  the  United 
States  to  any  other  pereon,  sucli  title  from  the 
United  States  to  such  other  person  shall  remain 
valid  notwithstanding  such  decree,  and  upon 
proof  being  made  to  the  satisfaction  of  said  court 
of  such  sale  or  grant  and  the  value  of  the  lands 
so  sold  or  granted,  sach  court  shall  render  judg- 
ment In  favor  of  such  claimant  against  the 
united  States  for  the  reasonable  value  of  said 
lands  so  sold  or  grttitod,  exclusive  of  better- 


ments, not  exceeding  one  dollar  and  twenty-five 
cents  per  acre  for  sach  lands;  and  such  judg- 
ment, when  fonnd,  shall  be  a  charge  on  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.  Either  party 
deeming  himself  aggrleyed  by  such  Judgment  msj 
appeal  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  herein 
in  cases  of  confirmation  of  a  Spanish  or  Mexlcaa 
grant.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
TsJue  and  amount  of  such  lands  surreys  may  be 
ordered  by  the  court,  and  proof  taken  before  the 
court,  or  by  a  commissioner  appointed  for  thai 
purpose  by  the  court. 
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Jurlsdietion  in  all  other  turn  on  the  eireolt 
ecmrte  of  appeals,  whoae  Judgments  or  de- 
ereee  in  certain  ennmerated  WMsea  of  eaaea 
are  made  final  by  the  statnte.  At  the  same 
time  the  section  pnmdes  that  the  circuit 
courts  of  appeals  may  certify  to  this  court 
any  questions  or  propositions  of  law  con- 
cerning which  ins^ction  is  desired  for  the 
proper  decision  of  pending  cases,  and  that 
these  may  be  answered  or  the  whole  cause 
required  to  be  sent  up  for  consideration. 
And  it  is  also  provided  that  those  cases  in 
which  the  judgments  or  decrees  of  the  cir^ 
cuit  courts  of  appeals  are  made  final  may 
be  required  by  Uiis  court»  by  certiorari  or 
otherwise,  to  be  certified  to  it  for  review  and 
determination. 

This  is  not  an  appeal  from  the  circuit 
court  directly  to  this  court,  nor  does  the 
case  fall  within  either  of  the  classes  of  cases 
enimierated  in  |  5,  in  which  such  an  appeal 
would  lie. 

No  question  or  proposition  of  law  concern- 
ing which  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  desired 
the  advice  of  this  court  was  certified,  and, 
on  the  contrary,  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
court  was  affirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  with  costs. 

The  case  is  not  before  us  on  certiorari,  but 
on  appeal,  and  an  appeal  does  not  lie  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  judgments  or  decrees  oi 
the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  are  made  final 
I  by  the  statute.  Among  those  cases  are 
^  cases  "arising  under  the*revenue  laws,"  and 
as  this  is  such  a  case  the  appeal  cannot  be 
maintained. 

It  is  true  that  under  the  act  of  June  10, 
1890,  an  appeal  would  lie  directly  from  the 
circuit  courts  to  this  court  if  the  circuit 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  question 
involved  was  of  sudi  importance  as  to  re- 
quire a  review  of  its  decision  by  this  court, 
and  that  in  the  order  allowing  this  appeal 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  stated  ''that  the 
question  involved  is  of  such  importance  as  to 
require  a  review  of  said  decision  and  decree 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States ;" 
but  this  IS  not  an  appeal  from  the  circuit 
court,  and,  moreover,  the  judiciary  act  of 
liar^  3,  1891,  prescribes  a  different  rule 
as  to  the  prosecution  of  appeals. 

In  United  States  v.  American  Bell  Teleph. 
Co.  159  U.  8.  548,  40  L.  ed.  255,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  69,  it  was  held  that  this  court  had  ju- 
risdiction by  appeal  over  a  decree  of  a  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals  in  a  suit  brought  by  the 
United  States  in  the  circuit  court  to  cancel 
a  patent  for  an  invention. 

The  argument  was  pressed  that  the  appeal 
could  not  be  maintained  because  the  de- 
crees of  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  were 
made  final  by  the  act  in  cases  "arising  under 
the  patent  laws,"  and  that  that  was  such  a 
case.  In  view  of  the  fact,  however,  that  the 
United  States  instituted  the  suit  as  a  sov- 
ereign in  respect  of  alleged  miscarriage  in 
the  exercise  of  one  of  its  functions  as  such. 
It  was  thought  that  considerations  of  public 

licy  forbade  imputing  to  Congress  the  in« 

ntion  to  indude  the  case  in  that  category. 

Wo  observed  thait  actions  at  law  for  in- 


fringement^ and  suits  in  equity  for  infringe- 
ment,  for  interference,  and  to  obtain  patents^ 
being  brought  for  the  vindication  of  rights 
created  by  the  patent  laws,  were  dearly 
cases  arising  under  those  laws,  and  came 
strictly  within  the  avowed  purpose  of  the 
act  of  March  S,  1891,  to  relieve  this  court 
of  that  burden  of  litigation  which  operated 
to  impede  the  disposition  of  cases  of  peculiar 
gravity  and  general  importance.  But  there 
was  nothing  in  the  objects  sought  to  be  at- 
tained and  the  mischiefs  sought  to  be  rem- 
edied by  the  act  which  furnished  foundation 
for  the  belief  that  Congress  intended  tog 
place  a  limitation  on  our^appellate  jurisdio-  * 
tion  in  a  suit  in  which  the  United  States 
were  plaintiffs  and  appellants,  and  which 
was  brought  in  effectuation  of  the  superin- 
tending authority  of  the  government  over 
the  public  interests. 

We  do  not  think  the  present  appeal  comes 
within  the  ruling  in  that  case. 

Appeal  diamiseed, 

(175  U.  B.  40) 

DB      LA      VERGNE     REFRIQERATINa 

MACHINE  COMPANY,  Petitioner, 

o. 

GERMAN  SAVINGS  INSTITUTION  et  ak 

Power  of  corporation  to  purchase  stock  of 
rival  corporation  to  suppress  competition, 

1.  A  conveyance  of  all  the  assets  of  a  corporsp 
tion  la  not  within  tlie  power  of  ths  stockhold- 
ers, even  though  they  all  sign  it,  without 
formal  action  at  a  meeting  held  for  that  por- 
pose. 

2.  It  Is  not  within  the  general  powers  of  a 
corporation  to  purchase  the  stock  of  other 
corporations  for  the  purpose  of  controlling 
their  management,  unless  express  permission 
be  given  them  to  do  so. 

8.  Authority  to  purchase  "other  property  nec- 
essary for  their  business,"  given  to  manufac- 
turing corporations  by  N.  Y.  act  June  7, 1868, 
does  not  extend  to  the  purchase  of  stock  of 
similar  corporations. 

4.  The  purchase  by  a  manufacturing  company 
of  the  stock  of  an  Insolvent  rival  concern 
which  has  ceased  to  do  business,  and  whose 
stock  Is  bought  for  the  evident  purpose  of  pr^ 
venting  a  reorganization  and  of  obtaining  Its 
patronage.  Is  not  authorized  by  K.  Y.  act 
April  28,  1866,  chap.  838.  making  It  lawful 
for  a  manufacturing  company  to  hold  stoCk 
In  the  capital  of  any  corporation  engaged  la 
the  business  of  mining,  manufacturing,  or 
transporting  such  matters  as  are  required  la 
the  prosecution  of  the  business  of  the  former 
company,  so  long  as  they  shall  furnish  or 
transport  such  materials  for  the  use  of  such 
company  and  for  two  years  thereafter,  and 
no  longer. 

6.  No  action  can  be  maintained  against  a  cor- 
poration on  a  contract  prohibited  by  its  char- 
ter. 

0.  A  contract  with  stockholders  of  a  corpora- 
tion for  Ite  assete  and  goodwill  Is  without 
consideration.  If  there  Is  no  corporate  actloa 
authorising  the  transfer,  since  the  assete  are 
the  property  of  the  compsny,  and  not  of  Ite 
stockholders. 

[No.  46.] 
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Argued  April  7,  11,  1899.    Decided  Ootoher 
30, 1899. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  rmerw  a 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Eighth  Circuity  which  by  equal 
diyision  affirmed  the  dedBion  of  the  Circuit 
Court  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  a  contract  to  deliver  stock  in  a 
corporation.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  49  U.  S.  App.  777, 
84  Fed.  Rep.  1016,  28  C.  C.  A.  681. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
This  is  a  consolidation  of  eight  actions 
brought  by  the  Glerman  Savings  Institution 
and  seven  other  plaintiffs,  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  against  the  De 
la  Verffne  Refrigerating  Company  and  Jolin 
C  De  U  Vergne,  its  president  and  principal 
stockholder,  personally,  for  a  failure  to  de- 
liver to  plaintiffs  certain  stock  in  the  Refrig^ 
erating  Company. 

Certain  persotial  property  was  seized  up- 
on attachment  issued,  a  forthcoming  bond 
given  therefor,  and  the  several  actions  were 
afterwards  removed  ip  the  circuit  court  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Missouri  upon  the 
joint  petition  of  the  defendants.  In  that 
^  court  the  several  actions  were  consolidated 

•  and*aubmitted  upon  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts  upon  which  judgmeoft  was  entered  for 
the  defendants. 

Pending  the  proceedings  in  the  state  court, 
and  on  May  12,  1896,  John  C.  De  la  Vergne 
died,  and  on  November  6, 1896,  his  death  was 
si^ested  to  the  court,  when  William  C. 
Richardson,  public  administrator  of  the  city 
of  St.  Louis,  entered  hit  appearance,  and 
with  his  consent  an  order  was  entered  reviv- 
ing each  of  such  actions  against  him. 

From  the  judgment  so  entered  in  the  eir- 
ouit  court,  a  writ  of  error  was  taken  from 
the  drcnit  court  of  appeals,  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  directions  to  grant  a  new  trial. 
86  U.  S.  App.  184,  70  Fed.  Rep.  146,  17  0.  0. 
A.  84. 

Amended  answers  were  filed  in  the  lower 
court,  much  testimony  taken,  the  cause  sub- 
mitted to  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  a 
judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs 
for  $126,849.96. 

From  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was 
proeecuted  by  the  Refrigerating  Company, 
one  of  the  defendants.  The  \\iSgBaaat  was 
affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  by  an  equal 
division.  49  U.  S.  App.  777,  84  Fed.  Rep. 
1016,  28  a  C.  A.  681.  Whereupon  the  Re- 
frigerating Company  applied  for  and  was 
allowed  a  writ  of  certiorari  from  this  court. 

Mesere.  Fredericlc  W.  Xiehmaan, 
Chavlea  H.  Aldrieh,  and  Charles  Nagel 
for  petitioner. 

Messrs.   Iieo   Baasieur,  J.  M.  Wilaon, 

and  Bleneious  Bmith  for  respondent. 

•  *  Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  principal  question  in   this  case    is 


whether,  under  the  laws  of  New  York  pro- 
viding for  the  organization  of  manufactur- 
ing corporations,  such  corporations  are  au- 
thorized to  purchase  the  stock  of  a  rival  cor- 
poration for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  com- 
petition and  obtaining  the  management  of 
such  corporation. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  substantially  as 
follows:  The  Consolidated  Ice  XCachine 
Company  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Consolidated  Company)  was  a  corporation 
organized  under  the  laws  of  Illinois,  and  was 
engaged  in  the  business  of  manufacturing 
and  selling  refrigerating  and  ice-maJdng 
machines.  The  entire  amount  of  issued  stock 
of  such  corporation  was  $100,000,  held  in 
various  proportions  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
consolidated  cause.  Having  become  insolv- 
ent, the  company,  on  October  14,  1890,  made 
an  assignment  under  the  general  laws  of  Il- 
linois, for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  to  one  Jen- 
kins, who,  at  the  date  of  the  contract  sued 
upon,  was  engaged  in  winding  up  its  busi- 
ness. The  assignment  on  its  face  purported 
to  convey  to  Jenkins  and  his  successors  in 
trust  the  entire  real  and  personal  "property 
and  effects  of  every  kind  and  description''  be- 
longing to  the  corporation,  ''or  in  which  it 
has  any  right  or  interest,"  the  same  being 
fully  and  particularly  enumerated  and  de< 
scribed  in  an  inventory,  which,  however, 
does  not  appear  in  the  record.  Its  assets 
consisted  mainly  of  a  plant  for  the  manufac- 
ture of  refri^rating  and  ice-making  ma- 
chines in  Chicago;  of  patent  rights,  out- 
standing aocounts,  and  the  goodwill  of  its 
business,  which  appears  to  have  been  an  ex- 
tensive one. 

It  is  asserted  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  are 
stockholders  in  this  company,  that  the  as- 
sets exceeded  in  value  the  liabilities  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  company  was  not  in 
reality  insolvent,  but  had  assumed  contracts 
to  sudi  an  extent  that,  with  its  limited  cap- 
ital, it  was  unable  to  carry  them  out.  « 
*  However  this  may  be,  subsequently  to  the  ? 
assignment,  and  on  April  16,  1891,  the  com- 
pany itself,  by  its  president  as  parly  of  the 
first  part,  and  its  stockholders  as  parties  of 
the  second  part,  entered  into  an  a^preement 
with  the  De  la  Vergne  Refrigerating  Ma- 
chine Company,  a  corporation  organized  un- 
der the  laws  of  New  York  (hereinafter  called 
the  Refrigerating  Company) ,  as  party  of  the 
third  part,  and  John  C.  De  la  Vergne,  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  president  of  that  com- 
pany, party  of  the  fourth  part.  This  agree- 
ment is  the  basis  of  the  action.  After  radt- 
ing  that  the  Refrigerating  Company  waswill« 
ing  to  acquire  such  right  as  the  Consoli- 
dated Company  and  its  stockholders  could 
assign  in  and  to  the  assets  of  such  company^ 
that  under  the  lavrs  of  Illinois  the  Consoli- 
dated Company  was  not  entitled  to  the  pos4 
session  of  its  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  as- 
signee until  its  obligations  had  been  dis- 
charged; that  the  Refrigerating  Company 
was  incorporated  with  a  stock  of  $350,000 
when  its  assets  were  worth  $1,400,000;  and 
that  its  stockholders  were  considering  a 
plan  of  increasing  the  stock  to  $2,000,000,  of 
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which  $1,000,000  was  to  be  turned  oyer  to 
the  Consolidated  Company  under  the  terms 
of  the  agreement. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  these  facta,  the  Con- 
solidated Company  and  its  stockholders  cot* 
enanted  with  the  Refrigerating  Company 
and  its  pre8ident>  De  la  Vergne,  to  sell  and 
convey  unto  the  Refrigerating  Company  all 
their  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the 
assets  of  the  party  of  the  first  part>  subject 
to  the  payment  of  its  obligations,  and  subject 
to  the  cuatody  thereof  in  the  legal  custodian, 
R.  K  Jenkins,  assignee  as  aforesaid. 

The  second  clause  oatained  a  covenant  to 
issue  to  the  stockholden  of  the  Conec^idated 
Company  fully  paid-up  stock  in  the  Refrig* 
erating  Company  to  the  amount  of  $100,000 
in  certain  specified  proportions  to  each  stock- 
holder. 

By  the  fourth  clause,  the  stockholders 
agreed  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the 
agreement  to  assign  to  De  la  Vergne,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Refrigerating  Company,  all 
stock  of  the  insolvent  company  which  had 
been  issued,  and  which  they  guaranteed  had 
been  paid  in  full;  and  within  sixty  days 
e  thereafter  the  Refrigerating  Company  and 
S?  its  president  ^agreed  to  issue  and  deliver  to 
the  stockholders  of  the  Consolidated  Com- 
pany stock  in  the  Refrigerating  Company  to 
the  amount  of  $100,000. 

By  the  fifth  clause,  the  stockholders  in  the 
Consolidated  Company  covenanted  to  accept, 
in  lieu  of  the  stock  of  the  Refrigerating  Com- 
pany, $100,000  in  cash,  at  the  option  of  De 
la  Vergne,  the  president  of  the  company. 

By  the  seventh  clause,  the  stockholders  of 
the  Consolidated  Company  agreed  that  for  a 
period  of  ten  years  thejr  would  not  enter  into 
or  become  engaged  in  the  selling  or  making 
of  refrigerators  or  ice  machines,  directly  or 
indirectly,  within  the  United  States,  except- 
ing the  state  of  Montana. 

Within  the  ten  days  provided  by  the 
agreement,  certificates  representing  one 
thousand  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Company,  with  written  assignments 
executed  by  the  parties  who  held  the  certifi- 
cates, were  delivered  to  De  la  Vergne,  al- 
though ninety-five  of  these  shares  were  held 
by  P.  J.  Lingenfelder  and  Leo  Rassieur  as 
executors,  and  ninety  were  held  by  them  as 
trustees  under  the  will  of  one  Jungenfeld, 
deceased.  These  shares  were  assigned  by  the 
parties  without  an  order  authorizing  them 
to  do  so  from  the  probate  court  of  St.  Louis, 
in  the  state  of  Missouri,  in  which  the  estate 
of  Jungenfeld  was  in  the  process  of  admin- 
istration. Two  days  after  the  receipt  of 
these  certificates  De  la  Vergne's  attorn0y 
wrote  to  Mr.  Rassieur,  calling  his  attention 
to  certain  technical  defects,  which  were  im- 
mediately remedied  by  suitable  instruments 
of  further  assurance.  No  objection  was  then 
made  that  the  assignments  of  the  executors 
and  trustees  were  insufficient  for  want  of  an 
order  of  the  probate  court  authorizing  the 
same. 

In  the  following  July  demands  were  sev- 
eral times  made  by  Mr.  Rassieur  for  himself 
and  his  associates  for  the  $100,000  in  stock 


or  money  stipulated  by  the  contract,  but  no 
response  was  received  until  September,  when 
Mr.  Fitch,  acting  for  the  Refrigerating  Com* 
pany,  announced  for  the  first  time  that  the 
defendants  declined  to  carry  out  their  part 
of  the  contract.  The  reasons  for  the  refusal 
do  not  seem  to  have  been  substantial  ones,  g 
The  letter  contained  an  announcement  that  • 
Mr.'*De  la  Vergne's  counsel  was  ready  to  re- 
turn the  papers  sent  to  him  to  whomsoever 
was  legally  entitled  to  their  custody.  There 
was  no  reconveyance  to  the  Consolidated 
Company  of  whatever  was  covered  by  the 
contract,  the  covenant  of  its  stockhcdders  to 
refrain  from  transacting  business  for  ten 
years  was  never  released,  and  none  of  the 
certificates  and  assignments  of  stock  were 
ever  delivered  back.  It  appeared,  however, 
that  in  the  meantime  the  Refrigerating  Com- 
pany had  secured  the  former  New  York  of« 
fice  of  the  Consolidated  Company;  had  em- 
ployed its  agent  in  making  contracts  with 
former  customers  of  that  company,  which 
contracts  were  taken  in  the  name  of  such 
agent.  He  was,  however,  furnished  with  the 
means  by  which  they  were  carried  out,  and 
assignments  were  taken  from  him,  which 
practically  secured  the  goodwill  of  the  com- 
pany, although  the  Chicago  assets  were  al- 
lowed to  go  to  sale  by  the  assignee.  A^t  this 
sale  Mr.  De  la  Vergne  was  present  and  of- 
fered for  the  tangible  assets  the  sum  of 
$25,000. 

In  their  answer  as  amended,  defendant  set 
up  as  justification  for  a  refusal  to  perform 
the  contract  that  no  assets  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Company  ever  came  into  the  possession 
of  the  defendants,  since  all,  including  the 
goodwill,  had  been  transferred  to  Jenkins* 
the  assignee,  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors, 
and  remained  in  his  possession  and  control 
until  they  were  disposed  of  under  the  direo- 
tion  of  the  probate  court  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  and  that  they  were  insufficient  to 
discharge  the  liabilities;  that  the  contract 
sued  upon  purporting  to  be  executed  on  b^ 
half  of  the  Refrigerating  Company  by  De 
la  Vergne,  its  president,  was  executed  with- 
out authority;  that  no  benefit  of  any  kind 
ever  accrued  to  the  company  under  the  con- 
tract; that  the  company  never  received  any 
of  the  consideration  moving  to  it  under  the 
contract;  that  it  never  received  any  of  the 
assets  of  the  Consolidated  Company,  nor  any 
of  the  stock;  that  it  never  in  any  manner 
ratified  or  approved  the  contract^  but,  on  the 
contrary,  rejected  the  same,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  well  knew  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract  that  De  la  Vergne  had  no  power 
or  -authority  to  bind  the  Refrigerating  Com- 
pany;  that  the  defendants  notified  the  plains 
tiffs  that  they  would  not  be  boimd  by  the  3 
contract,  and«that  such  rejection  of  the  con-  * 
tract  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  plaintiffs, 
and  that,  relying  upon  such  acquiescence,  the 
defendants  abandoned  all  interests  in  the 
Consolidated  Company;  that  the  contract 
was  in  reality  for  the  stock  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Company,  and  that  the  Refrigerating 
Company  was  not  authorized  by  its  charter, 
by  the  laws  of  New  York  or  of  Illinois,  to 
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purchase  such  stock,  and  that  the  agreement 
was  ultra  vires;  and  further,  that  the  Re- 
frigerating Companj  had  no  authority  to 
stipulate  for  an  increase  in  its  capital  stock, 
as  was  attempted  under  the  contract,  and 
that  the  contract  was  against  public  policy 
and  wh(dly  void. 

1.  The  main  defense  pressed  upon  our  con- 
tideration  is  one  which  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  circuit 
wort,  and  one  upon  which  the  judges  of  the 
eizcuit  court  of  appeals  were  equally  divided 
in  opinion.  It  is  that  the  president  of  the 
Refrigerating  Company  had  no  authority  to 
sign  the  contract  in  question,  and  that  the 
ifpreement  itself  was  ultra  vires  the  corpora 

As  the  general  assignment  to  Jenkins, 
executed  October  14«  1890,  was  most  sweep- 
ing in  its  terms,  and  included  all  the  real  and 
personal  property  and  effects  of  every  kind 
and  description  belonging  to  the  corporation, 
or  in  which  it  had  any  right  or  interest,  it 
was  doubtless  sufficient  to  pass  the  goodwill 
of  the  business,  which  was  an  incident  either 
to  the  premises,  to  the  name  of  the  corporap 
tion,  or  to  the  tangible  property  with  which 
the  business  was  carried  on.  Ohurton  y. 
Douglas,  Johns.  V.  C.  (Eng.)  174,  188 
Menendeg  v.  Holt,  128  U.  S.  614,  32  L.  edLi 
626,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  143;  Metropolitan 
Bank  ▼.  Bt.  Louis  Dispatoh  Co.  149  U.  8.  486, 
37  L.  ed.  799,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  944;  WiUeH 
T.  Blanford,  1  Hare,  263;  Wedderhum  ▼. 
Wedderhwm,  22  Beav.  84;  Bradbury  ▼.  Dioh- 
ens,  27  Beav.  63;  Williams  v.  Wilson,  4 
Sandf.  Oh.  879 ;  Sheppard  v.  Boggs,^  9  Neb. 
267;   WaUingford  v.  Burr,»  17  Neb.  137. 

This  was  evidently  the  view  taken  by  the 
assignee,  since  he  subsequently  advertised 
the  goodwill  of  the  business  for  sale,  and  sold 
the  same  under  an  order  of  the  court  to 
darenee  A.  Knight  and  Otto  C.  Butz,  who 
afterward  sold  Uie  same,  including  certain 

g  of  the  assets,  to  John  Featherstone's  Sons. 

•  *It  is  difficult,  even  if  the  contract  were 
Iwally  executed,  to  see  what  assets  of  value 
belonging  to  the  Consolidated  Company 
passed  to  the  Refrigerating  Company  undcn* 
it,  except  perhaps  the  possibility  that  the 
assets  would  prove  more  than  sufficient  to 
pay  the  debts;  or  that  a  settlement  might  be 
effected  with  a  majority  in  number  and 
amount  of  the  creditors,  when,  under  the 
laws  of  Illinois,  the  assignor  would  be  en- 
titled to  a  reconveyance  and  redelivery  of 
the  assigned  assets.  In  such  case  the  good- 
will would  doubtless  return  with  the  other 
assets  to  the  assignor,  i.  e.,  the  corporation, 
bat  not  to  the  stc^kholders,  and  the  right  to 
sue  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  would  be- 
long to  the  corporation,  or  its  assignee. 
There  was  also  a  covenant  that  the  Consoli- 
dated Company  would  not  engage  in  a 
similar  business  within  ten  years  from  the 
date  of  the  contract.  The  Refrigerating  Com- 
pany, however,  did  not  avail  itself  of  this  op- 
portunity to  compromise  with  the  creditors 
of  the  Consolidated  Company,  but  allowed 
the  assignee  to  dispose  of  the  assets,  which. 
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on  a  forced  sale,  lacked  $160,000  of  being 
sufficient  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Company. 

In  addition  to  this,  howsiver,  there  was  no 
corporate  action  taken  authorizinff  any  snob 
conveyance  by  the  corporation,  and  such  c(m- 
veyance  would  not^  under  the  laws  of  Illi- 
nois which  conform  in  this  particular  to  the 
general  law,  be  within  the  power  of  the 
stockholders,  even  though  they  all  signed  it 
without  formal  action  at  a  meeting  held  for 
that  purpose.  Sellers  ▼.  Oreer,  172  IlL  649, 
40  L.  R.  A.  689,  60  N.  E.  246;  Hopkins  v. 
Roseclare  Lead  Co.  72  111.  373;  Humphreys 
V.  McKissock,  140  U.  S.  304,  312,  36  L.  od. 
473,  476,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  779;  Allemong  ▼. 
Simmons,  124  Ind.  199,  23  N.  E.  768;  Smith 
V.  Hurd,  12  Met  371,  386,  46  Am.  Dec  690; 
England  v.  Dearborn,  141  Mass.  690,  6  N.  B. 
837;  Cook,  Stockholders,  S  709. 

It  is  true  that  the  president  of  the  Consol- 
idated Company  assumed  to  sign  the  con- 
tract as  president,  and  to  bind  the  company, 
butitisocarcely  necessaryto  say  that  the  pres- 
ident of  a  corporation  has  no  power  as  such 
to  make  a  general  conveyance  of  the  assets 
of  the  corporation  without  at  least  the  as- 
sent of  the  board  of  directors.  England  t. 
Dearborn,  141  Mass.  690,  6  N.  E.  837;  TitusZ 
V.  Cairo  d  F.  R.  Oo.  37  N.  J.  L.^98,  102;  Mo-  • 
Cullough  V.  Moss,  6  Denio,  667 ;  Fulton  Bank 
▼.  New  York  d  B.  Canal  Co.  4  Paige,  129, 
134;  Walworth  County  Bank  v.  Farmers^ 
Loan  d  7.  Oo.  14  Wis.  325;  Stokes  v.  New 
Jersey  Pottery  Co.  46  N.  J.  L.  237;  Morap 
wets,  Priv.  Corp.  |  637;  4  Thomp.  Corp.  ft 
4622. 

The  stockholders  not  only  assumed  to  con- 
vey the  property  of  the  corporation  without 
title  thereto  as  well  as  without  the  requisite 
authority  so  to  do,  but,  acting  as  individu- 
als, they  sold  <'all  their  right>  UUe,  and  in- 
terest in  and  to  the  assets"  of  the  corporap 
tion,  "subject  to  the  payment  of  its  obliga- 
tions, and  subject  to  the  custodj  thereof  in 
the  legal  custodian,  R.  E.  Jenkins,  assignee 
as  aforesaid."  As  this  transfer  was  no 
broader  in  its  terms  than  those  employed  in 
the  assignment  by  the  company  to  Jenkins, 
and  as  Sie  stockholders  in  any  event  would 
not  have  the  power  to  transfer  the  assets  of 
the  corporation,  this  sale  could  operate  only 
upon  their  stock;  and  that  this  was  the  in- 
tention is  evident  from  the  fourth  clause  of 
the  contract,  by  which  the  stockholders 
agreed,  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the 
contract,  to  assign  to  De  la  Vergne  all  the 
stock  of  the  Consolidated  Company  which 
had  been  issued,  and  which  they  guaranteed 
had  been  paid  in  full,  and  also  by  the  fact 
that  the  certificates  for  such  stock  were  all 
assigned  by  the  holders  and  forwarded  to  De 
la  Vergne.  But  egain,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
what  the  Refrigerating  Company  gained  by 
this  transfer  of  stock.  Doubtless  it  g&ve 
them  the  control  of  the  Consolidated  Com- 
pany, but  as  that  company  had  cMsigned 
everything  to  Jenkins,  including  the  good- 
will, there  was  nothing  left  of  value  in  the 
ownership  of  the  stock.  Apparently  it  could 
only  operate  upon  the  possibility  that,  by 
some  favorable  turn  of  fortune,  the  assets 
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might  prove  more  than  ftufilcient  to  pay  the 
debU,  and  thus  the  stock  would  become  of 
some  real  value.  However  this  may  be,  it  is 
quite  evident  that  one  of  the  main  objects  of 
tiie  transfer  was  to  get  possession  of  the 
Btock  and  the  right  to  use  the  name  ol  the 
Consolidated  Company,  assuming  that  this 
did  not  pa«8  to  the  assignee  as  part  of  the 
goodwill  of  the  business. 
But  ae  the  powers  of  corporations,  created 
10  by  legislative  act,  are  limited  to  such  as  the 
•  act  expressly  confers,  and  thfif*enumeration  of 
these  implies  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  it 
foUowB  that  uniese  express  permission  be 
given  to  do  so,  it  is  not  within  the  general 
powers  of  a  corporation  to  purchase  the  stock 
of  other  corporations  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
trolling their  management.  First  NaU 
Bank  v.  National  Exoh.  Bank,  02  U.  S.  122, 
128,  23  L.  ed.  679,  681 ;  Sumner  v.  Maroy,^  3 
Woodb.  k  M.  106;  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  9 
431;  1  Thomp.  Corp.  8  1102;  People,  Peor 
body,  V.  Chicago  Ga»  Trust  Co,,*  130  111.  268, 
8  L.  R.  A.  497;  Milbank  v.  New  York  L. 
B.  do  W,  R,  Co.  64  How.  Pr.  20;  Mechanica' 
d  W,  hf.  Mut.  8av.  Bank  c€  Bld^.  Asso.  ▼• 
Meriden  Agency  Co.  24  Conn.  159. 

Not  only  is  &is  true  as  a  general  rule,  but 
by  the  law  of  the  state  of  New  York,  under 
which  this  corporation  was  organized,  i.  e^ 
"An  Act  to  Authorize  the  Formation  of  Cor- 
porations for  Manufacturing,  Mining,  Me- 
chanical, or  Chemical  Purposes,"  paes^  Feb. 
17,  1848  (Laws  1848,  chap.  40),  it  was  de* 
clared  in  S  8  that  "it  shall  not  be  law- 
ful for  such  company  to  use  any  of  their 
funds  in  the  purchase  of  any  stock  in  any 
other  corporation."  This  language  is  clear 
and  explicit,  and  evidently  covers  purchases 
of  stock  in  other  corporations,  whether  en- 
gaged in  the  same  or  different  business. 

In  this  connection,  however,  our  attention 
is  called  to  an  act  passed  by  the  legislature  o£ 
New  York  June  7,  1863  (Laws  1853,  chap. 
333),  amendatory  of  the  act  of  1848,  the  2d 
section  of  which  enacts  that  "the  trustees  of 
such  company  may  purchase  mines,  manu- 
factories, and  other  property  necessary  for 
their  business,  and  issue  stock  to  tht 
amountbf  the  value  thereof  in  payment  there- 
for." The  position  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
connection  is  that>  under  the  authority  to 
purchase  "other  property  necessary  for  their 
business,"  it  was  competent  for  manufactur- 
ing corporations  to  purchase  the  stock  ol 
other  similar  corporations.  But  we  do  not 
BO  read  the  act.  Its  evident  object  was  to 
permit  manufacturing  corporations  to  pur- 
chase mines  from  which  they  could  extract 
their  own  ore,  or  manufactories  of  raw  mate- 
rial, such  as  pig  iron  or  lumber,  which  could 
furnish  to  them  material  to  be  worked  up 
into  their  own  products;  and  in  case  such 
e  purchases  involved  a  larger  outlay  than  their 
i?  present  resources  would*justify,  to  issue  new 
stock  "to  the  amount  of  the  value  thereof  in 
payment  therefor."  But  there  is  nothing  to 
indicate  that  the  legislature  intended  to  au- 
thorize them  to  purchase  the  stock  of  com- 
peting corporations,  or  corporations  engaged 
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in  other  business.  It  is  only  property  neoea- 
sary  for  their  own  current  business  they  w«r» 
auUiorized  to  purchase. 

Another  act  amending  the  general  corpo- 
ration act  of  1848,  passed  April  28,  1806 
(chap.  838),  was  intended  for  a  similar  pur- 
pose. By  section  three  it  was  enacted  that 
"it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  manufaoturine 
company  heretofore  or  hereafter  organized 
under  Uie  provisioDB  ol  this  act,  or  the  aist 
hereby  amended,  to  hold  stock  in  the  capi- 
tal of  any  corporation  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  mining,  manufacturing,  or  transport- 
ing such  materials  as  are  required  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  business  of  such  company, 
so  long  as  they  shall  furnish  or  transport 
such  materials  for  the  use  of  such  company, 
and  for  two  years  thereafter  and  no  longer; 
and  the  trustees  of  such  company  shall  hav« 
the  same  power  with  respect  to  tiie  purchase 
of  such  stock  and  issuing  stock  therefor  as  are 
now  given  by  law  with  respect  to  the  purchase 
of  mines,  manufactories,  and  other  property 
necessary  to  the  business  of  manufacturing 
companies.  But  the  capital  stodc  ol  sucS 
company  shall  not  be  increased  without  the 
consent  of  the  owners  of  two  thirds  of  tlM 
stock,  to  be  obtained  as  provided  by  sections 
twenty-one  and  twenty-two  ol  the  act  here* 
be  amended."    N.  Y.  Laws  1866,  chap.  888. 

The  object  of  this  act  was  evidently  mudi 
the  same  as  that  of  the  prior  act  of  1863,  th«l 
is,  to  enable  manufacturing  corporations  to 
produce  their  own  ore  and  manufacture  tiieir 
own  raw  materials.  To  meet  the  exigencies 
of  this  statute  it  is  necessary  that  the  cam* 
pany  whose  stock  is  purchased  should  at  the 
time  of  the  purchase  be  engaged  in  the  bnsi* 
nesB  of  mining,  manufacturing,  or  tnuuipor^ 
ing  such  materials  as  are  required  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  business  cKf  the  purchas- 
ing company;  and  the  right  is  limited  to  sudi 
time  as  they  shall  furnish  or  transport  sueh 
materials  for  the  use  of  such  company,  and 
for  two  years  thereafter.  It  dearly  has  no 
application  to  a  case  where  a  manufacturihg  g 
company^purchases  the  stock  of  an  insolvent  • 
rival  concern  which  has  ceased  to  do  busi« 
ness,  and  whose  stodc  is  bought  for  the  evi* 
dent  purpose  of  preventing  a  reorganization, 
and  of  obtaining  its  patronage. 

In  the  Revised  Statutes  of  New  York  of 
1889  (vol.  3,  p.  1969),  there  is  also  an  aet^ 
to  which  our  attention  is  called  by  a  supple- 
mental brief,  permitting  manufacturing  com- 
panies to  increase  or  diminish  their  capital 
stock  to  any  amount  which  may  be  sufficient 
and  proper  for  purposes  of  the  corporation, 
and  also  to  extend  liieir  business  to  any  other 
manufacturing  business  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act. 

That  neither  of  these  acts  were  intended 
to  give  authority  to  corporations  to  purchase 
stock  of  other  corporations  engaged  in  the 
same  business  is  evident  from  a  subsequent 
act  approved  June  7,  1890,  to  take  effect  May 
1,  1891,  the  40th  section  of  whidi  provides 
that  "...  no  corporation  shall  use  any 
of  its  funds  in  the  purchase  of  any  stock  of 
its  own  or  any  other  corporation,  unless  the 
same  shall  have  been  bona  fide  pledged, 
hypothecated,  or  transferred  to  it,  by  way  of 
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•eenrity  for,  or  in  satiafaction  or  part  8ati§- 
faction  of,  a  debt  previously  contracted  in 
the  course  of  its  business,  or  shall  be  pur- 
ehased  by  it  at  sales  upon  judgments,  orders, 
or  decrees  which  shall  be  obtained  for  such 
debts,  or  in  the  prosecution  thereof.  But  any 
domestic  corporation  transacting  business  in 
this  state,  and  also  in  other  states  or  for- 
eign countries,  may  invest  its  funds  in  the 
stocks,  bonds,  or  securities  of  other  corpora- 
tiooB  owning  lands  in  this  state  or  such 
states,  if  dividends  have  been  paid  on  such 
stocks  continuously  for  three  years  im- 
mediately before  such  loans  are  made,  or  if 
the  interest  on  such  bonds  or  securities  is 
not  in  default,  and  such  stock,  bonds,  or  se- 
eurities  shall  be  continuously  of  a  market 
value  20  per  cent  greater  than  the  amount 
loaned  or  continu^  thereon."  N.  Y.  Lsuws 
1890,  chap.  564,  art.  3,  p.  1078. 

Had  the  former  acts  given  the  unlimited 
authority  to  purchase  insisted  upon  by  the 
plaintiffs  this  act  would  have  been  entirely 
unneces8ary,and,insteadof  enlarging  thepow- 
«r  previously  possessed,  would  h&ve  operated 
•8  a  restriction  upon  it.  That  this  act  of 
1890  does  not  assist  the  plaintiffs  is  evident 
not  only  from  the  fact  that  the  act  did  not 
take  effectnmtil  after  the  contract  was  made, 
but  from  the  further  fact  that  it  merely  au- 
thorizes corporations  to  invest  their  funds 
in  the  stocks,  bonds,  or  securities  of  other 
corporations  if  dividends  have  been  paid  for 
three  years  before  the  loans  are  made,  or 
if  the  interest  on  their  securities  is  not  in 
default,  and  such  securities  are  worth  20 
per  cent  greater  than  the  amoimt  loaned 
thereon.  This  act  evidently  refers  to  loans 
and  not  to  purchases,  since  the  section  ex- 
pressly provides  that  no  corporation  shall 
use  its  funds  in  the  purchase  of  any  stock, 
either  of  its  own  or  any  other  corporation, 
imless  by  way  of  securi  ty  for  antecedent  debts. 

The  truth  is,  that  the  legislature  of  New 
York,  instead  of  repealing  the  prohibitory 
dause  in  the  original  act  of  1848,  concern- 
ing the  purchase  of  stock  in  other  corpora- 
tions, has  modified  it  but  slightly,  by  slow 
degrees,  and  in  special  cases,  to  enable  a 
manufacturing  corporation  to  control  more 
perfectly  its  own  legitimate  business  opera- 
tions, and  has  thereby  manifested  the  more 
dearly  its  intention  to  preserve  the  original 
inhibition. 

Our  conclusion  upon  this  branch  of  the 
ease  is  that,  as  the  main,  if  not  the  sole,  ob- 
ject of  the  purchase  from  the  plaintiffs  was 
to  acquire  their  stock  in  the  Consolidated 
Company,  such  purchase  was  ultra  vires  the 
Refrigerating  Company. 

2.  Is  this  defense  available  to  the  Refrig- 
erating Company?  Whatever  doubts  might 
have  been  once  entertained  as  to  the  power 
of  corporations  to  set  up  the  defense  of  ultra 
vkm  to  defeat  a  recovery  upon  an  executed 
eontract^  the  rule  is  now  wdl  settled,  at 
least  in  this  court,  that  where  the  action  is 
brought  upon  the  ill^al  contract  it  is  a 
defense  that  the  corporation  was  pro- 

dted  by  statute  from  entering  into  such 


contraet^  although  in  an  aetion  upon  a 
^ttonitMM  meruit  it  may  be  compelled  to  r^ 
spend  for  the  benefit  actually  received. 

The  earliest  case  in  whieh  this  doeiriaa 
is  distinctly  laid  down  is  that  of  Pearee  t. 
Madison  d  L  B.  Co.  21  How.  441,  10  L.  ed. 
184,  in  which  it  appears  that  two  railroad 
companiee,  which  had  been  consolidated, 
gave  their  promissory  notes  in  payment  for 
a  steamboat  to  run  in  connection  with  tha 
railroads.  It  washdd  that,  as  there  was  no  an-  g 
thorily  in*  the  railroad  companies  to  engage  in  • 
running  steamboats,  there  could  be  no  recov- 
ery on  the  notes,  and  that  as  the  plaintiff  w«a 
not  the  owner  of  the  boat  and  had  sued  upon 
the  notes  as  an  indorsee,  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery. The  same  doctrine  has  been  applied 
to  leases  ultra  vires  a  corporation,  and  it  has 
been  uniformly  held  thjoi  there  could  be  no 
recovery  upon  the  lease  itself,  though  there 
might  be  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation 
of  the  property.  Pittsburgh,  O.  d  8t.  L.  A. 
Co,  V.  Keokuk  d  H.  Bridge  Co.  131  U.  8. 
871,  384,  88  L.  ed.  167,  161,  0  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
770;  Central  Transp,  Co,  v.  PuUman's  Pal' 
ace  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  24,  48,  85  L.  ed.  66,  64, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478;  S.  G.  171  U.  S.  138, 
43  L.  ed.  108,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808;  UeCor- 
mick  T.  Market  Nat,  Bank,  166  U.  8.  638. 
660,  41  L.  ed.  817,  822,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
438 ;  Thomas  T.  West  Jersey  R,  Co,  101  u. 
S.  71,  26  L.  ed.  960;  California  Nat.  Bank  ▼. 
Kennedy,  167  U.  8.  862, 42  L.  ed.  198, 17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  831;  Buckeye  Marble  d  Freestone 
Co.Y.Harvey,^  92  Tenn.  116,18  L.  R.  A. 252; 
Union  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Chicago,  R,  I.  d  P.  R,  Co, 
163  U.  8.  664,  41L.  ed.  266, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1173. 

The  doctrine  that  no  recovery  can  be  had 
upon  the  contract  is  based  upon  the  theory 
that  it  is  for  the  interest  of  the  public  that 
corporations  should  not  transcend  the  limits 
of  their  charters ;  that  the  property  of  stock- 
holders should  not  be  put  to  the  risk  of  en- 
gagements which  they  did  not  undertake; 
that  if  the  contract  be  prohibited  by  statute 
everyone  dealing  with  the  corpomtdon  is 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  restrictions  in  its 
charter,  whether  such  charter  be  a  private 
act  or  a  general  law  under  which  corpora- 
tions of  this  dass  are  organized.  Zabriskie 
V.  Cleveland,  C.  d  C,  R.  Co.  28  How.  881| 
398,  16  L.  ed.  488,  497 ;  Thomas  v.  West  Jer- 
sey  R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  71,  25  L.  ed.  950;  Penn^ 
sylvania  R,  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  H,  R. 
Co.  118  U.  S.  290,  and  630,  30  L.  ed.  83,  and 
284,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1004,  and  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
24;  Oregon  R,  d  Nov.  Co.  v.  Oregonian  A. 
Co.  130  U.  S.  1,  25,  32  L.  ed.  837,  841,  0 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  409;  Pittsburgh  C.  d  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Keokuk  d  H.  Bridge  Co.  131  U.  8. 
384,  33  L.  ed.  161,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  770. 

As  the  action  in  this  case  is  upon  the  con- 
tract, and  as  the  contract  was  prohibited  by 
the  charter  of  the  Refrigerating  Company, 
there  can  be  no  recovery  upon  it 

The  difficulty  with  the  position  of  tha 
plaintiffs  in  this  ease  is  this:  If  the  pur- 
ehase  of  the  stock  was  the  main  object  of  the 
contract  the  consideration  was  an  illegal  ona^ 
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i  and  the  promise  of  the  Refrigerating  Com- 
^  pany  to  furnish  its  own* stock  in  payment 
was  ultra  vires.  If,  upon  the  other  hand, 
the  object  of  the  contract  was  to  obtain  the 
assets  and  goodwill  of  the  Consolidated 
Company  upon  payment  of  its  debts,  then 
the  promise  of  the  Refrigerating  Company 
to  pay  the  plaintiffs  therefor  was  without 
consideration,  since  the  assets  were  the  prop- 
erty  of  the  Consolidated  Company  and  not 
of  its  stockholders,  and  anything  realized  by 
the  sale  of  such  assets  belonged  to  the  com- 
pany or  its  assignee,  and  should  be  deroted 
first  to  the  payment  of  its  debts.  If  there 
were  anythinff  of  value  beyond  the  control  of 
the  stock  which  passed  to  the  Refrigerating 
Company  under  the  contract,  the  assignee 
could  not  be  dispossessed  of  it  until  all  the 
debts  were  paid  or  compromised,  when  it 
would  revert  to  the  corporation  but  not  to 
the  plaintiffs.  Their  title  to  sue  must  rest 
upon  their  ownership  of  the  stock,  and  if  the 
defense  of  ultra  vires  be  sustained,  we  know 
of  no  theory  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  can 
recover.  It  certainly  cannot  be  true  that  the 
plaintiffs  can  take  to  themselves  the  $100,- 
000  stipulated  by  this  contract  and  leave 
ereditors  of  the  corporation  unpaid  to  the 
extent  of  $160,000. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals  and  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  there- 
fore  he  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to 
the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri  with  directions  to  grant  a  new 
triaL 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  and  Mr.  Justice  Mo- 
Kenna  dissented. 


(176  U.  S.  Zt) 

JOHN  H.  SCUDDER,  Administrator  of  the 

Estate  of  John  F.  Houdayer^  Deceased, 

Plff,  in  Err^ 

V. 

BIRD  8.  COLER,  Comptroller  of  the  City 
and  County  of  New  York. 

Writ  of  error  to  state  court — failure  to  raise 
Federal  question. 

Fall  a  re  to  raise  a  Federal  question  until  after 
a  case  hss  been  finally  decided  In  the  highest 
court  of  a  state  will  preclude  a  writ  of  error 
to  review  that  decision  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

[No.  65.] 

Argued  October  18,  1899,    Decided  October 
SO,  1899. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Surrogate's  Court  of  the 
County  of  New  York,  State  of  New  York, 
to  review  a  decision  holding  that  certain 
bank  deposits  belonging  to  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  nonresident  of  the  state  are  subject 
to  the  New  York  act  of  1892,  chap.  399,  tax- 
ing transfers  of  property  by  will  or  by  the 
intestate  lawi.  Dismissed  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction. 


See  same  case  below,  150  N.  Y.  87,  84  L. 
R.  A.  235«  44  N.  E.  718. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  J.  Culbert  Palmer  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr,  Emmet  B.  Oloott  for  defendant  in 
error. 

*Mr.  Justice  Qrmj   delivered  the  opinion  • 
of  the  court: 

Thia  was  a  proceeding  commenced  Sep- 
tember 27,  1895,  in  the  surrogate  s  oourt^  by 
the  comptroller  of  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York,  for  the  taxation  of  property  of 
John  F.  Houdayer,  deceased,  under  the- 
statute  of  New  York  of  1802,  chap.  399,^ 
entitled  "An  Act  in  Relation  to  Taxable 
Transfers  of  Property,"  the  material  provi- 
sions of  which  were  as  follows: 

''Sec.  1.  A  tax  shall  be  and  is  hereby  im- 
posed upon  the  transfer  of  any  property, 
real  or  personal,  of  the  value  of  $500  or  over 
or  of  any  interest  therein  or  income  there- 
from, in  trust  or  otherwise,  to  persons  or 
corporations  not  exempt  by  law  from  taxation 
on  real  or  personal  property  in  the  following 
cases: 

"1.  When  the  transfer  is  by  will  or  by  th* 
intestate  laws  of  this  state  from  any  person 
dying  seised  or  possessed  of  the  property 
while  a  resident  of  the  state. 

"2.  When  the  transfer  is  by  will  or  intes- 
tate law,  of  property  within  the  state,  and 
the  decedent  was  a  nonresident  of  the  stat* 
at  the  time  of  his  death." 

"Sec.  22.  The  words  'estate*  and  'property*, 
as  used  in  this  act,  shall  be  taken  to  mean 
the  property  or  intereet  therein  of  Uie  tea- 
tator,  intestate,  grantor,  bargainor,  or  ven- 
dor, passing  or  transferred  to  those  not  here- 
in spdcificslly  exempted  from  the  provision* 
of  this  act,  and  XK>t  as  the  property  or  inter- 
est therein  passing  or  transferred  to  individ- 
ual legatees,  devisees,  heirs,  next  of  ldn» 
grantees,  donees,  or  vendees,  and  shall  in- 
clude all  property  or  interest  therein,  wheth- 
er situated  within  or  without  this  state^ 
over  which  this  state  has  any  jurisdiction 
for  the  purposes  of  taxation.  The  word 
'transfer,'  as  used  in  this  act,  shall  be  taken 
to  include  the  passing  of  property  or  any  in- 
terest therein  in  possession  or  enjoyment,  J 
present  or  future,  by  inheritance,  descent^  de-  * 
vise,  bequest,  grant,  deed,  bargain,  sale^  or 
ift  in  the  manner  herein  prescribed."  1 
"  Y.  Laws  1892,  pp.  814,  816,  822. 

The  case,  as  stated  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
was  this:  "On  May  21,  1895,  John  F.  Houd- 
ayer died  intestate  at  Trenton,  New  Jersey, 
where  he  had  resided  for  a  number  of  years. 
In  1876  he  opened  an  account  with  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  ft  Trust  Company  of  the  city  of 
New  York  as  trustee  under  the  will  of  Ed- 
ward Husson,  deceased,  in  which  he  made  d^ 
posits  from  time  to  time  of  moneys  belong- 
ing to  the  trust  estate,  as  well  as  moneys  be- 
longing to  himself.  This  continued  as  an 
open  running  account  until  his  death,  when 
the  balance  on  hand  was  the  sum  of  $73,715, 
of  which  $2,000  belonged  to  him  as  trustee^ 
and  the  remainder  to  himself  as  individual. 
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The  Appraiser  deducted  $3,500  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  expenses,  and  included 
$68,215  in  the  appraisal,  which  was  af- 
firmed by  the  surrogate,  but  reversed  by  the 
supreme  court."  150  N.  Y.  37,  34  L.  R.  A. 
235,  44  N.  £.  718,  3  App.  Div.  474,  38  N.  Y. 
Supp.  323. 

On  October  6,  1890,  the  court  of  appeals 
reversed  the  order  of  the  supreme  courts  and 
affirmed  the  order  of  the  surrogate. 

On  April  4,  1898,  the  administrator  of 
Houdayer  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from  this 
court,  as  against  the  comptroller,  and  as- 
signed the  following  errors : 

"First.  That  the  property  in  question  being 
situated  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  of  which 
state  also  the  decedent  was  a  resident  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
New  York  have  no  application  thereto,  nor 
have  the  courts  of  New  York  jurisdiction 
thereof. 

''Second.  That  by  the  law,  as  interpreted 
l^  the  decision  and  judgment  herein,  the  leg- 
islature of  the  state  of  New  York  attempts 
to  exercise  jurisdiction  beyond  the  state,  and 
to  afTect  contracts  and  rights  of  a  citizen  of 
another  state,  which  are  protected  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  tiie  United  States 
and  the  judicial  power  granted  to  its  courts, 
and  violates  and  intertoea  with  the  sover- 
eignty of  the  state  of  New  Jersey. 
g  <*Third.  That  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
•  the  state  oif  New*York,  herein  referred  to,  as 
applied  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
this  case,  or  the  act  done  under  the  authori- 
ty  of  the  state  of  New  York  here  complained 
of,  is  unconstitutional  and  void  as  being  re- 
pugnant to  section  10  of  article  1  of  the  Con- 
ititution  of  the  United  States,  in  that  it  im- 
pairs the  obligation  of  the  contract  between 
a  nonresident  depositor  and  the  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company  of  New  York. 

^Fonrtli.  That  the  said  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture, as  interpreted  by  the  decision  herein, 
is  repugnant  to  the  6th  Amendment  of  the 
Gonstitution  of  the  United  States,  whidi 
provides  that  private  property  shall  not  be 
taken  for  a  public  use  wiuiout  just  compen- 
nttion. 

''Fifth.  That  the  said  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture, as  interpreted  by  the  decision  herein, 
is  repugnant  to  section  1  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  b^  which  states  are  forbidden  to  de- 
prive citizens  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law." 

But  the  difficulty  which  lies  at  the  thresh- 
old of  the  consideration  of  this  writ  of  er- 
ror is  that  none  of  the  points  taken  in  the 
assignment  of  errors  appear  l^  the  record 
to  have  been  made  in  any  of  the  courts  of  the 
state. 

The  only  statements  of  the  grounds  of  the 
administrator's  objections  to  the  proceedings 
below  are  these  two:  Ist.  His  affidavit  filed 
before  the  appraiser  appointed  by  the  surro- 
gate, averring  "that  he  objects  to  such  pro- 
ceedings, and  opposes  a  levy  of  any  such  tax 


upon  such  amount  so  on  deposit^  and  elaims 
that  said  deposit  is  azempt  under  the  laws 
and  not  subject  to  taxauon."  2d.  His  ap- 
peal to  the  surrogate  from  the  formal  order 
of  assessment,  taken  "on  tlie  ground  that  tiie 
deposit  in  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Com- 
pany of  $71,716,  standing  at  the  time  of  the 
decedent's  death  in  his  name  as  trustee,  wm 
a  chose  in  action  belonging  to  a  nonresident 
decedent,  and  not  property  within  this  state 
subject  to  taxation  under  the  provisions  <A 
the  act  in  relation  to  taxable  transfers  of 
property;  that  the  situs  of  the  daim  of  the 
decedent  against  such  deposit  was  at  the 
domicil  of  the  decedent,  and  not  at  the  domi- 
cil  of  the  said  depository,  and  such  property 
being  the  property  of  a  nonresident  decs-  J 
dcnt»*and  situated  out  of  this  state,  the  same  * 
does  not  fall  within  the  purview  of  said 
act" 

Both  these  statements  clearly  refer  to  the 
laws  of  New  York,  and  not  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  And  the  opinion 
of  the  supreme  court,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  turns  upon  the  questiao 
whether  the  sum  due  from  the  FarmersP 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company  of  the  city  of  New 
York  to  the  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death 
was  "property  within  the  state,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  1892. 

No  mention  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  provision  thereof^ 
by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  or  by  the  court,  U 
to  be  found  at  any  stage  of  the  case  while  it 
was  pendin^^  in  the  courts  of  the  state  of  New 
York;  and  it  is  impossible,  upon  this  record, 
to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  it  never  oo> 
curred  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  raise  a  Fed- 
eral question  until  after  the  case  had  been 
finally  decided  against  him  in  the  highest 
court  of  the  state. 

In  order  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction  of 
a  writ  of  error  to  review  a  judgment  which 
the  highest  court  of  a  state  has  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  validity  of  a  statute  of  or  an  an* 
thority  exercised  under  a  state,  the  validity 
of  the  statute  or  authorily  must  have  been 
"drawn  in  question  ...  on  the  ground 
of  their  being  repugnant  to  the  Constitution, 
laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States." 
When  no  such  ground  has  been  presented  to 
or  considered  by  the  courts  of  the  state,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  those  oourto  have  dis- 
regarded the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction. 
Rev.  SUt  §  709;  Murdook  v.  Memphis,  20 
Wall.  590,  633,  634,  22  L.  ed.  429,  433,  444; 
Levy  V.  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco^ 
167  U.  S.  175,  42  L.  ed,  126, 17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
769;  Miller  v.  ComtoaU  R,  Co.  168  U. 
S.  131,  42  L.  ed.  409,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep 
34;  Columbia  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Colum* 
Ua  Eleetrio  Street  Railway,  Light,  d  P.  Co. 
172  U.  S.  475,  488,  43  L.  ed.  521,  526, 19  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  247,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Writ  of  error  dienUaeed  for  uxmt  of  itiris- 
diction. 
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AINSA,   Administrator,    with 
cxf  Frank  Ely,  Deceased, 


NEW  MEXICO  ft  ARIZONA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 

Juriadiotion  of  9uit  to  quiet  title  under  per- 
fect Mecrican  grant. 

A  grant  of  land  In  New  Mexico,  wblch  wu  com- 
plete and  perfect  before  the  oesBlon  of  New 
Mexico  to  the  United  States,  maj  be  asserted, 
u  against  anj  adverse  private  claimant.  In 
tlio  ordinary  local  courts  of  Justice,  without 
having  been  confirmed  or  rejected  by  Congress, 
when  no  proceedings  for  Its  confirmation  are 
pending  before  Congress  or  before  the  surveyor 
general ;  and  It  Is  not  necessary  for  the  owner 
to  present  It  to  the  court  of  private  land 
claims  for  confirmation  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  1891,  although  that  act  gives  him 
the  right  to  do  so. 


[No.  1.] 


Submitted  January 
set  <i8ide  March 
March  16,  1898. 
1899. 


10^  1896.  Suhmission 
SO,  1896.  Submitted 
Decided    October    SO, 


APPEAL  from  a  Judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  of 
Pima  County  refusing  to  take  jurisdiction 
of  a  suit  to  quiet  title  under  a  Mexican  grant. 
Bevereed. 

Bee  same  ease  below,  36  Pac.  213. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

On  the  submission  made  January  10,  1896, 
mod  afterwards  set  aside — 

Mr.  Rooheater  Ford  for  appellant. 

Mr.  William  Herring;  for  appellee. 

On  final  submission— 

Mr.  Rookeater  Ford  for  appellant. 

Solicitor  General  Riekarda  and  Mr. 
Matthew  O.  Reynold!  for  United  States, 
by  special  leave. 

Mr.  Justice  Qfrmj  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  a  oomplaint,  filed  June  1,  1892, 
in  a  district  court  of  the  territory  of  Arizona 
and  county  of  Pima,  by  Santiago  Ainsa,  od- 
ministrator  with  the  will  annexed  of  Frank 
Ely,  against  the  New  Mexico  A  Arizona  Rail- 
road Company,  to  quiet  the  plaintiff's  title 
in  a  tract  of  land  in  that  county,  known  a« 
t&e  rancho  San  Jos6  de  Sonoita,  under  a 
ffrant  made  by  the  Mexican  government  to 
Leon  HerreroH  on*May  15,  1825,  which  %va8 
alleged  to  have  vested  a  complete  and  perfect 
tHle  in  fee  in  the  grantee. 

The  defendant  denied  the  plaintiff's  title, 
and  asserted  a  ri^ht  of  way  over  the  land, 
under  condemnation  proceedings  against 
persons  who  had  entered  thereon  as  pre-emp- 
tion or  homestead  settlers,  claiming  that  it 
was  public  land  of  the  United  States. 

The  parties  waived  a  trial  by  jury,  and 
submitted  the  ease  to  the  judgment  of  tlie 
eourt  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts, 
which  sei  forth  what  waa  admitted  to  be  a 


correot  translation  of  the  "title  deeda  of  a 
grant  of  one  sitio,  and  three  fourths  of  an- 
other sitio,  surveyed  on  behalf  of  Don  Leon 
Herreros,  resident  of  Tubac,  situated  in  a 
place  called  San  Joed  de  Sonoita,"— consist- 
ing of  the  petition  of  Herreroe  to  the  inten* 
dente  of  the  province  of  Sonora  and  Sinaloa; 
an  oirder  of  the  intendente  for  an  official 
survey  and  valuation  of  the  land ;  its  survey 
and  location  b^  metes  and  bounds;  the  de- 
livery of  juridical  possession  to  Herreros;  a 
valuaition  oi  the  land;  a  reference  of  the  ex- 
pediente  to  the  promoter  fiscal  for  examina- 
tion, and  his  report  recommending  a  sale  by 
auction ;  a  sale  by  auction  to  Herreros,  after 
due  publication  of  notice;  the  intendente's 
approval  of  the  proceedings;  payment  by 
Herreros  of  the  amount  of  the  valuation, 
with  fees  and  costs;  a  grant  to  him  by  the 
commissary  general  in  Sie  usual  form;  and 
a  record  of  the  grant  in  the  Mexican  ar- 
chives. It  was  agreed  that  these  papers  were 
executed  and  delivered  according  to  their 
purport,  and  that  the  plaintilf  was  the 
vendee  and  assignee  of  all  the  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  Herreros. 

It  was  also  agreed  that  a  petition  for  the 
confirmation  by  Congress,  under  the  acts  of 
July  22,  1854,  chap.  103,  S  8  (10  Stat,  at  L. 
309),  and  July  15,  1870,  chap.  292,  S  1  (16 
Stat.  aA  L.  304),  of  the  Mexican  grant,  waa 
filed  on  December  29,  1879,  in  the  office  of 
the  United  States  surveyor  general  for  the 
territory  of  Arizona,  but  was  never  acted  on 
by  Congress;  and  Uiat,  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  no  proceedings 
for  the  confirmation  of  the  grant  were  pend- 
ing before  Congress,  or  before  any  surveyor 
general  of  the  Uni4«d  States,  or  before  thaS 
court*of  private  land  claims  created  by  the* 
act  of  March  3,  1891,  chap.  539.  26  Stat,  at 
L.  854. 

It  was  also  agreed  that,  before  the  oom- 
mencement  of  this  suit,  certain  persona 
named  had  entered  upon  the  several  tracts 
of  the  granted  land,  as  pre-emption  or  home- 
stead settlers,  claiming  them  to  be  publio 
lands  of  the  United  States;  and  that  there- 
after, and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  the  defendant,  by  condemnation  proceed- 
ings againsrt,  and  mesne  conveyances  from, 
those  persons,  acquired  and  now  claimed  a 
right  of  way  through  those  tracts  and  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant. 

The  parties  further  stipulated  that  ''this 
statement  of  facts  is  for  the  purpose  of  this 
suit  only,  and  nothing  herein  agreed  upon 
shall  be  taken  as  admitted  for  or  against 
either  of  tlie  jwirties  hereto  in  any  other  pro- 
ceeding whatever." 

The  district  court  held  that  it  had  no 
jurisdiction,  because  the  plaintiff  claimed 
title  under  a  Mexican  grant  which  had 
not  been  confirmed  by  Congress,  and  there- 
fore dismissed  the  suit;  and  its  judgment 
was  atfirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  ter- 
ritory. 3d  Pac  218.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
to  this  court 

The  case  waa  originally  submitted  to  this 
court  upon  a  brief  for  the  appellant  only, 
without  any  <^po0ing  brief.  But  it  was  after- 


1899. 
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ipards  submitted  anew  upon  the  appellant's 
brief,  as  wdl  as  a  brief  which  the  court  al- 
lowed to  be  filed  in  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  because  of  their  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion inrolved,  and  oi  their  being  a  party  to 
a  suit  involTing  the  Tslidity  of  the  same 
Mexican  grant,  brought  by  the  United  States 
against  this  appellant  in  the  court  of  private 
land  daims,  and  sinoe  decided  by  this  court 
and  reported.  Ely  t.  United  States  (1898) 
171  U.  8.  220,  48  L.  ed.  142, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
840. 

The  question  of  jurisdictloo  presented  by 
the  reoord  depends  upon  the  effect  of  the 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Mexi- 
oo  of  December  30, 1853  (known  as  the  Gads^ 
den  treaty),  and  of  the  acts  of  Congress 
above  cited,  and  may  be  oonveniently  ap- 
proached by  first  referring  to  the  decisions 
d  this  court  under  various  treaties  by 
which  the  United  States  have  acquired  ter- 

S  zitory  from  France,  Spain,  and  Mexico. 

•  •Private  rights  of  property  in  land  lying 
within  a  territory  ceded  by  one  independent 
nation  to  another  by  a  treaty  between  them 
are  not  affected  by  the  change  of  sovereignty 
cod  jurisdiction,  and  are  entitled  to  protec- 
tion, whether  they  are  complete  and  absolute 
titles,  or  merely  equitable  interests  needing 
some  further  act  of  the  government  to  per- 
fect the  legal  title.  The  duty  of  securing 
such  riffhts,  and  of  fulfilling  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  the  United  States  by  the 
tieaty,  belongs  to  the  political  department; 
and  Congress  may  either  itself  discharge 
that  dut^,  or  delegate  its  performance  to  a 
strictly  judicial  tribunal  or  to  a  board  of 
commissioners.  United  States  v.  Percheman 
(1833)  7  Pet  51,  86,  87,  8  L.  ed.  604,  617; 
Delassus  v.  United  States  (1835)  0  Pet.  117, 
133,9  L.  ed.  71,  77;  Strother  y,  Lucas 
(1838)  12  Pet.  410,  438,  9  L.  ed.  1137,  1148; 
Astiaearan  v.  Santa  Rita  Land  d  Min.  Co. 
(1893)  148  U.  S.  80-82,  37  L.  ed.  376,  377, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  457,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Stoneroad  v.  Sioneroad  (1895)  158  U.  S. 
240,  248,  39  lu  ed.  966,  968,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
822;  Rio  Arriha  Land  d  Cattle  Co.  v.  United 
States  (1897)  167  U.  S.  298,  309,  42  L.  ed. 
175,  178,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  875.  As  was  said 
by  this  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice 
Irimble,  in  a  leading  case:  "It  may  be  ad- 
mitted that  the  Umted  States  were  bound, 
in  good  faith,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of 
cession  by  which  they  acquired  the  Floridas, 
to  confirm  such  concessions  as  had  been  made 
Iqr  warrants  of  survey;  yet  it  would  not  fol- 
low that  the  legal  title  would  be  perfected 
until  confirmation.  The  government  of  the 
United  States  has  throughout  acted  upon  a 
different  principle  in  relation  to  these  in- 
choate rights,  in  all  its  acquisitions  of  terri- 
tory, wh^er  from  Spain  or  France.  While 
the  government  has  admitted  its  obligation 
to  oonfinn  such  inchoate  rights  or  conces- 
gkms  as  had  been  fairly  made,  it  has  main- 
tained that  the  legal  title  remained  in  the 
United  States  until,  by  some  act  of  oonfirma< 
tion,  it  was  passed  or  relinqui^ed  to  the 
eJaimawU.  It  has  maintained  Its  right  to 
preaeribe  the  forma  and  maimer  of  proceeding 


in  order  to  obtain  a  confirmation,  and  its 
right  to  establish  tribunals  to  investigate 
b£±  pronounce  upon  their  fairness  and  valid- 
ity."  De  la  Croio  v.  ChamberUUn  (1827) 
12  Wheat  599,  601,  6  L.  ed.  741,  742.  Even 
grants  which  were  complete  and  perfect  at 
the  time  of  the  cession  may  be  required  by 
Congress  to  have  their  genuineness  and  their 
extent  established  by  proceedings  in  a  g 
particular  manner  before*  they  can  be  held  • 
to  be  valid.  But  where  no  such  proceedings 
are  expressly  required  by  Congress,  the 
recognition  of  grants  of  this  class  in  the 
treaty  itself  is  sufficient  to  give  them  full 
effect. 

The  treaty  of  April  30,  1803,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  French  Republic,  by 
which  the  province  of  Louisiana  was  ceded 
to  the  United  States,  provided,  in  article  3, 
as  follows:  "The  inhabitants  of  the  ceded 
territory  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  Union 
of  the  United  States,  and  admitted  as  soon 
as  possible,  according  to  the  principles  of  the 
Federal  Constitution,  to  the  enjoyment  of 
all  the  rights,  advantages,  and  immunities 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States ;  and  in  the 
meantime  they  shall  be  maintained  and  pro- 
tected in  the  free  enjoyment  of  their  liberty, 
property,  and  the  religion  which  they  pro- 
fess." 8  Stat  at  L.  202.  By  the  act  of 
March  2,  1805,  chap.  26,  S  1,  it  was  provided 
that  persons  who  before  October  1,  1800,  be- 
ing of  full  age  and  actually  inhabiting  and 
cultivating  lands  within  the  territories 
ceded  by  that  treaty,  had  obtained  a  "duly 
registered  warrant  or  order  of  survey"  from 
the  Spanish  or  French  government  while  in 
possession  of  those  territories,  should  "be 
confirmed  in  their  claims  to  such  lands  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  their  titles  had  been  com- 
pleted." Section  4  provided  that  before 
Marc^  1,  1806,  persons  claiming  lands  by 
virtue  of  a  completed  grant  might  file  it,  and 
persons  claiming  under  an  incomplete  title 
should  file  all  papers  relating  to  it,  with 
the  register  of  the  local  land  office.  And  by 
§  8  commissioners  were  to  be  appointed  by 
the  President,  with  power  to  hear  evidence 
and  to  decide  in  a  summary  way  upon  the  va- 
lidity of  the  claims,  and  to  report  to  Con- 
gress all  claims  confirmed  or  rejected,  and 
with  the  latter  the  evidence  adduced  in  their 
support  2  Stat  at  L.  324-327.  The  act 
of  March  26,  1824,  chap.  173,  enacted  that 
it  should  "be  lawful  for  any  person"  claim- 
ing lands  in  the  state  of  Missouri  "by  virtue 
of  any  French  or  Spanish  grant,  concession, 
warrant,  or  order  of  survey,  legally  made, 
granted,  or  issued  by  the  proper  authorities" 
before  March  10,  1804,  "and  which  was  pro- 
tected or  secured  by  the  treaty"  aforesaid, 
"and  which  might  have  been  perfected  into 
a  complete  title,  under  and  in  conformity  to  £ 
the  laws,  usages,  and*customs  of  the  govern-* 
ment  under  whidoi  the  same  originated,  had 
not  the  sovereignty  of  the  country  been 
traneferred  to  the  United  States,"  to  present 
a  petition,  within  two  years  from  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act,  to  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Missouri, 
'  for  the  confirmation  of  such  claim ;    that 
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court  wflU9  given  authority  to  hear  evidence 
and  pass  upon  the  daim;  and  from  its  de- 
cision an  appeal  might  be  taken  within  a 
year  to  this  court.  4  Stat,  at  L.  62.  The 
provisions  of  that  act  were  ertended  to  the 
states  of  Louisiana  and  Arkansas,  and  to 
parts  of  Mississippi  and  Alabama,  by  the  act 
of  June  17,  1844,  chap.  06,  S  1.  6  Sta/t  ai 
L.  676.  Under  those  statutes  it  was  uni- 
formly held  by  this  court  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  was  limited  to  suits  by  persons  who 
had  only  an  inchoate  and  equitable  title,  to 
obtain  an  absolute  and  legal  one,  and  did 
not  extend  to  a  title  which  was  complete  and 
perfect  when  the  treaty  took  efifect;  and  the 
reason  of  those  decisions,  as  declared  by 
Qiief  Justice  Taney  speaking  for  the  whole 
court,  was  that  such  a  title  '4s  protected  by 
the  treaty,  and  is  independent  of  any  legis- 
lation by  Congress,  and  requires  no  pro- 
ceeding in  a  court  of  the  United  States  to 
give  it  validity."  United  States  v.  Pillerin 
(1851)  13  How.  9,  14  L.  ed.  28;  United 
States  V.  MoCullagh  (1851)  13  How.  216, 
14  L.  ed.  118.  So,  in  United  States  v.  D'Au- 
teHeve  (1853)  15  How.  14,  14  L.  ed.  680, 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  delivering  the  opinion 
oi  the  majority  of  the  court,  said  iihat  the 
title  of  the  petitioners,  ''if  still  a  subsisting 
one  in  them,  is  a  complete  and  perfect  one, 
and  consequently  not  within  the  flrrft  section 
of  that  act  [of  1844]  which  confers  the  ju- 
risdiction upon  this  court.  The  place  to  lit- 
igate it  is  in  the  local  jurisdiction  of  the 
state,  by  the  common-law  action  of  eject- 
ment, or  such  other  action  as  may  be  pro- 
vided for  the  trial  of  the  legal  titles  to  real 
estate."  15  How.  23,  24,  14  L.  ed.  584.  And 
Mr.  Justice  Curtis  and  three  other  dissent* 
Ing  justices  concurred  in  the  judgment  on 
that  ground  only.  15  How.  29,  14  L.  ed. 
687.  See  also  United  States  v.  Roselius 
(1853)  15  How.  36,  38,  14  L.  ed.  690,  691; 
Maguire  v.  Tyler  (1869)  8  Wall.  650,  652, 
19  L.  ed.  320;  Dent  v.  Emmeger  (1871)  14 
Wall.  308,  812,  20  L.  ed.  838,  839;  Trenier 
v.  Stewart  (1879)  101  U.  S.  797,  802,  25  L, 
cd.  1021.  And  the  courts  of  the  state  of 
g  Louisiana  habitually  exercised  jurisdiction 
•  to«try  and  determine  such  titles.  Lavergne 
T.  Elkins  (1841)  17  La.  220,  230;  Murdoch 
T.  CHirley  (1843)  6  Rob.  (La.)  457,  466; 
Jetcell  V.  Porche  (1847)  2  La.  Ann.  148; 
Riddle  v.  Ratliff  (1853)  8  La.  Ann.  106. 

The  treaty  of  February  22,  1819,  by  which 
the  King  of  Spain  ceded  East  and  West 
Florida  to  the  United  States,  provided,  in 
ao-ticle  8,  as  follows:  "All  the  grants  of 
land  made  before  the  24th  of  January,  1818, 
by  his  Catholic  Majesty,  or  by  his  lawful 
authorities,  in  the  said  territories  ceded  by 
his  Majesty  to  the  United  States,  shall  be 
ratified  and  confirmed  to  the  persons  in  pos- 
session of  the  lands,  to  the  same  extent  that 
the  same  grants  would  be  valid  if  the  terri* 
tories  had  remained  under  the  dominion  of 
his  Catholic  Majesty."  8  Stat,  at  L.  268. 
In  United  States  v.  Perchetnan  (1833)  7 
Pet.  51«  8  L.  ed.  604,  this  court,  speaking  by 
Chief  Justice  Marshall,  said:  "A  cession  of 


territory  is  never  understood  to  be  a  oessioa 
of  the  property  belonging  to  its  inhabitants. 
The  King  cedeis  that  only  which  belonged  to 
him.  L^de  he  had  previously  granted 
were  not  his  to  cede.  Neither  party  could 
so  understand  the  cession.  Neither  party 
could  consider  itself  as  attempting  a  wrong 
to  individuals^  condenmed  by  the  practice' <n 
the  whole  civilized  world."  "This  article  is 
apparently  introduced  on  the  part  of  Spain, 
and  must  be  intended  to  stipulate  expressly 
for  that  security  to  private  property  which 
the  laws  and  usages  of  nations  would,  with- 
out express  stipulation,  have  conferred.  No 
construction  wluch  would  impair  that  secur- 
ity further  than  its  positive  words  requirt 
would  seem  to  be  admissible.  Without  it, 
the  titles  of  individuals  would  remain  as 
valid  under  the  new  government  as  they  were 
under  the  old;  and  those  titles,  so  far  at  leadk 
as  they  were  consummate,  might  be  asserted 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  Ste.te3,  independ* 
ently  of  this  article."  7  Pet  86,  87,  8  L. 
ed.  617.  And  it  was  accordingly  held  that  a 
Spanish  grant  which  was  complete  before 
the  date  mentioned  in  the  treaty  was  con- 
firmed by  the  treaty  itself,  needed  no  confir- 
mation by  Congress,  and  was  not  impaired 
by  its  rejection  by  the  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  under  authority 
of  Congress  to  examine  claims  to  lands  in 
Florida.  See  also  United  States  v.  Arre-^ 
dondo  ( 1832)*6  Pet.  691,  8  L.  ed.  547 ;  United  * 
States  V.  Wiggins  (1840)  14  Pet.  334,  349, 
10  L.  ed.  481,  488. 

The  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  of  Feb- 
ruary 2,  1848,  by  which  the  United  States 
acquired  California,  as  well  as  much  of  the 
present  territories  of  New  Mexico  and  Ari- 
zona, from  Mexico,  provides,  in  article  8, 
that  the  property  of  Mexicans  within  the 
territory  ceded  "shall  be  inviolably  respect- 
ed,'' and  they  and  their  heirs  and  grantees 
"shall  enjoy,  with  respect  to  it,  guaranties 
equally  ample  as  if  the  same  belonged  to  cit- 
izens of  the  United  States;"  and,  in  article 
9,  that  "Mexicans  who,  in  the  territories 
aforesaid,  shall  not  preserve  the  character  of 
citizens  of  the  Mexican  Republic,  conform- 
ably with  wha/t  is  stipulated  in  the  preced- 
ing article,  shall  be  incorporated  into  the 
Union  of  the  United  States,  and  be  admitted 
at  the  proper  time  (to  be  judged  of  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States)  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  all  the  rights  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  according  to  the  principles 
of  the  Constitution;  and  in  the  meantime 
shall  be  maintained  and  protected  in  the 
free  enjoyment  of  their  liberty  and  property, 
and  secured  in  the  free  exercise  of  their  re- 
ligion without  restriction."  9  Stat,  at  L» 
929,  930. 

By  the  act  of  March  3,  1851,  chap.  41,  en- 
titled "An  Act  to  Ascertain  and  Settle  the 
Private  Land  Claims  in  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia," it  was  provided,  in  section  8,  that 
"each  and  every  person  claiming  lands  in 
California  by  virtue  of  any  right  or  title  da* 
rived  from  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  govern- 
ment" should  present  the  same  to  commis- 
sioners, to  be  appointed  by  the  President  ua- 
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der  the  Ist  section  of  the  act;  and,  by  sub* 
■equent  seotions,  that  the  oommissioners 
should  decide  upon  the  validity  of  each 
elum,  and  certify  their  decision,  within 
thirty  days,  to  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States;  that  the  district  court,  on 
the  petition  of  either  the  claimant  or  the 
United  States,  might  review  the  decision  of 
the  commissioners ;  Ifliat  an  appeal  mi^t  be 
taken  from  the  decision  of  the  district  court 
to  this  court;  that  any  final  decision  should 
be  conduiaive  between  the  daimant  and  the 
United  States  only,  and  should  not  affect 
third  parties,  unless  they  should  intervene 
j  in  the  district  court,  for  whidi  provision 
f  was  made;*and  that  "all  lands,  the  claims 
to  which  shall  not  have  been  pi^eeented  to 
the  said  oommissionero  within  two  years 
after  the  date  of  this  a^t,  shall  be  deemed 
held  and  considered  aa  part  of  the  public  do- 
main of  the  United  States."  9  Stat,  at  L. 
631-^33.  This  court  held  that  this  pro- 
vision included  perfect  as  well  aa  inchoate 
titles,  and  that  oonaequently  no  suit  could 
be  maintained  in  a  court  of  th«  state  of  Cal- 
ifornda  on  any  Spanish  title  whatsoever,  if 
it  had  not  be^  presented  to  the  oommission- 
ers in  accordance  with  the  act  of  Congress. 
Botiller  v.  Dominguez  (1889)  130  U.  S.  238, 
252-254,  32  L.  ed.  926,  930-931,  9  Sup.  Ct 
Bep.  625,  and  cases  there  dted.  As  was  ob- 
served by  Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  Fremont  v. 
United  Btates  (1854)  17  How.  542,  553, 
654,  15  L.  ed.  241,  244,  245,  and  repeated  by 
Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  Botiller  v.  Dominguez, 
above  cited.  "The  8th  section  embraces,  not 
only  inchoate  or  equitable  titles,  but  legal 
titles  also,  and  requires  them  all  to  undergo 
e^uunination,  and  to  be  passed  upon  by  the 
court"  "In  this  respect  it  differs  from  the 
act  of  1S24,  under  which  the  claims  in 
Louisiana  and  Florida  were  decided.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in  these  cases,  was 
oonfined  to  inchoate  equitable  titles,  which 
required  some  other  act  of  the  government  to 
vest  in  the  party  the  legal  title  or  full  own- 
ership. If  he  claimed  to  have  obtained  from 
either  of  the  former  governments  a  full  and 
perfect  title,  he  was  left  to  assert  it  in  the 
ordinary  forms  of  law,  upon  the  documenta 
under  which  he  claimed." 

The  treaty  of  December  30,  1853  (known 
as  the  Gadsden  treaty),  by  which  the  Mexi- 
can Republic  ceded  to  the  United  States  ad- 
ditional territory  now  within  the  territories 
of  New  Mexico  and  Arizona,  including  the 
land  in  controversy  in  this  case,  provides,  in 
article  5,  that  all  the  provisions  of  the 
eighth  and  ninth  articles  of  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo  should  apply  to  the  ter- 
ritory tlius  ceded,  "and  to  all  the  rights  of 
persons  and  property,  both  civil  and  ec- 
clesiastical, within  the  same,  as  fully  and  ae 
effectually  as  if  the  said  articles  were  herein 
again  recited  and  set  forth; "and,  in  article 
6,  that  "no  grants  of  land  within  the  ter- 
ritory ceded,"  bearing  date  since  September 
25,  1853,  "will  be  considered  valid  or  be 
le  recognized  by  the  United  States,  or  will  any 
f  grants  made  ^previously  be  respected  or  be 
oonsidered  as  obligatory  which  have  not  been 


located  and  duly  recorded  in  the  archives  ol 
Mexico."  10  Stat  at  L.  1035.  This  last 
clause  has  been  held  by  this  court  to  require 
an  authentic  survey  and  final  determination 
of  the  location  and  boundaries  of  the  claim. 
Ainsa  v.  United  States  (1896)  161  U.  S. 
208,  222,  40  L.  ed.  673,  678,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
544.  But  in  the  case  at  bar  the  plaintiff  set 
up  a  completed  grants  surveyed  and  lo- 
cated by  definite  boundaries  long  before 
September  25,  1853. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  July  22,  1854, 
chap.  103,  providecf  for  the  appointment  of 
a  surveyor  general  for  New  Mexico  (which 
then  included  what  is  now  the  territory  ol 
Arizona),  and,  by  §  8,  made  it  his  duty,  "un- 
der such  instructions  as  may  be  given  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  ascertain  the 
orif^in,  nature,  character,  ajid  extent  of  all 
claims  to  lands  under  the  laws,  usages,  and 
customs  of  Spain  and  Mexico;"  authorized 
him,  for  this  purpose,  to  issue  notices,  sum- 
mon witnesses,  administer  oaths,  and  do  all 
other  necessary  acts;  and  directed  that  he 
should  make  a  full  report,  according  to  a 
form  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretarv  of  the 
Interior,  "on  all  such  claims  as  originated 
before  the  cession  of  the  territory  to  the 
United  States  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe 
Hidalffo  of  1848,  denoting  the  various  grades 
of  title,  with  his  decision  as  to  the  validity 
or  invalidity  of  each  of  the  same,  under  the 
laws,  usages,  and  customs  of  the  country  be- 
fore its  cession  to  the  United  States;"  that 
his  report  should  "be  laid  before  Congress, 
for  such  action  thereon  as  may  be  deemed 
just  and  proper,  with  a  view  to  confirm  bona 
fide  grants,  and  give  full  effect  to  the  treaty 
of  1848;"  and  that,  "until  the  final  action 
of  Congress  on  such  claims,  all  lands  covered 
thereby  shall  be  reserved  from  sale  or  other 
disposal  by  the  government."  10  Stat,  at 
L.  308,  309.  And  by  the  sundry  civil  ap- 
propriation act  of  July  15,  1870,  chap.  292, 
it  was  enacted  that  the  surveyor  general  of 
the  territory  of  Arizona,  as  to  land  in  that 
territory,  should  have  all  the  powers  con- 
ferred and  perform  all  the  duties  enjoined 
upon  the  surveyor  general  of  New  Mexico  by 
the  act  of  1854;  and  that  his  report  should 
be  laid  before  Congress,  for  such  action  there- 
on as  should  be  deemed  just  and  proper.  10 
Stat,  at  L.  304.  S 

•  Under  those  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1854  * 
and  1870,  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  a 
claim  reported  by  the  surveyor  general  to 
Congress,  and  which  had  been  confirmed  by. 
Congress,  or  upon  which  Congress  had 
not  acted,  was  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  ordinary  courts  of  justice. 
Tameling  v.  United  States  Freehold  A 
Emigration  Co.  (1876)  93  U.  S.  644,  23  L. 
ed.  998;  Astiazaran  v.  Santa  Rita  Land  <fi 
Min,  Co.  148  U.  S.  80,  37  L.  ed.  376,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  457,  above  cited. 

But  this  court  has  never  decided  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  claim  under  a  Mexican  grant, 
which  was  complete  and  perfect  before  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  took  effect,  and 
no  claim  for  which  was  pending  either  before 
the   surveyor   general   or   before   Congress. 
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oonld  be  asserted  in  the  ordinary  courts  of 
justice  while  those  provisions  of  the  acts  of 
1854  ajid  1870  wei'e  in  force.  Kor  is  it  neo- 
Msajry  no^  to  consider  that  question,  be- 
eause  thosi  provisions  have  been  superseded 
and  repealed  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
ehap.  539,  establishing  the  court  of  private 
kund  claims.     26  Stat,  at  L.  854. 

By  S  6  of  this  aot,  "it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  for  any  person  or  persons  or  corpora- 
tion, or  their  legal  representatives,  claiming 
lands  within  the  limits  of  the  territory  de- 
rived by  the  United  States  from  the  Repub- 
lic of  Mexico,  and  now  embraced  within  the 
territories  of  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  or  Utah, 
or  within  the  states  of  Nevada,  Colorado,  or 
Wyoming,  by  virtue  of  any  such  Spanish  or 
Mexican  grant,  concession,  warrant,  or  sur- 
vey as  the  United  St-ates  are  bound  to  recog- 
nize and  confirm  by  virtue  of  the  treaties 
of  cession  of  said  country  by  Mexico  to  the 
United  States,  which  at  the  date  of  the  pas- 
sage of  this  act  have  not  been  oonfirmed  by 
act  of  Congress,  or  otherwise  finally  decided 
upon  by  lawful  authority,  and  which  are  not 
already  eomplete  and  perfect,  in  every  such 
case  to  present  a  petition  in  writing  to  the 
said  court.'*'  which  is  authorized,  after  notice 
to  any  adverse  possessor  or  occupant,  and  to 
the  attorney  for  the  United  States,  and  full 
legal  proof  and  hearing,  to  enter  a  decree 
confirming  or  rejecting  the  claim. 

By  §  7,  "all  proceedings  subsequent  to  the 
filing  of  said  petition  shaJl  be  conducted  as 
^  near  as  maybe  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
» courts  of  equity  of  the  United  States  ;"*and 
*  the  court  is  authorized  "to  hear  and  deter- 
mine all  questions  arising  in  cases  before  it, 
relative  to  the  title  to  the  land  the  subject 
of  such  case,  the  extent,  location,  and  bound- 
aries "thereof,  and  other  matters  connected 
therewith  fit  and  proper  to  be  heard  and  de- 
termined, and  by  a  final  decree  to  settle  and 
determine  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
title  and  the  boundaries  of  the  grant  or 
daim  presented  for  adjudication,  according 
to  the  law  of  nations,''  the  stipulations  of 
the  treoities  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  of  1848  and  1853,  "and  the  laws  and 
ordinances  of  the  government  from  which  it 
is  alleged  to  have  been  derived,  and  all  oth- 
er questions  properly  arising  between  the 
claimants  or  other  parties  in  the  case  and  the 
United  States." 

By  §  8,  "any  person  or  corporation  claim- 
ing lands  in  any  of  the  states  or  territories 
mentioned  in  this  act  under  a  title  derived 
from  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  government, 
that  was  complete  and  perfect  at  the  date 
when  the  United  States  acquired  sovereignty 
tberein,  shall  have  the  right  (but  shall  not 
be  bound )  to  apply  to  said  court,  in  the  man- 
ner in  this  act  provided  for  other  cases,  for 
a  confirmation  of  such  title;  and  on  such  ap- 
plication said  court  shall  proceed  to  hear, 
try,  and  determine  the  validity  of  the  same, 
and  the  right  of  the  claimant  thereto,  its 
extent,  location,  and  boundaries,  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  the  same  powers  as  in 
other  cases  in  this  act  mentioned."  "And 
no  confirmation  of  claims  or  titles  in  this 


section  n^entioned  shall  haw  aiiy  effect  oth« 
er  or  further  than  as  a  release  of  aU  daim  ol 
title  by  the  United  States;  and  no  private 
riffht  of  any  person,  as  between  himself  and 
other  claimants  or  persons,  in  respect  of  any 
such  lands,  shall  be  in  any  manner  affected 
thereby." 

That  section  further  provides  that  the 
United  States  may  "file  in  said  court  a  pe- 
tition against  the  holder  or  possessor  of  any 
claim  or  land  in  any  of  the  states  or  terri- 
tories mentioned  in  this  act,  who  shall  not 
have  voluntarily  come  in  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act,  stating  in  substance  thai 
the  title  of  such  holder  or  possessor  is  cfpea 
to  question,  or  stating  in  substance  that  the 
boundaries  of  any  such  land,  the  claimant 
or  possessor  to  or  of  which  has  not  brought  JjJ 
the  matter  into  court,^are  open  to  question,* 
and  praying  that  the  title  to  any  such  land, 
or  the  boundaries  thereof,  if  the  title  be  ad- 
mitted, be  settled  and  adjudicated;  and 
thereupon  the  court  shall,  on  notice  to  sudi 
claimant  or  possessor  as  it  shall  deem  rea* 
sonable,  proceed  to  hear,  try,  and  determine 
the  questions  stated  in  such  petition  or  aris- 
ing m  the  matter,  and  determine  the  matter 
according  to  law,  justice,  and  the  provisions 
of  this  act«  but  subject  to  all  lawful  rights 
adverse  to  such  daimant  or  possessor,  as 
between  such  claimant  and  possessor  and  any 
other  claimant  or  possessor." 

By  §  9,  either  party  against  whom  the 
court  of  private  claims  decides  may  appeal 
to  this  court. 

By  S  13,  all  the  foregoing  proceedings  and 
rights  are  to  be  conducted  and  decided  sub* 
ject  to  several  provisions,  among  which  are 
the  following: 

"First.  No  daim  shall  be  allowed  that 
shall  not  appear  to  be  upon  a  title  lawfully 
and  regularly  derived  from  the  government 
of  Spain  or  Mexico,  or  from  any  of  the  states 
of  the  Republic  of  Mexico  having  lawful  au- 
thority to  make  erants  of  land,  find  one  that, 
if  not  then  complete  and  perfect  at  the  date 
of  the  acquisition  of  the  territory  by  the 
United  States,  the  claimant  would  have  had 
a  lawful  right  to  make  perfect,  had  the  ter- 
ritory not  been  acquired  by  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  United  States  are 
bound,  upon  the  principles  of  public  law,  or 
by  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  cession, 
to  respect  and  permit  to  become  complete 
and  perfect  if  the  same  was  not  at  said  date 
already  complete  and  perfect." 

"Fourth.  No  claim  shall  be  allowed  for 
any  land  the  right  to  which  has  hitherto 
been  lawfully  aoted  upon  and  decided  by 
Congress,  or  under  its  authority. 

"Fifth.  No  proceeding,  decree,  or  act  under 
this  act  shall  conclude  or  affect  the  private 
rights  of  persons  as  between  each  other,  all 
of  which  rights  shall  be  reserved  and  saved 
to  the  same  effect  as  if  this  act  had  not  been 
passed;  but  the  proceedings,  decrees,  and 
acts  herdn  provided  for  shall  be  conclusive 
of  all  rights  as  between  the  United  SUtai 
and  all  persons  claiming  any  interest  or 
right  in  sudi  lands." 
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o  "Eighth.  No  oonceflBlim,  grant,  or  other 
•  AQthority  to  acquire  land,  made  upon  any 
condition  or  requirement,  either  antecedent 
or  subsequent,  shall  be  admitted  or  con- 
firmed unless  it  shall  aippear  that  every  such 
condition  and  requirement  was  performed 
wHhin  the  time  azKl  in  the  manner  stated  in 
any  such  concession,  grant,  or  other  author- 
ity to  acquire  land." 

The  only  authority  given  by  this  act  to 
the  surveyor  general  of  a  territory  or  state 
i«  by  S  10,  which  requires  him,  after  a  final 
decree  of  confirmation  by  the  court  of  pri- 
vate land  claims,  and  under  the  directions  of 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
to  make  a  survey  and  return  it  to  said  com- 
missioner, by  whom  it  is  to  be  tran-smitted 
to  that  court  for  its  approval  or  correction. 
And  S  15  expressly  repeals  $  8  of  the  act  of 
July  22,  1854,  "and  all  acts  amendatory  or 
in  extension  thereof,  or  supplementary 
ttiereto,  and  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  incon- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  this  act." 

The  effect  of  these  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1891  is  that  all  prior  acts  of  Congress  pro- 
viding for  the  assertion,  whether  in  a  judi- 
cial tribunal  or  before  a  surveyor  general 
and  Congress,  of  either  complete  or  incom- 
plete Mexican  grants,  are  repealed,  except 
am  to  claims  previously  acted  upon  and  de- 
cided by  Congress  or  under  its  authority; 
that  all  incomplete  claims  against  the 
United  States,  coming  within  tlie  provisions 
of  the  act»  must  be  presented  to  the  court  of 
private  land  claims;  that  anyone  claiming 
{and  under  a  Mexican  grant,  which  was  com- 
plete and  perfect  at  the  time  of  the  cession 
of  flovereignty  "shall  have  the  right  (but 
shall  not  he  bound)  to  apply  to  said  court," 
as  in  oases  of  incomplete  grants;  that  the 
United  States,  however,  may  file  a  petition 
in  that  court  "against  tiie  holder  or  possess- 
or of  any  claim  or  land,"  which  would 
doubtless  include  titles  claimed  to  be  com- 
plete, as  well  as  those  which  were  incom- 
plete, at  the  time  of  the  cession ;  and  that  all 
decisions  under  this  act  shall  be  conclusive 
between  the  claimants  and  the  United  States 
only,  and  shall  not  affect  the  private  rights 
of  any  person,  as  between  himself  and  any 
other  claimant. 
In  short,  the  United  States,  at  their  elec- 

?tion,  may  have  Uie  validity  of  any  Mexican 
grant,  whether  complete  or*inoomplete,  de- 
termined by  the  court  of  private  land  claims, 
■o  far  as  concerns  the  interest  of  the  United 
States;  and  proceedings  to  establish  againjErt 
tiie  United  States  private  titles  claimed  un- 
der incomplete  Mexican  grants  are  within 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  that  court;  but 
the  private  holder  of  any  complete  and  per- 
fect Mexican  grant  may,  but  is  not  obliged 
to,  have  its  validity  as  against  the  United 
States  determined  by  that  court;  and  no 
rights  of  private  persons,  as  between  them- 
selves, can  be  determiaied  by  proceedings  un- 
der this  act. 

The  result  is  that  the  United  States,  by 
the  act  of  1891,  have  prescribed  and  defined 
the  only  method  by  which  grants  incomplete 
80  S.  C— 8 


before  the  cession  can  be  completed  and 
made  binding  upon  the  United  States,  but 
have  neither  made  at  obligatory  upon  the 
owner  of  a  title  complete  and  perfect  before 
the  cession  to  resort  to  this  method,  nor  de- 
clared that  his  title  shall  not  be  valid  if  he 
does  not  do  eo. 

A  grant  of  land  in  New  Mexico,  which  was 
complete  and  perfect  before  the  cession  of 
New  Mexico  to  the  United  States,  is  in  the 
same  position  as  was  a  like  grant  in  Louisi- 
ana or  in  Florida,  and  is  not  in  the  position 
of  one  under  the  peculiar  acts  of  Congress  in 
relation  to  California,  and  may  be  asserto!, 
as  against  any  adverse  private  claimant,  in 
the  ordinary  courts  of  justice. 

In  the  present  case,  the  Mexican  grant  in 
question  being  asserted  by  the  plaintiff  to 
have  been  complete  and  perfect  by  the  law 
prevailing  in  New  Mexico  before  the  cession 
of  the  country  to  the  United  States,  and  it 
being  agreed  that  this  grant  had  neither  been 
confirmed  nor  rejected  by  Congress,  and  that 
no  proceedings  for  its  confirmation  were 
pending  before  Congress  or  before  the  sur^ 
veyor  general  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  this  court,  for  the  reasons 
above  stated,  is  of  opinion  that  the  oourts  of 
the  territory  of  Arizona  had  jurisdiction,  as 
between  these  parties,  to  determine  whether 
the  grant  was  complete  and  perfect  before 
the  cession  by  Mexico  to  the  United  States. 

Those  oourts  having  held  otherwise,  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Terri'  jj 
tory  of* Arizona,  affirming  the  judgment  of* 
the  District  Court  of  Pima  County,  is  re- 
versed,  and  tSie  case  remanded  for  further 
proceedings. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  dissented* 


(175  U.  S.  M) 
In  No.  2,  AiNBA,  Administrator  of  Ely,  if. 
New  Mexico  So  Abizona  Railroad  Com- 
pany and  others,  a  similar  case  submiited 
by  the  same  counsel  at  the  same  time,  judg- 
ment was  likewise  reversed,  Mr.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Fuller  dissenting. 


(175  U.  S.  91) 

HARTFORD    FIRE    INSURANCE    COM- 
PANY  et  al,  Petitioners, 

V. 

CHICAGO,   MILWAUKEE,   &   ST.   PAUL 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Contract  to  exempt  from  negligence  in  set' 
ting  fire — lease  for  warehouse  on  railroad 
right  of  toay, 

1.  A  stlpnlation  In  a  lease  of  a  strip  of  land 
on  a  railroad  right  of  way  for  a  storage  ware- 
house, by  whicb  the  railroad  company  Is  ex- 
empted from  any  liability  for  damage  by  fire 
from  Its  locomotive  engines,  even  thoogh 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  company  or 
Its  senrants.  Is  not  void  as  against  public  pol- 
icy, where  the  lease  contains  no  provisions 
which  In  any  way  involve  any  relation  of  the 
railroad  company  as  a  common  eazxler  to  the 
lessee  or  to  the  public. 
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t.  Questions  at  pabllc  policy  as  affecting  the 
liability  for  acts  done  or  upon  contracts  made 
and  to  be  performed  within  one  of  the  states 
of  the  Union,  when  not  controlled  by  the  Con- 
stitution, laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  or  by  the  principles  of  the  conunerdal 
or  mercantile  law  or  of  general  Jurisprudence, 
of  national  or  universal  application,  are  g0¥- 
emed  by  the  law  of  the  state  as  expressed  In 
Its  own  Constitution  and  statutes  or  declared 
by  its  highest  court. 

t.  A  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  state, 
holding  that  a  contract  exempting  a  railroad 
company  from  liablLlty  for  negligence  in  set- 
ting Are  to  a  storage  warehouse  on  the  rail- 
road right  of  way  Is  not  against  public  policy. 
Is  conclusive  upon  a  Federal  court  sitting  In 
that  state. 

[No.  6.] 

Argued   November  11,   12,   1897.    Decided 
November  6,  1899. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Eighth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirm- 
ing a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  favor 
of  the  validity  of  a  contract  exempting  a 
railroad  company  from  liability  for  negli- 
gence in  setting  fire  to  a  warehouse  on  its 
right  of  way.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  62  Fed.  Rep.  904 ; 
S6  U.  8.  App.  152,  70  Fed.  Rep.  201,  17  C. 
0.  A.  62. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Okarlea  A.  Clark  and  Riokard 
W«  Bars«'  for  petitioners. 

Messrs,  Okarlea  B.  Xeeler  and  Oeorse 
B.  Peek  for  respondent. 

•  *Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  an  action  brought  May  10,  1893, 
in  the  district  court  of  Jones  county,  in  the 
state  of  Iowa,  against  the  Chicago,  Milwau- 
kee, A  St.  Paul  fiiilway  Company,  a  railroad 
corporation  of  Wisconsin,  by  seven  fire  in- 
surance companies,  corporajtions  of  other 
states,  to  recover  for  the  loss  by  fire,  owing 
to  the  defendant's  negligence,  of  a  warehouse 
and  goods,  belonging  to  the  partnership  of 
Simpson,  Mclntire,  &  Company,  and  insured 
by  the  plaintifTs,  who  had  paid  the  loss. 

The  petition  alleged  that  on  Noxember  11, 
1802,  and  long  before,  the  partnership  was 
doing  business  at  Monticello  in  that  county, 
and  tliere  owned  a  cold-storage  warehouse, 
situated  upon  railroad  ground  by  the  side  of 
the  railway  track  of  the  defendant  in  Mon- 
ticello, and  containing  a  valuable  stock  of 
butter  and  eggs;  thai  on  that  day  the  de- 
fendant, while  running  its  engines  and  cars 
on  its  railway  track  alongside  of  the  ware- 
house, negligently  set  fire  to  and  destroyed 
llie  warehouse  and  its  contents  to  the  value 
of  $27,118;  that  at  the  time  of  the  fire  the 
partnership  held  policies  of  insurance  against 
fire  on  this  property  from  each  of  the  plain- 
^  tiffs,  and  was  afterwards  paid  by  them,  un- 
S  der  those  policies,  the  aggregate  surn^of  $23,- 

*  450;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  thereby^became, 
to  that  extent,  subrogated  to  the  partner- 
•hip's  right  against  the  defendant,  and  were 


entitled  to  judgment  against  it  for  the  sum 
so  paid,  witJi  interest. 

The*  aefendant,  on  May  23,  1893,  removed 
tlie  case  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Iowa;  and  in  that 
court,  on  September  12, 1803,  filed  an  answer 
admittinjg^  that  the  parties  to  the  action  were 
corporatione,  and  that  the  partnership  waa 
doin^  business  at  Monticello,  as  alleged,  but 
denying  all  the  other  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion. 

On  April  2,  1894,  by  leave  of  court,  aa 
amended  answer  was  filed,  alleging  that  the 
land  on  which  the  warehouse  stooa  belonged 
to  the  defendant  as  part  of  its  depot  grounds 
at  Monticello;  and  that  the  sole  right  and 
occupancy  of  t^e  partnership  therein  were  by 
virtue  of  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 1, 1890,  executed  by  the  defendant  and 
by  the  partnership,  under  which  the  paitner- 
ship  entered  into  and  thenceforth  occupied 
the  land,  and  which  was  set  forth  in  the  an- 
swer, and  was  as  follows : 

The  defendant  leased  the  land  (describing 
it  by  metes  and  bounds,  showing  it  to  be  a 
strip  130  feet  long  and  55  feet  wide,  part  of 
its  depot  grounds,  and  by  the  side  of  its 
track)  to  the  pax^tnership,  ''to  hold  for  the 
term  of  one  year  from  the  date  hereof  for  tih» 
purpose  of  erecting  and  maintaining  there- 
on a  cold-storage  warehouse,  the  said  lessee 
yielding  and  paying  therefor  the  annual  rent 
of  $5  in  advance ;  and  upon  the  express  con- 
dition that  the  said  railway  company,  its 
successors  and  assigns,  shall  be  exempt  and 
released,  and  said  parties  of  the  second  part, 
for  themselves  and  for  their  heirs,  executors 
and  administrators  and  assigns,  do  hereby 
expressly  release  them,  from  all  liability  or 
damage  by  reason  of  any  injury  to  or  destruc- 
tion of  any  building  or  buildings  now  on,  or 
which  may  hereafter  be  placed  on,  said  prem- 
ises, or  of  the  fixtures,  appurtenances,  or 
other  personal  property  remaining  inside  or 
outside  of  said  buildings,  by  fire  occasioned 
or  originated  by  sparks  or  burning  coal  from 
the  locomotives,  or  from  any  damage  done  by 
trains  or  cars  running  off  the  track,  or  from 
the  carelessness  or  negligence  of  employees  { 
or  agents  of  wiid  railway^company;  and  fur-* 
ther,  that  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part 
will  in  no  way  obstruct  or  interfere  with  the 
track  of  said  railway  company  in  using  said 
premises. 

"And  the  parties  of  the  second  part  agree 
to  keep  said  premises  in  as  good  repair  and 
condition  as  the  same  are  in  at  the  com- 
mencement of  said  term;  to  pay,  as  the  same 
become  due  and  payable,  all  taxes  and  assess- 
ments, general  and  special,  that  may  be  lev- 
ied or  assessed  thereon  during  the  time  they 
remain  in  possession  thereof;  and  to  quit 
and  surrender  said  premises  at  the  expira^ 
tion  of  said  term,  on  demand  of  eaid  railway 
company;  and,  in  case  such  demand  shall 
not  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  said  term, 
to  pay  said  rent,  at  the  rate  and  in  the  in- 
stalment aforesaid,  as  long  as  they  remain 
in  possession  thereof;  and  Uiat  they  will  not 
underlease  said  premises  without  the  writ* 
ten  consent  of  said  railway  company. 
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"And  said  parties  of  the  seoaiid  ^t  for* 
tber  agpree  to  quit  and  aurrender  said  prem- 
ises  at  aaij  time  before  the  expiration  of  said 
fint-mentioned  term,  or  at  any  time  when  de- 
fault shall  be  made  in  the  parent  of  said 
rent  or  taxes  as  aforesaid,  within  thirty  days 
after  demand  of  said  railway  oompany;  and 
that  upon  the  expiration  of  said  thirty  days 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  said  railway  company 
to  expel  them  therefrom. 

"The  parties  of  the  second  part  may  (and 
hereby  agree  that  they  will,  if  said  railway 
company  shall  so  require)  remove  from  said 
premises,  within  thirty  days  after  any  ter- 
mination of  this  lease,  all  structures  owned 
or  placed  thereon  by  them." 

The  amended  answer  concluded  by  alleg- 
ing "that  from  the  first  day  of  Februarjr, 
1890,  down  to  aod  including  the  time  of  eaid 
fire,  Simpson,  Mclntire,  &  Company  re- 
mained in  possession  and  occupancy  of  said 
premises  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
aaid  original  lease,  and  not  otherwise;  and 
were  and  continued  to  be  tenants  holding  over 
under  the  lease  aforesaid,  and  subject  to  all 
its  provisions;  and  that,  as  to  the  ell^;ed 
destnietion  by  ftre  of  the  building  and  prop- 
erty mentioned  in  the  plaintiffs'  petition,  all 
sttdi  risks  and  the  loss  therefrom  were  as- 
siomed  by  said  Simpson,  Mclntire,  A  Com- 
g  pany,  and  this  defendant  company  was  re- 
•  leased  therefrom,  as  one  of  the^express  con- 
ditions of  said  lease  and  occupancy,  and 
plaintiffs  oannot  now  recover  therefor. 
Wherefore  the  defendant  prays  judgment 
herein." 

The  plaintiffs  demurred  to  the  amended  an- 
swer, on  the  ground  that  the  stipulation  in 
the  lease,  by  which  it  was  sought  to  exoner- 
ate the  defendant  from  loss  by  fire  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  itself  or  its  servants,  was 
Toid  as  against  public  policy. 

At  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  at  April 
term,  1894,  before  Judge  Shiras  (as  is  shown 
by  his  opinion  copied  in  the  record,  and 
printed  in  62  Fed.  Rep.  904),  it  appeared 
that  a  case  between  other  parties,  involving 
the  c|neBtion  at  issue  in  this  case,  was  then 
pending  before  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
of  Iowa,  under  the  following  circumstances: 
In  that  case«  entitled  Qrisxoold  v.  Illinois  0. 
B.  Co.,  that  court,  on  Octobefr  19,  1892  (by 
an  opinion  reported  only  in  53  N.  W.  295), 
had  held  a  similar  stipulation  to  be  void  as 
against  public  policy,  but  on  February  3, 
1894,  upon  a  rehearing,  had  held  to  the  con- 
trary, and  had  sustained  the  validity  of  the 
stipulation,  two  judges  dissenting.  90  Iowa, 
285,  24  L.  R.  A.  647,  67  N.  W.  843.  A  sec- 
ond  petition  for  rehearing  was  then  filed,  and 
was  still  pending  in  that  court.  Under  those 
circumstances  Judge  Shiras  suspended  action 
on  the  demurrer,  awaiting  the  final  decision 
d  the  supreme  court  of  the  state.  That 
court  afterwards  denied  the  second  petition 
for  rehearing,  thereby  finally  affirming  the 
validity  of  the  stipulation;  and  thereupon 
Judge  Shiras,  at  September  terra,  1894,  over- 
rulea  the  demurrer,  and,  the  plaintiffs  declin- 
ing to  plead  further,  rendered  judgment  for 
the  defendant 


That  judgment  was  unanimously  affirmed 
l^  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  upon  the 
ground  that  tiie  stipulation  was  vsiid,  axid 
was  not  against  public  policy;  Judges  San- 
born aaui  Thayer,  however,  expressinjg^  the 
opinion  (Judge  Caldwell  nonconcurring  in 
this  respect)  that  the  decision  of  the  state 
court  was  not  conclusive  upon  this  question. 
86  U.  S.  App.  152,  70  Fed.  Rep.  201,  17  C. 
C.  A.  62.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  applied 
for  and  obtained  this  writ  of  certiorari.  S 
•  This  action  against  a  railroad  corporation  • 
for  the  loss  by  fire,  owing  to  its  negligenoe  in 
running  its  engines  aiKl  trains,  of  a  cold- 
storage  warehouse  and  the  goods  therein, 
owned  by  a  commercial  partnership,  is 
brought  by  insurers  of  the  property, 
who  had  paid  to  the  partnership  the 
greater  part  of  the  loss,  and  whose  right, 
thereby  acquired  by  way  of  subrogation,  to 
recover  against  the  railroad  company  to  the 
extent  of  the  amount  so  paid,  is  but  tiie  same 
right  that  the  partnership  had.  Phomia 
Ina,  Co.  V.  Erie  d  W.  Transp.  Co,  117  U.  S. 
312, 29  L.  ed.  873, 6  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  760, 1176. 

It  is  important,  therefore,  in  the  first 
place,  to  ascertain  exactly  what  were  the  re- 
lations between  the  railroad  ccHupany  and 
the  partnership. 

The  warehouse  stood  upon  a  strip  of  land 
belonging  to  the  railroad  company,  by  the 
side  of  its  track,  and  part  of  its  depot 
grounds  at  Montioello,  in  the  state  of  Iowa. 
The  sole  right  of  the  partnership  in  that 
strip  was  by  virtue  of  an  Indenture  of  lease 
thereof,  dated  February  1, 1890,  by  whdch  the 
railroad  company  leased  it  to  the  partner- 
ship for  a  year  from  that  date,  "for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  and  maintaining  thereon  a 
cold-storage  warehouse,"  at  an  annual  rent 
of  $5  payable  in  advance,  ''and  upon  the  ex- 
press condition  that  the  said  railway  com- 
pany, its  successors  and  assigns,  shall  be  ex- 
empt and  released,"  and  the  lessees  "do  here- 
by expressly  release  them,"  from  all  liability 
or  damage  by  reason  of  any  destruction  or 
injury  of  buildings  then  upon  or  afterwards 
placed  on  the  land  or  of  personal  property 
inside  or  outside  of  those  buildings,  "by  fire 
occasioned  or  originated  by  sparks  or  burn- 
ing coal  from  the  locomotives,  or  from  any 
damage  done  by  trains  or  cars  running  oJP 
the  track,  or  from  the  carelessness  or  negli- 
gence of  employees  or  agents  of  said  railway 
company;"  and  the  lessees  covenanted  in  no 
way  to  obstruct  or  interfere  with  the  track 
of  the  railroad  company.  The  rest  of  the 
indenture  consisted  of  covenants  of  the  les- 
sees to  keep  the  premises  in  repair;  to  pay 
the  rent  and  taxes  so  long  as  they  remained 
in  x>o96e6sion ;  to  surrender  possession  to  the 
lessor,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  if  then 
demanded,  or  before  its  expiration,  or  on  de-  g 
fault  in  payment  of  rent  or  taxes,*  within  • 
thirty  days  after  demand ;  and  not  to  under- 
lease without  the  lessor's  consent;  with  a 
further  agreement  that  the  lessees  might, 
and,  if  required  by  the  lessor,  would,  remove 
from  the  premises,  within  thirty  days  aftet 
any  termination  of  the  lease,  all  structures 
owned  or  placed  thereon  by  them. 
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Tha  indenture,  in  short,  ie  a  lease  by  tlie 
railroaxl  oompany  of  a  strip  of  its  land  by 
the  side  of  its  track  to  the  partnership,  for 
the  purpose  of  erecting  and  maintaining  a 
oold-storage  warehoiise  thereon,  for  one  year 
and  for  such  longer  time  aa  the  lessee  may 
be  permitted  by  tiie  lessor  to  remain  in  pos- 
session; and  oonitaina  no  further  agreements, 
other  than  those  usual  between  lessor  and 
lessee^  except  a  oovenant  of  the  lessee  not  to 
obstruct  or  interfere  with  the  railroad  track 
of  the  lessor,  and  an  express  condition  of  the 
lease  and  covenant  of  the  lessee  that  the  lea> 
•or  shall  not  be  liable  to  the  lessee  for  any 
damage  to  the  building  or  to  personal  prop- 
erty in  or  about  it»  by  fire  from  the  lessor's 
locomotive  engines,  or  by  trains  or  cars  run- 
ning off  the  railroad  track,  although  owing 
to  "Sie  negligence  of  the  lessor  or  its  servants. 

The  indenture  contains  no  stipulation  oon- 
eeming,  or  even  any  mention  of,  any  trans- 
portation of  goods  over  the  railroad,  or  any 
relation  of  the  railroad  company  as  a  com- 
mon carrier  to  the  lessee  or  to  the  public; 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show 
that  such  a  relation  existed  between  the 
railroad  company  and  the  lessee,  or  that  the 
warehouse  was  built  or  maintained  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public,  or  of  the  railroad  cor- 
poration, or  of  anyone  but  the  partnership. 

The  decision  of  the  case  turns  upon  the 
question  whether  the  provision  of  this  in- 
denture, by  which  the  railroad  company  is 
not  to  be  liable  for  damage  to  the  property  by 
fire  from  its  locomotive  engines,  owing  to 
the  negligence  of  itself  or  its  servants,  is  void 
as  against  public  policy. 

The  plaintiffs'  counsel  at  the  argument 
much  relied  on  the  cases  in  which  similar 
provisions  in  the  contracts  of  common  car- 
riers or  of  telegraph  companies  have  been 
held  to  be  void. 

It  is  settled  by  the  decisions  of  this  court 
2g  that  a  provision  in  a  contract  between  a 
•  railroad  corporation  and  the  owner*of  goods 
received  by  it  as  a  common  carrier,  that  it 
shall  not  be  liable  to  him  for  any  loss  or  in- 
jury of  the  goods  by  the  negligence  of  itself 
or  its  servants,  is  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  must  be  held  to  be  void  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  de- 
cisions of  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the 
question  arises.  But  the  reasons  on  which 
those  decisions  are  founded  are  that  such  a 
question  is  one  of  general  mercantile  law; 
that  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier  is  cre- 
ated by  the  common  law,  and  not  by  con- 
tract; that  to  use  due  care  and  diligence  in 
carrying  goods  intrusted  to  him  is  an  essen- 
tial duty  of  his  employment,  which  he  can- 
not throw  off;  that  a  common  carrier  is  un« 
der  an  obligation  to  the  public  to  carry  all 
goods  offered  to  be  carried,  within  the  scope 
and  capacity  of  the  business  which  he  has 
held  himself  out  to  the  public  as  doing;  and 
that,  in  making  special  contracts  for  the  car- 
riage of  such  goods,  the  carrier  and  the  cus- 
tomer do  not  stand  on  equal  terms.  New 
York  0.  R,  Co,  v.  Lockwood,  17  Wall.  357. 
21  L.  ed.  627;  Liverpool  d  O,  W,  Steam  Co 
T.  Pheniof  Ins.  Co,  129  U.  S.  397, 439-142,  32 


L.  ed.  788,  791,  792,  9  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  469,  and 
other  cases  there  cited.  Although  a  telo- 
f^raph  company  is  not  a  common  carrier,  yet 
its  relation  with  senders  of  messages  over  ita 
lines  is  of  a  commercial  nature,  and  con- 
tracts that  the  company  shall  not  be  liable 
for  the  negligence  of  its  servants  are  ai- 
fected,  in  some  degree,  by  similar  considortr 
tions.  Southern  Exp,  Co,  y,  Caldwell,  21 
Wall.  264,  269,  22  L.  ed.  656,  558;  Western 
U.  Teleg,  Co,  v.  Texas,  105  U.  S.  460,  464,  26 
L.  ed.  1067,  1068;  Primrose  v.  Western  U, 
Teleg,  Co.  154  U.  S.  1,  38  Jj.  ed.  883,  14  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  1098;  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  t. 
Cook,  15  U.  S.  App.  445,  61  Fed.  Rep.  624,  0 
C.  C.  A.  680;  Harkness  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co,  73  Iowa,  190,  34  N.  W.  811. 

The  plaintiffs  further  insisted  that  the 
same  reasons  apply  universally,  and  should 
be  held  to  defeat  all  contracts  by  which  a 
party  undertakes  to  put  another  at  the  mer- 
cy of  his  own  faulty  conduct.  But  theonl^ 
authorities  cited  which  support  this  proposi- 
tion are  a  general  statement  in  Cooley  on 
Torts,  687,  and  an  obiter  dictum  in  Johnson 
V.  Richmond  d  D,  R.  Co,  86  Va.  975,  978,  11 
S.  £.  829;  and  it  is  certainly  too  sweeping. 
Even  a  common  carrier  may  obtain  insure 
auce  against  losses  occasioned  by  the  negli-a 
gence  of  himself  or  ol*his  servants,  or  may,* 
by  stipulation  with  the  owner  of  goods  car- 
ried, have  the  benefit  of  such  insurance  pro- 
cured thereon  by  such  owner.  Phceniw  Ins* 
Co,  V.  Eric  d  W,  Transp,  Co,  117  U.  S.  312. 
29  L.  ed.  873,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  750,  1176; 
California  Ins.  Co.  v.  Union  Compress  Co. 
133  U.  S.  387,  414.  33  L.  ed.  730,  737,  10 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  365 ;  Wager  v.  Providence  Ins. 
Co.  150  U.  S.  99,  37  L.  ed.  1013,  14  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  55. 

A  railroad  corporation  holds  its  station 
grounds,  railroad  tracks,  and  right  of  way 
for  the  public  use  for  which  it  is  incorporat- 
ed, vet  as  its  private  property,  and  to  be  oc- 
cupied by  itself  or  by  others  in  the  manner 
which  it  may  consider  best  fitted  to  pro- 
mote, or  not  to  interfere  with,  the  public 
use.  It  may,  in  its  discretion,  permit  them 
to  be  occupied  by  others  with  structures  con- 
venient for  the  receiving  and  delivering  of 
freight  upon  its  railroad,  so  long  as  a  free 
and  safe  passage  is  left  for  the  carriage  of 
freight  and  passengers.  Grand  TruvM  B. 
Co.  V.  Richardson,  91  U.  S.  464,  23  L.  ed. 
356.  And  it  must  provide  reasonable  mean? 
and  facilities  for  receiving  goods  offered  by 
the  public  to  be  transported  over  its  road. 
Covington  Stock-Yards  Co.  v.  Keith,  139  U. 
S.  128,  35  L.  ed.  73,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  461. 
But  it  is  not  obliged,  and  cannot  even  be 
compelled  by  statute,  against  its  will,  to  per- 
mit private  persons  or  partnerships  to  erect 
and  maintain  elevators,  warehouses,  or  simi- 
lar structures  for  their  own  benefit,  upon  the 
land  of  the  railroad  company.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Nebraska,  164  U.  S.  403,  41  L.  ed. 
489,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  130. 

In  the  case  at  bar  no  one  had  the  right  to 
put  a  warehouse  or  other  building  upon  th« 
land  of  tlie  railroad  corporation  without  ita 
consent;  and  the  corporation  was  under  no 


1899. 


HARTFORD  F.  INa  CO.  ▼.  OHICAQO,  M.  &  8T.  P.  R.   CO. 


87 


obligation  to  the  public,  or  to  the  partner- 
ship, to  permit  the  latter  to  do  so.  Id 
granting  and  receiving  the  license  from  the 
corporation  to  the  partnership  to  place  and 
maintain  a  cold-storage  warehouse  u^on  a 
■trip  of  such  land  b^  l£e  side  of  the  railroad 
tracK,  and  in  erecting  the  warehouse  there- 
on, both  peirties  knew  that  its  proximity  to 


trorersy  does  not  depend  upon  the  Constitu- 
tion, laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States, 
or  upon  any  principle  of  the  commercial  or 
mercantile  law,  or  of  general  jurisprudence. 
Generally  speaking,  the  risht  of  a  railroad 
corporation  to  build  its  roejd  and  to  run  its 
locomotive  engines  and  oars  thereon,  within  ^ 
any  state,  is  derived  from  the  legislature  ol  g 


the  track  must  increase  the  risk  of  dama-rthe  9ta/te;  and  it  is  within  the  undisputed* 


ges,  whether  by  accident  or  by  neeligenoe,  to 
the  warehouse  and  its  contents,  oy  fire  set 
by  sparks  from  the  locomotive  engines,  or  by 
trains  or  cars  running  off  the  track.  TIio 
principal  considei-ation,  expressed  in  their 
S  oontract,  for  the  license  to  build  and  main- 
•  tain  the  warehouse  on  this  strip*ol  land,  was 
the  stipulation  exempting  the  railroad  com- 
pany from  liability  to  the  licensee  for  any 
such  damages.  And  the  public  had  no  in- 
terest in  the  question  which  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract  should  be  ultimately  respon- 
sible for  such  damages  to  property  placed  on 
the  land  of  the  corporation  by  its  consent 
only. 

The  ca.se  is  wholly  different  from  those 
eited  by  the  plaintiffs,  in  which  a  lease  by  a 
railroad  corporation,  transferring  its  entire 
property  and  franchises  to  another  corpora- 
tion,  and  thus  undertaking  to  disable  itself 
from  performing  all  the  duties  to  the  public 
imposed  upon  it  by  its  charter,  has  been  held 
to  be  ultra  vires,  and  therefore  void, — as  in 
Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R,  Co.  101  U.  S.  71, 
25  L.  ed.  950,  and  in  Central  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Pullman's  Paloce  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  24,  35 
L.  ed.  56,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  478,  and  171  U. 
&  138,  43  L.  ed.  108,  18  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  808. 

Questions  of  public  policy  as  affecting  the 
liability  for  acts  done,  or  upon  contracts 
made  and  to  be  performed,  wilJiin  one  of  the 
states  of  the  Union, — when  not  controlled  by 
the  Constitution,  laws,  or  treaties  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  the  principles  of  the 
commercial  or  mercantile  law  or  of  general 
Jurisprudence,  of  national  or  universal  ap- 
plication,— ^are  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
state  as  expressed  in  its  own  Constitution 
and  statutes,  or  declared  by  its  highest  court. 
Slmendorf  v.  Taylor,  10  Wheat  152,  159,  « 
L.  ed.  289,  292;  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle. 
13  Pet  519,  594,  10  L.  ed.  274,  310;  Vidal  y. 
Philadelphia,  2  How.  127,  197,  11  L.  ed.  205 
233;  Buchery.  Cheshire  R.  Co.  125  U.  S 
655.  581,  584,  31  L.  ed.  795,  798,  799,  8  Sup 
Ct  Rep.  974;  Detroit  v.  Oshorne,  135  U.  S. 
492,  498,  499,  34  L.  ed.  260,  262,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1012;  Vnion  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of 
Kansas  City,  136  U.  6.  223,  235,  34  L.  ed. 
841,  345,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1013;  Ethcridge 
v.  Sperry,  139  U.  S.  266,  276,  277,  35  L.  ed. 
171,  176,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  665;  Gardner  v 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  150  U.  S.  349,  357,  37 
L.  ed.  1107,  1109,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  140; 
Bamberger  v.  SchoolfUld,  160  U.  S.  149,  159, 
40  L.  ed.  374,  378,  16  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  225 ;  Mis- 
sowrif  K.  d  T.  Trust  Co.  v.  Krumseig,  172  U. 
8.  851,  43  L.  ed.  474,  19  Sup.  Ct  Re^.  179; 
Bicum  City  Terminal  R.  d  Warehouse  Co.  v. 
Truai  Co.  of  N.  A.  178  U.  8.  99,  43  L.  ed.628, 
10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  841. 


powers  of  that  legislature  to  prescribe  the 
precautions  that  &e  corporation  shall  take 
to  guard  a^inst  injuries  to  the  property  ol 
others  by  Uie  running  of  its  trains,  as  wdl 
as  the  measure  of  its  liability  in  case  such 
injuries  happen.  Among  the  most  familiar 
instances  of  the  exercise  of  this  power  are 
statutes  requiring  a  railroad  corporaiion  to 
erect  fences  {letween  its  road  and  adjoining 
lands,  and  subjecting  it  to  either  single  or 
double  damages  for  any  injury  to  cattle  or 
other  animals  caused  by  its  neglect  to  do  so 
{Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Humes,  115  U.  S.  512, 
29  L.  ed.  463,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  110;  MinnO' 
apolis  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Beckwith,  129  U. 
S.  20,  32  L.  ed.  585,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  207; 
Minneapolis  d  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Emmons,  149 
U.  S.  364,  37  L.  ed.  7G9,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
870)  ;  and  statutes  making  a  railroad  corpo- 
ration liable  for  damages  to  property  of 
others  from  fire  set  by  sparks  from  its  loco- 
motive engines,  either  independently  of  negli* 
gence  on  its  part,  or  in  case  of  such  negli- 
gence only.  St.  Louis  d  8.  F.  R.  Co,  v.  Mch- 
thews,  165  U.  S.  1,  41  L.  ed.  611,  17  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  243;  Atchison,  T.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mat- 
thews, 174  U.  S.  96.  43  L.  ed.  909,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  609. 

As  was  well  said  by  the  circuit  court,  in 
the  case  at  bar,  in  a  passage  quoted  by  this 
court  in  St.  Louis  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mathexos^ 
just  cited:  "The  right  to  use  the  agencies 
of  fire  and  steam  in  the  movement  of  railway 
trains  in  Iowa  is  derived  from  the  legisla- 
tion of  the  state;  and  it  certainly  cannot  be 
denied  that  it  is  for  the  state  to  determine 
what  safeguards  must  be  used  to  prevent  the 
escape  of  fire,  and  to  define  the  extent  of  the 
liability  for  fires  resulting  from  the  opera- 
tion of  trains  by  means  of  steam  locomo> 
tives.  Tliis  is  a  matter  within  state  control. 
The  legislation  of  the  state  determines  the 
width  of  the  right  of  way  used  by  the  com- 
panies. Tlie  state  may  require  the  compa- 
nies to  keep  the  right  of  way  free  from  com- 
bustible nKuterial.  It  may  require  the  da* 
pot  and  other  buildings  used  by  the  com- 
pany to  be  of  stone,  brick,  or  other  like  mar 
terial,  when  built  in  cities,  or  in  close  prox- 
imity to  otJier  buildings.  The  state,  by  leg- 
islation, may  establish  the  extent  of  the  lia> 
bility  of  railway  companies  for  damages  re- 
sulting from  fires  caused  in  the  operation  of 
the  roads.  62  Fed.  Rep.  907."  105  U.  S.  17, 
41  L.  ed.  617,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  243.  « 

The  Btalutes  and  decisions  of  the  state  of  ^ 
Iowa,  so  far* as  they  have  been  brought  to* 
our  notice,  that  throw  any  light  upon  the 
present  case,  are  the  following: 

In  RichmMid  v.  Dubuque  d  B.  C.  R.  Co. 
(1868)  26  Iowa,  191,  the  railroad  company 


Thtt  ralidily  of  the  agreement  now  in  eon-   leased  a  piece  of  ground  at  its  eastern  ter* 
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miniiB  <m  the  bank  of  the  Mississippi  riTer 
to  an  devator  company;  and  H  was  agreed 
between  them  that  the  elevator  oompany 
should  maintain  an  elevator  building  there- 
4m,  and  should  receive  and  discharge  for  the 
railroad  company,  at  certain  rates,  all  grain 
brought  over  the  railroad,  shipped  primarily 
to  points  b^ond  or  other  than  Dubuque,  and 
should  have  the  haoidling  of  all  such  grain; 
a2id  that  the  railroad  company,  during  the 
kaee,  would  not  itself  erect,  or  lease  or  grant 
to  any  other  party  the  right  to  erect,  a  simi- 
lar building  in  Dubuque  The  railroad 
«mipany,  being  sued  on  the  agreement,  con- 
tended that  it  was  in  contrav^tion  of  sound 
public  policy,  as  giving  to  the  elevator  com- 
pany a  monopoly  of  ^1  the  through  grain 
brought  over  the  railroad.  But  the  supreme 
court  of  Iowa  held  the  agreement  to  be 
valid,  and,  in  the  course  of  its  opinion,  said: 
"The  elevator  is  mainly  a  means  or  instru- 
mentality for  loading  and  unloading  grain 
into  and  out  of  cars,  boats,  barges,  or  other 
vehicles,  and,  incidentally,  for  storing  the 
eame;  it  is  in  no  just  sense  a  connecting  line 
of  transit  or  connecting  common  carrier  to 
the  defendants'  lines."  26  Iowa,  107. 
'The  power  of  oourts  to  declare  a  contract 
void  for  being  in  contravention  of  sound  pub- 
lic policy  is  a  very  delicate  and  undefined 
power,  and,  like  the  power  to  declare  a  stat- 
ute unconstitutional,  should  be  exercised 
only  in  cases  free  from  doubt"  26  Iowa, 
202. 

The  statute  of  Iowa  of  1862,  chap.  169,  § 
6  (substantially  re-enacted  in  the  Code  of 
1873,  S  1289),  provided  that  "any  railroad 
company  hereafter  running  or  operating  its 
road  in  this  state,  and  failing  to  fence  such 
road  on  either  or  both  sides  thereof,  against 
live  stock  running  at  large,  at  all  points 
where  said  roads  have  the  right  to  fence, 
•hall  be  absolutely  liable  to  the  owner  of  any 
live  stock  injured,  killed,  or  destroyed  by 
reason  of  the  want  of  such  fence  or  fences  as 
Aforesaid,  for  the  value  of  the  property  so 
^  injured,  killed,  or  destroyed,  unless  the  in* 
e  Jury  complained  of  is  occasioned  by  the  wil- 
•  xul  act  of  the*owner  or  his  agent;"  that,  "in 
order  to  recover,  it  shall  only  be  necessary 
for  the  owner  of  the  property  to  prove  the  in- 
Jury  or  destruction  complained  of;"  and 
that,  if  the  company  should  neglect  to  pay 
for  thirty  days  after  notice  and  affidavit, 
the  owner  might  recover  double  damages. 
Under  that  statute  it  was  held  to  be  no  de- 
fense that  the  stock  was  unlawfully  running 
at  large,  if  not  by  the  wilful  act  of  the  owner 
or  his  agent.  Spence  v.  Chicago  d  N,  W.  R, 
Co.  (1868)  25  Iowa,  139.  But  where  theowner 
of  land  had  agreed  to  maintain  a  fence  be- 
tween it  and  the  railroad,  the  court,  while 
holding  that  persons  not  in  privity  of  estate 
with  him  might  still  recover,  said  that  it 
could  not  be  doubted  that  he  and  his  privies 
were  estopped  by  his  agreement  to  maintain 
an  action  against  the  company  under  that 
statute.  Warren  v.  Keokuk  d  D.  M.  R.  Co. 
(1876)  41  Iowa,  484,  486. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  liability  of  a  rail- 
road corporation  for   damage   done   to  the 


properly  of  others  by  fire  from  ita  looom<H 
live  engines,  in  the  absence  of  any  contraet 
between  tiie  parties,  the  course  of  legisla* 
tion  and  decision  in  Iowa  was  as  follows  t 
Before  any  statute  ux>on  the  subject,  the  cor- 
poration was  held  not  to  be  liable  without 
proof  of  negligence  on  its  part,  or  if  the 
plaintifiT's  own  negligence  contributed  to  the 
loss.  Keaee  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W,R.  Co.  (1870) 
30  Iowa,  78,  6  Am.  Rep.  643 ;  Ckmdy  v.  Chi- 
cago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1870)  30  Iowa,  420,  6 
Am.  Rep.  682;  McCummona  v.  Chicago  d  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  (1871)  33  Iowa,  187;  Garrett  ▼. 
Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1872)  36  Iowa,  121. 
Thereupon  the  legislature  amended  the  sec- 
tion above  cited  by  adding  a  provision  that 
"any  corporation  operating  a  railway  shall 
be  liable  for  all  damages  by  fire  that  is  set 
out  or  caused  by  operating  of  any  such  rail- 
way; and  such  damage  may  be  recovered  by 
the  party  damaged,  in  the  same  manner  as 
set  forth  in  this  section  in  regard  to  9tock, 
except  to  double  damages."  Code  1873,  § 
1289.  This  amendment  was  at  first  as- 
sumed to  impose  an  absolute  liability  upon 
the  corporation,  independently  of  its  negli- 
gence, and  was  held  to  bo  constitutional. 
Rodemacher  v.  Mihcaukee  d  St,  P.  R.  Co. 
(1875)  41  Iowa,  297,  20  Am.  Rep.  592.  But 
it  was  afterwards  settled,  upon  a  considera- 
tion of  the  whole  section,  that  the  effect  of  ^ 
the  amendment  was  only  to  change  the  bur-g 
den  of  proof  in  actions* for  damages  by  fire;  • 
that  the  fact  that  the  fire  was  set  out  or 
caused  by  operating  the  railway  was  only 
prima  facie  evidence  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  company;  and  that  such  negli- 
gence need  not  be  alleged.  Small  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  ( 1879 )  50  Iowa,  338 ;  Bahcoch 
v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1883)  02  Iowa, 
593,  13  N.  VV.  740,  17  N.  W.  909;  Scska  ▼. 
Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1889)  77  Iowa, 
137,  41  N.  W.  590;  Engle  v.  Chicago,  M.  d 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1889)  77  Iowa,  G61.  37  N.  W. 
6,  42  N.  W.  512.  It  was  also  held  that,  by 
virtue  of  the  statute,  contributory  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  no  de- 
fense to  such  an  action.  West  v.  Chicago 
d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1889)  77  Iowa,  654,  35  N, 
W.  479,  42  N.  W.  512;  Engle'M  Case,  just 
cited. 

The  Code  of  Iowa  of  1873,  in  §  1308,  re- 
enacting  the  statute  of  Iowa  of  1837,  chap. 
113,  provided  that  "no  contract,  receipt,  rule, 
or  regulation  e^hall  exempt  any  corpora  tion 
engaged  in  transporting  persons  or  property 
by  railway  from  liability  of  a  common  car- 
rier, or  carrier  of  passengers,  which  would 
exist  had  no  contract,  receipt,  rule,  or  regu- 
lation been  made  or  entered  into."  That 
statute  waa  rigidly  enforced  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Iowa  in  suits  against  railroad  cor- 
porations as  carriers.  Brush  v.  SahuXa,  A* 
d  D.  R.  Co.  (1876)  43  Iowa,  554;  McCoy  ▼• 
Keokuk  d  D.  M.  R.  Co.  (1876)  44  Iowa, 
424.  But  no  intimation  that  it  applied  to 
them  in  any  other  relation  was  ever  made  by 
that  court  before  the  execution  of  the  agree* 
ment  in  question  in  the  case  at  bar. 

To    recapitulate:     Before     February     1, 
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1890,  the  date  of  this  agreement,  the  su- 
prenie  court  of  Iowa  had  declared  that  an 
elervator  erected  by  another  party  by  agree- 
ment with  a  railroad  company  upon  the  land 
of  the  k4>ter  was  in  no  Just  sense  a  connect- 
ing  line  of  transit,  or  a  connecting  common 
carrier,  with  the  line  of  the  railroad;  and 
that  the  power  of  the  courts  to  declare  a 
contract  void  for  beins  in  contravention  of 
public  policy  should  be  exercised  only  in 
cases  free  from  doubt.  That  court,  in  1875, 
when  construing  S  1289  of  the  Code  of  1873, 
had  declared  that  tm  action  under  the  first 
part  of  that  section,  which  makes  a  railroad 
corporation  failing  to  fence  its  road  wher- 
ever  it  had  a  right  to  do  so  absolutely  liable 
c  to  an  action  by  the  owner  of  any  live  stock 
•  killed  or  injured  by* the  want  of  such  fenc- 
ing, could  not  be  maintained  by  an  owner  of 
adjoining  land  who  had  agreed  with  the  rail- 
road company  to  maintain  the  fence  at  the 
place  in  question.  And  that  court  had  never 
expressea  any  opinion  upon  the  effect  of 
such  an  agreement  as  is  now  pleaded  upon 
an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  under 
the  latter  part  of  that  section,  for  damages 
by  fire  caused  by  the  negligence  of  its  serv- 
ants in  operating  its  railway. 

After  this  agreement  was  made,  and  be- 
fore this  action  was  begun,  a  similar  agree- 
ment was  brought  before  the  courts  of  the 
state  of  Iowa,  in  the  case  of  Oristoold  v.  Illi» 
nais  O.  R.  Co,,  which  arose  under  a  contract 
substantially  similar  to  that  now  before  us, 
except  in  containing  covenants  by  the  lessee 
to  put  in  immedia;te  use  and  to  maintain  a 
good  and  substantial  elevator,  coal  sheds, 
and  lumber  yard  on  the  premises;  to  ship 
all  grain,  coal,  and  lumber  thai  he  can  con- 
trol by  the  lessor's  railroad;  and  to  "trans- 
act the  business  for  which  said  buildings  are 
erected  and  designed  at  fair  and  reasonable 
rates,  and  in  a  prompt  and  careful  manner, 
eo  that  neither  the  company  nor  the  public 
will  be  prejudiced  by  reason  of  the  said  lessee 
dealing  unfairly  or  negligently  in  their  be- 
half, or  in  the  transaction  of  the  business 
oonnected  with  the  grain,  coal,  and  lumber 
buildings  so  erected  as  eioresaid."  A  dis- 
trict court  of  tne  state  having  upheld  the 
validity  of  the  contract,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state. 

That  court,  at  the  first  hearing,  expressed 
an  opinion  that  the  stipulation  in  the  con- 
tract, exempting  the  railroad  company  from 
liability  to  the  lessee  for  damages  by  fire 
negligently  set  by  its  locomotive  engines  to 
such  buildings,  was  void  as  against  public 
policy;  and  among  the  grounds  on  which 
that  opinion  was  placed  was  that  the  coven- 
fluite  just  quoted,  and  the  prospect  for  busi- 
ness which  the  existence  and  use  of  those 
buildings  held  out  to  the  railroad  company, 
"were  no  doubt  the  controlling  considera- 
tion which  induced  it  to  execute  the  lease,*' 
and  that  '*the  lease  itself  fully  recognizes  an 
P  interest  of  the  public  in  its  subject-matter." 
2  63  N.  W.  295,  297.  It  does  not  clearly  ap- 
•   pear  what  that^opinion  would  have  been  but 


for  those  covenants,  no  equivalent  for  which 
is  to  be  found  in  the  lease  now  before  us. 

But  that  court  granted  a  rehearing,  and  on 
February  8,  1894,  after  further  argumentSk 
and,  by  a  majority  of  the  judges,  reversed  its 
former  opinion,  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court,  and  held  the  stipulation  in 
question  to  be  Talid.  90  Iowa,  265,  24  L.  R. 
A.  647,  67  N.  W.  848.  Its  course  of  reason- 
ing may  be  shown  by  quoting  some  passage* 
of  the  opinion. 

In  the  first  place,  it  was  said:  "Public 
policy  is  variable;  the  very  reverse  of  that 
which  is  the  policy  of  the  public  at  one  time 
may  become  public  policy  at  another;  hence 
no  fixed  rule  can  be  given  by  whidi  to  de- 
termine what  is  public  policy.  Hie  author- 
ities all  agree  that  a  contract  is  not  void  as 
against  public  policy,  unless  it  is  injurious 
to  the  interests  of  the  public,  or  contravenes 
9ome  established  interest  of  society."  So  far, 
the  opinion  is  in  precise  accord  with  the 
opinion  of  this  court  in  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  t. 
Qormully,  144  U.  8.  224,  233,  36  L.  ed.  414, 
418,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  632.  The  Iowa  court 
then  quoted  with  approval  the  saying  of  Sir 
George  Jessel,  M.  K.,  in  Printing  d  N.  Reg- 
istering Co.  V.  Sampson,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  462, 
465 :  "It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  you  are 
not  to  extend  arbitrarily  those  rules  wfaidi 
say  that  a  given  contract  is  void  as  being 
against  public  policy,  because,  if  there  n  one 
thin^  more  than  another  which  public  policy 
requires,  it  is  that  men  of  full  age  and  com- 
petent understanding  shall  have  the  utmost 
liberty  of  contracting,  ana  that  tiieir  con- 
tracts, when  entered  into  fairly  and  volun- 
tarily, shall  be  held  sacred,  and  shall  be  en- 
forced by  courts  of  justice.  Therefore  yon 
have  this  paramount  public  policy  to  consid- 
er,— ^that  you  are  not  lightly  to  interfere 
with  this  freedom  of  contract." 

That  court  went  on  to  say:  'The  defend- 
ant owed  no  duty  to  the  public  to  exercise 
care  with  respect  to  its  own  buildings  situate 
on  its  right  of  way,  and  incurred  no  liability 
for  their  negligent  burning,  unless  the  fire 
spread  beyond  its  own  premises.  The  oper- 
ation of  a  railway  increases  the  danger  from 
fire  to  property  situated  on  the  premises  of 
its  owner,  where  he  has  the  right  to  have  it,^ 
and  hence  the  provision  of  9  1289  making  the  2 
corporation  operating  the  ra il way* absolute- • 
ly  liable  for  all  damages  by  fire  that  is  negli- 
gently set  out  or  caused  by  the  operation  of 
the  railway.  As  to  such  property,  the  rail- 
way company  owes  to  the  public  the  duty  of 
care,  and  the  public  has  an  interest  in  the 
performance  of  that  duty.  Therefore  a  con- 
tract that  exempts  from  that  duty  to  the 
public  would  be  injurious  to  the  public  in- 
terests, and  aeainst  public  policy.  The 
plaintiff  Griswold's  buildings  were  not  upon 
his  own  premises,  nor  where  he  had  a  right 
to  have  them,  independent  of  the  defendant; 
they  were  upon  the  right  of  way,  where  they 
could  onlv  be  by  its  permission.  In  granting 
the  permission,  and  in  placing  the  buildings 
there,  both  parties  knew  of  the  increased 
hazard  of  the  location  from  fire  communicat- 
ed either  through  accident  or  negligence  in 
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the  operation  of  the  road.  They  knew  that 
the  .defendant  corporation  could  only  act 
through  its  officers,  agents,  a<nd  employees, 
And  that  these  might  be  n^ligent  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties."  ''This  is  not  a 
question  whether,  iinder  S  1289,  the  defend- 
ant would  be  liable  to  Griswold  for  negli- 
gently communicating  fire  to  this  property 
in  the  absence  of  a  contract  to  the  contrary; 
but  it  is  whether  the  public  haB  any  interest 
that  this  contract  contravenes.  It  seems  to 
us  now  quite  clear  that,  as  these  buildings 
could  only  be  placed  upon  the  defendant's 
right  of  way  by  its  consent,  and  were  so 
plAoed  upon  the  premises,  and  on  the  condi- 
tions expressed  in  the  lease,  the  public  had 
no  interest  therein,  under  said  §  1289  or 
otherwise,  that  would  be  injured  by  giving 
effect  to  the  agreement  in  question.  Much 
aa  the  public  may  have  been  interesited  in 
ttte  convenience  of  such  a  place  of  business, 
it  had  no  interest  as  to  who  should  carry 
the  hazard  incident  to  that  property  being 
located  as  it  was."  "Upon  further  consider- 
ation we  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  contract 
was  not  made  by  the  defendant  in  its  capac- 
ity as  a  conmion  carrier,  and  that  the  provi- 
sion of  §  1308  is  not  applicable."  "After  a 
careful  review  of  the  case,  we  reach  the  con- 
elusion  that  the  public  had  no  interest  in  the 
clause  of  the  contiuct  in  question,  that  its 
enforcement  works  no  injury  to  any  interest- 
of  the  public,  and  that  the  judgment  ol  the 
I  district  court  should  be  affirmed." 
'  ^A  second  petition  for  rehearing  was  then 
filed,  and  that  case  had  not  been  finally  de- 
cided by  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa  when  the 
present  case  came  before  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  at  April  term,  1894.  The 
circuit  court  thereupon  suspended  judgment 
in  this  case;  and  at  September  term,  1894, — 
the  state  court  having  meanwhile  denied  the 
second  petition  for  a  rehearing,  and  thereby 
finally  affirmed  the  validity  of  the  stipula- 
tion,— followed  the  final  decision  of  that 
courts  and  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 
62  Fed.  Rep.  904. 

The  first  opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Iowa  in  the  case  of  Oriaivold  v. 
lUinoia  C.  R.  Go.  was  delivered  after  the 
agreement  now  in  question  was  made.  The 
final  decision  in  that  case,  reversing  the  for- 
mer opinion,  was  made  after  repeated  argu- 
ments and  full  consideration;  was  nowise  in- 
consistent, to  say  the  least,  with  the  decision 
or  the  opinion  ol  that  court  in  any  other  case; 
and  was  rendered  before  the  case  at  bar  wea 
decided  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States.  Under  such  circumstances,  that  de- 
cision, being  upon  a  question  of  statutory 
and  local  law,  was  rightly  followed  by  the 
circuit  court.  Rovxin  v.  Runnels,  5  How. 
134,  139,  12  L.  ed.  85,  87 ;  Morga/n  v.  Curte- 
niu8,  20  How.  1,  15  L.  ed.  823;  Fairfield  v. 
Gallatin  County,  100  U.  S.  47,  62,  25  L.  ed. 
544,  546;  Burgesa  v.  Beligman,  107  U.  S.  20, 
85,  27  L.  ed.  359,  365,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  10; 
Bauserman  t.  Blunt,  147  U.  S.  647,  653-656, 
37  L.  ed.  316,  318,  319,  13  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  466, 
and  cases  there  cited;  WilHame  v.  Eggleeton, 
170  U.  S.  304,  311,  42  li.  ed.  1047,  1049,  18 


Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  617 ;  Sioux  City  Terminal  R, 
d  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Trust  Co.  of  N.  A.  173  U. 
S.  99,  43  L.  ed.  628,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  341; 
Wade  V.  Travis  County,  174  U.  S.  499,  43 
L.  ed.  1060,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  765. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  is  therefore  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  109) 
BIENVILLE     WATER     SUPPLY     COM- 
PANY, Appt., 

V. 

CITY  OP  MOBILE. 

Motions  to  dismiss  or  affirm — eoZor  for  mO' 
tion  to  dismiss — affirmance. 

1.  A  bill  Invoking  the  jurisdiction  of  the  cir- 
cuit cooirt  of  the  United  States  on  the  ground 
that  the  case  arises  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  by  reasooi  of  the  violation 
and  Impairment  of  a  contract  will  be  dis- 
missed when  It  does  not  aver  faets  to  show 
such  violation. 

2.  On  motions  to  dismiss  or  affirm  a  decree  by 
which  a  bill  was  dismissed  for  lack  of  juris- 
diction, which  was  not  error,  there  being  color 
for  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  motion  to  affirm 
will  be  sustained. 

[No.  368.] 

SuhnUtted  October  10,  1899.     Deoided  No- 
vember  6»  1899. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Alabama  dismissing  a 
bill  for  lack  of  jurisdiction.  On  motion  to 
dismiss  or  affirm.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  95  Fed.  Rep.  539. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  P.  Bestor  and  B.  H.  Olarka 
for  appellant. 

Messrs.  B.  B.  Boone  and  E.  Ju  Russell 
for  appellee. 

•Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  ilie 
opinion  of  the  court:  c 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  in  the  dr-  h 
cult  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  south-  * 
em  district  of  Alabama,  hj  the  Bienville 
Water  Supply  Company  againet  the  city  of 
Mobile  and  ita  mayor,  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  making  or  carrying  out  any  oontract 
for  supplying  water  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  city  or  for  consitructing  a  sys- 
tem of  waterworks  for  that  purpose  dur- 
ing the  oontinuanoe  of  certain  conrtracts 
between  complainant  and  the  city,  made 
parts  of  the  bill,  and  from  building  or 
acquiring  a  system  of  waterworks  to  bring 
water  into  the  city  during  such  continuance. 

The  parties  were  all  citizens  of  Alabama, 
but  complainant  invoked  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  circuit  court  on  the  groimd  that  the  case 
was  one  arising  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  in  that  the  contracts  be- 
tween it  and  the  city  were  violated  and  im- 
paired in  the  premises. 
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Defendants  demurred,  assigning  special 
eauses,  among  which  ware  the  following: 

"(1)  Because  said  bill,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  Exhibits  <A'  and  'B/  made  a  part 
thereof,  shows  that  no  contract  was  made 
between  the  city  of  M<^le  and  the  Bienville 
W*ter  Supply  Compaoy  €w  to  the  rates  to 
be  charged  the  inhabitants  of  said  city  for 
water,  but  that  said  contract  merely  fixed  a 
maYJmum  rate  that  said  water  company  was 
to  charge  the  inhabitants  of  said  city  of  Mi>- 

"(2)  Because  said  bill  of  complaint  shows 
that  said  city  af  Mobile  w«u9  specially  au- 
thorized and  empowered  by  its  charter  and 
by  the  act  of  the  general  aesembly  of  Ala- 
bama approved  November  30,  1898  (and  of 
which  said  act  this  court  will  take  judicial 
notice) ,  to  buy  or  to  build,  erect  and  main- 
tain, and  to  openute  waterworks  for  the  sup- 
ply of  its  inhabitants  with  water,  and  for 
the  extinguishment  of  fires,  and  for  sanitary, 
domestic,  and  other  purposes. 

"(3)  Because  there  is  nothing  shown  or 
alleged  in  said  bill  of  complaint  and  in  said 
Ebchibits  'A'  and  'B/  made  a  part  thereof, 
4  which  precludes  or  estops  the  city  of  Mobile 
'  from*  buying,  building,  erecting,  maintain- 
ing, and  operating  a  system  of  waterworks. 

"(4)  Because  eaid  Exhibits  'A'  and  'B' 
made  a  part  of  said  bill  of  complaint,  show 
that  the  only  obligation  resting  upon  and 
binding  upon  said  city  of  Mobile  is  that  it 
shall  pay  to  said  Bienville  Water  Supply 
Company  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  ($50) 
each  per  annum,  payments  to  be  made 
monthly,  for  260  fire  hydrants  placed  on  th« 
streets  of  said  city  by  said  water  supply 
company  until  the  expiration  of  said  con- 
tract on  July  1st,  ▲.  D.  1900,  and  it  is  not 
allcffed  or  charged  in  eaid  bill  of  complaint 
that  the  city  of  Mobile  has  or  intends  to  re- 
pudiate its  obligation  to  pay  for  said  260 
fire  hydrants  at  the  rate  of  $50  each  per  an- 
num, payments  to  be  made  monthly." 

''(8)  Because  said  bill  of  complaint  fails 
to  allege  any  facts  which  show  that  the  city 
of  Mobile  has  or  intends  to  do  or  commit  any 
act  which  will  impair  the  said  contract  be- 
tween the  city  of  Mobile  and  the  Bienville 
Water  Supply  Company,  and  which  said  con- 
tract is  nude  a  part  of  the  bill  of  complaint. 

"(9)  Because  it  is  shown  upon  the  face 
of  said  bill  of  complaint  that  the  city  of  Mo* 
bile  did  not  grant  the  complainant  the  fran* 
chise  to  lay  its  said  water  mains  and  pipes 
in  the  city  of  Mobile,  but  that  it  was  done 
by  the  general  assembly  of  Alabama,  and 
from  which  it  appears  that  said  city  of  Mo- 
bile had  no  lawful  authority  to  grant  or  to 
enter  into  a  contract  with  complainant,  con- 
ferring thereby  the  exclusive  right  or  priv- 
ilege of  supplying  water  to  the  inhabitants 
of  said  city  of  Mobile." 

The  court  sustained  the  demurrer  on  the 
foregoing  grounds,  and  gave  complainant 
fifteen  days  in  which  to  amend,  and,  no 
amendment  having  been  nmde,  dismissed  the 
bilL  From  that  decree  an  appeal  to  this 
court  was  allowed  and  perfected,  and  mo- 
tions to  dismiss  or  affirm  submitted. 


The  opinion  of  the  circuit  court,  Toulmio* 
J.,  is  reported  95  Fed.  Rep.  539,  and  statea 
the  facts  appearing  from  the  bill,  and  perti- 
nent legislation,  in  substance,  correctly,  as 
follows:  Complainant  was  a  corporation 
chartered  by  the  legislature  of  Alabama  for^ 
the  purpose,  among  other  things,  of  supply*  h 
ing*water  to  the  city  of  Mobile,  a  municipal  • 
corporation  of  the  state,  and  its  inhabitants, 
and  was  authorized  to  construct  the  needed 
canals,  ditches,  pipes,  aqueducts,  etc.,  best 
suited  for  the  purpose,  and  was  "charged 
with  the  duty  of  introducing  into  the  port  of 
Mobile  (ciity)  such  supply  of  pure  water  aa 
the  domestic,  sanitary,  and  municipal  wants 
thereof  may  require."  Accordingly,  com- 
plainant laid  mains  and  pipes  in  the  streets 
of  the  city,  and  established  hydrants  and  fire 
plugs  therein,  and  built  a  reservoir  and 
erected  pumps  connecting  with  such  mains 
and  pipes,  at  large  expense  to  itself,  and 
used  the  property  to  supply  the  city  and  its 
inhabitants  with  water.  August  15,  1888, 
complaiiiant  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
city  to  furnish  for  its  use  260  fire  hydrants, 
and  to  furnish  water  for  fire  service  of  a  cer- 
tain number  of  streams  and  pressure,  and 
further  agreed  that  the  city  should  have  the 
unrestricted  use  of  the  hydrants  for  such  fire 
purposes  and  the  free  use  of  water  for  all 
municipal  buildings,  and  that  the  company 
would  not  charge  a  greater  or  higher  rate  for 
water  for  domestic  use  than  that  specified 
in  the  contract.  In  consideration  of  com- 
plainant's crtipulations,  the  city  agreed  to 
pay  complainant  for  the  use  of  the  hydrants, 
monthly,  at  the  rate  of  $60  a  hydrant  pet 
annum,  during  the  continuance  of  the  con- 
tract, which  was  for  a  term  of  six  years. 
April  14,  1891,  the  contract  was  changed  in 
some  particulars  and  the  term  extended  to 
twelve  years.  These  two  contracts  were  an- 
nexed to  the  bill  and  marked  Exhibits  '*A'* 
and  "B." 

The  bill  averred  that  complainant  had 
complied  and  was  complying  with  all  the  ob- 
ligations and  requirements  of  the  contract 
on  its  part,  and  that  the  dty  had  violated 
and  was  violating  the  contract  in  that  it  had 
boufi^ht  and  taken  possession  of  a  water- 
works plant,  and  was  now  operating  the 
same,  selling  water  to  customers,  and  cutting 
rates  below  those  fixed  in  the  contract,  and 
actually  competing  in  the  business  of  selling 
and  furnishing  water  to  its  inhabitants,  and 
that  it  had  teken  away  some  of  complain- 
ant's customers,  thereby  decreasing  its  in- 
come; and,  further,  that  the  city  was  build- 
ing another  system  of  waterworks  to  supply  ^ 
itself  and  its  inhabitants  with  water,  andn 
that  it  claimed  the  right  so  to  do  underHhe  • 
provisions  of  its  charter  and  an  act  of  the 
legislature  of  Alabama  of  November  80, 
1898. 

The  charter  provided  that  the  city  might 
contract  for,  build,  purchase,  or  otherwise 
acquire  public  works  subject  to  the  approv- 
al of  a  majority  vote  of  the  citizens  of  Mo- 
bile at  a  special  election  called  therefor ;  and 
in  July,  1897,  such  an  election  was  held, 
and  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  were  in  fa- 
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Tor  of  the  city  oontractiDg  for  or  otherwise 
acquiring  waterworks  to  be  owned  and 
operated  by  the  city,  and  the  issuing  of 
bonds  to  pay  for  the  same.  The  act  of  No- 
vember 30,  1898,  authorized  the  issuing  of 
bonds  for  that  purpose.  It  was  further 
averred  that  acting  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  power  granted  by  the  charter  and  the  act 
of  November  30,  the  city  had  entered  into  a 
contract  to  have  a  system  of  waterworks 
built,  and  that  the  building  of  the  same  was 
now  going  on,  and  that  it  had  made  a  con- 
tract mih.  certain  persons  to  take  said 
bonds,  who  had  already  taken  and  paid  for 
a  part  of  them.  Complainant  contended  that 
the  city  had  no  legal  right  to  impair  the 
value  of  its  plant  and  to  destroy  or  diminish 
its  income  tlierefrom,  which  would  be  the 
effect  of  the  city's  action  in  building  water- 
works and  furnishing  water  to  its  inhabit- 
ants, and  it  was  averred  that  defendant  was 
insolvent,  and  iihat  the  only  way  complain- 
ant could  protect  itself  was  through  the  in- 
terposition of  a  court  of  equity.  It  was  not 
Asserted  by  complainant  that  it  had  been 
;granted  an  exclusive  franchise  to  furnish 
^vmter  to  the  city  and  its  inhabitants,  but 
that  under  the  contracts  the  city  had  no 
right  to  furnish  water  to  other  persons,  or 
to  build  or  acquire  a  system  of  waterworks 
to  supply  water  to  itself  and  its  inhabitants, 
and  that  to  do  this  was  a  violation  thereof. 
The  circuit  court  observed  that  the  city  of 
Mobile  granted  complainant  no  rights  or 
privileges  whatever,  but  that  the  legislature 
of  the  state  granted  it  the  right  to  build 
waterworks  and  to  use  the  streets  of  the  city 
for  water  purposes,  and  authorized  com- 
plainant and  the  city  to  contract  together 
for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  city  with 
water.  The  contract  was  made,  but  there 
was  no  express  provision  in  it  for  furnishing 
^  the  inhabitants  with  water,  and  no  stipula- 
iH  tion  by  complainant  that  it  would  do  so, 
•  though  it  was  clear  that  th«*parties  contem- 
plated that  complainant  would  contract 
with  the  inhabitants  to  supply  them  with 
water  for  domestic  purposes,  since  it  was 
stipulated  that  complainant  should  not 
charge  for  water  so  supplied  higher  rates 
than  those  specified  therein.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  city  was  authorized  and  empow- 
ered by  its  charter  and  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  Nevember  30,  1898,  to  build  or  oth- 
erwise acquire  waterworks  of  its  own  to  sup- 
ply water  to  itself  and  its  inhabitants  for 
the  extinguishment  of  fires  and  for  sanitary 
and  domestic  purposes,  and  the  city  in  iU 
contracts  with  complainant  did  not  agree 
not  to  do  so.  It  did  agree  to  pay  complain- 
ant for  a  certain  number  of  hydrants  erected 
and  supplied  by  it,  and  to  make  the  pay- 
ments monthly,  but  there  was  no  averment 
that  the  city  had  by  act  or  word  repudiated 
its  obligation,  or  failed  or  refused  to  make 
the  payments  stipulated  for,  or  that  it  in- 
tended to  do  so. 

In  short,  there  were  no  facts  averred  show- 
ing that  the  city  had  violated,  was  violat* 
ing,  or  intended  to  violate,  its  eontracts 
with  complainant,  and  there  was  no  legis- 


lation to  that  end.  Such  being  the  state  of 
the  case,  the  circuit  court  did  not  err  in  dis- 
missing the  bill,  and,  as  there  was  color  for 
the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  motion  to  affirm 
will  be  sustained.    Decree  affirmed. 


(175  U.  8.  114) 

Re  C.  0.  BLAKE,  and  Rogers,  Brown,  ft  Com- 
pany, Ex  parte. 

Mandamus  to  correct  mistake  in  execution 
of  mandate  to  state  court. 

Writ  of  error,  and  not  mandamus,  is  the  profier 
remedy  to  correct  the  action  of  a  state  court 
in  falling  to  give  full  effect  to  a  loandate 
from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unltud  States 
by  mistaking  or  misconstruing  its  Judgment. 

[No. Original.] 

Submitted   October  SO,   1899,    Decided  y<h 
vember  IS,  1S99, 

APPLICATION  for  leave  to  file  a  petition 
for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  tlie  bupreme 
Court  of  Tennessee  to  compel  it  to  correctly 
execute  a  mandamus  which  it  had  received 
from  the  United  States  Supreme  Court.  !>#• 
nied. 

See  same  case  below,  52  S.  W.  1001. 

Id 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fvllert  S 
*The  Embreeville  Freehold,  Land,  Iron,  ft* 
Railway  Company,  Limited,  was  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  laws  of  Great  Brit- 
ain and  Ireland  for  mining  and  manufactur- 
ing purposes,  carrying  on  business  in  th% 
state  of  Tenneseee,  as  authorized  by  a  law  of 
that  state  of  March  19,  1877.  The  5th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  gave  priority  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  assets  to  resident  creditors  of  the 
state.  The  company  having  become  insol- 
vent McClung  and  others  filed  an  original 
creditors'  bill  in  the  proper  court,  asking  th« 
appointment  of  a  receiver  and  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  affairs  of  the  company  as  an 
insolvent  corporation.  The  case  resulted  in 
a  final  decree  by  the  supreme  court  of  Ten- 
nessee adjud^ng  that  the  Tennessee  credit- 
ore  were  entitled,  under  said  section,  to  pri- 
ority in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  over 
simple-contract  creditors  of  other  states  and 
countries.  Among  the  creditors  affected 
were  C.  0.  Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown,  ft  Com- 
pany, citizens  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  and  the 
Hull  Coal  ft  Coke  Company,  a  corporation  of 
Virginia,  who,  being  dissatisfied,  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court  And  it  was 
held,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  state  bu-^ 
preme  court,  that  the  5th  section  of  the  actn 
of  1877,  in  so  far  as  it  gave  priority  to*Ten-5* 
nessee  creditors  over  creditors  of  the  same 
class  of  other  states  of  the  Union,  was  in 
viola/tion  of  the  2d  section  of  the  4th  article 
of  the  Constitution,  providins  that  ''the  citi« 
zens  of  each  state  shall  be  entitled  to  all  priyw 
ileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  sever- 
al states;"  but  it  was  also  ruled  that  a  cor- 
poration created  under  the  laws  of  another 
state  was  not  a  "citizen"  within  the  meaming 
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of  thiB  daiue.  Bldk€  t.  UoClung,  172  U.  S. 
230,  258,  262,  48  L.  ed.  432,  480, 440, 10  Sup. 
OL  Bep.  166. 

In  the  opinion,  among  other  things,  it  was 
■aid:  "We  adjudge  that  when  the  general 
property  and  aseeta  of  a  private  corporation 
lawdfully  doing  businees  in  a  state  are  in 
course  of  administration  by  the  courts  of 
such  state;,  creditors  who  are  citizens  of 
other  states  are  entitled,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  to  stand  upon  the 
same  plane  with  creditors  of  like  class  who 
are  citizens  of  such  state,  and  cannot  be  de- 
nied equality  of  right  simply  because  they 
do  not  reside  in  that  state,  but  are  citizens 
residing  in  other  states  of  the  Union." 

The  judgment  was  in  these  terms:  "The 
final  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ten- 
nessee must  be  affirmed  as  to  the  Hull  Coal 
4  Coke  Company,  because  it  did  not  deny  to 
that  corporation  any  right,  privile^re,  or  im- 
munity secured  to  it  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  StaAes.  As  to  the  other  plaintiffs 
in  error,  citizens  of  Ohio,  the  judgment  must 
be  rcTersed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  fur- 
ther proceedings  not  inconsistent  with  this 
opinion;  and  it  is  so  ordered." 

The  mandate  having  gone  down,  the  coun- 
sel of  Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown,  &  Company 
moved  for  the  entry  of  a  decree  placing  them 
in  the  same  class  and  on  exact  equality  with 
the  Tennessee  creditors  in  respect  to  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  assets  of  the  insolvent  com- 
pany among  its  creditors,  but  this  the  state 
supreme  court  declined  to  do,  and  entered  a 
decree  that  Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown,  &  Com- 
pany were  entitled  to  participate  in  the  as- 
sets on  the  basis  of  a  broad  distribution  of 
the  assets  of  the  corporation  among  all  of  its 
creditors  without  preference  or  priority,  as 
though  the  act  of  1877  had  not  been  passed ; 
that  there  should  be  a  computation  of  the 
H  aggregate  indebtedness  due  from  the  corpora- 
r  mn  to  its  creditors  of  every *clas8,  wherevei 
residing,  whereupon  Blake  and  Rogers, 
Brown,  &  Company  should  be  paid  the  per- 
centage and  proportion  found  to  be  due  to 
them  on  that  basis;  and  that  the  residue  of 
the  estate  of  the  insolvent  company  should 
be  applied  first  to  the  payment  of  the  indebt- 
edness due  to  the  creditors  of  the  corporation 
residing  in  Tennessee  as  provided  in  9  5  of 
tiie  act  of  1877,  and  then  pro  rata  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  alien  and  nonresi- 
dent creditors  of  said  corporation  other  than 
Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown,  &  Company. 
Beard,  J.,  dissented.    52  S.  W.  1001. 

To  this  decree  Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown, 
4  Company  duly  excepted,  but,  insisting  that 
that  court  had  not  complied  with  the  man- 
dhute  of  this  court,  applied  for  leave  to  file 
a  petition  for  mandamus  to  compel  such  com- 
plianoe. 

Miestra.  H.  J.  May  and  Tully  R,  Comtek 
for  petitioners. 

Messrs,  Jolin  TXT.  Green  and  B.  C.  WU- 
Uams  for  respondents. 

Mr.  Chief   Justice  Fuller   delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 
The  writ  of  mandamus  cannot  be  issued  to 


compel  a  judicial  tribunal  to  decide  a  matter 
within  its  discretion  in  a  particular  way,  or 
to  review  its  judicial  action  had  in  the  exer- 
cise of  legitimate  jurisdiction,  nor  be  usedl 
to  perform  the  office  of  an  appeal  or  writ  of 
error.  And  it  only  lies,  as  a  general  rulCr 
where  there  is  no  other  adequate  remedy.  As* 
respects  the  Federal  courts,  it  is  well  settled 
that  where  the  mandate  leaves  nothing  to* 
the  judgment  or  discretion  of  the  court  b^ 
low,  and  that  court  mistakes  or  misconstrue* 
the  decree  or  judgment  of  this  court  and  doe* 
not  give  full  effect  to  the  mandate,  its  action 
may  be  controlled  either  upon  a  new  appeal 
or  writ  of  error,  if  involving  a  sufficient 
amount,  or  by  writ  of  mandamus  to  execute 
the  mandate  of  tliis  court.  City  Bank  v. 
Hunter,  152  U.  S.  612,  38  L.  ed.  534,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  675;  Re  Sanford  Fork  d  Tool  Co. 
IGO  U.  S.  247,  40  L.  ed.  414, 10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
291;  Re  Potts,  166  U.  S.  263,  41  L.  ed.  994,  ^ 
19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  620.  3 

*  Nevertheless,  without  inquiring  whether  # 
the  conclusions  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ten- 
nessee were  or  were  not  in  harmony  with  the 
views  expressed  by  this  court,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  remedy  of  petitioners  for  the  al- 
leged error  in  the  decree  of  that  court,  if 
any,  is  by  writ  of  error,  and  not  by  mandar 
mus.  The  remedy  on  error  is  not  only  en- 
tirdy  adequate  and  open  to  be  sought  ui^ 
restrained  by  the  amount  involved,  but,  in 
respect  of  dealing  with  state  tribunals,  ia 
manifestly  the  proper  remedy. 

That  it  is  adequate  under  S  709  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  is  clear.  Stanley  v.  Schtvat' 
by,  162  U.  S.  255,  40  L.  ed.  060,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  754,  a  case  on  a  second  writ  of  error  Ut 
the  state  court,  in  which  the  statutes  and 
decisions  bearing  on  the  subject  are  fully 
considered.  And  that  it  should  be  resorted 
to  when  the  action  of  the  state  courts  is  eon^ 
plained  of  is  equally  plain.  Assuming  that 
the  question  of  the  form  of  the  proceeding 
whicn  this  court  might  adopt  to  enforce  the 
execution  of  its  own  mandates  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  is  one  of  practice  mere- 
ly, and  either  mode  might  be  pursued,  as 
riUed  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney  in  Perkins 
V.  Foumiquet,  14  How.  328,  330,  14  L.  ed. 
441,  we  think  the  summary  character  of  th* 
proceeding  by  mandamus  renders  it  inappro- 
priate in  respect  of  the  courts  of  another  jur 
risdiction. 

By  the  13th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of 
1789  (1  Stat  at  L.  81)  this  court  wa» 
clothed  with  the  power  to  issue  "writs  of 
mandamus,  in  cases  warranted  by  the  prin- 
ciples and  usages  of  law,  to  any  courts  ap- 
pointed, or  persons  holding  office  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  Staites,"  and  this 
was  carried  forward  into  9  688  of  the  Revised 
Statutes.  And  it  was  ruled  in  Qraltam  t. 
Norton,  16  Wall.  427,  21  L.  ed.  177,  that 
"this  express  authority  to  issue  writs  of 
mandamus  to  national  courts  and  officers 
has  always  been  held  to  exclude  authority  to 
issue  these  writs  to  state  courts  and  officers;* 
excepting  "where  they  have  been  issued  aa 
process  to  enforce  judgments."  In  Gordon 
T.  Longest,  16  Pet  97,  10  L.  ed.  900,  whidi. 
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WBdS  a  writ  of  error  to  review  the  action  of 
a  state  court  wrongfully  refusing  to  remove 
a  case  into  the  circuit  court,  Mr.  Justice  Mc- 
Lean intimated  that  mandamus  might  lie 
to  compel  action  by  the  state  court,  but  the 
remark  was  purely  obiter,  and  cannot  be  re- 

^  garded  as  authoritative. 

^  *By  the  14th  section  of  the  judiciary  act, 
circuit  courts  were  vested  with  power  "to  is- 
sue writs  of  scire  facias,  .  .  .  and  all 
other  writs  not  specially  provided  for  by 
statute,  which  may  be  necessary  to  the  exer- 
cise of  their  respective  jurisdictions,  and 
agreeable  to  the  principles  and  usages  of 
law,"  which  was  re-enacted  as  9  716  of  the 
Revised  Statutes.  In  Bath  County  v.  Amy, 
13  Wall.  244,  20  L.  ed.  639,  it  was  held  that 
the  circuit  courts  had  no  power  to  issue 
writs  of  mandamus  to  state  courts  by  way 
of  original  proceeding  and  where  the  writ 
was  neither  necessary  nor  ancillary  to  any 
Jurisdiction  which  the  court  then  had. 

But  our  attention  has  been  called  to  no 
ease  in  which  this  court  has  exercised  juris- 
diction by  mandamus  under  circumstances 
similar  to  those  supposed  to  exist  here;  while 
there  are  cases  in  the  circuit  courts  which 
illustrate  the  propriety  of  declining  to  do 
■o. 

In  Ladd  v.  Tudor.i  8  Woodb.  &  M.  325, 
which  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus 
to  compel  a  state  court  to  remove  a  oause  to 
the  circuit  court,  Mr.  Justice  Woodbury 
said:  "Some  doubt  might  exist  whether  a 
mandamus  to  a  state  court  from  this  tribu- 
nal organized  under  another  government  was 
the  proper  remedy.  It  has  been  settled  that 
a  state  court  cannot  issue  a  mandamus  to 
an  officer  of  the  United  States.  McClung 
V.  SilUman,  6  Wheat.  598,  6  L.  ed.  340.  In 
16  Pet  97,  10  L.  ed.  900,  the  remedy  was  by 
a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  the  first  judgment 
in  the  state  court.  And  where  another  rem- 
edy lies,  a  mandamus  is  held  to  be  improper. 
Morris  v.  Mechanics  Bank,  10  Johns.  484, 
But  Bpraggina  v.  Humphries  County  Ct, 
Cooke  (Tenn.),  160,  seems  to  countenance  the 

£  resent  cause.  Broum  v.  Crippin,  4  Hen.  & 
L  173,  quoted  in  some  of  the  Digests  for  it, 
seems,  on  examination,  to  be  a  case  of  a  man- 
damus from  the  highest  state  court  to  com- 
mon pleas  in  the  same  state,  to  remove  such 
a  case,  and  not  one  from  a  court  of  the 
United  States.  ...  In  Molntire  v. 
Wood,  7  Cranch,  504,  3  L.  ed.  420,  it  was 
held  that  a  mandamus  did  not  lie  from  the 
circuit  court  to  an  officer  of  the  United 
States;  and  though  that  speaks  generally  of 
the  power  of  this  court  to  issue  it  in  order 
to  sustain  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  decision 
^  in  Cooke  reets  on  that  power  of  superior 
S  courts  to  enforce  their  jurisdiction  over  in- 
•  ferior  ones  by*mandamus,  yet  it  is  very  ques- 
tionable whether  a  case  like  the  present 
ought  to  be  considered  within  that  principle. 
It  is  a  correct  principle  between  inferior  and 
superior  courts  of  the  same  government,  but 
difficult  to  be  upheld  between  courts  estab- 
lished by  separate  governments.  If  neces- 
sary to  decide  on  this,  it  might  require  more 
grays  oonsidenution  before  sustaining  it  in 


«  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Ijm, 


cases  like  this,  because  being  a  mode  of  re- 
dress very  likely  to  lead  to  jealousies  and 
collisions  between  the  states  and  eeneral 
government,  of  a  character  anything  but  de- 
sirable." New  York  Supreme  Ct.  Justices 
▼.  Murray,  9  Wall.  274«  sub  nom.  New  York 
Supreme  Ct.  Justices  v.  United  States,  Mur* 
ray,  19  L.  ed.  658,  was  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
circuit  court  for  the  southern  district  of  New 
York  from  a  ludgment  for  a  peremptory 
mandamus  renderea  against  the  justices  of 
the  supreme  court  of  New  York  for  the  third 
district  to  remove  a  cause,  but  Mr.  Justice 
Nelson  stated  in  a  note  on  page  276,  L.  ed. 
660,  that  "the  alternative  and  peremptory 
mandamus  against  the  supreme  court  of  New 
York  was  allowed  by  consent  of  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants,  with  a  view  to  present 
the  question  raised  and  decided  in  the  case. 
The  circuit  court  had  refused  to  issue  it 
against  the  court,  and  issued  it  only  against 
the  clerk.  This  is  stated  to  prevent  the 
case  from  being  cited  as  an  authority  for  tiie 
power,  and  without  intending  to  express  anj 
opinion  on  this  subject."  And  see  Hough  ▼• 
Western  Tr&nsp.  Co,,*  1  Hiss.  426,  Drum- 
mond,  J.;  Fisk  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.,*  6 
Blatchf.  362,  Blatchford,  J.;  High,  Bxtr. 
ReuL  8d  ed.  §  227  et  seq.,  and  cases  cited. 
Leave  to  file  petition  denied. 


(175  U.  S.  120) 
CITY  OP  NEW  ORLEANS,  Petitioner, 

V. 

JOHN  G.  WARNER. 

Limitation  of  action  on  drainage  warrwnt-^ 
conclusiveness  of  judgment  dismissing  suit 
on  warrant — liability  of  city  for  breach  of 
contract  to  collect  assessments  to  pay  toor- 
rants — assessment  of  public  property  for 
publio  improvements — constitutional  limy 
tation  of  municipal  indebtedness — interest 
on  municipal  warrants. 

1.  Warrants  drawn  by  the  administrator  ot 
accounts  apoD  the  admlnl8tx«.tor  of  finance 
of  a  dty,  payable  to  the  order  of  a  third  per- 
son out  of  any  fonds  in  the  city  treasury  to 
the  credit  of  a  particular  corpor&tlon,  are  not 
within  the  provisions  of  a  statute  limiting 
the  time  for  bringing  actions  on  bills  of  ex- 
change, notes  payable  to  order  or  bearer, 
those  on  all  effects  negotiable  or  transferable 
by  Indorsement  or  delivery,  and  those  on  all 
promissory  notes,  whether  negotiable  or  other- 
wise. 

2.  The  statute  of  limitations  will  not  ran 
against  the  liability  of  a  city  under  Its  agree- 
ment, upon  voluntarily  purchasing  witii 
drainage  warrants  a  plant  for  perfecting  Its 
drainage  system,  to  facilitate  the  collection 
of  assessments,  and  not  to  divert  such  collec- 
tions from  payment  of  the  warrants,  until  it 
repudiates  the  trust,  although  Judgments 
are  substituted  for  the  warrants  against  Its 
own  property. 

3.  Repudiation  of  its  trust  by  a  city  which  has 
purchased  with  drainage  warrants  a  plant  to 
perfect  its  drainage  system,  under  an  agree* 
meat  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  the  drain- 
age assessments  and  apply  the  fund  to  pay- 

•Fed.  Gas.  No.  6.7U. 
^  Ifid.  Caa.  No.  4,07. 
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ment  of  the  wamiiti»  I*  noC  iluywii  by  ftban- 
donment  of  tlie  drainage  woit  toon  after  par^ 
ehaalnc  the  plant. 

4.  A  city  which  has  purohaaed  with  drainage 
warranta  a  plant  to  perfect  Its  drainage  sys- 
tem, under  an  agreement  to  collect  the  drain- 
age assessments  and  apply  the  fund  to  pay- 
ment of  the  warrants,  does  not  cease  to  be  a 
tmstee  with  respect  to  the  assessments 
against  Its  own  property,  because  they  are 
reduced  to  judgments. 

5.  ▲  decree  dlsm488lng,  with  a  bill  agaJnst  a 
city  upon  drainage  warrants,  an  intervening 
petition  filed  by  the  owner  ci  some  of  a  series 
of  warrants  issued  in  payment  of  property 
purchased,  is  not  binding  upon  the  owners  of 
other  warrants  of  that  series,  who  were 
neither  parties  nor  privies  to  the  suit. 

(I.  A  Judgment  dismissing  a  suit  against  a  city 
upon  drainage  warrants  issued  for  work  done 
under  compulsion  of  a  statute  is  not  a  de- 
oisire  authority  against  the  right  to  recover 
upon  other  warran/ts  issued  under  a  voluntary 
agreement  by  the  city  for  purchase  of  prop- 
erty, although  the  owner  of  certain  of  the 
latter  warrants  intervened  In  the  former  suit, 
where  the  court  did  not  notice  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  two  Icinds  of  warrants,  bot 
treated  them  all  as  belonging  to  the  former 


7.  A  dty  which  purchases  with  drainage  war- 
rants a  plant  to  perfect  Its  drainage  system 
cannot  defeat  IlabiUty  for  breach  of  Its  agree- 
ment to  facilitate  the  collection  of  drainage 
assessments  and  apply  the  fund  to  payment 
of  the  warrants,  by  setting  up  a  judgment 
holding  the  assessments  noncollectible  be- 
cause of  its  abandonment  of  the  drainage  sys- 
tem. 

&  In  Louisiana,  public  property  Is  liable  to 
assessment  for  public  improvements. 

9.  That  private  property  Is  to  be  assessed  for 
the  entire  cost  of  a  public  improvement,  in- 
cluding the  benefit  to  streets  and  public 
squares,  is  not  shown  by  the  fact  that  the 
statute  malces  no  provision  as  to  how  the  pro- 
portion of  the  expense  applicable  to  public 
property  is  to  be  assessed  and  paid  for,  while 
elaborate  provision  Is  made  for  the  assess- 
ment of  private  property  for  its  proportion 
of  the  expense. 

10.  After  a  lapse  of  more  than  twenty  yaars 
a  elty  cannot  question  the  validity  of  judg- 
ments against  itself,  to  which  it  assented,  for 
assessments  upon  its  property  foe*  public  im- 
provements, upon  the  ground  that  such  prop- 
erty was  not  subject  to  assessment,— especial- 
ly assessments  approved  by  the  legislature. 

U.  A  constitutional  amendment  adopted,  pend- 
ing the  execution  of  a  contract  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  drainage  system  for  a  city, 
prohibiting  "increase"  of  the  city's  debt, 
wlilch  expressly  provides  that  it  shall  not  be 
construed  so  as  to  prevent  the  issue  of  drain- 
age warrants  to  the  transferee  of  the  drain- 
age contract,  {Miyable  only  from  drainage 
taxes,  should  receive  a  construotlon  com- 
mensurate with  the  object  Intended  to  be  ac- 
eomplished,  and  will  authorise  the  issue  of 
warrants  in  payment  for  the  contractor's 
plant  In  case  the  city  decides  to  do  the  work 
Itself,  where  the  debt  created  by  the  drainage 
assessments  had  already  been  Incurred  and 
pot  in  Judgment 

IS.  A  court  will  not  set  aside  a  contract  by  a 
mnnldpal  corporation  for  the  purchase  of 
property  which  has  been  delivered  to  it,  upon 


tlM  ground  tbst  It  made  a  bad  bargain  and 
paid  more  than  the  property  was  worth,  and 
that  the  action  of  the  common  council  was 
dictated  by  Improper  motives. 

18.  Presentation  of  drainage  warrants  for 
payment  or  Indorsement,  as  provided  by  stat- 
ute, is  necessary  to  start  the  running  of  in* 
terest  under  a  statute  providing  that  they 
shall  be  paid  oat  of  a  particular  fund  when 
presented,  and  in  case  the  fund  Is  not  sufll- 
clent  that  fact  shall  be  Indorsed  upon  them 
by  the  proper  officer,  and  that  they  shall  bear 
Interest  from  such  indorsement,  where  the 
city  has  merely  abandoned  the  work  for 
which  the  assessments  to  pay  the  warrants 
were  to  be  collected,  and  has  not  repudiated 
or  disabled  itself  from  performing  its  obliga- 
tion. 

14.  Commencement  of  suit  ui)on  a  drainage 
warrant  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute 
under  which  Lt  was  issued;  is  to  bear  interest 
above  the  legal  rate  from  the  time  it  Is  pre- 
sented for  payment  and  the  fact  of  lack  of 
funds  is  indorsed  thereon,  is  a  sulficient  d^ 
mand  to  make  the  warrant  carry  Interest 
from  that  time  at  the  specified  rate. 

[No.  172.] 

Argued  March  13,  1899,    Decided  Novembmr 
IS,  1899. 

CERTIORARI  to  the  United  SUtes  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit  to 
review  a  judgmeoit  reversing  a  judgment  oi 
the  United  Stotes  Circuit  Court  for  tb«  East- 
em  District  of  Louisiana  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  a 
liability  of  the  city  for  breach  of  its  contraet 
to  facilitate  the  oollection  of  drainage  as* 
sessments  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  pay- 
ment of  plaintiff's  warranta.  Modified  and 
affirmed. 

See  same  ease  below,  52  U.  S.  App.  348,  81 
Fed.  Rep.  645,  26  C.  C.  A.  608. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  i  3 

*This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  November* 
26,  1894,  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  eastern 
district  of  Louisiana  by  John  G.  Warner,  a 
citizen  of  the  sta.te  of  New  York,  on  behall 
of  himself  and  all  other  parties  holding  obli* 
gaiions  of  the  same  nature  and  kind  as  him- 
self,  to  charge  the  city  of  New  Orleans  a« 
the  debtor  of  specific  taxes  averred  to  have 
been  levied  by  lawful  authority  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  certain  warrants,  issued  for  the  pur4 
chase  of  a  drainage  plant  and  franchise,  the 
collection  of  which  was  made  the  duty  of 
petitioner  by  statutes  hereinafter  set  forth. 
A  liability  on  the  part  of  tiie  city  was 
averred  as  the  result  of  a  contract  alleged  to 
have  been  broken  by  it,  and  a  disregard  and 
violation  of  duties  imposed  upon  it  by  stat- 
ute as  to  the  prosecution  of  the  work  of 
drainage  and  the  collection  of  assessments 
therefor. 

The  facts  of  the  ease  are  so  fully  set  forth 
in  the  oases  of  Peake  v.  New  Orleans,  139 
U.  S.  342,  36  L.  ed.  131,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  641, 
and  Warner  v.  New  Orleans,  167  U.  B.  467. 
42  L.  ed.  239,  17  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  892,  that  a 
suoeinct  statement  of  sfucfli  facts,  taken 
largely  from  the  opinion  of  the  oireait  oourt 
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of  appeals,  Is  all  thai  Is  deemad  neoeBsax}! 
bere. 

By  ao  aot  approred  March  18,  1858,  the 
legialature  of  Louisiana  provided  for  a  atb- 
tern  of  draining  certain  lands  within  the  city 
of  New  Orleana  and  elsewhere,  which  was  to 
be  carried  out  by  boards  of  commissioners 
appointed  for  the  three  districts  into  which 
the  territory  was  divided.  The  act  further 
provided  for  plane  of  the  work  to  be  pre- 
pared by  the  commissioners,  for  assessments 
to  be  levied  upon  the  lands  benefited,  and 
for  the  entry  of  judgments  decreeing  the 
lands  to  be  subject  to  a  lien  for  such  amount 
as  might  be  assessed. 

By  a  supplemental  act,  approved  March 
17,  1859,  the  boards  of  commissioners  were 
authorized  to  borrow  money  to  carry  on  the 
work,  and  to  issue  bonds  therefor.  It  was 
oont^plated  that  the  money  should  be 
raised  at  once  for  the  payment  of  the  work, 
in  anticipation  of  the  collection  of  the  as- 


By  an  act  apprwed  March  1,  1861,  the 
prior  acts  were  amended  by  providing  for  a 
summary  mode  of  collecting  the  assessments, 
authorizing  the  commissioners  to  apply  to 
certain  courts  for  the  approval  and  homolo-* 
8  gation  of  the  assessment  rolls,  which  approv- 
•  al  and  homologation  the  act  declared^'^shall 
be  a  judgment  against  the  property  assessed 
and  the  owners  thereof,  upon  which  execu- 
tion mav  issue  in  the  ordinary  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding/' 

The  commissioners  made  plans  of  tne  work 
proposed  to  be  done,  including  therein  the 
streets,  squares,  and  public  places  within  the 
several  districts,  as  the  property  of  the  city 
of  New  Orleans,  and  fram  time  to  time  judg- 
ments were  rendered  charging  these  public 
pl«U!e8,  as  well  as  private  property,  with  the 
amounts  that  had  been  assessed  for  drainage 
purposes.  The  city  was  named  as  the  own- 
er  of  these  public  places  in  the  tableau,  and 
judgments  were  rendered  against  it  as  such 
owner  for  sums  amounting  in  the  several  dis- 
tricts to  $719,926.63. 

On  February  24,  1871,  the  legislature 
passed  an  act  entitled  "An  Act  to  Provide 
for  the  Drainage  of  New  Orleans."  This  act 
abolished  the  several  boards  of  drainage  com- 
missioners, transferred  their  sjssets  to  the 
board  of  administrators  of  the  city  of  New 
Orleans,  subrogated  this  board  to  all  the 
rights,  powers,  and  facilities  then  possessed 
by  the  commissioners,  directed  it  to  collect 
the  balance  due  on  the  assessments  as  shown 
by  the  books  of  the  drainage  districts, 
''which  said  assessments  are  hereby  con- 
firmed and  made  exigible  tJt  such  time  and 
in  such  manner  as  the  board  of  administra- 
tors may  desi^ate."  It  further  authorized 
the  Mississippi  &  Mexican  Gulf  Ship  Canal 
Company  to  undertake  the  work  of  draining 
the  city,  required  the  board  of  administrators 
to  place  all  oolleotions  of  drainage  assess- 
ments to  the  credit  of  such  company,  and 
hold  the  same  as  a  fund  to  be  applied  to  tha 
drainage  of  New  Orleans  and  Carroll  ton. 
Under  these  and  the  prior  acts  assessments 
were  made  and  reduced  to  judgment  against 


the  city  on  the  area  of  the  streets  and  othtr 
public  places  within  the  drainage  districts* 
to  the  amount  of  $696,349.30,  and  against 
private  persons  to  the  amount  of  $1,003,342.- 
98,  of  which  about  $330,000  have  been  col- 
lected  from  private  property  in  cash  and 
drainage  warrants,  leaving  outstanding  at 
the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  this  case 
uncollected  assessments  to  the  amount  ol 
$1,469,714.47,  d  which  the  city  owes  $696/ 
349.30. 

By  an  act  passed  February  24,  1876,  after  S 
more  than  two'thirds  oi  the  drainage  system  • 
had  been  completed,  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
was  authorized  to  purchase,  if  the  common 
council  deemed  it  advisable,  the  property 
and  franchises  of  the  ship  canal  company  or 
its  transferee,  including  all  tools,  imple- 
ments, machines,  boats,  and  apparatus  be- 
longing to  said  company  or  its  transferee,  on 
a  ^nation  to  be  fixed  by  appraisers  to  be 
appointed  by  the  common  council,  the 
amount  to  be  paid  in  warrants  drawn  against 
the  drainage  assessments.  It  further  pro- 
vided that  the  city  should  have  exclusive 
control  of  all  the  powers  and  franchises 
granted  to  the  ship  canal  company,  and 
should  alone  have  the  power  to  do  all  the 
drainage  work  required  to  be  paid  for  by  as- 
sessment upon  property  or  from  the  city 
treasury.  Meantime,  however,  the  ship  canal 
company,  having  become  embarrassed,  on  May 
22,  1872,  assigned  all  its  rights  to  Warren 
Van  Norden. 

Acting  under  the  authority  of  this  act  of 
February  24,  1876,  the  city  accepted  the  op- 
tion, appointed  an  appraiser  of  the  property 
of  the  ship  canal  company,  and  authorized 
the  mayor  to  purchase  of  said  company,  or 
its  transferee,  all  its  property,  and  to  stipu- 
late for  a  full  settlement  of  all  its  claims 
for  damages.  Thereupon  the  mayor  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  canal  company  and 
with  Van  Norden,  its  transferee,  for  the  pur- 
chase of  their  property  and  the  relinquish- 
ment of  all  their  claims  for  damages,  for  the 
sum  of  $300,000,  payable  in  drainage  war- 
rants. In  this  contract  of  sale  the  dty  cov* 
enanted  and  agreed  "that  the  existing  rights 
and  powers  of  the  holders  of  draina^  war- 
rants, under  the  civil  acts  of  the  legislature 
of  this  state  relative  to  drainage  and  drain- 
age assessments,  shall  remain  unimpaired 
and  that  the  drainage  tax  and  assessment 
shall  be  administered,  collected,  and  paid" 
in  the  manner  and  under  certain  terms  speci- 
fied, and  that  "the  collection  of  drainage 
assessments  shall  be  assigned  to  an  officer, 
who  shall  be  selected  by  the  said  W.  Van 
Norden  and  be  confirmed  by  the  city  coun- 
cil." The  city  further  agreed  "not  to  ob- 
struct or  impede,  but  on  the  contrary^  to  far 
cilitate,  by  all  lawful  means,  the  collection 
of  the  drainape  assessments  as  provided  by^ 
law,  until  said  warrants  have  been  fully  paid. « 
•it  being  well  understood  by  and  between  the* 
said  parties  hereto  that  collections  of  drain" 
age  assessments  shall  not  be  diverted  from 
the  liquidation  of  said  warrants  and  ex- 
penses as  hereinabove  provided  for,  under 
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any  pretext  wluLtfloerer,  until  the  full  and 
final  payment  of  the  same." 

The  bill«  after  reciting  these  facts,  averred 
In  subetance  that  upon  acquiring  the  drain- 
age  plant  and  franchises  of  the  canal  com- 
pany the  city  abandoned  all  drainage  work 
and  suffered  the  dredge  boats  and  machinery 
purchased  as  above  stated  to  decay  and  be- 
o(»ne  Talueless,  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
city's  failure  to  complete  the  drainage  and 
b«Defit  the  lands  the  courts  hav«  refused  to 
enforce  the  collection  of  the  assessments; 
that,  having  thus  abandoned  all  drainage 
work,  the  city,  by  its  ordinances  and  by  a 
proclamation  of  the  mayor,  then  advised 
property  holders  not  to  pay  the  assessments, 
and  that  in  consequence  of  these  ordinances 
and  said  proclamation  and  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  the  drainage  assessments  became 
practically  valueless  and  uncollectible.  The 
bill  further  averred  that  the  city  had  issued 
bonds  in  exchange  for  drainage  warrants 
given  for  work  done  prior  to  the  sale,  under 
the  authority  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
1872,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  all  the  drain- 
age assessments,  whidi  it  will  claim  operated 
as  a  discharge  of  its  li&bility,  as  assessee  of 
the  streets,  etc.,  and  of  all  liability  it  may 
have  incurred  by  any  dereliction  of  duty  in 
rq;ard  to  the  assessments  against   private 

eoperty,  but  that  this  claim  was  not  made 
[own  to  Van  Norden  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, and  that  he  would  not  have  parted 
with  his  property  for  a  consideration  payable 
out  of  drainage  assessmenta,  if  he  had  known 
that  such  claim  would  be  set  up  to  def  ea/t  the 
payment  of  the  price.  The  bill  closed  with 
a  prayer  for  an  accounting  of  the  drainage 
fund,  including  the  amounts  due  by  the  city 
and  the  application  thereof  to  the  payment 
of  the  complainant's  warrants  and  those  held 
by  others  similarly  situated  who  might  come 
in  and  avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of  the 
bUl. 

To  this  bni  the  defendant  demurred  for 
want  of  juriedicticm  and  of  equity,  and  be- 
M  eause  the  matters  sought  to  be  litigated  had 
M  been  decided  adversely  to  complainant's  pre- 
•  tensions  by*the  circuit  court  in  the  case  of 
Peake  v.  New  OrlecMs,  and  by  the  Supreme 
Oourt  on  appeal  in  the  same  case,  139  U.  S. 
342,  35  L.  ed.  131,  11  Sup.  Ot  Hep.  641. 
This  demurrer  was  sustained,  the  bill  dis- 
missed by  the  circuit  court,  and  the  case  car- 
ried to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the 
fifth  circuit.  That  court,  being  in  doubt  as 
to  the  application  of  the  Peake  Case,  certi- 
fied to  this  court  the  questions:  First, 
whether  the  city,  under  the  warranties,  ex- 
pressed and  implied,  contained  in  the  con- 
tiact  of  sale  of  June  7,  1876,  by  which  it  ac- 
quired the  property  and  franchise  from  War- 
ner Van  Norden,  was  estopped  from  pleading 
against  the  complainant  the  issuance  of 
bonds  to  retire  $1,672,106.21  of  drainage 
warrants,  issued  prior  to  said  sale,  as  a  dis- 
eharge  of  its  obligation  to  account  for  drain- 
age funds  collected  on  privaiw  property,  and 
M  a  diaefaarge  of  its  own  liability  to  that 
fnnd  aa  aseessee  of  the  stTcets  and  squares ; 
aad,  second,  whether  the  decision  in  Peake 


V.  New  Orleans  should  be  held  to  apply  to  ih$ 
facts  of  this  case  and  operate  to  oefeat  com- 
plainant's action. 

The  first  of  these  questions  this  court  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative;  the  second  it  d^ 
dined  to  answer.  Wttmer  v.  New  Orleane^ 
167  U.  8.  467, 42  L.  ed.  239,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
892.  *^ 

Thereupon  the  oourt  of  appeals  held  that 
the  city  was  estopped  from  pleading  the  ia- 
sue  of  the  bonds,  and  that  the  Peake  Oase  did 
not  necessarily  apply  to  the  facts  of  this  case 
nor  operate  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  action. 
The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  sustaining  the 
demurrer  was  reversed,  and  the  case  re- 
manded with  instructions  to  proceed  to  a  de- 
cision upon  the  merits.  62  U.  S.  App.  848, 
81  Fed.  Rep.  645,  26  G.  0.  A.  608. 

The  case  subsequently  went  to  a  hearins 
upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs  in  the  circuit 
courts  and  resulted  in  a  decree  dismissing  the 
bill.  Thereupon  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  which  reversed  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  and  remanded  the 
case  to  that  court,  with  directions  to  enter  a 
decree  that  the  city  was  indebted  to  Warner 
in  $6,000  with  8  per  cent  interest  from  June 
6,  1876,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  drainage  assess- 
ments set  forth  in  the  bill ;  that  such  assess- 
ments, including  those  against  the  city,  aa . 
the  owner  of  its  streets  and  squares,  consti-  8 
tuted  a  trust  fund  in^the  hands  of  the  city  • 
for  the  pur}K)se  of  paying  complainant  and 
other  holders  of  the  same  class  of  warrants; 
and  that  the  case  be  referred  to  a  master 
to  state  an  account.  Whereupon  the  city  ap- 
plied for  and  obtained  a  wnt  of  certiorari 
from  this  court. 

Messrs,  Braneli  BL  mUev  and  Samaei 
L,  Oilmore  for  petitioner. 

Messrs.  Wheeler  H.  Peekliam,  Riohard 
De  Gray,  John  D.  Rouse,  and  WUUam  €hram,t 
for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Nineteen  assignments  of  error  were  filed  in 
this  case,  but  we  shall  only  notice  such  aa 
were  pressed  upon  our  attention  in  the  oral 
arguments  or  in  the  briefs  of  counsel. 

1.  That  this  suit  was,  at  the  institution 
thereof,  prescribed  by  the  sia^tutes  of  Louia- 
iana.  In  this  connection  reference  is  made 
to  articles  3640,  3644,  and  3647  of  the  CivU 
Ck>de. 

Article  3540  provides  that  '^tione  on 
bills  of  exchange,  notes  payable  to  order  or 
bearer,  except  bank  notes,  those  on  all  effects 
negotiable  or  transferable  by  indorsement  or 
delivery,  and  those  on  all  promissory  notes, 
whether  negotiable  or  otherwise,  are  pre- 
scribed by  five  years,"  etc.  Even  though  it 
could  be  assumed  in  this  case  that  this  bill 
was  an  "action  on"  these  drainage  warrants, 
we  think  they  do  not  fall  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  either  of  the  instruments  specified  in 
article  3640.  These  warrants  are  in  the 
form  of  an  order  drawn  by  the  administra- 
tor of  accounts  upon  the  administrator  of  fi- 
nance, directing  him  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
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W.  Van  Norden,  transferee  of  the  Missisaippi 
&  Mexican  Gulf  Ship  Canal  Company,  a  oer- 
tain  amount  "out  of  any  funds  m  the  city 
treasury  to  the  credit  of  said  company." 
They  also  contain  the  following  memoran- 
dum: "This  warrant  is  issued  in  accordance 
,  with  the  provisions  of  act  30  of  the  session 
I  of  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Louis- 
iana, held  in  the  year*1871,  and  the  adminis- 
trator of  finance,  on  presentation  to  him  of 
this  warrant,  will  pay  the  same  in  cash,  in 
case  there  be  any  funds  in  the  city  treasury 
to  the  credit  of  the  said  Mississippi  &,  Mexi- 
can Gulf  Ship  Canal  Company;  but  should 
there  not  be  sufficient  funds  to  cash  this  war- 
rant then  the  administrator  of  finance  is  re- 
quired to  indorse  upon  the  same  the  date  of 
its  presentation,  and  this  warrant  shall  bear 
interest  at  the  rate  of  8  per  cent  per  annum 
from  and  after  the  date  of  such  presentation 
and  indorsement  until  paid." 

This  instrument  is  neither  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, a  promissory  note,  a  note  payable  to 
order  or  bearer,  nor  an  eifect  negotiable  by 
indorsement  or  delivery.  The  construction 
given  to  article  3540  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Louisiana  confines  it  to  unconditional 
promises  to  pay  a  fixed  sum  of  money  on  a 
day  certain  whether  the  obligation  be  nego- 
tkU)le  under  the  law  merchant  or  not.  Con- 
ditional obligations  which  lack  these  essen- 
tial characteristics  do  not  come  within  its 
provisions.  Baird  t.  Livingston,  1  Rob. 
(La.)  182;  Bank  of  Louisiana  v.  Williams, 
21  La.  Ann.  121 ;  Thompson  v.  Simmons,  22 
La.  Ann.  450;  Jouett  v.  Enoin,  0  La.  231; 
(htsquet  V.  City  Schools  Bd.  of  Directors,  45 
La.  Ann.  342,  12  So.  506;  King  Iron  Bridge 
d  Mfg,  Co.  V.  Otoe  County,  124  U.  S.  459,  31 
L.  ed.  514,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  582. 

As  these  warrants  were  not  only  payable 
out  of  a  particular  fund  to  the  credit  of  the 
canal  company,  but  were  only  payable  when 
there  were  funds  to  the  credit  of  such  com- 
pany, we  think  it  entirely  clear  that  they  are 
not  included  within  the  terms  of  article 
8540. 

We  are  also  referred  to  article  3544,  pre- 
scribing, "in  general,  all  personal  actions,  ex- 
cept those  before  enumerated,"  by  ten  years, 
and  to  article  3547,  which  enacts  that  "all 
judgments  for  money,  whether  rendered 
within  or  without  the  state,  shall  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  lapse  of  ten  years  from  the 
rendition  of  such  judgments.  Provided, 
however,  that  any  party  interes-ted  in  any 
judgment  may  have  the  same  revived  at  any 
time  before  it  is  prescribed,"  etc.,  in  which 
case  it  "shall  continue  in  full  force  for  ten 
^  years  from  the  date  of  the  order  of  court  re- 
J  viving  the  same."  This  latter  article  is 
^  supposed  to  be  applicable  to  the  homologa- 
tion of  the  several  assessment  rolls  against 
the  city  as  well  as  against  private  parties, 
which,  under  the  act  of  March  1,  1861,  were 
declared  to  be  judgments  against  the  proper- 
ty assessed  and  the  owners  thereof,  upon 
which  execution  might  issue  in  the  ordinary 
mode  of  proceeding.  These  homologations 
or  judgments  were  rendered  at  the  suit  of 
the  oommissionerB  of  the  drainage  distriett 


or  the  city  itself,  at  Tarions  times  from  1861 
to  1875. 

But  we  think  a  decisive  answer  to  the  ar- 
gument upon  both  these  articles  is  found  in 
the  contract  of  June  7,  1876,  wherein  the 
city  purchased  of  Van  Norden  the  drainage 
plfurt,  and  contrilcted  "not  to  obstruct  or  im« 
pede,  but,  on  the  contrary,  to  facilitate,  by 
all  lawful  means,  the  collection  of  the  drain- 
age assessments  ajs  provided  by  law  until 
said  warrants  have  been  fully  paid,  it  being 
well  understood  and  agreed  by  said  partae« 
thereto  that  collections  of  drainage  assess- 
ments shall  not  be  diverted  from  the  liquida- 
tion of  said  warrants  and  expenses  as  here* 
inabove  provided  for,  under  any  pretext 
whatsoever,  until  full  and  final  payment  of 
the  same."  In  respect  to  this  we  adhere  to 
the  opinion  pronounced  by  us  when  this  case 
was  first  before  this  court,  that  the  city  in 
respect  to  this  purchase  acted  voluntarily; 
that  it  was  not,  as  had  been  held  in  the 
former  case  of  Peake  v.  New  Orleans,  139 
U.  S.  342,  35  L.  ed.  131,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rc^. 
541,  with  respect  to  other  warrants,  a  com- 
pulsory trustee,  but  a  voluntary  contractor; 
that  as  the  fund  was  to  be  partly  created  by. 
the  performance  by  the  city  of  a  statutory 
duty,  it  could  not  deliberately  abandon  that 
duty,  or  take  active  steps  to  prevent  the  fur- 
ther creation  of  the  fund,  and  then  plead  m 
prior  issue  of  bonds  as  a  reason  for  evading 
liability  upon  the  warrants.  As  the  <dty 
had  paid  for  the  property  in  warrants  drawn 
upon  a  particular  fund,  it  was  under  an  im- 
plied obligation  to  do  whatever  was  reason- 
able and  fair  to  make  that  fund  good. 
Certainly  it  could  not  so  act  as  to  prevent 
the  fund  being  made  good,  and  then  require 
the  vendor  to  look  to  the  fund,  and  not  to 
itself.  The  duty  of  the  city  to  collect  these 
assessments  was  affirmed  in  State,  Fan  a 
Norden,  v.  New  Orleans,  27  La.  Ann.  497.5 
See*also  Cumming  v.  Brooklyn,  11  Paige, • 
596;  Atchison  v.  Byrnes,  22  Kan.  65. 

Having  thus  voluntarily  assumed  the  obli- 
gations of  a  trustee  with  respect  to  this 
fund,  it  cannot  now  set  up  the  statute  of 
limitations  against  an  obligation,  which,  as 
such  trustee,  it  had  undertaken  and  failed 
to  pei'form.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  in 
actions  by  cestuis  que  trust  against  an  ex- 
press trustee,  the  statute  of  limitations  has 
no  application,  and  no  length  of  time  is  a 
bar.  While  that  relation  continues,  and  un- 
til a  distinct  repudiation  of  the  trust  by  the 
trustee,  the  possession  of  one  is  the  posses- 
sion of  the  other,  and  there  is  no  adverse  r^ 
lation  between  them.  Perry,  Trusts,  §  863, 
In  Oliver  v.  Piatt,  3  How.  333,  411, 11  L.  ed. 
C22,  657,  it  is  said  that  "the  mere  lapse  of 
time  constitutes  of  itself  no  bar  to  the  en- 
forcement of  a  subsisting  trust:  and  time 
begins  to  run  against  a  trust  only  from  the 
time  when  it  is  openly  disavowed  by  tlie 
tru&tee,  who  insists  upon  an  adverse  right 
and  interest,  which  is  fully  and  unequivo* 
cally  made  known  to  the  cestuis  que  trust,** 
To  set  the  statute  in  motion  the  relation  of 
the  parties  must  be  hostile,  and  so  long  as 
their  interests  are  common,  or  their  rela- 
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tions  fiduciary,  aa  in  the  qbm  of  landlord  and 
teDanty  guar(&an  and  ward,  vendor  and  ven- 
dee, tenantfl  in  common,  or  trustee  and  cea^ 
iuis  que  trust,  the  statute  does  not  bwin  to 
run.  Zeller  y.  Eokert,  4  How.  289,  11  L*.  ed. 
979;  Seymour  v.  Freer,  8  Wall.  202,  19  L. 
ed.  306;  Levfia  v.  Hcuffhins,  23  Wall.  119,  23 
L.  ed.  113.  This  doctrine  has  been  applied 
in  Louisiana  in  favor  of  an  administratrix 
having  claims  against  the  estate,  in  which 
it  is  held  that,  as  she  cannot  sue  the  estate, 
the  statute  will  not  run  against  her  on  her 
claims  against  the  estate,  so  long  as  she  is 
administratrix.  Farmer'a  Succession,  32 
La.  Ann.  1037;  McKnight  v.  Calhoun,  36 
La.  Ann.  408.  A  like  ruling  was  made  with 
respect  to  taxes  levied  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, as  to  which  the  city  was  held  to  be  a 
trusrtee,  in  Parish  Bd.  of  School  Directors 
V.  Shreveport,  47  La.  Ann.  1310,  17  So.  823. 
This  trust  has  never  been  repudiated  by 
the  city.  In  fact,  one  of  the  defenses  set 
up  in  the  answer  was  that  the  city  had  ap- 
^  plied  itself  with  great  diligence,  and  to  the 
Mfall  extent  of  its  ability,  to  improve  and 
•  make  serviceable  the  drainage  work^and  to 
proceed  with  the  collection  of  drainage  taxes, 
and  did  all  in  its  power  to  prosecute  the  col- 
lection of  the  same,  extending  the  drainage 
work  on  its  regular  tax  bills,  which  were  as- 
serted and  claimed  in  every  account  filed  in 
the  courts  by  administrators,  executors,  syn- 
dics, and  other  persons  exercising  like  au- 
thority. By  these  modes  and  others,  collec- 
tions were  made  and  accounted  for.  Indeed, 
the  whole  gist  of  the  answer  is  that  the  city 
has  execut^  its  trust  faithfully,  so  far  as 
it  was  possible  to  do  so,  by  collecting  assess- 
ments against  private  persons,  but  has  not 
aocount^  for  taxes  assessed  against  itself, 
because  it  is  not  legally  responsible  therefor. 
There  is  no  claim  throughout  the  answer 
that  the  city  disavowed  the  trust. 

At  the  time  the  assessment  rolls  were 
homologated  and  the  judgments  against  the 
city  were  rendered,  there  was  no  claim  made 
that  the  city  was  not  responsible,  or  that  the 
public  grounds,  streets,  and  squares  were 
not  assessable  for  these  improvements;  and 
in  so  far  as  the  collection  of  these  judgments 
is  concerned,  the  city  stood  in  the  same  rela- 
tion of  trustee  to  the  warrant  holders  which 
it  did  with  respect  to  the  assessments  upon 
private  property. 

The  argument  that  the  city  repudiated  its 
trust  by  the  abandonment  of  the  work  of 
drainage  in  1876  is  untenable.  Indeed,  by 
the  very  act  of  February  24,  1876,  under 
which  the  city  was  authorized  to  purchase 
the  canal  company's  plant,  the  city  was  giv- 
en exclusive  control  of  all  the  rights,  pow- 
ers, and  franchises  formerly  invested  in  the 
canal  company,  and  authorized  to  do  all  the 
drainage  work  required  to  be  paid  for  by  as- 
sessments upon  property,  or  from  the  city 
treasury.  What  was  this  purchase  made  for 
ii  not  to  continue  the  drainage  work?  It 
can  scarcely  be  supposed  that  the  city  pur- 
chased this  plant  with  a  view  of  discontinu- 
ing such  work.  If  it  were  abandoned  at 
that  time  it  might  readily  be  supposed  that 
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such  abandonment  was  temporary,  and  that 
the  purcliase  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  for 
the  Durpose  for  which  it  sliould  have  been 
purchased,  namely,  the  prosecution  of  the 
work.  ^ 

We  deem  it  entirely  inmiaterial  whether  JJ 
the  assessments  Tagainst  the  city  for  tlM* 
drainage  of  public  property  were  reduced  to 
judgments  or  not.  When  put  in  this  form 
they  were  none  the  less  oibligations  of  the 
city — debts  which  it  owed  to  the  drainage 
fund,  was  bound  to  treat  as  assets  oolleot^ 
and  such  aa  were  held  by  it  as  trustee  for  Uie 
benefit  of  the  warrant  holders.  Perry, 
Trusts,  S  440;  Stevens  v.  Oaylord,  11  Maas. 
269;  Sigoumey  v.  Weth&rell,  6  Met  657  j 
Leland  v.  Felton,  1  Allen,  533.  The  debts 
of  private  owners  it  agreed  to  use  due  dili- 
gence to  collect,  and  as  to  these  it  was  a 
trustee.  Its  own  debts  it  was  bound  to  pay, 
and  as  to  these  it  was  equally  a  trustee.  By 
reducing  its  own  claim  to  judgment  it  neith- 
er ceased  to  be  debtor  nor  trustee. 

2.  A  defense  of  res  judicata,  not  noticed  by 
the  court  below,  is  set  up  as  arising  from  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court,  aflSrmed  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Peake  v.  I^evo  Orleans^ 
139  U.  S.  342,  35  L.  ed.  131,  11  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
641.  This  plea  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  in 
that  case  one  James  Jackson  appeared  by  in- 
tervening petition  as  the  holder  of  eight  pur- 
chase warrants,  identical  in  character  with 
those  sued  upon  by  the  complainant, — part 
of  those  given  in  payment  erf  the  purchase 
price  of  the  drainage  plant  from  the  canal 
company  and  Van  Norden;  that  the  decree 
in  the  Peake  Case  was  a  dismissal  of  com- 
plainant's bill  and  of  all  intervening  peti- 
tions ;  and  that  the  decree  upon  the  warrants 
sued  upon  by  Jackson  was  decisive  of  the  whole 
series  of  purchase  warrants.  It  is  a  suQl- 
cient  reply  to  this  plea  to  say  that  the  com- 
plainant Warner  was  neither  a  party  nor  a 
privy  to  this  litigation,  and  that  the  decree 
was  binding  only  upon  Peake  and  such  others 
as  actually  intervened.  Hook  v.  Payne,  14 
Wall.  262,  20  L.  ed.  887.  Indeed,  the  at- 
tempt to  identify  these  warrants  with  those 
which  were  made  the  basis  of  Jackson's  in- 
tervention was  evidently  ea  after-thought> 
as  the  city  in  its  answer,  while  setting  up 
the  decree  in  the  Peake  Case,  makes  no  men- 
tion whatever  of  the  intervening  petition 
of  Jackson,  and  relies  upon  the  final  decree 
of  this  court  (139  U.  S.  342,  35  L.  ed.  131, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  541)  which  turns  only  upon 
defenses  applicable  to  the  Peake  claim. 

But  the  case,  so  far  from  being  res  judi' 
cata  of  this,  is  not  even  a  decisive  authority. 
The  complainant  Peake  was  a  holder  of  war-  ^^ 
rants  issued  to  the  Mississippi  &  Mexican  ^ 
Gulf 'Ship  Oanal  Company  under   the  act  of  • 
February   24,    1871,    which   authorized    the 
canal  company  to  undertake  tne  drainage 
work,  required  the  boards  of  drainage  com- 
missioners to  transfer  to  the  board  of  admin« 
istrators  all  their  assets, and  required  the  lat- 
ter to  collect  the  drainage  assessments  and 
place  them  to  the  credit  of  the  canal  com- 
pany.   This  court  held  that,  under  this  aot, 
the  city,  though  a  trustee,  was  a  oompulsozy 
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trustee  and  its  obligations  striotly  statutory, 
such  as  placed  upon  the  city  only  a  limited 
responsibility  for  that  which  the  board  of 
administrators  might  do  or  omit  to  do;  that 
it  had  been  denuded  by  the  legislature  of  all 
freedom  of  action;  that  it  (had  no  ohoioe  of 
contractor  or  price;  that  neither  the  prop- 
erty to  be  taxed  nor  the  means  or  method  of 
collecting  its  assessments  were  intrusted  to 
te  discretion,  and  that  by  providing  an  of- 
ficer for  the  eollectiofn  of  the  assessments  it 
had  discharged  its  duty  in  that  particular. 
In  the  intervening  petition  of  Jackson  he 
avers  that  he  is  the  holder  of  eight  warrants, 
similar  to  those  described  in  the  bill  of 
Peake,  upon  which  he  had  obtained  judg- 
ment; and  it  is  only  by  looking  at  the  orig- 
inal petition  on  the  law  side  of  the  court 
tiiat  it  appears  that  these  warrants  were  is- 
sued in  favor  of  Van  Norden,  transfei-ee  of 
the  ship  canal  company,  and  that  they  were 
indorsed  by  him.  They  were  evidently 
treated  by  this  court  as  standing  upon  the 
came  footing  as  the  Peake  warrants.  But, 
however  this  may  be,  the  whole  opinion  of 
this  court  is  based  upon  the  Peake  warrants, 
which,  as  before  said,  were  not  purchase 
warrants  at  all,  and  no  allusion  is  made  in 
that  opinion  to  the  Jackson  intervention. 

In  tiie  case  under  consideration  the  com- 
plainant bases  his  suit  upon  $6,000  of  war- 
rants given  for  the  purchase  of  the  drainage 
plant  The  obligations  of  the  city  with  re- 
spect to  these  ai-e  measured,  not  by  the  act 
of  1871,  but  by  the  act  of  February  24,  1870, 
authorizing  such  purchase,  and  by  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  wherein  the  city  agrees  to  fa- 
cilitate by  all  lawful  means  the  collection  of 
the  drainage  assessments,  and  to  apply  the 
flcune  to  the  liquidation  of  these  warrants. 
In  respect  to  these  warrants  we  held, 
when  this  case  was  first  before  this  court 
^  (167  U.  S.  467,  477,  42  L,  ed.  239,  242, 
Z  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  892),  that  the  city  acted 
r  voluntarily ;  that  it  wae  not«  in  reference  to 
these  warrants^  as  it  was  to  those  in  the 
Peake  Case,  a  compulsory  trustee,  but  a  vol- 
uirtary  contractor;  and  that  it  could  not, 
when  purchasing  property  and  contracting 
to  pay  for  it  out  of  a  particular  fund,  and 
issuing  warrants  therefor  payable  out  of 
euch  fund,  deliberately  abandon  that  duty, 
take  ste,'>s  to  prevent  the  further  creation  of 
the  fund,  and  plead  in  defenee  to  a  liability 
4X1  the  warrants  that  it  had,  prior  to  the  pur- 
chase, paid  off  obligations  theretofore  cre- 
ated against  tne  fund. 

For  these  reasons  we  hold  that  there  is  not 
•only  no  room  lor  a  plea  of  res  judicata,  but 
ihat  the  Peake  Case  is  not  to  be  considered 
MS  a  oontroUing  authority. 

3.  The  gravamen  of  the  bill  is  that,  after 
the  purchase  of  the  drainage  plant,  the  city 
beoame  possessed  of  the  eole  power  of  com- 
pleting the  system  of  drainage,  that  it 
became  its  duty  to  do  so  or  to  establish  some 
other  system ;  but  that  from  the  very  date  of 
the  purchase  tae  city  ceased  all  work,  sold 
some  of  the  boats  and  machinery  purchased, 
diverted  the  proceeds  ol  taxes  to  other  pur- 


poses than  that  of  the  payment  of  drainage 
warranto,  allowed  other  boats  to  rot  and 
sink,  and  also  permitted  the  canal  dug  by  t&e 
company  tx>  fill  up  with  sediment.  Further, 
that  the  city  did  nothing  to  enforce  payment 
and  collection  of  the  drainage  taxes,  but 
adopted  an  ordinance  advising  drainage  tax- 
payers not  to  pay,  whereby,  by  reason  of  her 
conduct  in  abandoning  her  system  ot  drain- 
age, the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana  in  JDo- 
vidson  V.  New  Orleans,  34  La.  Ann.  170,  de- 
cided that  euch  taxes  could  not  be  enforced 
and  collected.  That  by  thie  and  other  means 
it  destroyed  the  drainage  fund,  until  now  the 
same  has  become  unenforceable  and  worth- 
less to  the  holders  of  the  warrants. 

In  this  connection  the  city  averred  in  its 
answer  that  it  had  performed  its  full  duty 
in  relation  to  the  collection  of  assessments 
against  private  property,  but  admits  that 
the  proclamation  referred  to  in  the  bill  ad- 
vising propei-ty  owners  not  to  pay  drainage 
assessments  was  issued  by  the  mayor  under 
authority  of  an  ordinance  of  the  city.  It 
further  alleged  that  the  drainage  plans  made 
by  the  canal  oompany  were  so  defective  that 
their  completion  would  have  been  of  no  ben-  e 
efit  to  the  property*attempted  to  be  drained;  S 
tihat  the  work  done  under  them  was  also  de- 
fective and  of  no  value,  and  that  for  these 
reasons  the  city  was  justified  in  suspending 
the  further  prosecution  of  the  work,  which 
resulted  in  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court 
in  the  case  of  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans,  34 
La.  Ann.  170,  declaring  judgments  for  drain- 
age assessments  void  for  failure  of  consider- 
ation, and  that  this  decision  had  become  the 
settled  rule  of  law  in  the  state,  rendering 
further  oollectione  impossible;  but  that,  no£ 
withstanding  this  decision,  the  city  had  con- 
stantly and  at  all  times  endeavored  in  every 
way  possible  to  realize  the  assessments ;  and 
the  city  filed  en  account  showing  tne  collec- 
tions made  in  1871  to  June  20,  1891,  inclu- 
sive, and  the  disposition  thereof,  as  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  its  duty  as  trustee. 
The  answer  further  set  up  ana  pleaded  thait 
the  city  had  discharged  itself  from  all  lia- 
bility for  drainage  taxes  wuich  it  had  col- 
lected, or  ought  to  have  collected,  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  warrant  holders,  by  the  issue  and 
delivery  of  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $1,672,- 
105.21  to  take  up  drainage  warrants  issued 
under  the  act  of  1871,  all  of  which  were  used 
and  applied  at  various  times  between  May 
10,  1872,  and  December  31,  1874,  to  the  re- 
demption of  drainage  vrarrants. 

That  the  city  is  estopped  to  plead  the  issue 
of  bonds  as  a  discharge  of  its  obligation  to 
the  holders  of  these  purchase  warrants  was 
settled  upon  the  prior  hearing  of  this  case. 
Warner  v.  New  Orleans,  167  U.  S.  467,  42  L. 
ed.  239,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  892.  In  this  con- 
nection we  said  "that  one  who  purchases 
property,  contracting  to  pay  for  it  out  of  a 
particular  fund,  and  issues  warrants  therefor 
payable  out  of  that  fund,— a  fund  yet  par- 
tially to  be  created,  and  created  by  t&e  per- 
formance by  him  of  a  statutory  duty,— can- 
not deliberately  abandon  that  duty,  take  a^ 
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tiye  steps  to  prevent  the  farther  oreation  of 
the  fund,  and  then,  there  being  nothing  in 
the  fund,  plead  in  defenee  to  a  liability  on 
the  warrants  drawn  on  that  fund  that  it  had, 
prior  to  the  purchase,  paid  off  obligations 
theretofore  created  against  the  fund." 

Prior  to  the  purchase  of  the   ship  canal 

company's  plant  from  Van  Norden,  the  legal- 

^ity  of  these  drainage  assessments  had  been 

n  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana. 

#  Be  First  Draining  Diat,  (7omr«.*27  La.  Ann. 
20.  This  was  a  proceeding  bv  the  city  board 
of  commissioners  praying  for  the  homolo- 
gation  of  certain  asses^nent  rolls  for 
drainage  taxes  to  which  opposition 
was  uuide  upon  different  grounds.  The 
oourt»  however,  sustained  the  assess- 
ments, and^  in  the  opinion,  remarked  that 
"the  state  in  ordering  the  draining  is  exer- 
cising sovereign  power,  and  can,  of  course, 
direct  or  authorize  the  work  to  be  done  in 
sudi  way  and  compensation  made  on  such 
terms  as  in  its  discretion  may  seem  best,  re- 
strained only  by  the  fundamental  principles 
upon  which  the  government  ie  to  be  conduct- 
ed; and  we  find  nothing  in  them  inhibiting 
the  state  from  having  tl^  means  provided  for 
such  a  work,  in  the  way  it  is  done  in  the 
present  system  of  drainage  in  the  city  of  New 
Orleans.  On  this  question  we  see  no  room 
for  jndicial  interfei'ence  with  the  discretion 
of  the  state,  and  we  think  the  existing  laws 
anthorize  the  collection  sought  herein  to  be 
enfoT'^.'*  So  far,  then,  as  the  law  is  con* 
eemed,  there  would  seem  to  have  been  no 
doubt  of  the  validity  of  these  assessments, 
had  the  city  continued  the  work  and  lived  up 
to  the  obligations  of  its  contract  with  Van 
Norden. 

With  reference  to  its  alleged  neglect  in  this 
particular  the  court  of  appeals  fotmd  that 
all  the  facts  averred  in  the  bill  had  either 
been  admitted  by  the  anewer,  or  abundantly 
established  by  evidence.  When  the  city  pur- 
ehasod  the  drainage  plant  it  seems  to  have 
been  in  eood  condition,  and,  although  the 
work  had  been  about  two  thirds  completed, 
the  My  not  only  abandoned  the  work,  but 
proceeded  to  disqualify  itself  from  undertak- 
ing it.  In  April,  1878,  an  ordinance  was 
a£pted  instmoting  the  administrator  to  ad- 
vertise the  dredge  boats  for  sale.  Although 
this  does  not  seem  to  have  been  carried  out, 
another  ordinance  was  adopted  in  July  re- 
qnirin|^  three  boats  which  were  then  in  bad 
condition  to  be  broken  up  and  the  ma- 
terial stored.  Subsequently,  and  in  April, 
1881,  the  mayor  was  authorized  to  issue  and 
did  issue  a  proclamation  advising  the  people 
not  to  pay  their  drainage  taxes  until  the 
question  was  decided  by  the  supreme  court, 
alUiough  the  validity  of  these  taxes  had  been 
K  determined  in  the  case  above  cited.  This  ex- 
IJ  pected  decision  was  delivered  in  Mardi,  1882, 

*  m  the  case  of  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans,  34 
La.  Ann.  170,  in  which  the  court  found  that, 
owing  to  Uie  fact  that  plaintiff  derived  no 
benefit  from  the  contemplated  drainage,  the 
ahondonment  of  all  drainage  work,  the  dis- 
posal of  all  drainage  apparatus,  the  impo- 
tency  of  the  city  to  resume  the  enterprise, 


and  the  fact  thut  the  property  assessed  was 
worth  but  one  tenth  of  Uie  amount  claimed, 
the  taxes  could  not  be  collected.  The  prior 
case  was  oited,  and  the  decision  put  upon 
the  ground  that  "causes  occurring  subse- 
quently to  the  rendition  of  judgments  may 
render  their  execution  illegal  and  inequitable 
and  violative  of  rights  not  within  tne  con- 
templation of  the  court  when  the  judgment 
was  rendered,  and  not  intended  to  be  fore- 
closed thereby.  .  .  .  Here  would  be  fail« 
ure  of  the  only  possible  consideration  of  such 
judgments,  and  it  could  not  be  doubted  that 
such  failure  would  furnish  just  ground  to 
enjoin  their  execution."  But  the  court  did 
not  hold  that  the  city  itself  could  set  up  this 
defense, — its  own  dereliction  of  duty. 

We  do  not  appreciate  the  equity  of  now 
permitting  the  city  to  set  up  this  decision 
as  an  excuse  for  its  failure  to  collect  these 
assessments,  since  the  decision  itself  is  based 
upon  the  fact  that  the  city  had  been  derelict 
in  abandoning  the  work,  and  failing  to  carry 
out  in  good  faith  its  contract  with  Van  Nor- 
den. The  court  of  appeals  further  found 
that,  so  far  as  the  answer  attempted  to  fas- 
ten the  responsibility  for  the  alleged  defects 
in  the  drainage  plant  upon  Van  Norden,  its 
transferee,  as  a  defense  to  this  action,  it  was 
entirely  unsupported  by  the  evidence,  as 
counsel  for  the  city  very  frankly  admitted  in 
their  argument  at  the  hearing.  Under  the 
act  of  February  24,  1871,  authorizing  the 
ship  canal  company  to  undertake  the  work, 
power  was  reserved  to  the  city  board  of  ad- 
ministrators to  designate  the  location  of  the 
canals  and  levees  to  be  built  by  the  company 
subject  to  certain  specifications  provided  by 
the  act  to  build  and  run  all  the  pumps  and 
drainage  machinery  necessary  to  lift  the  wa> 
ter  from  the  canals  into  Lake  Pontchartrain, 
and  to  keep  the  water  in  the  canals  at  the 
proper  level  for  the  work  of  excavation,  and  ^ 
at  the  same  time  assist  the  drainage  of  the  « 
adjacent  lands.  It*  was  further  made  the  I 
duty  of  the  city  surveyor  to  examine  the 
work  each  month,  certify  to  the  administra- 
tors of  accounts  the  number  of  cubic  yards 
excavated  and  the  number  of  yards  of  levees 
built,  for  which  warrants  were  to  be  drawn 
upon  the  administrators  of  finance,  and  to  be 
paid  from  the  funds  to  the  credit  of  the  canal 
company.  In  fact,  the  city  by  ordinance  lo- 
cated these  canals,  put  the  matter  in  charge 
of  the  administrator  of  improvements,  and, 
through  its  officers,  exelcised  supervision 
over  the  work.  The  testimony  is  that  it  was 
done  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  specifi- 
cations furnished.  If,  as  testified,  it  was  not 
sufficiently  extensive  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  dty,  or  the  plant  was  in  any 
respect  defective,  such  faults  were  due  to  the 
city  itself,  rather  than  to  the  contractors. 
In  this  connection  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
of  appeals  was  that  the  plan  under  which 
the  work  was  done  by  the  canal  company  and 
its  transferee  would^  if  carried  out  as  con- 
templated, have  sufficiently  accomplished  the 
drainage  of  the  lands  within  the  several  dis- 
tricts to  render  the  assesi^ments  available,  if 
the  city  had  kept  the  work  in  a  serviceahls 
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oonditioii,  as  the  law  required.  Indeed,  th» 
laot  that  the  city  had  abandoned  the  work, 
and,  80  far  from  facilitatlDs  bj  all  lawful 
means  the  collection  of  the  drainage  aaeess- 
mente  as  provided  by  law,  not  only  did  noth- 
ing im  this  direction,  but  advised  the  taxpay- 
ers not  to  pay  such  assessments,  is  really  too 
elear  for  argument. 

4.  If  the  city  be  not  estopped,  by  consent- 
ing to  the  homologation  of  the  assessment 
rolls, — in  otlicr  words,  consenting  to  the 
ludgments  against  itself, — ^to  question  its  lia- 
bility for  the  assessments  upon  its  streets, 
squares,  and  other  public  places,  or  by  draw- 
ing these  warrants  against  the  drainage 
fund,  we  think  the  validity  of  those  assess- 
ments sufficiently  appears  from  the  opinions 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana,  sustain- 
ing sunilar  assessments  upon  public  prop- 
erty. The  argument  is  that  public  property, 
being  exempt  from  taxation,  is  also  exempt 
from  these  assessments;  but  the  authorities 
have  long  recognized  a  dietinction  between 
general  taxes,  which  are  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public  generally  and  which  in  the  nature  of 
S  things  the  public  must  directly  or  indirectly 
Jf  pay,  and*special  assessments  for  the  benefit 
of  particular  property,  which  are  a  charge 
upon  the  property  benefited.  If  this  be  pri- 
vM/e  property,  then  each  owner  of  such  prop- 
erty pays  his  share;  if  it  be  public  property, 
the  city  pays  it  as  the  agent  of  the  entire 
body  of  its  citizens,  who  are  assumed  to  have 
been  benefited  to  that  extent.  Ghamock  v. 
Fordoche  d  O,  T.  Special  Levee  Diet.  Oo.  38 
La.  Ann.  323. 

This  was  apparently  the  view  taken  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Louisiana  in  the  case  of 
Ifew  Orleans  Draining  Co.  11  La.  Ann.  338, 
877,  in  which  it  is  said  of  similar  assesv 
ments  that  "the  lar^  portion  of  the  expen- 
ses which,  by  this  view,  is  thrown  upon  the 
dty  for  the  streets,  meets  in  some  measure 
that  equity  which  hns  been  urged  upon  our 
oonaideration,  that  as  this  work  has  been  un- 
dertaken for  the  public  good,  the  public 
ought  to  bear  the  charge  of  It,  notwithstand- 
ing the  benefit  to  the  owners  of  the  soil." 

In  Marquess  v.  Vew  Orleans,  13  La.  Ann. 
SIQ,  property  owners  upon  a  certain  street 
refused  to  pay  more  than  one  half  of  their 
assessments  for  paving,  upon  the  ground 
thai  the  city  own«d  a  promenade  located  in 
the  center  of  the  streei  opposite  the  paved 
road.  It  was  held  thai  the  city  should  pay 
one  half  of  the  Intire  cost  of  paving,  upon 
the  ground  of  its  ownership  of  this  public 
ground.  This  case  was  subsequently  ap- 
proved in  the  similar  ease  of  Oorrejollea  v. 
Foticher,  26  La.  Ann.  362,  and  in  Barber 
Aephalt  Paving  Co,  v.  Oogreve,  41  La.  Ann. 
251,  259,  5  So.  848. 

In  McLean  County  y.  Blootningion,  106 
HI.  209,  it  was  also  claimed  that  public 
property,  being  expressly  exempt  from  taxes, 
was  also  exempt  from  special  assessments. 
But,  said  the  court,  *'we  have  been  too  long 
and  too  firmly  committed  to  the  doctrine 
that  exemption  from  taxation  does  not  ex- 
empt from  special  assessments,  to  now  ad- 
mit thAt  it  Ifl  even  debatable.    .    .    .    The 


distinction  between  taxaition  and  special  a»- 
sessment  is  also  clearly  made  in  our  present 
Constitution  (§§  1-^,  9,  art  9),  and 
while  providing  that  tiie  general  assembly 
may  exempt  the  property  ol  the  etate,  coun- 
ties, and  other  municipal  corporations  from 
the  former,  §  3  {supra)  makes  no  provision 
in  r^ard  to  the  latter,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
•  .  .  authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  9 
'vest  the  corporate  authorities  of  cities,  ^ 
*townB,  and  villages  with  power  to  make  I0-* 
cal  improvements  b^  special  assessments' 
without  any  restriction  as  to  the  property 
to  be  assessed."  This  ruling  was  followed 
in  Adams  County  v.  Quincy,  130  111.  566,  6 
L.  R.  A.  155,  22  K.  E.  624;  Beach,  Pub.  Corp. 
9  1172.  The  rule  is  difi'erent  in  Maesachu- 
setts  {Worcester  County  v.  Worcester,  116 
Mass.  193)  and  perhaps  also  in  Connecticut 

(State  V.  Hartford,  50  Coon-  89,  47  Am.  Rep. 
622),  but»  as  this  is  a  question  of  local 
law,  we  are  bound  by  the  Louisiana  cases. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  several  statutes  of 
Louisiana  upon  the  subjeot  which  indicates 
that  private  property  only  was  intended  to 
be  affected.  It  is  true  that  by  the  act  of 
1858,  I  7,  the  district  court  is  empowered  to 
decree  that  each  portion  of  the  property  sit- 
uated within  the  draining  limits  is  subject 
to  a  first  mortgage^  lien,  and  privilege  in 
favor  of  the  board  of  commissioners  for  such 
amount  as  should  be  assessed  upon  such 
property  for  its  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the 
draining;  and  l^at  this  was  obviously  in- 
tended not  to  apply  to  public  property.  But 
while  It  is  doubtless  true  that  public  prop- 
erty was  not  intended  to  be  chargeable  witii 
a  lien  under  which  it  mi^ht  be  sold  and  title 
pass  to  private  parties,  it  by  no  means  icX- 
lows  that  the  dty  is  not  liable^  and  that  in 
such  cases  the  amount  should  not  be  paid 
out  of  the  treasury.  Adams  County  v. 
Quincy,  130  111.  566,  6  L.  R.  A.  155,  22  N. 
E.  624.  Indeed,  something  of  this  kind 
seems  to  have  been  contemplated  in  the  act 
of  February  24, 1876,  9  4,  where  the  dty  was 
given  the  power  of  doing  all  the  drainage 
work  "required  to  be  paid  for  by  assessments 
upon  property,  or  from  the  city  treasury," 
This  would  seem  to  contemplate  that  tiie 
drainage  work  applicable  to  public  property 
was  to  be  paid  for  by  the  public  out  of  the 
municipal  treasury.  Indeed,  it  is  improb- 
able thal^  if  the  eoeb  of  draining  the  streets 
and  public  squares  was  to  be  included  in  the 
proportion  which  each  parcel  of  private  prop- 
erty was  to  contribute  as  its  share  of  the  ex- 
pense, no  mention  was  made  of  this  or  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  liability  of  eac^ 
private  owner  for  his  proportion  of  the  ex- 
pense of  draining  the  public  property  was  to 
be  ascertained.  That  the  city  was  itself 
liable  was  evidently  the  view  taken  by  the 
city  officers  when  the  assessment  rolls  wertn 
homologated.  J 

*One  thing  in  this  oonnection  is  certain.* 
No  general  system  of  drainage  could  be  es- 
tablished that  did  not  include  streets  and 
eublic  squares  as  a  part  of  the  territory  to 
B  drained.  Assuming  that  no  proviaioii 
was  made  as  to  how  uie  proportion  appli- 
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cable  to  public  property  wm  to  be  aeseeeed 
and  paid  for«  but  that  elaborate  proTlaion 
was  made  for  the  aeaeeement  of  private  prop- 
erty for  its  proportion  of  such  expense,  and 
for  the  creation  of  a  lien  Uierefor,  enforce- 
able by  the  courts,  what  follows  t  That  pri- 
fttte  property  was  to  be  SBseaeed  for  its  con- 
tributory portion  of  a  public  expense?  Not 
at  all.  Priyate  owners  may  be  assumed  to 
be  interested  in  draining  their  own  property, 
but  in  the  absence  of  a  special  provision  to 
th&t  effect  there  ie  no  presumption  that  they 
are  also  to  be  called  upon  to  pay  that  which 
prima  facie  belongs  to  the  public  Indeed, 
in  view  of  a  recent  decision  in  Massachu- 
setts, it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  leg- 
islature could  impose  the  cost  of  draining 
public  property  upon  private  lotowners. 
Bears  v.  Boston  Street  Contra.  53  N.  £. 
876.  The  expense  of  keeping  streets  in  order 
is  a  public  cliajge,  and  the  same  may  be  said 
of  all  other  expenses  which  are  for  tiie  bene- 
fit of  the  public.  It  is  true  that  the  expense 
of  paving  may  be  assessed  upon  the  adjoin- 
ing property  upon  the  theory  that  such  prop- 
erty is  specially  benefited  by  the  improve- 
ment, but  a  special  provision  is  neoessajy  to 
create  such  charge. 

As  the  boards  of  drainage  commissioners 
assessed  the  city  for  the  expense  of  draining 
its  public  property,  and  the  l^islature  ap- 
proved all  these  assessments  in  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 24,  1871,  and  the  dty  subsequently  as- 
•ented  to  the  homologation  of  these  assess- 
ment rolle,  except  in  the  first  district,  and 
to  judgments  against  itself  for  the  amount 
of  the  assesemevts,  it  ia  difficult  to  see  upon 
what  principle  it  can  now,  after  a  lapse  of 
more  than  twenty  years,  raise  the  question 
of  its  lia^bility.  We  know  of  no  reason  why 
these  Judgments  should  not  be  treated  as  con- 
duflive.  A  judgment  for  taxes  does  not  dif- 
fer from  any  oAher  in  respect  to  its  oonclu- 
■iveness.  United  Btates  v.  Vew  Orleans,  98 
U.  8.  381,  26  L.  ed.  225;  Driggers  v.  Oassa^ 
dy,  71  Ala.  533;  Cadmus  v.  Jackson,  52  Pa. 
9  295;  Freem.  Judgm.  9  135;  Mayo  y.  Foleff, 
m  40  G^.  2Sl;*Anderson  v.  Rider,  46  CaL  134; 
Stame  v.  Hadnot,  42  La.  Ann.  366,  7  So. 
672. 

5.  The  only  other  assignment  of  error  we 
are  required  to  notice  is  that  the  court  erred 
In  holding  that  the  ooostitutional  amend- 
ment of  1874,  limiting  the  power  of  the  city 
of  New  Orleans  to  contract  debts,  waa  not  a 
complete  defense  to  thia  suit*  This  amend- 
nent  is  as  follows: 

"The  city  of  New  Orleans  shall  not  here- 
after increajse  her  (its)  debt  in  any  manner 
or  form  or  under  any  pretext.  After  the  Ist 
of  January,  1875,  no  evidence  of  indebted- 
ness or  warrant  for  the  payment  of  money 
•hall  be  issued  by  any  officer  of  saJd  city  ex- 
cept against  cash  actually  in  the  treasury; 
but  this  shall  Xkot  be  so  construed  as  to  pre- 
vent .  .  .  the  issue  of  drainage  war- 
rants to  the  transferee  of  contract  under  act 
No.  30  of  1871,  payable  only  from  drainage 
taxes,  and  not  otherwise." 

The  argument  is  that  the  act  of  February 
%i,  1876,  authorizing  the  purchase  by  the 


state  of  the  drainage  plant  atid  franchise,  is 
null  ajid  void,  because  it  had  the  effect  of 
increasing  the  debt  of  the  city  in  violation  of 
the  supposed  prohibition  contained  in  said 
constitutional  amendment  of  1874. 

At  the  time  this  amendment  was  adopted^ 
the  act  of  February  24,  1871,  which  provides 
for  the  drainage  of  New  Orleans,  was  in 
force.  This  act  authorized  the  ship  canal 
company  to  undertake  the  drainage  of  the 
city  under  the  general  direction  of  the  board 
of  administrators,  and  to  provide  funds  for 
the  payment  of  the  work,  directed  the  boards 
of  drainage  commissioners  to  turn  over  to 
the  board  of  administrators  "all  moneys,  as* 
sessments,  and  claims  of  drainage  in  tlieir 
hands,"  including  all  judgments  in  favor  of 
the  commissioners,  authorized  the  board  of 
administrators  to  collect  from  the  holders  of 
property  within  the  draining  districts  the 
balance  due  on  the  assessments,  as  shown  by 
the  books,  "which  said  assessments  are  here- 
by confirmed  and  made  exigible,  at  euch  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  board  of  adminis- 
trators may  designate;  provided,  that  thCM 
said  board  shall  collect  the  said  assessments  J 
herein  authorized  in  time  to*provide  for  the* 
payment  of  the  warrants  to  be  issued  to  the 
said  company  at  the  date  of  their  issue,"  and 
place  all  collections  to  the  credit  of  the  canal 
company  for  the  drainage  of  the  city.  The 
ship  canal  company,  having  become  embaJ^ 
rassed  by  the  want  of  funds  in  the  city  treas- 
ury to  pay  the  drainage  warrants,  on  May 
22,  1872,  made  a  contract  with  Van  Norden, 
by  which  he  agreed  to  advance  to  the  canal 
company  $150,000  to  meet  the  expenses  of 
doing  the  work,  upon  condition  of  being  re- 
imbursed out  of  the  warrants  and  money 
which  might  be  obtained  from  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  and  to  secure  the  same  the  com- 
pany assigned  to  him  all  moneys,  profits,  and 
benefits  that  were  to  be  realized  by  the  exe- 
cution of  the  work,  as  well  as  all  certificates 
and  warrants  to  be  received,  with  authority 
to  collect  them.  Subsequently,  and  on  No- 
vember 22,  1872,  the  company  assigned  all 
its  property  to  Van  Norden,  acknowledging 
an  indebtedness  of  $161,962.86  for  moneys 
advanced.  At  the  time  the  constitutional 
amendment  went  into  effect  the  work  was  b^ 
ing  carried  on  by  Van  Norden  under  the 
above  contracts  with  the  ship  canal  company. 

The  assessments,  both  against  the  city  and 
individuals,  which  constitute  the  debt  from 
which  the  warrants  are  to  be  paid,  were  all 
in  existence  long  prior  to  this  amendment 
and  were  reduced  to  judgments  at  sundry 
times  from  1861  to  1873.  It  seems,  however, 
that  the  city  concluded  to  do  this  work  itself, 
and  applied  to  the  legislature  for  authority 
to  purchase  of  Van  Norden  his  drainage 
plant  and  to  undertake  itself  to  do  the  drain- 
age work.  This  authority  was  granted  l^ 
the  act  of  February  24,  1876,  under  which 
the  contract  was  made  with  Van  Norden  to 
purchase  the  plant,  and  to  pay  therefor  the 
sum  of  $300,000  in  drainage  warrants  as  a 
consideration  for  the  property,  and  also  in 
full  settlement  of  all  claims  for  damages 
which  the  canal  company  or  Van  Norden  had 
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against  the  city.  To  proride  for  the  paj- 
meiit  of  these  warrants  the  city  agreed  that 
the  rights  of  the  holders  of  such  warrants 
should  remain  unimpaired,  and  that  the 
^  drainage  taxes  should  be  administered  and 
^  paid  under  certain  conditions,  and  their  col- 

•  lection  assigned  to  an  oflftcor  to  be  selected?  by 
Van  Norden« — the  city  agreeing,  as  hereto- 
fore stated,  to  put  no  obstacle  in  the  way  of 
such  collections. 

We  think  it  was  the  intention  of  the  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  ralidate  the  issue 
of  the  drainage  warrants  to  the  transferee  of 
the  contract,  not  only  for  the  work  done,  but 
for  the  property  purchased  by  the  city,  in 
case  it  should  elect  to  do  the  work  itself.  The 
act  of  1676  did  not  so  much  authorize  an  in- 
erease  of  the  city's  debt  as  a  diversion  of  the 
warrants  to  the  purchase  of  the  drainage 
plant  instead  of  a  payment  to  the  transferee 
for  work  done.  We  think  the  amendment 
should  receive  a  construction  commensurate 
with  the  object  intended  to  be  accomplished, 
namelv,  the  drainage  of  the  city,  whether 
such  orainage  were  carried  out  by  Van  Nor- 
den  or  by  the  city  itself,  and  that  it  should 
not  be  limited  to  such  warrants  as  were  to 
be  issued  for  the  work.  The  debt  for  the  as- 
sessments had  already  been  incurred  and  put 
in  Judgment^  and  the  amendment  was  intend- 
ed to  recognize  the  existence  of  such  debt, 
and  to  provide  that  the  warrants  issued  in 
payment  of  the  same  should  not  be  treated 
as  within  the  scope  of  the  amendment.  Be- 
yond this,  however,  these  warrants  were  to  be 
issued,  not  only  in  payment  of  the  drainage 
plant,  but  in  settlement  of  Van  Norden's 
daims  against  the  city  for  damages  connect- 
ed with  the  failure  of  the  city  to  carry  out 
its  contract  with  the  canal  company  and 
Van  Norden,  which,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  drainage  plant  had  been  purchased  by 
him  for  $50,000,  may  be  assumed  to  have 
been  the  greater  part  of  the  consideration. 

Indeed,  it  is  open  to  serious  consideration 
whether  the  reservation  of  drainage  warrants 
In  the  constitutional  amendment  of  1874  was 
necessary,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  assess- 
ments had  already  been  reduced  to  judgments 
against  the  city  and  the  property  owners, 
and  that  the  further  issue  of  drainage  war- 
rants was  rather  in  the  nature  of  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  already  incurred  than  the  cre- 
ation of  a  new  obligation.  There  can  be  no 
question  that  the  amendment  was  not  de- 
signed to  impair  the  validity  of  a  debt  al- 
r«idy  legally  incurred,  and  that  if  it  had 
attempted  that,  it  would  have  been  hostile  to 
the  provision   of    the   Federal  Constitution 

10  against  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  con- 

Stract 

*  *6.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  the  fact 
that  the  city  ohose  to  pay  $300,000  in  1876 
for  property  which  Van  Norden  bought  in 
1872  from  the  ilhip  canal  company  for  $50,- 
000,  Is  not  one  which  can  be  considered  here. 
The  act  of  1876,  authorizing  the  purchase 
and  the  settlement  of  claims  against  the  city, 
provided  for  the  appointment  of  an  appraiser 
to  estimate  the  value  of  the  rights  and  things 
to  be  purchased  or  settled  for.    This  apprais- 


er was  appointed  and  appraised  the  dredga 
boats  and  machinery  at  $163,750,  being  25 
per  oent  less  than  the  original  cost.  He  aA- 
nounced  himself  as  unable  to  come  to  a  coik 
elusion  with  reference  to  the  damages 
claimed.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  th« 
consideration  of  $300,000  was  fixed  upon,  not 
only  to  cover  the  value  ot  the  property  of  th« 
plants  but  the  exclusive  franchise  under  the 
act  of  1871«  and  the  claims  for  damages 
against  the  city. 

It  may  be  that  the  city  made  a  bad  bar- 
gain. It  may  be  that  it  paid  far  more  thaa 
the  fair  value  of  the  property  and  claims 
purchased.  It  may  be  that  the  action  of  the 
common  council  was  dictated  by  improper 
consideraJtions,  though  this  is  rather  hinted 
at  than  asserted;  but  from  the  case  ol 
Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87,  3  L.  ed.  162, 
to  the  present  time  we  have  uniformly  re- 
fused to  inquire  into  the  motives  of  legis- 
lative bodies.  In  this  case  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  speaking  for  the  court,  observed: 
"That  corruption  should  find  its  way  into  the 
governments  of  our  infant  republics,  and 
contaminate  the  very  source  of  legislation, 
or  that  impure  motives  should  contribute 
to  the  passage  of  a  law,  or  the  formation  of 
a  legislative  contract,  are  circumstances 
most  deeply  to  be  deplored.  How  far  a  court 
of  justice  would,  in  any  case,  be  competent, 
on  proceedings  instituted  by  the  state  itself, 
to  vacate  a  MMtract  thus  formed,  and  to  an- 
nul rights  acquired  under  that  contract,  by 
third  persons  having  no  notice  of  the  im- 
proper means  by  which  it  was  obtained,  is  a 
question  which  the  court  would  approach 
with  much  circumspection.  It  may  well  be 
doubted  how  far  the  validity  of  a  law  de- 
pends upon  the  motives  of  its  framers,  and 
how  far  the  particular  inducements,  operat- 
ing on  members  of  the  supreme  sor-^ 
ereign  power  of  a  state,  to  the  formaition  ol^ 
a  contract  by  that  power,  are*examinable  in* 
a  court  of  Justice.  ...  If  the  majority 
of  the  legislature  be  corrupted,  it  may  weU 
be  doubt^  whether  it  be  within  the  province 
of  the  judiciary  to  control  their  conduct ;  and 
if  less  than  a  majority  act  from  impure  mo- 
tives, the  principle  by  which  Judicial  inter- 
ference would  be  regulated  is  not  clearly 
discerned."  See  also  Etr  parte  MeCardle,  7 
Wall.  606,  514,  10  L.  ed.  204,  265;  Doyle  v. 
Continental  Ins,  Oo.  94  U.  S.  535,  24  L.  ed. 
148;  Soon  Ring  v.  Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703,  28 
L.  ed.  1145,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730;  United 
States  V.  Old  Settlers,  148  U.  S.  427,  466, 
37  L.  ed.  509,  523,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  650; 
United  States  v.  Des  Moines  Nav,  d  R.  Co. 
142  U.  S.  510,  643,  35  L.  ed.  1099,  1108,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  308.  This  is  also  the  law  in 
Louisiana.  Villavaso  v.  Barihet,  39  La. 
Ann.  247,  258,  1  So.  599. 

7.  The  objection  that  the  decree  finds  the 
city  a  debtor  to  the  complainant  in  the 
amount  of  the  warrants  is  more  apparent 
than  real,  since  it  also  declares  that  he  is 
entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  the  drainage  as- 
sessments, refers  it  to  a  rasMer  to  state  an 
account  of  such   assessments,   and    provides 
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for  an  Absolute  decree  againat  the  city  only 
if  the  fund  established  by  the  aocounting 
•hall  be  sufficient^  and  for  a  pro  rata  decree 
if  such  fund  be  not  sufficient,  to  pay  all  the 
warrant  holders  in  full. 

There  was  no  error  in  allowing  interest  ex* 
eept  as  to  amount.  The  act  of  1S76,  author- 
ising the  city  to  purchase  the  drainage 
plant,  declared  that  the  consideration  should 
be  paid  in  drainage  warrants,  issued  in  the 
•ame  form  and  manner  as  those  theretofore 
issued  under  the  act  of  1871  for  work  done. 
This  act  of  1871  provided  that  if  there 
■hould  not  be  sufficient  funds  to  cash  the 
warrants  when  issued,  the  administrator  of 
ibmace  was  required  to  indorse  upon  them 
the  date  of  presentation,  after  which  such 
warrants  should  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of 
8  per  cent  until  paid.  The  warrants  also 
made  tUs  provision  upon  thsir  face.  But 
there  was  no  presentation  for  payment  as 
the  statute  and  warrants  required,  and  there 
was  no  waiver  of  such  presentationb  Id 
1876,  it  is  true,  the  city  alMuidoned  the  work, 
but  the  whole  of  compUinant's  case  rests 
upon  the  theory  that  there  was  no  repudia- 
tion of  the  trusty  or  of  the  obligation  to  do 
whatever  was  possible  in  the  collection  of 
^  the  assessmeots.  If^  then,  the  trust  oontin- 
2  ned  so  as  to  charge  the  cky  as  trustee,  the 
•  obligation  of  the  complainant  to  take*such 
measures  as  were  necessary  to  charge  the  city 
with  interest  also  continued.  But  the  lia- 
bility of  the  city  to  pay  interest  was  condi- 
tioned upon  the  presentation  of  the  wai'irants 
and  the  indorsement  upon  them  of  the  date 
of  such  presentation.  While  refusal  to  in- 
dorse the  date,  upon  a  proper  presentation  of 
the  warrants,  would  not  prevent  the  collec- 
tion of  interest,  there  must  have  been  a  pres- 
entation, or  something  ejjuivalent  thereto, 
before  interest  would  begin  to  run.  If  the 
eitj  bad  wholly  denied  the  right  of  complain* 
ant,  or  distinctly  refused  to  perform  its  ob- 
ligation, or  had  wholly  disabled  itself  from 
eomplying  with  its  contract,  a  different 
question  might  have  arisen,  but  the  mere 
abandonment  of  the  work  was  not  sufficient 


to  obvia/te  the  necessity  of  a  demand.    B«> 
rard  v.  Boagni,  30  La.  Ann.  1125. 

But  the  commencement  of  suit  was  a  suiB- 
cient  demand  to  charge  the  defendant  the  in* 
terest  from  that  day  {Fuller  v.  Hubbard,  6 
Cow.  13,  22,  16  Am.  Dec.  423),  «i  the  rate 
specified  in  the  contract.  It  is  true,  the 
cases  of  Brewster  v.  Wakefield,  22  How.  118» 
16  L.  ed.  301 ;  BumhUel  v.  Firman,  22  WalL 
170,  22  L.  ed.  766;  and  Holden  v.  Savinga 
Trust  Co.  100  U.  S.  72,  25  L.  ed.  667,— hold 
that,  where  there  is  a  promise  to  pay  upon 
a  certain  day  with  interest  at  an  exorbitant 
rate,  the  creditor  is  only  entitled  to  interest 
after  that  time  b^  operation  of  law,  and  not 
by  any  provision  in  the  contract;  although  if 
the  local  law  be  different,  this  court  will  fol- 
low it.  CromweU  v.  Sao  County,  06  IJ.  S. 
51,  61,  24  L.  ed.  681,  637 ;  Ohio  ▼.  Frank,  103 
U.  S.  697,  26  L.  ed.  631.  These  very  cases, 
however,  recognize  the  principle  that,  if  the 
parties  themselves  have  fixed  a  rate  to  be 
paid  up  to  the  time  of  payment,  that  rate 
will  be  respected.  In  this  case  both  the  stat- 
ute and  the  warrants  provided  that  such  war- 
rants shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  8  per 
cent  "until  paid/'  and  we  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  complainant  is  entitled  to  diat 
rate  from  November  26,  1894,  the  date  of 
filing  the  bill  and  issuing  the  subpoona. 

\^ile  this  opinion  does  not  cover  ell  the 
assignments  of  error,  it  disposes  of  all  ques- 
tions raised  by    counsel    in    their    briefs, 
and  our  conclusion  is  that  the  decree  of  the^ 
Court  of  Appeals  be  modified  in  respect  of  the  ^ 
date  from  which  interest  is  tc*he  oaloulatedf* 
and  as  so  modified  affirmed,  with  costs  of  this 
court  equally  divided,  and  that  the  ease  be 
remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  East- 
ern District  of  Louisiana,  with  a  direction  to 
comply  with  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Ap* 
peals  as  modified. 

So  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  Wbite  and  Mr.  Justiot 
FeoU&am  did  not  sit  in  this  oas^  and  took 
no  part  in  its  decision. 
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tor of  the  Last  Will  and  Testament  of 
Bapbael  Madnu90«  Deemao^  Plff.  in  Err., 
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Vhe  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  a  Teasel  seiied  as  a 
prise,  deposited  by  a  marshal  in  a  national 
bank  which  is  a  special  or  designated  deposi- 
tary of  poblie  moneys,  do  not  oonstltnte  pub- 
lic moneys  of  the  United  States,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statutes  applicable  to  public 
money  and  authorising  its  deposit  In  a  pub- 
lic depositary;  and  such  deposit  does  not, 
therefore,  const!  tate  a  payment  of  such 
moneys  to  the  United  States,  which  will  make 
the  goTomment  liable  therefor  in  case  of  the 
failure  of  the  bank  pending  appeaL 

[No.  15.] 

Argued  Ootoher  XO,  1S99.    Decided  Vovem- 
ber  BO,  1899. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit 
to  review  a  judgment  reversing  a  decision  of 
a  Circuit  Court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amount  of  a  deposit  made  pendente  lite 
in  a  bank  designated  as  a  depositary  of  pub- 
lie  moneys.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  38  U.  S.  App.  615, 
73  Fed.  Rep.  505,  19  C.  C.  A.  543. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Frederic  R.  Conderty  Jr^  and 
Charles  Frederic  Adams  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Assistant  Attorney  Qeneral  Pradt  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  bases  his  right  of  action  on 
Che  act  of  March  3, 1887,  known  as  the  Tuck- 
er act  (24  Stat  at  L.  505),  and  the  follow- 
ing facts: 

In  November,  1863,  the  United  States  ves- 
sel Granite  City  seized  the  SpanJeb  bark 
Teresita,  the  property  of  Rapha^  Madrazo, 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mezioo  as  a  blockade  runner. 
Proceedings  were  instituted  for  her  condem- 
nation and  forfeiture  in  the  district  court 
for  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana.  By  or- 
der of  the  court,  dated  August  23,  1864,  she 
and  her  cargo  were  sold  by  the  United  States 
marshal,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $10,359.20,  after 
deducting  costs  and  other  charges,  were  de- 

8  posited  by  the  marshal  in  the  First  National 
Bank  of  New  Orleane,  a  special  or  designated 
^  depositary  of  public  moneys  of  the  United 
•  StateSy^to  await  the  further  order  of  the 
court.  Judgment  was  subsequently  renr 
dered  in  favor  of  the  daintant  againat  the 
United  States,  from  which  the  latter  ap- 
pealed ito  the  supreme  couxt^  obtaining  a 
•upereedeaa  pending  the  appeal.  The  judg- 
ment vpaa  affirmed  and  restitution  el  ibt 


vessel  and  cargo  directed.  The  Teresita,  & 
Wall.  180,  sub  nom.  United  States  T.  Th€ 
Teresita,  18  L.  ed.  627. 

Pending  the  appeal  to  the  supreme  court 
the  ba-nk  failed,  and  a  receiyer  was  duly  ap- 
pointed of  its  assets.  In  liquidating  its  u- 
fairs  the  receiver  paid  Madraso  during  his 
lifetime,  and  to  his  representatives  after  hi* 
death,  dividends  amounting  in  all  to  $8,183.» 
87,  the  first  payment  May  1,  1871,  the  last 
on  September  28,  1882.  Madrazo  died  in 
Cuba  on  the  14th  of  April,  1877,  and  on  the 
20th  of  Septem;ber,  1888,  ancillary  letters  of 
administration  were  issued  in  the  county  of 
New  York  to  the  defendant  in  error. 

After  the  payment  of  September  28,  1882» 
the  receiver  had  no  further  funds  applica* 
ble  to  the  claim.  This  action  was  brought 
September  24,  1888,  for  the  sum  of  $2,175.43» 
the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  after 
deducting  the  payments  made  by  the  receiv* 
er. 

The  circuit  court  rendered  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  with  In- 
terest from  September  28,  1882.  The  circuit 
court  of  appeals  reversed  the  judgment  (38 
U.  S.  App.  615,  73  Fed.  Rep.  505,  19  C.  a  A. 
543 ) ,  and  the  case  was  brought  here. 

The  contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
the  deposit  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
Teresita  in  the  First  National  Bank  of  New 
Orleans,  then  a  depoeitary  of  the  public 
moneys  of  the  United  States,  was  a  payment 
into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  and 
hence  a  receipt  thereof  by  the  United  Staites, 
and  "consequently,  a  simi  of  money  equal  to 
the  whole  of  such  net  proceeds  must  be  held 
to  have  become  payable  to  tbe  daimamt  by 
the  United  States  under  the  decree  of  restitu* 
tion,  wholly  irrespective  of  any  loss  of  par- 
ticular assets  of  the  Treasury  through  the 
failure  of  the  bank." 

A  similar  contention  was  made  upon  facts 
very  much  the  same  in  Branch  v.  United 
States,  100  U.  S.  673,  25  L.  ed.  759.  In  that 
case  certain  cotton  was  seized  under  the  con*  a 
fiscation  act,  and  sold  during  the  progress  of  S 
a  suit  for  its  condemnation,  by  order  of*the* 
court,  and  the  proceeds  deposited  by  the  clerk 
to  await  the  further  order  of  the  court  in  the 
First  National  Bank  of  Selma,  Alabama,  up- 
on a  notification  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior that  such  bank  had  been  designated 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  as  a  deposi* 
tary  of  public  money.  The  suit  was  dis- 
missed and  judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the 
defendants  for  costs.  Pending  the  suit  the 
bank  failed,  and  in  the  proceedings  for  wind- 
ing up  its  affairs  a  dividend  upon  the  depos- 
it was  paid  to  the  court,  and  then  by  order 
paid  over  to  the  claimants.  A  suit  was 
brought  against  the  United  States  for  the 
balance  of  the  original  deposit  upon  the 
ground  that  the  Selma  bank  was  at  the  time 
of  the  deposit  a  designated  depositary  of  pub* 
lie  money  and  was  part  of  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  consequently  a 
deposit  in  it  was  a  payment  into  the  Treas- 
ury of  the  United  States,  binding  the  latter 
to  its  return  if  the  decision  of  the  oourt 
should   be   against  eondemnation.    To  tiui 
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contention  the  court  answered  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Waite:  "The  position  assumed  hy  the 
appellants  is  to  our  minds  wholly  untenable. 
13ie  designated  depositaries  are  intended  as 
places  for  the  deposit  of  the  public  monejs 
of  the  United  States;  that  is  to  say,  moneys 
belonging  to  the  United  States.  No  officer 
of  the  United  States  can  charge  the  govern- 
ment with  liability  for  moneys  in  his  handti 
not  public  moneys  by  depositins  them  to  his 
own  credit  in  a  bank  designated  as  a  deposi- 
ttiiy.  In  this  caee  the  naoney  deposited  be- 
longed for  the  time  being  to  the  court,  and 
was  held  ae  a  trust  fund  pending  the  litiga- 
tkm.  The  United  States  claimed  it,  but  their 
daim  was  contested.  So  long  as  this  conteet 
remained  undecided,  the  officers  of  the  Treas- 
ury could  not  control  the  fund.  Allfliough  de- 
poelted  m^  ft  bank  that  was  a  designated 
depositary,  it  was  not  paid  into  the  Treasury. 
No  one  could  withdraw  it  except  the  court  or 
the  clerks  and  it  was  held  for  the  benefit  of 
whomsoever  in  the  end  H  should  be  found  to 
belong." 

But  that  case  is  claimed  to  be  distinguished 
from  the  pending  one  because  the  "confisca^ 
tion  act,"  under  which  the  Branch  Case  wav 
decided,  contained  no  provision  for  the  de- 
posit in  the  Treasury,  pendente  lite,  of  the 

^  proceeds  of  property  seiced,  but  not  yet  fi' 

J}  nally  condemned. 

•  *  In  other  words,  the  argument  is  that  there 
was  no  provision  in  the  "oonflscation  act," 
which  required  a  deposit  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  property  seized,  and  hence  the  de- 
posit was  the  personal  act  of  the  officer, 
neither  directed  nor  authorized  by  law,  and 
did  not  charge  the  United  States  with  re 
sponsibility,  but  that  in  the  pending  case,  in 

Eursuance  of  law,  the  deposit  was  virtually 
1  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  be- 
came the  property  of  the  United  States — ^"as- 
•ets  ol  the  Treasury" — and  subject,  as  public 
monefys  are  subject,  to  the  use  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  was  created  between  the  owner  of 
the  property  sold  and  the  United  States. 

The  argument  concedes,  and  necessarily, 
that  there  must  have  been  authority  or  re- 
quirement of  law  for  the  deposit  in  this  case. 
Was  there  such  authority  or  requirement? 
It  is  claimed  to  have  been  contained  in  cer- 
tain statutes  of  the  United  States  which  en- 
abled the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  desig- 
nate national  banks  as  public  depositaries, 
and  by  the  acts  of  March  3,  1863  (12  Stat. 
at  lu  759,  chap.  86),  and  June  30,  1864  (13 
Stat  at  L.  308,  chap.  174). 

The  latter  acts  respectively  provided,  with 
•ome  difference  <yf  expression  and  detail,  that 
''prize  property"  may  be  ordered  sold  by  the 
eourt  pendente  lite,  and  upon  any  sale  it 
^11  be  the  duty  of  the  marshal  "forthwith 
to  deposit  the  gross  proceeds  of  the  sale  with 
the  Assistant  Treasurer  of  the  United  States 
nearest  the  place  of  sale,  subject  to  the  or- 
der of  the  court  in  the  particular  casa"  This 
direction  of  the  statutes  was  not  complied 
with.  Its  practical  and  legal  alternative,  it 
is  contended,  was  complied  with  by  a  deposit 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  salt  of  the  Teresita  in 


the  New  Orleans  bank,  then  a  public  deposi- 
tary, which  by  such  designation  became  the 
Treasurer  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  impracticable  to  quote  all  the  provi- 
sions of  law  in  r^ard  to  the  deposit,  keeping, 
and  disbursement  of  the  moneys  of  ths 
Unfited  States.  They  wiU  be  found  with  a 
reference  to  the  statutes  of  which  they  art 
the  reproduction  in  the  Revised  Statutes  ol 
the  United  Sftiates,  tkJc  XL.,  PuhUo  Moneys,  m 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  places  of  deposit  JJ 
of  the  public  moneys*are  provided,  and  the* 
duty  of  the  officers  who  receive  and  disburse 
them.  From  these  provisions  it  will  be  seen 
thai  the  puUic  moneys  of  the  United  States 
are  the  revenues  of  the  Undted  Sbaites  from  aU 
sources,  and  the  gross  amount  received  must 
first  be  paid  into  the  Treasury.  §S  3617  and 
3618.  They  are  then  subject  to  the  draft  of 
the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States  drawn 
agreeably  to  appropriations  made  by  law« 
§§  3593  and  3642.    See  also  S  3210. 

From  this  summary  we  may  more  clearly 
understand  the  particular  provisions  of  law 
which  were  applicable  to  public  depositaries 
ai  the  time  of  the  deposit  in  this  case.  They 
were  contained  in  the  act  of  March  8,  1857 
(11  StaiL  at  L.  249,  chap.  114,  $  3621,  Rev. 
Stat ) ,  and  in  §  45  of  the  general  banking  aol 
(13  Stat,  ait  L.  118,  chap.  106,  S  8620,  Rev. 
StaL). 

The  first  act  provided  that  ''every  disburs- 
ing officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States,  haT- 
ing  any  money  of  the  United  States  intrusted 
to  him  for  disbursement,  shall  be  and  he  is 
hereby  required  to  deposit  the  same  with  tlie 
Treasurer  of  the  United  States  or  with  some 
one  of  the  assistant  treasurers  or  public  de- 
positaries, and  draw  for  the  same  onlv  in 
favor  of  the  persons  to  whom  payment  is  to 
be  made  in  pursuance  of  law  and  instruc- 
tions; except  when  payments  are  to  be  made 
in  sums  under  twenty  dollars,  in  which  cases 
such  disbursing  agent  may  check  in  his  own 
name,  stating  that  it  is  to  pay  small  claims." 

The  second  act  provided  that  "all  associa- 
tions under  this  act,  when  designated  for 
that  purpose  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, shall  be  depositaries  of  public  money, 
except  receipts  from  customs,  under  such 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  tlie  Secre- 
tary ;  they  may  also  be  employed  as  financial 
agents  of  the  government;  and  they  shall 
perform  all  such  reasonable  duties,  as  deposi- 
taries of  public  moneys  and  financial  agents 
of  the  government,  as  may  be  required  of 
them.  And  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  require  of  the  associations  thus  desig- 
nated satisfactory  security,  by  the  deposit  of 
United  States  bonds  and  otherwise,  for  the 
safe-keeping  and  prompt  payment  of  the  pub-  m 
lie  money  deposited  with  <Jiem,  and  for  the  ^ 
faithful  performance  of  their*duties  as  finan*  • 
dal  agents  of  the  government;  provided,  that 
every  association  which  shall  be  selected 
and  designated  as  receiver  or  depositary  of 
the  public  money  shall  take  and  receive  at 
par  all  of  the  national  currency  bills  by  what- 
ever association  issued,  which  have  been  paid 
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into  the  goyenunent  lor  ioteraal  rerenue  or 
lor  loans  or  stocks/' 

It  wa4i  also  provided  by  the  act  of  August 
6,  1846  (S  3616,  Rev.  SUt.) :  "All  mar- 
■halsy  district  attorneys,  and  other  persons 
than  thoee  mentioned  in  the  preceding  see- 
tion,  having  public  money  to  pay  to  the 
United  States^  may  pay  the  same  to  any  de- 
positary constituted  by  or  in  pursuance  of 
Uw,  which  may  be  designated  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury." 

It  is  obvious  from  these  provisions  that  H 
was  only  public  money  of  the  United  States 
of  which  national  banks  could  be  made  de- 
positaries, and  it  was  therefore  only  puhlio 
money  which  an  officer  oould  deposit  in  them, 
whether  he  received  H  originally  or  received 
it  to  disburse.  This  is  the  rulinj^  in  the 
Branch  Case,  and  it  is  clearly  applicable  to 
the  case  at  bar.  By  the  seizure  of  the  Teres- 
ita  the  title  to  her  did  not  change  nor  the 
title  to  the  proceeds  of  her  sale,  pendente 
lite.  That  awaited  adjudication,  and  what- 
ever relations  to  such  proceeds  or  responsi- 
bility for  them  the  United  States  might  have 
assumed  if  they  had  been  deposited  with  an 
assistant  treasurer,  they  did  not  become  pub- 
Uo  money  and  subject  to  the  statutes  applica^ 
ble  to  public  money,  and  authorized  to  be  de- 
posited in  a  public  depositary. 

It  is  not  without  significance  that  when 
Congress  authorized  ''moneys  paid  into  any 
eourt  of  the  United  States,  or  received  by  the 
officers  thereof,  in  any  cause  pending  or  ad- 
judicated in  such  court,"  to  be  deposited  with 
a  designated  depositary,  it  required  it  to  be 
done  '*in  the  name  and  to  the  credit  of  such 
oouit,"  and  not  to  the  credit  of  the  United 
States.  Act  of  March  24,  1871  (17  Stai.  at 
L.  1,  chap.  2). 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(175  U.  S,  162) 

CHARLES  F.  SIMMS  and  George  T.  Bros- 

ius,  Executors  of  the  Will  of  James  T. 

Simms,  Deceased,  Appta., 

V. 

HANNAH  T.  SIMMS,  Appellee. 

Appeal  from  decree  for  divorce  and  alimony 
—amount  in  controveray-^remittitur  er- 
roneously  ignored, 

1.  A  oontroYersy  sb  to  the  continuance  or  dis- 
solution of  the  status  or  relation  ot  marriage 
cannot  be  reviewed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  on  appeal  from  a  territorial 
court,  as  the  matter  Is  not  one  the  Taiue  of 
which  can  be  estimated  In  money. 

t.  Questions  of  fact  depending  on  the  evidence 
cannot  be  re-examined  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  on  appeal  from  a  terri- 
torial coort 

t.  A  decree  for  alimony  and  counsel  fees,  al- 
though In  one  sense  an  Incident  to  a  suit  for 
divorce,  tf  It  Is  a  distinct  and  severable  final 
Judgment  for  a  sum  of  money  of  a  sufficient 
Jurisdictional  amount,  may  be  appealed  from 
the  supreme  court  of  a  territory  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States. 


4.  The  absence  of  the  clerk's  signature  and  the 
seal  of  his  office  from  a  blank  attestation  of 
a  release  of  part  of  a  Judgment,  which  la 
otherwise  duly  executed  according  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Arlsona  Revised  Statutes, 
authorising  it  to  be  filed  In  the  supreme  conrt, 
will  not  prevent  the  release  from  being  valid 
and  effectlva 

Q.  An  appeal  from  a  decree  of  a  territorial 
court,  which  Is  for  more  than  the  Jurisdic- 
tional amount,  will  not  be  dismissed  because 
the  decree  would  have  been  for  less  than  the 
Jurisdictional  amount  if  the  territorial  coort 
had  not  erroneously  disregarded  a  remittitur 
or  release  of  part  of  the  recovery:  but  the  de- 
cree will  be  reviewed  only  to  the  extent  of 
affirming  the  validity  of  the  release  or  remit- 
titur, and,  thus  modified,  will  be  affirmed. 

[No.  16.] 

Submitted  October  10,  1899.      Decided  No^ 
vember  20,  1899, 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona  ei» 
firming  a  judgment  for  alimony  in  a  suit  for 
divorce,  and  erroneously  disregarding  a  re- 
mittitur.    Modified  and  affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Chrayi 

The  suit  was  commenced  by  a  complaint « 
filed  October  6,  1804,  in  a  district  court  of  § 
the  territory    of    Arizona,    by    a^ husband* 
against  his  wife  for  a  divorce  from  the  bond 
of  matrimony  for  the  cause  of  desertion  on 
and  ever  since  December  18,  1893.  The  wife's 
answer  denied  the  desertion  alleged,  and  set 
up  desertion  by  the  husband  on   and   ever 
since  December  14,  1893,  as  well  as  cruelty 
on  his  part. 

The  Kevised  Statutes  of  1887  of  the  terri« 
tory  of  Arizona,  title  34,  chap.  4,  vest  th* 
jurisdiction  of  suits  for  divorce  in  the  dis- 
trict courts  of  the  territory,  and  the  only  pn^ 
visions  thereof  touching  alimony,  counsel 
fees,  or  costs,  are  copied  in  the  margin.t 

Pending  this  suit,  the  wife,  by  her  coun- 
sel, moved  the  court  to  order  the  husband  to 
pay  her  the  sum  of  $5,000  as  provisional  ali- 
mony to  enable  her  to  employ  counsel  and  de- 
fend the  suit.  The  court  made  no  order  on 
the  motion  until  its  final  decision  of  tho 
cause  upon  its  merits ;  and  then,  on  a  review 
of  the  whole  evidence  (which  had  been  taken 
by  a  referee  and  made  part  of  the  record) » 


t"2114.  The  court  pronouncing  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce from  the  bonds  of  matrimony  shall  also 
decree  and  order  a  division  of  the  estate  of  the 
parties  Ln  such  a  way  as  to  the  court  shall  seem 
just  and  right,  having  due  regard  to  the  rights 
of  each  party  and  their  children,  tf  any;  pro- 
vided, however,  that  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  be  construed  to  compel  either  party  to  de- 
vest him  or  herself  of  the  title  to  separate  prop- 
erty." 

"2120.  If  the  wife,  whether  complainant  or 
defendant,  has  not  a  sufficient  Income  for  her 
maintenance  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit 
for  a  divorce,  the  Judge  may.  either  In  term 
time  or  in  vacation,  after  due  notice,  allow  her 
a  sum  for  her  support  in  proportion  to  the 
means  of  the  husband,  until  a  final  decree  shall 
be  made  in  the  case." 

"2122.  Tbe  court  may  award  costs  to  the 
party  in  whose  behalf  the  sentence  or  decree  shall 
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Md  that  the  suit  eonld  not  be  maintained, 
•verrnled  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  allowed  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  and  by  a  decree  entered 
June  13«  1896,  adjudged  thnit  the  complaint 
be  disraeiffsed  and  the  ieeues  therein  decided 
in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  that  rtie  re- 
oorer  $750  counsel  feee,  and  $150  a  monUi 
lor  her  maintenance  from  December  14, 1803, 
amounting  in  ail  to  the  sum  of  $5,250,  eKclu* 
•ive  of  costs.  On  June  30,  1896,  the  husband 
^  appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  terri- 
^  tory,  and  gave  bond  to  prosecute  diie  appeal* 

•  *Thereoordof  the  supreme  court  of  Arizona 
(a  copy  of  which,  duly  certified  by  its  clerk, 
was  transmitted  to  this  court)  stated  that 
on  the  nth  and  13 th  days  of  January,  1897, 
respectively,  each  described  as  ''being  one  of 
the  judicial  days  of  the  January  term,  1897, 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Arizona,"  orders  were 
made  fixing  the  times  of  filing  briefs.  The 
record  then  stated  that  "on  the  26th  day  of 
January,  1807,  a  release  of  part  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court  for  alimony  was  filed 
in  said  court  in  said  cause  by  said  appellee," 
and  set  forth  a  copy  thereof,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared to  have  been  signed  by  her  attorneys 
of  record,  with  no  other  attestation  than  this 

blank  form:     "Attest, ,  Clerk 

of  tJie  Supreme  Court  of  Arizona."  And 
the  release  was  indorsed  by  the  clerk  as  filed 
on  that  day.  By  the  release  so  filed  and  re- 
corded, the  wife  "remits,  from  the  judgment 
for  alimony  and  counsel  fees  recovered  by 
the  said  defendant  and  appellee  against  the 
plaintiff  and  appellant  herein  in  this  cause 
in  the  district  court,  all  of  the  said  judgment 
for  alimony  and  counsel  fees  in  excess  of  the 
smn  of  $5,000,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $250." 

The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Arizona  of  1887,  on  the  subject  of  the  right 
of  a  party  to  remit  part  of  '^le  sum  awarded 

^  hy  yeordict  or  judgment,  are  copied  in  the 

8  margin-t 

•  *0n  January  30,  1897,  the  case  was  sub- 
mitted on  briefs  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
territory,  and  on  February  23,  1897,  that 
court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  di^rict 
court  for  $5,250.  The  husband  took  an  ap- 
peal to  this  court,  which  has  been  prosecuted 
by  his  executors  since  his  death;  and  the 
whole  oaae  was  submiftted  to  this  court  on 
briefs. 

The  appellee  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal 


for  want  of  Jurisdiction,  ^'beeaiiM  tiie  Jndf- 
ment  or  decree,  from  which  said  appeal  pur- 
ports to  have  been  taken,  is  the  judgment 
or  <lecree  of  the  supreme  court  ol  one  of.  the 
territories  of  the  United  States,  to  wfit^  tha 
supreme  court  of  the  territory  of  Arizona, 
affirming  a  judgment  or  decree  of  a  district 
court  of  said  territory,  dismissing  a  bill  for 
divorce  brought  by  said  appellant  agaim* 
said  appellee  in  said  district  court,  and 
awarding  appellee  alimony  and  counsel  fees 
pendente  lite;  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  matter  in  dispute  does  not  exceed 
the  sum  of  $5,000  exclusive  of  costs." 

Mes8r$.  Tu  E.  Fayson,  A.  H.  Chrlandg 
and  R.  C,  Garland  for  appellants. 

Mr,  William  H.  Barnes  lor  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray,  after  stating  the  cass 
as  above,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oOurt: 

Hie  motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal  for  want 
of  jurisdiction  is  made  upon  two  grounds: 
1st.  That  the  decree  appealed  from  is  a  de- 
cree dismissing  a  suit  for  divorce,  and  award* 
ing  to  the  appellee  alimony  and  counsel  fees 
pending  tbsbt  suit.  2d.  That  the  matter  in 
dispute  does  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $5,000  eac- 
dusive  of  costs. 

The  Kcvis^d  Statutes  of  the  United  States  ^ 
conferred  on  this  court  jurlsdiotion,  upon  9 
writ  of  error  or  appeal,  to  review  and*  re- • 
verse  or  affirm  the  final  judgments  and  de> 
crees  of  ihe  supreme  couit  of  any  territory 
except  Washington,  "in  cases  where  the  val- 
ue of  the  matter  in  dispute  [or  as  elsewhors 
described,  "where  the  value  of  the  property 
or  the  amount  in  controversy"],  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  oath  of  either  party,  or  of 
other  competent  witnesses,  exceeds  one  thou- 
aand  dollars,"  and,  in  the  territory  of  Wa^« 
ington,  two  thousand  dollars;  and  also  in 
all  cases  in  any  territory,  arising  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States, 
or  in  which  the  Constitution  or  a  statute  or 
treaty  of  the  United  States  is  brought  in 
question ;  and  in  all  oases  upon  writs  of  ha- 
beas corpus  involving  the  question  of  person- 
al freedom.  Rev.  Stat.  §§  702,  1909-1911. 
By  the  act  of  Iklarch  3,  1885,  chap.  355,  ex* 
cept  in  cases  in  which  is  involved  the  validi- 
ty of  a  patent  or  a  copyright,  or  in  which  is 
drawn  in  question  the  vsdidity  of  a  treaty 


pass,  or  that  each  party  shall  pay  his  or  her  own 
costs,  as  to  the  court  shall  appear  reasonable." 

t'*817.  Any  party  In  whose  favor  a  verdict 
or  Judgment  has  been  rendered  [in  the  district 
court]  may  in  open  court  remit  any  part  of  such 
verdict  or  Judgment,  and  such  remitter  shall 
be  noted  on  the  docket  and  entered  in  the  min- 
utes, and  ezecatlon  shall  thereafter  Issue  for 
the  balance  only  of  such  judgment  after  deduct- 
ing the  amount  remitted. 

**818.  Any  party  may  make  such  remitter  in 
vacation  by  executing  and  filing  with  the  clerk 
a  release  In  writing  signed  by  him  or  his  attor- 
ney  of  record  and  attested  by  the  clerk  with 
the  seal  of  bis  office ;  such  release  shall  consti- 
tute a  part  of  the  record  of  the  cause,  and  any 
execution  thereafter  Issued  shall  be  for  the  bal- 
ance only  of  the  judgment  after  deducting  the 
smoont  remitted." 


"822.  A  remitter  made  as  provided  In  any  of 
the  preceding  sections  shall,  from  the  making 
thereof,  cure  any  error  in  the  verdict  or  judg- 
ment by  reason  of  such  excess.'* 

"946.  If  In  any  judgment  rendered  In  the  dis- 
trict court  there  shall  be  an  excess  of  damages 
rendered,  and  before  the  plaintiff  has  entered 
a  release  of  the  same  in  such  court  In  the  man- 
ner provided  by  law,  such  judgment  shall  be  re- 
moved to  the  supreme  court,  It  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  party  In  whose  favor  such  excess  of  dam- 
ages has  been  rendered  to  make  such  release  In 
the  supreme  court  In  the  same  manner  as  such 
release  is  required  to  be  made  in  the  district 
court ;  and  upon  such  release  being  filed  In  said 
supreme  court,  the  said  court,  after  revising 
said  judgment,  shall  proceed  to  give  such  judg- 
ment as  the  court  below  ought  to  have  given  tf 
the  release  had  been  made  and  filed  therein.** 
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or  statute  of ,  or  an  authority  exerdaed  un« 
der,  tiie  United  States,  "no  appeal  or  writ  of 
error  shall  hereafter  be  allowed  from  any 
judgment  or  decree  in  any  suit  at  law  or  in 

3uity  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District 
Columbia,  or  m  the  supreme  court  of  any 
of  the  territories  of  the  United  States,  unless 
the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  coets^ 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dol- 
lars." 23  Stat,  at  L.  443.  This  act  has  not 
repealed  the  proyision  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes giving  an  appeal  from  the  supreme  court 
of  a  teiTitory  in  cases  of  habeas  corpus.  Oon- 
gales  y.  Cunningham,  164  U.  S.  612,  41  L.  ed. 
672,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  182.  The  act  of  March 
8,  1801,  chap.  517,  transferring  to  the  cir- 
cuit courts  of  appeals  the  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion from  the  supreme  courts  of  the  territo- 
ries in  cases  founded  on  diversity  of  citizen- 
ship, or  arising  under  the  pat^t,  revenue, 
or  criminal  laws,  or  in  admiralty,  has  not 
otherwise  affected  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  Uiis  court  from  the  territorial  courts. 
26  Stat  at  L.  828,  830;  Shuts  v.  Keyser,  140 
U.  S.  640,  37  L.  ed.  884,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
060;  Aztec  Min.  Co.  v.  Ripley,  151  U.  S.  70, 
88  L.  ed.  80,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  236. 

Under  the  existing  acts  of  Conn-ess,  there- 
fore (except  in  the  cases  so  trans&rred  to  the 
circuit  courts  of  appeals,  and  in  cases  of  ha- 
beas corpus,  cases  involving  the  validity  of 
H  a  copyright^  and  cases  depending  upon  the 
2  Constitution  or  a  statute  or  treaty  of  the 
*  United    States — ^none  of   which   classes*  in- 
cludes the  case  at  bar),  the  appellate  juris- 
diction of  this  court  to  review  and  reverse  or 
affirm  the  final  judgments  and  decreee  of  the 
supreme  court  of  a  territory  includes  those 
cases,  and  those  cases  only,  at  law  or  in  equi- 
ty, in  which  ''the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive 
of  costs,  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  five  thou- 
sand dollars." 

In  order  to  sustain  the  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court,  under  such  an  enactment, 
the  matter  in  dispute  must  have  been  money, 
or  something  the  vslue  of  which  can  be  esti- 
mated in  money.  Kurtz  v.  Moffitt,  116  U. 
6.  487,  405,  406,  20  L.  ed.  468,  460,  6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  148,  and  cases  there  cited;  Durham 
▼.  Seymour,  161  U.  S.  235,  40  L.  ed.  682,  10 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  452:  Ferrine  v.  Slack,  164  U. 
8.  452,  41  L.  ed.  510,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  70. 

In  support  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  this 
appeal  because  the  decree  below  concerned 
divorce  and  alimony  only,  the  appellee  relied 
on  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed. 
226.  In  that  cose,  a  majority  of  this  court 
held  that  a  wife  who  hs4  obtained  against 
her  husband,  in  the  courts  of  the  state  of 
their  domicil,  a  decree  divorcing  them  from 
bed  and  board  and  awarding  alimony  to  her, 
might  sue  the  husband  for  such  alimony  in 
a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  held  in 
a  state  in  which  he  had  since  become  domi- 
ciled. Mr.  Justice  Wayne,  in  delivering 
judgment,  said:  "We  disclaim  altogether 
any  jurisdiction  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  upon  the  subject  of  divorce,  or  for  the 
allowance  of  alimony,  either  as  an  original 
proceeding  in  chancery  or  as  an  incident 
to  divoToe  a  tfinoulo,  or  to  one  from  bed  and 


board."  21  How.  584,  16  L.  ed.  226. 
from  that  proposition  there  was  no  dlt^ 
sent  It  may  therefore  be  assumed  as  in- 
dubitable that  the  circuit  comrta  of  the  Unit> 
ed  States  have  no  jurisdiction,  either  of  suits 
for  divorce,  or  of  claims  for  alimony,  whether 
made  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  or  by  an  original 
prooeediiig  in  equity,  before  a  decree  for  such 
alinumy  in  a  otnte  count  Within  the  states 
of  the  union,  the  whole  subject  of  the  domes- 
tic relations  of  husband  and  wife,  parent  and 
child,  belongs  to  the  laws  of  the  state,  and 
not  to  tihe  laws  of  the  United  States.  Re 
Burrua,  136  U.  S.  686,  603,  504,  34  L.  ed. 
600,  603,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  850. 

But  those  considerations  have  no  applica*  ^ 
tion  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  a  ter-  Q 
ritory,  or  to  the  appellate^jurisdiction  of  this  « 
court  over  those  courts.  In  the  territories 
of  the  United  States,  Congress  has  the  entire 
dominion  and  sovereignty,  national  and  lo- 
cal. Federal  and  state,  and  has  full  legisla- 
tive power  over  all  subjects  upon  which  the 
legislature  of  a  state  might  legislate  within 
the  state;  and  may,  at  its  discretion,  intrust 
that  power  to  tlie  legislative  assembly  of  a 
territonr.  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  162  U.  S.  1, 
48,  38  L.  ed.  331,  340,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  548, 
and  cases  cited;  Utter  v.  Franklin,  172  U.  S. 
416,  423,  43  L.  ed.  408,  600,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
183.  In  the  exercise  of  this  power,  Congress 
has  enacted  that  (with  certain  restrictions 
not  affecting  this  case)  "the  legislative  pow* 
er  of  every  territory  shall  extend  to  all 
rightful  subjects  of  legislation  not  inconsist- 
ent with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  SUtes."  Rev.  Stat  §  1851;  act  of 
July  30,  1886,  chap.  818,  24  Stat,  at  L.  170. 
The  power  so  conferred  upon  a  territorial  as- 
sembly covers  the  domestic  relations,  the  set- 
tlement of  estates,  and  all  other  matters 
which,  within  the  limits  of  a  state,  are  regu- 
lated by  the  laws  of  the  state  only.  Cope  ▼. 
Cope,  137  U.  S.  082,  684,  34  L.  ed.  832,  11 
bup.  Ct  Rep.  222. 

By  the  territorial  statutes  of  Arizona,  the 
original  jurisdiction  of  suits  for  divorce 
is  vested  in  the  district  courts  of  the  terri- 
tory; and  their  final  judgments  in  such 
suit^,  as  in  other  civil  cases,  may  be  re- 
viewed by  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory 
on  writ  of  error  or  appeal.  Ariz.  Rev.  Stat 
1887,  title  34,  ohap.  4;  title  15,  chap.  20. 

As  already   observed,   the  motion   to  dis- 
miss, in  the  case  at  bar,  is  made  upon  the 
twofold  ground  that  the  decree  apx)ealed  from  ' 
is  one  concerning  divorce  and  alimony  only, 
and  that  it  is  for  no  more  than  $5,000. 

Ihe  decree  of  the  jupremo  court  of  the  ter- 
ritory in  favor  of  the  wife  includes  the  dis- 
missal of  the  husband's  suit  for  a  divorce 
fiom  the  bond  of  matrimony,  and  the  award 
to  the  wife,  upon  her  motion,  of  the  sum  of 
$5,260  for  alimony  and  counsel  fees. 

So  far  as  the  question  of  divorce  was  con- 
cerned, the  matter  in  oontroversy  was  the 
continuance  or  the  dissolution  of  the  status 
or  relation  of  marriage  betwe«i  the  parties, 
and  the  decree  cannot  be  reviewed  on  this  ap- 
peal, both  because  that  was  a  matter  the 
value  of  which  could  not  be  estimated  la 
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ths  TCfuial  of  the  di* 
loroeT  involved  no  matter  d  law»  bnt  mere 
qiMBtions  of  faet^  depending  on  the  evidence, 
•ad  which  tfliie  court  is  not  authorized  to  re- 
ezamina  Young  v.  Amy,  171  U.  8.  179,  43 
U  ed.  127,  18  Sup.  Ot  Bep.  802. 

The  decree  for  alimony  and  oooiuel  fees, 
although  in  one  eenfie  an  incident  to  the  suit 
for  divoroe^  is  a  distinct  and  severable  final 
Judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a 
ram  of  mos^v  of  a  sufficient  jurisdictional 
amount,  and  is  therefore  good  ground  of  ap- 
peal, for  the  same  reason  that  a  judgment 
for  or  against  the  defendant  upon  a  coimter- 
claim  of  like  amount  would  support  the  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction.  Duahane  v.  Benedict, 
120  U.  S.  630,  636,  30  L.  ed.  810,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  696;  Stuart  v.  Boulware,  133  U.  S.  78, 
33  L.  ed.  668,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  242;  Block  v. 
Dolling,  140  U.  S.  234,  35  L.  ed.  478,  11  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  832. 

It  was  argued  for  the  appellee  that  the  de- 
eree  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  in 
her  favor  for  alimony  and  counsel  fees  was 
not  really  for  more  than  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
because  before  that  decree  was  rendered,  or 
the  case  submitted  to  that  court,  she  had 
filed  a  remittitur  of  the  SKoess  above  that 
som,  but  its  final  judgment,  as  actually 
entered,  having  been  for  the  sum  of  $5,250, 
the  question  whether  the  remittitur  was  er- 
roneously disregarded  touched  the  question 
what  that  court  should  have  done,  and  not 
i«(hat  it  actually  did;  in  other  words,  a  ques- 
tion of  error,  and  not  of  jurisdiction. 

Had  Uiere  been  no  local  statute  on  the 
subject  of  remittitur,  it  would  have  been 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  before 
rendering  judgment,  to  allow  a  remittitur 
reducing  the  sum  recovered  below  the  amount 
required  to  sustain  an  appeal;  and,  if  the 
court  had  done  so,  and  had  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  reduced  sum,  the  appeal  must 
have  been  dismissed.  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins, 
Co.  V.  VichoU,  109  U.  S.  232, 27  L.  ed.  915,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  120;  Pacific  Postal  Teleg,  Ca- 
ble Co.  V.  O^Connor,  128  U.  S.  394,  32  L.  ed. 
488,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  112;  Texas  d  P.  R,  Co, 
V.  Horn,  151  U.  S.  110,  38  L.  ed.  91,  14  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  259. 

The  making  of  a  remittitur  in  this  case 
did  not  depend  upon  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  but  was  authorized  and  regulated  by 
the  statutes  of  the  territory.  While  the 
right  of  appeal  to  this  court  from  the  courts 
ot  the  territory  is  governed  by  the  acts  of 
Congress,  the  proceedings  in  the  territorial 

o  courts  are  rc^^ated  by  the  territorial  stat- 

{j  utes. 

•  *The  Revised  Statutes  of  the  territory  of 
Arizona  contain  full  and  explicit  provisions 
upon  this  subject,  which  have  been  set  forth 
in  the  statement  prefixed  to  l^ia  opinion. 
They  begin  by  providing  that  "any  party  in 
whose  favor  a  verdict  or  judgment  has  been 
rendered"  in  the  district  court  "may  in  open 
court  reooiiit  any  part  of  sudh  verdict  or  judg 


a  judgment  for  a  worn  id  monegr  has  been  ren* 
dered;  and  is  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  wife 
who  has  recovered  a  judgment  for  alimony 
and  counsel  fees.  The  provision  ol  the  next 
section  is  equally  comprehensive;,  b^  which 
'^any  party  may  make  such  remitter  in 
vacation  by  executing  and  filing  with  the 
clerk  a  release  in  writing  signed  by  him  or 
his  attorney  of  record  and  attested  by  the 
clerk  with  the  seal  of  his  office,"  and  ''such 
release  shall  constitute  a  part  of  the  record 
of  the  cause."  In  whichever  of  those  two 
ways  the  remittitur  is  made,  it  is  provided 
that  "any  execution  thereafter  issued  shall 
be  for  the  balance  only  of  the  judgment  after 
deduoting  the  amount  ittnittea"  [§  818],  and 
that  '%i  remiftiter  .  .  .  shall  from  the 
making  thereof,  cure  any  error  in  the  verdict 
or  judgment  by  reason  of  such  excess."  [t 
822]. 

Those  statutes,  in  a  subsequenit  section, 
provide  that  "if  in  any  judgment  rendered 
in  the  district  court  there  shall  be  an  excess 
of  damages  rendered,  and,  before  the  plain- 
tiff  has  entered  a  release  of  the  same  in  such 
court  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  such 
judgment  shall  be  removed  to  the  supreme 
court,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  party  in 
whose  favor  such  excess  of  damages  has  been 
rendcned  Co  make  such  release  in  the  eupreme 
court  in  the  same  manner  as  such  release  is 
required  to  be  made  in  the  district  court" 

This  section  again,  construed  together  with 
the  earlier  sections,  clearly  authorizes  either 
party,  whether  plaimtiff  or  defenNlantt,  in 
whose  favor  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money 
has  been  rendered  in  the  district  court,  and 
who  has  made  no  remittitur  or  release  of 
part  thereof  in  that  court,  to  make  the  same 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory.  ^ 

The  section  concludes  by  enacting  that,  J; 
"upon  such  release*  being  filed  in  said  su-  • 
preme  court,  the  said  court,  after  revising 
said  judgment,  shall  proceed  to  give  such 
judgment  as  the  court  below  ought  to  have 
given  if  the  release  had  been  made  and  filed 
therein." 

The  only  departure  from  the  provisions  of 
these  statutes  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  appear* 
ing  by  the  record  transmitted  to  this  courts 
is  that  the  clerk's  attestation  upon  the  de- 
fendant's release  or  remittitur  was  a  blank 
form  without  the  clerk's  signature  or  the 
seal  of  his  office.  But  the  appellant  in  his 
brief,  while  contending  in  general  terms  that 
the  course  prescribed  T)y  the  statute  had  not 
been  pursued,  made  no  specific  objection  to 
the  proceedings  except  that  the  right  to  re- 
mit was  given  to  the  plaintiff  only.  And 
in  the  material  'parts  of  >the  record,  as  set 
forth  in  the  bri^  of  the  appellee,  the  attes- 
tation to  the  release  appears  to  have  been 
signed  by  the  clerk  and  under  seal.  It  is 
possible  that  the  signature  and  seal  may 
have  been  inadvertently  omitted  in  the  rec- 
ord transmitted  to  this  court  But,  however 
that  may  have  beeai,  the  attestation  of  a  re- 


£«ket  and  entered  in  the  minutes."  [S  817.] 
TlAs  provision  clearly  includes  any  party, 
whetlMr  plaintiff  or  defendant^  in  w'bose  favor 


ment  and  such  remitter  shall  be  noted  on  thei  lease  filed  in  vacation,  like  the  noting  on  the 


docket  and  entry  in  the  minutes  of  a  remit- 
titur made  in  open  court,  was  an  act  to  be 
done  by  the  clerk,  and  not  by  the  party;  its 


20  SUPKBME  COURT  KEPORTER. 


Oct.  Tj£BM» 


■ol«dbJ«t  in  either  ease  WM  to  verily  tiM  act 
oi  t2i«  paity;  and  when,  m  in  this  oue,  the 
nleue  waa  executed  by  the  peirt^B  eMornejv 
ol  reoordj  and  wae  both  filed  and  recorded  in 
the  rapreme  court  of  the  territory,  while  the 
ease  was  pexKiing  in  that  court,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  statute  was  so  suhetantial- 
ly  and  sufficiently  complied  with  as  to  ren- 
oer  the  release  of  part  of  the  judgment  be* 
low  valid,  and  to  make  it  t&e  du^  of  that 
oourt  to  give  effect  to  the  release,  and,  ao- 
eording  to  the  express  terms  of  the  statute, 
'Wter  renrieing  said  Judgment,"  to  "proceed  to 
give  such  judgment  as  the  court  below  ought 
to  have  given  if  the  release  had  been  made 
and  filed  therein." 

If  that  court  had  duly  given  effect  to  the 
lelease,  and  had  rendered  in  other  respects 
the  same  decree  that  it  has  rendered,  the 
ease  would  not  have  been  appealable.  Thia 
ease  is  appealable  because,  and  solely  be- 
eause,  the  decree  rendered  by  that  court  is 
S  f or  a  sum  of  more  than  $6,000.  If  this  court 
r  were  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  it  could  not 
modify  the  decree  appealed  from,  and  the  ap- 
pellee would  retain  a  decree,  not  only  for 
$5,000,  but  also  for  $250  more,  which  she 
had  legally  remitted  and  released  before  that 
decree  was  rendered.  If  this  court  were  to 
re-examine  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  appel- 
lant would  have  the  full  benefit  of  an  appeal 
whidh  he  could  not  have  taken  at  all,  nad 
that  court  acted  rightly  in  a  matter  wholly 
independent  of  those  roeritsw 

The  just  and  appropriaite  way  of  dteposlng 
of  the  case  appears  to  this  court  to  be,  to 
affirm  the  validity  of  the  release  or  remitti- 
tur which  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory 
erroneously  ignored,  to  leave  the  caae  as  if 
that  court  had  performed  its  duty  in  this  re- 
gard, and,  without  considering  whether  there 
was  any  other  error  in  the  decree  for  ali- 
mony and  counsel  fees,  to  order  that  the  de- 
oree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory 
of  Arifsona  for  tSJKO  he  modified  eo  ae  to 
9tend  ae  a  decree  for  $5,000,  and,  ae  so  modi- 
fled,  affirmed,  vjith  eoate, 

Mr.  Justice  WHite  and  Mr.  Justice 
Peckliam  dissented. 


(176  U.  S.  148) 

WILLIAM  A.  BRADY,  Plff.  in  Brr., 

JOSEPH  F.  DALY  and  Richard  Dornev,  Ex- 
ecutors, and  Mary  Daly,  Executrix,  of 
Augustin  Daly,  Deceased. 

Damagea  for  violation  of  copyright  act — 
not  penalty  or  forfeitur^^-'oonelueivenees 
of  decree  in  equity. 

2.  An  action  at  law  to  reoover  damages  for 
htfrlnsement  of  copyright  under  U.  8.  Rev. 
8tat.  I  4966,  Is  not  one  to  recover  either  a 
penalty  or  a  forfeltnre,  so  as  to  malie  the  Jn- 
risdlctlon  of  a  district  court  of  the  United 
States  exclusive,  but  is  within  the  provision 
of  U.  S.  Bev.  Stat  |  629,  buImI.  9.  giving  to 
the  circuit  courts  Jurisdiction  of  suits  at  law 
or  in  equity  arising  under  the  patent  or  copy- 
eight  lawa 


t.  A  deerse  eetablishtag  the  valldltj  el  a 
copyright,  and  determining  that  a  railroad 
scene  In  a  play,  apart  from  the  dialogue,  Is  a 
dramatic  compoaltlon  and  entitled  to  proton 
tion  under  the  copyright  laws,  is  conclusive 
on  the  parties  In  a  subsequent  action  at  law 
for  damages  for  the  Infringement. 

8.  A  suit  for  an  Injunction  against  Infringe 
ment  of  a  copyright,  In  which  an  accounting 
of  profits  Is  asked,  but  In  which  no  evidence 
of  profits  is  offered,  or  any  decree  or  finding 
made  concerning  them,  but  In  which  a  decvsa 
la  made  for  an  Injunction  only,  does  not  ooi^ 
stitote  such  an  election  of  remedy  as  will  pr^ 
elude  a  subsequent  action  for  the  recorery  of 
damages  for  the  infringement. 

[Na  62.] 

Argued  October  18,  1899.      Decided  Nooem' 
her  20, 1899. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit 
affirming  a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  in 
an  action  at  law  for  damages  for  violation 
of  a  dramatic  copyright    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  helow,  51  U.  S.  App.  621, 
83  Fed.  Rep.  1007,  28  C.  C.  A.  253. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Feokhamt 

This  waa  an  action  ajt  law  broughit  by  ^ 
Augustin    Daly,   and   prosecuted  eince   hia  J 
dea/th  by  the  executons  of  his  will,  for*  the  • 
violation  of  a  dramatic  copyright.    In  1867 
Daly  was  the  owner  of  a  dFamatic  oomposi- 
tion  eutiUed  ''Under  tho  Qaalight,"  and  in 
that  year  he  took  out  a  copyright  therefor  in 
the  United  States. 

The  play  was  produced  by  Dalv  and  his  li« 
censees,  and  became  quite  popular,  and  he 
derived  considerable  profit  from  its  produc- 
tion by  himself  and  from  the  royalties  he  re« 
ceived.  The  chief  value  of  the  play  and  its 
popularity  depended  upon  an  incident  in  the 
third  scene  of  the  fourth  act,  commonly  de- 
scribed aa  the  railroad  scone,  where  one  of 
the  characters  is  laid  helpless  upon  a  raiU 
road  track  upon  which  a  railroad  train  ia 
momentarily  expected  that  will  run  him 
down  and  kill  hmi,  and  just  at  the  last  mo* 
ment  another  of  the  characters  contrives  to 
reach  the  intended  victim  and  drag  him  from 
the  track  as  the  train  rushes  in  and  passes 
over  the  spot 

After  the  play  was  produced,  Dion  Bouo- 
icault  prepared  a  play  called  ''After  Dark,** 
in  which  he  introduceid  a  railroad  scene  dif- 
fering but  slightly  and  only  colorably  from 
that  which  appeared  in  "Under  the  Gas- 
light." The  plaintiff  in  error,  defendant  bo- 
low,  without  the  consent  of  Daly,  produced 
and  procured  to  be  publicly  performed  on 
the  stage  in  divers  cities  Uie  play  "After 
Dark,"  including  the  railway  scene. 

On  the  20th  of  May,  1889,  Daly  brought 
a  suit  in  equity  against  the  plaintiff  in  er* 
ror  herein,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New 
York,  in  which  he  prayed  that  the  defenaanA 
might  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  the  fur* 
ther  performance  of  the  play  "After  Dark," 
upon  the  ground  that  the  performanoe  waj 
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•D  infringement  of  ibe  copyright  of  his  play 
*Under  the  Gaslight/'  and  he  asked  for  an 
Moounting  for  all  mon^  and  profits  reoeived 
by  the  d^endant  in  that  enit  by  reason  of 
the  performance  of  the  play  "After  Dark" 
and  of  the  railroad  scene  therein. 

The  eomplainant  mored  for  a  preliminary 
injunction,    which    was    denied    upon  the 

Sound  that  there  was  a  material  variance 
tween  the  registered  title  and  the  pub- 
lished  tiUe  of  "Under  the  GoslighV  and 
that  therefore  the  complainant  had  not  a 
yalid  copyright  Daly  ▼.  Brady,  39  Fed. 
S  Rep.  265.  After  the  taking  of  proofs  on  the 
r  issues  joined  by  tho*defendant'8  answer,  the 
drcuit  court,  foUowinff  the  decision  of  the 
court  upon  the  motion  lor  an  injunction^  dis- 
missed the  bill  with  costs.  Daly  ▼.  Wehaier, 
47  Fed.  Rep.  903.  An  af^^  was  taken  by 
Daly  from  this  decree  to  the  eircuit  ooui*t 
III  appeals,  where  it  was  renrBrsed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  enter 
the  usual  decree  for  an  aooounting  and  a 
perpetual  injunction,  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals  holding  that  the  plaintiff's  copyriffbt 
was  valid,  and  the  railroad  scene  in  his  play 
was  itself  a  dramatic  composition  and  pro- 
tected by  the  plaintiff's  copyright,  which 
had  been  infringed  by  the  defen<uuLt  in  the 
production  of  the  play  "After  Dark"  with 
the  railroad  scene  therein.  Daly  v.  Web- 
ster, 1  U.  S.  App.  673,  66  Fed.  Rep.  483,  4 
C  G.  A.  10.  The  only  charge  of  infringe- 
ment consisted  in  the  production  of  that 
scene. 

Pursuant  to  the  mandate  of  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals,  a  decree  for  a  perpetual  in- 
lunction  was  entered  bj  the  circuit  court 
Norember  6,  1892,  and  it  was  referred  to  a 
master  to  take  proof  of  the  niunber  of  unau- 
thorized performances  of  the  play  "After 
Dark,"  with  the  railroad  scene,  which  had 
been  ffiven  by  the  defendant,  liie  court  did 
sot  direct  the  master,  either  in  the  decree  or 
in  the  order  of  reference,  to  ascertain  any- 
thing in  regard  to  profits;  no  evidence  wa? 
offered  before  him  upon  that  subject,  and  no 
finding  was  made  thereon.  A  final  decree  in 
the  case,  accepting  the  master's  report  and 
making  his  findings  the  findings  of  the  court, 
was  entered  on  April  1,  1893,  but  no  decree 
for  profits  was  asked  or  rendered. 

Another  appeal  was  taken  to  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals,  and  the  decree  affirmed, 
with  costs,  tfune  7,  1893.  11  U.  S.  App.  701. 
8  a  C.  A.  681. 

The  mandate  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals on  this  second  appeal  was  filed  in  the 
dreuit  court  June  14,  1893,  and  a  decree  in 
conformity  therewith  duly  entered.  The  de- 
fendant attempted  to  obtain  a  review  of  the 
Judgment  against  him  by  appealing  to  this 
court,  but  his  appeal  was  dismissed  for  the 
reasons  stated  in  Webster  v.  Daly,  163  U.  S. 
165,  41  L.  ed.  Ill,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  961. 

The  present  action  was  commenced  July 

S  14,  1893,  by  Daly  against  Brady,  the  plain- 

7  tiff  in  error  herein,  in  the  United^States  dr- 

eoit  court  for  the  southern  district  of  New 

York,  to  recover  damages  for  the  violation 

of  hfti  copyright^  pladng  their  amount  at 


$13,700.  The  complaint  contained  two 
counts,  the  first  making  no  reference  to  | 
4966  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  while  the  sec- 
ond alleged  that  tho  defendant  had  infringed 
bis  copyright  in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  that  section,  and  that  "by  virtue  of  the 
provisions  of  said  act  of  Congress  (the  copy- 
right act)  and  of  said  S  4966  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States  the  defendant 
then  and  there  became  liable  to  pay  to  said 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  $13,700,  lawful  money 
of  the  United  States,  as  damages." 

l*hs  answer  of  the  defendant  denied  the  in« 
f ringement  and  set  up  various  defenses  which 
are  noticed  in  the  following  opinion.  A 
jury  trial  was  waived,  and  the  court  found 
the  facts  sa  above  stated,  and  held  that  the 
copyright  obtained  by  Daly  was  good  and 
valid  and  covered  and  prdteoted  the  railway 
scene  already  described;  that  the  acts  of  the 
defendant  were  in  disregard  of  the  copyright 
and  of  plaintiff's  ezdusive  rights  therein. 

It  was  also  foimd  by  the  court  that  the  evi- 
dence did  not  authorize  an  increase  of  the 
damages  above  the  minimum  amount  provid* 
ed  for  by  S  4966  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and 
that  it  had  no  power  to  establish  a  n:de  of 
damages  bdow  the  minimum  amoimt  pro- 
vided for  therein,  and  that  such  section 
should  be  construed  as  penal  rather  than 
remedial  in  its  diaracter.  The  only  testi* 
mony  in  this  action  on  the  hearing  before  the 
master  as  to  the  number  of  representations 
which  the  defendant  Brady  had  ^iven  that 
were  infringemento  of  the  plaintiff's  copy* 
right,  and  upon  which  a  judgmeni  for  dama- 
ffcs  oould  be  based,  was  the  evidence  of  the 
defendant  in  the  equity  suit  above  men* 
tioned,  and  introduced  before  the  master  in 
this  action,  and  such  evidence  the  court  de- 
dded  was  inadmissible  for  that  purpose,  up- 
on the  ground  that  evidence  obtained  from  a 
party  by  means  of  judicial  proceedings  could 
not  be  used  against  him  for  the  enforcement 
of  a  penalty;  and  because  of  the  absence  of 
all  legal  evidence  as  to  the  number  of  repre- 
sentations the  defendant  was  entitled  toc« 
judgment,  refusing  any  recovery  for  damages,  h 
•  Subsequently,  upon  application  to  the  * 
court,  the  cause  was  opened  and  testimony, 
entirely  independent  of  that  of  the  defendant 
in  the  plaintiff's  examination  of  him  in  the 
accounting  before  the  master  in  the  equity 
suit,  was  presented  as  to  the  number  of  times 
the  play  of  "After  Dark"  had  been  produced 
by  the  defendant,  with  the  railroad  scene  in 
it,  and  upon  that  evidence  a  finding  was 
made  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  of  $50  for  each 
performance  falling  within  the  period  of  two 
years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion; that  is  to  say,  for  126  performances,  or 
the  sum  of  $6,300  with  costs.  The  court  re- 
stricted the  plaintiff's  right  to  damages  to 
two  years,  because  it  held  that  the  action 
was  brought  to  recover  a  penalty,  and  that 
the  two  years'  statute  of  limitations  applied. 
The  defendant  brought  the  case  by  writ  of  er- 
ror before  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the 
second  circuit,  where  the  judgment  was  af- 
firmed {Brady  v.  Daly,  51  U.  S.  App.  621,  83 
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F«d.  Rep.  1007,  28  0.  0.  A.  253),  and  he  then 
■aed  out  a  writ  of  error  from  tiiis  court,  and 
the  ease  U  now  here  for  review. 

Meaan.  David  Oerber  aoid  A.  /.  Dittei^ 

hoefer  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Stephen  H.  Olin  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  Feokham,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  first  objection  made  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  to  the  judgment  in  this  case  is  that 
the  circuit  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
action  because  it  was  brought  io  recover  a 
penalty  or  forfeiture  under  §  4966  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  it  was  contended  that 
the  district  courts  of  the  United  States  have 
by  law  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  that  class 
of  actions. 

Whether  the  district  courts  still  have  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  over  an  action  to  recover 
M  for  a  forfeiture  or  a  penalty  arising  from  a 
»  violation  of  tlie  copyright  act,  it  is  not  neces- 
•  sary  tO*here  determine,  because  we  think  that 
I  4966  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  upon  which 
this  suit  is  founded,  is  not  a  penal  statute, 
«Dd  therefore  the  action  in  this  case  is  not 
one  to  recover  either  a  penalty  or  a  forfei- 
ture, and  the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  action  by  virtue  of  §  629  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  subdivision  9,  which  grants  juris- 
diction to  the  circuit  courts  ''of  all  suits  at 
law  or  in  equity  arising  under  the  patent  or 
copyright  laws  of  the  United  States."  Sec- 
tion 4966  of  the  Revised  Statutes  reads  as 
follows : 

"Any  person  publicly  performing  or  rep- 
resenting any  dramatic  compoeition  for 
which  a  copyright  has  been  obtained,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  proprietor  thereof,  or 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  be  liable  for  dam- 
ages therefor,  such  damages  in  all  cases  to 
be  assessed  at  such  sum,  not  less  than  one 
hundred  dollars  for  the  first,  and  fifty  dol- 
lars for  every  subsequent  performance,  as  to 
the  court  shall  appear  to  be  just." 

The  act  of  1856  (11  StaiL  at  L.  138,  chap. 
169)  was  the  first  Federal  statute  which 
conferred  upon  the  author  or  proprietor  of 
any  dramatic  composition  designed  or  suited 
for  public  representation,  "along  with  the 
sole  right  to  print  and  publish  the  said  com- 
position, the  sole  right  also  to  act,  perform, 
or  represent  the  same,  or  cause  it  to  be  acted, 
performed,  or  represented,  on  any  stage  or 
public  place  during  the  whole  period  for 
which  the  copyright  is  obtained."  The  same 
act  further  provided  that  any  "manager, 
actor,  or  other  person  acting,  performing,  or 
representing  the  said  composition,  without 
or  against  the  consent  of  the  said  author  or 
proprietor,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  be  li- 
able for  damages  to  be  sued  for  and  recovered 
by  action  on  the  case  or  other  equivalent 
remedy,  with  costs  of  suit  in  any  court  of 
the  United  States,  such  damages  in  all  cases 
to  be  rated  and  assessed  at  such  sum  not  less 
than  one  hundred  dollars  for  the  first,  and 
fifty  dollars  for  every  subsequent  perform- 


ance, as  to  Hm  court  having  cogirizance  ther^ 
of  shall  appear  to  be  just." 

Section  101  of  chapter  230  of  the  Statutes  „ 
of  1870  (16  Stat,  at  L.  108,  214)  re-enacted S 
tiie  proTtidion  of  the  act  of  1856,*giving  dam-  • 
ages  to  the  proprietx>r  of  any  dramatic  com- 
position against  any  person  wrongfully  rep- 
resenting the  same.  Then  came  the  revision 
of  the  statutes,  and  §  4966  embodies  the  pro- 
visions   contained  in  the    above-meiutioned 
acts  of  1856  and  1870,  in  regard  to  the  re- 
covery of  damages. 

These  statutes,  it  will  be  perceived,  ell  use 
the  word  "damages"  when  referring  to  the 
wrongful  production  of  a  dramatic  composi- 
tion. No  word  of  forfeiture  or  penalty  is 
to  be  found  in  them  on  that  subject.  It  is 
evident  that  in  many  cases  it  would  be  quite 
difficult  to  prove  the  exact  amount  of  dam- 
ages which  the  proprietor  of  a  copyrighted 
dramatic  composition  suffered  by  reason  of 
its  unlawful  production  by  another,  and  yet 
it  is  also  evident  that  the  statute  seeks  to 
provide  a  remedy  for  such  a  wrong,  and  to 
grant  to  the  proprietor  the  right  to  recover 
the  dajnages  which  he  has  sustained  there- 
from. 

The  idea  of  the  punishment  of  the  wrong- 
doer is  not  so  much  suggested  by  the  lan- 
guage used  in  the  sta/tute  as  is  a  desire  to 
provide  for  the  recovery  by  the  proprietor  of 
full  compensation  from  the  wrongdoer  fos 
the  damages  such  proprietor  has  sustained 
from  the  wrongful  act  of  the  latter.  In  the 
face  of  the  difficulty  of  determining  the 
amount  of  such  damage  in  all  oases,  the  stat- 
ute provides  a  minimum  sum  for  a  recovery 
in  any  case,  leaving  it  open  for  a  larger  re- 
covery upon  proof  of  greater  damage  in  those 
cases  where  such  proof  can  be  made.  The 
statute  itself  does  not  speak  of  punishment 
or  penalties,  but  refers  entirely  to  damages 
suffered  by  the  wrongful  act.  The  person 
wrongfully  performing  or  representing  a 
dramatic  composition  is,  in  the  words  of  the 
statute,  "liable  for  damages  therefor."  This 
means  all  the  damages  &at  are  the  direct 
result  of  his  wrongful  act.  The  further  pro- 
vision in  the  statute,  that  those  damages 
shall  be  at  least  a  certain  sum  named  in  the 
statute  itself,  does  not  change  the  character 
of  the  statute  and  render  it  a  penal  instead 
of  a  remedial  one.  The  whole  recovery  is 
given  to  the  proprietor,  and  the  statute  does 
not  provide  for  a  recovery  by  any  other  per-  ^ 
eon  in  case  the  proprietor  himself  neglects  tog 
sue.  It  has  nothing  in  the  natue*of  a  qui^ 
tarn  action  about  it>  and  we  think  it  provides 
for  the  recovery  of  neither  a  penalty  nor  a 
forfeiture. 

If,  upon  the  trial  of  such  an  action,  the 
court  sihould  find  from  the  evidence  thai  the 
plaintiff  had,  in  fact,  sustained  a  greater 
amount  than  the  minimum  sum  of  damages 
provided  in  the  statute,  and  should  direct 
judgment  in  his  favor  for  the  sum  so  proved, 
woiUd  that  judgment  be  for  a  penalty  f  On 
the  contrary,  it  would  be  for  the  actual 
amount  of  damages  which  the  evidence 
showed  hid  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff* 
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and  his  reeovry  of  that  ran  wonld  be  the  re- 
covery prorided  by  the  law  for  the  wrong 
which  he  had  anffered*  When  ihe  endenee 
does  not  warrant  a  greater  than  the  mini- 
mmn  reooyery,  the  amount  named  in  the  ata^ 
nte  BtlU  constitutes  the  remedy  provided  by 
the  law,  which  plaintiff  can  pursue. 

In  Buntington  v.  Atirill,  146  U.  S.  657,  86 
L.  ed.  1123,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  224,  there  is  a 
very  full  discussion  of  the  meaning  of  the 
word  "penal"  when  used  in  reference  to  the 
maxim  of  international  law  that  "the 
courts  of  no  country  execute  the  penal  laws 
of  another."  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  in 
that  case  it  was  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Gray, 
speaidng  generally  as  to  what  constituted  a 
penal  statute,  as  follows: 

"The  action  of  an  owner  of  property 
against  the  hundred  to  recover  damages 
caused  by  a  mob  was  said  by  Justioee  WiUes 
and  Buller  to  be  'penal  a^rainst  the  jnuudred, 
but  certainly  remedial  as  to  the  sufferer.' 
Hyde  v.  Cogan,  2  Dougl.  609,  705,  706.  A 
■fcntute  giving  the  right  to  recover  back  mon- 
cy  lost  at  gaming,  and,  if  the  loeer  does  not 
sue  within  a  certain  time,  authorizing  a  qui 
tarn  action  to  be  brought  by  any  other  person 
for  threefold  the  amount>  has  been  held  to  be 
remedial  as  to  the  loser,  though  penal  as  re- 
nrds  the  suit  by  a  common  informer. 
Bone9  V.  Booth,  2  W.  Bl.  1226;  Brandon  v. 
Fate,  2  H.  Bl.  308;  Orwce  v.  M'Elroy,  1  Al- 
len, 563;  Bead  ▼.  Btetoart,  120  Maes.  407, 
410;  Oole  v.  Groves,  134  Mass.  471.  As  said 
by  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst  in  the  Kind's  bench, 
and  repeated  by  Mr.  Justice  Wilde  in  the 
supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts, 
It  has  been  held,  in  many  instances,  that 
3  where  a  statute  gives  accumulative  dam- 
gages  to  the  party  grieved,  it  is  not  a  penal 
•  action.'  Woodgate  y,* KnatchhuU,  2  T.  R. 
148,  164;  Bead  v.  Chelmsford,  16  Pick.  128, 
132.  Thus,  a  statute  giving  to  a  tenant 
iracted  without  notice  douUe  the  yearly 
value  of  the  premises  against  the  landlord, 
has  been  held  to  be  'not  like  a  penal  law 
where  a  punishment  is  imposed  for  a  orime,' 
but  'rather  as  a  remedial  than  a  penal  law,' 
beoBUse  'the  act,  indeed,  does  g^ve  a  penalty, 
bat  it  is  to  the  party  gprieved.'  Lake  v. 
Bmith,  1  Bos.  &  P.  N.  R.  174,  170,  180,  181; 
WWcinson  v.  OoUey,  5  Burr.  2604,  2608.  So 
In  aa  action  given  by  statute  to  a  traveler 
injured  through  a  defect  in  a  highway,  for 
doable  damages  against  the  town,  it  was  held 
nnnecessary  to  aver  that  the  facts  consti- 
tuted an  offense,  or  to  conclude  against  the 
form  of  the  statute,  because,  as  Chief  Jus- 
tice Shaw  said:  'The  action  is  purely  reme- 
dial, and  has  none  of  the  characteristics  of  a 
penal  prosecution.  All  damages  for  neglect 
or  breach  of  duty  operate  to  a  certain  extent 
as  pumshmeirt;  tut  the  distinction  is  that 
it  is  prosecuted  for  the  purpose  of  punish- 
ment^ and  to  deter  others  from  offenoling  in 
like  manner.  Here  the  plaintiff  sets  out  the 
liability  of  the  town  to  repair,  and  an  in- 
jury  to  himself  from  a  failure  to  perform 
that  duty.  The  law  gives  him  enhanced 
damages;  but  still  they  are  recoverable  to 
his  own  use,  and  in  form  and  substance  the 
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suit  calls  for  indemnity.'      Used  v.  Vwrth' 
field,  18  Pidc  04,  100,  28  Am.  Deo.  66&» 

Where  the  statute  provides  in  term%  aa 
the  one  before  us  does,  for  a  recovery  of  dam- 
ages for  an  act  which  violates  the  rights  d 
the  plaintiff  and  gives  the  right  of  action 
solely  to  him,  the  fact  that  it  also  provides 
that  such  damages  shall  not  be  less  than  a 
certain  sum,  and  may  be  more^  if  proved, 
does  not,  as  we  think,  transform  it  into  a 
penal  statute. 

So,  a  statute  which  makes  a  person  liable 
for  his  wrongful  neglect  or  default  by  which 
the  death  of  another  person  is  caused,  and 
which  fives  a  right  of  action  to  tiie  adminis- 
trator for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next 
of  kin,  to  reoover  damiages  for  the  pecuniary 
injuries  resulting  from  his  death,  thus  alter- 
ing the  common  law  and  imposing  a  new  lia- 
bility,  has  been  held  by  this  court  not  to  be 
penal,  and  to  be  enforceable  in  a  state  other  |« 
than  the  state  in  which  the  statute  wasjg 
paeeed,  and  in  which  the  wrongful  act  end* 
death  occurred.  Denniok  v.  Central  B.  Co^ 
103  U.  S.  11,  26  L.  ed.  430 ;  Texas  d  P.  B.  Co. 
V.  Coof,  145  U.  S.  603,  36  L.  ed.  820,  12  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  005;  Btetoart  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  B, 
Co.  168  U.  S.  45,  42  L.  ed.  537,  18  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  105. 

Although  punishment,  in  a  certain  and 
very  limited  sense,  may  be  the  result  of  the 
statute  before  us  so  far  as  the  wrongdoer  is 
concerned,  yet  we  think  it  clear  such  is  not 
its  chief  purpose,  which  is  the  award  of 
damages  to  Uie  party  who  had  sustained 
them,  and  the  minimum  amount  appears  to 
us  to  have  been  fixed  because  of  the  inherent 
difficulty  of  always  proving  by  satisfactory 
evidence  what  the  amount  is  which  has  been 
actually  sustained. 

The  English  statute  of  8  &  4  Wm.  IV. 
chap.  15,  entitled,  "An  Act  to  Amend  the 
Laws  Relating  to  Dramatic  Ldterary  Prop* 
erty,"  by  its  2d  section  provides  that  a  per- 
son who  wrongfully^  produces  and  represents 
a  dramatic  composition  "shall  be  liable  for 
eaoh  and  every  such  representation  to  the 
payment  of  an  amount  not  less  than  forty 
shillings,  or  to  the  full  amount  of  the  benefit 
or  advantage  arising  from  such  representa- 
tion, or  the  injury  or  loss  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  therefrom,  whichever  shall  be  the 
greater  damages,  to  the  author  or  other  pro- 
prietor of  such  production  so  represented." 

In  Chatterton  v.  CoAoe,  L.  R.  3  App.  Cas. 
483,  402,  the  court  in  speaking  of  this  pro- 
vision for  damages  said  that  the  same  'Sraa 
no  doubt  fixed,  because  of  the  difficulty  of 
proving  with  definiteness  what  antount  of 
actual  damage  had  been  sustained  by  per- 
haps a  single  performance  at  a  provincial 
theater  of  a  work  belonging  to  a  plaintiff, 
while  at  the  same  time  his  work  might  be 
seriously  depreciated  if  he  did  not  establish 
his  right  as  against  all  those  who  infringed 
upon  it"  This  does  not  look  as  if  that 
statute  were  regarded  by  the  English  courts 
as  one  of  a  penal  nature,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, as  one  of  a  remedial  kind  providing 
for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  providing  for  the  reoovety 
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of  ft  minimum  sum  for  the  reason,  as  stated 
by  the  oourt,  of  the  difficulty  of  provins  with 
M  deflnitenees  in  all  cases  the  amount  of  dam- 
B  ages  which  pkiintiff  roully  had  suffered. 

•  *  The  court  below  was,  as  is  stated  in  the 
opinion,  somewhat  influenced  in  its  decision 
of  this  question  by  the  belief  that  if  this 
were  not  ft  penal  statute  there  was  no  Feder- 
al statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  it, 
and  said  that  it  could  hardly  be  supposed 
that  it  was  the  intent  of  CTongress  to  permit 
such  a  statutory  rate  of  damages  to  run 
without  Federal  statutory  limitation.  If 
there  were  no  such  Federal  statute,  then  the 
staite  statute  would  apply.  Although  not 
an  action  to  recover  a  statutory  penalty  or 
forfeiture,  still,  in  the  absence  of  any  Fed- 
eral statute  of  limitations,  it  would  be  lim- 
ited by  the  limitation  existing  for  the  class 
of  actions  to  which  it  belongs,  in  the  state 
^ere  the  action  was  brought.  Camphell 
r.  Haverhill,  156  U.  S.  610,  614,  39  L.  ed. 
280,  281,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  217. 

We  think  the  plaintiff  in  error  fails  to 
sustain  his  first  objection  to  the  judgment 
herein. 

Another  objection  made  is  that  S  4966  ren- 
ders defendant  liable  only  when  substantial- 
Sf  the  whole  of  a  copyrighted  play  is  pro- 
uced,  and  not  when  merely  a  single  incident 
in  one  of  the  acts  is  represented. 

In  the  equity  suit  between  these  parties, 
already  referred  to,  the  complainant  therein 
alleged  that  he  had  a  copyright  of  the  play 
'IJnder  the  Gaslight,"  in  which  was  the 
railroad  scene  which  made  up  the  substan- 
tial value  of  the  play  and  the  one  upon  which 
the  profits  of  the  production  of  the  play  de- 
pended, and  that  the  defendant  had  in- 
irii^ed  upon  the  oomplainanrt's  copyright  by 
producing  that  same  railroad  scene  in  Uie  de- 
fendant's play  of  "After  Dark." 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  put  in  issue 
the  existence  and  validity  of  complainant's 
copyright,  denied  any  infringement  whatev- 
er, and  also  raised  the  question  whether 
there  could  be  any  infringement  where  the 
only  part  of  plaintiff's  play  that  was  pro- 
duced was  the  railroad  scene  as  described. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  issues  the  complain- 
ant succeeded,  and  obtained  a  decree  which 
established  the  validity  of  his  copyriglvt, 
and  determined  that  the  railroad  scene  in  the 
complainant's  play,  apart  from  the  dialogue 
which  accompanied  the  scene,  was  a  dramat- 
a  ic  composition,  and  entitled  to  protection  un- 
JS  der  the  copyright  laws.    Daly  v.  Webster,  1 

•  U.  S.  App.*573,  50  Fed.  Rep.  483,  4  C,  C.  A. 
10.  It  determined  also  that  there  could  be 
an  infringement  of  the  copyright  when  the 
only  part  of  plaintiff's  play  that  was  pro- 
duced was  the  railroad  scene,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  in  that  manner  infringed  tiie 
copyright  of  the  plaintiff.  An  injunction 
was  decreed  and  a  reference  made  to  the 
master  to  ascertain  the  number  of  times,  etc., 
that  the  infringement  had  occurred. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  case  of 
Ddhf  T.  Palmer,!  Q  Blatchf.  256,  where  the 
•ame  question  arose  in  regard  to  the  same 
scene,  was  referred  to  and  followed.    The 
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judgment  record  in  the  equity  suft  was  in- 
troduced in  evidence  in  this  case,  and  it  was 
conclusive  upon  the  matters  which  had  been 
in  issue  in  the  suit  as  between  these  parties, 
and  neither  of  them  can  ever  again  raise  such 
questions  between  themselves.  Southern  P, 
R,  Co.  T.  United  States,  168  U.  8.  1,  42  L. 
ed.  356,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  18.  We  have* 
therefore,  the  fact  conclusively  established 
by  that  record  that  this  railroad  scene  was  a 
dramatic  composition,  protected  by  the 
plaintiff's  copyright  The  section  (4966) 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  covers  such  a  case. 
Any  person  publicly  performing  or  repre- 
senting any  dramatic  composition  protected 
by  copyright,  under  the  circumstances  named 
in  that  section,  is  liable  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  proprietor,  and  as  the  fact  is 
conclusively  established  between  these  par- 
ties that  the  railroad  scene  is  a  dramatic 
composition,  and  that  it  is  protected  by  copy- 
right, the  statute  covers  such  a  case,  and 
makes  the  plaintiff  in  error  liable  for  the 
production  of  that  scene. 

The  question,  as  an  original  one,  of  how 
far  a  copyright  of  a  play  protects  any  par- 
ticular scene  therein  from  being  publicly 
produced  or  represented  by  another,  aside 
from  the  dialogue  contained  in  the  play,  is 
not  before  us,  because  the  judgment  in  the 
equity  suit  between  these  same  parties  es- 
tablishes the  fact  of  the  copyright,  and  also 
that  the  railroad  scene  is  a  dramatic  com- 
position protected  by  that  copyright. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  also  contends  that 
the  trial  court  erred  in  admitting  in  evidence 
the  record  in  the  equity  suit  as  proof  of  the 
material  allegations  of  the  complaint. 

It  does  not  appear  herein  that  the  record  9 
in  the  equity  suit  was  admitted  for  the  pur-^ 
pose  stated.    The  record  was* admissible  for* 
the  purpose  of  showing  the  validity  of  the 
copyright,  and  Chat  the  railroad  scene  was  a 
dramatic  composition  protected  by  it.    The 
bill  of    exceptions    herein    shows    that  tne 
record  was  not  used  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing the  number  of  times  the  play  of  "After 
Dark"  had  been  represented  containing  the 
railroad  scene,  nor  in  any  way  to  show  the 
amount  of  damages  which  the  plaintiff  had 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  in- 
fringement of  his  copyright. 

The  further  objection,  that  the  answer  of 
the  defendant  in  the  equity  suit  was  inad- 
missible for  the  purpose  of  proving  any  ad- 
mission of  the  defendant  therein  which 
might  tend  to  render  him  liable  for  a  penalty 
or  forfeiture,  becomes  immaterial  by  our 
holding  that  the  statute  under  which  this 
action  is  brought  is  remedial  and  not  penal. 
It  appears,  however,  in  this  record  that,  al- 
though the  answer  was  received  as  a  part  of 
the  whole  record  in  the  case  between  these 
parties  in  the  equity  suit,  it  was  not,  nor 
was  any  evidence  given  by  defendant,  used 
upon  the  final  hearing,  in  any  way  whatever, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  any  admission  on 
his  part,  but,  on  the  contrary,  evidence  out- 
side and  independent  of  any  admission  or 
evidence  of  the  defendant  was  produced,  and 
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K  mm  with  reference  wlioUy  to  raoli  inde- 
pendent eridence  tliat  the  recovery  was 
granted.  There  wae  no  error  in  thii  proced- 
ure. 

The  pkintiif  in  error  farther  dfdmed  that 
the  plaintifT  below,  hj  first  proceeding  in 
equify  for  an  injunction,  and  incidentally 
for  an  accounting  of  profits,  made  an  elec- 
tion to  recoTer  profits,  which  effectually 
barred  him  from  a  recovery  of  damages  un- 
der the  statute. 

The  equity  action  was  brought  to  enjoin 
the  defefudant  from  performing  tiie  play  of 
"After  Dark"  with  tne  railrood  scene  in  it, 
taken  from  the  plaintiff's  play  "Under  the 
Gaslight,"  and  the  injunction  was  asked  for 
on  the  ground  that  plaintiff's  injuries  could 
not  be  accurately  ascertained  or  computed, 
and  compensation  for  such  injury  could  not 
be  made  by  damages,  and  as  a  portion  of  the 
relief  complainant  eeked  that  the  defendant 
be  decreed  io  render  a  full  and  true  account 
of  all  money  and  profits  received  by  him.  The 
9  decree  in  that  case,  however,  did  not  direct 
;*the  master  to  ascertain  anything  in*regard 
to  profits,  no  evidence  was  offered  upon  that 
subject,  no  finding  was  made  thereon,  and 
upon  the  coming  in  of  the  master's  report  no 
final  judgment  or  decree  for  profits  was  ever 
asked  or  rendered. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  we  think  there  was 
BO  dection  of  an  inconsistent  remedy  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  which  would  bar  him 
from  the  maintenance  of  this  action  for  the 
reeoveij  of  damages  under  the  section  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  before  referred  to. 

Conceding  that  he  mi^ht  in  the  equHy  suit 
have  recovered  profits  if  there  had  been  an 
accounting  concerning  the  same,  and  that  a 
decree  for  their  recovery  would  be  a  bar  to  a 
proceeding  under  the  statute,  yet  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  bound  to  take  such  remedy;  and 
when  in  fact  he  did  not  take  it,  and  there  was 
no  accounting  for  profits  in  "Uie  equity  suit, 
no  decree  made  in  regard  to  them  and  no  re- 
covery had,  we  see  nothing  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  from  recovering  un- 
der the  statute  the  damages  which  he  has 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  infringement  of 
his  copyright  by  the  defendant. 

Other  objections  were  taken  by  the  plain* 
tiff  in  error  upon  questions  of  evidence  which 
do  not  call  for  special  consideration.  They 
were  properly  disposed  of  by  the  court  be- 
low. 

Our  ruling  in  this  case,  if  it  had  obtained 
upon  the  trial,  might  have  permitted  a 
larger  recovery  than  the  plaintiff  secured, 
because,  the  statute  upon  which  the  action 
is  founded  not  being  of  a  penal  character, 
the  two  years'  statute  of  limi«ta4;ions  to  which 
the  plaintiff  was  limited  in  his  recovery  does 
not  opply.  But  as  the  plaintiff  did  not  seek 
to  review  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of 
the  trial  court,  and  contented  himself  with 
the  recovery  actually  obtained,  his  execu- 
tors have  now  no  cause  of  complaint  on  that 
account  and  they  assert  none. 

Upon  a  full  review  of  the  case,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  error  committed 


Sirejudicial  to  the  plaintiff  is  error^  and  llM 
udgment  is  therefore  affirmed^ 


(17B  U.  S.  187) 
THE  NEW  YOHS. 

Lih€l  4n  admiralty  for  oolUsion  crMS-UM 
— judicial  f%oiioe  of  Canadian  8iatui&-^ 
duty  of  vessel  when  signals  are  disregard' 
ed — defective  lookout — failure  to  put  of^ 
fleers  and  crew  on  tha  stand — duty  to 
answer  signals — recovery  for  loss  of  cargo 
where  both  vessels  ore  in  fault. 

1.  Judicial  notice  may  be  taken  of  tbe  Cana- 
dian act  of  1886  for  the  regnlatlon  of  naylga- 
tlon,  which  Is  In  all  material  respects  like  the 
act  of  Congress  of  1886. 

2.  A  Canadian  statute  ased  in  the  trial  coart 
by  consent  of  counsel,  and  shown  by  affidavit 
to  have  been  treated  as  part  of  the  record, 
though  not  formally  certified  as  such,  but  cer- 
tified by  the  clerk  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  act 
as  published,  In  response  to  a  writ  of  certlo> 
rarl  reciting  that  the  statnte  had  been  intro- 
duced In  evidence,  and  requiring  the  clerk  to 
transmit  a  certified  copy  thereof  to  the  clrcolt 
court  of  appeals,  may  be  considered  on  a  re- 
view of  the  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  on  writ  of  certiorari. 

8.  The  rule  that  a  steamer  approaching  an* 
other  vessel  which  has  disregarded  her  sig- 
nals, or  whose  position  or  movements  are  an- 
certaln.  Is  bound  to  stop  until  her  course  be 
ascertained  with  certainty,  Is  peculiarly  ap- 
plicable when  a  vessel  going  up  a  narrow 
river  channel  Is  about  to  meet  a  descending 
vessel  upon  cross  courses,  and  signals  of  the 
latter  are  given  three  times  without  reply. 

4.  The  failure  of  a  vessel  to  see  the  lights  of 
another  vessel  or  hear  signals  blown  by  her 
on  a  clear  night,  when  they  are  not  more 
than  a  mile  apart,  Is  conclusive  evidence  of  a 
defective  lookout. 

5.  Failure  to  put  the  officers  and  crew  of  a 
vessel  on  the  stand  to  explain  why  the  lights 
of  another  vessel  were  not  seen  or  her  signals 
heard  in  a  clear  night,  when  the  vessels  were 
not  more  than  a  mile  apart,  greatly  strength- 
ens the  presumption  of  a  defective  lookout. 

6.  The  fact  that  a  steamer  Is  entitled  to  hold 
her  course  does  not  excuse  her  from  attend- 
ing to  signals,  from  answering  where  an  an* 
swer  Is  required,  or  from  adopting  such  pre- 
cautions as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  a 
collision.  In  case  there  be  a  distinct  indica- 
tion that  the  obligated  steamer  Is  about  to 
fail  In  her  duty. 

7.  The  rule  that  every  vessel,  when  approach* 
Ing  another  so  as  to  Involve  risk  of  collision, 
shall  slacken  her  speed,  or.  If  necessary,  shall 
stop  and  reverse,  clearly  applies  to  a  vessel 
going  with  the  stream,  which  has  signified  an 
Intention  to  pass  to  the  left,  which  involves 
danger  of  collision. 

8.  An  obligated  steamer  proposing  by  whistle 
to  deviate  from  the  customary  course  should 
receive  an  Immediate  reply. 

9.  Ttae  fault  of  a  vessel  will  not  preclude  the 
underwriters  of  her  cargo  from  recovering  the 
full  amount  of  their  damages  caused  by  col- 
lision, from  another  vessel  which  is  also  In 
fault. 

[No.  56.] 
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Argued  Ootolfer  19,  1899.    Decided  Vovem- 
her  BO,  1899. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Cirouit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Sixth  Circuit  to  review  a  deeisioii  reversing 
a  decree  of  the  District  Court  on  a  libel  in 
admiral^  and  cross-libd  for  daniages  caused 
1^  collision  of  Teseels.    Reversed, 

See  same  case  below,  54  U.  S.  App.  248,  82 
Fed.  Rep.  819,  27  C.  C.  A.  154;  56  U.  S.  App. 
146,  66  Fed.  Rep.  814,  30  C.  C.  A.  628. 

V  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brownx 
•  *This  was  a  libel  in  admiralty  filed  by  the 
wErie  &  Western  Transportation  Company, 
»  owner  of  the  propeller  Conemaugh,*and  a 
cross-libel  by  the  Union  Steamboat  Com- 
pany, owner  of  the  propeller  New  York, 
against  the  propeller  Conemaugh,  to  recover 
damages  for  a  collision  between  these  ves- 
sels which  occurred  between  7  and  8  o'clock 
in  the  evening  of  October  21,  1891,  on  the 
Canadian  side  of  the  Detroit  river,  a  short 
distance  below  the  village  of  Sandwich  in 
the  province  of  Ontario,  and  between  what  is 
Imown  as  Petite  COte,  on  the  Canadian  side, 
and  Smith's  Coal  Shutes,  on  the  American 
aide,  of  the  river.  The  river  at  this  point  is 
nearly  straight^  and  flows  in  a  direction 
about  south-southwest.  The  underwriters 
of  the  cargo  of  the  Conemaugh  were  permit- 
ted to  intervene  to  protect  their  interests. 

The  libel  of  the  Conemaugh  averred  that 
ahe  was  bound  from  Milwaukee  to  Erie,  Pa., 
with  a  cargo  of  about  1,800  tons  of  package 
freight;  that  she  was  proceeding  down  the 
river  on  the  American  side  of  mid-channel, 
^avin^  hauled  some  to  starboard  to  avoid 
some  piles  driven  in  the  channel,"  and  known 
as  the  Kasota  piles,  and  when  half  or  three- 
quarters  of  a  mile  above  Smith's  Cc^d  Dock, 
ihe  received  a  signal  of  two  blasts  from  the 
steamer  Burlington,  which,  witii  four  barges 
in  tow,  had  gone  down  the  Canadian  side  of 
the  river,  and  was  then  rounding  to  at  the 
ooal  dock  on  the  American  side,  exhibiting 
her  masthead  and  green  lights  to  the  Cone- 
maugh. Her  engine  was  at  once  checked, 
and  remained  checked  until  the  time  of  the 
eollision,  her  helm  starboarded,  the  whistle 
answered  by  two  blasts,  and  the  propeller 
hauled  out  sharply,  keeping  some  distance 
above  the  tow^  and  so  directing  her  course  as 
to  pass  astern  and  to  the  Canadian  side  of 
the  tow,  which  was  then  stretohed  out  in  the 
river  toward  that  side;  that  the  Conemaugh 
then  made  the  lights  of  the  New  York  down 
the  river  below  the  tow,  and  coming  up  to- 
ward the  Conemaugh  upon  such  a  course 
that  the  Conemaugh  would  cross  the  course 
of  the  New  York  before  the  latter  could 
reach  the  point  of  intersection;  that  the 
Conemaugh  at  once  blew  her  a  signal  of  two 
blasts,  notifying  the  New  York  that  she  was 
so  directing  her  course  as  to  keep  well  in  on 
o  the  Canadian  shore,  and  to  leave  the  New 
^  York  to  starboard  as  rfie  should  come  aibreast 
•  of  the  tow.  Receiving*no  reply  thereto,  the 
Conemaugh  repeated  the  signal  of  two  blasts. 
The  New  York  did  not  reply  to  this  second 
signal,  whereupon   the  Conemaugh   blew  a 


third  signal  of  two  blasts,  when  the  NefW 
York,  which  had  all  the  time  been  ooming 
rapidly  up  the  river,  without  replying  to  any 
of  the  Conemaugh's  signals,  turned  sudden* 
ly  and  rapidly  to  starboard,  swinging  over 
to  the  Canadian  side;  eeeing  whidi,  the  Codi^ 
maugh  blew  alarm  whistles  and  harcUtar- 
boarded  her  helm.  But  the  New  York,  first 
swinging  rapidly  and  violently  to  starboard, 
and  apparently  turning  some  to  port  before 
she  struck,  came  on  at  full  speed,  struck  the 
Conemaugh  on  the  starboard  side  abreast  the 
texas,  cut  deeply  into  her,  and  crushed  her 
side.  The  Conemaugh  almost  immediately 
struck  the  Canadian  bank  of  the  river  and 
filled  and  sank. 

The  answer  and  cross-libel  of  the  New 
York  averred  that  sfhe  was  bound  on  a  voy* 
age  from  Buffalo  to  Milwaukee,  laden  with 
a  cargo  of  general  merchandise;  th&t  at  the 
time  of  the  ooUision  she  was  bound  up  the 
Detroit  river,  and  when  near  the  point  in 
said  river  below  where  the  river  Rouge 
empties  into  it,  a  stoamer — ^the  Burlington — 
with  a  tow  of  four  barges  began  to  round  to 
from  the  Canadian  side  to  Smith's  Coal  Dock 
on  the  American  side,  exhibiting  to  the  New 
York  her  masthead  and  red  side  light,  as 
well  as  the  red  side  lights  of  the  bargee  in 
tow.  To  this  the  New  York  blew  her  a  pass- 
ing signal  of  one  blaat,  "  at  the  same  time 
checking  her  engine  and  reducing  her  speed 
to  about  4  miles  an  hour,  and  then  pomng 
her  helm  so  as  to  pass  under  the  stem  of  the 
last  barge.  When  the  New  York  had  ar- 
rived at  a  point  abreast  of  the  last  barge  in 
tow,  a  signal  of  two  whistles  was  heard,  but 
being  unable  to  see  any  vessel,  and  noticing 
only  a  whito  light  close  on  the  Canadian 
bank  of  the  river,  this  signal  of  two  blasts 
was  not  answered,  as  it  seemed  to  be  intend- 
ed for  some  other  vessel,  the  New  York  being 
then  close  to  the  Canadian  bank,  and  there 
not  being  room  enough  for  any  vessel  to  safe- 
ly pass  between  her  and  that  bank.  The 
New  York  therefore,  still  running  slowly, 
continued  on  her  course  so  as  to  go  around 
close  to  the  last  barge,  and  when  abreast  of  ^ 
her  quarter  starboarded  so  as  to  go  close  um  a 
der  her  stern.  •While  passing  under  the* 
stern  of  this  barge,  and  not  more  than  10  or 
20  feet  from  her,  several  short  blasto  of  a 
propeller,  which  proved  to  be  the  Cone- 
maugh, were  heard  close  at  hand,  and  not 
more  than  100  feet  away.  The  Conemaugh 
pursued  her  course  directly  across  the  bowi 
of  the  New  York,  which  was  then  swinging 
under  a  hard-a-starboard  helm.  A  collision 
was  then  inevitable,  and  there  was  neither 
time  nor  room  enough  to  stop  the  engine  of 
the  New  York,  and  the  only  way  left  open  to 
avoid  a  collision  was  to  continue  under  head- 
way and  to  swing  clear  under  a  hard-a-ster- 
board  helm.  This  was  done.  Notwith- 
standing this  the  Conemaugh,  with  consider^ 
able  headway,  continued  on  her  course  across 
the  bows  of  the  New  York,  so  that  the  lat- 
ter struck  her,  stem  on,  on  the  starboard 
side,  abreast  of  her  forward  gangway,  and 
glancing  along  this  side  was  swung  by  the 
Conemaugh    nearly    alongside."    The    New 
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York  inuneditttely  backed,  and  (^erad  h«r  aa- 
•ifltance  to  the  Ckmemaiighy  but  as  ebe  was 
thai  on  the  bank  she  refused  the  assistance. 
That  no  other  passing  signal  was  heard  from 
any  steamer  after  the  exchange  of  the  signal 
of  one  blast  with  the  Burlington,  except  the 
signal  of  two  short  blasts  from  the  Cone- 
maugh,  and  that  when  this  was  received  the 
New  York  was  close  alongside  of  the  last 
barge  heading  for  the  Canadian  bank  of  the 
river,  where  no  steamer  could  pass  with  safe- 
ly, starboard  to  starboard. 

A  large  amount  of  testimony  was  intro- 
duced on  behalf  of  the  libellant,  but  none 
whatever  by  the  claimant  A  hearing  upon 
pleading  and  proofs  before  the  district  court 
resulted  in  a  decree  holding  both  vessels  in 
fault  and  dividing  the  damages,  although 
the  ditftrict  judge  expressed  eome  doubt  with 
regard  to  the  fault  of  the  Conemaugh.  53 
Fed.  Rep.  553.  Libellant  soon  thereafter 
moved  for  a  rehearing  upon  the  ground  that 
the  rules  of  ^e  supervising  inspectors  had 
no  application ;  that  the  International  Rules 
adopted  in  18S5  governed  the  case,  and  asked 
leave  to  submit  further  testimony,  and  for 
other  reasons.  This  was  granted,  and  a  new 
deciee  entered  vacating  the  former  decree, 
d  and  adjudging  the  New  York  to  have  been 
S  solely  in  fault  upon  the  ground  that,  under 
7  the  ease  of  The  City  of  New  York,  147  U.  S. 
85,  euh  nom,  Alewander  v.  MaoJum,  37  L.  ed. 
90, 13  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  211,  then  recently  decid- 
ed, the  fault  of  the  Coneroaugh  had  not  been 
proved  with  sufficient  clearness  to  justify  a 
division  of  damages.  Thereupon  the  claim- 
ant moved  to  vacate  the  decree  and  for  leave 
to  introduce  evidence  in  its  own  behalf,  which 
was  denied.  This  motion  was  repeated  upon 
aflidavits,  and  the  deposition  of  the  master, 
second  mate,  and  engineer  of  the  New  York 
taken  de  bene  esfe  under  the  statute.  The 
motion  was,  however,  denied,  the  depositions 
stricken  from  the  files,  and  a  final  decree  en- 
tered against  the  New  York  for  the  damages 
and  loss  to  the  Conemaugh  and  her  cargo. 

Thereupon  the  claimant  appealed  the  cause 
to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  upon  the 
record  being  filed  in  that  court  a  motion  was 
made  by  the  libellant  for  an  order  that  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  be  taken  to  prove 
the  Canadian  statute  in  force  for  regulating 
the  navigation  of  the  waters  of  the  province 
of  Ontario  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and 
that  a  copy  of  such  statute  be  introduced  in 
the  cause.  This  motion  was  supported  by 
an  affidavit  that  the  Canadian  statute  was 
introduced  in  the  district  court,  and  used 
and  referred  to  in  the  arguments  upon  the 
rehearing  before  the  district  judge;  that 
such  statute  was  then  treated  and  used  as 
part  of  the  record;  but  there  was  no  ste- 
nographer present  at  the  time  and  no  minute 
of  such  introduction  and  use  of  the  Canadian 
statute  was  preserved  in  the  record.  The 
motion  for  an  order  permitting  testimony 
to  prove  the  Canadian  statute  appears  to 
have  been  withdrawn,  a  suggestion  of  dim- 
inution of  record  substituted,  and  a  writ  of 
eertiorari  asked  for  and  granted  to  supply 
sneh  evidence  aa  did  not  appear  in  the  rec- 


ord. The  district  court  made  return  to  thit 
writ  by  an  order  that  the  clerk  transmit  tr 
the  court  of  appeals  a  certified  oopy  of  thu 
Canadian  statutes  governing  the  navigation 
of  vessels  in  the  waters  of  Canada  during  the 
year  1891.  The  navigation  act  of  Canada 
of  1886  was  thereupon  sent  up  with  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  that 
"the  papers  hereto  attached,  marked  Exhibit 
A,  are  a  true  copy  of  the  Revised  Statutes  ol 
Canada  1886«  volume  1,  chapter  79,  entitled  ^ 
'An  Act  Respecting  the  Navigation  of  Cana-  3 
dian  Waters,  a.  d.  I886;^that  I  have  careful-  • 
ly  compared  the  same  with  the  original  act 
as  published,  and  find  the  same  to  be  a  true 
copv  of  such  original  and  of  the  whole  there- 
of.*'^ 

That  court,  however,  refused  to  consider 
this  statute  upon  the  ground  that  the  return 
of  the  district  court  to  the  writ  contained  no 
certificate  that  the  statute  was  made  a  part 
of  the  record  by  being  offered  and  received 
in  evidence,  but  only  a  statement  by  the 
clerk  that  "that  which  is  returned  is  a  cor- 
rect copy  of  the  Canadian  statute  as  pub- 
lished." 

The  hearing  of  the  appeal  resulted  in  a  re- 
versal of  the  decree  of  the  district  court,  and 
a  remand  to  that  court  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  libel  of  the  Conemaugh  upon  the 
ground  that  she  only  was  in  fault.  54  U, 
S.  App.  248,  82  Fed.  Rep.  819,  27  C.  C.  A. 
154.  A  rehearing  was  subsequently  asked 
for  and  denied.  5G  U.  S.  App.  146,  86  Fed. 
Rep.  814,  30  C.  C.  A.  628. 

Whereupon  libellant  applied  for  and  was 
granted  a  writ  of  certiorari  from  this  court. 

Messrs.    F,    H.    Canfield,     Harvey    D, 

Goulder,  and  John  C.  Shaw  for  petitioners. 

Messrs.  H.  C.  Wisner,  C.  E.  Kremer, 

and  W.  0.  Johnson  for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  collision  took  place  in  October,  1891. 
The  navigation  of  the  two  steamers  was 
therefore  governed  by  the  Congressional 
Rules  and  Regulations  of  April  29,  1864  (13 
Stat  at  L.  58,  chap.  60),  reproduced  in  Re- 
vised Statutes,  §  4233,  and,  so  far  at  least 
as  the  manceuvers  of  the  respective  vessels 
took  place  in  American  waters,  by  the  su- 
pervising inspectors'  rules  in  force  in  1891. 

The  Revised  International  Regulations  of 
1885  (23  Stat  at  L.  438,  chap.  354)  apply 
only  to  navigation  "upon  the  high  seas  and 
in  all  coast  waters  of  the  United  States;"^ 
and  in  §  2,  repealing  prior  inconsistent  laws,  ^ 
lUhere  is  an  exception  of  vessels  navigating* 
"the  harbors,  lakes,  and  inland  waters  of  the 
United  States."  It  is  true  that  in  Moore  v. 
American  Transp,  Co,  24  How.  1,  16  L.  ed. 
G74,  tlie  limited  liability  act  of  1851,  which 
contained  an  exception  of  vessels  used  "in 
rivers  or  inland  navigation,"  was  held,  not- 
withstanding this  exception,  to  apply  to  ves- 
sels navigating  the  Great  Lakes;  but  the 
cases  are  readily  distinguishable.  In  that 
the  exception  was  "any  canal  boat,  barge,  or 
lighter,  or  to  any  vessel  of  any  description 
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ia  liTim  or  inluid  nftTigation."  It 
wmM  held  that  the  character  of  the  craft  enu- 
aerated  might  'Srell  terre  to  indicate  to 
eome  extent^  and  with  loiiie  reaeon,  the  daaa 
el  yessele  in  the  mind  of  the  law-maken» 
iHiidi  are  designated  by  the  place  where  em- 
^OTed."  But  the  caae  wbm  really  decided  up- 
«B  the  ground  of  the  magnitude  of  the  Lakes, 
their  commerce,  their  vessels,  and  the  well- 
known  perils  incident  to  lake  navigation.  It 
was  thought  that  such  commerce  deserved 
to  be  placed  on  the  footing  of  commerce  on 
the  ocean,  and  that  ''Ck>ngress  could  not  have 
dassed  it  with  the  business  upon  rivers,  or 
inland  navigation,"  in  the  sense  in  which 
we  understand  these  terms.  In  the  presoit 
ease  the  exception  is  specifically  of  "vessels 
navigating  the  harbors,  lakes,  and  inland 
waters  of  the  United  SUtes."  If  the  word 
''lakes''  was  not  intended  to  include  the 
Great  Lakes  it  is  difficult  to  see  the  object 
of  Congress  in  making  use  of  that  word,  since 
nearly  all  the  other  navigable  lakes,  except 
Lake  Champlain,  are  located  within  the  lim- 
its of  a  single  etate^  and  no  act  was  neces- 
sary to  exempt  them,  as  the  power  of  Con- 
gress does  not  extend  to  the  purely  internal 
or  infraterritorlal  commerce  of  the  country. 
The  Montello,  11  Wall.  411,  auh  nom.  United 
States  V.  The  Montello,  20  L.  ed.  191;  Veazie 
▼.  Moor,  14  How.  668,  14  L.  ed.  545. 

The  question,  however,  is  one  of  little  prac- 
tical importance  in  this  case,  inasmuch  as 
rule  19  of  Rev.  Stat  S  4233,  is  word  for  word 
the  same  as  article  16  of  the  Revised  Inter- 
national Rules  and  Regulations  of  1885.  Both 
are  as  follows:  "If  two  vessels  under  steam 
are  crossing  so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision, 
the  vessel  which  has  the  other  on  her  own 

^  starboard  side  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of 

^  the  other. 

•  •The  power  of  the  supervising  inspectors 
to  adopt  rules  for  the  government  of  steam 
vessels  in  passing  each  other  (Rev.  Stat 
4412)  is  limited  by  {  4400  to  steam  vessels 
''navigating  any  waters  of  the  United  States 
which  are  common  highways  of  commerce,  or 
open  to  general  or  competitive  navigation." 
lliese  rules  are  pertinent  to  this  case  only  so 
far  as  they  make  it  the  duty  of  vessels  to  in- 
dicate by  signals  of  one  or  two  whistles  the 
course  they  are  about  to  take,  and  of  the 
other  vessel  to  answer  them,  and  also,  in 
ease  of  vessels  crossing  each  other,  within 
the  meaning  of  arucle  16,  in  requiring  the 
obligated  vessel  to  avoid  the  other  by  port- 
ing and  going  under  her  stern.  These  rules 
are  as  follows: 

Rule  2.  "When  steamers  are  approaching 
each  other  in  an  oblique  direction  ( as  shown 
in  diagram  of  the  fourth  situation)  they 
shall  pass  to  the  right  of  each  other  as  if 
meeting  'head  and  head'  or  nearly  so,  and 
the  signals  by  whistle  shall  be  given  and  an- 
swered promptly,  as  in  that  case  specified." 
Rule  3.  "If,  when  steamers  are  approach- 
ing each  other,  the  pilot  of  either  vessel  fails 
to  understand  thecourse  of  the  other,  whether 
from  signals  being  given  or  answered  erro- 
neously or  from  other  cause,  the  pilot  so  in 


doubt  shall  immediately  signify  the  same  l^ 
giving  several  short  and  rapid  blasts  of  the 
steam  whistle;  and  after  the  vessels  have 
approached  within  half  a  mile  of  each  other 
both  shall  be  immediately  slowed  to  a  speed 
barely  sufficient  for  steerage  way  until  the 
proper  signals  are  given,  answered,  and  un- 
derstood, or  until  the  vessels  shall  have 
passed  each  other." 

Rule  6.  'The  signals  by  the  blowing  of  the 
iteam  whistle  shall  be  given  and  answered  by 
pilots  in  compliance  with  these  rules,  not 
only  when  meeting  'head  and  head,'  or  near- 
ly so,  but  at  all  times  when  passing  or  meet- 
ing at  a  distance  of  within  half  a  mile,  and 
whether  passing  to  the  starboard  or  port" 

1.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Canadian 
statute  of  1886  may  properly  be  considered 
by  us. 

The  question  how  far  this  court  may  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try has  been  the  subject  of  some  discussion,  9 
and  was  first  considered  by  this  court  in  the*^ 
case  ofTalhot  v.  Seeman,  1  Crauch,  1,  38,  2* 
L.  ed.  15,  27.  That  was  a  case  of  salvage 
upon  recapture  from  the  French.  It  became 
necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  laws  of 
France  were  such  as  to  have  rendered  the 
condemnation  so  probable  as  to  create  a  case 
of  such  real  danger  that  her  recapture  could 
be  considered  a  meritorious  service.  To 
prove  this,  counsel  offered  several  decrees  of 
the  French  government,  to  the  reading  of 
which  objection  was  made  upon  the  ground 
that  they  were  the  laws  of  a  foreign  nation, 
and  therefore  to  be  proved  as  facts.  In 
holding  that  the  decree,  having  been  promul- 
gated in  the  United  States  as  a  law  of 
France,  was  entitled  to  be  read,  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Marshall  observed  "that  the  laws  of 
a  foreign  nation,  designed  only  for  the  di- 
rection of  its  own  affairs,  are  not  to  be  no- 
ticed by  the  courts;  of  other  countries,  unless 
proved  as  facts,  and  that  this  court,  with  re- 
spect to  facts,  is  limited  to  the  statement 
made  in  the  court  below,  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. The  real  and  only  question  ia 
whether  the  public  laws  of  a  foreign  nation, 
on  a  subject  of  common  concern  to  all  na- 
tions, promulgated  by  the  governing  powers 
of  a  country,  can  be  noticed  as  law  by  a  court 
of  admiralty  of  that  country,  or  must  be  still 
further  proved  as  a  fact  The  negative  of 
this  proposition  has  not  been  maintained  in 
any  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  ad- 
duced. On  the  contrary,  several  have  been 
quoted  (and  such  seems  to  have  been  the 
general  practice)  in  which  the  marine  ordi- 
nances of  a  foreign  nation  are  read  as  law 
without  being  proved  as  facts.  It  has  been 
said  that  this  is  done  by  consent;  that  it  is 
a  matter  of  general  convenience  not  to  put 
parties  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  proving 
permanent  and  well-known  laws  which  it  is 
in  their  power  to  prove;  and  this  opinion  is 
countenanced  by  the  case  cited  from  Doug- 
las. If  it  be  correct,  yet  this  decree,  having 
been  promulgated  in  the  United  States  as 
the  law  of  France,  by  the  joint  act  of  that 
department  which  is  intrusted  with  foreign 
intercourse,  and  of  that  which  is  invested 
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wilh  tlM  pow«n  ol  war,  aeems  to  ftssume  the 
duuraeter  of  noiorioty  which  rendem  it  ad- 

^  misBible  in  onr  oouiia." 

^     Tho  flame  queation  aa  applied  to  the  orig- 


*  loal  mlea  and^regulationa  waa  preaented  to 
na  in  the  oaae  ol  The  Sootia,  14  WalL  170, 
9ub  nofti.  Beart  ▼.  The  Sootia,  20  L.  ed.  822, 
in  which  we  Md  that»  in  tIbw  of  the  fact 
thftt  these  rnlea  and  relatione  were  orig- 
inally adopted  bj  the  British  orders  in  ooun- 
eU  of  January  9,  1863,  and  ^7  Congress  in 
1884,  and  h&d  been  accepted  aa  obTifl^tory 
hy  more  than  thirty  of  the  principal  com- 
mercial states  of  the  world,  including  almost 
all  which  have  any  shipping  on  the  Atlantic 
ocean,  we  would  take  judicial  notice  of  them 
and  treat  them  aa  laws  of  the  sea  and  of  gen- 
eral obligation*  The  duty  to  take  Judicial 
notice  of  these  rules  was  also  recognized  by 
this  court  in  The  BelgenUmd,  114  U.  S.  355, 
370,  euh  nom.  The  Belgenland  v.  Jensen,  29 
L.  ed.  152, 157,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  860,  in  Riche- 
Ueu  d  0.  2^09.  Co,  V.  Boston  Marine  Ina,  Co. 
136  U.  &  408,  422,  34  L.  ed.  398,  403, 10  Sup. 
OL  Rep.  934,  and  in  numerous  cases  in  the 
lower  courts.  There  is  nothing  in  the  case 
of  Liverpool  d  O,  W.  Steam  Co,  ▼.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  129  U.  S.  397,  32  L.  ed.  788,  9  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  469,  in  conflict  with  this.  That  did 
not  involve  a  question  of  general  maritime 
law,  but  of  a  etatutory  exemption  from  the 
consequences  of  negligence  in  navigation  giv- 
en by  a  British  act  of  Parliament.  We 
know  of  no  reason  why  the  rule  adopted  in 
The  Scotia  should  not  be  applied  to  the  Re- 
vised International  Rules  and  Regulations. 
They  have  also  been  adopted  by  most,  if  not 
all,  the  nations  which  gave  their  assent  to 
the  original  rules  and  r^ulationa  of  1863, 
and  the  reasona  which  induced  this  court  to 
take  judicial  notice  of  Idiese  rules  are  equal- 
tv  persuaaive  here.  The  reference  to  the 
Canadian  statute  of  1886,  used  in  the  dis- 
trict court  and  printed  as  a  part  of  the  rec- 
ord here,  shows  it  to  be,  except  as  to  the 
waters  covered  by  it  and  as  to  certain  im- 
material local  regulations,  a  literal  copy  of 
the  eongreeeional  act  of  1885. 

But  we  think  that  for  anotiier  reason  the 
act  is  properlv  before  us.  After  the  case  had 
been  appealed  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
the  libellant  moved  that  court  for  an  order 
requiring  the  testimony  of  a  witness  to  be 
taken  to  prove  the  Canadian  statute,  and 
Aled  in  support  of  this  motion  affidavits  that 
in  the  printed  record  there  was  no  copy  of 
this  statute,  but  that  it  waa  introduced  in 
the  district  court  and  used  and  referred  to 
in  the  arp^ments  upon  the  rehearing  before 
the  district  judge;  that  at  that  time  the 
a  libellant  offered  to  prove  the  statute  by  oral 
^testimony,  but  that  it  was  then  agreed  in 

*  open  court  between  the  proctors  that  the  tes- 
timony of  such  witness  might  be  dispensed 
with,  and  that  the  statute  then  in  court 
might  be  used  witJiout  technical  proof  there- 
of. No  order  was  made  upon  tnia  motion, 
but  there  was  a  further  suggestion  to  the 
court  of  a  diminution  of  the  record  in  that 
the  Canadian  statute,  which  was  introduced 
and  used  as  evidence  in  the  district  court, 
did  not  appear  in  the  record,  and  a  writ  of 


certiorari  waft  granted  *n>eeau8e  the  traa- 
ecript  of  the  record  in  thia  oaae  doea  not  con- 
tain a  copy  of  the  Canada  statutes  govern^ 
ing  the  navigation  of  veaaela  in  the  waters 
of  Canada  during  the  year  1891,  which  waa 
introduced  in  evidence,  aa  alleged."  In 
obedience  to  thia  writ»  the  derk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  waa  ordered  to  transmit  to  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals  a  certified  copy  ol 
the  Canadian  statute.  Thia  waa  done,  bat 
the  clerk,  instead  of  certifying  that  it  waa 
a  part  of  th«  record,  certified  only  that  he 
had  "carefully  compared  the  same  with  ths 
original  act  as  published"  (by  which  we  un* 
deratand  aa  published  in  the  statutes  of  Can- 
ada), "and  nnd  the  same  to  be  a  true  copy 
of  suoh  original  and  of  the  whole  thereof.^ 
It  thua  appears  that  the  Canadian  statute 
had  been  used  in  the  district  court  by  con- 
sent of  counsel,  had  been  treated  aa  part  of 
the  record,  and  that  the  copy  sent  up  was  a 
true  copy  of  the  statute  aa  publisheo.  It  is 
true  that  the  clerk  did  not  formally  certify 
it  to  be  a  part  of  the  record,  but  the  fact 
that  it  had  been  so  treated  was  established 
by  the  affidavit;  and  the  writ  of  certiorari 
upon  its  face  recited  the  fact  that  a  copy  d 
the  statute  had  been  introduced  in  evidence, 
as  alleged,  and  required  the  court  below  to 
"send  the  record  and  proceedings,  with  all 
things  concerning  the  same,  aa  fully  and  en- 
tirely as  they  remain  of  record  in  said  dis- 
trict court."  In  view  of  these  proceedings, 
we  think  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  should 
have  accepted  the  certified  copy  of  the  staV 
ute  as  properly  in  evidence  before  it. 

The  only  novel  feature  of  this  statute, 
pertinent  to  this  case,  is  as  follows: 

"Art  19.  In  taking  any  course  authorized 
or  required  by  these   regulations,   a  steam- 
ship under  way  may  indicate  that  course  to  a 
any  other  ship  which  she  haa  in  sight  by  the  h 
•following  signals  on  her  steam  whietle,  that  * 
is  to  eay:     One  abort  blast  to  mean  1  am 
directing  my  course  to  starboard;'  two  short 
blaata  to  mean  'I  am  directing  my  course  to 
port;'  three  short  blasts  to  mean  'I  am  go- 
ing e/t  full  speed  astern.'    The  use  of  these 
signals  is  optional ;  but  if  they  are  used,  the 
course  of  the  ship  must  be  in  accordance  with 
the  aignal  made." 

In  this  view,  the  question  whether  two 
American  vessels  running  from  one  American 
port  to  another  are  bound,  whenever  they 
cross  the  boundary  line  between  the  United 
State?  and  Canada,  which  at  this  point  is 
the  filum  agues  of  Detroit  river,  to  coniform 
to  the  navigation  laws  of  Canada,  does  not 
arise  in  this  case.  Were  all  the  commerce 
of  the  lakes  carried  on  in  American  vessels 
the  question  would  be  less  difficult  of  solu- 
tion. But  as  much  of  this  commerce  is  Ca- 
nadian, and  it  is  impossible  to  tell  whether 
an  approaching  vessel  be  American  or 
Canadian,  an  attempt  to  apply  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  in  all  cases  might  result 
in  confusion  and  in  great  injustice  to  Cana- 
dian vessels,  in  case  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  two  countries  differed  in  any 
material  respect.  We  are  saved,  however, 
consideration  of  these  questions  by  Uie  fact 
that  the  signals  and  tlie  steering  rulea  of  the 
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United  States  and  Canada  are  practically 
identical.  This  fact  being  once  eetablished, 
the  duty  ol  vesselB  of  bot£  nations  in  meeb* 
ing  each  other,  either  upon  American  or 
Guiadian  waters,  is  easily  understood. 

2.  In  judffinc  of  the  responsibility  for 
this  collision  it  snould  be  borne  in  mind  that 
the  Burlington  and  her  tow  were  temporari- 
ly occupying  from  two  thirds  to  three  quar- 
ters of  the  navigable  channel  of  the  nver. 
The  distance  between  the  rear  barge  and  the 
Canadian  bank  of  the  navigable  channel  is 
variously  estimated,  but  according  to  the 
court  of  appeals  was  about  500  feet.  It  may 
have  been  as  much  a«  800  feet,  but  probably 
was  not  more  than  that.  The  night  was 
clear  and  starlit,  the  weather  fine,  and  the 
collision  could  scarcely  have  occurred  except 

^  by  the  fttuli  of  one  or  both  vessels. 

S     The  Conemaugh,  a  steamer  of  1,609  tons 

•  burden,  wa«*ooming  down  the  American  side 
of  the  river  at  her  usual  speed  of  about  10 
miles  an  hour,  and,  when  her  attention  was 
first  called  to  the  obstruction  of  (he  Burling- 
ton's tow,  was  about  passing  what  are  known 
as  the  Kasota  piles,  which  were  in  fact  the 
remains  of  a  coffer  dam  once  used  in  raising 
the  steamer  Kasota.  They  were  near  mid- 
channel,  though  somewhat  upon  the  Ameri- 
can side,  and  about  three  quarters  of  a  mile 
above  Smith's  Coal  Dock.  As  she  was  pass- 
ing these  piles,  leaving  them  on  her  port 
huid,  she  received  and  answered  a  signal  of 
two  blasts  from  the  Burlington,  which  had 
eome  down  the  river  on  the  Canadian  side, 
and  was  at  that  time  rounding  to  at  the  coal 
dock  on  the  American  side,  her  tow  of  four 
barges  making  a  crescent  or  semicircle,  the 
outer  arm  of  which  was,  as  above  stated, 
from  600  to  800  feet  from  the  Canadian 
bank.  The  length  of  the  tow  was  about 
2,600  feet,  the  width  of  the  channel  about 
3,000  feet.  The  Burlington  at  this  time  was 
eidiibiting  to  the  Conemaugh  her  white  mast- 
head and  her  starboard  green  light  The 
first  baree  in  tow  was  also  exhibiting  her 
green  li^ht,  but  the  others  had  not  rounded 
to  sufficiently  to  exhibit  their  colored  lights. 
After  exchanging  this  signal  with  the  Bur- 
lington, the  wheel  of  the  Conemaugh  was 
put  hard-a-starboaxd,  her  speed  checked,  and 
her  course  taken  across  the  stream  at  almost 
a  right  angle  with  her  former  course.  Upon 
this  course  she  was  exhibiting  her  green  light 
to  vessels  ascending  the  river.  After  she 
had  "picked  up'*  or  discovered  the  rear  barge 
her  wheel  was  steadied,  and  then  ported  to 
follow  the  tow,  which  by  the  force  of  the  cur- 
rent was  gradually  swinging  down  stream, 
and  would  ultimately  round  to  on  the  Ameri- 
can side,  astern  of  the  Burlington.  As  the 
Conemaugh  steadied  her  wheel  to  starboard 
her  watch  made  out  below  the  tow  and  about 
a  mile  distant  the  white  and  red  lights  of 
the  New  York,  apparently  somewhat  on  the 
American  side  of  nrid-channel,  and  prompt- 
ly signaled  her  with  two  blasts  of  her 
whistle,  indicating  that  she  would  pass  her 
to  the  left.  No  answer  was  received  from 
the  New  York.      Under  such  circumstances 

^it  would   have  been  more  prudent  for  the 
fi  Conemaugh  to  stop  and  wait  a  few  minutes, 

•  until  the^tow  had  drifted  down  and  left  the 


channel  dear  below  her;  but  inasmuch  as 
there  was  a  clear  space  of  600  feet  of  navi- 
gable  water  between  the  last  baige  and  the 
Canadian  bank  of  the  channel,  we  should 
hesitate  to  condemn  her  for  this  faulty  were 
there  no  others  contributing  more  immedi* 
ately  to  the  collision. 

Receiving  no  answer  to  her  first  blast,  the 
Conemaugh,  when  the  two  steamers  were 
about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  apart,  repeated 
her  signal  of  two  blasts, — the  New  York  then 
showing  her  masthead  and  both  colored 
lights.  Again  no  reply  was  made  by  the 
New  York.  The  Conemaugh,  which  had  then 
ported  and  was  heading  toward  the  Cana- 
dian shore,  and  about  four  points  from  the 
direct  course  down  the  river,  gave  a  third 
signal  of  two  blasts,  the  New  York  continu- 
ing to  show  all  three  of  her  lights,  and  be- 
ing apparently  close  to  and  between  the 
second  and  third  barges  of  the  tow.  The 
New  York  made  no  answer  to  this  third  sig- 
nal. The  duty  of  the  Conemaugh  at  this 
juncture  was  plain.  She  should  have 
stopped  her  engines  after  the  second  signal, 
and,  if  necessary  to  bring  her  to  a  complete 
standstill,  have  reversed  them.  Nothing  is 
better  settled  than  that,  if  a  steamer  be  ap- 
proaching another  vessel  which  has  disre- 
garded her  signals,  or  whose  position  or 
movements  are  uncertain,  she  is  boand  to 
atop  until  her  course  be  ascertained  with 
certainty.  The  Louisiana  v.  Fisher,  21  How. 
1,  16  L.  ed.  29;  Ohamherlain  v.  Ward,  21 
How.  548, 16  L.  ed.  211 ;  Nelson  v.  Leland,  22 
How.  48,  16  L.  ed.  289;  The  Martello,  153  U. 
S.  64«  71,  sub  nom.  The  Martello  v.  MVilley, 
38  L.  ed.  637,  640,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  723;  The 
Teutonia,  23  Wall.  77,  suh  nom,  Bievoard  ▼. 
The  Te^itoiUa,  23  L.  ed.  44 ;  The  James  Watt, 
2  W.  Rob.  271;  The  Birkenhead,  3  W.  Rob. 
75;  The  Hermann,^  4  Blatchf.  441;  The 
HuntsviOe^t  8  Blatchf.  228 ;  The  Hammonia,* 
4  Ben.  515;  The  Mary  Sandford,^  3  Ben. 
100 ;  The  Arabian,  2  Stuart»  Vice  Adm.  72. 
There  was  peculiar  necessity  for  such  action 
in  this  case.  These  vessels  were  about  to 
meet  upon  crossing  courses,  and  to  pass  each 
other  in  the  narrowest  part  of  the  channel. 
The  Conemaugh  had  three  times  signaled 
her  wish  to  take  the  Canadian  side,  and  pass 
starboard  to  starboard.  The  New  York  had« 
three  times  neglected  to  give  her  assent  to| 
this  arrangement.  The^Conemaugh  had  con-  * 
strued  her  failure  to  reply  as  an  acquiescence 
in  her  own  signals.  The  New  York  might 
have  constru^  sudi  failure  as  a  refusal  to 
acquiesce.  In  such  a  case  it  was  clearly  in- 
cumbent upon  the  Conemaugh  to  stop  until 
the  mystery  of  her  silence  was  explained, 
and  in  failing  so  to  do  Ae  wae  guilty  of 
fault.  Instead  of  that,  while  running  luder 
check  and  under  a  port  helm,  she  steadied  and 
almost  immediately  lost  the  green  light  ol 
the  New  York,  whereupon  she  sounded  an 
alarm  whistle,  put  her  helm  hard-a-star- 
board,  and  endeavored  to  shoot  across  the 
bows  of  the  New  York.  The  two  steamers 
were  then  upon  converging  eourses  and  about 
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A  qiurter  of  a  mfl%  apart  Even  then,  if  the 
Oonemaugh  had  put  her  helm  hard-export 
and  revereed  her  en^nee  ehe  irould  probably 
have  avoided  a  collision,  although  her  fiiml 
error,  being  apparently  in  ecBiremia,  perhaps 
ought  not  to  be  attributed  to  her  as  a  fault. 
But  she  kept  on  her  course  at  full  speed, 
vrith  her  helm  hard-a-starboard,  while  the 
New  York  came  up  the  river,  under  a  port 
wheel  and  at  full  speed,  displaying  her  mast- 
head uid  red  Mght  to  Ihe  Oonemaugh.  Just 
before  the  collision  the  wheel  of  the  New 
York  WBM  starboarded,  but  too  kute  to  avert 
the  blow.  She  struck  the  Oonemaugh  on  her 
starboard  side  near  the  gangway,  and  sank 
her  within  ten  minutes.  The  place  of  the 
collision  seems  to  have  been  rery  near  the 
Canadian  bank,  and  about  1,000  feet  from 
and  a  little  upon  the  port  quarter  of  the 
Furguson,  the  stern  barge  of  the  Burling- 
ton's tow. 

The  fault  of  the  Oonemaugh  appears  the 
more  flagrant  from  the  fact  that  the  two 
cteamers  were  crossing  vessels  within  the 
meaning  of  rule  19  (Rev.  Stat.  §  4233),  and 
that  the  Oonemaugh,  having  the  New  York 
upon  her  starboard  side,  was  bound  to  keep 
out  of  her  way.  The  supervising  inspectorr 
rules  require  that  this  manoeuver  sheJl  be 
performed  by  porting  the  wheel  and  passing 
under  the  stem  of  the  preferred  vessel.  Birt» 
irrespective  of  this  rule,  prudent  seamanship 
ordinarily  requires  that  the  obligated  vessel 
shall  take  a  course  which,  if  the  preferred 
yessel  perform  her  own  duty,  will  certainly 
g  avoid  a  coUisdon,  viz.,  port  and  go  astern, 
I  If,  upon  the  other  hand,  she  elects  to  star 
»  board  and  cross  thcTbows  of  the  other  vessel, 
she  incurs  the  manifest  danger  of  not  pass- 
ing the  point  of  intersection  before  the  pre- 
ferred vessel  strikes  her,  and  is  justly  con- 
flidered  as  assuming  the  responsibility  for 
the  success  of  her  manoouveor.  The  E,  A. 
Packer,  140  U.  S.  360,  366,  euh  nom.  The  B. 
A,  Packer  Y,  New  Jersey  Lighterage  Co.  35  L. 
ed.  463,  457,  11  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  794;  The  Nor, 
2  Asp.  M.  L.  Oas.  264.  Of  course,  there  may 
be  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  favored 
▼CBoel  as  would  show  that  ehe  was  alone 
guilty  of  fault,  but  the  greater  safety  of  porb- 
ng  i  so  manifest  that  the  circumstances 
mu«t  be  quite  exceptional  to  jusrtify  a  differ- 
ent course.  The  failure  of  the  Oonemaugh's 
manoeuver  in  this  case  only  emphasizes  her 
original  fault  in  failing  to  come  to  a  stand- 
still when  her  two  first  signals  to  the  New 
York  were  disregarded. 

The  conduct  of  the  Oonemaugh,  as  we  shall 
hereafter  show  in  the  navigation  of  the  New 
York,  was  not  even  consistent  with  her  own 
theory,  which  was  that  she  would  cross  the 
eouree  of  the  New  York  and  pass  down  be- 
tween her  and  the  Canadian  bank.  Instead 
of  doing  so,  however,  as  soon  as  she  had 
"picked  up"  the  stern  barges  and  ascertained 
their  exact  location,  she  ported  her  helm 
sufficiently  to  display  to  these  barges  a 
glimmer  of  her  red  lights  and  as  the  New 
York  was  about  the  same  time  starboarding 
io  clear  these  barges,  the  result  was  that 
neither  gave  the  other  sufficient  room  to  pass. 
These  circumstances  were  most  favorable  to 


the  oolliiiion  wUeh  slmost  Jnunadiately  eat- 

sued. 

3.  Inaemueh  as  no  witnesses  wwre  sworn 
from  the  New  York  we  are  oompelled  to  judge 
of  the  propriety  ol  her  manieuvers  from  the 
admissions  in  her  answer  and  from  the  other 
testimony  in  the  case.  From  these  it  ap- 
pears that  the  propeller,  a  vessel  of  1,700 
tons,  was  bound  up  the  river,  and,  when  near- 
ing  the  point  below  where  the  river  Bouge 
empties  into  the  Detroit  just  above  Smith's 
Ooal  Dock,  she  descried  the  Burlin|^ton  and 
her  tow  beginning  to  round  to  from  the  Cana- 
dian side  of  the  river  to  the  ooal  dock  on  the 
American  side,  exhibiting  to  the  New  York 
her  masthead  and  red  lights  as  well  as  the  red 
eide  lights  of  the  barges  in  tow.  The  answes 
avers  that  thereupon  "the  New  York  blew  a 
passing  signal  of  one  blast,  at  the  same  time 
checking  her  engine  and  reducing  her  speed  ^ 
to  about  4  miles  an  hour,  and  then  porting  g 
hei^helm  eo  as  to  pass  under  the  stern  of  the  * 
last  barge.  When  the  New  York  had  arrived 
at  a  point  abreast  of  the  last  barge  in  tow,  a 
signal  of  two  whistles  was  heard,  but  being 
unable  to  see  any  vessel,  and  noticing  only  a 
white  light  close  on  the  Canadian  bank  of 
the  river,  the  signal  of  two  blasts  was  not 
answered,  as  it  seemed  to  be  intended  for 
some  other  vessel,  the  New  York  being  then 
close  to  the  Canadian  bank,  and  there  not  be- 
ing room  enough  for  any  vessel  to  safely  paaa 
between  her  and  the  bank." 

If  there  were  no  other  evidence  in  the  ease 
than  these  allegations,  and  the  uncontra- 
dicted testimony  of  the  Oonemaugh  that  she 
blew  three  signals  to  the  New  York,  none  of 
which  were  answered,  it  is  sufficient  to  show 
the  latter  to  have  been  guilty  of  a  grievous 
fault.  The  night  was  clear,  and  there  ap- 
pears to  have  been  no  difficulty  in  seeing  the 
white  and  colored  lights  of  the  Burlington 
and  her  tow,  and  should  have  been  none  in 
seeing  the  lights  of  the  Oonemaugh.  No  rea- 
son is  given  why  the  signals  of  the  Oone- 
maugh were  not  heard,  and  as  the  New  York 
was  not  more  than  a  mile  distant  from  her 
when  her  first  signal  was  blown,  and  consid- 
erable less  than  that  when  the  second  signal 
was  blown,  her  inability  to  hear  them  is  in- 
explicable, except  upon  the  theory  that  no 
sufficient  lookout  was  maintained,  or  that 
such  lookout  did  not  attend  properly  to  his 
duties.  Her  officers  failed  conspicuously  to 
see  what  they  ought  to  have  seen  or  to  hear 
what  they  ought  to  have  heard.  This,  un- 
explained, ie  conclusive  evidence  of  a  defect- 
ive lookout.  The  Sea  Ch*U,  23  Wall.  165, 
sub  nom.  The  Sarah  Watson  v.  The  Sea  OiUl, 
23  L.  ed.  00 ;  The  James  Adger,^  3  Blatchf. 
616;  r*eFani*a,«  14  Blatchf.  546;  The  Sun- 
ny aide,  91  U.  S.  208,  8uh  nom.  Miner  v.  The 
Sunnyeide,  23  L.  ed.  302;  Spencer,  Oolliflione, 
§  175. 

The  force  of  this  presumption  of  a  defeo- 
tive  lookout  is  greatly  sibrengfthened  by  the 
fact  that  the  claimant  did  not  see  fit  to  put 
upon  the  stand  the  officers  and  crew  of  the 
New  York,  who  certainly  would  have  been 


•  Fed.  Cas.  No.  748S. 

•  Fed.  Cos.  No.  4.636. 


74 


20  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Tkbic, 


«bU  to  explain,  if  any  explanation  were  pos- 
•ible,  why  the  lights  of  the  Gonemaugh  were 
not  Men  and  distinguished  or  her  signals 
heard.  It  was  said  by  this  court  in  the  ease 
^of  Clifton  ▼.  United  States,  4  How.  242,  246, 
Kll  L.  ed.  957,  that  'Ho  withhold  testimony 
»  which  it  was  in*  the  power  of  the  party  to 
produce,  in  order  to  rebut  a  charge  against 
liim,  where  it  10  not  eupplied  by  other  equiva- 
lent testimony,  might  i^  ae  fatal  as  poeitive 
testimony  in  support  or  confirmation  of  the 
charge."  If  the  New  York  heard  the  signaJa, 
it  was  her  duty  to  anewer  them.  Beyond 
this,  however,  the  answer  admits  that  a  sig- 
nal of  two  whistles  was  heard,  and  a  white 
light  close  on  the  Canadian  bank  of  the  river 
was  noticed,  but  the  signal  was  not  answered, 
as  it  seemed  to  foe  intended  for  some  other 
▼eesel.  However,  the  white  light  in  connec- 
tion with  the  whistles  could  only  have  been 
the  masthead  light  of  a  steam  vessel,  and  as 
there  is  no  evidence  that  tiiere  was  any  other 
▼essel  coming  up  the  river,  the  signal  could 
4>nly  have  been  intended  for  the  New  York. 
if  she  were  unable  to  see  the  colored  liffhts 
•of  the  approaching  steamer,  it  was  her  duty 
to  stop  until  she  made  them  out,  or  other- 
^se  determine  the  identity  and  course  of  the 
approaching  vessel. 

Her  only  excuse  for  her  omission  is  that 
she  was  the  preferred  vessel  within  the  19th 
American  and  16th  Canadian  rule,  and  that 
by  the  23d  American  and  22d  Canadian  rule 
it  was  her  duty  to  keep  her  course.  But  the 
fact  that  a  steamer  is  entitled  to  hold  her 
course  does  not  excuse  her  from  inattention 
to  signals,  from  answering  where  an  an- 
swer U  required,  or  from  adopting  such  pre- 
cautions OS  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  a 
collision,  in  case  there  be  a  distinct  indica- 
tion that  the  obligated  steamer  is  about  to 
fail  in  her  duty.  As  was  said  in  the  case  of 
The  Sunnyside,  91  U.  8.  208,  222,  auh  nom. 
Miner  v.  The  Sunnyaide,  23  L.  ed.  302,  307 : 
^Cases  arise  in  navigation  where  a  stubborn 
adherence  to  a  general  rule  is  a  culpable 
fault,  for  the  reason  that  every  navigator 
ouffht  to  know  that  rules  of  navigation  are 
ordained,  not  to  promote  collisions,  but  to 
save  life  and  property  by  preventing  such 
disasters."  See  also  The  Delatoare,  161  U. 
S.  459,  40  L.  ed.  771,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  516; 
The  Maria  Martin,  12  Wall.  47,  sub  nom. 
Martin  v.  Northern  Transp,  Co,  20  L.  ed. 
255.  Both  the  Canadian  and  American 
Codes  provide  that  in  construing  and  obey- 
ing these  rules  due  regard  must  be  had  to 
all  dangers  of  navigation  and  to  any  special 
circumstance  which  may  exist  in  any  par- 
S  ticular  case,  rendering  a  departure  from 
•  them  necessary  in  order  to  avoid*  immedi- 
ate danger.  There  is  another  rule  pertinent 
in  this  connection,  namely,  rule  21  Ameri- 
oan,  and  article  18  Canadian,  that  every 
vessel  when  approaching  another  vessel  so 
as  to  involve  risk  of  collision,  shall  slacken 
her  speed,  or,  if  necessary,  stop  and  reverse. 
That  the  obligation  to  observe  this  rule  at- 
tached to  the  New  York  under  the  peculiar 
drcomstances  of  this  case  is  entirely  clear. 
Her  attention  had  been  called  to  the  fact 


that  a  steamer  was  coming  down  the  river 
between  the  rear  barge  and  the  Canadian 
bank.  The  channel  was  narrow,  and  the 
descending  vessel  had  signified  her  intention 
to  starboard  her  helm  and  pass  the  New 
York  to  the  left  The  New  York  avers  in 
her  answer  that  there  was  not  room  enough 
for  any  vessel  to  safely  pass  between  her  and 
the  Canadian  bank,  but,  notwithstanding 
this,  she  kept  her  course  toward  that  back, 
and  was  tnus  constantly  narrowing  the 
channel  through  which  the  Conemaugh  sig- 
nified her  intention  of  passing.  She  averred 
that  her  speed  in  passing  the  tow  was  about 
4  miles  an  hour,  but  the  District  Judge  was 
of  opinion  that  she  maintained  double  that 
speed  until  the  vessels  came  together.  How- 
ever  t^is  may  be,  her  failure  to  answer  the 
whistles  of  the  Conemaugh,  or  to  stop  and 
reverse,  after  her  white  light  was  seen,  was 
wholly  inexcusable,  and,  under  the  particu- 
lar circumstances,  cannot  be  justified  by  her 
general  duty  as  a  favored  vessel  to  keep  her 
course  or  by  anything  that  was  said  by  this 
court  in  The  Britannia,  153  U.  S.  130,  sub 
nom.  The  Britannia  v.  Cleugh,  38  L.  ed.  660, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  795.  The  roaster  of  a  pre- 
ferred steamer  cannot,  by  blindly  adhering 
to  his  course,  atone  for  the  neglect  of  other 
precautions. 

We  do  not  wish  to  say  that  the  New  York 
was  under  any  obligation  to  assent  to  the 
proposed  arrangement,  although  in  star- 
boarding and  passing  dose  to  Qie  two  rear 
barges  she  did  in  fact  take  the  exact  course 
she  would  have  taken  if  she  had  assented. 
If  she  had  blown  one  whistle  she  would  have 
indicated  her  intention  of  pursuing  her 
course  under  her  port  wheel  as  the  privileged 
vessel;  while  if  sne  had  blown  two  whisUee 
she  would  have  starboarded,  as  she  did  star- 
board, and  keep  as  near  the  rear  bargesn 
as  she  safely  could.  What  we  do  decide  is|| 
that  the  duty  to  answer  a  signal  is  as*lni-* 

Serative  as  the  duty  to  give  one.  Not  only 
oes  the  2d  rule  of  the  supervising  inspect- 
ors require  of  crossing  steamers  that  "signals 
by  whistles  shall  be  given  and  answered 
promptly,"  but  ordinary  prudence  demands 
that  an  obligated  steamer  proposing  by 
whistle  to  deviate  from  the  customary  course 
shall  receive  an  immediate  reply,  that  her 
wheel  may  be  at  once  put  to  starboard  or 
port,  as  the  exigencies  of  the  case  may  re- 
quire. A  delay  of  even  a  few  seconds  may 
seriously  embarrass  her  as  to  the  intention 
of  the  preferred  vessel.  This  is  now  made 
obligatory  upon  vessels  navigating  the  Great 
Lakes  by  the  act  of  February  8,  1895  (28 
Stat,  at  L.  645),  the  23d  rule  of  which 
declares  that  "every  steam  vessel  receiving 
a  signal  from  another  shall  promptly  re- 
spond with  the  same  signal,  or  as  provided 
in  rule  26."  If  the  New  York  had  promptly 
answered  the  Conemaugh's  signals,  probably 
no  collision  would  have  occurred. 

The  comments  we  have  made  upon  the  fail- 
ure of  the  Conemaugh  to  stop  and  reverse 
are  equally  pertinent  to  the  case  of  the  New 
York.  If  she  did  not  hear  the  whistles  of 
the  Conemaugh,  she  ought  to  have  heard 
them;  but  irrespective  of  this,  there  was 
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enough  to  apprise  her  of  her  danger  in  pur- 
•aing  her  course  with  unahated  speed.  She 
knew  that  she  was  about  to  meet  in  a  narrow 
channel  a  steam  vessel  coming  down  upon 
her  with  the  added  speed  given  by  a  current 
(^  2  to  2^  miles  an  hour.  She  heard  her  fi- 
nal signal  of  two  hlasts  as  ohe  w«a  passing 
the  last  barge,  and  should  have  known  that  if 
riie  oontinuedf  her  course  a  collision  would 
be  inevitable,  and  yet  she  did  not  stop  or  re- 
verse. Her  conduct  wae  inexcusable.  The 
lesson  that  eteam  vessels  must  stop  their 
engines  in  the  presence  of  danger,  or  even 
of  anticipated  danffcr,  is  a  hard  one  to  learn, 
hut  the  failure  to  do  so  has  been  the  cause  of 
the  condemnation  of  so  many  vessels  that  it 
would  seem  that  these  repeated  admonitions 
must  ultimately  have  some  effect  We  can- 
not impress  upon  the  maeters  of  steam  ves- 
sels too^  insistently  the  necessity  of  caution 
in  passing  or  crossing  the  course  of  other 
vessels  in  constricted  diannels. 

But,  assuming  the  theory  of  the  New  York 
to  be  true«  and*that  as  the  preferred  vessel 
■he  wae  bound  to  keep  her  course,  under  rule 
19,  the  fulfilment  of  her  du^  in  that  re- 
gard undoubtedly  added  to  the  embarrass- 
ments of  the  Conemaugh.  It  is  averred  in 
her  answer  that  after  making  the  white 
light  of  the  Conemaugh  she  continued  on 
her  course  so  as  to  go  aroimd  close  to  the 
laet  barge,  and  when  abreast  of  her  quarter 
starboaxded,  so  as  to  go  close  under  her 
stem.  For  this  change  in  her  course  she 
relies  upon  the  case  of  The  John  L.  ffoe- 
Vrouek,  93  U.  S.  405,  aub  nom.  Lyman  v. 
Th9  John  L.  HoBhrouckj  23  L.  ed.  962,  in 
which  we  held  that  the  obligation  of  a  priv- 
ilmd  vessel  to  keep  her  course  does  not  for- 
bid such  necessary  variations  in  her  course 
as  will  enable  her  to  avoid  immediate  danger 
arising  from  natural  obstructions  to  naviga- 
tion. In  that  case  a  sailing  vessel  descend- 
inff  the  Hudson  river  at  West  Point  was 
hdd  to  have  been  excused  in  changing  her 
course  to  round  a  projection  at  that  place, 
but  in  this  case  the  New  York  had  still  from 
600  to  800  feet  before  her  before  reaching  the 
Canadian  bank.  Her  original  porting  was 
undoubtedly  to  avoid  the  tow,  but  there 
aeons  to  have  been  no  immediate  necessity 
for  her  starboarding  to  pass  so  close  to  the 
rear  barges,  though  we  should  not  condemn 
her  upon  this  ground.  See  discussion  of 
this  in  The  Velocity,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  44;  The 
Banehee,  6  Asp.  M.  L.  Gas.  221.  While  the 
presence  of  the  tow  undoubtedly  rendered  it 
necessary  for  the  New  York  to  port,  and  thus 
to  become  a  crossing  vessel,  and  a  preferred 
vessel  under  rule  19«  there  wae  no  obstruc- 
tion to  her  continuing  under  her  port  wheel 
until  she  had  approached  so  near  the  Cana- 
dian bank  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  turn. 

The  theory  of  the  New  York  is  an  incon- 
sistent one— as  inconsistent  as  that  of  the 
Conemaugh.  She  argues  that  she  was  under 
no  obligation  to  ass^  to  the  signals  of  the 
Conemaugh  by  starboarding  her  helm.  But 
she  did  in  fact  starboard  her  helm,  and  now 
ineista  that  she  did  this  in  dischargs  of  her 
duty  as  a  preferred  vessel  to  resume  her 
course  after  she  had  cleared  the  obstruction. 


But  without  deciding  that  she  was  in  fault 
for  starboarding,   her  conduct  in  so   doing 
adds  another  to  the  many  reasons  why  she 
should    have    indicated    to  the    descending^ 
steamer  her  proposed  course.    If  the  Con^-g^ 
maugh^recognized  the  fact  that  she  were  the*- 
preferred   vnsel    and   bound   to   hold    her 
course  it  would  naturally  confuse  her  to  see* 
the  New  York  suddenly  starboarding,  exhib^ 
it  both  her  colored  lights,  and  point  directly 
toward   her,   as  she  must  have  done.    The 

Srobable  explanation  of  the  course  of  the 
few  York  is  that  the  officer  of  her  deck  wa» 
so  intent  upon  watching  the  lights  of  the 
bar^  that  he  omitted  to  notice  the  lights 
of  tiie  Conemaugh  until  the  vessels  had  ap- 
proached so  near  that  a  collision  became  ex- 
tremely probable.  The  fact  that  her  lights 
were  seen  and  her  signals  heard  by  the  crews 
of  the  Burlington  and  her  barges  and  by  per- 
sons standing  upon  the  coal  dock,  at  a 
greater  distance  from  the  Conemaugh  than 
was  the  New  York,  only  indicates  more 
clearly  that  her  lookout  was  either  insuifl- 
cient  or  incompetent.  If  he  actually  saw 
her  and  reported  her  to  the  officers  of  the 
deck,  the  responsibility  is  only  shifted  from 
the  lookout  to  them. 

Our  conclusions  are  that  the  Conemaugh 
was  in  fault: — 

For  not  stopping  when  the  New  York 
failed  to  answer  her  signals; 

For    porting   and    then    starboarding    i» 
order  to  cross  the  bow  of  the  New  York; 
— and  the  New  York: — 

For  an  inefficient  lookout; 

For  failing  to  answer  the  repeated  signals 
of  the  Conemaugh;  and — 

For  failure  to  stop,  after  she  made  the 
white  light  of  the  Conemaugh,  until  her 
course  and  movements  had  beien  satisfacto- 
rily ascertained. 

4.  The  final  question  arises  upon  the  ia> 
sistence  of  the  underwriters  of  the  Cone* 
maugh'e  carso,  that  they  are  entitled  to  a 
recovery  to  tna  full  amount  of  their  damages 
against  the  Nev  York,  notwithstanding  the 
Conemaugh  may  aJro  be  in  fault  for  the  col- 
lision. They  are  correct  in  this  contention* 
Indeed,  this  court  has  already  so  decided  in 
the  case  of  The  AiUu,  93  U.  S.  302,  eul^  nom. 
Phosnia  Ina,  Oo,  v.  The  Atlas,  23  L.  ed.  863. 
This  was  a  libel  against  the  Atlas  by  an  in- 
surer of  tlie  cargo  of  a  canal  boat  in  tow  of  ^ 
the  steam  tug  Site,  whereby  the  canal  boat*} 
and  her  cargo^were  lost.  It  was  insisted  by  r 
the  claimant  that,  as  the  libellant  had  failed 
to  make  the  Kate  a  party,  and  as  both  ves- 
sels were  found  to  be  in  fault  for  the  colIi<- 
sion,  there  could  be  a  recovery  of  only  a 
moiety  of  the  damages.  The  case  of  The 
Milan,  Lush.  388,  was  confidently  relied  up- 
on as  an  authori^.  This  court,  however, 
was  of  opinion  that  a  plaintiff,  who  has  suf- 
fered a  loss  by  the  n^ligence  of  two  parties, 
was  at  liberty,  both  at  common  law  and  in 
admiralty,  to  sue  both  wrongdoers  or  either 
one  of  them  at  his  election,  and  'Mt  is  equal- 
ly clear  that,  if  he  did  not  contribute  to  the 
aisaster,  he  is  entitled  to  judgment  in  either 
case  for  the  full  amount  oi  his  loB8.  He  may 
proceed  against  all  the  wrongdoers  Jointly* 
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or  lie  may  sue  them  all  or  any  one  of 
than  separately.  .  .  .  Co-wronffdoera, 
not  parties  to  the  snit^  cannot  be  decreed 
to  pay  any  portion  of  the  damage  adiudffed 
to  the  libellant,  nor  ie  it  a  question  in  uiia 
ease  whether  the  party  served  may  haw 
process  to  compel  toe  other  wrongdoers  to 
Appear  and  respond  to  the  alleged  wrongful 
act"  A  like  ruling  was  made  in  The  Ju- 
mata,  03  U.  S.  337«  9uh  nom.  United  Siatea 
T.  Juniata,  23  L.  ed.  030,  in  which  a  libel 
was  filed  by  the  United  States  as  owner  of 
the  cargo  of  a  flatboat  in  tow  of  one  of  two 
vessels. 

The  decree  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  is 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded 
to  the  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Michigan  for  further  proceedings  in 
consonance  with  this  opinion.  Costs  wOl  be 
divided  equaUy. 

aT5  U.  S.  184) 

NORMAN  MARKUSON,  Appt, 

V, 

K.  F.  BOUCHER,  Warden  of  the  Pemten- 
tiary  of  North  Dakota  at  Bismarck. 

Saheoi  oorpui  to  review  conation  in  etate 
court. 

Habeas  corpus  to  review  a  Jadgment  of  a  state 
eourt  In  a  criminal  case,  on  the  ground  that 
some  right  under  the  Constitntion  of  the 
United  States  has  been  denied  to  the  person 
cooTicted,  will  not  ordinarily  be  granted,  as 
the  proper  remedy  is  by  writ  of  error. 

[No.  77.] 

Argued  and  Buhmitted  October  27, 1899,  De- 
cided November  20,  1899, 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  District 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  North  Dakota  discharging  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  issued  on  behalf  of  perscm  im- 
prisoned under  commitment  by  state  court. 
Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  C.  D.  O'Brien  for  appellant. 
Mr,  Edward  Winterer  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKennn  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

On  the  3d  of  January,  1898,  the  appellant 
preeexrted  a  petition  to  the  United  States  dis- 
trict court  for  the  district  of  North  Dakota 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  It  alleged  that 
the  petitioner  was  confined,  and  had  been 
since  the  7th  of  December,  1897,  in  the  state 
penitentiary  of  North  Dakota,  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  a  "certain  pretended  commit- 
ment" issued  by  the  district  court  of  the  fifth 
judicial  district  of  the  state,  in  and  for  the 
oounty  of  Barnes,  upon  a  "pretended  judg- 
ment and  sentence"  of  said  court  in  certain 
proceedings  therein  instituted  on  the  rela- 
tion of  the  assistant  attorney  general  of  the 
state,  and  by  the  terms  of  said  judgment  and 
aantence  the  petitioner  was  sentenced  to  be 
Imprisoned  in  said  state  penitenrtiary  for  ona 
jmr. 


That  petitioner  appealed  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state,  which  court  affirm^  "in 
all  things  the  said  judgment,  oonviction,  and 
sentence,"  whereupon  he  was  confined  aa 
aforesaid.  That  the  proceedings  "were  had 
and  carried  on"  under  and  pursuant  to  the 
proTisions  of  8  7605  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  state,  and  of  other  statutes  of  the  ^ 
state.  3 

*The  petrtion  further  allied  that  the  said  • 
statutes  violated  the  fifth  and  sixth  articles 
of  the  Amendments  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  Sta/tes,aiid  article  1  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendmemit,  in  that  they  (the  statutes)  pro- 
vide for  the  charging  of  a  citizen  with  an  in- 
famous crime  and  compel  him  to  answer  and 
be  punished  therefor  without  a  presentment 
and  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  and  deprive 
in  a  criminal  prosecution  the  right  of  a  trial 
by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  state  and  district 
wherein  the  crime  was  committed,  and  per- 
mit a  conviction  of  one  accused  of  crime  with- 
out being  confronted  with  the  witnesses 
sgainst  him,  and  operate  to  abridge  the 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  and  deprive  them  of  liberty 
and  property  without  due  process  of  law  and 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  in  that  they 
provide  that  in  prosecutions  thereunder  a 
conviction  for  the  contempt  of  court  may  be 
had  without  a  trial  by  jury«  whereas  in  all 
other  criminal  prosecutions  persons  accused 
are  entitled  to  a  jury  trial ;  and,  further,  in 
that  under  such  proceedings  a  contempt  of 
court  is  punishable  as  an  infamous  crime, 
whereas  in  all  other  proceedings  a  contempt 
of  court  is  punishable  as  a  misdemeanor. 

Petitioner  further  alleged  that  he  was  in 
'^raitened  circumstances,  and  wilthout 
means  or  power  to  prosecute  a  writ  of  error 
frcMU  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  or  to 
employ  counsel  to  present  or  argue  it  there, 
and  is  informed  and  believes  if  he  had  huch 
means  it  could  not  be  brought  on  for  hearing 
before  the  expiration  of  his  sentence." 

A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  prayed  for 
and  issued.  On  return  and  hearing  it  was 
discharged,  and  the  petitioner  remandc<i  to 
custody.  From  the  order  remanding,  this 
appeal  was  prosecuted,  and  the  petitioner 
was  admitted  to  bail  to  await  the  decision  of 
the  appeal. 

In  the  brief  of  appellant's  counsel,  and  also 
in  that  of  the  attorney  general  of  the  state, 
as  well  as  in  oral   argument  the  constitu- 
tional points  raised  were  argued  ut  length. 
We  are  not  disposed  to  consider  them.    We  p 
have  frequently  pronounced  against  the  re-^ 
view  by  habeas  corpus  of  the  •judgments  of* 
the  state  courts  in  criminal  cases,    because 
some  right  under  the   Constitution    of    the 
United  States  was  alleged  to  have  been  de- 
nied the  person  convicted,  and  have  repesi- 
edly  decided  the  proper  remedy  was  by  writ 
of  error. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  review  the  cases  or  to 
repeait  or  justify  their  reasoning.  We  latdy 
stated  the  rule  and  the  reasons  for  it  in  tha 
cases  of  Baker  v.  (Trice,  169  U.  S.  284,  42  U 
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ed.  748, 18  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  823,  and  in  Tinaley 
y.  Anderson,  171  U.  8.  101,  43  K  ed.  91,  18 
Sup.  OL  Rep.  806.  In  the  latter,  paaBing  on 
an  appeal  from  judgment  diBmiseang  a  writ 
of  bai>ea8  oorpuB,  tba  chief  justice  eaid; 
'The  dismiaaal  by  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  Sttttes  of  its  own  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus was  in  accordance  with  the  rule,  repeat- 
edly laid  down  by  thie  court,  that  the  circuit 
eourts  of  the  United  States,  while  they  have 
power  to  granit  write  of  habeas  corpus  for  the 
purpoee  of  inquiring  into  the  cause  of  re- 
straint of  liberty  of  any  person  in  custody 
under  the  authority  of  a  state  in  violation  of 
tne  Constitution,  a  law,  or  a  irea/ty  of  the 
United  States,  yet,  except  in  cases  of  peculiar 
urgency,  ought  not  to  exercise  that  jurisdic- 
tion by  a  discharge  of  the  person  in  advance 
of  a  final  determinattion  of  his  case  in  the 
eourta  of  the  state,  and,  even  after  such  final 
determination,  will  leave  him  to  his  remedy 
to  review  it  by  writ  of  error  from  thia  court. 
Em  parte  Royall,  117  U.  S.  241,  29  L.  ed.  868, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  734;  Ea>  parte  Fonda,  117  U. 
8.  516,  20  L.  ed.  994,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  848;  Re 
Frederick,  149  U.  S.  70,  37  L.  ed.  653, 13  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  793;  Pepke  v.  Cronan,  165  U.  S. 
100,  39  L.  ed.  84,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  34;  Berge- 
mann  v.  Backer,  167  U.  S.  655,  39  L.  ed.  846, 
16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  727 ;  Whitten  v.  TomUnson, 
160  U.  S.  231,  40  L.  ed.  406,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
297 ;  Baker  v.  Orice,  169  U.  S.  284,  42  L.  ed. 
748,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  323." 

In  Baker  v.  Qrice  Mr.  Juotice  Peckham 
•aid:  "Instead  of  discharging  they  [the 
Federal  courts]  will  leave  the  prisoner  to  be 
dealt  with  by  the  courts  of  the  state;  that 
after  a  final  determixiation  of  the  case  by  the 
state  court  the  Federal  courts  will  even  then 
generally  leave  the  petitioner  to  his  remedy 
1^  writ  of  error  from  thie  court  The  rea^ 
■on  for  t^is  course  is  apparent  It  is  an  ex- 
eeedingly  delicate  jurisdiction  given  to  the 
Federal  courts  by  which  a  person  under  an 
indictment  in  a  state  court  and  subject  to  its 
laiws  may,  by  the  decision  of  a  single  judge 
of  the  Federal  court,  upon  a  writ  of  habeas 
.  ooTpus,  be  taken  out  of  the  custody  of  the  of- 

•  iloers  of  the  state   and   finally   discharged 

•  therefrom,  and  thus  a  trial  by  the  state*eourts 
ol  an  indictment  found  under  the  laws  of  a 
gtate  be  finally  prevented." 

The  jurisdiction  is  more  delicate,  the  rea- 
aon  against  its  exercise  stronger,  when  a 
single  judge  is  invoked  to  reverse  the  decision 
of  ihe  liighest  court  of  a  state  in  which  the 
eonertitutional  rights  of  a  prisoner  could 
have  been  claimed  and  may  be  were  rightly 
decided,  or,  if  not  rightly  decided,  could  be 
reviewed  and  redressed  by  a  writ  of  error 
fnm  this  court 

The  case  at  bar  presents  no  circumstances 
to  juetify  a  depaiture  from  the  rule  or  to  re- 
lieve from  the  application  of  its  reasons.  Nor 
does  the  question  arise  what  right  appellant 
"vrould  have  had  to  petition  relief  from  the 
district  court  if  his  remedies  against  the 
Judgment  of  the  state  court  had  ceased  to 
eadgt. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  172) 
JAMES  K.  BROWN,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY. 

CotietitutionaUty  of  etrueh-fury   law — dn€ 
process  of  law— equal  proteetian  of  laws. 

1.  The  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  stata^ 
that  a  statute  Is  not  In  conflict  with  the  Con- 
■titotlon  of  the  state,  la  conclusive  on  the 
Federal  courts. 

2.  The  first  ten  Amendments  to  the  Federal 
Constitution  contain  no  restrictions  on  the 
powers  of  the  state,  bat  were  Intended  to 
operate  solely  on  the  Federal  government. 

8.  Trial  by  a  struck  jury  In  a  murder  case.  In 
conformity  to  a  state  statute  which  Is  valid 
under  the  state  Constitution,  providing  that 
the  court  may  select  from  the  persons  quali- 
fied to  serve  as  Jurors  nlnety-slx  names,  from 
which  the  prosecutor  and  defendant  may 
each  strilce  twenty-four  and  the  remainder  of 
which  Shall  be  put  in  the  jury  box,  out  of 
which  the  trial  Jury  shall  be  drawn  in  the 
usual  way,— does  not  violate  the  provision  of 
the  Federal  Constitution  as  to  due  process  of 
law. 

4.  A  statute  allowing  an  accused  person  only 
five  peremptory  challenges  In  a  case  where  a 
struck  Jury  has  been  ordered,  while  twenty 
peremptory  challenges  are  allowed  in  a  trial 
before  an  ordinary  Jury,  does  not  constitute 
a  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws, 
where  the  same  number  of  challenges  la  per- 
mitted in  all  cases  in  which  a  struck  Jury  Is 
ordered. 

[No.  290.] 

Argued  October  SO,  1899.    Decided  tfovem' 
her  20,  1899, 

ERROR  to  the  court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer 
of  Hudson  County,  New  Jersey,  to  re* 
view  a  judgment  of  conviction  in  a  murder 
case  in  which  was  involved  the  constitution* 
ality  of  a  struck-jury  law.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  t  § 

*  The  plaintiff  in  error  was,  on  October  6,* 
1808,  in  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  of 
Hudson  county,  New  Jersey,  found  guilty  of 
the  crime  of  murder.  On  March  6,  1890,  the 
judgment  of  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer 
was  affirmed  by  the  New  Jersey  court  of  er- 
rors and  appeals,  and  the  case  being  remand- 
ed to  the  trial  court  plaintiff  in  error  was, 
on  April  19,  1890,  sentenced  to  be  hanged. 
The  jury  which  tried  the  case  was  what  is 
known  to  the  New  Jersey  statutes  as  a 
"struck  jury,"  authority  for  which  is  found 
in  chap.  237,  p.  804,  Laws  of  New  Jersey 
(1808).  Sections  76  and  76  read  as  fol- 
lows : 

"Sec.  76.  The  supreme  court,  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  and  court  of  quarter  sessionsg 
respectively,  or  any  judge  thereof,  may,  on 
motion  in  behalf  of  the  state,  or  defendant  in 
any  indictment,  order  a  jury  to  be  struck  for 
the  trial  thereof,  and  upon  making  said  or- 
der the  jury  shall  be  struck,  served,  and  re- 
turned  in  the  same  manner  as  in  case  of 
struck  juries  ordered  in  the  trial  of  civil 
causes,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided. 

"Sec.  76.  When  a  rule  for  a  struck  jury 
shall  be  entered  in  any  criminal  case,  the 
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eouri  graotliig  such  mla  may,  on  motion  of 
^  the  proeocutor,  or  of  the  defendant^  or  on  its 
fe»  iMm  motio&f  select  from  the  persons  qualified 
•  to  serve  as  jurors  in  and  for^the  county  in 
which  any  indictment  was  found,  whether 
the  names  of  such  persons  appear  on  the 
sheriff's  book  of  persona  qualified  to  serve  as 
Jurors  in  and  for  such  county  or  nat»  ninety- 
six  names,  with  their  places  of  abode,  from 
which  the  prosecutor  and  the  defendant  shall 
each  strike  twenty-four  names  in  the  usual 
way,  and  the  remaininff  forty-eight  namev 
•hall  be  placed  by  the  sheriff  in  the  box,  in 
tiie  presence  of  the  court,  and  from  the 
namea  so  placed  in  the  box  the  jury  shall  be 
drawn  in  the  usual  way." 

By  S9  80  and  81  of  that  statute,  where 
there  is  no  "strudc  jurr"  and  the  party  is 
on  trial  for  murder,  he  is  entitled  to  twenty 
peremptory  challenges  and  the  state  to 
twelve,  but  in  the  case  of  a  "struck  jury" 
•aeh  party  is  allowed  only  five  peremptory 
^allenges. 

M€89ra.  WUliaiii  D.  Daly  and  Joseph  M. 
Voanan  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr,  Jamee  8*  Erwia  for  defendant  in  er- 


Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

That  the  statutory  provisions  for  a  struck 
jury  are  not  in  conflict  with  the  Constitu- 
tion of  New  Jersey  is  for  this  court  fore- 
closed by  the  decision  of  the  highest  court 
of  the  state.  Louisiana  v.  Pilsbury,  105  U. 
&  278,  204,  26  L.  ed.  1090,  1006;  Hallinger 
T.  Davis,  146  U.  6.  314,  310,  36  L.  ed.  986, 
080,  13  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  106;  Forsyth  v.  Ham- 
mond,  166  U.  S.  506,  41  L.  ed.  1095,  17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  666. 

The  first  ten  Amendments  to  the  Federal 
Constitution  contain  no  restrictions  on  the 
powers  of  the  state,  but  wereixrtended  to  oper- 
ate solely  on  the  Federal  government.  Bar^ 
ron  V.  Baltimore,  7  Pet.  243,  8  L.  ed.  672; 
Fom  V.  Ohio,  5  How.  410,  12  L.  ed.  213; 
Twitohell  v.  Pennsylvania,  7  Wall.  321,  10 
L.  ed.  223;  United  States  v.  Cruikshank,  92 
U.  S.  542,  552,  23  L.  ed.  588,  591 ;  Spies  v. 
Illinois,  123  U.  S.  131,  31  L.  ed.  80,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  21 ;  Re  Sawyer,  124  U.  S.  200,  219, 
31  L.  ed.  402,  408,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  482;  Eil- 
enbecker  v.  Plymouth  County  Dist.  Ct.  134 
U.  8.  31,  33  L.  ed.  801, 10  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  424; 
Davis  V.  Teaas,  139  U.  S.  651,  35  L.  ed.  300, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  675;  McElvaine  v.  Brush, 
142  U.  S.  155,  35  L.  ed.  971,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
166;  Thorington  v.  Montgomery,  147  U.  S. 
490,  37  L.  ed.  252,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  394; 

19  Miller  v.  Texas,  153  U.  S.  535,  38  L.  ed.  812, 

g  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  874. 

*  *The  state  has  full  control  over  the  proced- 
ure in  its  courts,  both  in  civil  and  criminal 
oases,  subject  only  to  the  qualification  that 
such  procedure  must  not  work  a  denial  of 
fundamental  rights,  or  conflict  with  speciflc 
and  applicable  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.  Ex  parte  Reggel,  114  U.  S. 
642,  29  L.  ed.  250,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1148; 
/ouHi  C.  R,  Co.  V.  Iowa,  160  U.  S.  389,  40 
L.  ed,  467,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  344;  Chicago,  B. 


d  Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  166  U.  S.  226,  41  U 
ed.  979,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  681.  "The  Four- 
teenth Amendment  does  not  profess  to  secure 
to  all  persons  in  the  United  States  the  ben- 
efit of  the  same  laws  end  the  same  remedies. 
Great  diversities  in  these  respects  may  exist 
in  two  states  separated  only  by  an  imaginary 
line.  On  one  side  of  this  line  there  may  be 
a  right  of  trial  by  jury,  and  on  the  other 
side  no  such  ri^ht  Each  state  prescribes 
its  modes  of  judicial  proceeding."  ifts- 
souH  V.  Lmris,  101  U.  8.  22,  31,  25  K  ed. 
989,  992. 

The  state  is  not  tied  down  by  anv  provi- 
sion of  the  Federal  Conetitution  to  the  prao- 
tice  and  procedure  which  existed  at  the  com- 
mon law.  Subject  to  the  limitations  here- 
tofore named  it  may  avail  itself  of  the  wis- 
dom gathered  by  the  experience  of  the  cen- 
tury to  make  such  chanffes  as  may  be  nec- 
essary. For  instance,  while  ait  the  common 
law  an  indictment  by  the  grand  jury  was  an 
essential  preliminary  to  trial  for  felony,  it  is 
within  the  power  of  a  state  to  abolish  the 
grand  jury  entirely  and  proceed  by  informa- 
tion. Huriado  v.  California,  110  U.  8.  516» 
28  L.  ed.  232,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  Ill,  292. 

In  providing  for  a  trial  by  a  struck  jury» 
impaneled  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  New  Jersey  statute,  no  fundamental 
right  of  the  defendant  is  trespassed  upon. 
The  manner  of  selection  is  one  calculated  to 
secure  an  impartial  jury,  and  the  purpose  of 
criminal  procedure  is  not  to  enable  the  de- 
fendant to  select  jurors,  but  to  secure  an  im- 
partial jury.  ''The  accused  cannot  complain 
if  he  is  still  tried  by  an  impartial  jury.  He 
can  demand  nothing  more.  Northern  P.  R* 
Co.  V.  Herbert,  116  U.  S.  642,  29  L.  ed.  765, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  590.  The  right  to  challenge 
is  the  right  to  reject  not  to  select,  a  juror. 
If  from  those  who  remain  an  impartial  jury 
is  obtained,  the  constitutional  right  of  the 
accused  is  maintained."  Hayes  v.  Missouri, 
120  U.  S.  68,  71,  30  L.  ed.  578,  580,  7  Sup.  ^ 
Ct  Rep.  350.  fc; 

*Due  process  and  equal  protection  of  the* 
laws  are  guaranteed  by  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  and  this  amendment  operates  to 
restrict  the  powers  of  the  state,  and  if  trial 
by  a  struck  jury  conflicts  with  either  of  these 
specific  provisions  it  cannot  be  sustained.  A 
perfectly  satisfactory  definition  of  due  proo-^ 
ess  may  perhaps  not  be  easily  stated.  In 
Hurtado  v.  CaUfomia,  supra,  page  537,  L. 
ed.  239,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  121,  Mr.  Justice 
Matthews,  after  reviewing  prervious  declara^ 
tions,  said:  "It  follows  that  any  legal  pro- 
ceeding enforced  by  public  authority, 
whether  sanctioned  by  age  and  custom,  or 
newly  devised  in  the  discretion  of  the  legisla- 
tive power,  in  furtherance  of  the  general  pub- 
lic good,  which  regards  and  preserves  these 
principles  of  liberty  and  justice,  must  be  held 
to  be  due  process  of  law."  In  Leeper  v. 
Texas,  139  U.  S.  462,  468,  35  L.  ed.  225,  227, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  677,  Chief  Justice  Fuller  de- 
clared "that  law  in  its  regular  course  of  ad- 
ministration through  courts  of  justice  is  due 
process,  and  when  secured  by  the  law  of  the 
sfate  the  constitutional  requirement  is  satis- 
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fled."  Within  any  and  all  definitions,  trial 
ty  a  struck  jury  in  the  manner  prescribed 
must,  when  authorized  by  a  statute  valid  un- 
der the  Constitution  of  the  state,  be  adjudged 
due  process.  A  struck  jury  was  not  un- 
known to  the  common  law,  tboujfh,  as  urged 
by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error,  it  may  never 
have  been  resorted  to  in  trials  for  murder. 
But  if  appropriate  for  and  used  in  criminal 
trials  for  certain  offenses,  it  could  hardly  be 
deemed  essentially  bad  when  applied  to  other 
offenses.  It  ^yw  the  defendant  a  reason- 
able opportunity  to  ascertain  the  qualifica- 
tions of  proposed  jurors,  and  to  protect  him- 
self against  any  supposed  prejudices  in  the 
mind  of  any  particular  individual  called  as 
a  juror,  whether  better  or  no  than  any 
other  method,  it  is  certainly  a  fair  and  rea- 
samable  way  of  securing  an  impartial  jury, 
was  provided  for  by  the  laws  of  the  state, 
and  that  is  all  that  due  process  in  this  re- 
qMct  requires. 

It  is  said  that  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws  was  denied  because  the  defendant  was 
not  given  the  same  number  of  peremptory 
ehallenges  that  he  would  have  had  in  a  triid 
before  an  ordinary  jury.  In  the  latter  case 
he  would  have  been  entitled  under  the  stat- 
^ute  to  twenty  peremptory  challenffes,  but 
^when  a  struck  jury  is  ordered  he  is  given 
•  only  five.  *But  that  a  state  may  make  dif- 
ferent arrangements  for  trials  under  differ- 
ent circumstances  of  even  the  same  class  of 
offenses,  has  been  already  settled  by  tbis 
court.  Thus,  in  iftssouri  v.  Letois,  supra, 
in  certain  parts  of  the  state  an  appeal  was 
given  from  a  final  judgment  of  a  trial  court 
to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state,  while  in 
other  parts  this  was  denied;  and  it  was  held 
that  a  state  might  establish  one  system  of 
law  in  one  portion  of  its  territory  and  a  dif- 
ferent system  in  another,  and  that  in  so  do- 
ll^ lh«ni  was  no  violation  of  the  Fourteentii 


Amendment  So,  in  ffay«t  t.  MUbouH,  nh 
pro,  it  appeared  that  a  certain  number  of 
peremptory  challenges  was  allowed  in  eitiea 
of  over  100,000  inhabitants^  while  a  less  num- 
ber was  permitted  in  other  portiona  of  the 
state.  It  was  held  that  that  was  no  denial 
of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  the  court 
sayinff,  page  71,  K  ed.  680,  Sup.  Ot.  Bep.S52: 
"The  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Ck>nsti« 
tution  of  the  United  States  does  not  prohibit 
legislation  which  is  limited  either  in  the  ob- 
jects to  which  it  is  directed,  or  by  the  terri- 
tory within  which  it  is  to  operate.  It  mere- 
ly requires  that  all  persons  subjected  to  such 
legislation  shall  be  treated  alike,  under  like 
circumatances  and  conditions,  both  in  the 
privil^^es  conferred  and  in  the  liabilitiea  im- 
posed.'*^ 

It  is  true  that  here  there  is  no  territorial 
distribution,  but  in  all  cases  in  which  a 
struck  jury  is  ordered  the  same  number  of 
challenges  is  permitted,  as  similarly  in  tJl 
cases  in  which  the  trial  is  by  an  ordinary 
jury.  Either  party,  state  or  defendant^  may 
apply  for  a  struck  jury,  and  the  matter  is 
one  which  is  determined  by  the  court  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion.  There  is  no 
mere  arbitrary  power  in  this  respect,  any 
more  than  in  the  granting  or  refusing  of  a 
continuance.  The  fact  that  in  one  case  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  is  awarded  a  contin- 
uance and  in  another  is  refused  does  not 
make  in  either  a  denial  of  the  equal  protee- 
tion  of  the  laws.  That  in  any  given  case  tiie 
discretion  of  the  court  in  awarding  a  trial 
by  a  struck  jury  was  improperly  exercised 
may  perhaps  present  a  matter  for  considera- 
tion on  appeal,  but  it  amounts  to  nothing 
more. 

Perceiving  no  error  in  the  record,  the  judg- 
ment is  atfirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  ooncon  in  the  result 
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MAY  HAYS,  Appt., 

V, 

UNITED  STATES. 

Memoan  grant  hy  justice  of  the  peace — if»- 
sufficient  evidence  of  grant — effect  of  cof»- 
tinued  possession — possession  since  tJie 
treaty  of  cession. 

1.  A  document  purporting  to  be  a  grant  of 
land  In  New  Mexioo  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
or  alcalde,  In  1842,  making  no  reference  to 
any  grant  or  order  of  the  governor,  but  certi- 
fying that  the  petitioner  appeared  before  the 
magistrate,  and  that  he  found  the  petition 
to  be  just,  etc.,  and  made  the  donation  in  the 
name  of  God  and  the  Mexican  nation,  but 
without  making  any  mention  of  the  delivery 
of  juridical  possession,  or  of  any  of  the  for- 
malities which  under  the  Spanish  and  Mexi- 
can custom  were  observed  by  the  officer  de- 
livering possession,  is  insufficient,  together 
with  oral  testimony  of  witnesses  stating 
their  recollection  of  what  took  place  thirty 
years  before,  though  they  state  that  a  grant 
was  made  by  the  governor,  to  show  that  any 
valid  grant  was  made, — especially  when 
there  Is  no  evidence  that  any  such  grant 
was  ever  recorded  or  that  any  testimonio 
was  ever  delivered  to  the  grantee. 

8.  Possession  for  six  or  seven  years  before  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe  Illdalgo  In  1848,  of  land 
by  an  alleged  grantee.  Is  not  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  title  which  can  be  confirmed  under 
the  court  of  private  land  claims  act,  where  a 
valid  grant  la  not  proved  to  have  been  made. 

8.  Possession  of  land  since  the  date  of  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe  Illdalgo,  In  1848,  cannot 
be  considered  as  dispensing  with  the  require- 
ment that  a  title  to  lands,  if  not  perfect  at 
that  time,  must  be  one  that  the  claimant 
would  have  had  a  lawful  right  to  make  per- 
fect had  the  territory  not  been  acauired  by 
the  United  States. 

[No.  19.] 

Argued  October  10, 1899.    Decided  December 
4,  1899. 

APPEAL  from  the  Court  of  Private  Land 
Claims  bo  rcvievir  a  judgment  dismissing 
a  petition  for  confirmation  of  a  Mexican 
grant  for  land  in  New  Mexico.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t 

This  was  a  suit  instituted  by  the  appellant 

in  the  court  of  private  land  claims,  for  the 

^  confirmation  of  a  grant  of  land  situate  in  the 

j;  county  of  San  Miguel,  New  Mexico,  known 

«^  ae^the  "Apache  Springs,"  or  "Ojo  del  Apache" 

grant,   and   alleged    to   contain    11    square 

leagues,  or  47,743  square  acres. 

The  amended  petition  alleged  substantially 
that  prior  to  June  2,  1842,  Manuel  Armijo, 
then  governor  of  New  Mexico,  granted  the 
tract  in  question  to  Venturo  Trujillo,  in  ac- 
cordance with  his  petition  for  the  same,  and 
by  decree  directed  Uie  conjstiltubional  alcalde 
ox  the  demarcation  of  San  Miguel  del  Bado 
to  place  the  petitioner  in  possession;  that 
■aid  alcalde  subsequently  made  return  that 
he  had  placed  the  petitioner  in  juridical  pos- 
session of  the  lands  as  directed,  and  that  this 
return,  with  the  original  papers,  was  duly 
deposited  in  the  archxyes  of  New  Mexioo. 


Petitioner  further  alle^d  that  he  had 
neither  the  original  of  said  petition,  nor  a 
copy  thereof,  nor  the  decree  of  the  goyernor, 
nor  the  return  of  the  alcalde,  in  hie  posses- 
sion; and  that  neither  of  them  is  in  the  pos- 
MBskm  of  the  surveyor  general  of  New 
Mexioo;  but  he  alleged  that  the  archives  of 
New  Mexico^  previous  to  the  occupation  of 
the  territory  by  the  Uxiited  States,  and  for 
some  time  thereafter,  were  kept  carelessly, 
and  many  of  the  papers  and  documents,  in- 
cluding those  therein  mentioned,  were  lost 
and  d^troyed ;  and  prayed  that  he  might  be 
permitted  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the 
petition,  decree,  and  order  of  the  governor, 
and  of  tiie  return  of  the  alcalde. 

He  further  alleged  that  on  July  2,  1842, 
Damasio  Salazar,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
the  demarcation  of  San  Miguel  del  Bado,  now 
embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  county  of 
San  Miguel,  acting  in  conformity  with  the 
laws  and  customs  of  Mexico,  placed  Venturo 
Trujillo  in  possession  of  the  tract  so  granted; 
that  he  entered  into  such  posec^sion  and  oc- 
cupied the  same  for  about  four  years  from 
July,  1842,  and  that,  by  sundry  mesne  con- 
vey ances  from  him  to  parties  who  continued 
such  possession,  the  petitioner,  by  virtue  of 
the  original  grant  and  these  mesne  convey- 
ances, now  claims  the  ownership  of  the  whole 
of  said  tract;  and  that  ever  since  the  year 
1842,  and  at  the  present  time,  the  said  gran- 
tee, Venturo  Trujillo,  and  his  legal  repre-c 
sentatives  and  those  claiming  under  himandg 
them,  have  held,  claimed,  used  and*occupied,* 
owned  and  grazed  upon,  peaceably  and  no- 
toriously, the  whole  of  said  lands. 

That  no  survey  of  the  tract  has  ever  been 
made;  that  petitioner  cannot  state  the 
amount,  but  that  it  does  not  exceed  11 
leagues;  that  one  Taylor,  who  was  then  the 
owner  of  the  grant  and  one  of  the  mesne 
grantees,  made  application  to  the  surveyor 
general  of  New  Mexico  for  the  approval  of 
said  grant  under  the  law  of  July  22,  1854, 
which  was  rejected  December  19,  1872,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  grant  was  made  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  who,  under  the  laws  of 
New  Mexico^  had  no  power  to  make  a  grant 
of  lands;  that  subsequently,  and  upon  Sep- 
tember 22,  1873,  application  was  made  to 
the  surveyor  general  to  reopen  the  applica- 
tion for  confirmation,  and  to  receive  new  tes- 
timony which  had  been  discovered.  The  ap- 
plication was  granted,  so  far  as  to  permit 
the  new  testimony  to  be  inrtn-oduced,  ejid  the 
depositions  of  Guadalupe  Miranda,  secretary 
of  New  Mexico  during  the  administration  of 
Governor  Armijo,  and  of  Rafael  Aragon, 
secretary  of  Damasio  Salazar,  the  constitu- 
tional alcalde  who  placed  Trujillo  in  posses- 
sion, were  taken  and  made  a  part  of  the  pe- 
tition. The  application  was  again  rejected 
by  the  surveyor  general  upon  the  ground 
that  the  depositions,  being  based  entirely  upon 
memory,  were  insufiicient  to  establish  a  grant 
by  the  governor:  that  Miranda  and  Aragovi 
are  now  dead ;  that  the  grant  has,  since  July, 
1842,  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  gran- 
tee and  hie  assigns,  and  has  been  generally 
recognized. 

No  question  was  made  with  regard  to  the 
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intermediata  oonTejrttiioea  to  th«  petitioner 
or  of  the  other  formal  allega/tioiUB  bringing 
the  case  within  the  proyiBions  of  the  act  es- 
tabliahing  the  oonrt  of  private  land  olflima. 
The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  upon  the 
pleadings  emd  evidence,  the  cledm  rejected, 
and  the  petition  dismisBed  by  a  majority  of 
the  court.  Petitioner  thereupon  appealed 
to  this  court* 


Mr,  T.  B.  Catron  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  William  H.  Pope,  Matthew  G, 
Reynolds,  and  BoUoitor  General  John  K, 
Biohards  for  appellee. 


s. 


Mr.  Jufltioe  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
ol  the  court: 

The  only  documentary  evidence  of  title 
which  appears  in  the  record  is  the  following 
translation  of  a  grant  purporting  to  have 
been  signed  by  Damasio  Salazar,  described 
tiierein  as  a  justice  of  the  peace.  In  the 
original  Spanish  he  is  described  as  Jues  de 
pas  (paz)  and  subsequently  as  '"alcalde:" 

Translation. 
Seal  fourth.       (Seal.)       One  fourth  real. 
For  the  years  eiglxteen   hundred   and  forty 
and  eighteen  hundred  and  forty-one. 

In  this  second  demarcation  San  Miguel 
del  Bado,  on  the  second  day  of  the  month  of 
July  of  the  present  year,  eighteen  hundred 
and  forty-two,  before  me,  citizen  Damasio 
Salazar,  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  precinct, 
personally  present  appeared  citizen  Bentura 
Trujillo,  citizen  and  resident  of  the  first  de- 
marcation, soliciting  the  place  and  land  com- 
monly called  the  Ojito  del  Apache,  to  estab- 
lish, in  company  with  his  children,  a  farm 
on  which  he  believes  he  will  have  the  means 
necessary  for  the  support  of  a  large  familv, 
and  to  give  tithes  (illegible)  and  the  holy 
church  their  corresponding  portions,  and  X, 
said  alcalde,  finding  the  petition  to  be  a  just 
one  and  acting  in  conformity  with  the  su- 
preme decrees,  have  noade  him  said  donation 
in  the  name  of  Grod  and  the  supreme  Mexican 
nation,  so  that  as  a  good  compatriot,  he  may 
make  use  of  it,  observing  the  requirements 
which  our  laws  provide,  under  the  condition 
and  restrictions  that  if  he  does  not  provide  a 
protection  to  prevent  the  damages  which  may 
result  to  him«  he  is  under  obligation  to  bear 
tiiem,  it  being  commons  and  pasture  grounds 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  precinct;  and  the 
boundaries  corresponding  to  said  grant  are 
on  the  north  the  mesa;  on  the  south  the  old 
road  to  Los  Chupaines;  on  the  east  the  Mesa 
de  loe  Chupaines ;  and  on  the  west  the  hills 
bordering  on  Canoncito  de  la  LaguniiJba;  and 
^  in  order  that  this  foregoing  instrument  may 
g  have  the  force  and  validity  by  law  required 
•  the  aforesaid  Trujillo  requested  me*to  inter- 
pose my  authority  and  judicial  decree,  and  I, 
the  said  justice,  declared  that  I  would  inter- 
pose, and  did  interpose,  as  far  as  I  am  au- 
thorized by  law,  those  of  my  attendants 
signing  wiUi  me,  with  whom  I  act  by  appoint- 
meivt^  for  t2ie  notorious  lack  of  a  notary  pub- 
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lie,  there  being  none  of  any  kind  in  this  de> 
partmenit.  In  form  of  law,  to  all  of  whfich  I 
certify.  Damasio  Salazar. 

Attending:  Rafal.  Aragon. 

Attending:  Salvador  GonzUes. 

And  it  is  given  on  this  ante-stamped  papert 
there  being  none  of  the  proper  stamp. 

Salazar. 

1.  The  theory  of  the  petitioner  is  that^ 
some  time  prior  to  the  date  of  this  documenti 
there  was  a  grant  by  Governor  Armijo  to 
Venture  Trujillo,  in  accordance  with  his  pe- 
tition, and  that  the  governor  by  hie  decree 
directed  Salazar,  the  alcalde,  to  deliver  to  the 
petitioner  juridical  possession  of  the  land; 
that  said  alcalde  afterwards  made  return  to 
the  effect  that  he  had  done  so,  and  that  these 
documents  were  deposited  in  the  archives  of 
New  Mexico,  but  were  subsequently,  and 
about  the  time  of  the  occupation  of  the  ter- 
ritory by  the  United  States,  lost  and  destroyed. 
In  support  of  this  theory  he  produced  the 
deposition  of  Guadalupe  Miranda,  secretary 
of  the  territory  of  New  Mexico  during  the 
administrabion  of  Governor  Armijo,  taken 
November,  1873,  to  the  effect  that  he  was  ac- 
quainted with  Trujillo,  and  remembered 
that,  about  the  year  1841  or  1842,  he  pe- 
titioned the  governor  for  this  grant  of  land; 
that  the  governor  granted  the  petition,  is- 
sued a  decree  to  that  effect,  and  directed  the 
constitutional  alcalde  to  place  him  in  posses- 
sion, "which  said  decree  he  signed  as  gov- 
ernor of  tAie  territory,  and  I  signed  the  same 
along  with  him  as  secretary  of  said  ter- 
ritory;" that  the  alcalde  subsequently  made 
return  that  he  had  placed  the  petitioner  in 
possession,  in  obedience  to  the  decree  of  the 

governor,  ajid  that  these  papers  were  duly 
eposited  in  the  archives  of  New  Mexico  and 
remained  imder  the  charge  of  deponent  as  eo 
public  records,  he  beine  at    tha/t   time    the  ^ 
legal  custodian,  and   t£at  *  from   this   time  * 
Trujillo  was  considered  and  reputed  as  the 
lawful  owner  and  possessor  of  the  lands  by 
the  people  in  general,  as  well  as  by  the  ter- 
ritorial authorities. 

Petitioner  also  produced  the  deposition  of 
Eafael  Aragon,  taken  about  the  same  time,  a 
man  seventy-seven  years  of  age  and  a  laborer 
by  occupation,  who  testified  that  the  grant 
was  made  to  Trujillo  and  his  children  in  the 
year  1841  by  the  Alcalde  Damasao  Salazar; 
that  witness  was  at  tiie  time  the  secretary  of 
the  alcalde,  wrote  the  grant,  and  that  the 
same  was  made  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  or- 
der of  the  governor.  In  his  own  ^vords  he 
says:  "The  order  referred  to  was  a  written 
one  addressed  to  said  Alcalde  Salazar 
through  Guadalupe  Miranda,  secretary  of 
state  of  the  government,  and  was  of  about 
this  tenor,  to  wit:  I  am  directed  by  his  ex- 
cellency the  governor  to  say  to  you  that  upon 
the  receipt  hereof  you  will  proceed  to  the 
place  called  the  Ojito  del  Apache  and  will 
there  place  the  petitioner,  Ventura  Trujillo, 
in  possession  of  that  land.  Salazar  was  ad- 
dressed in  this  communication  as  the  alcalde 
of  the  second  demarcation  of  San  Miguel,  and 
the  communication  was  deposited  amon^the 
archives  of  the  alcalde's   office.    The   direo- 
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tiozw  of  the  order  were  carried  out  by  the  al* 
calde  hy  pladnff  TrujiUo  in  poBseesion  of  the 
land,  aod  the  alcalde  then  reported  to  Seone- 
tftry  Miranda  that  the  governor's  order  had 
been  duly  executed.  Salazar  went  upon  the 
•pot  in  company  with  Trujillo  and  placed 
the  latter  in  possession  bv  pointixig  out  and 
designating  to  him  the  boundaries  of  the 
tract.  Trujillo  went  upon  the  land  to  oc- 
cupy it^  I  think,  in  July,  1842.  He  occupied 
the  place  four  years,  haying  built  upon  it  a 
small  house,  constructed  some  fimail  tanks, 
and  planted  some  ground.  He  was  succeeded 
on  the  place  by  Juan  Lucero,  he  by  Jesus 
OuBsdes,  and  he  by  John  L.  Ite.ylor,  here  pres- 
ent." 

Francisoo  Trujillo  also  testified  that  his 
fnther,  who  was  Ventura  Trujillo,  had 
brought  a  very  rich  woman  from  nie  Coman- 
ches,  and  after  that,  the  Mexican  government 
made  this  grant  to  his  father,  and  that  there 
was  an  order  signed  by  the  government  (gov- 
emior)  with  a  man  to  go  and  deliver  the  land 
2  to  his  father.  That  he  knows  the  order  was 
•  «igned  by  *  Governor  Armijo,  and  declared 
(directed)  Damasio  Salazar  to  go  and  de- 
liver the  land.  That  the  land  was  delivered 
in  the  year  1842.  That  he  was  present  when 
it  was  delivered  by  Salazar  and  Rafael  Arsr 
gon,  his  secretary,  and  that  a  communication 
was  signed  stating  that  it  had  been  delivered. 
He  also  states  thart;  he  heard  Salazar  say,  in 
Kspeot  to  the  order  of  the  governor,  that  the 
or^r  was  to  deliver  the  land  to  his  father, 
and  then  he  says  that  Damasio  Salazar  sent 
A  conmiunication  to  (General  Armiio,  stat- 
ing that  the  land  had  been  delivered.  That 
his  father  and  Damasio  Salazar  both  told 
him  that  it  had  been  sent. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  however,  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  document  signed  by  Salazar  shows 
no  reference  whatever  to  a  grant  made  by 
the  governor  or  any  order  made  by  the  gov- 
ernor directing  him  to  put  the  grantejB  in  ju- 
ridical possession,  although  in  making  the 
l^rant  he  purports  to  be  acting  "in  conform- 
ity with  the  supreme  decrees,"  which  meaiu 
nothing  more  than  he  is  acting  in  conformi- 
ty with  the  laws  of  the  land.  The  grant  cer- 
tifies that  Trujillo  personally  appeared  be- 
fore him,  solicited  the  land  as  a  farm  for  the 
aupport  of  a  large  family,  and  that  he,  the 
alcalde,  "finding  the  petition  to  be  a  just  one, 
and  acting  in  conformity  with  the  supreme 
decrees,  have  made  him  said  donation  m  the 
name  of  God  and  the  supreme  Mexican  na- 
tion, so  that  as  a  good  compatriot  he  may 
make  good  use  of  it,"  under  certain  condi- 
tions, and  "in  order  that  this  foregoing  in- 
strument may  have  the  force  and  validi^  by 
law  required,  the  aforesaid  Trujillo  has  re- 
que5«ted  me  to  interpose  my  authority  and  ju- 
dicial decree,  and  I«  the  said  justice,  declared 
that  I  would  interpose,  and  did  interpose,  as 
far  as  I  am  authorized  by  law." 

Kot  only  is  there  no  reference  to  a  decree 
of  the  governor,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  instrument  was  intended  as  an  absolute 
grant  of  the  land  or  anything  more  than  a 
usufruct,  as  the  donation  is  made  "so  that  as 
A  good  c(Hnpatriot  he  may  make  use  of  it," 
the  land  being  declared  to  be  "commons  and 


pasture  grounds  of  the  Inhabitants  of  thifl 

precinct" 

Indeed,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  refer*  ^ 
ence  in  the  petition  to  a  grant  of  the  govern-  lo 
or  was  not  an  afterthought,  inasmu<£*as  in? 
a  petition  made  by  John  L.  Taylor  (then 
claimant  of  this  tract)  to  the  surveyor  gen* 
eral  of  New  Mexico,  about  the  year  1870,  tha 
folk^ng  allegation  is  made  as  to  the  title: 
"Your  petitioner  would  further  state  that 
said  grantof  land  was  duly  made  according  to 
law  and  the  usage  and  customs  of  the  laws  of 
New  Mexico  on  the  second  day  of  July,  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  forty-two  (1842)  by  one 
Demasio  Salazar,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in 
the  said  county  of  San  Miguel  del  Bado,  to 
one  J.  C.  Ventura  Trujillo,  a  resident  of  said 
county  of  San  Migud  del  Bado."  No  refer- 
ence was  made  in  this  petition  to  a  grant  by 
the  governor.  This  petition  having  been  re* 
jected  by  the  surveyor  general,  upon  tht 
ground  that  an  alcalde  had  no  power  to  make 
donation  of  vacant  public  lands,  Taylor,  in 
1873,  applied  for  a  rehearing  upon  the 
ground  of  the  newly  discovered  evidence  of 
^liranda  and  Aragon  to  the  effect  that  the 
governor  had  made  such  grant.  The  peti- 
tion was  again  (December  10,  1872)  denied, 
"the  matter  being  now  before  Congress." 

It  further  appeared  and  was  stipulated 
that  a  certain  index  made  by  Antonio  B.  Vig* 
il,  completed  in  the  year  1851,  and  entitl^ 
"A  general  index  of  all  documents  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  Spain  and  Mexico  up  to  the  year 
184C,"  contained  no  mention  of  any  grant  of 
the  Ojo  del  Apache  tract. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  it  extremelv  im* 
probable  that,  if  a  grant  had  been  made  by 
the  governor,  no  reference  whatever  should 
have  been  made  to  it  by  the  alcalde,  who.,  up* 
on  the  theory  of  the  petitioner,  was  acting 
merely  as  the  right  hand  of  the  governor  in 
putting  Trujillo  into  possession.  The  docu- 
ment is  not  in  the  usual  form  of  a  return  to 
an  order  of  a  governor  to  put  a  grantee  into 
juridical  posFcssion  of  the  land,  of  which  the 
reports  and  records  of  this  couit  show  many 
examples,  but  of  an  attempt  by  an  alcalde  to 
make  a  grant  himeelf  upon  the  petition  of  an 
applicant.  But  if  the  governor  had  already 
made  the  grant  why  should  the  alcalde  un- 
dertake to  make  one,  or  state  the  reasons  why 
in  his  opinion  it  should  be  made? 

He  does  not  pretend  to  be  acting  pursuant  ^ 
to  a  decree  of  the  governor,  and  makes  no  J} 
mention  of  a  delivery  of  juridical*possession  • 
by  going  upon  the  premises  with  the  peti- 
tioner, pointing  out  the  boundaries,  pluck- 
ing grass,  or  throwing  stones,  taking  the 
grantee  by  the  hand  and  leading  him  over 
the  lands,  or  of  any  of  the  formalities  which, 
under  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  custcxns, 
were  observed  by  the  officer  delivering  poa- 
session.  The  document  is  such  an  one  as  the 
governor  might  have  been  expected  to  exe- 
cute, but  by  no  means  such  as  to  show  that 
the  alcalde  intended  to  deliver  juridical  poa- 
session.  In  short,  he  assumed  to  do  that 
which  he  had  no  right  to  do,  and  carefully 
omitted  to  do  that  for  which  he  had  oomplota 
legal  auitliority. 
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When  w«  consider  what  vnM  required  to  be 
done  under  the  regulAtiona  for  tbe  colonizar 
tion  of  the  territories  of  Mexico,  made  No- 
Tember  21,  1828  (Reynolds,  Spaa,  ft  Mcx. 
Law,  141),  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  tiie 
Mexican  Congress  of  August  18,  H24  (Fc-y- 
nolds,  Span,  i  Mes.  Law,  121),  and  tie  piac- 
Uce  of  the  officers  in  Viui  cuimection,  the 
failure  to  conform  to  the  rcccgui/cd  methods 
of  disposing  of  public  lands  becomes  still 
more  important.  These  regulations  are 
stated  in  United  Btatea*  ▼.  Cambuaton,  20 
How.  59,  16  L.  ed.  828,  and  United  States  v. 
Bolton,  28  How.  841,  16  L.  ed.  669,  and  re- 
quired— 

1.  That  the  governor  of  the  territory 
should  be  empowered  to  grant  vacant  lands 
for  the  purposes  of  cultivation  (Reg.  No.  1, 
Beynolds,  Span,  ft  Mex.  Law,  141 )  ; 

2.  That  a  petition  should  be  addressed  to 
the  governor,  describing  the  applicant  by 
name,  country,  and  profession,  and,  as  dis- 
tinctly as  possible,  the  land  requested  (Reg. 
No.  2) ; 

8.  That  the  governor  should  proceed  to  ob- 
tain the  naosssary  information  with  regard 
to  the  land  and  tiie  petitioner,  and  whether 
there  be  any  objection  to  making  the  grant 
(Reg.  No.  8) ; 

4.  That>  if  the  governor  accede  to  the  pe- 
tition, he  shall  make  a  grant,  describing  the 
boundaries  ol  the  land,  to  serve  as  a  title  to 
the  party  interested,  and  refer  it  to  a  subor- 
dinate officer,  such  as  an  alcalde,  to  make 
delivery  of  Juridical  possession  (Reg.  No.  8, 
Hall,  Mex.  Law,  8  611); 
^     6.  A  return  by  such  officer  to  the  governor 
S  ttiat  he  accompanied  the  petitioner  to  the 
•  lands  and  delivered  possession  to*  him  with 
the  juxal  formalities  observed  for  the  inves- 
titure of  tiUe; 

6.  Tluut  these  papers  should  be  placed  of 
reoord  in  the  ardiives  of  the  territory,  and 
that  a  copy  or  testimonio  be  delivered  to  the 
petitioner.  Whether  the  grant  of  the  gov- 
ernor required  the  approval  of  the  depart- 
mental assembly  or  territorial  deputation,  is 
not  a  question  which  arises  in  this  case. 
(Reg.  6,  6,  7,  Hall,  Mex.  Law,  S  680 ;  UnUed 
Biatea  v,  Reading,  18  How.  1,  7,  15  L.  ed. 
291,  294;  Eonuliy  y.  United  States,  10  Wall. 
224,  19  L.  ed.  900;  United  States  v.  Vigil, 
18  Wall.  449,  29  L.  ed.  602). 

Not  a  single  one  of  these  formalities  ap- 
pears to  have  been  observed,  but  we  are  left 
to  infer  from  the  testimony  of  two  or  three 
witnesees,  who  swore  to  their  recollection  of 
what  took  place  thirty  years  before,  that 
■ome  of  them  were  in  fact  observed.  When 
we  ooneider  that  this  testimony  is  contra- 
dicted, or  at  leact  rendered  exceedingly  im- 
probable, by  the  only  document  which  the  pe- 
titioner is  now  able  to  produce,  we  must  ad- 
mit that  oral  testimony  of  this  kind  forms  a 
very  imcertain  basis  upon  which  to  sustain 
a  grant  of  lands.  As  we  said  witih  respect  to 
a  somewhat  similar  state  of  facts  connected 
with  an  alleged  grant  of  land  in  California 
(Ltioo  V.  United  States,  23  How.  615,  543,  16 
L.  ed.  545,  551 ) :  "It  may  be  received  as  a 
general  rule  of  decision,  that  no  grant  of 


land  purporting  to  have  issued  from  tbe  late 
government  of  California  should  be  received 
as  genuine  by  the  courts  of  the  United  StateSp 
unless  it  be  found  noted  in  the  registers,  or 
the  expediente,  or  some  pant  of  it,  be  found  on 
file  among  the  archives,  where  other  end  genu- 
ine grants  of  the  same  year  are  found;  and 
that,  owinff  to  the  weakness  of  memory  with 
regard  to  tne  dates  of  grafts  signed  by  them, 
the  testimony  of  the  late  officers  of  that  gov- 
ernment cannot  be  received  to  supply  or  con- 
tradict the  public  records,  or  eetablisfh  a 
title  of  which  there  is  no  trace  to  be  found 
in  the  public  archives."  In  the  case  of 
Peralta  v.  United  States,  3  Wall.  434,  18  L. 
ed.  221,  it  was  said  that  written  docimientary 
evidence,  no  nuutter  how  formal  and  complete, 
or  how  well  supported  by  the  testimony  of 
witnesses,  if  coming  from  private  hands,  is 
insufficient  to  establish  a  Mexican  grant  if  ^ 
there  be  nothing  in  the  public  records  to  | 
ehow  that  such  evidence  ever  existed.  But* 
it  was  intimated  that,  if  the  claimant  can 
show  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the 
grant  had  been  made  in  conformity  to  law 
and  recorded,  and  that  the  record  has  been 
lost  or  destroyed,  he  will  then  be  permitted 
to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents. 
See  also  Fuentes  v.  United  States,  22  How. 
443,  16  li.  ed.  376;  United  States  v.  Knight^ 
1  Black,  227,  sub  nom.  United  States  v. 
Moorehead,  17  L.  ed.  76;  United  States  v. 
Vallejo,  1  Black,  541,  17  L.  ed.  232. 

In  this  ca^e,  however,  the  same  uncertainty 
which  exists  with  regard  to  a  grant  having 
been  made  by  the  governor  necessarily  at* 
tends  the  fact  as  to  whether  it  was  ever  re- 
corded, and  as  no  testimonio  was  ever  de- 
livered to  the  grantee,  it  must  be  held  that 
the  existence  of  the  grant  has  not  been 
proved. 

That  a  Justice  of  the  peace  or  an  alcalde 
had  no  power  to  make  a  grant  of  public  lands 
is  evident  from  the  character  of  his  office, 
which  appears  to  have  been  analogous  to 
that  of  an  ordinary  justice  of  the  peace  (De- 
cree of  July  22, 1833,  Reynolds,  Span.  &  Mex. 
Law,  170,  176),  and  from  the  failure  to  find 
any  evidence  in  the  laws  of  Spain  or  Mexico 
that  such  power  existed.  Indeed,  sudh  want 
of  power  is  admitted  by  the  petitioner.  See 
Reynolds  v.  West,  1  Cal.  322;  Orespin  v. 
United  States,  168  U.  S.  208,  213,  42  L.  ed. 
438,  440,  18  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  53. 

2.  In  further  support  of  his  petition,  the 
depositions  of  several  witnesses  were  intro- 
duced in  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
tract  in  question  had  been  occupied  by  the 
original  grantee  and  those  claiming  under 
him  ever  since  the  date  of  the  alleged  grant, 
and,  indeed,  for  some  years  previous  thereto. 
Upon  the  other  hand,  oral  evidence  was  in- 
troduced by  the  government  to  the  effect  that 
the  land  in  question  had  never  been  occupied 
by  t^e  original  srantee,  but  that  he  and  his 
family  lived  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  for 
many  years  prior  thereto,  several  miles  dis- 
tajot  from  the  land  in  Question.  While 
Trujillo  had  been  upon  the  land  in  1842,  he 
made  no  improvements  thereon,  and  after  re- 
maining a  few  days  left  the  premises  with  the 
remark  that  the  document,  for  which  he  paid 
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$3  to   Salftzar,  was  worth   more  than  the 

0  whole  grant ;  also  that  the  property  at  that 
ei  time,  and  for  years  subsequent  to  the  possea- 
•  lion  by  the  government  of  the^United  States, 

had  been  u^  as  common  {rapturing  ground 
for  the  people  of  the  vicinity,  the  alleged 
gimntee  <yr  his  representeutdves  making  no 
daim  to  be  the  owner  thereof. 

That  it  should  be  used  for  pasturage  by 
th«  neighboring  inhabitants  is  certainly  con- 
sistent with  3ie  alleged  grant,  which  de- 
scribes the  lands  as  "commons  and  pasture 
grounds  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  precinct," 
and  there  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the 
grant  indicating  that  this  right  of  pasturage 
was  intended  to  be  taken  away.  The  gran- 
tee was  apparently  to  be  allowed  to  establish 
a  farm  there  for  the  support  of  his  family, 
but  there  is  no  intimation  that  he  was  to 
have  the  power  to  exdude  the  inhabitants 
from  their  customary  use  of  such  tract  as 
commons  and  pasture  groimds.  Indeed,  giv- 
ing the  fullest  credence  to  his  testimony, 
there  is  little  or  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
possession  of  the  grantee,  under  the  alleged 
grant,  was  characterized  by  the  notoriety, 
openness,  and  exclusive  character  necessary 
to  make  out  a  title  by  adverse  possession. 

In  addition  to  this,  however,  the  posses- 
sion did  not  begin  until  1842,  and  at  the 
date  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hildalgo,  in 
1848,  such  possession  had  not  lasted  for  more 
than  six  or  seven  years.  In  other  words,  the 
claim  hadnotbecome"oomplete  and  perfect  at 
the  date  of  the  treaty,  nor  one  that  claimant 
would  have  had  a  lawful  right  to  make  per- 
fect had  the  territory  not  been  acquired  by 
the  United  States,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
court  of  private  land  claims  act.  In  Crea- 
pin  V.  United  States,  168  U.  S.  208,  42  L. 
ed.  438,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  53,  the  plaintiffs 
claimed  under  a  grant  alleged  to  have  been 
made  in  1840,  by  a  prefect,  and  also  by  ad- 
verse possession  since  that  time.  We  held, 
however,  that  the  language  of  the  act  creat- 
ing the  court  of  private  land  claims,  above 
quoted,  "would  preclude  the  idea  that  pos- 
■eseion  since  the  date  of  the  treaty,  however 
exclusive  and  notorious,  could  be  r^arded 
as  an  element  going  to  make  up  a  perfect 
title.  There  was  no  evidence  of  more  than 
six  or  eight  years'  possession  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  treaty,  and  this,  under  any  con- 
struction of  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  laws, 
would  be  insufficient  to  constitute  a  title  as 
against  the  sovereign."    See  also  Bergere  v. 

1  United  States.  168  U.  S.  66,  77,  42  L.  ed. 
V  383,  386, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  4;  Hayes  reunited 

States,  170  U.  S.  637,  649,  653,  42  L.  ed. 
1174,  1179,  1181,  18  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  736.  In 
this  last  case  it  is  said:  "As  the  ordinary 
prescription  could  not  apply,  and  as  the  neo- 
eseary  time  for  the  extraordinary  prescrip- 
tion  under  the  Spanish  law  had  not  run  at 
the  time  of  the  acquisition  of  the  territory 
by  l^e  United  States,  and  as,  dearly,  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  rule  as  to  the  operap 
lion  of  prescription  against  the  Spani^  or 
Mexican  governments,  it  did  not  run  after 
the  treaty  against  the  United  States,  it  fol- 


lows that  the  claim  of  prescription  is  with- 
out foundation." 

It  would  seem  to  follow  from  the  general 
principle  of  law,  so  often  asserted,  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  against 
the  government,  that  no  length  of  possession 
since  the  treaty  of  1848  would  of  itself  give 
a  valid  title  to  land.  How  far  ihe  long-con- 
tinued possession  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
treaty  would  bo  operative  against  the  Span- 
ish or  Mexican  government  is  a  question 
which  does  not  arise  in  this  case,  where  the 
possession  did  not  exceed  six  years.  See 
Lindsey  v.  Miller,  6  Pet.  666,  8  L.  ed.  538; 
Oihson  v.  Chouteau,  13  Wall.  92,  20  L.  ed. 
634;  Webber  v.  Harbor  Comrs.  18  Wall.  67, 
70,  21  L.  ed.  798,  803;  Sparks  v.  Pierce,  115 
U.  S.  408,  29  L.  ed.  428,  6  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  102; 
Redfield  v.  Parks,  132  U.  S.  239,  33  L.  ed- 
327,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  83. 

In  United  States  v.  De  Haro,  22  H*^w.  293, 
16  L.  ed.  343,  there  was  a  grant  made  in  1843 
by  Governor  Alvarado,  of  California,  and« 
witha  possession  of  sixteen  years  thereafter, 
was  held  to  be  sufficient  presumption  of  a 
legal  grant,  but  there  was  no  requirement  as 
al^ve  stated  with  regard  to  the  court  of  private 
land  claims  act.  In  United  States  v.  Chaves, 
159  U.  S.  462,  40  L.  ed.  216,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
57,  there  was  evidence  of  an  original  grant  in 
1833  by  the  government  of  New  Mexico^  al- 
though the  original  records  had  been  lost 
The  grant  was  proved  by  secondary  evidence 
and  a  possession  of  sixty  years  thereunder, 
and  it  was  held  that  a  legal  grant  might  be 
presumed  upon  proof  of  adverse  possession 
for  twenty  years,  the  court  observing: 
"Nothing,  it  is  true,  can  be  claimed  by  pre- 
scription which  owes  its  origin  to,  and  can 
only  be  had  by,  matter  of  record;  but  lapse 
of  time  accompanied  by  acts  done,  or  other 
circumstances,  may  warrant  the  jury  in  pre- 
suming a  grant  or  title  by  record." 

The  doctrine  at  the  foundation  of  that  case^ 
is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  Ricard9 
V.  Williams,  7  Wheat  59,*109,  6  L.  ed.  398," 
410:  "A  grant  of  land  may  as  well  be  pre- 
sumed as  a  grant  of  a  fishery,  or  of  commoii, 
or  of  a  way.  Presumptions  of  this  nature 
are  adopted  from  the  f^eneral  infirmity  of  hu- 
man nature,  the  difficulty  of  preserving 
muniments  of  title,  and  the  public  policy  of 
supporting  long  and  uninterrupted  posses- 
sions. They  are  founded  upon  the  considera- 
tion that  the  facts  are  such  as  could  not  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  course  of  human  af- 
fairs, occur,  unless  there  was  a  transmute^ 
tion  of  title  to,  or  an  admission  of  an  exist- 
ing adverse  title  in,  the  party  in  possession. 
They  may  therefore  be  encountered  and  re- 
butted by  contrary  presumptions;  and  can 
never  fairly  arise  where  all  the  eircum- 
staDces  are  perfectly  consistent  with  tiie  non- 
existence of  a  grant;  a  fortiori,  they  cannot 
arise  where  the  claim  is  of  such  a  nature  as 
is  at  variance  with  the  supposition  of  a 
grant  In  general,  it  is  the  policy  of  courts 
of  law  to  limit  the  presumption  of  grants  to 
periods  analogous  to  those  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  in  cases  where  the  statute  does 
not  apply.    But  where  the  statute  api^ies,  it 
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«mBtitiitai,  ordinarily,  a  sufficient  title  or 
defenae,  independently  of  any  presumption 
of  a  gnuit,  uad  therefore  it  ia  not  generally 
resorted  to.  But  if  the  circumstances  of  the 
)  justify  it>  a  presumption  of  a  grant  may 
well  be  made  in  the  one  case  as  in  the 


other;  and  where  the  other  circumstances 
are  very  cogent  and  full,  thiere  is  no  tJth 
solute  bar  against  the  presumption  of 
a  grsnt,  within  a  period  short  of  the 
statute  of  limitations." 

But  this  presumption  is  subject  to  the  lim- 
itation that  where  title  is  claimed  from  a 
deed  which  is  shown  to  be  void,  it  will  not 
be  presumed  that  there  was  an  independent 
grant  {Smith  v.  Bighee,  12  Vt  124)  ;  or 
where  surrounding  circumstances  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  theory  of  a  grant.  Town- 
•end  y.  Dovmer,  32  Vt.  183. 

The  substance  of  this  doctrine  is  that  lapse 
of  time  may  be  treated  as  helping  out  the 
presumption  of  a  grant,  but  where  a  void 
grant  is  shown  it  affords  no  presumption 
that  another  valid  grant  was  made.  Nor 
does  such  presumption  arise  if  the  surround- 
ing  circumstances  are  incompatible  with  the 
S  existence  of  a  grant.  In  the  case  under  con- 
V  sideration  we^cannot  find  any  evidence  which 
Justifies  us  in  believine  that  a  legal  grant 
can  have  been  made,  and  under  those  circum- 
stances we  cannot  consider  possession  since 
the  date  of  the  treaty  as  dispensing  with  the 
requirement  that  the  title,  if  noit  perfect  at 
that  time,  was  one  which  the  claimant  would 
have  had  a  lawful  right  to  make  perfect,  had 
the  territory  not  been  acquired  by  the  United 
States. 

In  the  view  we  have  taken  of  this  case,  it 
becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 
(3ovemor  Armijo  had  power  or  authority  to 
make  a  grant  of  public  lands  without  the  as- 
sent of  the  territorial  deputation  or  depart- 
mental assembly. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  heUno  must 
therefore  he  affirmed. 


<175  U.  S.  828) 

KEW  ENGLAND  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

ROBERT  T.  OONROY,  Admr. 

IMbUiiy  for  negligence  of  feUoio  servanP-^ 
oonduotor  aa  fellow  eeroant  of  Itrakeman. 

The  coodnetor  of  a  freight  train  Is  not  a  vice 
principal,  unless  special  and  nnosnal  powers 
have  been  conferred  npon  him,  but  Is  a  fel- 
low servant  of  the  engineer  and  brakemen, 
within  the  meanlng^f  the  mle  which  exempts 
the  railroad  oompsJiy,  their  common  employ- 
er, from  liability  to  one  of  them  for  Injuries 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  another. 


whether  a  oonduotor  wos  (1)  a  fellow  i 
ant  of  a  brakeman,  or  (2)  whether  he  was  a 
vice  principal,  for  whose  negligence  his  em* 
ployer  is  reeponsible.  First  question  an* 
swered  in  the  affirmative.  The  second  in  th« 
negativa 
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Argued  Aprtt  S,  4»  iS99,    Decided  December 
4,  1899. 

ON  A   CERTIFICATE   from    l^e   United 
Sltttes  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  t!te 
jfint  Ciarcuit  for  answer  to  questions  as  to 


Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Skirasi 
*This  was  an  aotion  against  a  railroad  eor^ 
poration  by  a  brakeman  in  its  employ  to  re- 
cover dama^  for  a  persooal  injury  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  tne  oonduotor  of  one  of 
its  trains. 

Tlie  facts  in  this  case,  as  stated  in  the  cer* 
tificaite  of  the  dreuJrt  court  of  appeals,  were 
as  follows: 

"On  ite  l&th  dav  of  December,  1894,  a 
freight  train  of  the  defendant  company, 
drawn  by  a  steam  locomotive,  and  carrying 
an  en&rineer,  a  fireman,  three  brakemen,  and 
a  conductor,  sot  out  from  Worcester,  in  the 
commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  for  the  city 
of  Providence,  in  the  state  of  Rhode  Island. 
The  train,  which  consisted  of  the  locomotive 
and  tender,  thirteen  or  fourteen  freighit 
cars,  and  a  caboose  car,  was  heavily 
loaded  with  freight.  The  train  left  Worces- 
ter at  about  7.15  p.  m.  and  proceeded 
on  its  way  without  accident,  until  when, 
at  a  point  on  the  railroad  in  the  state 
of  Rhode  Island,  away  from  telegraphio 
communication  and  not  at  a  station,  and  dis- 
tant from  Providence  about  16  miles,  the  enp 
gineer  discovered  by  the  motion  and  behavior 
of  the  locomotive  ibtJt  the  train  had  broken 
apart.  He  immeditutely  gave  signals  with 
the  whistle  to  indicate  to  the  trainmen  upon 
the  rear  portion  of  the  train  that  it  was 
broken  on,  and  continued  to  repeat  those 
signals,  which  oonsisted  of  three  rapid  blasts 
of  the  whietle  with  very  brief  interwLls  be- 
tween the  differemt  threes,  while  the  locomo- 
tive and  the  one  car  which  remained  con- 
necrted  ran  %  of  a  mile.  The  looomotiive 
with  the  oonffieoted  car  ran  about  2%  miles 
when  the  engineer,  not  being  able  to  see  any- 
thing of  the  separated  part  of  the  tneiin,  and 
supposing  that  his  signals  had  been  heard 
and  iits  advance  stopped,  slowed  up  the  en- 
gine preparatory  to  sending  the  fireman  back 
rwith  the  lantern  and  to  take  steps  for  re- 
storing the  connection  of  the  parts  of  the 
train.  Before  speed  had  been  so  reduced 
that  the  fireman  could  alight  from  the  train, 
the  rear  portion  was  discovered  dose  at 
haod  and  approaching  at  great  speed.  The 
flrenmn  save  notice  of  this  faot  and  a  signal 
for  the  locomotive  to  go  ahead,  but  before 
it  oould  gain  speed  to  get  away  a  collision 
between  the  two  paits  of  the  train  took  place, 
and  one  Gregory,  a  brakeman,  who  was  on  the 
top  of  the  car  still  attached  to  the  engine, 
was  thrown  from  the  car  by  the  shock  and 
instantly  killed. 

"The  three  brakemen  on  the  train  were  • 
head,  a  middle,  and  a  rear  brakeman* 
Grecory  was  the  head  brakeman,  and  at  onoe^ 
on  discovery  of  the  separation  of  the  train, 
went  to  the  top  of  the  only  car  left  with  the 
engine.  The  conductor  and  the  middle  and 
rear  brakemen  had  been  riding  in  the  caboose 
car  at  the  rear  end  of  the  tnun,  ana  did  nol 
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hear  tbe  'warning  sigoaU  which  the  engineer 

give  wiih  the  whistle,  nor  know  that  the 
ain  had  broken  until  the  collision,  but  re- 
mained all  the  Ume  in  the  caboose.  The 
nighi  was  cold  and  clear.  The  accident  was 
near  midnight. 

"The  negligence  oomplained  of  oonsiflted 
in  the  alleged  failure  of  the  conductor  in  con- 
trol of  the  men  and  in  charge  of  the  train,  in 
Tiew  of  the  character  of  the  night,  the  chax* 
acter  of  the  road  in  respeot  to  grades  and 
curves,  the  speed  a>t  which  the  train  was  run, 
and  the  liabilitj  of  the  train  to  part  asunder 
•i  that  place,  to  properly  watch  and  super- 
vise its  movemente,  and  the  fact  thibt  he,  in 
the  full  knowledge  that  the  rear  and  middle 
brakemen  were  in  the  caboose,  away  from 
their  brakes,  permitted  them  to  remain 
there,  and  failed  to  order  them  to  the 
brakes." 

The  lury  were  instructed:  "The  conduc- 
tor of  the  train,  under  the  rules  laid  down  by 
the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
8ta»tee,  is  in  a  peculiar  and  special  oondition. 
The  conductor  of  the  train,  as  I  understand 
the  theory  of  the  rule  of  the  Suprame  Court 
of  the  United  States,  is,  in  a  certain  sense, 
between  stations,  at  least,  is  in  a  certain 
sense  like  the  master  of  a  ship  on  a  voyage; 
^  he  is  beyond  the  reach  of  orders  when  run- 
I  ning  his  tnuin  between  etations;  and  there- 
lore  as  a  matter  of  necessity,  as  a  maibtor  of 
public  policy,  I  suppose,  he  must  be  held  to 
•tand  in  the  place  of  the  corporation  itself. 
...  If  you  find  in  this  particular  case, 
from  the  evidence  in  the  case  and  such  com- 
mon knowledge  as  jurymen  are  entitled  to 
use,  that  by  the  rules  of  this  road  .  .  . 
the  conductor  gave  directions  to  the  people 
who  worked  on  the  train,  gave  directions  to 
start  the  train,  gave  directions  to  etop  the 
train,  gave  directions  as  to  the  location  and 
position  of  the  different  men  on  the  train, 
aoid  also  had  the  general  management  of  the 
train  aoid  control  over  it  when  running  be- 
tween stations,  then  I  say  to  you,  gentlemen, 
that  he  for  this  case  represents  the  company, 
ajnd  if  injuries  resulted  from  his  negligent 
acts  the  company  is  reeponsible." 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  assessed  damages  in  the  sum  of  $4,- 
250. 

The  defendant  brought  the  case  by  writ  of 
error  to  the  United  States  circuit  court  of 
appeals  for  the  first  circuit. 

And,  upon  consideration  of  the  case,  after 
lull  argument,  the  judges  of  that  court  de- 
tired  the  instruotions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
upon  the  following  queetione  of  law  arising 
on  the  facts  as  before  stated: 

Ist.  Whether  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
ductor was  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant 
of  the  deceased  brakemanT 

2d.  Whether  the  negligence  of  the  conduc- 
tor was  the  negligence  of  its  vice  or  substi- 
tuted principal  or  representative,  for  which 
the  corporation  is  responaibleT 

Mr.  Tvmatk  A.  Famliain  for  plaintiff  in 
•rror. 

Mr.  James  E.  Ootter  tor  defendant  in  er- 
vor* 


Mr.  Justice  SUras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  questions 
of  law  presented  to  us  are  really  raised  by 
the  facts  as  certified.    No  facta  are  stated  ^^ 
from  which  the  jury  misht  have  found  that,  J9 
at  the«time  and  place  <n  the  accident,  there  • 
was  any  special  reason  why  the  brakemen 
should  have  been  ordered  by  the  conductor 
to  take  their  places  at  the  brakes,  and  there- 
fore it  is  by  no  means  evident  that  there  was 
any  dereliction  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
conductor. 

Kor  is  it  dear  that  the  negligence  of  the 
conductor,  if  negligence  it  was,  in  permitting 
the  brakemen  to  ride  in  the  caboose,  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  Gregory's  injuries.  When 
the  train  parted  the  engineer  had  charge  and 
control  of  the  locomotive  and  attached  cars, 
and  it  would  seem  to  have  been  his  duty,  as 
it  was  within  his  power,  to  have  prevented 
the  subsequent  collision  of  the  dete^hed 
parts.  And,  in  that  event,  the  case  would 
be  ruled  by  Baltimore  d  0.  R,  Co.  v.  Bawjh, 
149  U.  S.  308,  37  L.  ed.  772,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Kep. 
914,  where  H  was  held  thatt  the  engineer  and 
fireman  of  a  locomotive  engine,  running  alone 
on  a  railroad  and  without  any  train  at- 
tached, are  fellow  servants,  so  as  to  precluds 
the  lattor  from  recovering  from  the  company 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  th« 
former. 

However,  waiving  these  suggestions,  and 
proceeding  on  the  assumptdons  of  the  courts 
below  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  conductor^ 
at  the  time  and  place  of  the  accident,  to  have 
Hhe  brakemen  on  the  top  of  the  cars  where 
they  could  apply  the  hand  brakes,  and  that 
his  failure  to  do  so  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  intestato  result* 
ing  from  the  subsequent  collision  of  the  de- 
tached portions  of  the  train,  we  meet  the 
question,  Would,  in  such  a  state  of  facts,  the 
company  be  liable  to  the  injured  brakeman 
for  the  negligence  of  the  conductor? 

There  ie  a  general  rule  of  law,  established 
by  a  great  preponderance  of  judicial  author- 
ity in  the  English  and  in  the  state  and  Fed- 
eral courte,  that  one  who  enters  the  service 
of  another  takes  upon  himself  the  ordinary 
risks  of  the  negligent  acts  of  his  fellow  sei"* 
vante  in  the  course  of  the  employment.  But 
there  have  been  confiioting  views  expressed 
in  the  application  of  this  rule  in  oases  where 
the  employer  is  a  railroad  company,  or  other 
large  organization,  employing  a  number  of 
servante  engaged  in  distinct  and  separate  de-  m 
partmente  of  service;  and  our  present  in-g 
quiry  is  whether  tlie  relation  between^the  con-  • 
auctor  and  the  brakeman  of  a  freight  train  is 
that  of  fellow  servants,  within  the  rule,  or 
whether  the  conductor  ill  to  be  deemed  a  vice 
principal,  representing  the  railroad  company 
m  such  a  sense  that  his  negligence  is  that  of 
the  company,  the  common  employer. 

Unless  we  are  constrained  to  accept  and 
follow  the  decision  of  tiiis  court  in  the  case 
of  Chicago,  M.  S  8t.  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Roaa,  112 
U.  S.  877,  28  L.  od.  787,  6  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  184, 
we  have  no  hesitation  in  holoing,  both  upon 
principle  and  authority,  that  the  employer 
is  not  liable  for  an  injury  to  one  emplqyea 
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oecasioned  by  ih^  negligence  of  anotlier  en- 
cased in  the  same  general  undertaking ;  tliat 
It  18  not  necessary  that  the  seryants  should 
be  engaged  in  the  same  operation  or  partio- 
Qlar  work;  that  it  is  enoueh,  to  bring  tlie 
ease  within  the  general  rule  of  exemption, 
If  ^ey  are  in  the  employment  of  the  same 
master,  engaged  in  the  same  common  enter- 
prise, both  emplf^ed  to  perform  duties  tend- 
ing to  accomplish  tihe  same  general  purposes, 
or,  in  other  words,  if  the  services  of  each  in 
hifl  particular  sphere  or  department  are  di- 
rected to  the  accomplishment  of  the  same 
general  end;  and  that,  accordingly,  in  the 

5 resent  case,  upon  the  facts  stat^,  the  con- 
uctOT  and  the  injured  bratwenan  are  to  be 
considered  fellow  servants  within  the  rule. 

We  shall  refer  to  a  few  of  the  authorities 
n^ich  establish  these  principles.  Fartoell 
▼.  Boston  d  W,  R,  Corp.  4  Met.  49,  38  Am. 
Dec.  339,  is  tiie  leading  case  in  Massachu- 
setts. The  question  was  thus  stated  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw: 

"This  is  an  action  of  new  Impression  in  our 
courts,  and  involves  a  principle  of  great  im- 
portance. It  presents  a  case  where  two  per- 
sons are  in  the  service  and  employment  of 
one  company,  whose  business  it  is  to  con- 
•tenet  «nd  muintadn  a  railn>ad,end  to  employ 
t^eir  trains  of  cam  to  carry  persons  and  mer- 
chandise for  hire.  They  are  appointed  and 
employed  by  the  same  coaxpanj  to  perform 
separate  duties  and  services,  all  tending  to 
the  accomplishment  of  one  and  the  same  pur- 
pose— ^thai  of  the  sale  and  rapid  transmis- 
sion of  the  trains;  and  they  are  paid  for 
their  respective  services  according  to  the 
nature  of  their  respective  dirties,  and  the  la- 
I  bor  and  skill  required  for  their  proper  per- 
'  lormance.  The  question  isnrhether,  for  dam- 
ages euetiained  by  one  of  the  persons  so  em- 
ployed, by  means  of  the  cardessaeBs  and  Di- 
ligence of  another,  the  party  injured  has  a 
runedy  against  the  common  emplover." 

After  discussing  the  principles  of  law  and 
rsason  applicable  to  the  case,  the  chief  Jus- 
tice proceeded: 

''In  applying  these  principles  to  the  pres- 
ent case,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was 
employed  by  the  defendants  as  an  engineer, 
at  the  rate  of  wages  usually  paid  in  that  em- 
ployment, being  a  higher  rate  than  the  plain- 
tiff had  before  received  as  a  machinist.  It 
was  a  voluntary  undertaking  on  his  part, 
wiUi  a  full  knowledge  of  the  risks  incident 
to  the  employment,  and  the  loss  was  sus- 
tained by  means  of  an  ordinary  casualty, 
caused  by  the  neffligence  of  another  servant 
of  the  company.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  loss  must  be  deemed  to  be  the  result  of  a 
pure  accident,  like  those  to  which  all  men, 
m  all  employments,  and  €i^  all  times,  are 
more  or  less  exposed ;  and,  like  similar  losses 
from  accidental  causes,  it  must  rest  where  it 
first  fdl,  unless  the  plaintiff  has  a  remedy 
aeainst  the  person  actually  in  default,  <Sf 
indch.  we  give  no  opinion. 

'^t  was  strongly  pressed  in  the  argument 
that,  although  this  might  be  so,  where  two 
or  more  servants  are  employed  in  the  same 
department  of  duty,  where  each  can  exert 
influence  over  tiie  c<»iduct  of  the  other, 


and  thus  to  some  extent  provide  for  his  own 
security,  yet  that  it  could  not  apply  w^ere 
two  or  more  are  employed  in  different  depart* 
ments  of  duty«  at  a  dietanoe  from  each  other« 
and  where  one  can  in  no  degree  oontrol  or  in* 
fluence  the  conduct  of  another.  But  we 
think  this  is  founded  upon  a  supposed  dis- 
tinction, on  which  it  would  be  extremely  dif« 
ficult  to  cEftablieh  a  practical  rule.  When 
the  object  to  be  accomplished  is  one  and  the 
same,  when  the  employers  are  the  same,  and 
the  several  persons  employed  derive  their 
authority  wad  their  compeDsation  from 
the  same  source,  it  would  be  extremely  diffi- 
cult to  distinguish  what  constitutes  one  de- 
partment and  wheit  a  ddetinot  department  of 
duty.  It  would  vairy  with  the  circumstances 
of  every  case.  If  it  were  made  to  depend  upon 
the  nearness  or  distance  of  tiie  persons  from  ^ 
eaoh  other,  the  question  would  immediately  | 
arise,  How*near  or  how  distant  must  they  be  « 
to  be  in  the  same  or  different  departments? 
In  a  blacksmith's  shop  persons  working  in 
the  same  building,  at  different  fires,  may  be 
quite  independenrt  of  each  other,  though  only 
a  few  feet  ^etant.  In  a  ropewalk,  several 
may  be  at  work  on  the  same  piece  of  cord- 
age, at  tiie  same  time,  at  many  hundred  feet 
distant  from  each  other,  and  beyond  the 
reach  of  sight  and  voice,  and  yet  acting  to- 
gether. 

'^Besides,  It  appears  to  us  that  the  argu- 
ment rests  upon  an  assumed  principle  of  re- 
sponsibility which  does  not  exist.  The  mas- 
ter, in  the  case  supposed,  is  not  exempt  from 
liability  because  the  servant  has  better 
means  of  providing  for  his  safety,  when  he 
is  employed  in  immediate  connection  with 
those  from  whose  ne^liffence  he  mieht  suffer, 
but  because  the  implied  contract  of  the  mas- 
ter does  not  extend  to  indemnify  the  servant 
affainst  the  negligence  of  anyone  but  him- 
s3f ;  and  he  is  not  liable  in  tort,  as  for  the 
negligence  of  his  servant,  beoause  the  person 
suffering  does  not  stand  toward  him  m  the 
relation  of  a  stranger,  but  is  one  whose 
rights  are  r^ulated  by  contract,  express 
or  implied.  Tne  exemption  of  the  master^ 
therefore,  from  liability  for  the  negligence 
of  a  fdlow  servant,  does  not  depend  exclu- 
sively upon  the  consideration  that  the  serv- 
ant has  better  means  to  provide  for  his  own 
safety,  but  upon  other  grounds.  Hence  the  . 
separation  of  the  employment  into  different 
departments  cannot  create  that  liahility 
when  it  does  not  arise  from  express  or  im- 
plied contract,  or  from  a  responsibility  cre- 
ated by  law  to  third  persons  and  strangers, 
for  the  negligence  of  a  servant.  .  .  • 
llie  responsibility  which  one  is  under  for  the 
negli^nce  of  his  servant,  in  the  conduct  of 
his  business,  toward  thjrd  persons,  is 
founded  on  another  and  distinct  principle 
from  that  of  implied  contract,  and  stands  on 
its  own  reasons  of  policy.  The  same  reasons 
of  policy,  we  think,  limit  this  responsibility 
to  the  case  of  strangers,  for  whose  security 
alone  it  is  established.  Like  considerations 
of  policy  and  general  expediency  forbid  the 
extension  of  the  principle  so  far  as  to  war- 
rant a  servant  in  maintaining  an  action 
against  his  employer  for  an  indemnity  which 
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we  think  was  not  contemplated  in  tbe  n&ture 
and  termB  of  the  employment,  and  which,  if 

H  eetabliahed,  would  not  conduce  to  the  gen- 

g  end  good." 

•  *In  Eolden  r.  Fitchhurg  R.  Co.  129  MasB. 
268,  87  Am.  Rep.  343,  which  wbb  a  case  in 
which  damages  were  claimed  by  a  person 
employed  to  act  ae  a  laborer  in  the  removal 
ol  a  mass  of  earth  overhanging  the  defend- 
ant's railroad,  on  the  alleged  ground  of  neg- 
i^gence  on  the  part  of  a  riMdmaater  who  had 
dharge  of  that  portion  of  the  railroad,  the 
ease  of  Fartcell  v.  Boston  d  W,  R,  Corp,  4 
Met.  49,  38  Am.  Dec.  339,  was  followed,  and 
it  was  held,  on  the  principles  established  in 
that  and  subsequent  cases,  that  it  makes  no 
difference  that  the  servant  whose  negligence 
causes  the  injury  is  a  submanager  or  fore- 
man of  higher  grade  or  {^reajter  autihority 
than  the  plaintiff;  and,  m  discussing  the 
cases,  Chief  Justice  Gray  cited  the  c&se  of 
Wilson  V.  Merry,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc  App.  Cas. 
832,  334,  335,  336,  and  some  of  the  obeervsr 
tions  made  by  the  justices  who  delivered 
judgments  therein  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
Thus  Lord  Chancellor  Cairns  said: 

"The  master  is  not,  and  cannot  be,  liable 
to  his  servants  unices  there  be  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  master  in  th»t  in  which  he, 
tiie  master,  has  contracted  or  undertaken 
with  his  servant  to  do.  The  master  has  not 
contracted  or  undertaken  to  execute  in  per* 
•on  the  work  connected  with  his  business." 
"But  what  the  master  is,  in  my  opinion, 
bound  to  his  servant  to  do,  in  the  event  of 
his  not  personally  superintending  and  direct- 
ing the  work,  is  to  select  proper  and  compe- 
tent persons  to  do  so,  and  to  furnish  them 
with  adequate  materiiala  and  resources  for 
the  work.  When  he  hsB  done  this  he  has,  in 
my  opinion,  done  all  that  he  is  bound  to  do. 
And  if  t(he  persooB  so  seleoted  are  guilty  of 
negligence  thos  is  not  tbe  negligence  of  the 
muiter."  Lord  Colon^ay  sbM:  "I  think  that 
there  are  duties  incumbent  on  masters 
with  reference  to  the  safety  of  laborers 
in  mines  and  factories,  on  the  fulfilment  of 
which  the  laborers  are  entitled  to  rely^  and 
for  the  failure  in  which  the  master  may  be 
responsible.  A  total  neglect  to  provide  any 
system  of  ventilation  for  the  mine  may  be  of 
that  character.  Culpable  negligence  in  su- 
pervision, if  the  maeter  takes  the  supervision 
on  bimself ;  or,  wliere  he  devolves  it  on  oth- 
ers, the  heedless  selection  of  unskilful  or  in- 
competent persons  for  the  duty;  or  the  fail- 
ure to  provide  or  supply  the  means  of  pro- 

01  Tiding  proper  machineiy  or  materials, — ^may 

g  fnrnish  grounds  of  liability." 

•  *  And  see,  likewise,  the  case  of  Clifford  v.  Old 
Colony  R.  Co.  141  MaAS.  564,  6  N.  E.  751,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  a  section  hand  in  the 
employ  of  a  railroad  corporation  cannot 
mamtain  an  action  against  the  corporation 
for  personal  injuries  caused  by  a  collision  be- 
tween a  hand  car  on  w4iich  he  was  at  work 
and  an  engine  of  a  train  run  by  servants  of 
the  corporation  if  the  accident  was  occa^ 
flioned  by  the  neglie^ence  of  the  section  boss 
and  the  engineer  of  the  train. 

In  Shearman  v.  Rochester  d  8.  R,  Co,  17 
K.  Y.  153,  it  was  held  by  the  New  York  court 


ot  appeals  that  a  servant  who  sustains  aa 
injury  from  the  n^ligence  of  a  superior 
agent  engaged  in  the  same  general  businesa 
can  maintaon  no  action  against  their  com- 
mon emi^yer,  although  he  was  subject  t» 
the  control  of  such  superior  agent,  and  that^ 
accordingly,  a  brakeman  upon  a  railroad 
wliose  duty  it  ie  not  to  apply  the  brakes  ex- 
cept when  directed  by  the  engineer  or  con* 
ductoT  cannot  maantuin  an  action  against 
their  common  employer  for  an  injury  result* 
ing  from  the  culpoJble  speed  at  which  the  en- 
gineer and  conductor  ran  the  train.  And 
this  appears  to  be  the  settled  doctrine  in 
the  state  of  New  York.  Besel  v.  New  York 
C.  d  H.  R.  R,  Co.  70  N.  Y.  173;  De  Forest  t. 
Jeioett,  88  N.  Y.  264. 

The  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  haa 
held,  in  numerous  cases,  and  it  is  settled  law 
in  that  state«  that  a  fellow  servant,  withiB 
the  meaning  of  the  rule,  is  anyone  eervinff 
the  same  master,  and  under  his  control, 
whetJier  equal,  inferior,  or  superior  to  the 
injured  pereon  in  his  giaxle  or  standiing,  and 
the  fact  that  the  injured  servant  was  under 
the  control  of  the  servant  by  whose  negli- 
gence the  injury  was  caused  makes  no  differ- 
ence. Weger  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co,  55  Fa. 
460;  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co,  v.  Jones,  86  Pa. 
432. 

In  Columhue  d  I,  0,  R,  Co.  r.  Arnold,  31 
Ind.  174,  99  Am.  Dec  615,  the  supreme  court 
of  Indiana  held,  reversing  some  previous 
caAOB  to  the  contrary,  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
a  railroad  company  to  use  all  reasonable  cara 
in  -tiie  proper  construction  of  its  road,  and  in 
supplying  it  with  the  necessary  equipment^ 
and  in  uie  selection  of  compeLent  subordi- 
nates to  supervise,  inspect,  repair,  ejnd  regu- 
late the  machinery,  and  to  regulate  and  oodp  t 
trol  the  operation  of  the  road;  and  that  if  j 
'these  duties  are  performed  with  care  by  the  * 
company,  and  one  of  the  persons  so  em- 
ployed is  guilty  of  n^li^nce  by  which  an 
injury  occurs  to  another,  it  is  not  the  negli- 
gence of  the  master,  and  the  company  is  not 
responsible. 

Without  following  further  the  history  of 
this  subject  in  the  courts  of  the  several 
states,  we  may  state  that,  generally,  the  doc- 
trine there  upheld  is  that  of  the  cases  herein 
previously  cited,  except  in  the  courts  of  the 
states  of  Ohio,  Keoatucky,  amd  perhaps  others, 
in  which  the  rule  seems  to  obtain  that  wliile 
the  master  is  not  liable  to  his  servant  for 
any  injury  committed  by  a  servant  of  equal 
degree  in  the  same  sphere  of  employment,  un- 
lees  some  negligence  is  fixed  on  the  master 
personally,  yet  that  he  is  liable  for  the  gross 
negligence  of  a  servant  superior  in  rank  to 
the  person  injured,  and  is  also  liable  for  the 
ordinary  negligence  of  a  servant  not  engaged 
in  the  same  department  of  service. 

Leaving  the  decisions  of  the  state  courts, 
and  coming  to  those  of  this  court,  we  find  the 
latter  to  l£  in  substantial  harmony  with  the 
current  of  authority  in  the  state  and  English 
courts.  From  this  statemeot  the  case  of 
Chicago,  M.  d  8t,  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Ross,  112  U. 
S.  377,  28  L.  ed.  787,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Uep.  184, 
must,  perhaps,  be  excepted,  and  to  ft  we  sibaU 
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Randall  r.  BalHtncrt  d  O.  R.  Oo,  109  U. 
S.  478,  27  L.  ed.  1003,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  322, 
wae  tAie  aa.se  of  an  action  in  uie  eircuii  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  West 
Virginia  a^net  a  railroad  corporation  by  a 
brakeman  in  its  employ  for  personal  injuries 
reoeiyed,  while  working  a  switch,  by  being 
Binidc  by  one  of  its  locomotive  engines ;  and 
it  was  unanimouriy  held  by  this  court,  af- 
firming the  court  below,  l^a/t  the  plaintiff 
ocmld  not  recover,  although  the  injury  was 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  engine- 
man  in  running  his  engine  too  fast,  or  not 
giving  due  notice  of  its  approach.  In  the 
course  of  the  opinion,  which  was  pronounced 
by  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  he  said: 

"The  G^en^ral  rule  of  law  is  now  firmly  es- 
tabliahed,  that  one  who  enters  the  service  of 
another  takes  upon  himself  the  ordinary 
^  risks  of  the  negligent  acts  of  his  fellow  serv- 
S  ants  in  the  course  of  the  employmeitft  This 
•'  court  has  not  hitherto  had^occasion  to  decide 
who  are  fellow  servants,  within  the  rule. 
•  .  .  Nor  ie  it  necessary,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  to  undertake  to  lay  down  a  pre- 
cise and  exhauative  definition  of  the  general 
rule  in  this  respect,  or  to  weigh  the  conflict- 
ing views  which  have  prevailed  in  the  courts 
of  the  several  states,  because  persona  staoid- 
inc  in  such  a  relation  to  one  andther  as  did 
tills  plaintiff  and  the  engineman  of  the  other 
train  are  fellow  servants,  according  to  the 
very  great  preponderance  of  judicial  author- 
ity in  this  country,  as  well  as  the  uniform 
course  of  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
in  the  English  find  Irish  courts,  bs  is  clearly 
Shown  by  the  cases  ciited  in  the  margin.  They 
are  employed  and  pai<d  by  the  same  master. 
The  duties  of  the  two  bring  them  to  work  at 
the  same  place  at  the  same  time,  so  that  the 
negligence  of  the  one  in  dodn^  his  work  may 
injure  the  other  in  doing[  his  work.  Their 
separate  services  have  an  immediate  common 
object, — the  moving  of  the  trains." 

Northern  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Herbert,  116  U.  S. 
642,  29  L.  ed.  755,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  590,  was 
a  case  wherein  it  appeared  that  a  brakeman 
suffered  an  injury  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
the  brakes  which  he  was  called  upon  to  ap- 

Ely  were  broken  and  out  of  order,  and  it  was 
dd,  per  Mr.  Justice  Field,  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  company  to  furnish  sufficient 
and  safe  materials,  machinery,  or  other 
means  by  which  service  is  to  be  performed, 
and  to  keep  them  in  repair  and  order,  and 
that  as  this  duty  had  not  been  fulfilled  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  There  was 
another  question  in  that  case  as  to  the  im- 
port and  effect  of  a  statute  of  Dakota,  in 
which  territory  the  accident  took  place, 
providing  that  "an  employer  is  not  bound  to 
indemnify  his  employee  for  losses  suffered 
by  the  kubter  in  cooifiequence  of  the  ordi- 
mry  riaks  of  the  business  in  which  he  is  em* 
ployed,  nor  in  consequence  of  the  negligence 
of  another  person  employed  by  the  same  em- 
ployer in  the  same  general  business,  unless 
AC  has  neglected  to  use  ordinary  care  in  the 
•deetion  St  the  culpable  employee,"  and  that 
lui  employer  must,  in  all  cases,  indemnify 


his  employee  for  losses  caused  by  the  form- 
er's want  of  ordinary  care."  ^ 

It  was  held,  by  a  majori^  of  the  courts  S 
that  these  provisionB*of  the  Dakota  Code  ex-  • 
pressed  the  general  law  that  an  empl<^er  is 
responsible  for  injury  to  his  employees 
caused  by  hie  own  want  of  ordinary  care; 
that  his  selection  of  defective  machinery, 
which  is  to  be  moved  by  steam  power,  is  of 
itself  evidence  of  a  wtEuot  cd  ordinary  care, 
and  allowing  it  to  remain  out  of  repair, 
when  its  condition  is  brought  to  his  notice, 
or  by  proper  inspection  mighrt  be  known,  is 
culpable  negligence;  that  Sie  cars,  in  that 
case,  had  been  defective  for  years;  that  the 
brakes  were  all  worn  out,  siid  their  condi- 
tion had  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
yard  master,  who  had  control  of  them  while 
in  the  yard,  and  might  have  been  ascertained, 
upon  proper  inspection,  by  the  officer  or 
agent  of  the  company  charged  with  the  duty 
of  keeping  them  in  repair,  yet  nothing  was 
done  to  repair  either  brakes  or  cars ;  that,  in 
such  circumstances,  the  company  had  not  ex- 
ercised ordinary  oare  to  keep  the  cars  and 
brakes  in  good  condition;  and  that,  there- 
fore, under  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the 
company  was  bound  to  indemnify  the  plain- 
tiff. The  minority  of  the  court  consklered 
that  the  case  was  governed  by  the  local  stat- 
ute, end  that  the  statute,  properly  construed, 
relieved  the  employer,  under  the  facts  of  the 
case,  from  liability  to  the  injured  employee. 
They  decl ined  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the 
question  of  liability  apart  from  the  statute. 

Queheo  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Merchants,  133  U.  S.  375, 
33  L.  ed.  656, 10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  307,  was  am  ac- 
tion brought  in  the  circuit  court  oftheUnited 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York 
by  one  Merchant,  who  was  employed  as  a 
stewardess  of  the  steamship  Bermuda,  be- 
longing to  the  defendant  company.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  ship's  company  consisted  of 
thirty-two  persons,  oivided  into  three  classes 
of  servants,  called  three  departments — the 
deck  department,  the  engineers'  department^ 
and  the  steward's  department.  The  cap- 
tain, the  first  and  second  officers,  the  purser, 
the  carpenter,  and  the  sailors  were  in  the 
deck  department;  the  engineers,  the  firemen, 
and  tlie  stokers  were  in  the  engineers'  de- 
partment; the  steward,  the  waiters,  the 
cooks,  the  porter,  and  the  stewardess  were 
in  the  steward's  department.  At  the  close  of 
the  evidence  the  defendant's  counsel  re- 
quested the  court  to  charge  the  jury  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  ground « 
that  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  was  § 
occasioned,  if  there  was'any  negligence,  by* 
the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant.  This  the 
court  refused  to  do.  There  was  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  was  brought  to  this 
court.  Here  it  was  contended  that  as  the 
carpenter,  whose  negligence  was  alleged  em 
the  cause  of  the  accident,  was  in  the  deck  de- 

Sartment,  and  the  stewardess  in  the  steward's 
epartinent,  those  were  different  depart- 
ments in  such  a  sense  that  the  carpenter  was 
not  a  fellow  servant  with  the  stewardess. 
But  Mr.  Justice  Blatchford,  speaking  for  the 
entire  court,  said: 
'The  injuries  to  the  plaintiff  were  caused 
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solely  by  th«  negligence  of  one  or  the  other 
of  two  fellow  sei-vante  who  were  in  a  com- 
mon employment  with  her,  and  there  was  no 
Tiolation  or  omiseion  of  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  employer  contributing  to  such  injuries. 
Neither  of  her  fellow  Berranrts  stood  in  such 
relation  to  her  or  to  the  work  done  by  her, 
and  in  the  course  of  which  her  injuries  were 
sustained,  ae  to  make  his  n^igence  the  neg« 
ligence  of  the  employer.  The  case,  there- 
fore, falls  within  the  weU-aettled  rule,  as  to 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  cases,  which  ex- 
empts an  employer  from  liability  for  injuries 
to  a  servant  caused  by  another  seryant,  and 
does  not  fall  within  any  exception  to  that 
rule  which  destrc^  the  exemption  of  the  em- 
ployer when  his  own  negligence  contributes 
to  the  injury,  or  when  the  other  servant  oc- 
cupies such  a  relation  to  the  injured  party 
or  to  his  employment,  in  the  course  of  which 
his  injury  was  received,  as  to  make  the  neg- 
ligence of  such  servant  the  negligence  of  the 
employer." 

The  next  notable  case  is  thait  of  Baltimore 
d  0.  R.  Co.  T.  Baugh,  149  U.  S.  368,  37  L.  ed. 
772,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  914,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  an  engineer  and  fireman  of  a  loco- 
motive, running  alone  and  without  any  train 
attached,  were  fellow  servants  of  the  com- 
pany, so  as  to  preclude  the  latter  from  re- 
oovering  from  the  company  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  negliganoe  of  the  former. 
In  the  course  of  the  opinion  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer  said: 

"It  may  safely  be  said  that  this  court  has 
nevei*  recognized  the  proposition  that  the 
mere  control  of  one  servant  over  another  in 
doin^  a  particular  piece  of  work  destroys  the 
relation  of  fellow  servants,  and  puts  an  end 
I,  to  the  master's  liability.  On  the  contrary, 
g  all  the  cases  proceed  on  the  ground  of  some 
•  breach  of  positive  duty  resting  upon  the 
master,  or  upon  the  idea  of  superintendence 
or  control  of  a  department.  It  has  ever  been 
afRrmed  that  the  employee  assumes  the  ordi- 
nary risks  incident  to  the  servioe ;  and,  as  we 
have  seen,  it  is  as  obvious  that  Uiere  is  risk 
from  the  negligence  of  one  in  immediate  con- 
trol as  from  one  simply  a  coworker.  That 
the  running  of  an  engine  by  itself  is  not  a 
separate  branch  of  service,  seems  perfectly 
clear.  The  fact  is,  all  the  locomotive  engines 
of  a  railroad  company  are  in  the  one  depart- 
ment, the  operating  department;  and  those 
employed  in  running  them,  whether  as  en- 
gineers or  firemen,  are  engaged  in  a  common 
employment*  and  are  fellow  servants." 

We  shall  have  occasion  to  revert  to  this 
case  when  we  come  to  consider  the  derision 
in  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P,  R,  Co.  r.  Ross. 

In  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hamhly,  154  U. 
6.  349,  38  L.  ed.  1009,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  983, 
it  was  held  that  a  common  day  laborer  in  the 
employ  oi  a  railroad  company,  who,  while 
working  for  the  company  under  the  order  and 
dii«ction  of  a  section  boss  or  foreman,  on  a 
culvert  on  the  line  of  the  company's  road,  re- 
ceives an  injury  by  and  through  the  n^ll- 
gence  of  the  conductor  and  of  the  engineer  in 
moving  and  operating  a  passenger  train  up- 
on the  company's  road,  is  a  fdlow  servant 


with  such  engineer  and  sudi  conductor,  ia 
such  a  sense  as  exempts  the  railroad  com- 
pany from  liability  for  the  injury  so  in- 
flicted; and  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  in  ddivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  observed: 

"To  hold  the  principal  liable  whenever 
there  are  gradations  of  rank  between  the  per- 
son receiving  and  the  person  causing  the  in- 
jury,  or  whenever  they  are  employed  in  dif- 
ferent departments  of  the  same  general  serv- 
ice, woula  result  in  frittering  away  the  whole 
doctrine  of  fellow  service.  Cases  arising  be- 
tween persons  engaged  together  in  the  same 
identiotl  service,  as,  for  instance,  between 
brakemen  of  the  same  train  or  two  seamen 
of  equal  rank,  on  the  same  ship,  are  compara- 
tively rare.  In  a  large  majority  of  cases 
there  is  some  distinction  either  in  respect  to 
grade  of  service,  or  in  the  nature  of  their  em- 
ployments. Courts,  however,  have  been  re-  ^ 
luctant  to  recognize  these  distinctions  unless  n 
the  superiority  of  the  person  causing*the  in-  • 
jury  was  such  as  to  put  him  rather  in  the 
category  of  principal  than  of  agent,  as,  for 
example,  the  superintendent  of  a  factory  or 
railway,  and  the  employments  were  so  far 
different  that,  although  paid  by  the  same 
master,  the  two  servants  were  brought  no 
farther  in  contact  with  each  other  than  as  if 
they  had  been  employed  by  different  prind- 
pala" 

In  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Keegan,  160  U.  8.  259» 
40  L.  ed.  418,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  269,  Balti- 
more d  0.  R.  Co.  T.  BoMgh,  149  U.  S.  368,  87 
L.  ed.  772,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  914,  was  ap- 
proved and  followed  in  respect  to  its  state- 
ment as  to  what  constitutes  a  vice  princi- 
pal. 

In  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Peterson,  162  U. 
S.  346,  40  L.  ed.  994,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  848, 
an  action  had  been  brought  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Minnesota  by  Peterson  to  recover  damages 
against  the  railroad  company,  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  foreman 
of  a  gang  of  laborers,  engaged  in  putting  in 
repair  sections  of  the  railroad.  The  foreman 
had  power  to  hire  and  discharge  the  hands 
who  composed  the  gang,  and  had  exclusive 
charge  of  their  direction  and  management  in 
all  matters  connected  with  their  employ- 
ment. The  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  thereon 
was  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
of  the  eighth  circuit.  The  cause  was  brought 
to  this  court,  and  the  judgments  of  the 
courts  below  were  reversed.  The  opinion  of 
this  court  was  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in 
which  he  reviewed  the  authorities,  and  ex- 
pressed the  following  conclusions: 

"The  general  rule  is,  that  those  entering 
into  the  service  of  a  common  master  become 
thereby  engaged  in  a  common  service  and  are 
fellow  servants,  and,  prima  facie,  the  com- 
mon master  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  one  of  his  servants  which  has  resulted  in 
an  injury  to  a  fellow  servant  There  are, 
however,  some  duties  which  a  master  owes, 
as  such,  to  a  servant  entering  his  employ- 
ment He  owes  the  duty  to  provide  such 
servant  with  a  reasonably  safe  place  to  woxic 
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In,  baTisg  reference  to  the  chftracter  of  tha 
employment  in  which  the  servant  is  engaged. 
He  also  owes  the  duty  of  providing  reasona- 
Uy  safe  tools,  appliances,  and  machinery  for 
^  the  accomplishment  of  the  work  necessary  to 
S  be  done.  He  must  escerdse  proper  diligence 
«  in  the  employment  of* reasonably  safe  and 
competent  men  to  perform  their  respective 
duties,  and  it  has  been  held  in  many  states 
that  the  master  owes  the  further  duty  of 
adopting  and  promulgating  safe  and  proper 
rules  for  the  conduct  of  his  business,  includ- 
ing the  government  of  the  machinery  and  the 
running  of  trains  on  a  railroad  trade.  If  the 
master  be  neglectful  in  sjiy  of  these  matters 
it  is  a  neglect  of  a  duty  which  he  personally 
owes  to  his  employees  and  if  the  employee 
suffer  damage  on  aoeount  thereof,  the  mas- 
ter is  liable.  If,  instead  of  personally  per- 
forming these  obligations,  the  master  en- 
fages  another  to  do  them  for  him,  he  is  Ha- 
le for  the  neglect  of  that  other,  which,  in 
such  ease,  is  not  the  neglect  of  a  fellow  serv- 
ant, no  matter  what  his  position  as  to  other 
matters,  but  is  the  neglect  of  the  master  to 
do  those  things  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
master  to  perform  as  such.  .  .  .  The 
rule  is  that,  in  order  to  form  an  exception  to 
tlie  general  law  of  nonliability,  the  person 
whose  neglect  caused  the  injury  must  be  'one 
who  was  clothed  with  the  control  and  man- 
agement of  a  distinct  department,  and  not  a 
mere  separate  piece  of  work  in  one  of  the 
branches  of  service  in  a  department.'  This 
distinction  is  a  plain  one,  and  not  subject  to 
any  ^reat  embarrassment  in  determining  the 
laot  in  any  particular  case. 

''When  the  business  of  the  masFter  or  em- 
ployer is  of  such  great  and  diversified  extent 
that  it  naturally  and  necessarily  separates 
itself  into  departments  of  service,  the  indi- 
▼iduals  placed  by  the  master  in  charge  of 
these  separate  branches  and  departme^  of 
flervioe,  and  given  entire  and  absolute  con- 
trol therein,  may  properly  be  considered, 
with  respect  to  employees  under  them,  vice 
principals  and  representatives  of  the  master 
as  fully  and  completely  as  if  the  entire  busi- 
ness of  the  master  were  placed  by  him  under 
4»ne  superintendents  .  .  .  This  boss  of  a 
amall  gang  of  ten  or  fifteen  men,  engaged  in 
making  repairs  upon  the  road  wherever  they 
might  be  necessary,  over  a  distance  of  three 
aerations,  aiding  and  assisting  the  regular 
gang  of  workmen  upon  each  section  as  occa- 
sion demanded,  was  not  such  a  superintend- 
fent  of  a  separate  department,  nor  was  he  in 
control  of  such  a  distinct  branch  of  the  work 
«  of  the  master  as  would  be  necessary  to*  ren- 
der the  master  liable  to  a  coemployee  for  his 
neglect.  He  was  in  fact,  as  well  as  in  law, 
a  fellow  workman ;  he  went  with  the  gang  to 
the  place  of  work  in  the  morning,  stayed 
there  with  them  during  the  day,  superin- 
tended their  work,  giving  directions  in  re- 
gard to  it,  and  returned  home  with  them  in 
the  evening,  acting  as  a  part  of  the  crew  of 
the  hand  car  upon  which  they  rode.  The 
mere  fact,  if  it  be  a  fact,  that  he  did  not  ac- 
tually handle  a  shovel  or  a  pidc,  is  an  unim- 
portant matter.    Where  more  than  one  man 


is  engaged  In  doing  any  particular  work,  it 
becomes  almost  a  necessity  that  one  should 
be  boss  and  the  other  subordinate,  but  boith 
are  nevertheless  fellow  workmen.^ 

The  laet  case  we  shall  refer  to  is  that  of 
Oakea  v.  Maae,  165  U.  S.  863,  41  L.  ed.  746, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  846,  where  it  was  declared 
to  be  the  settled  hiw  of  this  court  that  the 
relstion  of  fellow  servants  exists  between  an 
engineer,  operating  a  locomotive  on  one 
train,  and  the  conductor  on  another  train 
on  the  same  road;  and  yorthem  P,  R,  Co. 
V.  Poirier,  167  U.  8.  48,  42  L.  ed.  72,  17  Sup. 
CL  Rep.  741,  where  it  was  held  that  a  brake- 
man  on  a  regular  train  of  a  railroad  and  the 
conductor  of  a  wild  train,  on  the  same  road, 
are  fellow  servants,  and  the  railroad  company 
is  not  responsible  for  injuries  happening  to 
the  former  by  reason  of  a  oolHsion  of  the  two 
trains,  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  lat- 
ter and  by  his  disregard  of  the  rules  of  the 
company. 

Without  attempting  to  educe  from  these 
cases  a  rule  applicable  to  all  possible  circum- 
stances, we  think  that  we  are  warranted  by 
them  in  holding  in  the  present  case  that,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  of  special  and  un* 
usual  powers  having  been  conferred  upon  the 
conductor  of  the  freight  train,  he,  the  en- 
gineer, and  the  brakemen,  must  be  deemed 
to  have  been  fellow  servants  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  rule  which  exempts  the  railroad 
company,  their  common  employer,  from  lia* 
bility  to  one  of  them  for  injuries  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  another. 

This  conclusion  is  certainly  sound  unless 
we  are  constrained  to  hold  otherwise  by  the 
decision  in  Ohicago,  M,  d  8t  P.  R.  Co,  r. 
R089,  112  U.  S.  377,  28  L,  ed.  787,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  184,  already  referred  to.  That  was  a^ 
case  wherein  an  action  was  maintained,  j 
brought  by  a*locomotive  engineer  to  recover  • 
damages  received  in  a  collision  caused  by  t^e 
negligence  of  the  conductor  of  the  train;  and 
it  must  be  admitted  that  the  reasoning  em- 
ployed by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  in  his  opinion 
expressing  the  views  of  a  majority  of  the 
court,  and  the  conclusion  reached  by  him, 
cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  other  decisions 
of  this  court  hereinbefore  cited.  We  do  not 
think  that  it  would  be  proper  to  pass  by  the 
case  without  comment,  nor  yet  to  attempt  to 
distinguish  it  by  considerations  so  narrow 
as  to  leave  the  courts  below  in  uncertainty 
as  to  the  doctrine  of  this  court  on  a  subject 
so  important  and  of  such  frequent  recur- 
rence. The  case  in  hand  exemplifies  the  per- 
plexity caused  by  the  Ro88  Case,  The  trial 
court  gave  effect  to  it  as  establishing  the 
proposition  that  the  conductor  of  an  ordi- 
nary freight  train,  with  no  other  powers 
than  those  assumed  to  belong  to  such  an  em- 
ployee by  virtue  of  such  a  position,  is  a  vice 
principal,  against  whose  negligence  the  com* 
pany  is  bound  to  indemnify  all  the  other  em- 
ployees on  the  train.  Yet  it  is  evident  that 
the  judces  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  did 
not  find  themselves  able  to  either  accept  or 
reject  such  a  proposition,  as  they  have  certi- 
fied it  to  ufl  as  one  on  which  they  desire  our 
instructions.    Such  a  course  plainly  erineee 
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doubts  whether,  in  view  of  the  deoiaioiiB  both 
before  and  since,  the  case  of  Chicago,  U.  A 
8t.  P.  JR.  Co.  V.  Ro98j  furniaheB  a  saie  and 
approved  rule  to  ^uide  the  trial  oourta. 

While  the  opinion  in  the  R088  Oaae  con- 
tains  a  ludd  expoeition  of  many  of  the  ea- 
tablished  rules  regrulating  the  relatlooa  be- 
tween masters  and  servants,  and  particular- 
Ij  oa  respects  the  duties  <rf  railroad  oompar 
nies  to  their  various  employees,  we  think  it 
went  too  far  in  holding  that  a  conductor  of 
a  freight  train  is,  ipso  facto,  a  vice  principal 
of  the  company.  An  inspection  of  the  opin- 
ion shows  that  that  conclusion  was  based  up- 
on certain  assumptions,  not  borne  out  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  as  to  the  powers  and 
duties  of  conductors  of  freight  trains. 
Thus  it  was  said: 

''We  know  from  the  manner  in  which  rail- 
ways are  operated  that,  subject  to  the  general 
ei  rules  and  orders  of  the  direobors  of  the  com- 
^  panics,  the  ooziductor  has  entire  control  and 
•  manacemenit  of  the  train  to  which  he  is  as- 
signed. He  directs  when  it  shall  start,  at 
what  speed  it  shall  run,  at  what  stations  it 
shall  stop,  and  for  what  length  of  time,  and 
everything  essential  to  its  successful  move- 
ments, and  all  persons  employed  on  it  are 
subject  to  his  oitlers.  In  do  proper  senise  of 
the  terms  is  he  a  fellow  servant  with  the  fire- 
men, the  brakemen,  the  porters,  and  the  en- 
gineer. The  latter  are  fellow  servants  in 
the  running  of  the  train  under  his  direction; 
as  to  them  and  the  train,  he  stands  in  the 
place  of  and  represents  the  corporation." 

We  think  these  statements  attribute  duties 
and  powers  to  conductors  of  freight  trains 
much  greater  than  ordinarily  exis^.  Several 
of  the  instances  of  control  assigned  to  the 
conductor  really  belong  to  the  engineer, 
who,  as  railroads  are  now  operated,  is  a 
much  more  important  functionary  in  the  ac- 
tual movements  of  the  train,  when  in  motion, 
than  the  conductor.  It  is  his  hand  that  regu- 
lates the  application  of  the  brakes  that  con- 
trol tlie  speed  of  the  train,  and  in  doing  so 
he  acts  upon  his  own  knowledge  and  observa- 
tion, and  not  upon  orders  of  the  conductor. 
Paiticularly  has  this  become  the  case  since 
the  introduction  of  the  air  train-brake 
system.  We  can  take  notice  of  the  act  of 
Marcfh  2,  1893  (27  Stat,  ait  L.  531),  which 
enacted  "that  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
common  carrier  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce by  railroad  to  use  on  its  line  any 
locomotive  engine  in  moving  interstate  traffic 
not  equipped  with  a  power-driving  wheel 
brake  and  appliances  for  operating  the  train- 
brake  system,  or  to  run  any  train  in  such 
traffic  aiter  said  date  thai  has  not  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  cars  in  it  so  equipped  with 
power  or  train-brakes  that  the  engineer  on 
the  locomotive  drawing  such  train  can  con- 
trol its  speed  without  requiring  brakemen 
to  use  the  common  hand-brake  for  that  pur- 
pose." We  do  not  refer  to  this  statute  as 
directly  applioable  to  the  case  in  hand,  but 
as  a  legislative  recognition  of  the  dominant 
position  of  the  engineer. 

Oases  are  cited  in  the  opinion  in  Hie  Robs 
Case  in  which  it  has  been  held  by  the  su- 
prem«  couit  of  Ohio  and  by  the  court  of  ap- 


peals ol  Kentucky  that  railroad  companies  ^ 
are  responsible  for  negligence  of  conductors  2 
to  other  employees.*  But  t^ose  courts  do  not  • 
accept  the  ordinary  rule  exempting  the  mas- 
ter from  liability  to  a  servant  for  the  neeli* 
Sent  conduct  of  his  fellows.    At  least,  they 
0  not  apply  such  a  rule  to  the  extent  that 
HdB  and  other  courts  have  done.    They  hold 
that  no  service  is  common  that  does  not  ad* 
mit  a  common  partidpsition,  and  no  servants 
are  fellow  servants  when  one  is  placed  in  con- 
trol over  the  other. 

In  so  far  as  the  decision  in  the  Oaac  of 
Ross  is  to  be  understood  as  laying  it  down, 
as  a  rule  of  law  to  govern  in  the  ti-ial  of  ac- 
tions against  railroad  companies,  that  the 
conductor,  merely  from  his  position  as  such, 
is  a  vioe  principal^  whose  negligence  is  thai 
of  the  company,  it  must  be  deemed  to  have 
been  overruled,  in  effect  if  not  in  terms,  in 
the  subsequent  case  of  Baltimore  d  O.  R,  Co. 
V.  Baugh,  before  cited.  There  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer,  in  commentdng  upon  the  proposition 
applied  in  the  Ross  Case,  that  the  conductor 
of  a  train  has  the  control  and  management 
of  a  distinct  department^  said : 

"But  the  danger  from  the  negligence  of 
one  sjiecially  in  charge  of  the  particular 
work  is  as  obvious  and  as  great  as  that  of 
those  who  are  simply  coworkers  with  him  in  it. 
Each  is  equally  with  the  other  an  ordinary 
risk  of  the  emplo3rment  If  he  is  paid  for 
the  one,  he  is  paid  for  the  other;  if  he  as- 
sumes the  one,  he  assumes  the  other.  There- 
fore, BO  far  as  the  maitter  of  the  master's 
exemption  from  liability  depends  upon 
whether  the  negligence  is  one  of  the  ordinary 
risks  of  the  employment,  and,  thus  assumed 
by  the  employee,  it  includes  ail  ooworkers  to 
the  same  end^  whether  in  control  or  not.  But 
if  the  fact  thai  the  risk  is  or  is  not  obvious 
does  not  control,  what  test  or  rule  is  there 
which  determines?  Rightfully  this,  there 
must  be  some  personal  wrong  on  the  part  of 
the  master,  some  breach  of  positive  duty  on 
his  part.  If  he  discharges  all  that  may  be 
called  positive  duty,  and  is  himself  guilty  of 
no  neglect,  it  would  seem  as  though  he  was 
absolved  from  all  responsibility,  and  that  the 
party  who  caused  the  injury  should  be  him- 
self alone  responsible.  It  may  be  said  that 
this  is  only  passing  from  one  difficulty  to  an- 
other, as  it  leaves  still  to  be  settled  what  is 
positive  duty  and  what  is  personal  neglect;  ^ 
and  yet,  if  we  analyze  these  matters  a  little^  ^ 
there  will  appear  less^difficuHy  in  the  ques-  • 
tion.  Obviously,  a  breach  of  positive  duty 
is  personal  neglect;  and  the  question  in  any 
given  case  is,  therefore,  what  is  the  positive 
duty  of  the  master?  He  certainly  owes  the 
duty  of  taking  fair  and  reasonable  precau- 
tions to  surround  his  employee  with  fit  and 
careful  coworkers,  and  the  employee  has  a 
right  to  rely  upon  his  discharge  of  this  duty. 
If  the  master  is  careless  in  the  matter  of  em- 
ploving  a  servant,  it  is  his  personal  neglect; 
and  if  without  proper  care  in  inquiring  as  to 
his  competency  he  does  employ  an  incompe- 
tent person  the  fact  that  he  has  an  incompe- 
tent, and  therefore  an  improper,  employee  is 
a  matter  of  his  personal  wrong,  and  owing  to 
iijs  personal  neglect    And  if  the  negligenos 


1889. 


NEW  ENGLAND  R.  CO.  t.  OONBOY. 


irf  tihis  inoompeteub  flerrant  works  injury  to 
A  eosemmft,  m  it  not  obviotiB  that  the  mA«- 
ter'a  onuflBicm  of  duty  enters  directly  and 
uroperly  into  tbe  question  of  respomibilityT 
it,  on  the  other  hisA,  the  master  he«  toJcen 
•11  reaaooable  preeautionB  to  inquire  into  the 
compcftency  of  one  proposing  to  enter  into 
his  seryioBj  and  as  the  result  of  such  reaaon- 
ahle  inquiry  is  stttisfied  that  the  employee  is 
fit  and  oompetent^  can  it  be  said  that  the 
master  has  n^lected  anything,  thait  he  has 
omitted  any  personal  duty;  and  this,  not- 
withstanding that  after  the  servant  has  been 
employed  it  shall  be  disclosed  that  he  was  in- 
oompetent  and  unfitT  If  he  has  done  all  that 
reasonable  care  requires  to  inquire  into  the 
competency  of  hie  servant,  is  any  neglect  im« 
putable  to  himt  No  human  inquiry,  no  pos- 
sible precaution,  is  sufficient  to  absolutely 
determine  in  advance  whether  a  party  under 
certain  exigencies  will  or  will  not  do  a  negli- 
gent act.  So  it  is  not  possible  for  the  master, 
take  whatsoever  pains  he  may,  to  secure  em- 
ployees who  will  never  be  guilty  of  any  negli- 
gence. Indeed,  is  there  any  man  who  does 
not  sometimes  do  a  negligent  act?  Neither 
is  it  possible  for  the  master,  with  any  or- 
dinary and  reasonable  care,  always  to  secure 
competent  and  fit  servants.  He  may  be  mis- 
taken, notwithstanding  the  reasonable  pre- 
cautions he  has  taken.  Therefore,  that  a  serv- 
ant ]>roves  to  be  unfit  and  incompetent,  or 
that  in  any  given  exigency  he  is  guilty  of  a 
negligent  act  resulting  in  injury  to  a  fellow 
serviurt,  does  not  of  iftself  prove  any  omission 
^  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  master  in  his  em- 
^  ployment;  and*  it  is  only  when  there  is  such 
omission  of  care  that  the  master  can  be  said 
to  be  guilty  of  personal  wrong  in  placing  or 
continuing  such  servant  in  his  employ,  or  has 
done  or  omitted  aught  justifyimff  the  placing 
upon  him  responsibility  for  such  employee's 


^Again,  a  master  CT:i^loying  a  servant  im- 
pliedly enjjages  with  him  that  the  place  in 
which  he  IS  to  work  and  the  tools  or  ma- 
chinery with  which  he  is  to  work,  or  by  which 
he  is  to  be  surrounded,  shall  be  reasonably 
safe.  It  is  the  master  who  is  to  provide  the 
place  and  the  tools  and  the  machinery,  and 
wlien  he  employs  one  to  enter  into  his  ser- 
vice he  impliedly  says  to  him  that  there  is  no 
other  danger  in  the  place,  the  tools,  and  the 
maohinery,  than  such  as  is  obvious  and  neces- 
sary. Of  course,  some  places  of  work  and 
some  kinds  of  machinery  are  more  danf^erous 
than  others,  but  that  is  something  which  in- 
heres in  the  thing  itself,  which  is  a  matter 
of  necessity,  and  cannot  be  obviated.  But 
within  such  limits  the  nMurter  who  provides 
^e  place,  the  tools,  and  the  maohinery  owes 
a  positive  duty  to  his  employee  in  respect 
th^to.  That  positive  duty  does  not  go  to 
the  extent  of  a  guarantee  of  safety,  but  it 
does  require  thait  reasonable  precautions  be 
taken  to  secure  safety,  and  it  matters  not  to 
the  employee  by  whom  that  safety  is  secured, 
or  the  reasonable  precautions  therefor  taken. 
He  has  a  right  to  look  to  the  maater  for  the 
diseharffe  of  that  duty,  and  if  the  master,  in- 
stead of  disdiarging  it  himself,  sees  fit  to 
have  St  attended  to  by  others,  tlittt  does  not 


change  the  measure  of  obligation  to  the  em* 
ployee,  or  the  letter's  right  to  insist  thsA 
reasonable  precautian  shall  be  taken  to  se- 
cure safety  in  l^ese  reepects.  Therefore  ii 
will  be  seen  tbat  the  quastion  turns  nuther 
on  the  character  of  the  act  than  on  the  rela- 
tions of  the  employees  to  each  other.  If  the 
act  is  one  done  in  the  dischiarge  of  some  poSi« 
tive  duty  of  the  master  to  the  servant,  then 
negligence  in  the  act  is  the  negligence  of  the 
master ;  but  if  it  be  not  one  in  the  discharge  of 
such  positive  duty,  then  there  should  be  some 
personal  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  employer 
beforo  he  is  held  liable  therefor.  But,  it 
may  be  asked,  is  not  the  duty  of  seeing  that 
competent  and  fit  persons  are  in  charge  of  ^ 
any  particular  work  as  positive  as  that  of  j 
providing* safe  places  and  machinery?  Un-* 
doubtedly  it  is,  and  requires  the  same  vigil* 
ance  in  its  discharge.  But  the  latter  duty 
is  discharged  when  reasonable  care  has  been 
taken  in  providing  such  safe  place  and  nia- 
chinery,  and  so  ths  former  is  as  fully  dis- 
charged, when  reasonable  precautions  have 
been  taken  to  place  fit  and  competent  per- 
sons in  charge.  Neither  dutjr  carries  with  it 
an  absolute  guaranty.  Each  is  satisfied  with 
reasonable  effort  and  precaution." 

Accordingly,  the  conclusion  reached  was 
that,  although  the  party  injured  was  a  fire- 
man, who  was  subject  to  the  orders  and  con- 
trol of  the  engineer,  in  the  absence  of  any 
conductor,  there  was  no  liability  on  the  com- 
pany for  negligence  of  the  ad  interim  con- 
ductor. 

That  this  reasoning  and  conclusion  were 
inconsistent  with  those  in  the  Rosa  Case  is 
not  only  apparent  on  comparing  them,  but 
further  appears  in  the  dissenting  opinion  in 
the  Baugh  Case  of  Mr.  Justice  Field,  who 
was  the  author  of  the  opinion  in  the  Case  of 
Ross.    He  said : 

"The  opinion  of  the  majority  not  only  lim- 
ite  and  narrows  tiie  doctrine  of  the  Ross 
CasOy  but,  in  effect,  denies,  even  with  the 
limitetions  placed  by  them  upon  it,  the  cor- 
rectness of  ito  general  doctrine,  and  asserts 
that  the  risks  which  an  employee  of  a  com- 
pany assumes  from  the  service  which  he  un- 
dertakes is  from  the  negligence  of  one  in  im* 
mediate  control,  as  well  as  from  a  coworker» 
and  that  there  is  no  superintending  agen<7 
for  which  a  corporation  is  liable,  unless  it 
extends  to  an  entire  department  of  service. 
A  conclusion  is  thus  reached  that  the  com- 
pany is  not  responsible  in  the  present  case 
for  injuries  received  by  the  fireman  from  the 
negligent  acte  of  the  conductor  of  the  engine. 
.  .  .  The  principle  in  the  Ross  Case  cov- 
ers this  case,  and  requires,  in  my  opinion,  a 
judgment  of  affirmance." 

So,  likewise,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  dis- 
sented in  the  Baugh  Case  for  the  express  rea- 
son that,  in  his  opinion,  the  case  came  with- 
in the  rule  laid  down  in  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P. 
R.  Co,  V.  Ross. 

To  conclude,  and  not  to  subject  ourselves  |. 
to  our  own  previous  criticism,  of  proeeedina  JJ 
upon  assumptions  not  founded  on^the  evi-  • 
dence  in  the  case,  we  shall  content  ourselves 
by  saying  that>  upon  the  facte  stated  and  cer- 
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tliled  to  118  bj  tSie  Jndges  of  the  dieait  eonrt 
«l  appeals,  -we  canaKOt^  a«  a  matter  ol  law, 
baeed  upon  thoee  facts  and  upon  racAi  com- 
men  knowledge  aa  we,  aa  a  oowct,  can  be  aup- 
posed  to  possesa,  bold  a  conductor  of  a 
freight  train  to  be  a  vice  principal  within 
any  safe  definition  of  that  relafticm. 

Accordingly  we  answer  the  first  question 
put  to  us  in  the  afiirmatiye^  and  tha  aeoond 
question  in  the  negative. 

Let  it  be  so  certified. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  dissenting: 
I  concurred  in  the  opinion  and  Judgment 
of  this  court  in  Chicago,  M,  d  8t,  P.  R.  Oo, 
▼.  Boss,  112  U.  S.  877,  28  L.  ed,  787,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  184,  and  do  not  now  perceive  any 
sound  reason  whv  the  principles  announced 
in  that  case  should  not  be  sustained.  In  my 
Judgment  the  conductor  of  railroad  train  is 
the  representative  of  the  company  in  respect 
of  its  management,  all  the  other  employees 
on  the  train  are  his  subordinates  in  matters 
involved  in  such  management,  and  for  injury 
received  by  any  one  of  those  subordinate 
durine  the  management  of  the  train  by  rea- 
son of  the  negligence  of  the  conductor  the 
railroad  company  should  be  held  responsible. 
As  the  conductor  commands  the  movements 
of  the  train  and  has  general  control  over  the 
employees  connected  with  its  operation,  the 
company  represented  by  him  ought  to  be  held 
responsible  for  his  negligence  resulting  in  in- 
jury to  other  employees  discharging  their 
duties  under  his  immediate  orders.  If  in 
eudh  case  the  conductor  be  not  a  vice  princi- 
pal, it  is  dilHcult  to  say  who  among  the  offi- 
cers or  agents  of  a  corporation  sued  by  one 
of  its  employees  for  personal  injuries  ought 
to  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  that  class. 
Having  these  views,  I  am  compelled  to  with- 
hold my  assent  from  the  opinion  and  Judg- 
ment in  this  case. 

(176  U.  S.  262) 

CHARLBS  E.  BOLLES,  Plff.  in  Ert^ 

V. 

OUTING  COMPANY. 

Fmialty  under  copyright  law — forfeiture  for 
sheets  found  in  possession. 

1.  A  penal  statute.  If  amblgnxons,  will  be  con- 
stme<l  more  strongly  In  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant than  it  would  If  the  statute  were  remed* 
lal.  bat  In  such  a  way  as  to  effect  substan- 
tial Justice  and  preserve  the  obvious  Inten- 
tion of  the  legislature. 

%  The  penalty  for  Infringement  of  copyright 
Imposed  by  U.  S.  Bev.  Stat.  |  4965,  of  |1  for 
every  sheet  found  In  defendant's  possession, 
extends  only  to  sheets  found  in  his  posses- 
sion for  the  purposes  of  forfeiture  and  con- 
demnation, and  does  not  extend  to  sheets 
which  are  merely  proved  to  have  been  in  his 
possession  at  some  time  within  two  years  be- 
fore the  action  began. 

t.  A  defendant  who  did  not  take  out  a  writ 
ol  error  cannot  be  beard  to  complain  of  any 
adverse  rulings  in  the  court  below,  on  writ 
of  error  taken  by  the  plalntltE. 

iNo.  47.1 


Submitted  Oetoher  19,  1899.    Decided  De- 
cember 4,  1S99. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Ui^ted  States  Circuit 
Court  ol  Appeals  for  the  Seoovid  Circuit 
to  review  a  judgment  affirminff  the  decision 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  an  aetaon  for  penal- 
ties for  infringement  of  oopyrigbt  Af> 
firmed. 

See  same  case  below,  46  U.  S.  App.  449,  77, 
Fed.  Rep.  9ed»28aaA.684,  46L.B.A. 
712. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brownt 

This  was  an  action  begun  April  18,  1894, 
by  Charles  E.  BoUea,  a  resident  of  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  New  York,  for  the  penalty  pro- 
vided for  the  infringement  of  the  copyright 
of  a  photograph  by  Rev.  Stat  §  4965.  This 
section  enacts  that  "if  any  person,  after  the 
recording  of  the  title  of  any  map,  chart,  mus- 
ical composition,  print»  cut,  engraving,  or 
photograph,  ...  as  provided  by  this 
chapter,  shall,  within  the  time  limited,  and 
without  the  consent  of  the  proprietor  of  the 
copyright  first  obtained  in  writing,  signed  in  g 
presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses,  engrave^  g 
etch,  work,  copy,  print,  publish, •or  import,  * 
either  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  .  .  .  shall 
sell  or  expose  to  sale,  any  copy  of  such  map 
or  other  article,  as  aforesaid,  he  shall  forfeit 
to  the  proprietor  all  the  plates  on  which  the 
same  shall  be  copied,  and  every  sheet  there- 
of, either  copied  or  printed,  and  shall  further 
forfeit  one  dollar  for  every  sheet  of  the  same 
found  in  his  possession**  etc. 

In  August,  1893,  plaintiff  made  a  photo* 
graph  of  the  yacht  "Vigilant"  under  full 
sail,  and  copyrighted  the  same  under  the  title 
"Vigilant,  No.  4."  The  copyrijfht  stamp  on 
the  photograph  was  made  l^  impressing  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  ri^ht-hand  corner  of  the 
photographs,  the  wor&,  "Copyright,  93,  by 
BoUes,  Brooklyn,"  Bolles  being  the  trade- 
mark name  used  by  the  plaintiff. 

Defendant  made  a  photoc^ravure  of  this 
photograph,  and  published  it  November, 
1893,  in  a  magazine  published  by  it  in  New 
York  known  by  tiie  name  of  "The  Outing." 
Defendajit  had  no  permunion  to  use  or  copy 
the  photograph. 

One  copy  of  this  number  of  The  Outing 
was  purchas^l  of  the  defendant  by  an  em- 
ployee of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  twenty- 
five  cents. 

On  the  first  trial  in  the  circuit  court  the 
action  was  dismissed  upon  the  grouiul  lh:it 
the  copyright  stamp  on  the  photograph  was 
inpiifTcJent  notice  of  the  copyright,  because 
the  year  was  not  given  in  full,  nor  the  full 
name  of  the  owner. 

Tliereupon  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of  er- 
ror fiom  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  which 
held  that  the  copyrighi  stamp  was  suffl- 
cient,  but  sustained  the  trial  court  in  its  ex- 
clusion of  certain  evidence  offered  sjs  to  the 
nuuil.cr  of  copies  found  in  th.e  possession  of 
the  defendant.  45  U.  S.  App.  449,  77  Fed. 
Rep.  966,  23  C.  C.  A.  694,  46  U  B.  A.  712. 

Upon  the  new  trial  the  same  evidence  at 
to  the  number  of  copies  of  the  infringement 
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loand  in  the  posaeailoii  of  the  defendant  was 
excluded,  antd  a  rerdict  directed  for  plaintiff 
for  $1  penalty  for  the  one  copy  bought  by 

flaintifTB  emnloyee  from  the  defendant. 
iaintlff  mored  for  a  new  trial  because  of  the 
refusal  of  the  court  to  permit  him  to  prove 
the  number  of  copies  which  had  been  in  the 
defendant's  possession  at  any  time  within 
two  years  preiious  to  the  commencement  of 
S  tlie  suit.  Upon  his  motion  being  denied,  he 
?  again  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals,  which  affirmed  the 
judgment.  Whereupon  plaintiff  luad  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court. 

Mr.  George  XL  Waldo  for  plaintiff  is  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  Jolia  B.  Abaey  for  defeadant  in  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  deliTered  the  opinion 
ol  the  court: 

Whether  the  court  erred  in  excluding  the 
evidence  offered  by  tiie  plaintiff  tendingto 
show  the  number  of  copies  of  the  issue  of  The 
Outing,  containing  a  reproduction  of  the  plain- 
tiff*8  photograph,  which  had  been  printed  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant  at  any  time  with- 
in two  ^ears  prior  to  the  oommencement  of 
this  action,  is  the  sole  question  presented  by 
the  assignments  of  error. 

lliis  is  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  oi 
$1  for  ever^  copy  of  the  plaintiff's  photo- 
graph, and  IS  based  upon  Rev.  Stat.  S  4965, 
which  declares  that  anv  person  offending 
against  its  provisions  ''shall  forfeit  to  the 
proprietor  all  the  plates  on  which  the  same 
shall  be  copied,  ana  every  sheet  thereof,  eith- 
er copied  or  printed,  and  shall  further  for- 
feit one  dollar  for  every  sheet  of  the  same 
found  in  his  possession,  either  printing, 
printed,  copied,  published,  imported,  or  ex- 
posed for  sale,  .  .  .  one  half  thereof  to 
the  proprietor  and  the  other  half  to  the  use 
of  the  United  States."  This  is  olearly  a 
penal  statute  in  that  it  fixes  a  single  and 
arbitrary  measure  of  recompense  to  the  plain- 
tiff, irrespective  of  the  dauMiges  actually  sus- 
tained by  him,  or  of  the  profits  realized  by 
the  defendant;  and  in  the  further  provision 
that  one  half  of  the  amount  recovered  shall 
be  to  the  use  of  the  United  States.  It  makes 
no  pretense  of  awarding  damages,  and  simply 
imposes  a  forfeiture  of  a  specified  sum.  In  this 
respect  it  differs  wholly  from  the  following 
section  (4966)  recently  considered  by  us  in 
Brady  v.  Daly^  20  Sup.  Ot  Bep.  62,i  which 
made  a  person  performing  or  representing 
8  any  copyrighted  dramatic  oompoeition  "lia- 
•  ble  for  damages  therefor,*  .  .  .  to  be  as- 
sessed at  such  sum,  not  less  than  $100  for  the 
first  and  $50  for  every  subsequent  perform- 
ance, as  to  the  court  shall  appear  to  be  just." 
There  the  award  was  of  damages,  and  a  min- 
imum sum  was  fixed  apparently  to  cover 
eases  where  it  was  impossible  to  estimate 
each  damsf^es ;  but  tAiere  was  no  limit  to  the 
amount  which  might  be  awarded  if,  In  the 
opini<»  of  the  court,  it  were  Just  to  increase 
the  minimum.  The  idea  suggested  by  the 
learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  ol 


the  courts  that  as  it  would  be  difficult  to 

Erove  the  exact  amount  of  damages  suffered 
y  reason  of  the  unlawful  representation,  the 
statute  provided  a  minimum  sum,  leaving  it 
open  for  a  larger  recovery  nfon  proof  of 
greater  damages,  has  no  application  to  the 
section  under  consideration,  where  the  plain* 
tiff  can  recover  no  greater  nor  less  damages 
than  the  penalty  provided  by  the  section. 
The  penal  character  of  the  act  is  further  em* 
phasized  by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  ap* 
parently  recovers  a  moiety  for  the  use  of  the 
United  States,  though  perhaps  this  is  not  be- 
yond a  doubt  suggested  in  Thornton  v. 
Schreib^,  124  U.  S.  612, 31  L.  ed.  677,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Bep.  618.  The  act  of  1831,  for  Tihich 
this  act  is  a  substitute,  and  of  the  sixth  sec- 
tion of  which  §  4905  is  a  substantial  copy» 
was  said  by  this  court  in  Bachtu  v.  Oouldf 
7  How.  798,  811,  12  L.  ed.  919,  924,  to  give 
a  qui  iam  action  for  the  sum  forfeited. 

The  statute,  then,  being  penal,  must  be 
confftrued  with  such  strictness  as  to  careful- 
ly safeguard  the  rights  of  the  defendant  and 
at  the  same  time  preserve  the  obvious  inten- 
tion of  the  leffislature.  If  the  language  be 
plain,  it  will  be  construed  as  it  r^ids,  and 
the  words  of  the  statute  given  their  full 
meaning;  if  ambiguous,  the  oourt  will  lean 
more  strongly  in  &vor  of  the  defendant  than 
it  would  if  the  statute  were  remedial.  In 
both  cases  it  will  endeavor  to  effect  substan- 
tial jusUoe.  United  8tate$  v.  Harttoell,  6 
Wall.  385,  18  L.  ed.  830;  United  BtateB  v. 
Wiltlerger,  6  Wheat  76,  95,  5  L.  ed.  37,  42; 
Americon  Fur  Co,  v.  United  States,  2  Pet. 
358,  7  L.  ed.  450;  United  States  v.  Reese,  98 
U.  8.  214,  23  L.  ed.  563. 

The  language  of  this  section  when  CKam- 
Ined  seems  hardly  susceptible  of  two  inter- 
pretations, unless  certain  words  which  are 
not  found  there  are  treated  as  interpolated* 
It  forfeits  to  the  proprietor  of  the  pirated 
publication  all  the  plates  on  which  the  same 
shall  be  copied,  and  every  sheet  thereof, 
either*oopiea  or  printed,  and  shall  further 
forfeit  $1  for  every  sheet  of  the  same  found 
in  his  possession.  Ko  remedy  is  provided 
by  the  act,  although  by  §  4970  a  bill  in  equi- 
ty will  lie  for  an  injunction;  but  the  provi- 
sion for  a  forfeiture  of  the  plates  and  of  the 
copies  seems  to  contemplate  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  replevin  for  their  seizure,  and  in 
addition  to  the  confiscation  of  the  copies,  for 
a  recovery  of  $1  for  every  copy  so  seized  or 
found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant. 
While  the  forfeiture  is  not  limited  as  to  the 
number  of  the  copies,  it  is  limited  to  such  as 
are  found  in,  and  not  simply  traced  to,  the 
possession  of  the  defendant.  Congress  may 
have  been  perfectly  willing  to  impose  a  for- 
feiture of  $1  for  every  such  copy,  and  have 
been  reluctant  to  impose  it  upon  the  thou- 
sands of  such  copies  that  may  have  previous* 
ly  been  put  in  circulation.  The  construction 
contended  for  would  permit  an  author  to  lie 
by  during  the  two  years  allowed  him  for 
bringing  suit,  permit  another  to  publish  the 
work  during  that  time,  and  then  recover  for 
every  copy  so  published.  Not  only  this,  but 
as  the  penalty  is  imposed  upon  any  person 
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who  engrayes,  copies,  prints,  publishes,  or 
sells  a  copy,  not  onlv  tke  publisher,  but  the 
printer  aind  bookseller  might  be  liable  for 
9verj  oopy  traced  to  his  posseeeioiL  Indeed, 
the  defendant  might  be  made  liable  for  every 
oopy  traced  to  hie  possession,  even  though 
he  destroyed  the  whole  edition  for  tiie  pur- 
pose of  relieving  himself  from  the  penalty. 

This  case  is  clearly  controlled  by  that  of 
Backus  V.  Qould,  7  How.  798,  12  L.  ed.  919. 
Thai  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  Gould 
and  Banks  to  recover  penalties  incurred  by  the 
invasion  of  plaintiff's  copyright  in  twelve 
volumes  of  law  reports.  Defendant  insisted 
that  plaintiffs  could  only  recover  for  such 
sheets  as  were  proved  to  have  been  found  in 
his  possession,  either  printing  or  printed, 
published  or  exposed  for  sue.  Plaintiffs 
insisted,  as  tlie  plaintiff  does  here,  that  they 
weo-e  entitled  to  recover  for  every  sheet  which 
had  been  published,  or  procured  to  be  pub- 
lished, by  the  defendant  whether  the  same 
were  proved  to  have  been  found  in  the  de- 
fendant's possession  or  not  The  language 
of  the  forfeiting  clause,  §  6  of  the  act  of  Feb- 
^  ruary  3,  1831  (4  Stat,  at  L.  436,  chap.  16), 
?  was  that*"such  offender  shall  forfeit  every 
oopy  of  such  book  to  the  person  legally,  at 
the  time,  entitled  to  the  copyright  thereof, 
and  shall  also  forfeit  and  pay  fifty  cents  for 
•ucli  every  sheet  which  may  be  found  in  his 
possession,  .  .  .  one  moiety  thereof  to 
such  legal  owner  of  the  copyright  as  afore- 
said, a^  the  other  to  the  use  of  the  United 
States."  The  recovery  was  held  to  be  lim- 
ited to  the  sheets  in  the  possession  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  an  instruction  that  be  was  lia- 
ble for  every  sheet  which  he  had  published, 
or  procured  to  be  published,  was  held  to  be 
erroneous. 

That  case  was  decided  in  1849,  and  must 
be  regarded  as  overruling  anything  to  be 
found  to  the  contrary  in  Reed  v.  Oarusif 
Taney,  Dec.  72,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,642,  decided 
by  Chief  Justice  Taney  in  1845;  Dvoight  v. 
Appleton,  Fed.  Cas.  Na  4,215,  decided  in 
1843,  and  Millett  v.  Bnotoden,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,600,  decided  in  1844. 

The  case  of  Thornton  v.  Schreiher,  124  U. 
S.  612,  31  L.  ed.  677,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  618, 
was  a  qui  tarn  action  brought  againfrt  Thorn- 
ton under  §  4965  for  the  unlawful  reproduc- 
tion of  a  certain  copyrighted  photograph. 
The  case  turned  upon  the  fact  whether  the 
sheets  were  found  in  the  possession  of  the  de- 
fendant. They  were  actually  found  in  the 
store  of  Sharpless  &  Sons,  wholesale  dealers 
in  dry  goods,  were  used  by  pasting  them  upon 
parcels  of  dry  goods,  and  were  their  proper- 
ty.  Thornton  was  employed  for  the  purchase 
of  goods  sold  by  the  firm,  and  he  appears  to 
have  gotten  up  the  plate,  ordered  fifteen  thou- 
sand copies  to  be  made,  which  were  subse- 
quently delivered  to  Sharpless  &  Sons,  who 
paid  for  them.  Attempt  was  made  to  estab- 
UA  the  fact  that  Thornton  had  the  posses- 
sion of  these  prints,  by  showing  that  he  was 
file  man  who  first  conceiTed  tha  idea  of  get- 
ting them  up  and  using  them  In  tlie  business 
ol  the  firm*  It  was  hdd  that  Thornton 
could  not  be  oonsidered  to  hare  held  posses- 


sioQi  of  them,  but  that  an  action  of  replevin 
could  have  been  sustained  against  the  firm, 
and  that  they  were  the  proper  parties  to  be 
made  def€fndants.  The  same  argument  was 
made  as  in  Backus  v.  ChnUd,  that  the  words, 
"found  in  his  possession,"  meant  simply  that»  ^ 
where  the  sheets  are  ascertained  by  the  find-  S 
ing  of  the  jury  to  have*been  at  any  time  in  • 
the  possession  of  the  defendant,  the  forfeit- 
ure attached;  but  it  was  held  tiiat  the  only 
possession  d^endant  had  was  that  of  Sharp- 
less &.  Sons,  and  that  he  held  them  merely  as 
their  employee,  subject  always  to  their  order 
and  control.  While  Backus  v.  Gould  is  not 
cited  in  the  opinion,  the  case  is  a  distinct 
affirmance  of  that.  See  also  Barony  v. 
Ehrick,  28  Fed.  Rep.  79. 

Had  Congress  designed  the  extended  mean- 
ing claimed  for  these  words  **found  in  his 
possession,"  it  would  naturally  have  used  the 
expression  "found  or  traced  to  his  posses- 
sion," or  "found  to  be,  or  to  have  been,  in 
his  possession."  It  is  only  by  interpolating 
words  of  this  purport  that  tJie  statute  can 
receive  the  construction  claimed.  We  con- 
cur with  the  learned  judge  who  spoke  for  the 
court  of  appeals  that  t£e  words  "found  in 
his  possession"  aptly  refer  to  a  finding  for 
the  purposes  of  forfeiture  and  condenmation. 
"The  remedy  by  condemnation  and  forfeit- 
ure is  only  appropriate  in  a  case  where  the 
property  can  be  seized  upon  process,  and 
where,  as  here,  the  forfeiture  declared  is 
against  property  of  the  offender,  and  it  is 
only  appropriate  when  it  can  be  seized  in  his 
hands." 

Two  other  defenses  are  interposed  which 
go  to  the  recovery  of  even  the  small  judg- 
ment of  $1  and  costs,  and  which,  if  sus- 
tained, would  require  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  to  be  reversed,  and  ultimately  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  First,  that  the 
notice  of  the  copyright,  imprinted  on  the 
photograph,  did  not  fill  the  requirements  of 
the  statute;  and,  second,  that  the  copyright 
claimed  by  Bdles  is  not  sanctioned  by  the 
Constitution.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  of  these 
that  the  defendant  did  not  take  out  a  writ  of 
error,  and  cannot  now  be  heard  to  complain 
of  any  adverse  rulings  in  the  court  below. 
Canter  v.  American  d  0.  Ins.  Co,  3  Pet  307, 
318,  7  L.  ed.  688,  692;  Chittenden  v.  Brewst- 
er, 2  Wall.  191,  17  L.  ed.  839;  The  Maria 
Martin,  12  Wall.  31,  40,  20  L.  ed.  251,  252; 
The  Stephen  Morgan,  94  U.  S.  699,  24  L.  ed. 
266;  Clark  v.  Killian,  103  U.  S.  766,  26  L. 
ed.  706;  Loudon  v.  Shelby  Cownty  Taaing 
Dist.  104  U.  S.  771,  26  L.  ed.  923;  Cherokee 
Nation  v.  Blackfeather,  155  U.  S.  218,  39  L. 
ed.  126,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  63. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  a/- 
firmed. 

Mr.  Justice  WHite  concurred  in  the  r^ 
suit 
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rettraint  of  interstate  commerce— -consti- 
iutional  guaranty  of  liberty  of  contract — 
combination  to  prevent  competition  and 
enhance  prices — interference  with  combi- 
nation affecting  commerce  icithin  a  state. 

1.  T1i«  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  Inter- 
state or  foreign  commerce  Includes  the  power 
to  legrlslate  apon  tbe  subject  of  private  con- 
tracts In  respect  to  such  commerce. 

S.  The  constitutional  guaranty  otf  liberty  of 
the  Individual  to  enter  Into  private  contracts 
does  not  limit  tbe  power  of  Congress  so  as 
to  prevent  It  from  legislating  upon  tbe  sub- 
ject of  contracts  In  restraint  of  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce. 

1.  An  agreement  or  combination  between  cor- 
porations engaged  in  the  manufacture,  saJe, 
and  transportation  of  Iron  pipe,  under  which 
they  enter  Into  public  bidding  for  contracts, 
not  In  truth  as  competitors,  but  under  an  ar- 
rangement which  eliminates  ail  competition 
between  them  for  tbe  contract,  and  permits 
one  of  their  number  to  make  his  own  bid, 
while  the  others  are  required  to  bid  over 
him,  is  In  violation  of  the  anti-trust  act  of 
Congress,  passed  July  2,  1800,  so  far  as  It 
applies  to  sales  for  delivery  beyond  the  state 
In  which  the  sale  Is  made. 

4.  A  combination  may  Illegally  restrain  trade 
by  preventing  competition  for  contracts  and 
enhancing  prices,  although  It  does  not  pre- 
vent the  letting  of  any  particular  contract. 

5.  A  combination  to  restrain  competition  In 
proposals  for  contracts  for  tbe  sale  of  certain 
articles  which  are  to  be  delivered  In  the  state 
In  wUch  some  of  tbe  parties  to  the  combina- 
tion reside  and  carry  on  business  Is  not,  so 
far  as  those  members  are  concerned.  In  viola- 
tion of  the  anti-trust  law  of  Congress,  al- 
though the  contract  may  be  awarded  to  some 
party  outside  tbe  state  as  the  lowest  bidder. 

[No.  61.] 

Argued  April  26,  27,  1899.    Decided  Decem- 
ber 4,  i899. 

APPEAL  from  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit 
rereraing  a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court 
which  dismfssed  a  petition  under  the  anti- 
tniat  act  of  Congress  of  July  2, 1890.  Modi- 
fied and  affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  64  U.  S.  App.  723,  86 
Fed.  Rep.  271,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A. 
122. 

Jj  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peokhamt 
•  ^  This  proceeding  was  commenced  in  behalf 
«f  the  United  States,  under  the  so-called  an- 
ti-trust act  of  Congress,  passed  July  2,  1800. 
26  Stat  at  L.  209,  chap.  647.  It  was  under- 
taken for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  in- 
junction perpetually  enjoining  the  six  cor- 
porations, who  were  made  defendanta,  and 
who  were  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  sale, 
and  transportation  of  iron  pipe  at  their  re- 
■pectiye  places  of  business  in  the  states  of 
their  residence,  from  further  acting  under 
or  carrying  on  the  combination  alleg^  in  the 
petition  to  have  been  entered  into  between 
them,  and  which  was  stated  to  be  an  illegal 
and  unlawful  one,  under  the  act  above  men- 
tioned, because  it  was  in  restraint  of  trade 
•ad  commerce  among  the  states,  etc, 
20  S.  C— 7 


The  trial  court  dismissed  the  petition  (78 
Fed.  Rep.  712),  but  upon  appeal  to  the  cir^ 
cult  court  of  appeals  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  was  reversed,  with  instructions 
to  enter  a  decree  for  the  United  States  per- 
petually enjoining  defendants  from  main- 
taining tbe  combination  in  cast-iron  pine  as 
described  in  the  petition,  and  from  doing 
any  business  under  such  combination.  64 
U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  Rep.  271,  29  C.  C.  A. 
141, 46  L.  R.  A.  122.  The  six  defendants  are 
the  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Company,  of  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio;  Dennis  Long  &  Company,  of 
Louisville,  Kentucky;  the  Howard-Harrison 
Iron  Company^  of  Bessemer,  Alabama;  the^ 
Anniston  Pipe  &  Foundry  Company,  of  An-f^ 
niston,*Alabama;  the  South  Pittsburg  Pipe? 
Works,  of  South  Pittsburg,  Tennessee;  and 
the  Chattanooga  Foundry  A  Pipe  Works,  of 
Chattanooga,  Tennessee;  one  company  being 
in  the  state  of  Ohio,  one  in  Kentucky,  two  in 
Alabama,  end  two  in  Tennessee. 

The  following  are  in  substance  the  facts 
upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  rested,  as  stated  in  the  record: 

It  was  charged  in  the  petition  that  on  the 
28th  of  Decenyber,  1894,  the  defendants  en- 
tered into  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
among  themselves,  by  which  they  agreed 
that  3iere  should  be  no  competition  between 
them  in  any  of  the  states  or  territories  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement  (comprising  some 
thirty-six  in  all),  in  regard  to  the  manufac- 
ture and  sale  of  cast-iron  pipe,  and  that  in 
obedience  to  such  agreement  and  combina- 
tion, and  to  carry  out  the  same,  the  defend- 
ants had  since  that  time  operated  their 
shops  and  had  been  selling  and  shipping  the 
pipe  manufactured  by  them  into  other  states 
and  territories,  under  contracts  for  the  man- 
ufacture and  sale  of  such  pipe  with  citizens 
of  such  other  states  and  territories.  There 
was  to  be  a  "bonus"  charged  against  the 
manufacture  of  the  pipe,  to  the  extent  set 
forth  in  the  agreements  and  to  be  paid  as 
therein  stated.  The  whole  agreement  was 
charged  to  have  been  entered  into  in  order 
to  enhance  the  price  for  the  iron  pipe  dealt 
in  by  the  defendants. 

The  petition  prayed  that  all  pipe  sold  and 
transported  from  one  state  to  another,  under 
the  combination  and  conspiracy  described 
therein,  be  forfeited  to  the  petitioner  and  be 
seized  and  confiscated  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law,  and  that  a  decree  be  entered 
dissolving  the  unlawful  conspiracy  of  de- 
fendants and  perpetually  enjoining  them 
from  operating  under  the  same  and  from 
selling  said  oast-iron  pipe  in  accordance 
therewith  to  be  transported  from  one  state 
into  another. 

The  defendants  filed  a  joint  and  separate 
demurrer   to  the  petition  in  so  far  as  it 
prayed    for    the    confiscation    of    goods    in 
transit,  on  the  ground  that  such  proceeding 
under  the  anti-trust  act  are  not  to  be  had  in 
a  court  of  equity,  but  in  a  court  of  law.    In 
addition   to  the  demurrer,   the   defendants^ 
filed  a  joint  and  separate  answer,  in  which  jJ 
they  admitted  the^existence  of  an  association  • 
between  them  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
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the  great  loases  they  would  otherwise  sus- 
tain,  due  to  ruinous  oompetition  between  de- 
fendianta,  but  denied  that  their  sAsociation 
was  in  restraint  of  trade,  state  or  interstate, 
or  that  it  was  organized  to  create  a  monopo- 
ly and  denied  it  was  a  violation  of  the  anti- 
trust act  of  Congress. 

Testimony  in  the  form  of  affidavits  wiis 
submitted  by  petitioner  and  defendants,  and 
by  stipulation  it  was  agreed  that  the  final 
hearing  might  be  had  thereon. 

From  the  minutes  of  the  association,  a 
copy  of  which  wsa  put  in  evidence  by  the  pe- 
titioner, it  appeared  that,  prior  to  December 
28, 1894,  the  Anniston  Company, the  Howard- 
Harrison  Company,  the  Chattanooga  Com- 
Dany,  and  the  South  Pittsburg  Company  had 
Deen  associated  as  the  Southern  Associated 
Pipe  Works.  Upon  that  date  the  Addyston 
Company  and  Dennis  Long  &  Co.  were  ad- 
mitted to  membership,  and  the  following 
plan  was  then  adopted: 

''First.  The  bonuses  on  the  first  90,000 
tons  of  pipe  secured  in  any  territory,  16"  and 
smaller,  shall  be  divided  equally  among 
shops. 

''Second.  The  bonuses  on  the  next  75,000 
tons,  ZO"  and  smaller,  sizes  to  be  divided 
among  five  shops.  South  Pittsburg  not  par- 
tioipating. 

"Thir£  The  bonuses  of  the  next  40,000 
tons,  86^  and  smaller,  sizes  to  be  divided 
among  four  sho^,  Anniston  and  South  Pitts- 
burg not  participating. 

"Fourth,  llie  bonus  on  the  next  15,000 
tons,  consisting  of  ail  sizes  of  pipe,  shall  be 
divided  among  three  shops,  Chattanooga, 
South  Pittsburg,  and  Anniston  not  partici- 
pating. 

"The  above  division  is  based  on  the  follow- 
ing tonnage  of  capacity: 

South  Pittsburg 15,000  tons. 

Anniston 30,000  tons. 

Chattanooga 40,000  tons. 

Bessemer 45,000  tons. 

^         Louisville 45,000  tons. 

g         Cincinnati 45,000  tons. 

•  •  "When  the  220,000  tons  have  been  made 
and  shipped  and  the  bonuses  divided  as  here- 
after provided,  the  auditor  shall  set  aside 
into  a  reserve  fund  all  bonuses  arising  from 
the  excess  of  shipments  over  220,000  tons, 
and  shall  divide  the  same  at  the  end  of  the 
year  among  the  respective  companies  accord- 
ing to  the  percentage  of  the  excess  of  tonnage 
they  may  have  shipped  (of  the  sizes  made  by 
them)  either  in  pay  or  free  territory.  It  is 
also  the  intention  of  this  proposition  that  the 
bonuses  on  all  pipe  larger  than  36  inchetj  in 
diameter  shall  be  divided  equally  between 
the  Addyston  Pipe  ft  Steel  Company,  Dennis 
Long  &  Co.,  and  the  Howard-Harrison  Com- 
pany. 

"It  was  thereupon  resolved : 

"First  That  this  agreement  shall  last  for 
two  years  from  the  date  of  the  signing  of 
saone,  until  December  31,  1890. 

"Second.  On  any  question  coming  before 
the  association  requiring  a  vote,  it  shall  take 
five  affirmative  votes  thereon  to  carry  said 
question «  each  member  of  this  association  be- 
ing eotitJed  to  but  one  vote. 


"Third.  The  Addvston  Pipe  &  Steel  Com- 
pany shall  handle  the  business  of  the  gas  and 
water  companies  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  Cov- 
ington and  Newport,  Ky.,  and  pay  the  bonus 
hereafter  mentioned,  and  the  balance  of  the 
parties  to  this  agreement  shall  bid  on  such 
work  such  reasonable  priest  as  they  shall 
dictate. 

"Fourth.  Dennis  Long  ft  Company,  of 
Louisville,  Ky.,  shall  handle  Louisville,  Ky., 
Jeifersonville,  Ind.,  and  New  Albany,  Ind., 
furnishing  all  the  pipe  for  gas  and  water 
works  In  above-named  cities. 

"Fifth.  The  Anniston  Pipe  ft  Ijoundry 
Company  shall  handle  Anniston,  Ala.,  and 
Atlanta,  Ga.,  furnishing  all  pipe  for  gas  and 
water  companies  in  above-named  cities. 

"Sixth.  The  Chattanooga  Foundry  ft  Pipe 
Works  shall  handle  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  and 
New  Orleans,  La.,  furnishing  all  gas  and 
water  pipe  in  above-named  cities. 

"Seventh.    The     Howard-Harrison     Iron 
Company  shall  handle  Bessemer  and  Birm- 
ingham, Ala.,  and  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  furnishing  ^ 
■11  pipe  for  gas  and  water  companies  in  thsjj 
"^above-named  cities;  extra  bonus  to  be  put* 
on  East  St.  Louis  and  Madison,  111.,  so  as  to 
protect  the  prices  named  for  St.  Louis,  MOb 
"Eighth.  South    Pittsburg    Pipe    Works 
shall  handle  Optaha,  Neb.,  on  all  sizes   re- 
quired by  that  city  during  the  year  of  1805, 
oonferring  with  the  other  companies  and  oo- 
operatine  with  them;  thereafter  they  shall 
handle  uie    gas    and    water    companies    of 
Omaha,  Neb.,  on  such  sizes  as  they  make. 

"Note. — It  is  understood  that  all  the  shops 
who  are  members  of  this  association  shall 
handle  the  business  of  the  gas  and  water  com- 
panies of  the  cities  set  apart  for  them,  include 
ing  all  sizes  oi  pipe  made  by  them. 

"The  following  bonuses  were  adopted  for 
the  different  states  as  named  below:  All 
railroad  or  culvert  pipe  or  pipe  for  any 
drainage  or  sewerage  purposes  on  12'^  and 
larger  sizes  shipped  into  bonus  territory 
shall  pay  a  bonus  of  $1  per  ton.  On  all  sizes 
below  12"  and  shipped  into  'bonus  territory* 
for  the  purposes  above  named,  Ihere  shall  be 
a  bonus  of  $2  per  ton. 

List  of  Bonuses* 

Alabama $3  00 

B  ghaut,  Ala 2  00 

Auni>fion,  Ala 2  00 

Mobile,  Ala 1  00 

Arizona  Ter 3  00 

California 1  00 

Colorado 2  00 

Ind.  Ter 3  00 

North  C 1  00 

Tenn.,  east  of  C'land 2  00 

Tenn.,  middle  and  west 3  00 

Illinois,  except  Madison  and 
East  St,  Tjouis,  as  previous- 
ly provided 2  00 

Wyoming 4  00 

Oregon 1  00 

Ohio 1  60 

N.  D 2  00 

S.  D 2  00 

Florida 1  00 

Georgia 2  00 

AtlanU,  Ga 2  00 
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6a.  coast  p'U 1  00 

Idaho 2  00 

Nw 8  00 

Oklahoma S  00 

WiB 2  00 

Tezaa,  interior 3  00 

Texas  coast 1  00 

Wash'tonTer 1  00 

Michigan 1  50 

West  Va 1  00 

Kansas 2  00 

Ky 2  00 

La 3  00 

Miss 4  00 

Mo 2  00 

Montana 3  00 

Nebraska 3  00 

N.  Mex 3  00 

8.  C. 1  00 

Minn 2  00 

Utah 4  00 

Indiana 2  00 

Iowa 2  00 

All  other  territory  free, 
•On  motion  of  Mr.  Llewellyn,  the  bonuses 
OB  all  city  work  as  specially  reserved  shall 
S;  be  92  per  ton.** 

9  •The  states  for  sale  in  whidi  bonuses  had 
to  be  paid  into  l^e  association  were  called 
••pay**  territory  as  distinguished  from  "free" 
taritory  in  which  defendants  were  art  lib- 
erty to  make  sales  without  restriction  and 
without  paying  any  bonus. 

The  by-laws  provided  for  an  auditor  of  the 
associaUon,  whose  duty  it  was  to  keep  ac- 
oount  of  the  business  done  by  each  shop 
both  in  pay  and  free  territory.  On  the  1st 
and  16th  of  each  month  he  was  required  to 
send  to  each  shop  "a  statement  of  all  ship- 
ments reported  in  the  previous  half  month, 
with  a  balance  sheet  showing  tfhe  total 
amonut  of  the  premiums  on  shipments,  the 
division  of  the  same,  and  debt  credit  balance 
of  each  company." 

The  system  of  bonuses  as  a  means  of  re- 
stricting competition  and  maintaining  prices 
was  not  successful.  A  change  was  therefore 
made  by  which  prices  were  to  be  fixed  for 
each  contract  by  the  association,  and  except 
in  reserved  cities,  the  bidder  was  determined 
by  competitive  bidding  of  the  members,  the 
one  agreeing  to  give  the  highest  bonus  for  di- 
vision among  the  others  getting  the  contract. 
The  plan  was  embodied  in  a  resolution  passed 
May  27,  1896,  in  the  words  following: 

"Whereas,  the  system  now  in  operation  in 
this  association  of  having  a  fixed  bonus  on 
the  several  states  has  not  in  its  operation  re- 
sulted in  the  advancement  in  the  prices  of 
jwp«  as  was  a/niioipated,  except  in  reserved 
cities,  and  some  further  action  is  imperative- 
ly necessary  in  order  to  accomplish  the  ends 
for  which  this  association  was  formed: 
Therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  from  and  after 
the  first  day  of  June,  that  all  competition 
on  the  pipe  lettines  shall  take  place  among 
the  various  pipe  shops  prior  to  the  said  let- 
ting. To  accomplish  this  purpose  it  is  pro- 
posed that  the  six  competitive  shops  have  a 
lepreeentative  board  located  at  some  central 
eity  to  whom  all  inquiries  for  pipe  shall  be 
referred,  and  said  board  shall  fix  the  prioe 


at  which  said  pipe  shall  be  sold,  and  bide 
taken  from  the  respective  shops  lor  the  privi« 
l€ge  of  handling  the  order,  and  the  party  se> 
curing  the  order  shall  have  the  proteetioa 
of  all  the  otiier  iiKm." 

In  pursuanoe  of  the  new  plan  it  was  for*  ^ 
ther  agreed  "that  all  parties  to  this  associa*  s 
tion  having  quotations  out  shalpnotify  their  • 
cuetonwTs  that  the  same  will  be  withdrawn 
by  June  1,  1896,  if  not  previously  accepted, 
and  upon  all  business  anoepted  on  and  alter 
June  1st  bonuses  shall  be  fixed  by  the  com* 
mittee." 

At  the  meeting  of  December  19,  1896,  it 
was  moved  and  carried  that  upon  all  in^ 
quiriee  for  prices  from  ^'reserved  cities"  for 
pipe  requir^  during  the  year  of  1896,  prioee 
and  bonuses  should  be  fixed  at  a  regular  or 
called  meeting  of  the  principals.  •• 

At  the  meeting  of  December  20,  1896,  the 
plan  for  division  of  bonuses  originally  adopt- 
ed was  modified  by  making  the  basis  the 
total  amounts  shipped  into  "pay"  territory 
rather  than  the  totals  shipped  into  "pay" 
and  "free"  territory. 

To  illustrate  the  mode  of  doing  business 
the  following  excerpt  from  the  minutes  of 
the  meetings  of  December  20,  1896,  Febru* 
arv  14,  1890,  and  March  13,  1896,  is  given: 

^'It  was  moved  to  sell  the  519  pieces  of  20^ 
pipe  from  Omaha,  Neb.,  for  $23.40,  delivered. 
Carried.  It  was  moved  that  Anniston  par^ 
ticipate  in  the  bonus  and  the  job  be  sold  over 
the  table.  Carried.  Pursuant  to  the  motion 
the  519  pieces  of  20^  pipe  lor  Omaha  was 
sold  to  Bessemer  at  a  premium  of  $8. 

"Moved  that  'bonus'  on  Anniston's  Atlanta 
water  works  contract  be  fixed  si  $7.10,  pro* 
vided  freight  is  $1.00  a  ton.    Carried.'^ 

An  illustration  of  the  manner  in  which 
"reserved"  cities  were  dealt  with  may  be 
seen  in  tlie  case  of  a  public  letting  at  St. 
Louis.  On  February  4,  1896,  the  water  de- 
partment of  that  city  let  bids  for  2,800  tons 
of  pipe.  St.  Louis  was  "reserved"  to  the 
Howard-Harrison  Company,  of  Bessemer, 
Ala.  The  price  was  fibced  by  the  association 
at  $24  a  ton,  and  the  bonus  at  $6.50.  Before 
the  letting  the  vice  president  of  this  com* 
pany  wrote  to  the  other  members  of  the  asso* 
elation  under  date  of  January  24,  1896,  as 
follows: 

"I  write  to  say  that  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  I  do  not  as  yet  know  what  the  drayage 
will  be  on  this  pipe,  I  prefer  that  if  any  of 
you  find  it  necessary  to  put  in  a  bid  without  q 


the  spe 

which  of  you  would  find  it  convenient  to  have 
a  representative  at  the  letting.  It  will  be 
necessary  to  have  two  outside  bidders." 

The  contract  was  let  to  the  Howard-Harri- 
son Company,  of  Bessemer,  at  $24,  who  al* 
lowed  the  Shickle,  Harrison,  ft  Howard 
Company,  a  pipe  company  of  St.  Louis  not 
in  the  association,  but  having  the  same  presi* 
dent  as  the  Howard-Harrison  Company,  of 
Bessemer,  to  fill  part  of  the  order.  The  onlv 
other  bidders  were  the  Addyston  Pipe  k 
Steel  Company  and  Dennis  Long  ft  Co.,  the 
former  bidding  $24J}7  and  the  latter  $24^7. 
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TIm  evidence  ehowe  that  the  GhattancMM^a 
foundry  could  have  furnished  this  pipe^  de- 
liyered  in  St.  Louis,  at  from  $17  to  $18,  and 
could  have  made  a  profit  on  it  at  that  price, 
l^e  reoord  is  full  of  instances  of  a  similar 
kind,  in  which,  after  the  successful  bidder 
liad  been  fixed  by  the  "auction  pool/'  or  had 
been  fixed  by  the  arrangement  as  to  reserve 
cities,  the  other  defendants  put  in  bids  at 
the  public  letting  as  high  as  the  selected  bid- 
der requested,  in  order  to  give  the  appear- 
ance of  active  competition  between  defend- 
ants. 

In  January,  1896,  after  the  auction  pool 
had  been  in  operation  for  more  than  six 
months,  the  Chattanooga  Company  wrote  a 
letter  to  its  representa^tive  in  the  central 
committee.  The  letter  is  dated  January  2, 
18ft6,  and  is  as  follows: 

"Dear  Sir:  Referring  to  our  policy  for 
1896  in  bidding  on  pipe,  we  have  had  this 
matter  under  consideration  for  some  time 
past,  and  from  the  information  obtained  from 
Mr.  Thornton's  statement  as  to  the  amount 
of  business  done  last  year  in  pay  territory, 
and  from  estimates  that  we  have  made  for 
business  that  will  come  into  that  territory 
lor  1896,  we  have  been  able  to  determine  to 
what  point  we  could  bid  on  work  and  take 
contracts,  and  if  bonus  is  forced  above  this 
point,  let  it  go  and  take  the  bonus.  We  note 
from  your  letter  of  yesterday  that  you  have 
•ized  up  the  situation  in  its  eseential  points, 
A  and  it  agrees  exactly  with  our  ideas  on  the 
^  subject  It  is  useless  to  arj^e  that  Howard- 
•  Harrison  Iron  Co.,  <*  Cincinnati,  and  other 
•hops,  who  have  been  bidding  bonuses  of  $6 
or  $8  per  ton,  can  come  out  and  make  any 
money  if  they  continue  to  bid  such  bonus. 
In  the  case  of  the  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Co. 
people  on  Jacksonville,  Fla.  The  truth  of 
the  business  is  they  are  losing  money  at  the 
prices  they  bid  for  this  work.  If  they  take 
the  contract  at  $19  delivered,  it  will  only  net 
$16  at  the  shop  after  they  have  paid  back  the 
bonus  of  $4.75;  if  they  should  continue  to 
buy  all  the  pipe  that  goes  up  to  such  figures 
as  they  have  paid  for  Jacksonville  and  other 
points,  they  would  wreck  their  shop  in  a  few 
months.  However,  they  of  course  calculate 
this  bonus  will  be  returned  to  them  on  work 
taken  by  other  shops.  We  are  very  much 
pleased  with  the  bonus  that  has  been  paid 
and  we  only  hope  they  will  keep  it  up  as 
it  is  only  money  in  our  pockets.  As  long  as 
there  is  no  money  to  us  let  them  make  the 
pipe,  as  we  shall  continue  to  do  so. 

''For  the  present  you  will  adopt  the  fol- 
lowing basis: 

''On  16^^  and  under  standard  weights, 
$14.25  at  shop. 

"On  18"  and  36"  standard  weights,  $13. 

"On  16'  and  under  light  weights,  $14.50 
to  $14.75  at  shop. 

"That  is,  you  will  bid  all  over  $13,  $14.25 
and  $14.50  on  work.  If  we  get  work  at  these 
prices  it  will  be  satisfactory.  If  the  others 
run  bonus  above  this  point  let  them  take  it, 
as  it  will  be  more  money  to  us  to  take  the 
bonus. 

"We  note  Mr.  Thornton's  report  of  average 
premiums  from  June  1st  to  December,  that 


the  avemge  was  $3.63.  The  average  boniuee 
that  are  prevailing  to-day  are  $7  to  $8.  We 
cannot  expect  this  to  continue,  and  we  think 
TOUT  estimate  of  $6  ton  average  bonus  ia 
high,  as  we  do  not  believe  the  premiums  of 
"Od  will  average  that  price,  unless  there  is  a 
decided  change  for  uie  better  in  business. 
We  find  there  were  sold  and  shipped  into  pay 
territory  from  January  1,  1895,  to  date,  in- 
cluding the  40,000  tone  of  old  business  that 
did  not  pay  a  bonus,  about  188,000  tons,  and 
we  think  a  very  conservative  estimate  of 
shipments  into  this  territory  will  amount  to 
fully  200,000  this  year;  more  than  that, 
probably  overrun  240,000  tons,  from  the  fact 
that  the  city  of  Chicago  and  several  other  ^ 
places  that  annually  use  large  quantities  of  U 
pipe  were  not  in  the  marketMast  year,  or  last  • 
season,  from  the  fact  that  they  were  out  of 
funds.  On  the  basis  as  given  you  above,  if 
the  demand  should  reach  220,000  tone,  which 
would  give  us  our  entire  40,000  tons,  provid- 
ed we  Old  no  business,  then  the  association 
would  pay  ns  the  average  'bonus,'  which 
nright  be  from  $3.50  to  $5  on  our  40,000. 
If  we  cannot  secure  business  in  'pay  terri- 
tory' at  paying  prices,  we  think  we  will  be 
able  to  oiapose  of  our  output  in  'free  terri- 
tory,'  and  of  course  make  some  profit  on 
thaA. 

"At  the  prices  that  Howard-Harrison  peo- 
ple paid  for  Jacksonville,  Des  Plaines,  and 
one  or  two  other  points,  they  are  losing  from 
$2.50  to  $3  per  ton,  that  is,  provided 
'bonuses'  would  not  be  returned  to  them. 
Therefore  when  business  goes  at  a  loss,  we 
are  willing  that  other  shops  make  it" 

Another  letter  was  written  by  the  same 
company  pending  a  trouble  over  a  letting  at 
Atlanta.  The  Anniston  Company,  to  whom 
Atlanta  had  been  "reserved,"  made  its  bid 
80  high  ($24)  that  a  Philadelphia  pipe  firm, 
R.  D.  Wood  &  Co.,  had  been  able  to  underbid 
the  Anniston  Company  in  spite  of  difference 
in  freighto.  All  the  bids  had  been  rejected 
as  too  hi^h,  and  upon  a  second  letting  An- 
niston's  bid  was  $1.25  a  ton  less,  and  the  job 
was  awarded  to  it.  The  charge  was  then 
made  by  Atlanta  persons  that  there  was  a 
'trust"  or  "cMnbine."  This  was  vigorously 
denied.  The  letter  of  the  Chattanooga  Com- 
pany evoked  by  this  difficulty  wae  dated  Fel>- 
ruary  25,  1896,  and  reads  as  follows: 

"Gentlemen:  We  are  in  receipt  of  a  car- 
bon copy  of  your  favor  of  the  24th  instant 
to  F.  B.  Nichols,  V.  P.,  in  reference  to  At- 
lanta, Qa.  We  certainly  regret  that  the 
matter  has  assumed  ite  present  shape,  and 
that  R.  D.  Wood  &  Company  should  make  a 
lower  bid  by  $1  a  ton  than  the  southern 
shops.  You  know  we  have  always  been  op- 
posed to  special  customers  and  reserved 
cities,  we  do  not  think  that  it  is  the  right 
principle  and  we  'believe,  if  the  present  asso- 
ciation continues,  that  all  special  customers 
and  reserved  cities  should  be  wiped  out; 
there  is  no  good  reason  why  we  uiould  be« 
allowed  to  handle  New  Orleans,  you  Atlanta,  §| 
Howardi^arrison  Iron  Co.  St.  Louie,  or* 
South  Pitteburg,  Omaha.  We  are  not  in  the 
business  to  award  special  privileges  to  any 
foundry,  and   we   believe  that  the  vnult 
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would  be  more  benefit  to  all  concerned  if  all 
businesa  was  made  competitive.  It  is  hardly 
right,  and  we  believe  if  you  will  think  over 
the  matter  carefully  you  will  concede  it,  for 
na  to  be  put  into  a  position  of  being  unable 
to  make  prices  or  furnish  pipe  for  the  city 
of  Atlanta^  when  we  have  always  heretofore 
bad  a  large  share  of  their  trade.  We  cannot 
explain  our  position  to  the  Atlanta  people 
and  we  consider  it  is  detrimental  to  our 
business,  and  think  no  combination  should 
have  the  power  to  force  ub  into  such  a  posi- 
tion. The  same  argument  will  apply  with 
you  as  to  New  Orleans,  St.  Louis,  and  other 
places.  We  think  this  matter  should  be  con- 
sidered seriously  and  some  action  taken  that 
will  result  in  re-establishing  ourselves  (I 
mean  the  four  southern  shops)  in  the  confi- 
dence of  the  Atlanta  people.  Wistar,  R.  D. 
Wood  &  Company's  man,  has  no  doubt  told 
them  all  about  our  association,  or  as  much 
as  he  could  guess,  and  has  worked  up  a  very 
bitter  feeling  against  us.  The  very  fact  that 
you  have  been  protected  and  have  had  all 
their  business  for  the  past  two  years  is  proof 
to  them  that  such  a  'combination'  exists,  and 
they  state  that  if  they  find  out  positively 
that  we  are  working  together,  they  will  never 
reoive  a  bid  from  any  one  of  us  again.  We 
cannot  afford  to  leave  these  people  lukder  that 
impression,  and  something  ougnt  to  be  done 
that  would  disprove  Mr.  Wistar's  statement 
to  them.  We  believe  that  all  business  ought 
to  be  competitive.  The  fact  that  certain 
shops  have  certain  cities  'reserved'  is  all 
based  upon  mere  sentiment,  and  no  good  rea- 
son exists  why  it  should  be  so.  We  believe 
that,  as  a  general  thing,  we  have  had  our 
prices  entirely  too  high,  and  especially  do 
we  believe  this  has  been  the  case  as  to  prices 
in  reserved  cities.  The  prices  made  at  St. 
Louis  and  Atlanta  are  entirely  out  of  all  rea- 
son, and  the  result  has  been  and  al- 
ways will  be,  when  high  prices  are  named, 
to  create  a  bad  feeling  and  an  agitation 
against  the  combination.  There  is  no  rea- 
son why  Atlanta,  New  Orleans,  St.  Iiouis,  or 
Omaha  should  be  made  to  pay  higher  prices 
for  their  pipe  than  other  places  near*them, 
who  do  not  use  anything  like  the  amount  of 
pipe  and  whose  trade  is  not  as  desirable  for 
many  other  reasons.  There  is  no  sentiment 
existing  with  us  in  reference  to  Atlanta,  as 
we  woiud  as  soon  sell  our  pipe  anywhere  else, 
only,  as  stated  above,  it  is  wrong  in  principle 
that  we  should  be  forced  to  give  up  Atlanta 
or  any  other  point  for  no  good  reason  that 
we  know  of." 

It  appears  quite  clearly  from  the  prices  at 
which  the  Chattanooga  and  South  Pittsburg 
Companies  offered  pipe  in  free  territory  that 
any  price  which  would  net  them  from  $13  to 
f  16  a  ton  at  their  foundries  would  give  them 
a  profit.  Pipe  was  freely  offered  by  the  de- 
fendants in  free territorv more  than 600  miles 
from  tiieir  foundries  at  less  prices  tiian  their 
representative  boards  fixed  prices  for  jobs 
let  in  cities  in  pay  territory  nearer  to  de- 
fendant's foundries  by  300  miles  or  more. 

The  defendants  adduced  many  aflldavits  of 
a  formal  type,  chiefly  from  persons  who  had 
been  buying  pipe  from  defendants  luod  other 


companies,  who  testified  in  a  general  way 
that  the  prices  at  which  the  pipe  had  been 
offered  by  defendants  all  over  the  country 
had  been  reasonable,  but  in  not  one  of  the 
afiidavits  was  any  attempt  made  to  give  fig^ 
ures  as  to  cost  of  production  and  f  reiglit,  and 
in  not  a  single  case  were  the  specific  instances 
shown  by  the  evidence  for  the  petitioner  dis- 
puted. 

There  was  some  evidence  as  to  tiie  capacity 
of  the  defendants'  mills.  The  division  of 
bonuses  was  based  on  an  aggregate  yearly 
output  of  220,000  tons,  but  there  are  aver- 
ments in  the  answer  that  indicate  that  this 
was  not  a  statement  of  the  actual  limit  of 
capacity,  but  was  only  taken  as  a  standard 
of  restricted  output  upon  which  to  calculate 
an  equitable  division  of  bonuses.  Nowhere 
in  the  large  mass  of  affidavits  is  there  any 
statement  of  the  per  diem  capacity  of  the  de- 
fendants' mills.  Taking  their  aggregate  ca- 
pacity, however,  as  220,000  tons,  that  of  the 
other  mills  in  the  pay  territory  was  170,600 
tons,  and  that  of  the  mills  in  the  free  terri- 
tory was  348,000  tons,  according  to  the  aifi-  ^ 
davit  of  the  chief  officer  of  one  of  the  defend-  g 
ants.  Of  the  nonassociation  mills  in  the*pay  • 
territory  one  was  at  Pueblo,  Colo.,  anotner 
was  in  the  state  penitentiary  at  Waco,  Tex- 
as, and  a  third  in  Oregon.  Their  aggregate 
annual  capacity  was  45,600  tons.  Another 
nonassociation  mill  was  the  Shickle,  How- 
ard, Harrison  mill,  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  with  a 
capacity  of  12,000  tons.  John  W.  Harrison, 
who  was  president  of  this  company,  was  also 
president  of  the  Howard-Harrison  mill  at 
Bessemer,  Ala.,  which  was  a  member  of  the 
association,  and  it  appears  that  an  order 
taken  bv  the  Bessemer  mill  at  St.  Louis  was 
partly  filled  by  the  St.  Louis  mill.  The  oth- 
er mills  in  the  pay  territory  were  one  at  Col- 
umbus, Ohio,  with  an  annual  oapacity  of  30,- 
000  tons,  one  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  of  69,000 
tons,  one  at  New  Comerstown,  in  northeast- 
ern Ohio,  of  8,000  tons,  and  one  at  Detroit, 
Mich.,  of  16,000  tons,  and  their  aggregate  an- 
nual capacity  was  113,000  tons.  In  the  free 
territory  there  was  one  mill  in  eastern  Vir- 
ginia with  an  annual  capacity  of  16,000  tons, 
four  mills  in  eastern  Pennsylvania  with  a 
oapacity  of  87,000  tons,  three  mills  in  New 
Jersey  with  a  capacity  of  210,000  tons,  and 
two  mills  at  New  York,  one  at  Utica  and  an- 
other at  Buffalo,  with  an  aggregate  oapacity 
of  36^000  tons. 

The  evidence  was  scanty  as  to  rates  of 
freight  upon  iron  pipes,  but  enough  appeared 
to  show  that  the  advantage  in  freight  rates 
which  the  defendants  had  over  the  large  pipe 
foundries  in  New  York,  eastern  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  New  Jersey  in  bidding  on  con- 
tracts to  deliver  pipe  in  nearly  all  of  the  pay 
territory  varied  from  $2  to  $6  a  ton,  accord- 
inff  to  the  location. 

The  defendants  filed  the  affidavits  of  their 
managing  officers,  in  which  they  stated  gen- 
erally that  the  object  of  their  association  waa 
not  to  raise  prices  beyond  what  was  reason- 
able, but  only  to  prevent  ruinous  oompeti- 
tion  between  defendants  which  would  have 
carried  prices  far  below  a  reasonable  point; 
that  the  bonuses  charged  were  not  exoxt>ltaiii 
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profits  and  additions  to  a  reasonal)]e  price, 
but  tiiey  were  deductions  from  a  reasonable 

Srice  in  the  naiture  of  a  penalty  or  Imrden 
itended  to  curb  tlM  natural  disposition  of 
each  member  to  ^t  all  the  business  possible 
M  and  more  than  his  due  proportion;  tiMi  the 
l)  prices  fixed  by  the  association  were  always 

*  reasoneiblea&dwerealwayB  fixed,  as  they  must 
have  been,  with  reference  to  the  very  active 
eompetition  of  other  pipe  manufacturers  for 
erery  job;  that  the  reason  why  they  sold 
pipe  at  so  mudi  cheaper  rates  in  the  free 
territory  than  in  the  pay  territory  wsa  be- 
eause  they  were  willing  to  sell  at  a  loss  to 
keep  their  mills  going  rather  than  to  stop 
them ;  that  the  prices  at  a  city  like  St.  Louis, 
in  which  the  specifications  were  detailed  and 
precise,  were  higher  because  pipe  had  to  be 
made  especially  for  the  job  ana  they  could 
not  use  stock  on  hand. 

Meaara.  Frank  8piirloo1i«  Jolm  W. 
Warrington,  and  Foster  V.  Brown  for  ap- 
pellants. 

Mr.  Boliciior  General  Jolm  K.  Biohards 

^  loT  appellee* 

•  •  Mr.  Justice  Feokliain,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  foregoing  statement,  which  has  been 
mainly  taken  from  that  preceding  the  opin- 
ion of  Circuit  Judge  Taft,  delivered  in  this 
case  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  com- 
prises, as  we  think,  all  that  is  essential  to 
the  discussion  of  the  questions  arising  in 
this  case,  and  we  believe  the  statement  to  be 
fully  borne  out  as  to  the  facts  by  the  evi- 
dence set  forth  in  the  record. 

Assuming,  for  the  purpose  of  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  contract  in  question  herein 
does  directly  and  substantially  operate  as  a 

S  restraint  upon  and  as  a  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce,  it  is  yet  insisted  by  the  ap- 
•  pellants  at  the  threshold  of  the*inquiry  that 
by  the  true  construction  of  the  Constitution, 
the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce  is  limited  to  its  protection  from 
acts  of  interference  by  state  legislation  or  by 
means  of  regulations  made  under  the  author- 
ity of  the  state  by  some  political  subdivision 
thereof,  including  also  congressional  power 
over  common  carriers,  elevator,  gas,  and  wa- 
ter companies,  for  reasons  stated  to  be  pe- 
culiar to  such  carriers  and  companies,  but 
that  it  does  not  include  the  geneml  power  to 
interfere  with  or  prohibit  private  contracts 
between  citizens,  even  though  such  contracts 
have  interstate  commerce  for  their  object, 
and  result  in  a  direct  and  substantial  ob- 
struction to  or  regulation  of  that  commerce. 
This  argument  is  founded  upon  the  asser- 
tion that  the  reason  for  vesting  in  Congress 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce  was  to  in- 
sure uniformity  of  regulation  against  oon- 
flictinff  and  discriminating  state  legislation ; 
and  the  further  assertion  that  the  Consti- 
tution guarantees  liberty  of  private  contract 
to  the  citizen,  at  least  upon  commercial  sub- 
jects, and  to  that  extent  the  guaranty  ope- 
rates as  a  limitation  on  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce.  Some  remarks 
are  quoted  from  the  opinions  of  Chief  Jus- 


tice Marshall,  in  Oihhona  v.  Ogden,  0  Wheat. 
1,  6  L.  ed.  23,  and  Broum  v.  Maryland,  18 
Wheat.  419,  6  L.  ed.  678;  and  from  the  opixH 
ions  of  other  justices  of  this  court  in  the 
cases  of  The  State  Freight  Taw,  15  Wall.  276, 
aub  nom,  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Oo,  t.  Penin» 
aylvania,  21  L.  ed.  161 ;  Dubuque  dS  8.  O,  R, 
Oo,  v.  Richmond,  19  Wall.  589, 22  L.  ed.  176; 
Welton  V.  MiaaouH,  91  U.  S.  280,  23  L.  ed. 
349;  Mobile  County  y.  Kimball,  102  U.  S. 
697,  26  L.  ed.  239;  and  Kidd  r.  Pearaon, 
128  U.  S.  at  21,  32  L.  ed.  350,  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  232,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  6,  all  of  which  are 
to  the  effect  tiiat  the  object  of  vesting  in 
Congress  the  power  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce  was  to  insure  uniformity  of  regu- 
lation against  conflicting  and  discriminating 
state  legislation.  The  further  remark  is 
quoted  from  Dubuque  d  8,  O.  R,  Oo,  v.  Rich' 
mond,  19  Wall.  689,  22  L.  ed.  176,  that  the 
power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce  was 
never  intended  to  be  exercised  so  as  to  inter- 
fere with  pivate  contracts  not  designed  at 
the  time  they  were  made  to  create  impedi- 
ments to  such  commerce.  It  is  added  that 
the  proof  herein  shows  that  the  contract  in 
this  case  was  not  so  designed.  q| 

It  is  undoubtedly  true    that    among   theg 
reasons,  if  not  the*strongest  reason,  for  plac-  • 
ing  the  power  in  Congress  to  regulate  inter- 
state commerce,  was  that  which  is  stated  in 
the  extracts  from  the  opinions  of  the  court 
in  the  cases  above  cited. 

The  reasons  which  may  have  caused  the 
framers  of  the  Constitution  to  repose  the 
power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  in 
Congress  do  not,  however,  affect  or  limit  the 
extent  of  the  power  itself. 

In  Gibbona  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed. 
23,  the  power  was  declared  to  be  complete 
in  itself,  and  to  acknowledge  no  limitations 
other  than  are  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Under  this  grant  of  power  to  Congress, 
that  body,  in  our  judgment,  may  enact  such 
legislation  as  shall  declare  void  and  prohibit 
the  performance  of  any  contract  between  in- 
dividuals or  corporations  where  the  natural 
and  direct  effect  of  such  a  contract  will  be, 
when  carried  out,  to  directly,  and  not  as  a 
mere  incident  to  other  and  innocent  purposes, 
regulate  to  any  substantial  extent  interstate 
commerce.  (And  when  we  speak  of  inter- 
^ate  we  also  include  in  our  meaning  foreign 
commerce.)  We  do  not  assent  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  proposition  that  the  constitu- 
tional guaranty  of  liberty  to  the  individual 
to  enter  into  private  contracts  limits  the 
power  of  Congress  and  prevents  it  from  leg- 
islating upon  the  subject  of  contracts  of  the 
class  mentioned. 

The  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce 
is,  as  stated  b^  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  full 
and  complete  in  Congress,  and  there  is  no 
limitation  in  the  grant  of  the  power  which 
excludes  private  contracts  of  the  nature  in 
question  from  the  jurisdiction  of  that  body. 
Nor  is  any  such  limitation  contained  in  that 
other  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  pro- 
vides that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of 
law.    It  has  been  held  that  the  word  ''lib- 
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crty,'*  as  lued  in  the  GoQAtitution,  vaa  not 
to  M  confined  to  the  mer«  liberty  of  peraon, 
but  included*  among  otherii  a  right  to  enter 
into  certain  claaaes  of  contracts  for  the  pur« 
pose  of  enabling  the  citizen  to  carry  on  hia 
basinees.  AUgeyer  ▼•  Louisiana^  165  U.  8. 
£78,  41  L.  ed.  832,  17  Sup.  OL  Rep.  427; 
United  Btatea  v.  Joint  Trafflo  Aaw.  171  U. 
S.  505,  572,  43  L.  ed«  259,  288,  10  Sup.  Gt 
^  Rep.  25.  But  it  has  never  been,  and  In  our 
J  opinion  ought  not  to  be,  held  that  the  word 
>  induded^the  right  of  an  indiyidual  to  enter 
into  private  contracts  upon  all  subjects,  no 
matter  what  their  nature  and  wholly  irre- 
■pectiTe  (among  other  things)  of  the  fact 
that  they  would,  if  performs,  result  in  the 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce  and  in  the 
violation  of  an  act  of  Congress  upon  that 
subject.  The  provision  in  ute  Ganstitution 
does  not,  as  we  believe,  exdude  Congress 
from  legislating  with  regard  to  contracts  of 
the  above  nature  while  in  the  ezerciee  of  its 
constitutional  right  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  states.  On  the  contrary,  we  think 
the  provision  regarding  the  libeo-ty  of  the 
citizen  is,  to  some  extent,  limited  by  the 
eommerce  clause  of  the  Constitution,  and  that 
the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  interstate 
eonmierce  comprises  the  right  to  enact  a  law 
pn^ibiting  the  citizen  from  entering  into 
thoee  private  contracts  which  direetlv  and 
aubstantially,  and  not  merely  indirecftly,  re- 
motely, incidentally,  and  collaterally,  regu- 
late to  a  greater  or  less  degree  commerce 
among  the  states. 

We  cannot  so  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Constitution  regarding  the  lib- 
erty of  the  citizen  as  to  bold  that  it  includes 
or  that  it  was  intended  to  include  a  right  to 
make  a  contract  which  in  fact  restrains!  and 
regulated  interstate  commerce,  notwith- 
atanding  Congress,  prooeeding  under  the  con- 
stitutional provision  giving  to  it  iiie  power 
to  regulate  that  commeroe,  had  prohibited 
such  contracts. 

While  unfriendly  or  discriminating  legis- 
lation of  the  several  states  may  have  been 
the  diief  cause  for  granting  to  Congress  the 
sole  power  to  rM^ulate  interstate  commerce, 
yet  we  fail  to  find  in  the  language  of  the 
grant  any  such  limitation  of  that  power  as 
would  exclude  Congress  from  legislating  on 
the  subject  and  prohibiting  those  private  con- 
tracts which  would  direetlv  and  substantial- 
ly, and  not  as  a  mere  incident^  regulate  in- 
terstate commerce. 

If  certain  kinds  of  private  contracts  do  di- 
reetlv, as  already  stated,  limit  or  restrain, 
and  hence  regulate,  interstate  commerce, why 
should  not  the  power  of  Congress  reach  those 
contracts  ju9t  the  same  a«  if  the  legislation 
of  some  state  had  enacted  the  provisions  con- 
^tained  in  themT  The  private  cootracts  may 
I  in  truth  be  as  far  reaching  in  their  effect 
upon* interstate  commerce  as  would  tiie  leg- 
islation of  a  single  state  of  the  same  char- 
acter. 

In  R€  Deba,  158  U.  S.  564,  39  L.  ed.  1092, 
15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  900,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Brewer,  speaking  for  the  court:  "It  is 
curious  to  note  the  fact  that  in  a  large  pro« 
portion  of  the  cases  in  respect  to  intersta/ta 


eommerce  brought  to  this  eourt  t^e  question 

E resented  was  of  the  validity  of  state  legia* 
Ltion  in  its  bearinsn  upon  interstate  com- 
merce, and  the  uniform  course  of  decision 
has  been  to  dedare  that  it  is  not  within  the 
competency  of  a  state  to  legislate  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  obstruct  interstate  commerce. 
If  a  state,  with  ita  recognized  power  of  sov« 
ereignty,  is  impotent  to  obstruct  interstate 
commerce,  can  it  be  that  any  mere  volun- 
tary association  of  individuals  within  the 
limits  of  that  state  has  a  power  which  the 
state  itself  does  not  possess!" 

What  sound  reason  can  be  given  why  Con- 
gress should  have  the  power  to  interfere  in 
the  case  of  the  state,  and  yet  have  none  in 
the  case  of  the  individual !  Commerce  is  the 
important  subject  of  consideration,  and  any* 
thing  which  directly  obstructs  and  thus  reg- 
ulates that  commerce  which  is  carried  oo 
among  the  states,  whether  it  is  state  legis* 
lation  or  private  contracts  between  Individ* 
uals  or  corporations,  should  be  subject  to  the 
power  of  Congress  in  the  regulation  of  thai 
commerce. 

The  power  of  Congress  over  this  aubjeot 
seems  to  us  much  more  important  and  neces- 
sary than  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  to  enter 
into  contracts  of  the  nature  above  mentioned, 
free  from  the  control  of  Congress,  because 
the  direct  results  of  such  contracta  might  be 
the  reculation  of  commerce  among  the  states, 
possibly  quite  as  effectually  as  if  a  etate  had 
passed  a  statute  of  like  tenor  as  the  contxact. 

The  liberty  of  contract  in  such  case  would 
be  nothing  more  than  the  liberty  of  doing 
that  which  would  result  in  the  regulation,  to 
some  extent,  of  a  subject  which,  from  ita 
general  and  great  importance,  has  been 
granted  to  Congress  as  the  proper  represen* 
tative  of  the  nation  at  large.  RegulatioUt 
to  any  substantial  extent,  of  such  a  sub- 
ject by  any  other  power  than  that  of  Con*g 
gress,  after  Congress  has  itself  acted  there- el 
on,  even* though  such  regulation  is  effected* 
by  means  of  private  contracts  between  indi- 
viduals or  colorations,  is  illegal,  and  we  are 
unaware  of  any  reason  why  it  is  not  as  ob- 
jectionable when  attempted  by  individuals 
as  by  the  state  itself.  In  both  cases  it  is  an 
attempt  to  regulate  a  subject  which,  for  the 
purpose  of  r^g^ation,  has  been,  with  some 
exceptions,  such  as  are  stated  in  MoJtiU 
County  V.  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  697,  26 
L.  ed.  238,  239;  Morgan's  L.  d  T.  R,  d  8.  b, 
Co.  V.  Louisiana,  118  U.  S.  455,  465,  30  L.  ed. 
237,  242,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1114;  Bovman  v. 
Chicago  d  N.  W,  R.  Co,  125  U.  S.  465,  31  U 
ed.  700,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  823,  8  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  689,  1062;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Oo.  v. 
James,  162  U.  S.  650,  655,  40  L.  ed.  1105, 
1106,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  934,  exclusively 
granted  to  Congress,  and  it  is  essential  to 
the  proper  execution  of  that  power  that  Con- 
gress should  have  jurisdiction  as  much  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 

It  is,  indeed,  urged  that  to  include  private 
contracts  of  this  description  within  the 
ffrant  of  this  power  to  Congress  is  to  take 
from  the  states  their  own  power  over  the 
subject,  and  to  interfere  with  the  liberty  of 
the  individual  in  a  maimer  and  to  an  extent 
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never  contemplated  by  the  framers  of  the 
Gonetitution,  and  not  fairly  justified  by  any 
lADfi^age  used  in  that  instrument.  If  Con- 
gress has  not  the  power  to  legislate  upon  the 
subject  of  contracts  of  the  kind  mentioned, 
because  the  constitutional  provision  as  to  the 
liberty  of  the  citizen  limits,  to  that  extent^ 
its  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce, 
then  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  several 
states  have  that  power,  although  such  con- 
tracts rel<ate  to  interstate  commerce,  and, 
more  or  less,  regulate  it.  If  neither  Con- 
gress nor  the  state  legislatures  have  such 
power,  then  we  are  brought  to  the  somewhat 
extraordinary  position  that  there  is  no  au- 
thority, state  or  national,  which  can  legis- 
late upon  the  subject  of  or  proh&it  such  con- 
tracts.   This  oanmot  be  the  case. 

If  it  should  be  held  that  Congress  has  no 
power  and  the  state  legislatures  have  full 
and  complert^  authority  to  thus  far  regulate 
interstate  commerce  by  means  of  their  con- 
trol over  private  contracts  between  individ- 
uals or  corporations,  then  the  legislation 
of  the  different  states  might  and  protably 

!  would  differ  in  regard  to  &e  matter,  accord- 
ing to  what  each  state  might  regard  as  its 
own  particular  interest.  One  state*  might 
condemn  all  kinds  of  contracts  of  the  class 
described,  while  another  miffht  permit  the 
making  of  all  of  them,  while  atiU  another 
might  permit  some  and  prohibit  others,  and 
thus  great  confusion  would  ensue,  and  it 
would  be  difficult  in  many  cases  to  know  just 
what  law  was  applicable  to  any  particular 
contract  regarding  and  regulating  interstate 
commerce.  At  &e  same  time  contracts 
might  be  made  between  individuals  or  cor- 
porations of  such  extent  and  magnitude  as 
to  seriously  affect  commerce  among  the 
itatesi.  These  consequences  would  seeming- 
ly necessarily  follow  if  it  were  decided  that 
the  state  legislatures  had  control  over  the 
subject  to  the  extent  mentioned. 

It  is  true,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  that 
no  state  legislature  has  heretofore  author- 
ized by  affirmative  legislation  the  making  of 
contra'cts  upon  the  matter  of  interstate  com- 
merce of  the  nature  now  under  discussion. 
Nor  has  it,  in  terms,  condemned  them.  The 
reason  why  no  state  legislation  upon  the 
subject  has  been  enacted  has  probably  been 
because  it  was  supposed  to  be  a  subject  over 
which  state  legislatures  had  no  jurisdiction. 
If  it  should  be  decided  that  they  have,  then 
the  course  of  legislation  of  the  different 
states  on  this  subject  would  probably  be  as 
Taried  as  we  have  already  inaicated. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  it  be  true  tha4;  in  no 
event  could  a  state  legislature  enact  a  law 
affirmatively  authorizing  such  contracts 
(even  if  Congress  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject) ,  because  in  so  doing  it  would  to 
a  greater  or  less  extent  itself  tihereby,  though 
indirectly,  regulate  interstate  commerce, 
then  the  question  whether  such  contracts 
were  legal  without  legislative  sanction  would 
depend  upon  the  decisions  of  the  various 
state  courts  having  jurisdiction  in  the  cases, 
and,  in  that  event,  as  the  same  question 
might  arise  in  different  states,  there  would 
be  great  probability  of  inconsistent  and  oon- 


tradiotory  decisions  among  the  courts  of  tiie 
different  states,  and  that,  too,  upon  questions 
of  contracts  amounting  to  the  regulation 
of  interstate  commerce.  It  is  true  that  on* 
der  our  system  of  government  there  are  nur  m 
merous  subjects  over  which  the  sta/tes  haveS 
exclusive  jurisdiction,  resulting  in  the*  en*  • 
adtment  of  different  laws  upon  the  same  sub- 
ject in  various  states,  and  also  in  varying 
and  inoonsistent  judicial  judgments  in  the 
different  states  upon  the  same  subject.  That 
condition  has  never  been  regarded  as  an  end 
in  itself  desirable.  It  undoubtedly  results 
in  some  confusion  as  to  the  law  applicable 
to  the  particular  case,  and  in  many  in« 
stances  thereby  increases  the  cost  and  ren* 
ders  doubtful  the  result  of  the  litigation 
arising  under  such  circumstances.  They  are 
results  and  the  necessary  accompaniment  of 
the  division  of  sovereignty  between  the 
states  on  the  one  hand  and  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment on  the  other,  and  yet  the  enormous 
and  inestimaA>le  benefits  arising  from  the  ex- 
istence of  separate,  independent,  and  sov- 
ereign states  nave  completely  submerged  the 
comparatively  minor  evils  of  inconsistent 
judgments  and  different  laws  upon  many  of 
the  subjects  over  which  the  states  have  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction.  But  upon  the  matter 
of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and  the 
proper  regulation  thereof,  the  subject  being 
not  alone  national  but  international  in  its 
character,  the  great  importance  of  having 
but  one  source  for  the  law  which  regulates 
that  conmierce  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  the  land  cannot,  in  our  opinion,  be 
overestimated.  Each  tftate  in  that  event 
would  have  complete  jurisdiction  over  the 
commerce  which  was  wholly  within  its  own 
borders,  while  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress, 
imder  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  over 
interstate  commerce  would  be  paramounti 
and  would  include  therein  jurisdiction  over 
contracts  of  the  nature  we  have  been  discuss* 
ing. 

The  remark  in  Dubuque  d  8.  O,  IL  Co,  ▼. 
Richmond,  19  Wall.  589,  22  L.  ed.  176,  that 
it  was  never  intended  that  the  power  of  Con- 
gress should  be  exercised  so  as  to  interfere 
with  private  contracts  not  designed  at  the 
time  they  were  made  to  create  impediments 
to  interstate  commerce,  when  read  in  connec- 
tion with  tiie  facts  stated  in  the  report,  is 
entirely  sound.  It  therein  appears  that  a 
contract  had  been  made  between  the  parties, 
as  to  the  erection  of  an  elevator  and  the 
business  to  be  done  by  it,  which  contract  was 
valid  when  made.  Subsequently  Congress 
passed  acts  relating  to  the  construction  of  j 
bridges  over  rivers  and  streams  and  author*  S| 
izing  railroads  to  carry^passengers  on  their  • 
way  from  one  state  to  another.  The  rail- 
road company,  becoming  tired  of  its  contract 
wii^  the  elevator  company,  desired  to  take 
advantage  of  this  legislation,  and  contended 
that  under  it  the  coirtract  which  it  had  there- 
tofore made  with  the  elevator  company  be- 
came void  as  an  obstacle  to  or  a  reg^uhttion  of 
commerce.  The  court  held  that  contracts 
which  were  valid  when  made  continue  valid 
and  capable  of  enforcement  so  long,  at  least, 
as  peace  lasts  between  the  governments  of 
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tiie  eontracting  parties,  ootwithstandiiijj  a 
ehange  in  the  ocmdition  of  business  which 
originally  led  to  their  creation.  It  was  then 
added  that  it  never  was  intended  that  the 
power  of  Congress  should  be  exercised  so  as 
to  interfere  with  private  comtracts  not  de- 
aigned  at  the  time  they  were  made  to  create 
impediments  to  interstate  oommerce. 

There  is  no  intimation  in  this  remark  that 
Congress  hae  no  power  to  legislate  regarding 
ttkose  contracts  which  do  directly  regulate 
and  restrain  interstate  oommerce.  The  in- 
ference is  quite  the  reverse,  and  it  is  plain 
that  t^e  case  assumes  if  private  contracts 
when  entered  into  do  directly  interfere  with 
and  regulate  interstate  oommerce,  Congress 
bad  power  to  condemn  them.  If  the  neces- 
sary, direct,  and  immediate  effect  of  the  con- 
tract be  to  violate  an  act  of  Congress  and  also 
to  restrain  and  regulate  interstate  commerce, 
it  is  manifestly  immaterial  whether  the  de- 
sign to  so  regulate  was  or  was  not  in  exist- 
ence when  the  contract  was  entered  into.  In 
such  case  the  design  does  not  constitute 
the  material  thing.  The  fact  of  a  direct  and 
substantial  regulation  is  the  inv^ortant  part 
of  the  contract  and,  that  regulation  existing, 
it  is  unimportant  that  it  was  not  designed. 
Where  the  contract  affects  interstate  oom- 
merce only  incidentally,  and  not  directly,  the 
fact  that  it  was  not  desired  or  intended  to 
affeet  such  commerce  is  simply  an  additional 
reason  for  holding  the  contract  valid  and  not 
touched  by  the  act  of  Congress.  Otherwise 
the  design  prompting  the  execution  of  a  con- 
tract pertaining  to  and  directly  affecting, 
and  more  or  less  regulating,  interstate  com- 
merce, is  of  no  importance.  We  conclude 
M  tiukt  the  plain  language  of  the  grant  to  Con- 
8  gress  of  power  to  regulate  commerce  among 
•  the  several*8tates  includes  power  to  legislate 
upon  the  subject  of  those  contracts  in  respect 
to  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  which  di- 
rectly affect  and  regulate  that  oommerce,  and 
we  can  find  no  reasonable  flnroimd  for  assert- 
ing that  the  constitutional  provision  as  to 
the  liberty  of  the  individual  limits  the  ex- 
tent of  that  power,  as  claimed  by  the  appel- 
lants. We  therefore  think  the  appellants 
have  failed  in  their  contention  upon  this 
branch  of  the  subject. 

We  are  thus  brought  to  the  question  wheth- 
er the  contract  or  combination  proved  in  this 
esse  is  one  which  is  either  a  direct  restraint 
or  a  regulation  of  oommerce  among  the  sev- 
eral states  or  with  foreign  nations  contrary 
to  the  act  of  Congress.  It  is  objected  on  the 
part  of  the  appellants  that  even  if  it  affected 
interstate  commerce  the  contract  or  combina- 
tion was  only  a  reasonable  restraint  upon  a 
ruinous  competition  among  themselves,  and 
was  formed  only  for  the  purpose  of  protect- 
ing tike  parties  thereto  in  securing  prices  for 
their  product  that  were  fair  and  reasonable 
to  themselves  and  the  public  It  is  further 
objected  that  the  agreement  does  not  come 
within  the  act  because  it  is  not  one  w'hich 
amounts  to  a  regulation  of  interstate  com- 
meroe,  as  it  has  no  direct  bearing  upon  or  re- 
lation to  that  commerce,  but  that,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  case  herein  involves  the  same  prin- 
etpks  which    were   under   consideration  in 


United  Biatea  y.  E.  0.  Knight  Co.  156  U.  S. 
1,  39  L.  ed.  325, 15  Sup.  Ot  Bep.  249,  and,  in 
accordance  with  that  decisioii«  the  bill  should 
be  dismissed. 

Referring  to  the  first  of  these  objections 
to  the  maintenance  of  this  proceeding,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  agreement  or  oombina* 
tion  was  not  one  whiSi  simply  secured  for 
its  members  fair  and  reasonable  prices  for 
the  article  dealt  in  by  them.  Even  if  the 
objection  thus  seit  up  would,  if  well  founded 
in  fact,  constitute  a  defense,  we  agree  with 
the  circuit  oourt  of  appeals  in  its  statement 
of  the  special  facts  upon  this  branch  of  the 
case  and  with  its  opinion  thereon  as  set  forth 
by  Circuit  Judge  Taft,  as  follows: 

'The  defendants,  being  manufacturers  and 
vendors  of  cast-dron  pipe,  entered  into  a  com- 
bination to  raise  the  prioes  for  pipe  for  all  ^ 
the  states  west  and  south  of  New  Tork,g 
Penn8ylvunia,*tand  Virginia,  constituting  con-  • 
siderably  more  than  three  quarters  of  the  ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States  and  signifloantly 
called  by  the  associates  'pay'  territory.  Their 
joint  annual  output  was  220,000  tons.  The 
total  capacity  of  all  the  other  castriron  pipe 
manufacturers  in  the  pay  territory  was  170,- 
600  tons.  Of  this,  45,000  tons  was  tho  ca- 
pacity of  mills  in  Texas,  Colorado,  and  Ore- 
gon, so  far  removed  from  that  part  of  tfce 
pay  territory  whero  the  demand  was  consid- 
erable that  necessary  freight  rates  exdluded 
them  from  the  possibility  of  competing,  and 
12,000  tons  was  the  possible  annual  capacity 
of  a  mill  at  St  Louis,  which  was  practically 
under  the  same  management  as  that  of  one 
of  the  defendants'  mills.  Of  the  remainder 
of  the  mills  in  pay  territory  and  outside  of 
the  combination,  one  was  at  Columbus,  Ohio, 
two  in  northern  Ohio,  and  one  in  Michigan. 
Their  aggregate  possible  annual  capacity  was 
about  one  half  the  usual  annual  output  of 
the  defendants'  mills.  They  were,  it  will  be 
observed,  at  the  extreme  northern  end  of  the 
pay  territory,  while  the  defendants'  mills  at 
Cincinnati,  Louisville,  Chattanooga  and 
South  Pittsburg,  and  Anniaton  and  Besse- 
mer were  grouped  much  nearer  to  the  center 
of  the  pay  territory  The  freight  upon  cast- 
iron  pipe  amounts  to  a  considerable  percent- 
age of  the  price  at  which  manufacturers  can 
deliver  it  a/t  any  great  distance  from  the 
place  of  manufacture.  Within  the  margin 
of  the  freight  per  ton  which  eastern  manu- 
facturers would  have  to  pay  to  deliver  pipe 
in  pay  territory  the  defendants,  by  control- 
ling two  thirds  of  the  output  in  pay  terri- 
tory, were  practically  able  to  fix  prices.  The 
competition  of  the  Ohio  and  Michigan  mills 
of  course  somewhat  affected  their  power  in 
this  respect  in  tJie  northern  part  of  the  pay 
territory,  but  the  further  south  the  place  of 
delivery  was  to  be  the  more  complete  the  mo- 
nopoly over  the  trade  which  the  defendants 
were  able  to  exercise  within  the  limits  al- 
ready described.  Much  evidence  is  adduced 
upon  affidavit  to  prove  that  defendants  had 
no  power  arbitrarily  to  fix  prices  and  that 
they  were  always  obliged  to  meet  competi- 
tion. To  the  extent  that  they  could  not  im« 
pose  prices  on  the  public  in  excess  of  the  cost  n 
price  of  pipe  with  freight  from  the* Atlantic  v 
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■eaboord  added  this  is  true,  but  within  thai 
limit  they  could  fix  prices  m  they  chose. 
The  most  cogent  evidence  that  th^  hftd  this 
power  is  the  fact  everywhere  apparent  in  the 
record  that  thej^  exercised  it.  The  details  of 
the  way  in  which  it  was  maintained  are 
somewhat  o4)8ciired  by  the  manner  in  which 
the  proof  was  adduced  in  the  court  below, 
up|on  affidavits  solely  and  without  the  dari- 
tying  effect  of  cross-examination,  but  quite 
enough  appears  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  ulti- 
mate  fact. 

"The  defendants  were  by  their  combination 
therefore  able  to  deprive  the  public  in  a 
large  territory  of  the  advantages  otherwise 
aocruing  to  them  from  the  proximirty  of  de- 
fendants' pipe  factories,  and,  by  keeping 
prices  just  low  enough  to  prevent  competi- 
tion by  eastern  manufacturers,  to  compel  the 
public  to  pay  an  increase  over  what  the  price 
would  have  been  if  fixed  by  competition  be- 
tween the  defendants,  nearly  equal  to  the  ad- 
tantage  in  freight  rates  enjoyed  by  defend- 
ants over  eastern  competitors.  The  defend- 
ants acquired  this  power  by  voluntarily 
agreeing  to  sell  only  at  prices  fixed  by  their 
•committee,  and  by  allowing  the  highest  bid- 
•der  at  the  secret  auction  pool  to  become  the 
lowest  bidder  of  them  at  the  public  letting, 
l^ow  the  restraint  thus  imposed  on  them- 
selves was  only  partial,  it  did  not  cover  the 
United  States,  there  was  not  a  complete  mo- 
nopoly. It  was  tempered  by  the  fear  of 
competition  and  it  affected  only  a  part  of  the 
price.  But  this  ceitainly  does  not  take  the 
contract  of  association  out  of  the  annulling 
effect  of  the  rule  against  monopolies.  In 
United  States  v.  E.  C,  Knight  Co.  156  U.  S. 
1,  16,  39  L.  ed.  325,  330,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
£49,  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  in  speaking  for  the 
oourty  said:  'Again,  all  the  authorities 
agree  that  in  order  to  vitiate  a  contract  or 
combination  it  is  not  essential  that  its  re- 
eult  should  be  a  complete  monopoly;  it  is 
sufficient  if  it  really  tends  to  that  end  and 
to  deprive  the  public  of  the  advantages  which 
flow  from  free  competition.' 

"it  has  been  earnestly  pressed  upon  us 
that  the  prices  at  which  the  casit-iron  pipe 
was  sold  in  pay  territory  were  reasonsble.  A 
f^reat  many  affidavits  of  purchasers  of  pipe 
^  m  pay  territory,  all  drawn  by  the  same  hand 
I  or  from  the  same  model,  are  produced,  in 
which  the  affiants  «ay  thait  in  their^opinion 
the  prices  at  which  pipe  has  been  sold  by  the 
defendants  have  been  reasonable.  We  do  not 
think  the  issue  an  important  one,  because,  as 
already  stated,  we  do  not  think  thsit  at  com- 
mon law  there  is  any  question  of  reasonable- 
ness open  to  the  courts  with  reference  to 
such  a  contract.  Its  tendency  was  certainly 
to  give  to  the  defendants  the  power  to  charee 
unreasonable  prices,  had  they  chosen  to  do 
eo.  But  if  it  were  important  we  should  un- 
hesitatingly find  that  the  prices  charged  in 
the  instances  which  were  in  evidence  were  un- 
reaeoiMdt)le.  The  letters  from  the  manager  of 
the  C^ttanooga  foundry,  written  to  the  oth- 
«r  defendants  and  discussing  the  prices  fixed 
by  the  association,  do  not  leave  the  slightest 
doubt  upon  tiiis  point,  and  outweigh  the 
perfunctory  affidavits  produced  by  uie  de- 


fendants.   The  cost  of  producing  pipe  at 
Chattanooga,    together    with    a    reasonable 

Erofit,  did  not  exceed  $15  a  ton.  It  could 
ave  been  delivered  at  Atlanta  ait  $17  to  $18 
a  ton,  and  yet  the  lowest  price  which  that 
foundry  was  permitted  by  the  rules  of  the 
association  to  bid  was  $24.25.  The  same 
thing  was  true  all  through  pay  territory  to 
a  greater  or  less  degree,  and  especially  at  re- 
served cities."  54  U.  6.  App.  723,  85  Fed. 
Bep.  271,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  B.  A.  122. 

The  facts  thus  set  forth  show  conclusively 
that  the  effect  of  the  combination  was  to  en- 
hance prices  beyond  a  sum  which  was  rea- 
sonable, and  tnerefore  the  first  objection 
above  set  forth  need  not  be  further  noticed. 

We  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  direct  ef- 
fect of  the  agreement  or  combination  is  to 
regulate  interstate  commerce,  and  the  case  is 
therefore  not  covered  by  that  of  United 
States  V.  E.  O.  KnightCo.  166U.  S.  1,39 L.  ed. 
325,  15  Sup.  Ot  Bep.  249.  It  was  there  held 
thai  although  the  American  Sugar  Befining 
Company,  by  means  of  the  combination  re- 
ferred to,  had  obtained  a  practical  monopo- 
ly of  the  business  of  manufacturing  sugar, 
yet  the  act  of  Congress  did  not  touch  the 
case,  because  the  combination  only  related 
to  manufacture,  and  not  to  commerce 
among  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations. 
The  plain  distinction  between  manufacture 
and  commerce  was  pointed  out,  and  it  was 
observed  that  a  contract  or  combination 
which  directly  related  to  manufacture  only 
was  not  brought  within  the  purview  of  the 
act,  although,  as  an  indirect  and  incidental 
result  of  sucl^combination,  commerce  among 
the  states  might  be  thereafter  somewhat  a£ 
fected.  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court,  spoke  of  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  subjects,  and  saidt 

"The  argument  is  that  the  power  to  con- 
trol the  manufacture  of  refined  sugar  is  a 
monopoly  over  a  necessity  of  life,  to  the  en- 
joyment of  which  by  a  large  part  of  the 
population  of  the  United  States  interstate 
commerce  is  indispensable,  and  thait  there- 
fore the  general  government,  in  the  exercise 
of  the  power  to  regulate  commerce,  may  re- 
press such  monopoly  directly  and  set  aside 
the  instruments  which  have  created  it. 

"Doubtless,  the  power  to  control  the  man- 
ufacture of  a  given  thing  involves  in  a  cer- 
tain sense  the  control  of  its  disposition,  but 
this  is  a  secondary  and  not  the  primary 
sense;  and  although  the  exercise  of  that  pow- 
er may  result  in  bringing  the  operation  of 
commerce  into  play,  it  does  not  control  it, 
and  affects  it  only  incidentally  and  indirectly. 
Commerce  succeeds  to  manufacture  and  is 
not  a  part  of  it. 

•  .  •  •  • 

'^t  will  be  perceived  how  far-reaching  the 
proposition  is  that  the  power  of  dealinff  with 
a  monopoly  directly  may  be  exercised  By  the 
general  government  whene^'er  interstate  or 
urternational  commerce  may  be  ultimately 
affected.  The  regulation  of  commerce  ap- 
plies to  the  subjects  of  commerce,  and  not  to 
matters  of  internal  police.  Contracts  to 
buy,  sell,  or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported 
among  the  several  states,  the  transportatiiM 
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and  its  insirnmentalities,  and  artideB 
bought,  aoldg  or  exchanged  for  the  purposes 
€i  suoh  transit  among  the  states,  or  put  in 
the  vmj  of  transit,  may  he  r^pla/ted,  but  this 
is  because  they  form  part  of  interstate  trade 
or  commerce.  The  tact  that  an  article  is 
manufactured  for  export  to  another  tftate 
does  not  of  itself  make  it  an  article  of  in- 
terstate commerce,  and  the  intent  of  the 
manufacturer  does  not  determine  the  time 
when  the  article  or  product  passes  from  the 
ecmtrol  of  the  state  and  belongs  to  commerce. 

•    •  ,  •  •  • 

^     ''There  was  nothing  in  the  proofs  to  indi- 
2  eate  any  intention  to  put  a  restraint  upon 
r  titide  or  commerce,  and  the  fact,  as  wd*have 
seen,  that  trade  or  commerce  might  be  indi- 
rectly  affected,   was  not  enough  to  eivUtle 
aomplainants  to  a  decree." 

The  direct  purpose  of  the  combination  in 
the  Knight  Case  was  the  control  of  the  man- 
ufacture of  sugar.  There  wtts  no  combina^ 
lion  or  agreement,  in  terms,  rc^^arding  the 
future  disposition  of  tiie  manufactured  ar- 
ticle; nothing  looking  to  a  transaction  in 
the  nature  of  interstate  commerce.  The  prob- 
able inteivtion  on  the  part  of  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  sugar  to  thereafter  dispose  of  it 
by  sending  it  to  some  market  in  another 
state  was  held  to  be  immaterisfl  and  not  to 
alter  the  character  of  the  oombhiation.  The 
Tarious  cases  which  had  been  decided  in  this 
court  relating  to  the  subject  of  interstate 
eoramerce,  and  to  the  difference  between  that 
and  the  manufacture  of  commodities^  and  also 
the  police  power  of  the  states  as  affected  by 
the  commerce  clause  of  the  Oonstitutlon, 
were  adverted  to,  and  the  case  was  decided 
upon  the  principle  that  a  combination  simply 
to  control  manufaoture  was  not  a  violution 
of  the  act  of  Oongress,  because  such  a  con- 
tract or  combination  did  not  directly  control 
or  affect  interstate  commerce,  but  ths^;  con- 
tracts for  the  sale  and  transportation  to  other 
states  of  specific  articles  were  proper  sub- 
jects for  regulation  because  th^  did  form 
part  of  such  commerce. 

We  think  the  case  now  before  us  involves 
eontracts  of  the  nature  last  above  mentioned, 
not  incidentally  or  oollaterally,  but  as  a  di- 
rect and  immediate  result  of  the  combination 
engaged  in  by  the  defendants. 

v^ile  no  particular  contract  regarding  the 
famishing  of  pipe  and  the  price  for  which 
it  should  be  furnished  was  in  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  parties  to  the  combination  at  the 
time  of  its  formation,  yet  it  was  their  inten- 
tion, as  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  combina- 
tion, to  directly  and  by  means  of  such  com- 
bination increase  the  price  for  which  all  con- 
tracts for  the  delivery  of  pipe  within  the  ter- 
ritory above  described  should  be  made,  and 
the  fatter  result  was  to  be  achieved  by 
aboli^ing  all  competition  between  the  par- 
ties to  i^e  combination.  The  direct  and  im- 
v4  mediate  result  of  the  combination  was  lAiere- 
J[  fore  necessarily  a  restraint  upon  interstate 
•  eommeroe  in  respect  ol*articIes  manufactured 
by  any  of  the  parties  to  it  to  be  transported 
beyond  the  state  in  which  they  were  made. 
l%e  defendants  by  reason  of  this  oombinaition 
and  agreement  could  only  send  their  goods 


out  of  the  state  in  which  they  were  manuf ao* 
tured  for  sale  and  delivery  in  another  states 
upon  the  terms  and  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  such  combination.  As  pertinently 
asked  by  the  court  below.  Was  not  this  a  di* 
rect  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce  i» 
those  goods? 

If  dealers  in  any  commodity  agreed  among 
themselves  that  any  particular  territory 
bounded  by  state  lines  should  be  furnished 
with  such  commodity  by  certain  member* 
only  of  the  comibination,  and  the  others- 
would  abstain  from  business  in  that  terri-^ 
tory,  would  not  such  agreement  be  rcmrdedf 
as  one  in  restraint  of  interstate  tra&T  If 
the  price  of  the  commodity  were  thereby  en^' 
hanced  (as  it  naturally  would  be),  the  char^ 
acter  of  the  agreement  would  be  still  more 
clearly  one  in  restraint  of  trade.  Is  ther« 
any  substantial  difference  where  by  agree- 
ment among  themselves  the  parties  choose 
one  of  their  number  to  make  a  bid  for  the 
supply  of  the  pipe  for  delivery  in  another 
state,  and  agree  that  all  other  bids  shall 
be  for  a  larger  sum,  thus  practically  restrict- 
ing all  but  the  member  agreed  upon  from  any 
attempt  to  supply  the  demand  for  the  pipe 
or  to  enter  into  competition  for  the  business? 
Does  not  an  agreement  or  combination  of 
that  kind  restrain  interstate  trade,  and  when 
Congress  has  acted  by  the  passage  of  a  stat* 
ute  like  the  one  under  consideration,  does 
not  such  a  contract  clearly  violate  that  stab> 
ute? 

As  has  frecjuently  been  said,  interstate 
commerce  consists  of  intercourse  and  traffle- 
between  the  citizens  or  inhabitants  of  differ- 
ent states,  and  includes  not  only  the  trans* 
porta t ion  of  perwns  and  property  and  the 
navigation  of  public  waters  for  that  purpose, 
but  aJi^o  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of 
commodities.  Oloucestcr  Ferry  Co,  v.  Pennh- 
sylvania.  114  U.  S.  1(^-203,  29  L.  ed.  168- 
161,  1  Inters.  Com,  Rep.  382,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
826;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  I,  20,  32  L, 
ed.  346,  350,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  232,  9  Sup, 
Gt.  Rep.  6.  If,  therefore,  an  agreement  or 
combination  directly  restrains  not  alone  th* 
manufacture,  but  the  purchase,  sale,  or  ex» 
change  of  the  manufactured  commodity 
among  the  several  states,  it  is  brought  within  » 
the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  power  to  ^ 
reguiat6*such  commerce,  that  is,  the  power  * 
to  prescribe  the  rules  by  which  it  shall  be 
governed,  is  vested  in  Congress,  and  when 
Confess  has  enacted  a  statute  such  as  the 
one  m  <juestion,  any  agreement  or  eombinap 
tion  which  directly  operates,  not  alone  upon 
the  manufacture,  but  upon  the  sale,  trans* 
portation,  and  delivery  of  an  article  of  inter* 
state  commerce,  by  preventing  or  reetricting 
its  sale,  etc.,  them)y  regulates  interetate 
commerce  to  that  extent,  and  to  the  same  ex* 
tent  trenches  upon  the  power  of  the  national 
legislature  ana  yiolates  the  statute.  We 
think  it  plain  Ifliat  this  contract  or  eombinap 
tion  effects  that  result 

The  defendants  allege,  and  ft  fe  trae,  that 
their  business  is  not  like  a  factorr  mann* 
faeturing  an  article  of  a  certain  kind  for 
which  there  Is  at  all  times  a  demand,  and 
whieh  is  maaufaetured  without  any  regard 
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to  a  particular  sale  or  for  a  particular  ena- 
tomer.  In  ihia  respect  as  in  many  others 
tlie  business  differs  radically  from  th«  sugar 
refiners.  The  business  of  defendants  is  car- 
ried on  by  obtaining  particular  contracts  fw 
the  sale,  transportation,  and  delivery  of  iron 
pipe  of  a  certain  description,  quality,  and 
strength,  differing  in  different  contracts  as 
the  intended  use  may  differ.  These  contracts 
m,  generally  speaking,  obtained  at  a  pub- 
lic letting,  at  which  there  are  many  competi- 
tors, and  the  contract  bid  for  includes,  in  its 
terms,  the  sale  of  the  pipe  and  its  delivery 
at  the  place  desired,  the  cost  of  transporta- 
tion being  included  in  the  purchase  price  of 
the  pipe.  Tho  contract  is  one  for  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  a  certain  kind  of  pipe,  and  it 
is  not  generally  essential  to  its  performance 
that  it  should  be  manufactured  for  that  par- 
ticular contract,  although  sometimes  it  may 
be. 

If  the  successful  bidder  had  on  hand  iron 
pipe  of  the  kind  specified,  or  if  he  could  pro- 
cure it  by  purchase,  he  could  in  most  cases 
deliver  such  pipe  in  fulfilment  of  his  con- 
tract just  the  same  as  if  he  manufactured 
the  pipe  subsequently  to  the  making  of  the 
contract  and  for  the  specific  purpose  of  its 
performance.    It  is  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
a  certain  kind  and  quality  of  pipe,  and  not 
the  manufacture,  which  is  the  material  por- 
tion of  the  contract,  and  a  sale  for  delivery 
beyond  the  state   makes   the  transaction  a 
M  part  of  interstate  commerce.    Municipal  cor- 
3  poratione  and  gas,  railroad,  and  water  com- 
•  panies'are  among  the  chief  customers  for  the 
pipe,  and  when  they  desire  the  article  tiiey 
give   notice  of   the  kind   and  quality,  size, 
strength,  and  purpose  for  which  the  pipe  is 
desir^,  and  announce  they  will  receive  pro- 
posals for  furnishing  the  same  at  the  place 
indicated  by  them.    Into  this  contest  (and 
irrespective  of  the  reserved  cities)   the  de- 
fendants enter,  not  in  truth  as  competitors, 
but    under    an    agreement  or  combination 
among  themselves  which  eliminates  all  com- 
petition between  them  for  the  contract,  and 
permits  one  of  their  number  to  make  his  own 
Did  and  requires  the  others  to  bid  over  him. 
In  certain  sections  of  the  country  the  defend- 
ants would  have,  by  reason  of  their  situation, 
such  an  advantage  over  all  other  competi- 
tors that  there  would  practically  be  no  chance 
for  «.ny  other   than   one  of  their   number 
to  obtain  the  contract,  unless  the  price  bid 
was  so  exorbitant  as  to  give  others  not  so 
favorably  situated  an  opportunity  to  snatch 
it  from  their  hands.    Under   these  circum- 
stances, the  agreement  or  combination  of  the 
defendants,  entered  into  for  that  express  pur- 
pose and  to  directly  obtain  that  desired  re- 
suH«  would  inevitably  and  necessarily  give 
to  the  def endant>  who  was  agreed  upon  among 
themselves  to  make  the  lowest  bid,  the  con- 
tract desired  and  at  a  higher  price  than  oth- 
erwise would  have  been  obtained,  and  all  the 
other  parues  to  the  combination  would,  by 
Tirtne  of  its  terms,  be  restricted  from  an  at- 
tempt to  obtain  the  contract. 

Tne  combination  thus  had  a  direct,  imme- 
diate, and  intended  relation  to  and  effect 
upon  the  subsequent  contraot  to  eell  and  de- 


liver the  pipe.  It  was  to  obtain  that  partic- 
ular and  specific  result  that  the  combination 
was  formed,  and  but  for  the  restriction  the 
resulting  high  prices  for  Uie  pipe  would  not 
have  been  obtained.  It  is  useless  for  the  de- 
fendants to  say  they  did  not  Intend  to  regu« 
late  or  affect  interstate  commerce.  They  in- 
tended to  make  the  very  combination  and 
agreement  which  they  in  fact  did  make,  and 
thev  must  be  held  to  have  intended  (if  in 
such  case  intention  is  of  the  least  impor* 
tance)  the  necessary  and  direct  result  of 
their  agreement. 

The  cases  of  Hopkins  v.  United  States  and 
Anderson  v.  United  States,  171  U.  S.  578,  43 
L.  ed.  290,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  40,  and  171  U. 
S.  604,  43  L.  ed.  300,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  50,  are  - 
not  relevant.  In  the  Hopkins  Case  it  was  J 
held  that  the  business  of  the*members  of  the  • 
Kansas  City  Live  Stodc  Exchange  was  not 
interartaite  commerce,  and  hence  the  act  of 
Congress  did  not  affect  them;  while  in  the 
Anderson  Case  it  was  held  that  whether  the 
members  of  the  Traders'  Live  Stock  Ex- 
change were  or  were  not  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  intcratate  conmierce  was  immaterial, 
as  the  agreement  proved  was  not  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  did  not  regulate  such  commerce. 
It  was  said  that  when  it  is  seen  that  the 
agreement  entered  into  does  not  directly  re- 
late to  and  act  upon  and  embrace  interstate 
commerce,  and  that  it  was  executed  for  an- 
other and  entirely  different  purpose,  and 
that  it  was  calculated  to  attain  it,  the  agree- 
ment would  be  upheld,  if  its  effect  upon  that 
commerce  were  only  indirect  and  incidental. 
The  agreement  involved  in  that  case  was  held 
to  be  of  such  a  character.  The  case  we  have 
here  is  of  an  entirely  different  nature,  and 
is  not  covered  or  affected  by  the  decisions 
cited. 

It  is  also  urged  that  as  but  one  contract 
would  be  awarded  for  the  work  pn^osed  at 
any  place,  and  therefore  only  one  person 
would  secure  st  b^  virtue  of  being  the  lowest 
bidder,  the  selection  by  defendants  of  one  of 
their  number  to  make  the  lowest  bid  aa 
among  themselves  could  not  operate  as  any 
restraint  of  trade;  that  ^e  combrnajtion  or 
agreement  operated  only  to  make  a  selection 
of  that  one  who  should  have  the  contract  by 
being  the  lowest  bidder,  and  it  did  not  in  the 
most  remote  degree  itself  limit  the  number 
or  extent  of  contracts,  and  therefore  could 
not  operate  to  restrain  interstate  trade.  This 
takes  no  heed  of  the  purpose  and  effect  of 
the  combination  to  restrain  the  aoUon  of  the 
parties  to  it  so  that  there  shall  be  no  com- 
petition among  them  to  obtain  the  contraot 
for  themselves. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  where  the  direct 
and  immediate  effect  of  a  contract  or  combi- 
nation among  particular  dealers  in  a  com- 
modity is  to  destroy  competition  between 
them  and  others,  so  that  the  parties  to  the 
contraot  or  combination  may  obtain  in- 
creased prices  for  themselves,  such  contract 
or  combination  amounts  to  a  restra^int  of 
tnde  in  the  commodity,  even  though  con- 
tracts to  buy  such  commodity  at  the  en-^ 
hanced  price  are  continually  being  madal 
Total  suppression  of  the* trade  in  Uie  com-* 
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modity  ^s  not  neoessarj  in  order  to  render 
the  combination  one  in  restraint  of  trade. 
It  is  the  effect  of  the  combination  in  limit- 
ing and  refftrioting  the  right  of  each  of  the 
members  to  transact  bumneas  in  the  ordi- 
naiy  way,  ae  well  ta  its  effect  upon  the  vol- 
ume or  extent  of  -th«  dealing  in  the  com* 
modity,  that  ia  regarded.  All  the  facts  and 
circumstances  are,  however,  to  be  considered 
in  order  to  determine  the  fundamental  ques- 
tion— ^whether  the  necessary  effect  of  the 
combination  is  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce. 

If  iron  pipe  cost  $100  a  ton  instead  of  the 
prices  which  the  i-ecord  shows  were  paid  for 
It,  no  one,  we  think,  would  contend  that  tJhe 
trade  in  it  would  amount  to  as  much  as  if 
the  lower  prices  prevailed.  The  higher  price 
would  operate  as  a  direct  restraint  upon  the 
trade,  and  therefore  any  contract  or  combi- 
nation which  enhanced  the  price  might  in 
some  degree  restrain  the  trade  in  the  article. 
It  is  not  material  that  the  combination 
did  not  prevent  the  letting  of  any  par- 
ticular contract.  Such  was  not  its  pur- 
pose. On  the  contrary,  the  more  contracts 
to  be  let  the  better  for  the  combination.  It 
was  formed  not  for  the  object  of  preventing 
the  letting  of  contracts,  but  to  restrain  the  par- 
ties to  it  from  competing  for  contracts,  and 
thereby  to  enhance  the  prices  to  be  obtained 
lor  the  pipe  dealt  in  by  those  parties.  And 
when  by  reason  of  the  combination  a  partic- 
ular contract  may  have  been  obtained  for  one 
of  the  parties  thereto,  but  ait  a  higher  price 
than  would  otherwise  have  been  paid,  the 
charge  that  the  combination  was  one  in  re- 
straint of  trade  is  not  answered  by  the  state- 
ment that  the  particular  contract  was  in 
truth  obtained  and  not  prevented.  The  par- 
ties to  such  a  combination  might  realize 
more  profit  by  the  higher  prices  they  would 
secure  than  Uiey  could  earn  by  doing  more 
work  at  a  much  less  price.  The  question  is 
as  to  the  effect  of  such  combination  upon  the 
trade  in  the  article,  and  if  that  effect  be  to 
destroy  competition  and  thus  advance  the 
price,  the  combinaltion  is  one  in  restraint  of 
trade. 

Decisions  regarding  the  validity  of  taxa- 
tion by  or  under  state  authority,  involving 
sometimes  the  question  of  the  point  of  time 
that  an  article  intended  for  transportation 
beyond  the*state  ceases  to  be  governed  ex- 
clusively by  the  domestic  law  and  begins  to 
be  governed  and  protected  by  the  national 
law  of  commercial  regulation,  are  not  of 
▼ery  dose  application  here.  The  commodity 
may  not  have  commenced  its  journey,  and  so 
may  still  be  completely  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  for  purposes  of  state 
tuuition,  and  yet  at  that  same  time  the  com- 
modity may  have  been  sold  for  delivery  in 
another  state.  Any  combination  among 
dealers  in  that  kind  of  commodity,  which  in 
ite  direct  and  immediate  effect  forecloses  all 
oompetition  and  enhances  the  purchase  price 
for  which  suoh  commodity  would  otherwise 
be  delivered  at  its  destination  in  another 
state,  would,  in  our  opinion,  be  one  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
statei,  even  though  the  article  to  be  trans- 


ported and  delivered  in  another  state 
still  taxable  at  its  place  of  manufacture. 

It  is  said  that  a  particular  business  must 
be  diatinguished  from  Hs  mere  subjects,  and 
from  the  instruments  by  whi<!^  the  business 
is  carried  on;  that  in  most  cases  of  a  large 
manufacturing  company  it  could  only  be  car- 
ried on  by  shipping  products  from  one  state 
to  another,  and  tihat  the  business  of  such  an 
establishment  would  be  related  to  interstate 
commerce  onl^  incidentally  and  indirectly. 
This  proposition  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
deny.  It  is  not,  however,  relevant.  Where 
the  contract  is  for  the  sale  of  the  article  and 
for  its  delivery  in  another  state,  the  trans- 
action is  one  of  interstate  commerce,  al- 
though the  vendor  may  have  also  agreed  to 
manufacture  it  in  order  to  fulfil  his  contract 
of  sale.  In  such  case  a  combination  of  this 
character  would  be  properly  called  a  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  and 
not  one  relating  only  to  manufacture. 

It  is  almost  needless  to  add  that  we  do  not 
hold  that  every  private  enterprise  which 
may  be  carried  on  diiefly  or  in  part  by  means 
of  interstate  shipments  is  therefore  to  be  re- 
garded as  so  related  to  interstate  commerce 
as  to  come  within  the  regulating  power  of 
Congress.  Such  enterprises  may  bis  of  the 
same  nature  as  the  manufacturing  of  refined 
sugar  in  the  Knight  Oaae — that  is,  the  par* 
ties  may  be  engaged  as  manufacturers  of  a|« 
commodity  which  tlhey  thereafter  intend  at  J 
some  time  to  sell,  and  possibly  to  sell  in  an-  • 
other  state;  but  such  sale  we  have  already 
held  is  an  incident  to  and  not  the  direct  re- 
sult of  the  manufacture,  and  so  is  not  a  reg- 
ulation of  or  an  illegal  interference  with  in- 
terstate commerce.  That  principle  is  not  af- 
fected by  anything  herein  decided. 

The  views  above  expressed  lead  generally 
to  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  appeals.  In  one  aspect,  however,  that 
judgment  is  too  broad  in  its  terms-^the  in- 
junction is  too  absolute  in  its  directions — as 
it  may  be  construed  as  applying  equally  to 
commerce  wholly  within  a  state  as  well  as 
to  that  which  is  interstate  or  international 
only.  This  was  probably  an  inadvertence 
merely.  Although  the  jurisdiction  of  Con- 
gress over  commerce  among  the  states  is  full 
and  complete,  it  is  not  questioned  that  it  has 
none  over  that  which  is  wholly  within  a 
state,  and  therefore  none  over  combinations 
or  agreements  so  far  as  they  relate  to  a  re- 
straint of  such  trade  or  commerce.  It  does 
not  acquire  any  jurisdiction  over  that  part 
of  a  combination  or  agreement  which  relates 
to  commerce  wholly  within  a  state,  by  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  the  combination  also 
covers  and  regulates  commerce  which  is  in- 
terstate. The  latter  it  can  regulate,  while 
the  former  is  subject  alone  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state.  The  combination  herein 
described  covers  both  commerce  which  is 
wholly  within  a  state  and  also  that  which  is 
interstate. 

In  regard  to  such  of  these  defendants  as 
might  reside  and  carry  on  business  in  the 
same  state  where  the  pipe  provided  for  in 
any  particular  contract  was  to  be  delivered, 
the  sale,  transportation,  and  delivery  of  the 
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epe  by  them  undtr  that  oontraet  would  be  a 
anaaetion  wholly  within  the  atate,  and  the 
statute  would  not  be  applicable  to  them  in 
tbat  oaae.  They  miffht  make  any  combina- 
tion thej  chose  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
poeed  contract^  although  it  should  happen 
that  some  nonresident  ox  the  state  eventually 
obtained  it. 

The  fact  that  the  proposal  called  for  the 
deliyery  of  pipe  in  the  same  state  where 
eome  of  the  defendants  resided  and  carried 
on  Iflieir  business  would  be  sufficient^  so  far 
as  the  act  of  Congress  is  concerned,  to  per- 
^mit  those  defendants  to  combine  aa  they 
2  might  choosy  in  regard  to  the  proposed  con- 
•  tiact^for  the  deliyery  of  the  pipe,  and  that 
right  would  not  be  affected  by  the  fact  that 
tiM  contract  mdght  be  subsequently  awarded 
to  someone  outside  of  the  state  as  the  lowest 
bidder.  In  brief,  their  right  to  combine  in 
regard  to  a  proposal  for  pipe  deliverable  in 
their  own  state  could  not  be  reached  by  the 
Federal  power  derived  from  the  commerce 
•lause  in  the  Constitution. 

To  the  extent  that  the  present  decree  in- 
eludes  in  its  scope  the  enjoining  of  defend- 
ants thus  situated  from  combining  in  regard 
to  contracts  for  sellinff  pipe  in  their  own 
atate^  H  is  modified  and  limited  to  tihat  por- 
tion of  the  ecxnbination  or  agreement  which 
Is  interstate  in  its  character.  As  thus  modi- 
fied th§  dwree  it  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  809) 

CITY  OP  NEW  ORLEANS,  Board  of  Assess- 
ors for  the  Parish  of  Orleans,  and  George 
B.  Penrose,  Treasurer  ei  the  City  of  New 
Orleans,  Appia,, 

9. 

liART  O.  T.  STEMI»LE  (Wife  of  Edward 
Stemple) ,  Guardian  of  the  Infants  Fannie 
Tobin  McCan  et  ok 

in]vnciion  against  eolleotUm  of  fax  on  prop- 
efty  of  nonresideni — eitue  of  money  in 
iKMik,  notes,  and  mortgagee  oumed  hy  non- 
resident. 

1.  The  fact  that  an  sssessment  for  taxes  was 
In  the  name  of  "the  estate  of  a  decedent, 
while  the  administration  of  his  estate  had 
been  finally  dosed  and  the  property  pat  Into 
possession  of  the  heirs,  will  not  Justify  equi- 
table relief  by  Injunction,  though  It  was  tech- 
nically In  the  wrong  name. 

t.  Moneys  collected  ss  Interest  and  principal 
of  notes,  mortgages,  and  other  securities  kept 
within  the  state  for  use  or  reinvestment, 
though  the  owner  Is  domiciled  In  another 
state,  and  the  moneys  are  deposited  In  a  bank 
to  his  credit,  are  subject  to  taxation  under 
La  Acts  1890,  chap.  106,  providing  for  tax- 
ation of  credits  arising  from  business  done  In 
the  state,  at  the  business  domlcti  of  a  non- 
resident owner,  his  agent,  or  representative. 

i.  Notes  and  mortgages,  the  owner  of  which 
Is  domiciled  in  another  state,  when  they  are 
kept  within  the  state  by  an  agent,  may  be 
subjected  to  taxation  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  la  which  they  are  held. 

(No.  65.1 
Bowie  Gov.Reg.— 5 


Argued  Ocioler  Z5,  1899.    Decided  Deotrn^ 
her  4, 1899. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  <d  iihe  Cireait  Court 
ol  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Louisiana  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
in  a  suit  to  restrain  the  collection  ai  isxak 
Reversed. 

o 
Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewers  g 

*rhis  case  comes  on  appeal  from  the  circuit  • 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern 
district  of  Louisiana.  It  is  a  suit  brought  by 
the  appellee  to  restrain  the  coUeotiom  of  taxes 
levied  upon  certain  personal  property  whidi 
she  claims  was  exempt  from  taxation.  The 
important  facts  are  baese:  The  plaintiff,  as 
well  as  the  infants  whose  ffuardian  she  is» 
and  for  whose  benefit  she  brings  this  suit» 
are  residents  of  the  state  of  "New  York,  in 
which  state  she  has  been  duly  appointed  the 
guardian  of  their'  estates.  The  infants  In- 
herited certain  property  from  their  grand* 
father,  a  resident  of  Louisiana,  whose  estate 
was  duly  settled  in  the  proper  court  of  that 
state.  By  regular  prooeedings  these  infants 
he4  been  adjudged  his  legal  heirs,  and  shs^ 
as  ffuardian^  hM  been  put  in  possession  of 
their  property  thus  inherited.  The  order  of 
tiie  court,  in  this  respect,  was  rendered 
February  14,  1896,  and  the  taxes  which  were 
sought  to  be  restrained  were  thoee  for  that 
year.  The  assessment,  as  appears  by  ths  as» 
sessment  roll,  was  in  the  name  ai  ''the  es* 
tate  of  D.  C.  McCan;"  was  of  $16,00a» 
''money  in  possession,  on  deposit,  or  in  hand,* 
and  of  $800,000,  "money  loaned  oninterest» 
all  credits  and  ail  bills  reoeiyable,  for  money 
loaned  or  advanced,  or  for  goods  sold;  ana 
all  credits  of  any  and  every  description." 
The  principal  contentions  of  the  plaintiff 
were:  First,  that  included  within  this  per-^ 
Boual  property  was  some  $228,000  of  b<Hidsg 
of  the  state  of  Louisiana,* taxation  of  which  • 
by  the  state  or  any  of  its  municipalities  was 
void,  as  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  con* 
tract  made  by  the  state.  Seoond,  that  the 
situs  of  the  loans  and  credits  was  in  New 
York,  ^e  place  of  residence  of  the  guardian 
and  wards,  and,  therefore,  being  loans  and 
credits  wiUiout  the  state  of  Louisiana  thejy 
were  not  subject  to  taxation  therein. 

Messrs,  T.  C.  Zaeharie  and  /.  /.  Ma^ 

LoughUn  for  appellants. 
Mr.  E.  Howard  MoOaleb  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinioa 
of  the  court: 

A  preliminary  question  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff is  that  she  had  applied  to  have  the  as- 
sessment in  the  name  of  the  estate  of  D.  C 
McCcui  stricken  off  on  ths  ground  that  tha 
administration  of  the  estate  tiad  been  finally 
closed  and  the  property  put  into  the  poeees- 
sion  of  the  heirs,  which  application  was  de- 
nied; that,  therefore,  the  assesemeni  wee  1» 
the  wrong  name  ajid  could  not  be  sustained* 
We  are  A  the  opinion,  however,  that  thera 
was  no  error  in  t^e  ruling  of  the  circuit  court, 
in  this  respect,  for,  conceding  that  as  a  ma^ 
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tar  of  fa<st  the  «88eflsnient  was  techmcally  in 
tho  wraiiff  name,  the  error  is  nat  one  that 
will  JuBtilj  tha  equitable  relief  by  injuno- 
tioii. 

Th«  importaikt  question  la  whether  the 
property  waa  aubject  to  taxatiofm  With  re- 
gard to  the  oontention  that  certain  bonda 
were  included  in  the  aasesament  which  were 
not  subject  to  taxation  on  account  of  the  aup* 
fosed  contract  oi  the  atate  of  Louisiana,  it 
Is  aufficient  to  say  that  the  assessment  does 
not  purport  to  indnde  any  bonds.  The  as- 
•esttnent  roll  is  prepared  so  as  to  show  in 
leparate  columns  the  different  kinds  of  prop- 
erty included  in  the  assessment  One  col- 
vmn  is  entitled  "bonds  of  all  kinds,  specify- 
iof  each  kind  and  their  value,"  and  under 
this  heading  there  is  no  mention  of  any  prop- 

2  arty.  80,  while  it  would  seem  probable  from 
the  testimony  as  to  the  emount  of  personal 
•  property  belonging  to  the  eetate  that*the  as- 
sessor may  have  in  fact  included  the  bonds, 
yet  upon  the  face  of  the  reoord  the  only  as- 
aosmueul  is  of  credits  and  money.  It  may  be 
a  ease  of  orervaluation  of  assessable  prop- 
erty, but  under  the  issue  presented  by  the 
pleading  that  question  was  not  before  the 
eoort. 

Under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the 
testimony,  were  the  money  and  credits  sub- 
ject to  taxation  T  It  appears  that  these 
credits  were  evidenced  by  notes  largely  se- 
emed by  mortgagee  on  real  estate  In  New 
Orleans;  that  these  notes  and  mortgages 
were  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  in  posses- 
eion  of  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  who  col- 
lected the  interest  and  principal  as  it  became 
^tue  and  deposited  the  same  in  a  bank  in  New 
Orleans  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
question,  therefore,  is  distinctly  presented 
whether,  because  the  owners  were  domiciled 
In  the  state  of  New  York,  the  moneys  so  de* 
posited  in  a  bonk  within  the  limits  of  the 
etate  of  Louisiana,  and  the  notes  secured  by 
mortgages  situated  and  held  as  above  de- 
aeribed,  were  free  from  taxation  in  the  latter 
etate.  Of  course,  there  must  be  statutory 
warrant  for  such  taxation,  for  if  the  legis- 
lature omits  any  property  from  the  list  of 
iaxables  the  courts  are  not  authorized  to 
eorrect  the  omission  and  adjudge  the  omit- 
ted property  to  be  subject  to  taxation.  We 
need  not  extend  our  inquiries  back  of  the 
jear  1800,  for  in  that  year  the  legislature 
passed  an  act  amending  the  revenue  statutes 
ef  prior  years,  and  the  questions,  therefore, 
ju-e  whether,  under  that  statute,  as  inter- 
preted by  the  supreme  court,  these  properties 
were  subject  to  taxation,  and,  if  so  subjected, 
whether  any  rights  secured  by  the  Federal 
-Constitution  were  thereby  infringed.  That 
.act  is  chapter  100  of  the  Statutes  of  1800 
(La.  Acts  1800,  121.) 

Section  1  enumerates  among  the  property 
eubject  to  taxation  "all  rights,  credits, 
bonds,  and  securities  of  all  kinds,  promissory 
notes,  open  accounts,  and  other  obligationa; 
M  cash." 

SecHon  7  (p.  124),  after  declaring  "that 
it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  tax  assessors 
(ihroughout  the  atate  to  place  upon  the  as- 


sessment list  all  property  subject  to  taxs* 
tion,"  closes  with  this  provision: 
*  "And  this  shall  apply  with  equal  forea  to 
any  person  or  persons  representing  in  thia 
state  business  interests  that  may  claim  a 
domicil  elsewhere,  the  intent  and  purpose  be* 
ing  that  no  nonresident,  either  by  himself  or 
through  any  agents  shall  transact  business 
here  without  pavinff  to  the  state  a  corre* 
sponding  tax  with  that  exacted  of  its  own 
citizens;  and  all  billa  receivable,  obligations, 
or  credits  arisinff  from  the  business  done  in 
this  state  are  hereby  declared  assessable 
within  this  state,  and  at  the  business  domi* 
cil  of  said  nonresident,  his  agent,  or  repre* 
sentative." 

This  statute  came  before  the  supreme  court 
in  Liverpool  d  L,  d  G,  Ins.  Oo,  v.  Board  of 
Assessors,  44  La.  Ann.  760,  10  L.  R.  A.  66« 
11  So.  01,  where  the  question  was  whether  a 
foreiffu  insurance  company  could  be  taxed 
for  Uie  amount  of  the  premiums  due  from 
its  insured  living  in  Louisiana,  and  it  waa 
held  that  those  premiums  were  simply  cred* 
its  and  therefore  not  taxable,  the  court  say* 
inff  (page  766) : 

"We  are  dealing  exclusively  with  the 
question  of  credits  as  assessed,  and  we  hold, 
as  decided  in  Meyer  v.  Pletuant,  41  La. 
Ann.  645,  6  So.  268,  Barber  Asphalt  P<wing 
Co.  V.  New  Orleans,  41  La.  Ann.  1016,  0  So. 
704,  'that  debts  have  their  situs  at  the  dom* 
icil  of  the  creditor,'  because  debts  are  prop> 
erty  and  have  a  value,  which  is  inseparable 
from  the  creditor,  and  because  the  state  baa 
no  greater  power  or  jurisdiction  to  tax  debts 
due  to  nonresident  creditors  than  it  has  to 
tax  any  other  personal  property  of  such  non* 
residents  which  is  not  situated  in  the  state.** 

The  same  proposition  was  affirmed  in  the 
succeeding  case,  Railey  v.  Board  of  Assess* 
org,  44  La.  Ann.  766,  11  So.  03,  the  courts 
however,  calling  attention  to  this  distino* 
tion  (page  770) : 

"There  is  no  doubt  of  the  lei^slative  power 
to  modify  the  rule  of  comity,  mobiUa  per* 
sonam  sequuntur,  in  many  respects.  Mov^ 
ables  having  an  actual  situs  in  the  state  may 
be  taxed  there,  though  the  owner  be  domi* 
eiled  elsewhere.  Even  debts  may  assume 
such  concrete  form  in  the  evidences  thereof 
that  they  may  be  similarlv  subjected  when 
such  evidences  are  situated  in  tile  state,  aa 
in  the  case  of  bank  notes,  public  securities^ 
and,  possibly,  of  negotiable  promissory 
notes,  bills  of  exchange,  or  bonds.  ^ 

"But  as  to  me^  ordinary  debts,  reduced  jg 
to  no  such  concrete*forms,  thev  are  not  cv  • 
pable  of  acquiring  any  situs  distinct  from 
the  domicil  of  the  creditor,  and  no  legislative 
power  exists  to  change  that  situs  so  f ar  aa 
nonresident  creditors  are  concerned.  Aa 
said  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States:  'To  call  debta  property  of  the  debt* 
ors  is  simply  to  misuse  terms.  All  the  prop* 
erty  there  can  be  in  the  nature  of  things,  in 
debts,  belongs  to  the  creditors  to  whom 
they  are  payable,  and  follows  their  domicil 
wherever  that  may  be.  Their  debta  can 
have  no  locality  separate  from  the  parties 
to  whom  they  are  due.'  State  Taw  on  For^ 
eign-held  Bonds,   16  Wall.  300,  9ub  nam 
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Cleveland,  P.  d  A.  R.  Oo,  t.  PennayUtama, 
21  L.  ed.  179." 

In  Clason  v.  New  Orleans,  46  La.  Ann.  1, 
14  So.  30Gj  the  court  aj£rmed  the  same  prop- 
osition in  respect  to  a  deposit  in  a  bank  to 
the  credit  of  the  nonresident,  saying:  **We 
cannot  distinguish  between  the  debt  due  to 
the  plaintiffs  by  a  bank  as  arising  from  a 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  firm  in  money 
and  that  due  to  it  from  any  other  cause." 

This  decision  was,  however,  qualified  in 
Bluefield  Banana  Co.  v.  New  Orleans  Bd.  of 
Assessors,  49  La.  Ann.  43,  21  So.  627,  the 
court  there  saying  that  the  decision  rested 
npon  the  special  facts  of  that  case;  that 
there  was  really  no  general  deposit,  but  that 
the  local  bank  was  simply  a  medium  through 
which  the  funds  of  the  nonresident  kept  at 
the  place  of  his  residence  were  drawn  against 
for  the  purpose  of  making  payments  in  Lou- 
isiana, and  in  this  latter  case  it  was  held 
that,  wliere  a  nonresident  had  an  agent  in 
New  Orleans  who  disposed  of  the  property 
of  his  principal  as  it  was  forwarded  in  the 
oouraeof  business,  and  deposited  the  proceeds 
thereof  in  bank  to  the  credit  of  his  principal, 
the  sum  thus  deposited  was  subject  to  taxa- 
tion. This  is  the  language  of  the  court  aft- 
er its  reference  to  the  Clason  Case,  46  La. 
Ann.  page  48,  14  So.  306: 

"The  case  is  different  here.  The  foreign 
eorporation  had  an  agent  here,  where  it  re- 
ceived and  where  it  sold  fruit  and  received 
the  price  for  the  same.  Part  of  the  proceeds 
were  withheld  in  the  hands  of  the  agents  for 
purposes  incidental  to  the  prosecution  of 
its  business,  and  part  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  the  company,  subject  to  the  check  of  its 
local  agent.  Also  for  the  prosecution  of  its 
^  business  here,  and  for  such  other  purposes 
H  as  the  company  might  direct  it  to  be  applied 
•  to.  The  company* transacted  business  in 
New  Orleans  precisely  as  did  resident  busi- 
ness men  and  firms.  It  received  all  the  ad- 
yantages  to  be  derived  from  the  state  and 
city  governments  which  residents  received, 
and  we  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be 
taxed,  as  claimed  in  this  proceeding,  unless 
there  be  insuperable  legal  objections  in  the 
way.  We  find  a  statute  of  the  state,  which 
by  its  terms  brings  them  under  the  operation 
of  state  and  city  taxation,  and  we  are  bound 
to  give  effect  to  its  provisions  unless  they  be 
in  derogation  of  the  Constitution.  The  un- 
constitutionality of  the  act  is  not  pleaded, 
and  we,  of  ourselves,  see  no  unconstitutional 
features  in  it.  The  rule  mohilia  sequuntur 
personam  is  a  fiction  of  the  law,  not  resting 
of  itself  upon  any  constitutional  foundation, 
and  which  gives  way  before  express  laws,  de- 
stroying it  in  any  given  case  where  constitu- 
tional requirements  themselves  do  not  stand 
in  the  way." 

This  was  reaffirmed  in  Parker  t.  Strauss, 
40  La.  Amu  1173,  22  Sa  329,  in  which  the 
court  says  (page  1175) : 

"The  revenue  act,  in  entire  accordance 
with  the  conceded  extent  of  the  taxing  jwwer, 
tazcB  the  movable  property  of  the  foreigner. 
We  cannot  bold  that  caah  thus  liable  to  tax- 
ation is  exempted,  because  for  conveaiience  it 
is  deposited  in  bank  and  checked  on  by  the 


owner.  It  would  be  a  strain  to  apply  to  tbc 
deposited  cash  the  exemption  from  taxation 
aocorded  to  debts  in  their  ordinary  signifl* 
canoe,  due  to  the  foreign  creditor." 

The  last  case  to  which  our  attention  hai 
been  called  is  that  of  Liverpool  d  L.d  if.  In$, 
Co.  Y.  Board  of  A»»cMora,  51  La.  Ann.  p.l028» 
25  So.  970.  In  that  case  the  court  reaffirmed 
its  prior  rulings  that  "a  debt  due  to  a  non- 
resident (still  in  nonconcrete  form)  has  ite 
situs  at  the  domicil  of  the  creditor,  and  not 
at  the  domicil  of  the  debtor,"  and  thei*efore 
is  not  subject  to  taxation  by  the  state  which 
is  the  latter's  domicil.  At  the  same  time  it 
observed,  in  its  discussion  of  the  question^ 
that  the  law  requiring  d^ts  to  be  assessed 
for  taxation  "was  intended  for  ail  such  debts 
as  are  evidenced  by  note  or  by  mortgage,  or 
that  are  in  such  other  concrete  form  as  to 
render  it  possible  to  subject  them  to  taxation  ^ 
under  the  present  laws.  No  attempt  has  JJ 
been  made  since  the  cited  decisions'* were  ren-  • 
dered  to  localize  'debts'  or  *open  accounts' 
such  as  those  upon  which  the  taxes  are  now 
claimed." 

From  this  revieav  of  the  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state  it  is  obvious  that 
moneys,  such  as  these  referred  to,  collected 
as  interest  and  principal  of  notes,  mortgages, 
and  other  securities  kept  within  the  stats 
and  deposited  in  one  of  the  bamks  of  the 
state  for  use  or  reinvestmenit»  are  taxahle  un- 
der the  act  of  1890.  They  are  property  aris* 
ing  from  business  done  in  the  state;  tbey 
were  tangible  property  when  received  by 
the  atrent  of  the  plaintiff's,  and,  as  such,  sub- 
ject to  taxation,  and  their  taxability  was 
not,  as  the  court  holds,  lost  by  their  mere  de- 
po^it  in  a  bank.  It  is  true  that  when  de- 
posited the  moneys  became  the  property  ol 
the  bank,  and  for  most  purposes  the  relation 
of  debtor  ajid  creditor  arose  between  the 
bank  and  the  depositor,  yet  as  evidently  the 
moneys  were  to  be  kept  in  the  state  for  reinr 
vestment  or  other  use  they  remained  still 
subject  to  taxation^  according  to  the  deci- 
sion in  49  La.  Ann.  48.^  With  regard  to  the 
notes  and  mortgages,  it  may  be  conceded  that 
there  is  no  express  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  to  the  effect  that  they  were  taxable 
under  the  law  of  1800,  yet  tjie  reasoning  of 
that  court  in  several  cases  and  its  declara> 
tions,  although  perhaps  only  dicta,  show 
that  clearly  in  its  judgment  they  had  a  local 
situs  within  the  rtate,  and  were  by  the  stat- 
ute of  1890  subject  to  taxation. 

When  the  question  is  whether  property  is 
exempt  froin  taxation,  and  that  exemption 
depends  alone  on  a  true  construction  of  a 
statute  of  the  state,  the  Federal  courts 
should  be  slow  to  declare  an  exemption  in 
advance  of  any  decision  by  the  oourts  of  the 
state.  Tlie  rule  in  such  a  case  is  that  the 
Federal  courts  follow  the  construction  placed 
upon  the  statute  by  the  state  oourts,  and  in 
advance  of  such  construction  they  should 
not  declare  property  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
statute  and  exempt  from  taxation  unless  it 
is  clear  that  such  is  the  fact  In  other 
words,  they  should  not  release  any  property 
within  the  state  from  its  liabili^  to  stats 
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taxation  nnleas  it  Is  oMoiu  thai  the  stai- 
utes  of  the  state  warrant  such  exemption,  or 

t;  unless  the  mandaites  ot  the  Federal  Constitu- 

?  tion  oompel  it. 

*Ii  we  look  to  the  dedsioiiB  of  other  states 
we  find  the  frequent  ruling  that  when  an  in- 
debtedness has  taken  a  oosusrete  form  and  be- 
come evidenced  bj  note,  bill,  mortgage,  or 
other  written  instrument,  ajui  tibat  written 
instrument  evidencing  the  indebtedness  is 
left  within  the  state  in  the  hands  of  aji  agent 
of  the  nonresident  owner,  to  be  by  him  used 
for  the  purposes  of  collection  and  deposit  or 
reinvestment  within  the  state,  its  taxable 
situs  is  in  the  staite.  See  Catlin  v.  Hull,  21 
Vt  152,  in  which  the  rule  was  thus  an- 
nounced (pages  159,  161) : 

"It  ia  undoubtedly  true  that,  by  the  gen- 
erally acknowledged  principles  of  piU>lic  law, 
personal  chattels  follow  the  person  of  the 
owner,  and  that,  upon  hia  death,  vhey  are  to 
be  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  his 
domioil;  and,  in  general,  any  conveyance  of 
chattels,  good  by  the  law  of  his  own  domicil, 
will  be  good  elsewhere.  But  this  rule  is 
meiely  a  legal  fiction,  adopted  from  consid- 
erations of  general  convenience  and  policy, 
for  the  benefit  of  commeroe  and  to  enahle 

Sersons  to  dispose  of  their  property,  &t  their 
ecease,  agreeahly  to  their  wi»heB,  without 
their  being  embarrassed  by  their  want  of 
knowletlge  in  relation  to  the  laws  of  the  ooun- 
try  where  the  same  is  situated.  But  even 
this  doctrine  is  to  be  received  and  understood 
with  this  limitation,  that  there  ia  no  positive 
law  of  the  country,  where  the  property  is  in 
fact,  which  contravenes  the  law  of  his  dom- 
icU;  for  if  there  is,  the  law  of  the  owner's 
domicil  must  yield  to  the  law  of  the  state 
where  the  property  is  in  fact  situate." 


''We  are  not  only  satisfied  that  this  method 
of  taxation  is  well  founded  in  principle  and 
upon  authority,  but  we  think  it  entirely  just 
and  equitable,  that,  if  persona  residing 
abroad  bring  t^eir  property  and  invest  it  in 
this  state,  for  the  purpose  of  deriving  profit 
from  its  uae  and  employmcsit  here,  and  thus 
avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  and  advan- 
tages of  our  lawB  for  the  protection  of  their 
property,  their  property  should  yield  its  due 
proportion  towards  the  support  of  the  gov- 
ermnent  which  thus  protects  it." 
QQ  In  Ooldgart  v.  People  ea  rel,  Qoar,  100 
g  HI.  25,  28,  the  court  said: 
•  *  *'If  the  owner  is  absent,  but  the  credits  are 
in  fact  here,  in  the  hands  of  an  agent,  for  re- 
newal or  collection,  with  the  view  of  reloan- 
ing  the  money  by  the  agent  aa  a  permajient 
business,  th^  have  a  aitus  here  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taxation,  and  there  ia  jurisdiction 
over  the  thing." 

In  Wilcox  V.  Elli8,  14  Kan.  588,  10  Am. 
Bep.  107,  the  power  of  the  state  to  tax  a 
citizen  and  resident  of  Kansaa,  on  money  due 
him  in  Illinois,  evidenced  by  a  note,  which 
was  left  in  Illinois  for  oolleetion,  was  denied, 
the  court  saying  (C03),  after  referring  to 
the  maxim  Mohilia  aequuntur  personam: 

"This  maxim  is  at  moat  only  a  legal  fic- 
tion; and  Blackstone,  speaMi^  of  legal  fic- 
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tionsy  aavB,  This  maxim  la  invariahly  o1^ 
served,  that  no  fiction  shall  extend  to  work 
an  injury,  its  proper  operation  being  to  pre- 
vent a  mischief  or  remedy  an  inconvenience 
that  mig'^vt  result  from  tiie  general  rule  of 
law.'  3  Bl.  Com.  43.  Now  as  the  state  of 
Illinois,  and  not  Kansas,  must  furnish  the 
plaintiff  with  all  the  remedies  that  he  may 
have  for  the  enforcemenft  of  all  his  rights 
connected  with  said  notes,  debts,  etc,  it 
would  seem  more  just,  if  said  debt  is  to  be 
taxed  at  all,  that  the  state  of  Illinois,  and 
not  Kansas,  should  tax  it,  and  that  we  should 
not  reeort  to  legal  fictions  to  give  the  state 
of  Kansas  the  right  to  tax  it." 

The  same  doctrine  was  aflSrmed  in  Fisher 
V.  Rush  County  Comrs,  19  Kan.  414,  and 
again  in  Blain  v.  Irhy,  26  Kan.  499,  501,  in 
which  the  court  said,  referring  to  promissory 
notes:  "They  have  such  an  independent 
situs  that  they  may  be  taxed  where  tiiey  are 
situated." 

The  decisions  of  the  highest  courts  of  New 
York,  in  which  state  these  plaintiffs  reside, 
are  to  the  same  effect  In  People  ex  reU 
Weaihrook  v.  Ogdenshurgh,  48  N.  Y.  390, 397, 
the  court  said: 

"That  the  furniture  in  the  mansion  and 
the  money  in  the  bank  were,  under  these 
provisions,  properly  assessable  to  the  relat- 
ors is  not  seriously  disputed.  And  I  am  un- 
able to  see  why  the  money  due  upon  the  land 
contracts  must  not  be  assessed  in  the  same 
way.  The  debts  due  upon  these  contracta 
are  personal  estate,  the  same  as  if  they  were 
due  upon  notee  or  bonds;  and  such  personal 
estate  may  be  said  to  exist  where  tlie  obliffa-  ^ 
tions  for  payment  are  held.  Notes,  bonoe,  ^ 
and  other  contracts  for  the  •payment  of  • 
money  have  always  been  regarded  and  treat- 
ed in  the  law  as  personal  property.  They 
represent  the  debts  secured  by  them.  They 
are  the  subject  of  larceny,  and  a  transfer  of 
them  transfers  the  debt.  If  this  kind  of 
property  does  not  exist  where  the  obligation 
is  held,  where  does  it  exist?  It  cei'tainly 
does  not  exist  where  the  debtor  may  be  and 
follow  his  person.  And  while,  for  some  pur- 
poses in  the  law,  by  legal  fiction,  it  follows 
the  person  of  the  creditor  and  exists  where 
he  may  be,  yet  it  has  been  settled  that  for 
the  purpose  of  taxation  this  legal  fiction 
does  not,  to  the  full  extent,  apply,  and  that 
such  property  belonging  to  a  nonresident 
creditor  may  be  taxed  in  the  place  where  the 
obligations  are  held  by  his  agent.  People 
ex  rel.  Hoyt  v.  Commieaionera  of  Taxea,  23 
N.  Y.  238 ;  People  ex  rel,  Jefferaon  v.  Oard- 
ner,  51  Barb.  352;  Oatlin  v.  Bull,  21  Vt. 
152." 

This  proposition  waa  reaffirmed  in  People 
ex  rel,  Jefferaon  v.  Smith,  88  N.  Y.  576,  in 
which  the  court  of  appeals  of  that  state  held 
that  a  resident  of  New  York  was  not  liable 
to  taxation  on  moneys  loaned  in  the  states 
of  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota  on  notes  and 
mortgages,  which  notes  and  mortgages  were 
held  m  those  states  for  collection  of  princi- 
pal and  interest  and  rcsinvestment  of  the 
funds,  it  appearing  that  property  so  situated 
within  the  limlta  of  thoae  states  waa  there 
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subject  to  taxation.  See  also  8iai0  T.  Bt* 
Louis  County  Ct.  47  Mo.  694,  600;  People 
T.  Home  Ins,  Co.  29  Cal.  633;  BiUinghursi 
T.  Spink  County,  6  S.  D.  84,  98,  68  N.  W. 
272;  Re  Jefferson,  36  Minn.  216,  28  N.  W. 
266;  Poppleton  v.  YamhiU  County,  18  Or. 
877,  7  L.  R.  A.  449,  23  Pac  253;  Redmond 
T.  Rutherford  Comrs.  87  N.  a  122;  Finch 
y.  York  County,^  19  Neb.  60,  5(3  Am.  Rep. 
741. 

Willi  reference  to  the  decisions  of  this 
court  it  may  be  eaid  that  there  has  never 
been  any  denial  of  ihe  power  of  a  state  to 
tax  securities  situated  as  these  are,  while 
there  have  been  frequent  recognitions  of  its 
power  to  separate  for  purposes  of  taxation 
the  situs  of  personal  property  from  the  domi- 
cil  of  the  owner.  In  State  Tom  on  Foreign- 
held  Bonds,  15  Wall.  300,  sub  nom,  Cleve- 
land, P.  d  A.  R,  Co.  ▼.  Pennsylvania,  21  L. 
ed.  179,  it  was  held  that  while  the  taxing 
power  of  the  state  may  extend  to  property 
within  its  territorial  limits,  it  cannot  to  that 
which  ie  outside  those  limits,  and  therefore 
A  that  bonds  issued  by  a  railroad  company,  al- 
9  though  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  property 
•  within  the  state,  were  not  subject  to  taxa- 
tion while  in  the  possession  of  their  owners 
who  were  nonresidents,  the  court  saying: 
''W^e  are  clear  that  the  tax  cannot  be  sus- 
tained; that  tho  bonds,  being  held  by  non- 
residents of  the  state,  are  only  property  in 
their  hands,  and  that  they  are  thus  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  taxing  power  of  the 
fltate.*'  But  in  the  same  case,  on  page  323, 
L.  ed.  188,  the  court  declared:  ''It  is  un- 
doubtedly true  that  the  actual  situs  of  per- 
sonal properly  which  has  a  visible  and  tan- 
gible existence,  and  not  the  domicil  of  its 
owner,  will,  in  many  cases,  determine  the 
state  in  which  it  may  be  taxed.  The  same 
thing  is  true  of  publie  securities  consisting 
of  slate  bonds  and  bonds  of  municipal  bodies, 
and  circulating  notes  of  banking  institu- 
tions; the  former,  by  general  usage,  have  ac- 
quired the  character  of,  and  are  treated  as, 
property  in  the  place  where  they  are  found, 
though  removed  from  the  domicil  of  the 
owner;  the  latter  are  treated  and  pass  as 
money  wherever  they  are.  But  other  per- 
sonal property,  consisting  of  bonds,  mort- 
gages, and  debt9  generally,  has  no  situs  in- 
dependent of  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  and 
certainly  can  have  none  where  the  instru- 
ments, as  in  the  present  case,  constituting 
the  evidences  of  debt,  are  not  separated  from 
the  possession  of  the  owners.** 

This  last  sentence,  properly  construed,  is 
not  to  be  taken  as  a  denaal  of  the  power  of 
the  lepslature  to  establish  an  independent 
situs  for  bonds  and  mortgagos  when  those 
properties  are  not  in  the  possession  of  the 
owner,  but  simply  that  the  fiction  of  law,  so 
often  referred  to,  declares  their  situs  to  be 
that  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  a  declara- 
tion which  the  legislature  has  no  power  to 
disturb  when  in  fact  they  are  in  his  posses- 
sion. It  was  held  in  that  case  that  a  stat- 
ute requiring  the  railroad  company,  the  ob- 
ligor in  such  bonds,  to  pay  the  state  tax,  and 
authorizing  it  to  deduct  the  amount  of  such 
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taxation  from  the  interest  due  by  the  terms 
of  the  bond,  was  as  to  nonresidents  a  law  im* 
pairing  the  obligation  of  oontraets.  The 
same  proposition  was  affirmed  in  Murray  t. 
Charleston,  96  U.  S.  432,  24  L.  ed.  760,  where 
the  city  of  Charleston  attempted  to  tax  its 
obligations  held  by  nonresidents  of  the  state. 
In  Tappan  y, Merchants'  Nat.Bank,l9  W&ll. 
490,  22  L.  ed.  189,  the  ruling  was  that  al-  ^ 
though  shares  of  stock  in  national  banks  ^ 
were  in  a* certain  sense  intangible  and  in- 
corporeal personal  property,  the  law  might 
separate  them  from  the  persons  of  their  own- 
ers for  purposes  of  taxation,  and  give  them 
a  situs  of  their  own.  See  also  Pullman'e 
Palace  Car  Company  v.  Pennsylvania,  141  U. 
S.  18,  22,  35  L.  ed.  613,  617,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
876,  where  the  question  of  the  separation  of 
personal  property  from  the  person  of  the 
owner  for  purposes  of  taxation  was  dis- 
cussed at  length.  As  also  the  case  of  Sav* 
ings  d  Loan  Soc.  y.  Multnomah  County,  169 
U.  S.  421,  427,  42  L.  ed.  803,  805,  18  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  892,  in  which  a  statute  of  Oregon  tax- 
ing  the  interest  of  a  mortgagee  in  real  estate 
was  adjudged  valid,  although  the  owner  of 
the  mortgage  was  a  nonresident.  Nor  is 
there  anything  in  the  case  of  Kirtland  v. 
Hotchkiss,  100  U.  S.  491,  25  L.  ed.  658,  con- 
flicting with  these  decisions.  It  was  there 
held  that  a  state  might  tax  one  of  its  citizens 
on  bonds  belonging  to  him,  although  such 
bonds  were  secured  by  mortgage  on  real  es- 
tate situated  in  another  state.  It  was  as- 
sumed that  the  situs  of  such  intangible  prop- 
erty as  a  debt  evidenced  by  bond  was  at  the 
domicil  of  the  owner.  There  was  no  legisla- 
tion attempting  to  set  aside  that  ordinary 
rule  in  respect  to  the  matter  of  situs.  On 
the  contrary,  the  legislature  of  the  state  of 
Connecticut,  from  which  the  case  came, 
plainly  reaffirmed  the  rule,  and  the  court  in 
its  opinion  summed  up  the  case  in  these 
words  (p.  499,  L.  ed.  662) :  ''Whether  the 
state  of  Connecticut  shall  measure  the  con- 
tribution which  persons  resident  within  its 
jurisdiction  shall  make  by  way  of  taxes,  in 
return  for  the  protection  it  affords  them,  by 
the  value  of  the  credits,  choses  in  action, 
bonds,  or  stocks  which  they  may  own  (other 
than  such  as  are  exempted  or  protected  from 
taxation  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  Slates),  is  a  matter  whidi  con- 
cerns only  the  people  of  that  state,  with 
which  the  Federal  government  cannot  right* 
fully  interfere." 

This  matter  of  situs  may  be  regarded  in 
another  aspect.  In  the  absence  of  statute,  bills 
and  notes  are  treated  as  choses  in  action  and 
are  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  on  execu- 
tion, but  by  the  statutes  of  many  states  they 
are  made  so  subject  to  seizure  and  sale,  as 
any   tangible   personal    property.     1     Free- 
man, Executions,  |  112;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Ene. 
I/nw,  2d  ed.  282;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law, 
2d  ed.  623.  Among  the  estates  referred  to  in  „ 
the&e  authorities  as  having  statutes  warrant-  ^ 
ing* such  levy  and  mle  are  California,  Indi-  • 
ana,  Kentucky,  New  York,  Tennessee,  Iowa, 
and     Louisiajia.    Broum    ▼.     Anderson,     4 
^iart  N.  S.  416,  affirmed  the  rightfulness  of 
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sneh  A  Icry  and  aale.  In  Fluker  ▼.  Bullard, 
2  La.  Ann.  338,  it  was  h«i<l  that  if  a  note 
was  not  taken  into  the  aottml  poflseseion  of 
the  sheriff  a  sale  by  him  on  an  execution 
eonveyed  no  title  to  the  purchaser,  the  court 
Miying: 

"In  the  case  of  Simpson  t.  Allain  it  was 
lield  thal^  in  order  to  make  a  valid  seizure 
«f  tangible  proper^,  it  is  necessary  that 
Iha  sheriff  should  take  the  property  levied 
npon  into  actual  possession.  7  Rob.  (La.) 
604.  In  the  case  of  Qouheau  v.  New  Or- 
leans d  N,  R.  Co,  the  same  doctrine  is  still 
more  distinctly  announced.  The  court  there 
•ays:  'From  all  the  different  provisions  of 
our  laws  above  referred  to,  can  it  be  contro- 
verted that^  in  order  to  have  them  carried 
into  effect^  the  sheriff  must  necessarily  take 
the  prop€arty  seised  into  hia  posseaeion? 
This  m  Uie  essence  of  the  seizure.  It  cannot 
exist  without  sudi  possession.'  6  Bob.  (La.) 
848.  It  is  dear,  under  these  authorities.. 
that  the  sheriff  effected  no  seizure  of  the  note 
in  eontroversy,  and  consequently  his  subse- 
quent adjudication  of  it  conferred  no  title  on 
iailey.'' 

The  same  doctrine  was  reaffirmed  in  l^tock- 
ton  T.  Bianhrottgh,  3  La.  Ann.  300.  Now 
if  property  can  have  such  a  situs  within  the 
state  as  to  be  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  on 
execution,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the 
state  hae  power  to  establish  a  like  situs 
within  the  state  for  purposes  of  taxation. 

It  hoe  also  been  held  that  a  note  may  be 
made  the  subject  ol  seizure  and  delivery  in 
a  replevin  suit.  Oraff  v.  Shannont  7  Iowa. 
508;  amith  T.  Bala,  81  Iowa,  235,  46  N.  W. 
1110;  Pritohard  v.  NoruDOod,  155  Mass.  539, 
80  N.  E.  80. 

It  is  well  settled  that  bank  bills  and 
munieipal  bonds  are  in  such  a  concrete  tangi- 
ble form  that  they  are  subject  to  taxation 
where  found,  irrespective  of  the  domicil  of 
the  owner;  are  subject  to  levy  and  sale  on 
execution,  and  to  seizure  and  delivery  under 
replevin;  and  yet  they  are  but  promises  to 
pay — evidences  of  existing  indd>tedness. 
xTotes  and  mortgages  are  of  the  same  nature; 
and  while  they  may  not  have  become  so  gen- 
erally recognized  ae  tangible  personal  prop- 
erty, yet  thegr^have  such  a  concrete  form  that 
we  sec  no  reason  why  a  state  may  not  declare 
that  if  found  within  its  limits  they  shall  be 
subject  to  taxation. 

It  foUowB  from  these  considerations  that 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  re- 
versed,  and  the  ease  remanded  for  further 
proceedings^ 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  and  Mr.  Justice 
TRHiite  dissented. 


(175  U.  S.  281) 

John  F.  MALONY,  Appi., 

e. 

O.  H.  ADSIT. 

BUI  of  eoneptions  signed  hg  successor  of  trial 
judge — stipulation  hg  counsel  as  to  cor^ 
reetness  of  hiU-^^leading  nature  of  estate 
<»  landrstatute  of  Umitations. 


1.  No  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  deemed  tnf- 
flclently  authenticated  under  U.  8.  Re?.  Stat. 
I  058,  vnless  signed  by  the  Judge  who  sat 
at  the  trial,  or  by  the  presiding  Judge,  if 
more  than  one  sat. 

2.  Counsel  cannot  stipulate  the  correctness  of 
a  bill  of  exceptions  not  signed  by  the  trial 
Judge. 

8.  The  natare  of  plalntifTs  estate  in  land  Is 
Bufflciently  pleaded  nnder  Hill's  (Or.)  Code^ 
I  818,  which  Is  made  applicable  to  Alaska 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  17,  1884, 
requiring  him  to  set  forth  the  nature  ot  his 
estate,  whether  "in  fee,  for  life,  or  Cor  a 
term  of  years,"  when  he  alleges  that  his 
oni^nershlp  is  by  right  of  prior  occupancy  and 
actual  possession,  and  that  is  in  fact  the  enlj 
kind  of  estate  that  It  Is  possible  to  have  in 
the  land  claimed. 

4.  The  three  years'  possession  which  may  be 
pleaded  In  bar  to  an  action  for  forcible  entry 
and  detainer  nnder  HUrs  (Or.)  Code,  |  8524, 
does  not  bar  an  action  of  ejectment. 

[No.  67.] 

Argued  Oetoler  Z5,  26,  1899.     Decided  De- 
cember i,  1899. 

APPEAIi  from  a  judgment  of  the  Distriot 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Alaslca  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  to  recover  possession  of  real  estate. 
Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shiras: 

In  May,  1806,  Ohlin  H.  Adsit  filed  a  com- 
plaint  against  John  F.  Malony  in  the  United 
States  district  court  for  the  district  of 
Alaska,  to  recover  possession  of  the  undi- 
vided one  half  of  a  tract  of  land  in  the  town 
of  Juneau,  distriot  of  Alaska.  The  com- 
plaint averred  that  on  the  29th  day  of  April, 
1801,  and  for  more  than  nine  years  prior 
thereto,  the  plaintiff  and  hia  grantors  were 
the  owners  by  right  of  prior  occupancy  and 
actual  possession  of  the  land  in  question,  and 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  possession 
thereof;  that  one  James  Weim  was  the  own- 
er of  the  other  undivided  one-half  part  of 
said  land ;  that  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of 
April,  1801,  the  defendant  and  his  grantor, 
without  right  or  title  so  to  do,  enrter^  there- 
on, and  ousted  and  ejected  the  plaintiff  and 
his  grantors  therefrom,  and  from  thence 
hitherto  have  wron^ully  withheld  posses- 
sion from  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  prayed  judgment  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  possession  of  an  undivided  one- 
half  part  or  interest  of,  in,  and  to  the  whole 
of  the  described  premises,  and  for  his  ooets 
and  disbursements  in  the  action.  c 

*0n  June  8,  1896,  the  defendant  demurred  ! 
to  the  complaint,  on  the  alleged  ground  that 
the  same  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action. 

On  October  9, 1896,  the  court  overruled  the 
demurrer,  and  gave  leave  to  the  defendant  to 
file  an  answer.  An  answer  and  replication 
thereto  were  filed.  The  case  was  tried 
Augtiet  10,  1807,  before  Arthur  E.  Delany, 
distriot  judge,  a  jury  having  been  waived. 
Judge  Delany  made  the  following  findings  of 
facta  and  ocmdusions  ol  lawt 
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'Tills  cause  havin^^  been  regularly  called 
for  trial  before  the  court, — a  jury  trial  hav- 
ing been  expressly  waived  by  stipulation  in 
open  court  of  the  respective  parties  appear- 
ing herein — Johnson  &  Heid  appeared  as  at- 
torneys for  the  plaintiff,  and  John  F.  Ma^ 
lony,  the  defendant  herein,  appeared  in  Drap- 
er person;  and  the  oourt  having  heard  the 
pxx>of8  of  the  respective  parties  and  consid" 
ered  the  same  and  the  records  and  papers  in 
the  cause  and  the  arguments  of  the  respec- 
tive attorneys  thereon,  and  the  cause  having 
been  submitted  to  the  court  for  its  decision, 
the  oourt  now  finds  the  following  facts: 

/'I.  That  on  the  19th  day  of  April,  1881, 
the  plaintiff  and  his  grantors  entered  into 
actual  possession  of  all  that  certain  lot, 
piece,  or  parcel  of  land  described  in  the  com- 
plaint as  lot  numbered  four  (4),  in  block 
numbered  four  (4),  in  the  town  of  Juneau, 
district  of  Alaska,  according  to  the  plat  and 
suiTcy  of  said  town  of  Juneau  made  by  one 
6.  C.  Hanus,  accepted  and  adopted  in  the 
Tear  1881  by  the  citizens  of  the  town  former- 
ly known  as  Rockwell,  but  now  Juneau,  Alas- 
ka, said  lot  being  situated  on  the  comer  of 
Second  ajid  Franklin  streeta,  in  said  town 
of  Juneau,  claiming  said  lot,  piece,  or  parcel 
of  land  in  their  own  right;  and  the  said 
plaintiff  and  his  grantors  have^  ever  since 
the  date  last  aforesaid,  occupied,  used,  and 
possessed  said  lot  or  piece  or  parcel  of  land, 
navinff  erected  a  substantial  frame  or  wood- 
en building  or  structure  thereon,  using  and 
claiming  the  same  in  their  own  right  from 
that  date  to  the  present  time  adversely  to 
•II  the  world,  and  effpeoially  as  against  the 
defendant. 
09  "11.  Thait  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  an 
9  undivided  one-half  (l^)  part  or  interest  of, 
•  in,  and  to  said  lot  No  4,  in  8aid*block  No.  4, 
herei]iA)efore  deecribed,  ajid  tluut  the  whole  of 
said  lot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land  in  the  oom- 

Jlaint  described  lies  within  the  said  town  of 
uneau,  Alaska. 

''III.  That  on  or  abonxt  the  29th  day  of 
April,  1891,  the  defendant,  without  right  or 
title  so  to  do,  entered  on  and  upon  said  de- 
scribed lot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land  in  the 
complaint  described,  and  ousted  and  ejected 
the  plaintiff  and  his  grrantors  therefrom,  and 
fiom  thence  hitherto  has  wrongfully  with- 
beld  the  possession  iliereof  from  the  said 
plaintiff. 

"As  conclusions  of  law  from  the  foregoing 
facts  the  oourt  now  hereby  finds  and  de- 
cides: 

"1.  Thait  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  and  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  an  undivided  one- 
half  part  or  interest  of,  in,  and  to  said  lot, 
piece,  or  parcel  of  land  as  the  same  is  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint  on  file  herein  as 
againet  the  defendant  and  all  persons  claim- 
ing or  to  claim  the  same  or  any  part  of  said 
right  or  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  and  to 
said  lot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land  under  him, 
tiis  said  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant 
has  no  rights  title,  or  interest  in  or  to  said 
land  or  any  part  thereof. 

"2.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  Judg- 
■Knt,  as  prayed  for  in  his  complaint^  for  t£e 


I  recovery  of  the  possession  of  an  undivided 
one-half  part  or  interest  of,  in,  and  to  said 
lot  No.  4,  in  said  block  No.  4,  in  said  town  of 
Juneau,  ag^ainst  said  defendant  and  all  per- 
sons claiming  or  to  claim  the  same  or  any 
part  thereof  under  or  through  the  said  de- 
fendant. 

"3.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judg- 
ment for  costs,  to  be  taxed  herein,  against 
the  defendanL 

''And  judgment  is  hereby  ordered  to  be  en- 
tered accordingly." 

On  August  11,  1897,  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was  made  and  overruled.  Judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  was  dulv  entered,  and  on 
September  20,  1897,  the  plaintiff  was  put  in 
pofieession  of  the  premises  in  dispute,  in 
pursuance  of  a  writ  of  possession  allowed  by 
Hon.  Charles  S.  Johnson,  judge  of  the  United 
States  district  court,  who  had  succeeded  Hon. 
Arthur  R.  Delany  to  thait  office.  -r 

On  September  6,  1897,  the  defendant  gave  & 
notice  of  a]|*appeal  to  the  United  States  dr-  * 
cuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit. 
On  January  4,  1898,  the  defendant  acting  on 
a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  wherein  it  was  held  that  such 
causee  were  not  appealable  to  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals,  but  that  appeals  in  such 
cases  should  be  prosecuted  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  prayed  for  an  ap- 
peal to  this  court,  w4iich  was  on  said  day  al- 
lowed as  prayed  for  by  Judge  Johnson. 

On  January  4,  1898,  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
to  which  was  appended  a  sta/tement,  si^^ned 
by  the  counsel  of  the  respective  parties,  that 
the  bill  of  exceptions  was  correct  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  proceedings  had  in  the 
trial  of  the  cause;  and  the  record  discloses 
that,  on  said  4th  of  January,  1898,  the  bill 
of  exceptions  was  settled  and  allowed  by 
Judge  Johnson. 

Messrs,  Ii.  T.  MIehener,  W.  W.  Dudley^ 
and  Oscar  Foots  for  appellant. 

Messrs,  8.  IC  Stoekslager  and  Choree  (7. 
Heard  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Shiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

An  inspection  of  this  record  discloses  that 
the  bill  of  exceptions  was  not  settled,  al- 
lowed, and  signed  by  the  judge  who  tried  the 
case,  but  by  his  successor  in  office,  several 
months  after  the  trial.  It  is  settled  that 
allowing  and  signing  a  bill  of  exceptions  is 
a  judicial  act,  which  can  only  be  performed 
by  the  judge  who  sat  sit  the  trial.  What 
took  place  at  the  trial,  and  is  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  exception,  can  only  be  judicially 
known  by  the  judge  who  has  acted  in  that 
capacity.  Such  knowledge  cannot  be  brought 
to  a  judge  who  did  not  participate  in  the 
trial  or  to  a  judge  who  has  succeeded  to  a 
judge  who  did.  by  whaA  purports  to  be  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  but  which  has  not  been  signed 
and  allowed  by  the  trial  judge.  m 

Section  953  of  the  Revised  Stattutes  is  as  ^ 
follows;     ''A  bill* of  exceptions  allowed  in* 
any  cause  shall  be  deemed  sufficiently  authen- 
ticated if  signed  by  the  judge  of  the  oourt  in 
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which  the  cause  was  tried,  or  by  the  presid- 
ing judge  thereof,  if  more  than  one  judge  sat 
»t  the  trial  of  the  cause,  without  any  seal  of 
court  or  judge  being  aimeKed  thereto." 

We  understand  thin  enactment  to  mean 
that  no  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  deemed  suffi- 
ciently authenticated  unless  signed  by  the 
judge  who  sat  at  the  trial,  or  by  the  presid- 
ing judge  if  more  than  one  sat 

In  Mu8stna  ▼.  Oavaeos,  6  Wall.  363,  18  L. 
ed.  813,  after  the  case  had  been  elaborately 
argued  on  the  merits,  it  was  disoovered  by 
the  court  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  had  not 
been  either  signed  or  sealed  by  the  judge  be- 
low. Thereupon  the  court  delivered  the  fol- 
lowing opinion:  "Whatever  might  be  our 
opinion  of  the  exceptions  which  appear  in 
the  record,  if  they  were  presented  in  such  a 
way  that  we  oould  consider  them,  we  find 
them  beyond  our  reach*  The  bill  of  excep- 
tions, or  what  purports  to  be  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions, covering  more  than  three  hundred  and 
fifty  pages  of  the  printed  record,  is  neither 
signed  nor  sealed  by  the  judge  who  tried  the 
cause;  and  there  is  nothing  which  shows 
that  it  was  submitted  to  him  or  in  any  way 
received  hie  sanction.  We  are  therefore  con- 
strained to  affirm  the  judgment." 

Borroioscale  v.  Bosworih,  a  case  reported 
in  98  Mass.  34,  presented  a  somewhat  simi- 
lar question.  There  a  judge  of  the  trial 
court  took  a  bill  of  exceptions  that  had  been 
substantially  agreed  on  by  the  parties  and 
duly  filed,  to  examine  whether  the  Rtatonent 
of  his  rulings  was  correct,  with  the  under* 
standing  that  if  correct  he  should  allow  the 
bill.  However,  the  judge  retained  the  bill 
without  allowing  it  for  more  than  a  year,  and 
resigned  his  oflice  without  having  done  so. 
Afterwards,  in  such  circumstances,  a  motion 
was  made  for  a  new  trial  in  the  trial  court, 
and  allowed.  To  the  ruling  which  allowed 
a  new  trial  the  plaintiffs  to<^  an  exception 
and  carried  the  case  to  the  supreme  judicial 
court  That  court  refused  to  disturb  the  or- 
der of  the  court  below  a/vrarding  a  new  trial, 
^  and  held  that  where  it  appears  to  the  court 
2  that  a  party  has  been  deprived,  without  his 
•  fault,  of  a  right*or  remedy  which  the  law 
gives  him,  it  would  generally  be  held  a  legal 
reason  for  granting  a  new  trial.  The  court 
dted  the  English  cases  of  Kind  v.  Arthur,  7 
Dowl.  &  L.  252,  where  upon  the  death  of  Mr. 
Justice  Goltman,  before  allowing  a  bill  of 
exceptions  which  had  been  preserved  to  him, 
a  new  trial  was  granted;  also  Beneit  v.  Pe- 
ninsular d  0.  8.  B,  Co,  16  C.  B.  29,  where 
the  settling  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  having 
been  delayed  by  the  appointment  of  Chi^ 
Justice  Wilde  as  Lord  Chancellor,  and  after- 
wards by  reason  of  his  infirm  health  all  hope 
ef  it  having  been  lost,  a  new  trial  was  grant- 
ed by  the  trial  court  Also  the  case  of  Neuh 
<Ofi  ▼.  Boodle^  3  G.  B.  796,  where  the  death 
ef  Chief  Justice  Undal  prevented  the  seal- 
ing of  a  bill  of  exceptions,  without  laches  of 
flM  excepting  party,  whidi  was  regarded  as 
good  ground  for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  rationale  of  t^ese  cases  evidently  was 
that  the  court  of  errors  oould  not  consiiler  a 
bill  of  exceptions  that  had  not  been  signed  by 


the  judge  who  tried  the  case,  and  that  such 
failure  or  omission  could  not  be  supplied  by 
agreement  of  the  parties,  but  that  the  only 
remedy  was  to  be  found  in  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial. 

Those  cases  were  cited  with  approval  by 
tliis  court  in  Hume  v.  Bowie,  148  U.  S.  245, 
37  L.  ed.  438,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  582,  where  it 
was  held  that  wiiere  the  judge  presiding  at 
tSe  trial  of  a  cause  *n  the  suf  reuie  ^.•oart  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  eA  circuit  dies  with- 
out having  settled  a  bill  of  exceptions,  it  is 
in  order  for  a  motion  to  be  made  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  and  order  a  new  trial,  and  that» 
where  such  an  order  is  made  by  the  court  in 
general  term,  it  is  not  a  final  judgment  from 
which  an  appeal  may  be  taken  to  this  court 
It  is  true  that  there  is  a  rule  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  which  pro- 
vides that  in  case  the  judge  is  unahle  to  set* 
tie  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  counsel  cannot 
settle  it  by  agreement,  a  new  trial  shall  be 
granted,  and  that  this  court  regarded  that 
rule  as  applying  to  the  case  in  hand,  and  that 
hence  a  new  trial  was  a  matter  of  course. 

In  Young  v.  Martin,  8  Wall.  357,  19  L.  ed.  h 
419,  where  the  exceptions  were  noted  by  the  sS 
clerk  of  the  trial  court  and  eo  appeared*  in  * 
the  record,  it  was  held  that  "to  be  of  any 
avail,  exceptions  must  not  only  be  drawn  up 
so  as  to  present  distinctly  the  ruling  of  the 
court  upon  the  points  raised,  but  they  must 
be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  presiding  judge. 
Unless  so  signed  and  sealed,  they  do  not  con* 
artitute  any  part  of  the  record  which  can  be 
considered  by  an  appellate  court" 

In  Origet  v.  United  States,  125  U.  S.  243, 
31  L.  ed.  745,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  846,  the  record 
contained  a  paper  headed  ''Bill  of  Excep- 
tions." At  the  foot  of  the  paper  appeared 
the  following:  ''Allowed  and  ordered  on 
file,  Nov.  22,  '83.  A.  B."  And  it  was  held: 
"This  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  proper  signa* 
ture  by  the  judge  to  a  bill  of  exceptions,  nor 
can  the  paper  be  regarded  for  the  purposes 
of  review  as  a  bill  of  exceptions.  .  .  •  Sec- 
tion 953  of  the  Revised  Statutes  .  .  • 
merely  dispensed  with  the  seal.  The  neces* 
sity  for  the  signature  still  remains.  We  can* 
not  regard  the  initials  'A.  B.'  as  the  signa- 
ture of  the  judge,  or  as  a  sufficient  authen* 
tication  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  or  ae  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  its  allowance  by  the  judge 
or  the  court  Therefore,  the  questions  pur- 
porting to  be  raised  by  the  paper  cannot  be 
considered." 

In  State  Use  of  Samuel  v.  Weiskittle,  61 
Md.  51,  it  was  said:  "In  this  state  it  is  not 
admissible  for  another  judge  to  pass  upon 
the  correctness  of  his  predecessor's  ruling  in 
such  case.  The  new  tnal  will  go  as  a  matter 
of  course." 

It  certainly  cannot  be  contended  that  if 
the  trial  jud^e  is  able  officially  to  sign  the 
bill  of  exceptions,  it  would  be  competent  for 
the  counsel  to  dispense  with  his  action,  and 
rely  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  the  facts 
and  law  of  the  case  as  tried.  Kor  can  they 
agree  that  another  than  the  trial  judge  may 
perform  his  functions  in  that  regard.  In 
Lynch  T.  Oraney,  96  Mich.  199,  64  N.  W.  879, 
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It  waa  said  that  the  practice  of  stipulatinff 
ft  bill  of  exceptions  without  the  sanotion  ca 
the  judffe  cannot  be  commended;  and  if  such 
fact  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court 
before  the  argument  of  the  caae^  the  appeal 
will  be  dismissed. 

In  Cohum  v.  Murray,  2  Me.  336,  it  waa 
held  that  a  bill  unauthenticated  by  the  trial 

S  judge  cannot  be  given  validity  by  conaent  of 
eounfieL 

•  •  We  are  referred  to  no  deciaion  of  thia  court 
on  the  precise  question  whether  counael  can 
atipulate  the  correctness  of  a  bill  of  ezcep* 
tiona  not  signed  by  the  trial  judge.  But  we 
think  that  on  principle  this  cannot  be  done, 
and  we  regard  the  cases  juat  cited  aa  aound 
statements  of  the  law. 

Accordingly,  our  conclusion  is  that  the 
•rrora  of  the  trial  court  alleged  in  the  bill  ol 
occeptiona,  unauthenticated  by  the  signature 
of  the  judge  who  sat  at  the  trial,  cannot  be 
considered  by  us. 

The  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  oomplaint, 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  atate  facts  suffix 
dent  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  having 
been  overruled,  and  the  defendant  not  hav- 
ing elected  to  stand  on  his  demurrer,  but 
having  availed  himself  of  the  leave  of  the 
court  to  file  an  answer,  and  his  several  ob- 
jections to  the  admiasion  of  evidence  at  the 
trial  not  having  been  brought  before  us  by  a 
proper  bill  of  exceptions,  SH  that  is  left  for 
ua  to  consider  is  whether,  on  the  facts  found 
by  the  court  below,  the  plaintiff  waa  entitled 
to  judgment. 

Those  facta,  briefly  stated,  were  that  the 
plaintiff  and  his  grantors  on  April  19,  1881, 
entered  in  actual  possession  of  the  land  in 
dispute ;  put  substantial  improvements  there- 
on; and  continued  in  possession,  under  claim 
of  riglht,  and  adversely  against  the  defendant 
and  all  others,  till  on  April  20,  1891,  the  de- 
fendant, without  right  or  title  so  to  do,  en- 
tered upon  the  said  land,  and  ejected  the 
plaintiff  therefrom;  the.t  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  an  undivided  one-half  part  or 
interest  of,  in,  and  to  said  land  in  the  com- 
plaint described,  and  that  the  defendant 
wrongfully  withheld  the  same  from  him. 

From  their  findings  the  court  drew  the 
oondusiotts  of  law  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  poseession  oi  the  said  land  in 
dispute,  being  the  undivided  one-half  part  or 
interest  of,  in,  and  to  said  lot  No.  4,  in  said 
block  No.  4,  in  said  town  of  Juneau,  against 
said  defendant  and  all  persons  claiming  un- 
der him,  and  to  recover  a  judgment  for  said 
possession  and  for  costs. 

The  appellant  now  contends  that,  under  $ 

818  of  Hill's  Oregon  Code  (which  by  the  act 

^  of  May   17,   1884—23  Stat,  at  L.  24— was 

S  made  applicable  to  Alaska,  and  which  is  in 

•  the*following  terras:  'The  plaintiff  in  his 
complaint  shall  set  forth  the  nature  of  his 
estate  in  the  property,  whether  it  be  in  fee. 
for  life,  or  for  a  term  of  yeara,  and  for  whoae 
life,  or  the  duration  of  auch  term,  and  that 
he  ia  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof,  and 
that  the  defendant  wrongfully  withholds  the 
aame  from  him  to  hia  damage  auch  sum  as 
may  be  therein    claimed"),    the    plaintiff 


failed  to  plead  the  nature  of  hia  estate  in  the 
property,  whether  it  be  in  fee,  for  life,  or  for 
a  term  of  years. 

Without  stopping  to  consider  whether  the 
defendant  could  be  heard  to  again  raiae  a 
question  that  had  been  decided  againat  him 
on  his  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  we  think 
that  the  objeoUon  is  not  a  sound  one.  The 
plaintiff  allied,  and  the  court  has  found, 
that  for  more  tlian  nine  years  prior  to  April 
29,  1891,  he  and  hia  grantora  were  the  own- 
era  by  right  of  prior  occupancy  and  actual 
poaaeaaion  of  the  land  in  disijute. 

In  the  condition  of  things  in  Alaska  under 
the  act  of  May,  1884,  providing  a  civil  gov- 
ernment for  Alaska,  and  under  the  12th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  SUt  at 
L.  1100),  the  only  titles  that  could  be  held 
were  those  arising  by  reaaon  of  possession 
and  continued  possession,  which  might  ulti- 
mately ripen  into  a  fee-simple  title  under 
letters  patent  issued  to  such  prior  claimant 
when  Congress  misht  so  provide  by  extend- 
ing the  general  land  laws  or  otherwise. 
Davenport  v.  Lamb,  13  Wall.  418,  20  L.  ed« 
665. 

In  Bennett  v.  Harkrader,  158  U.  S.  447,  89 
L.  ed.  1048,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  863,  brought  to 
this  court  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Alaska,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  in 
disposing  of  a  somewhat  similar  objection: 
"Where  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  certain  de- 
scribed property,  which  is  unlawfully  de- 
tained by  the  defendant  and  the  possession 
of  which  the  plaintiff  prays  to  recover,  a 
general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is  a  finding 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  all  the 
property  described  in  the  complaint.  Again, 
in  Uiis  action,  brought  under  a  special  stat- 
ute of  the  United  States  in  support  of  an  ad- 
verse daim,  but  one  estate  is  involved  in  ^e 
controversy.  No  title  in  fee  is  or  can  be  es- 
tablished. That  remains  in  the  United  ^ 
States, and  the  only  question  presented  is  the  < 
priority  of  right  to*purchase  the  fee.  Hence  ! 
the  inapplicability  of  a  statute  regulating 
generally  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  es- 
tate, in  which  actions  different  kinds  of  title 
may  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  right  of  re- 
covery. It  would  be  purely  surplusage  to 
find  in  terms  a  priority  of  the  right  to  pur- 
chase when  that  is  the  only  question  which 
can  be  litigated  in  such  statutory  action." 

This  principle  applies  more  strongly  to  tho 
presejit  case,  in  which  the  real  nature  of  tho 
plaintiff's  estate  in  the  property  is  truly  al- 
leged aa  ownership  by  right  of  prior  occu- 
pancy and  actual  possession,  and  waa  w 
found  to  be  by  the  trial  court. 

The  aame  view  of  the  nature  of  a  title  to  a 
lot  in  a  townaite  in  Alaska,  under  these  acta 
of  Congreaa,  was  expressed  by  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Alaska,  in  the  case  of  Carroll  v.  Price,  81 
Fed.  Rep.  137.  As,  then,  the  only  kind  of 
estate  that  could  be  held  was  that  of  posses- 
sion, it  was  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  al- 
lege that  his  was  of  that  nature. 

It  is  next  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plain* 
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tiff  in  error  tliat,  even  if  the  oomplaitit 
•hould  be  held  otherwise  sufiicieaty  jret  the 
ttetion  must  fail  becauee  ooming  within  9 
S524,  Hill's  (Oregon)  Code^  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: ''In  an  action  to  recover  the  poaaession 
of  any  land,  tenement,  or  other  real  property, 
where  the  entry  is  forcible,  or  where  the  pos- 
eession  thereof  ia  unlawfully  held  by  force, 
the  merits  of  the  title  shall  not  be  inquired 
into;  and  three  vears'  quiet  possession  of  the 
premises  immediately  preceding  the  com- 
mencement of  such  action  by  the  party  in  pos- 
session, or  those  under  whom  he  holds,  may 
be  pleaded  in  bar  thereof,  unless  the  estate 
«f  such  party  in  the  premises  is  ended." 

It  is  argued  that,  as  the  complaint  was 
filed  in  the  court  below  May  25,  1896,  more 
than  five  years  from  the  day  of  entry  al- 
leged in  the  complaint,  and  as  the  defendant 
pleaded  in  bar  oi  the  action  the  three  years' 
quiet  poesession  of  the  premises  immediately 
preceding  its  commencement,  the  defendant 
la  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  reversal. 

If  this  were  indeed  an  action  in  forcible 
entry  emd  detainer,  and  as  the  complaint 
^  ibowa  on  its  face  that  the  defendant's  pos- 
A  aeesion  was  longer  than  three  years  prior  to 
V  th«*ooinmencement  of  the  action,  then  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  have  had  his  demur- 
rer sustained.    But  he  did  not  stand  on  his 
demurrer,  but  availed  himself  of  the  court's 
leave  to  answer ;  and  hence  it  might  well  be 
questioned  whether  it  was  competent  for  him 
to  again  raise  in  his  answer  a  question  al- 
ready ruled  against  him  under  his  demurrer. 
But  this  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  be- 
eause  it  is  altogether  clear  that,  on  the  com- 
plaint and  the  facts  found,  this  was  not  an 
action  for  a  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  un- 
der the  section  of  the  Oregon  Code  plenuled 
by  the  defendant,  but  was  an  action  of  eject- 
ment to  which  the  statute  pleaded  did  notap- 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  ol  Akaka  is 
mffirm4fd, 

(176  U.  8.  269) 
ARKANSAS  BUILDING  ft  LOAN  ASSa 
CIATION  (Perpetual),  Appi., 

V. 

J.  W.  MADDEN,  Secretary  of  State. 

Injunction  against  collection  of    franchise 
tato—^emedy  at  lavo. 

An  Injunction  will  not  be  granted  against  the 
collection  of  a  franchise  tax  from  a  foreign 
corporation,  where  there  is  nothing  to  Indi- 
cate Inability  of  the  corporation  to  pay  the 
tax,  or  of  the  defendant  to  respond  in  jndg- 
ment  If  the  tax  be  found  to  have  been  il- 
legally exacted,  and  no  special  clreamstances 
are  set  up  justifying  the  exercise  of  equity 
jurisdiction,  other  than  consequences  which 
the  complainant  can  easily  avert  without 
loss  or  Injury  by  paying  the  tax,  although 
the  validity  of  the  law  might  be  more  con- 
veniently tested  by  the  party  denying  It  by 
bill  In  equity  than  by  action  at  law. 

[No.  68.] 


Submitted  Octoler  26,  1899.    Decided  Da- 
cemb&r  4, 1899. 

APPEAL  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  West- 
ern District  of  Texas,  dismissing  a  bill  for 
injunction  against  the  ooUection  of  a  fran* 
cbise  tax.  Modified  to  a  dismissal  without 
prejudice  and  as  modified  affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fullers 

By  an  aot  of  the  state  of  Texas  approved 
April  3,  1880  (Tex.  Laws  1880,  chap.  78,  p. 
87 ) ,  foreign  corporations  for  pecuniary  prof* 
it,  with  some  exceptions  not  maiterial  here, 
desiring  to  do  business  in  the  state  of  Texas, 
were  required  to  file  with  the  secretary  of 
state  a  duly  certified  copy  of  thedr  articles  of 
incorporation  and  obtain  a  permit  to  transact 
business  in  the  state,  paying  a  fee  therefor, 
the  permit  not  to  be  issued  for  a  period  long* 
er  than  ten  years  from  the  date  of  the  fil- 
ing. By  an  act  approved  May  11,  1893 
(Laws  1803,  chap.  102,  |  6,  p.  168),  it 
was  provided  "that  each  and  every  private 
dom^tdo  oorporation  heretofore  chartered,  or 
that  may  be  hereafter  chartered,  under  the 
laws  of  this  state,  and  each  and  every  foreign 
oorporation  that  has  received  or  may  here- 
after receive  a  permit  to  do  business  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  in  this  state,  shall  pay 
to  the  secretary  of  state,  annually,  on  or  be- 
fore the  first  day  of  May,  a  franchise  tax  of  ^ 
ten  dollara  Any  such  corporation  which  ^ 
shall  fail  to  pay  the  tax:*provided  for  in  this  • 
action  shall,  because  of  such  failure,  forfeit 
their  charter." 

Section  17  of  article  1  of  the  Oonstittition 
of  Texas,  ratified  February  17,  1876,  pro- 
vided: "No  person's  property  shall  be  tak- 
en, damaged,  or  destroyed  for,  or  applied  to^ 
public  use  without  adeauate  compensation 
being  made,  unless  by  tne  consent  of  such 
person;  and,  when  taken,  exoept  for  the  use 
of  the  state,  such  compensation  shall  be  first 
made,  or  secured,  by  a  deposit  of  money;  and 
no  irrevocable  or  uncontrollable  grant  of  spe- 
cial privileges  or  inmiunities  shall  be  maae; 
but  all  privileges  and  franchises  granted  bv 
the  legislature,  or  created  under  its  author!* 
ty,  shall  be  subject  to  the  oontrol  thereof." 

And  article  8 : 

"Sec  1.  Taxation  ^all  be  equal  and  uni- 
form. All  property  In  this  state,  whether 
owned  by  natural  persons  or  corporations, 
othei'  than  municipal,  shall  be  taxed  in  pro- 
portion to  its  value,  which  shall  be  ascer- 
tained as  may  be  provided  by  law.  The  leg- 
islature may  impose  a  poll  tax.  It  may  also 
impose  occupation  taxes,  both  upon  natural 
persons  and  upon  corporations,  other  than 
municipal,  doing  any  business  in  this  state. 
It  may  also  tax  incomes  of  both  natural  per- 
sons and  corporations,  other  than  municipal, 
except  that  per8<MM  engaged  in  mechanical 
and  agricultural  pursuits  shall  never  be  re- 
quired to  pay  an  occupation  tax;     .     .    . 

"Sec  2.  All  occupation  taxes  shall  be 
equal  and  uniform  upon  the  same  dass  of 
subjeeU  within  the  limiU  of  the  authorilj 
levying  the  tax;    •    •    •" 
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''Sec.  4.  The  power  to  tax  oorporations 
ajid  corporate  property  &hail  not  be  surren- 
dered or  suspended  by  aot  of  the  legislature, 
by  any  oontraat  or  grant  to  which  the  state 
Bhal).  be  a  party." 

"Sec  17.  The  specificaition  of  the  objects 
and  subjects  of  taxa>tion  shall  not  deprive  the 
legislafturo  of  the  power  to  require  oilier  sub- 
jects or  objects  to  be  taxed  in  such  manner 
as  may  be  consistent  with  tlie  principles  of 
taxation  fixed  in  this  Ck>nstitution.*' 
H  In  July,  1S96,  the  Arkansas  Building  & 
?  Loan  Association,* a  corpora<tion  of  the  state 
of  Arkansas,  filed  its  charter  with  the  secre- 
ta<ry  of  the  &tate  of  Texas,  and  paid  the  fee 
required  by  Uie  act  of  1889,  as  well  as  the 
franchise  tax  of  $10  required  to  be  paid  by 
the  act  of  1893,  and  received  a  permit  to  ear- 
ly on  its  business  in  Texas  for  ten  years. 

The  provisions  of  the  acU  of  1889  and  1893 
were  carried  into  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
state  of  Texas  of  1895.  By  an  act  approved 
April  30,  1897,  Tex.  Laws  1897,  chap.  104,  p. 
140; , and  an  act  approved  May  15, 1897  (Tex. 
Laws  1897,  chap.  120,  p.  168),  these  provl- 
Bions  were  amended  80  as,  among  other  things, 
to  increase  tlie  axmual  franchise  tax  thereto- 
fore required,  to  graduate  it  according  to  the 
capita]  stock  of  the  corporation,  to  provide 
thad  the  failure  to  pay  it  should  work  a  for- 
feiture of  the  right  to  do  business  in  the 
state,  and  that  the  secretary  of  state  should 
declare  such  forfeiture.  The  taxes  imposed 
by  these  amendments  were  less  upon  domestic 
corporations  than  upon  foreign  corporations. 
Thereafter  the  Arkansas  Building  &  Loan 
Association  ofifered  to  pay  the  secretary  of 
state  the  $10  required  by  the  prior  law  as  the 
franchise  tax  for  the  ensuing  year,  but  the 
secretary  refused  to  accept  thait  sum  and  to 
give  to  the  company  the  franchise  tax  receipt 
therefor,  and  demanded  the  larger  sum  re- 
quired by  the  law  of  1S97,  which  amounted 
to  $205. 

The  company  then  filed  a  bill  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  western 
district  of  Texas  against  the  secretary  of 
state  of  Texas,  setting  up  the  foregoing  facts, 
and  charging  that  the  act  of  1897  was  void 
because  in  contravention  of  the  CSonstitution 
of  Texas,  and  of  the  commerce  clause  of  the 
GoDstitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  to  thiut  instrument, 
and  praying  an  injunction  against  the  secre- 
tary of  state  restraining  him  from  the  collec- 
tion of  said  alleged  illegal  tax,  and  from  de- 
claring somplainant's  permit  and  right  to  do 
business  in  the  state  forfeited  by  failure  to 
pay  the  tax,  and  for  general  relief.  To  this 
^dIU  defendant  demurred,  assigning  as 
|- grounds  tliat  it  set  up  do  canae  of  action; 
•  &at*it  disclosed  that  complainant  had  an 
adequate  remedy  at  law;  aira  that  it  showed 
that  <fhe  demand  made  of  complainant  was 
**!»  compliance  with  a  valid  existing  law  of 
the  state  of  Texas."  The  circuit  court  held 
that  the  law  was  valid,  and  dismissed  the 
hilL 

MesMrn.  F.  E.  Albright*  L.  A.  8mith,  and 
Dmff  Fruit  for  appellanL 


Measn.  KL  M»  Crane  and  T.  A.  Fuller  for 
appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  rule  is  that  the  collection  of  taxes  un- 
der stete  authority  will  not  be  enjoined  by  a 
court  of  the  United  Stetes  on  the  sole  ground 
that  the  tax  is  illegal,  but  it  must  appear 
that  the  party  tax^  has  no  adequate  remedy 
by  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  law,  and  that 
there  are  special  circumstances  bringing  the 
case  within  some  recognized  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  PitUhurgh,  C.  C.  d  St,  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  West  Virginia  Bd.  of  Puhlio  Work; 
172  U.  S.  32,  43  L.  ed.  354,  19  Sup,  Ct.  Rep. 
90;  Shelton  v.  Piatt,  139  U.  S,  591,  35  L.  ed. 
273,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  646;  Dows  v.  Chicago, 
11  WalL  108,  20  L.  ed.  65. 

In  Dow8  v.  Chicago,  which  has  been  fre- 
quently cited  with  approval,  it  was  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  for  the  court: 

"The  party  of  whom  an  illegal  tex  is  col- 
lected has  ordinarily  ample  remedy,  either 
by  action  against  the  officer  making  the  col- 
lection or  the  body  to  whom  the  tex  is  paid. 
Here  such  remedy  existed.  If  the  tax  was 
ill^al,  the  plaintiff  protesting  against  ite 
enforcement  might  have  had  his  action,  aft- 
er it  was  paid,  against  the  officer  or  the  city 
to  recover  b&ck  the  money,  or  he  might  ba^'e 
prosecuted  either  for  his  damages.  No  ir- 
reparable injury  would  have  followed  to  him 
from  ite  collection.  Nor  would  he  have  been 
compelled  to  resort  to  a  multiplicity  of  suite 
to  determine  his  rights." 

These  decisions  are  in  harmony  with  the 
16th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  now  g. 
§  723  of  the  Revised  Stetutes,  which  declared  g 
the  rule  as  then,  and  still  existing,^  that  • 
''suite  in  equity  shall   not  be   susteined  in 
either  of  the  courte  of  the  United  Stetes  in 
any  case  where  a  plain,  adequate,  and  com- 
plete remedy  may  be  had  at  law." 

And  on  principle,  the  interference  of  the 
courte  of  the  United  Stetes  by  injunction 
with  the  collection  of  stete  taxes,  or  with 
stete  administration  of  matters  of  internal 
police,  can  only  be  justified  in  a  plain  ease 
not  otiierwise  remediable. 

The  grievance  complained  of  in  this  case 
is  that  the  Arkansas  corporation  entered  on 
the  transaction  of  business  in  Texas  at  a 
time  when  the  annual  franchise  or  license 
tex  was  $10  and  that  it  is  now  required  to 
pay  $206  by  a  subsequent  law,  which,  it  •!• 
leges,  is  unconstitutional. 

The  penalty  denounced  on  failure  to  pay 
is  the  forfeiture  of  the  right  to  do  business 
in  the  stete,  and  complainant  averred  that  if 
that  forfeiture  were  declared  it  would  be 
subjected  to  irreparable  injury  and  to  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  suite. 

it  is  on  these  grounds  of  equity  interposi- 
tion that  the  aid  of  the  circuit  court  was 
sought  to  restrain  the  discharge  by  a  stete 
officer  of  duties  imposed  on  him  by  the  law 
of  the  stete,  and  to  adjudicate  as  to  the  valid- 
ity of  that  law. 

But  the  bill  of  complaint  did  not  set  forth 
any  facte  tending  to  show  that  complainant 
could  not  escape  the  forfeiture  by  payment  of 
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the  $205  under  protest,  and  recover  back  the 
money  so  paid  ii  the  law  should  be  held  void. 

We  assume  that  the  payment  would,  imder 
the  circumstances  detailed,  be  compulsory 
and  not  voluntary,  and  no  reason  is  perceived 
why  the  rule  permitting  recovery  back  would 
not  apply. 

That  rule  as  applicable  here  is  that  an  ac- 
tion will  lie  for  money  paid,  under  compul- 
sion, on  an  illegal  demand,  the  person  mak- 
ing it  being  notified  that  his  right  to  do  so 
is  contests.  EllioU  v.  Swartwout,  10  Pet. 
137,  9  L.  ed.  373 ;  Bend  v.  Eoyt,  13  Pet.  263, 
10  L.  ed.  164;  Philadelphia  v.  The  Oolleotor, 
6  WalL  720,  731,  eub  nom.  Philadelphia  v. 
Diehl,  18  L.  ed.  614,  616;  Swift  Co,  v. 
United  States,  111  U.  S.  22,  28  L.  ed.  341. 
The  principle  is  thus  stated  by  Gaines,  J.,  in 
Taylor  v.  Hall,  71  Tex.  213,  9  S.  W.  141: 
2  "The  law  is  established  that  when  a  person 
?  by  the*compulsion  of  the  color  of  legal  proc- 
ess, or  of  seizure  of  his  person  or  goods, 
pays  money  unlawfully  demanded  he  may  re- 
cover it  back." 

The  fact  that  the  defendant  is  a  state  of- 
ficial is  not  in  itself  a  defense,  and  our  at- 
tention has  been  called  to  no  statute  of  Texas 
which  substitutes  any  other  for  the  oonunon- 
law  rule. 

Inasmuch  as  the  bill  contains  nothing  to 
indicate  inability  on  the  one  hand  to  pay  the 
franchise  tax  in  question,  or,  on  the  other,  to 
Tospond  in  judgment  if  it  were  found  to  have 
been  ill^ally  exacted,  and  seto  up  no  special 
circumstances  justifying  the  exercise  of 
equity  jurisdiction  other  than  consequences 
wtiich  complainant  can  easily  avert,  without 
loss  or  injury,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  can- 
not be  sustained. 

It  is  quite  possible  that  in  cases  of  this 
■ort  the  validity  of  a  law  may  be  more  con- 
veniently tested,  by  the  party  denying  it,  by 
a  bill  in  equity  than  by  an  action  at  law,  but 
considerations  of  that  character,  while  they 
may  explain,  do  not  justify,  resort  to  that 
mode  of  proceeding.  ^  ..,      ^ 

Decree  modified  to  a  dtsmtsaal  without 
prejudice,  and  as  so  modified  affirmed. 


cm  V.  S.  291) 

JOSEPH  BRADFIBLD,  Appi^ 

V. 

•pfT.T.TS  H,   ROBERTS,    Treasurer    of    tiie 
United  States. 

Appropriation  of  money  to  hospital— sectar- 
ian character  of  hospital— constitutional 
provision  against  religious  establishment, 

TOie  appropriation  by  Congress  of  money  to  a 
hospltftl,  as  compensation  for  the  treatment 
and  care  of  pooir  patients  under  a  contract, 
does  not  constitute  an  appropriation  to  a  re- 
ligious society  in  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  against  laws  respecting  an 
eatabllshment  of  religion,  where  the  hospital 
Is  incorporated  ander  an  act  of  Congress,  and 
Its  property  is  acquired  In  its  own  name  and 
fdr  its  own  parposes,  and  Its  business  man- 
aged In  Its  own  way,  subject  to  no  visitation, 
supervision,  or  control  by  any  ecclesiastical 
aothoirlty   whatever,   although  the  members 


of  the  corporation  may  be  also  members 
of  a  church  and  of  a  moinastic  otJer  or  sl8> 
terhood  of  that  church,  conducting  the  koi^ 
pitftl  under  its  auspices. 

[No.  76.] 

Argued  Octoler  27,  1899,    Decided  Decern' 
her  4,  1899, 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  re- 
versing the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  payment  of  moneys  to 
a  hospital  under  an  appropriation  by  act  of 
Congress.  Affirmed, 
See  same  case  below,  12  App.  D.  C.  453. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckliamt  | 
*This  is  a  suit  in  equity,  brought  by  the  ap-  • 
pellant  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from  paying 
any  moneys  to  tihe  directors  of  Providence 
HospitaJ,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  under 
an  agreement  entered  iivto  between  the  com- 
missioners of  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
the  directors  of  the  hospital,  by  virtue  of  the 
authority  of  an  act  of  Congress,  because  of 
the  alleged  invalidity  of  the  agreement  for 
the  reasone  stated  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 
In  thot  bill  complainant  represeots  that  he 
is  a  citizen  and  taxpayer  of  the  United 
States  and  a  resideni  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, that  the  defendant  is  the  Treasurer 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  object  of  the 
suit  is  to  enjoin  him  from  paying  to  or  on 
account  of  Providence  Hospital,  in  the  city 
of  Waehington,  District  of  Columbia,  any 
moneys  bdonging  to  the  United  States,  by 
virtue  of  a  contract  between  the  surgeon  gen- 
eral of  the  army  and  the  directors  of  that 
hospital,  or  by  virtue  of  sji  agreement  be- 
tween the  commissioners  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  such  directors,  under  the  au- 
thority of  an  appropriation  contained  in  the 
sundry  civil  appropriation  bill  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  approved  June  4,  1897. 

Complainant  further  alleged  in  his  bill: 

"ITiat  the  said  Providence  Hospital  is  a  pri- 
vate eJeemosynary  oorporation,  and  that  to 
the  best  of  complainant's  knowledge  and  belief 
it  is  composedofmembersofa  monastic  order 
or  sisterhood  of  the  Roman  Catholic  CSiurch, 
and  is  conducted  under  the  auspices  of  said 
church;  that  the  title  to  its  property  is 
vested  in  the  'Sisters  of  Charity  of  Emmits- 
burg,  Maryland;*  that  it  was  incorporated 
by  a  special  act  of  Oouffress  approved  April 
8,  1864,  whereby,  in  addition  to  the  usual 
powers  of  bodias  oorporart>e  and  politic,  it  was 
invested  specially  with  *full  |)ower  and  all 
i^e  rights  of  opening;  and  keeping  a  hospital 
in  the  city  of  Washington  for  the  care  of 
such  sick  and  invalid  persons  as  may  place 
themselves  under  the  treatment  and  care  of 
said  corporation,' 

"That  in  view  of  the  sectarian  character  of 
said  Providence  Hospital  and  the  specific  and 
limited  object  of  Us  creation,  the  said  ooor 
tract  between  the  same  and  the  surgetm  gen-g 
eral  of  the  army  and  also  the  said  afpreementf 
between  the  same  and* the  commissiooiers  of* 
the  District  of  Columbia  are  unauthorized  by 
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lanr,  and,  moreoYer,  invK>Iye  a  principle  and 
a  precedent  f<xr  the  appropriatioD  of  the 
funds  of  the  United  States  for  tihe  use  and 
support  of  religious  societies,  oontrary  to  the 
article  of  the  Constitution  which  declares 
that  Congress  shall  msJke  no  law  respecting 
a  religious  estahlishment^  and  also  a  prece- 
dent for  giving  to  religious  societies  a  legal 
agency  in  carrying  into  effect  a  public  and 
civil  duty  which  would,  if  once  established, 
speedily  obliteiate  the  essential  distinotion 
between  civil  and  religious  functions. 

"That  the  complainant  and  all  other  citi- 
sens  and  taxpayers  of  the  Uniited  States  are 
injured  by  reason  of  the  said  oomtract  and 
the  eaid  agreement  in  virtue  whereof  the 
public  fun(&  are  being  used  and  pledged  for 
the  advancement  and  support  of  a  private 
and  sectarian  oorporaitUm,  and  that  they  will 
suffer  irreparable  damage  if  the  same  are  al- 
lowed to  Ik)  carried  into  full  effect  by  means 
of  payments  made  through  or  by  the  said  de- 
fendant out  of  the  Treasuiy  of  the  United 
States,  oontrary  to  the  Constitution  and  de- 
clared policy  of  the  government." 

The  agreement  oSove  mentioned,  between 
tiie  oommissioners  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia and  the  directors  of  Providence  Hospital, 
is  annexed  to  the  bill,  and  is  as  follows: 

"Articles  of  agreement  entered  into  this 
sixteenth  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eightt  hundred  and  ninety- 
seven,  by  and  between  the  oommissioners  of 
the  Disrta-ict  of  Columbia  and  the  directors  of 
Providence  Hospital,  a  body  corporate  in  said 
IMstrict,  whereby  it  is  agreed  on  the  part  of 
the  commissioners  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia— 

''That  they  will  ereot  on  the  grounds  of 
■aid  hospital  an  isolating  building  or  ward 
for  the  treatment  of  minor  contagious  dis- 
eases, said  building  or  ward  to  be  erected 
without  expense  to  said  hospital,  except  such 
as  it  may  elect,  but  to  be  paid  out  of  an  ap- 
propriation for  that  purpose  contained  m 
the  District  appropriation  bill  approved 
Mardi  3,  1897,  on  plans  to  be  furnished  by 
the  said  oommissioners^  and  approved  by 
the  health  officer  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, and  that  when  the  said  building  or  ward 
is  fully  completed  it  ehall  be  turnM[*over  to 
the  oiTiceTs  of  Providence  Hospital,  subject  to 
the  following  provisions: 

"First.  That  two  thirds  of  the  entire  ca- 
pacity of  said  isolating  building  or  ward 
shall  be  reserved  for  the  use  of  such  poor  pa- 
tients as  shall  be  sent  there  by  the  oommis- 
•ioriers  of  the  District  from  time  to  time 
through  the  proper  officers.  For  each  such 
patient  said  commissioners  and  their  sue- 
oessors  in  office  are  to  pay  at  the  rate  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  ($250)  per  annum, 
for  such  a  time  as  such  patient  may  be  in  the 
hospital,  subject  to  annual  appropriations  by 
Congress. 

"Second.  That  persons  able  to  pay  for 
treatment  may  make  such  arrangements  for 
entering  the  said  building  or  ward  as  shall 
be  determined  by  those  in  charge  thereof, 
and  such  persons  will  pay  the  said  Provi- 
dance    Hospital     reasonable    compensation 


for  such  treatment,  to  be  fixed  by  the  hospi- 
tal authorities^  but  such  persons  shall  hav« 
the  privilege  of  seleoting  their  own  physi- 
cians and  nurses,  and  in  case  physicians  and 
nurses  are  selected  other  than  those  assigned 
by  the  hospital,  it  shall  be  at  the  expense  of 
the  patient  making  the  request 

"And  said  Providence  Hospital  agrees  to^ 
always  maintain  a  neutral  zone  of  forty  (40) 
feet  around  said  isolating  building  or  ward 
and  grounds  connected  therewith  to  which- 
patients  of  said  ward  have  access. 

"As  witness  the  signatures  and  seals  of 
John  W.  Ross,  John  B.  Wight,  and  Edward 
Burr,  acting  commissioners  of  the  District 
of  Columbia^  and  the  corporate  seal  of  the- 
said  The  Directors  of  Providence  Hospital 
and  the  sifi;nature  of  president  thereof,  this- 
sixteenth  day  of  August,  a.  d.  1807." 

The  contract,  if  any,  between  the  directors 
and  the  surgeon  general  of  the  army  is  not 
set  forth  in  the  bill,  and  the  contents  or  con- 
ditions thereof  do  not  in  any  way  appear. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  bill  on  the- 
ground  that  the  complainant  had  not  in  and 
by  his  bill  shown  any  right  or  title  to  main- 
tain the  same;  also  upon  the  further  ground 
that  the  complainant  had  not  stated  such  a 
case  as  entitled  him  to  the  relief  thereby 
prayed  or  any  relief  as  against  the  defend*  u 
ant  I 

*  Complainant  joined  issue  upon  the  de-  • 
murrer,  and  at  a  term  of  the  supreme  court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  the  demurrer  was 
overruled  and  the  injunction  granted  as 
prayed  for.  26  Wash.  Law  Rep.  84.  Upon 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  District 
the  judgment  was  reversed,  and  the  case  r^ 
manded  to  tlie  supreme  court,  with  directions 
to  dismiss  the  bill.  12  App.  D.  C.  453. 
Whereupon  the  complainant  appealed  to  thi» 
court 

ifr.  Joseph  Bradfleld  for  appellant 
Assistant  Attorney  General  Hoyt  and  At* 
tomey  General  Qriggs  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

Passing  the  various  objections  made  to  th» 
maintenance  of  this  suit  on  account  of  an  al- 
leged defect  of  parties,  and  also  in  regard  to 
the  character  in  which  the  complainant  sues» 
merely  that  of  a  citizen  and  taxpayer  of  the 
United  States  and  a  resident  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  we  come  to  the  main  Question 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  agreement  oetween 
the  commissioners  of  the  District  and  the  di- 
rectors of  the  hospital,  founded  upon  the  ap- 
propriation contained  in  the  act  of  Congress, 
the  contention  being  that  the  agreement  if 
carried  out  would  result  in  an  appropriation 
by  Congress  of  money  to  a  religious  society, 
thereby  violating  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision which  forbids  Congress  from  passing 
any  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  re- 
ligion. Art  1  of  the  Amendments  to  Con- 
stitution. 

The  appropriation  Is  to  be  found  in  the 
general  appropriation  act  for  the  govern- 
ment of  the  District  of  Columbia,  approved 
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March  3,  1807,  29  Stat  at  L.  665,  679,  ehap. 
S87.    It  reads:     'Tor  two  isolatrng  build- 
iogB,  to  be  constructed,  in  the  dkcretion  of 
the  commiBsioners  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
«  bia,  on  the  grounds  of  two  hospitals,  and  to 
g  be  operated  as  a  part  of  such  hospitals,  thir^ 
•    thousand  dollars."    Acting   under   the*  au- 
thority of  this  appropriation  the  commission- 
ers entered  into  the  agreement  in  question. 
As  the  bill  alleges  that  Proridence  Hospi- 
tal was  incorporated  by  an  act  of  Congress 
approved  April  8,  1864  (13  Stat  at  L.  43^ 
ehap.  50),  and  assumes  to  give  some  of  its 
provisions,  the  act  thufl  referred  to  is  sub- 
stantially made  a  part  of  the  bill,  and  it  is 
therefore  set  forth  in  the  mar^in.f 

The  act  shows  that  the  individuals  named 
therein  and  their  successors  in  ofQoe  were  in- 
S  eorporated  under  the  name  of  "The  Directors 
?  of  Providence  Hospital,"  with  power  to*re- 
eeive,  hold,  and  convey  personal  and  real 
property,  as  provided  in  its  1st  section.  By 
the  2d  section  the  corporation  was  panted 
"full  power  and  all  the  rights  of  opening  and 
keeping  a  hospital  in  the  oity  of  Washingtoa 
fbr  the  care  of  such  sick  and  invalid  persons 
as  m&y  place  themselves  under  the  treat- 
ment and  care  of  the  said  corporation."  The 
8d  section  gave  it  full  power  to  make  such 
by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations  that  might 
be  necessary  for  the  general  accomplishment 
of  the  objects  of  the  hospital,  not  inconsist- 
ent with  the  laws  in  force  in  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Nothing  is  said  about  religion 
or  about  the  religious  faith  of  the  incorpora^ 
tors  of  this  institution  in  the  act  of  incor- 
poration. It  is  simply  the  ordinary  case  of 
the  incorporation  of  a  hospital  for  the  pur* 
posee  for  which  such  an  inetitution  is  gen- 
erally conducted.  It  is  claimed  that  the  al- 
legation in  the  complainant's  bill,  that  the 
said  "Providence  Hospital  is  a  private  elee- 
mosynary corporation,  and  that  to  the  best 
of  complainant's  knowledge  and  belief  it 
Is  composed  of  members  of  a  monastic  order 
er  sisterhood  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church, 
and  ie  conducted  under  the  auspicee  of  said 


church:  that  the  title  to  its  property  !■ 
vested  in  the  Sisters  of  Charity  of  Bmmite* 
burg,  Maryland,"  renders  the  agreement  void 
for  the  reason  therein  stated,  which  la  that 
Congress  has  no  power  to  make  ''a  law  re> 
spectinff  a  religious  eataftilishmenty"  a  phrase 
which  18  not  synonymooB  with  that  used  in 
the  Constitution,  which  prohibits  the  pas* 
sage  of  a  law  ''respecting  an  establishment 
of  religion." 

If  we  were  to  assume,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  question  only,  that  under  this  appropri- 
ation an  agreement  wiUi  a  religious  corpora* 
tiou  of  the  tenor  of  this  agreement  would  be 
invalid,  ae  reRulting  indirectly  in  the  pas- 
sage of  an  act  respecting  an  eetabliahment  of 
religion,  we  are  unable  to  see  that  the  com- 
plainant in  his  bill  shows  tha4i  the  corpora- 
tion is  of  the  kind  described,  but  on  the  con- 
trary he  has  clearly  shown  that  it  is  not. 

The  above-mentioned  allegations  in  tiie 
complainant's  bill  do  not  change  the  legal 
character  of  the  oorponution  or  render  it  om  ^^ 
that  account  a  religious  or  sectarian  body,  g 
Assuming*that  the  hoepital  is  a  private  ele^  • 
mosynary  corporation,  the  fact  thai  its  mem* 
hers,  according  to  the  bdief  of  the  complain* 
ant,  are  members  of  a  monastic  order  or  sis- 
terhood of  the  Roman  Catholic^  and  the  fur- 
ther fact  that  the  hospital  is  conducted  un- 
der the  auspices  of  said  church,  are  wholly 
immaterial,  as  is  also  tiie  allegation  regard- 
ing the  tkJe  to  its  property.  The  statute 
provides  as  to  its  property  and  makes  no 
provision  for  its  being  held  by  anyone  other 
than  itself.  The  facts  above  etaited  do  not 
in  the  least  change  the  legal  character  of  the 
hospital,  or  make  a  religious  corporation  out 
of  a  purely  secular  one  as  ooinstituted  by  the 
law  of  its  being.  Whether  the  individuals 
who  compose  the  corporation  under  its  char- 
ter happen  to  be  all  Roman  Catholics,  or  all 
Methodists,  or  Presbyterians,  or  Unitarians, 
or  members  of  any  other  religious  organiza- 
tion, or  of  no  organization  at  all,  is  of  not 
the  slightest  consequence  with  reference  to 
the  law  of  its  incorporaHJon,  nor  can  the  in- 


lAa  Act  to  Incorporate  Providence  Hospital  of 
the  City  of  Washington,  District  of 
Colombia. 
Be  it  enacted  Jnf  *^  Senate  and  House  of 
Bepreeentativee  of  the  United  Statee  of  Amer- 
ica in  Oongreee  assemhled.  That  Lucy  Gwynn, 
Teresa  Angela  Costello,  S&rab  McDonald,  Mary 
B.  Spalding,  and  Mary  Carroll,  and  tbeir  suc- 
cessors In  office,  are  hereby  made,  declared, 
and  constituted  a  corporation  and  body  politic, 
In  law  and  In  fact,  under  the  name  and  style 
of  the  directors  of  Providence  Hospital,  and  by 
that  name  they  shall  be  and  are  hereby  made 
capable  in  law  to  sue  and  be  sued,  to  plead  and 
be  Impleaded,  in  any  court  within  the  county 
of  Washington,  In  the  District  o<  Columbia ;  to 
ha 70  and  use  a  common  seal,  and  to  alter  or 
amend  the  same  at  pleasure ;  to  ha^e,  purchase, 
receive,  posness.  and  enjoy  any  estate  In  lands, 
tenements,  annuities,  goods,  chattels,  moneya 
or  effects,  and  to  gract,  devise,  or  dispose  of 
the  same  In  such  manner  as  they  may  deem 
Bost  for  the  Interest  of  the  hoepital:  Pro* 
pidrd.  That  the  real  estate  held  by  said  corpo- 
ration shall  not  exceed  In  value  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  flftj  thousand  dollars. 


Sec.  2.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  the 
said  corporation  and  body  politic  shall  have 
full  power  to  appoint  from  their  own  body  a 
president  and  such  other  officers  as  they  may 
deem  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  their  crea- 
tion :  and  In  case  of  the  death,  resignation,  or 
refusal  to  serve,  of  any  of  their  number,  the 
remaining  members  shall  elect  and  appoint 
other  persons  in  lien  of  those  whose  places 
may  have  been  vacated ;  and  the  said  corpora- 
tion shall  have  full  power  and  all  the  rights 
of  opening  and  keeping  a  hospital  In  the  city 
of  Washington  for  the  care  of  such  sick  and  in- 
valid persons  as  may  place  themselves  under 
the  treatment  and  care  of  the  said  corporation. 

Sec.  3.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  the 
said  corporation  shall  also  have  and  enjoy  full 
power  and  authority  to  make  such  by-laws, 
rules,  and  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  general  accomplishment  of  the  objects  of 
said  hospital :  Provided,  That  thi^y  be  not  in- 
consistent with  the  laws  In  force  in  the  District 
of  Columbia:  And  provided,  further.  That  this 
act  shall  be  llaJUe  to  be  amended,  altersdt  or 
repealed,  at  the  pleasure  of  Congress. 
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dividiial  beliefs  upon  rdigiaufi  matters  of  the 
various  inoorporators  be  inquired  inita  Nor 
is  it  material  that  the  hospital  may  be  con- 
ducted under  the  auspices  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  CQiurch.  To  be  conducted  under 
tiae  auspices  is  to  be  conducted  under  the  in- 
fluence or  patronage  of  that  church.  The 
meaning  of  the  allegation  is  that  the  church 
exercises  great  and  perhaps  controlling  in- 
fluence over  the  management  of  the  hospital. 
It  must>  howcA'er,  be  managed  pursuant  to 
the  law  of  its  being.  That  the  influence  of 
any  particular  church  may  be  powerful  over 
the  members  of  a  nonsectarian  and  secular 
corporation,  incorporated  for  a  certain  de- 
fined purpose  and  with  clearly  stated  pow- 
ers, is  surely  not  sufficient  to  convert  such 
A  oorporaAioQ  intx)  a  religious  or  seotarian 
body.  That  fact  does  not  alter  the  l^al 
character  of  the  corporation,  which  ia  incor- 
porated under  an  act  of  Congress^  and  its 
powers,  duties,  and  character  are  to  be  sole- 
ly measured  by  the  charter  under  which  it 
alone  has  any  legal  exietenoe.  There  is  no 
allegation  that  its  hoepilad  work  is  confined 
to  menabers  of  that  (uiurch  or  tiuut  in  its 
managemeni  the  hospital  has  been  oooducted 
^  so  as  to  violate  its  charter  in  the  smallest 
I  degree.  It  is  simply  the  case  of  a  secular 
corporation  being  managed  by  people* who 
hold  to  the  doctiines  of  the  RomaA  Catholic 
Church,  but  who  nevertheless  are  managing 
the  corporation  according  to  the  law  under 
which  it  exists.  The  charter  itself  does  not 
limit  the  exercise  of  its  corporate  powers  to 
the  members  of  any  particular  religious  de- 
nomination, but,  on  file  contrary,  tlmse  pow- 
ers are  to  be  exercised  in  favor  of  anyone 
seeking  the  ministrations  of  that  kind  of  an 
institution.  All  that  can  be  said  of  the  cor- 
poration itself  is  that  it  has  been  incorpor- 
ated by  an  act  of  Ooogness,  and  for  its  legal 
powers  and  duties  that  act  must  be  exdu- 
■ively  referred  to.  As  etaited  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court  of  appeals,  this  corporation  "is 
not  dedared  the  trustee  of  any  church  or  re- 
ligious society.  Its  property  ia  to  be  ac- 
quired in  its  own  name  aiid  for  its  own  pur- 
poses; that  property  and  its  business  are  to 
be  managed  in  its  own  way,  subject  to  no 
visitation,  supervision,  or  con.trol  by  any  ec- 
de&iasticsul  authority  whatever,  but  only  to 
that  of  the  government  which  created  it  In 
respect,  then,  of  its  creation,  organization, 
management,  and  ownership  of  property  it  is 
an  ordinary  private  corporation  who^e  rights 
are  determinable  by  the  law  of  the  land,  and 
the  religious  opinions  of  whose  members  are 
not  subjects  of  inquiry." 

It  is  not  contended  that  Congress  has  no 
power  in  the  District  to  appropriate  money 
for  the  purpose  expressed  in  the  approprisr 
tion,  and  it  is  not  doubted  tiuut  it  has  power 
to  authorize  the  commissioners  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  to  enter  into  a  contract 
with  the  trustees  of  an  incorporated  hospital 
for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  agreement 
In  this  case,  and  the  only  oibjection  set  up  Is 
the  alleged  "sectarian  character  of  the  hospi* 
tal  and  the  specific  and  11mit4^  object  of  its 
•reaiion.'* 


The  other  allegations  in  complainant's  bill 
are  simply  statements  of  his  opinion  in  re- 

Srd  to  the  results  necessarily  flowing  from 
e  appropriation  in  question  when  connected 
with  ike  agreement  mentioned. 

The  act  of  Congress,  however,  shows  there 
is  nothing  sectarian  in  the  corporation,  and 
"the  epecifio  and  limited  object  of  its  crea- 
tion" IS  the  opening  and  keeping  a  hospital  ^ 
in  the  dty  of  Washington  for  the  care  of  | 
sudi  sick  and  invalid  persons  as*may  place* 
themsdves  under  the  treatment  and  care  of 
the   corporation.    To   make   the   agreement 
was  within  the  discretion  of  the  commission* 
ers,  and  was  a  fair  exercise  thereof. 

The  right  reserved  in  the  third  section  of 
the  charter  to  amend,  alter,  or  repeal  the  act 
leaves  full  power  in  Congress  to  remedy  any 
abuse  of  the  charter  privileges. 

Without  adverting  to  any  other  objections 
to  the  maintenance  of  this  suit,  it  is  plain 
that  complainant  wholly  fails  to  set  forth  a 
cause  of  action,  and  the  bill  was  properly  dis- 
missed by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  its  de> 
cree  will  therefore  be  afflnne<L 

(175  U.  S.  800) 
GERTRUDE  J.  NILES,  Appt^ 

CEDAR  POINT  CLUB. 

Puhlio  land9 — iturvey  of  fractional  aeeiUmB 
—boundary  on  marshr^iiigaiing  title  of 
stranger  to  suit, 

1.  Patents  for  fractional  sections  of  land  fee- 
ing on  A  marsh,  which  recite  the  number  of 
acres  granted,  and  refer  to  the  offlclal  plat 
of  the  survey,  by  which  plat  the  marsh  Is 
shown  as  the  boundary,  while  the  computed 
areas  conform  to  the  area  Included  within 
the  surveyed  lines,  without  including  any 
part  of  the  marsh,  must  be  limited  by  the 
surveyed  boundaries,  without  Including  any 
land  which  Is  a  part  of  th^  marsh. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  meandered  line  was  nu 
along  the  edge  of  a  marsh  m  surveying  tm> 
tlonal  sections  of  public  land  does  not  conclu- 
sively show  that  they  bordered  on  a  body  of 
water  so  as  to  give  the  purchaser  riparian 
rights,  but  the  meandered  line  Is  only  an 
Irregular  line,  beyond  which  may  be  forest 
or  prairie,  land  or  water,  government  or  In- 
dian reservation. 

3.  A  legal  title  passed  by  patent  for  public 
lands  Is  good  as  against  a  stranger  with  no 
equities,  whether  It  is  valid  or  not  as  against 
some  other  party. 

[No.  80.] 

Argued   November   16,   17,  1899.    Decided 
Deoember  4,  1899. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit 
affirmiiw  a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  in 
favor  ox  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  lands 
claimed  under  a  patent  from  the  United 
States.    Affirmed. 

See  some  case  below,  54  U.  S.  App.  668,  85 
Fed.  Rep.  45,  29  0.  O.  A.  5. 
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Statement  by  Mr.  JuBtice  Brewers 

Thu  oontroTorsy  is  between  two  daimantB 

to  Und,  one  holduig  a  patent  therefor  from 

^  the  United  States  and  the  otiier  claiming  it 

2  b7  virtue  of  its  contiguity  of  other  land  for 

f  which^a  United  States  patent  was  held.    A 

•tatement  of  facts  wss  agreed  upon  by  the 

parties,  and  that  statement,  with  some  slight 

additional  testimony,  formed  the  basis  of  a 

deeree  in  the  circuit  court  in  favor  of  the 

plaintiff,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of 

appeals  (64  U.  S.  App.  668,  86  Fed.  Rep.  45, 

29  G.  C.  A.  6),  to  review  which  last  decision 

this  appeal  was  takenu 

The  facts  are  these:  In  tiie  years  1834 
and  1835  Ambrose  Rice,  a  deputy  surveyor, 
surveyed   and   subdivided  into  sections  and 

Suarter  sections  fraotional  township  9  south, 
B  range  9  east,  and  townships  9  and  10 
south,  in  range  10  eaet,  the  same  being  sit- 
uated in  the  northern  part  of  Ohio  and  ad- 
jacent to  Lake  Erie.  From  his  field  notes, 
duly  certified  to  the  surveyor  general  of  that 
land  district,  the  latter  prepared  a  correct 
plat  of  the  townships,  showing  the  subdivi- 
sions thereof,  and  marking  all  the  actual 
survey  lines  and  the  comers  designated  by 
■aid  survey.  By  the  field  notes  and  plat  cer- 
tain sections  appear  to  be  fractional,  the 
line  on  the  north  being  meandered  in  a  gen- 
eral direction  from  the  northwest  to  the 
southeast^  The  tract  to  the  north  of  this 
line  was  described  as  ''fiag  marsh"  and  "im- 
passable marsh  and  water.''  Paragraphs  4, 
6,  and  6  of  said  agreed  statement  of  facts  are 
as  follows: 

''4.  Said  plat  showed  the  northerly  line  of 
the  mainland  portion  of  said  survey,  a  line 
with  its  interseotioo  of  each  township  and 
section  line  evidenced  by  a  post  placed  at 
such  intersection,  as  the  said  line  was  actu- 
ally surveyed  and  marked  as  shown  by  said 
oertified  field  notes,  beginning  on  the  west 
line  of  section  19,  in  town  9  south,  range  9 
east,  as^d  thence  running  in  a  general  east- 
erly and  southerly,  but  meandering  and  tor- 
tuous course  to  and  across  the  south  line  of 
section  11,  in  town  10  south,  range  10  east. 

''S.  The  said  plat  showed  the  said  line  of 
said  survey  from  the  west  line  of  said  town- 
ship to  a  point  2  chains  easterly  from  its 
intersection  of  the  line  between  sections  21 
and  22  in  town  9,  range  9,  to  be  the  shore 
of  Maumee  bay;  end  from  that  point  south- 
erly and  easterly  tHe  plat  shows  this  lino  on 
the  northerly  and  easterly  sides  of  fractional 
sections  22,  27,  26,  and  25  in  town  9,  range 
9,  sections  30,  31,  and  32  in  town  9,  range 
S  10,  and  sections  4,  9,  10,  and  11  in  town  10, 
S?  range  10,  to  be  the  boundary*  of  what  is 
called  the  'flag  marsh' and  'impassable  marsh 
and  water.' 

**6.  As  shown  in  and  upon  said  original 
plat,  somewhat  east  of  north  from  the  {loint 
where  this  line  of  the  survey  crosses  the 
norlSi  and  south  quarter  line  through  sec- 
tion 82,  town  9,  range  9,  and  about  a  mile 
•ad  a  half  from  it,  began  an  island  called 
<Cedar  Island.'  This  extended  northerly  for 
iDOTB  than  half  a  mile,  and  then  southeaster- 
]|y  to  a  point  opposite  the  said  line  along  the 


northerly  side  of  seetion  25  in  said  township. 
A  short  distance  southeast  of  this  another 
island  began  and  extended  southeasterly  b^ 
yond  the  north  line  of  section  6,  in  town  10» 
range  10,  projected  easterly.  Ilien  there 
was  a  narrow  inlet.  A  third  island  b^gan 
on  the  easterly  side  of  this  inlet,  and  extend- 
ed southeasterly  almost  to  what  would  be 
the  east  line  of  section  11,  town  10,  range 
10.  Between  these  islands  and  the  tortuous 
line  above  described  was  the  space  designat- 
ed 'flaff  marsh'  and  'impassable  marsh  axkd 
water.'^  No  surveyed  lines  other  than  tihe 
township  lines  crossed  either  the  interven* 
ing  marsh  or  the  islands.  The  northwestern 
island  was  named  'Cedar'  and  was  the  larg- 
est The  plat  showed  iit  as  contained  53.83 
acres,  all  in  town  9,  range  9.  The  one  next 
east  of  it  was  marked  as  'Sandy  Island.'  The 
plat  showed  that  7.52  acres  of  it  were  in  town 

9,  range  9 ;  28.49  acres  in  town  9,  range  10; 
and  1.18  acres  in  town  10,  range  10.  The 
southeastern  island  was  marked  as  'Crane 
Island,'  containing  18.38  acres,  all  in  town 

10,  range  10.  From  the  northwest  end  of  Ce- 
dar island  to  the  southeast  end  of  Crane  is- 
land was  about  9V^  miles.  Norman  strait 
separated  Cedar  and  Sandy  islands.  Lily 
strait  lay  between  Sandy  and  Crane,  and 
Crane  creek  entered  the  lake  at  the  east  end 
of  Crane  island. 

"The  field  notes  on  the  plat  showed  that 
the  circumference  of  each  island  was  sur- 
veyed or  meandered.  The  plat  and  marginal 
field  notes  also  show  that  the  southerly  edge 
of  the  'fiag  marsh,'  'impassable  marsh  and 
water'  was  surveyed,  and  that  the  lines  of 
the  fractional  sections  southerly  of  the  said 
marsh  and  water  were  identicsed  with  the 
southerly  edge  of  the  marsh.  The  computed 
areas  of  the  fractional  sections  and  of  their 
res])ective  snbdivislons,  as  shown  upon  the: 
said  plat^*  conformed  to  the  area  included  S 
within  the  said  surveyed  lines,  and  did  not 
nor  any  thereof  include  any  part  of  either 
marsh,  water,  or  islands." 

In  July,  1844,  patents  for  several  of  these 
fractional  sections  facing  on  this  marsh  were 
issued  to  Margaret  Bailey,  under  whom  the 
appellant  claims.  The  patents  each  recite 
the  number  of  acres  granted,  and  each  states 
that  the  tract  is  a  fractional  section  "accord- 
ing to  the  oflicial  plat  of  the  survey  of  said 
lands  returned  to  the  General  Land  Office  by 
the  surveyor  general,  which  said  tract  has 
been  purchased  by  the  said  Margaret  Bailey." 

In  1852  the  state  of  Ohio  applied  under 
the  swamp  land  act  of  September  28,  1850 
(9  Stat,  at  L.  510,  chap.  84),  for  several 
thousand  acres  of  lands  within  the  state, 
among  them  Uiese  marsh  lands.  This  ap- 
plication was,  so  far  as  these  lands  are  con- 
cerned, rejected  by  the  land  department,  the 
ofiicial  minute  on  the  application  being  "not 
swamp  and  nearly  all  sold."  In  1881  John 
B.  Marston,  imder  instruction  from  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Ofiioe,  surveyed  and  subdivided  in- 
to sections  and  quarter  sections  the  area 
marked  upon  the  surveyor  general's  plat, 
above  referred  to,  as  "fiag  marsh"  and  "im- 
passable marsh  and  water."    The  field  notes 
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of  this  Burvey  were  retnmed  to  the  Qeneral 
Land  Office  and  approved,  and  a  plat  made^ 
as  required.  Thereafter  the  lands  thna  aur* 
▼eyed  and  platted  were  patented  by  the 
United  States,  and  the  title  so  conveyed 
passed  by  subsequent  deeds  to  the  plaintiff 
below,  appellee  here.  Disclosing  tne  con- 
dition of  these  lands,  paragraphs  16  and  17 
of  the  statement  of  facts  are  as  follows: 

"10.  At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  sur- 
Tey  by  Ambrose  Rioe  the  waters  of  Lake  Erie 
were  above  their  ordinary  stage,  and  there 
was  more  than  the  usual  volume  of  water 
standing  upon  the  land  in  controversy  here- 
in and  flowing  to  and  upon  the  same  from 
the  large  bodies  of  land  now  in  Ottawa, 
Wood,  and  Lucas  counties,  respectively,  hav- 
ing their  drainage  to  and  through  the  said 
premises  in  controversv  herein. 

"17.  The   general   character,   description, 

and  condition  of  the  said  land  surveyed  by 

^  said  Marston  was  by  him  correctly  set  fortli 

3  nnder  the  title  'Greneral  Description'  in  the 

f  ileld*notes  of  the  said  survey  so  as  aforesaid 

by  him  certified  to  the  commissioner  of  the 

General  Land  Office. 

"That  concerning  the  portion  of  said  sur- 
vey in  town  0  south,  range  9  east,  reciting, 
to  wit: 

'The  surface  of  that  part  of  this  frac- 
tional township,  comprised  in  this  survey,  is 
covered  with  a  deep  marsh  of  grass,  canes  or 
reeds,  wild  rice,  etc.  Many  parts  of  it,  par- 
ticularly in  the  south  and  west  parts,  are 
mown  for  a  kind  of  coarse  hay.  Other  parts 
Are  filled  with  bogs  and  pond  holes  that  do 
not  dry  in  summer.  It  receives  the  natural 
drainage  from  the  woods  on  the  south  and 
west,  which,  without  any  well-defined  chan- 
nel, finds  its  way  across  the  marsh  to  the 
lake.  Again,  in  heavy  gales  of  wind  it  is 
subject  to  inundations  from  the  lake,  which, 
upon  t^e  subsidence  of  the  gale  or  change  of 
direction  in  the  wind,  slowly  finds  its  way 
out  again  into  the  lake.  It  is  bounded 
along  the  lake  by  a  sand  beach  averaging  1 
ohain  in  width  and  3  feet  in  height.' 

"That  conoeminff  the  portion  of  said  sur- 
vey in  town  0  souui,  range  10  east,  reciting, 
to  wit: 

'The  surface  of  this  fractional  township 
is  covered  with  a  deep  marsh  of  grass,  canes 
or  reeds,  wild  rice,  etc  Much  of  the  south 
part  can  be  mown  for  marsh  hay,  being  in  a 
measure  drained  by  a  canal  that  has  been 
eonstructod  in  the  township  south.  Other 
parts  are  filled  with  bogs  and  pond  holes 
that  do  not  dry  in  summer.  It  receives  the 
•drainage  from  woods  on  the  south  and  west, 
which  spreads  over  the  entire  surface  and 
without  any  positive  channel  finds  its  way 
to  the  lake. 

'Again  the  township  is  subject  to  inunda- 
tions from  the  lake  during  heavy  gales  of 
wind,  which,  upon  the  termination  of  the 
-gale  or  a  change  in  the  direction  of  the  wind, 
slowly  finds  its  way  back  into  the  lake. 

'This  fractional  township  is  bounded  on 
ihe  northeast  by  Lake  Erie;  between  the 
lake  and  the  marsh  proper  is  a  sand  beach, 
averaging  3  feet  high  and  1  chain  in  width. 


generally  oovered  with  bushes  and  small 
trees  of  oak,  poplar,  willow,  and  cotton  wood.' 

"That  concerning  the  portion  of  said  sur- 
vey in  town  10  south,  range  10  east,  reciting  ^ 
to  wit:  8 

*'The  description  for  this  township  must  7 
necessarily  be  similar  to  that  of  tiie  two 
preceding  townshifHi.  The  surface  of  that 
part  of  the  township  comprised  in  this  sur^ 
vey  is  one  large  swampy  marsh,  land,  gen- 
erally very  wet  and  boggy.  Its  surface  ia 
covered  with  grass,  canes  (or  joint  grass ), 
wild  rice,  and  such  like  marsh  productions^ 
reaching  to  a  height  of  10  or  more  feet. 
Some  parts,  especially  on  seetiouB  10  and  11, 
can  be  pastured,  but  the  larger  portion  is 
filled  with  boffs  and  pond  holes,  connected 
by  narrow  and  tortuous  channels. 

'It  receives  the  drainage  from  the  woods 
on  the  south  and  west,  and  is  subject  to  in- 
undations from  the  lake.  On  the  prevalence 
of  strong  southwest  winds  this  water  fiowa 
from  the  marsh  into  the  lake,  and  upon  the 
occurrence  of  northeast  winds  the  lake  floods 
the  marsh.  The  principal  outlets  and  inlets 
are  Crane  creek  and  Ward's  canal.  This 
canal  is  an  improvement  made  by  C.  B. 
Ward,  of  Detroit,  Michigan,  on  section  4,  and 
running  across  section  6  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  vessels  and  ship  timber  from  his 
shipyard  on  section  5.  It  is  built  without 
locks  and  is  really  only  a  great  ditch.  Water- 
way, 50  feet;  depth,  7  feet  The  buildings 
(or  sheds)  at  the  flshing  stations  4  and  11 
are  the  only  other  improvements. 

'A  comparison  of  the  survey  made  by  Am* 
brose  Rice  in  1834  and  1835  with  that  made 
by  John  6.  Marston  in  1881  indicates  that 
Sandy  and  Crane  islands  washed  somewhat 
shoreward  during  the  period  intervening  be- 
tween the  making  of  said  respective  sur- 
veys." 

Messrs.  Henry  T.  Kiles  and  Frank  O. 
Daugherty  for  appellant. 

Mr,  Thomas  Emery  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

But  little  can  be  added  to  the  opinion  of  m 
the  court  of  appeals,  whose  conclusions  wa  1 
approve.  The  meander  line*run  by  surveyor  • 
Rice  along  the  northern  borders  of  the  tracts 
patented  to  Margaret  Bailey  may  not  have 
been  strictly  a  line  of  boundary  {8t.  Paul  4 
P.  R.  Co,  V.  Sohurmeir,  7  Wall.  272,  19  L. 
ed.  74;  Hardin  v.  Jordan,  140  U.  S.  371,  380, 
35  L.  ed.  428,  432,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  808  and 
838;  Home  v.  Smith,  169  U.  8.  40,  40  L.  ed. 
68,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  998),  but  it  indicated 
that  there  was  something  which  had  stopped 
the  survey,  which  limited  the  area  of  the 
land  which  the  United  States  was  proposing 
to  convey,  and  left  to  subsequent  measure- 
mente  the  actual  determination  of  the  line 
of  separation  between  the  land  conveyed  and 
that  which  the  government  did  not  propose 
to  convey.  Generally,  these  meandered  lines 
are  lines  which  course  the  banks  of  naviga* 
ble  streams  or  other  navigable  waters. 
Here,  it  appears  distinctly  from  the  field 
notes  and  the  plat  that  the  survcgror  Bios^ 
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■topped  Ufl  anrreys  at  this  ''marsh/'  as  he 
ealLM  it.  These  surreys  were  aporoved  and 
a  plat  prepared,  which  was  based  upon  the 
•nnreTS  and  field  notes,  and  showed  the  lim- 
its of  the  tracts  which  were  for  sale.  The 
patents,  referring  in  terms  to  the  survey  and 
plat,  elearly  di^lose  that  the  government 
was  not  intending  to  and  did  not  convey  any 
llknd  which  was  a  part  of  the  marsh.  "The 
patent  itself  does  not  contain  all  the  particu- 
lars of  the  survey,  but  ^e  grant  of  the  lands 
is  recited  to  be  according  to  the  official  plat 
of  the  survey  of  said  lands,  returned  to  the 
General  Land  Office  by  the  surveyor  general, 
thereby  adopting  the  plat  as  a  part  of  the 
instrument.'^  Eardin  v.  Jordan,  140  U.  S. 
371,  35  L.  ed.  428,  11  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  808  and 
838.  In  Jamea  v.  HotMU,  41  Ohio  St.  696, 
707,  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  speaking  of 
these  very  patents  and  this  marsh,  said: 
''The  'meander'  line  along  the  southerly  bor- 
der of  the  marsh  was,  in  fact,  intended  to  be 
the  boundary  line  of  the  fractional  sections." 
It  may  be  that  surveyor  Rioe  erred  in  not 
extending  his  surveys  into  this  marsh,  but 
his  error  does  not  enlarge  the  title  conveyed 
l^  the  patents  to  the  surveyed  fractional  sec- 
tions. The  United  States  sold  only  the  frac- 
tional sections,  received  only  pav  therefor, 
an  amount  fixed  by  the  number  of  acres  con- 
veyed, and  one  receiving  a  patent  will  not 
ordinarily  be  heard  to  insist  that  by  reason 
of  an  error  on  the  part  of  the  surveyor  more 
land  was  bought  tlian  was  paid  for,  or  than 

S  the  government  was  offering  for  sale. 

•  *It  mav  be  true  that  under  his  contract, 
the  requirements  of  the  statute,  and  the  reg- 
ulations of  the  land  department.  Rice  should 
have  extended  his  surveys  to  tiie  shores  of 
Lake  Erie,  but  he  did  not  do  it;  he  stooped 
at  the  borders  of  this  marsh,  and  the  land 
department,  in  effect,  approved  his  aotion. 
He  evidently  thought  that  the  marsh  was  to 
be  treated  as  a  b^y  of  water,  a  conclusion 
not  unwarranted  in  view  of  the  finding  of 
excessive  high  water  at  that  time,  but  a  con- 
clusion which  other  findings  show  was  not 
correct.  And  it  may  be  remarked  in  passing 
that  the  letter  of  the  statute  would  not  limit 
the  surveys  to  the  shores  of  the  lake,  for  9 
2395,  Rev.  Stat,  declares  that  surveys  shall 
be  by  running  lines  at  right  angles  "so  as  to 
form  townships  of  6  miles .  square  unless 
where  the  line  of  an  Indian  reservation,  or 
of  tracts  of  land  heretofore  surveyed  or  pat- 
ented, or  the  course  of  navigable  rivers,  may 
render  this  impracticable;  and  in  that  ca^e 
this  rule  must  be  departed  from  no  further 
than  such  particular  circumstances  require." 
But  Lake  Erie  is  not  an  Indian  reserva- 
tion, nor  a  tract  of  land  heretofore  surveyed 
and  patented,  nor  a  navigable  river.  It  is 
true  9  2396,  which  provides  how  the  bound- 
aries and  contents  of  the  several  sections, 
half  sections,  and  quarter  eeotions  of  the 
pablie  lands  of  the  United  States  shall  be  as- 
eertained,  says,  after  stating  the  rule  where 
all  the  comers  are  establish^  that  "in  those 
portions  of  the  fractional  townships  where 
no  such  opposite  oorresponding  corners  have 
been  or   can   be   fixed,  the  boundary  lines 


shall  be  ascertained  by  running  from  the  ee- 
tablished  corners  due  north  and  south  or 
east  and  west  lines,  as  the  case  may  be,  to 
the  watercourse,  Indian  boundary  line,  or 
other  external  boundary  of  such  fractional 
township." 

If  this  recognizes  any  other  external 
boundarv  than  that  which  is  indicated  in  § 
2395  it  does  not  prescribe  what  that  external 
boundary  shall  be;  and  if  the  land  depart- 
ment treats  either  a  marsh  or  a  lake  as  such 
estemal  boundary  who  can  declare  that  ita 
action  is  void? 

It  is  impossible  to  hold  that  the  lowers 
courts  erred  in  the  conclusion  that  thisg 
marsh  was  not  to  be  regarded  as  land^oontin-  * 
uously  submerged,  either  under  Lake  Erie,  a 
navigable  lake,  and  in  that  caae  belonging 
to  the  state  of  Ohio  (Pollard  v.  Hagan,  3 
How.  212,  11  L.  ed.  505;  Weher  v.  Harbor 
OomrB,  18  Wall.  57,  21  L.  ed.  798;  MeCready 
V.  Tirginia,  94  U.  S.  391,  24  L.  ed.  248),  or 
under  a  pond  or  other  similar  body  of  non* 
navigable  inland  waters,  and  therefore  gen* 
enally  the  property  of  riparian  owners.  It 
was  called  a  marsh  by  Rice,  the  first  survey* 
or,  is  so  styled  on  the  plat,  and  the  condi* 
tions  as  disclosed  by  the  agreed  statement 
indicate  that  it  was  a  body  of  low,  swampy 
land,  partijr  boggy  and  partly  dry,  sometime* 
subject  to  inundations  from  liake  Erie  or  the 
overflow  of  the  adjacent  streams,  but  not 
permanenUy  covered  with  water. 

Of  course,  if  the  fractional  sections  pat- 
ented to  Margaret  Bailey  did  not  border  on 
some  body  of  water  there  were  no  riparian 
rights,  and  if  the  conclusion  of  the  trial 
oourt  that  this  marsh  was  land  (for  swamp 
and  boggy  land  is  to  be  treated  as  land)  was 
correct,  then  whatever  changes  may  have 
come  to  the  marsh — whether  it  became  more^ 
or  less  subject  to  overflow — ^would  not  alter 
the  fact  that  the  rights  of  Margaret  Bailey,, 
the  patentee,  were  limited  to  the  very  landa 
which  weie  conveyed  to  her,  and  for  which 
she  paid,  and  did  not  extend  over  the  me- 
ander line  into  the  territory  north. 

Biit,  it  is  urged  that  the  fact  that  a  meai^ 
dered  line  was  run  amounts  to  a  determina* 
tion  by  the  land  department  that  the  sur* 
veyed  fractional  sections  bordered  upon  a- 
body  of  water,  navigable  or  non-navigable, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  purchaser  of  these 
fractional  sections  was  entitled  to  riparian 
rights;  and  this  in  face  of  the  express  dec- 
laration of  the  field  notes  and  plat,  that  that 
which  was  lying  beyond  the  surveyed  sec- 
tions  was  "flag  marsh,"  or  "impassable  marsh 
and  water."  But  there  is  no  such  magic  in 
a  meandered  line.  All  that  can  be  said  of 
it  is  that  it  is  an  irregular  line  which  bounds 
a  body  of  land,  and  beyond  that  boundary 
there  may  be  found  foreat  or  prairie,  land  or 
water,  government  or  Indian  reservation. 

With  respect  to  the  contention  that  the 
character  of  this  marsh,  as  it  was  found  to 
have  been,  shows  that  it  should  have  passed  p 
to  the  state  of  Ohio  under  the  swamp  land  g. 
act,*  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  state  of  * 
Ohio  applied  for  it  as  such,  that  the  applica- 
tion was  denied,  that  this  denial  was  made 
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In  1852y  that  the  land  was  never  patented 
to  the  state  and  without  such  patent  no  fee 
ever  passed  {Michigan  Land  d  Lumber  Co, 
T.  Rust,  168  U.  S.  580,  42  L.  ed.  501,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  208),  that  subsequently  the  land 
department  treated  it  as  land  subject  to  its 
oontrol,  as  public  land  of  the  United  States, 
had  it  surveyed,  sold  and  patented.  What- 
ever claims  the  state  of  Ohio  may  have  can- 
not be  litigated  in  this  suit.  The  legal  title 
passed  bv  the  patent  to  the  appellee's  grant- 
ors, and  that  title  is  certainly  good  as 
against  a  stranger  with  no  equities. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  decree,  and  it  is 
^ffi/rmed. 

(175  U.  S.  274) 

ANTHONY  F.  SEEBEROER  et  ol.,  PlffB.  in 
Err., 

LEANDER  J.  McCORMICK. 

federal  question  on  torit  of  error  to  etate 
court — question  of  general  law, 

Vhe  decision  of  a  state  coart  holding  that  by 
reason  of  their  false  assumption  of  corporate 
anthority  the  officers,  directors,  and  share- 
holders of  what  purported  to  be  a  national 
bank,  but  whleb  never  obtained  legal  author- 
ity to  do  busInesA,  became  liable  as  partners, 
en  the  principle  of  agency,  for  contracts  en- 
tered Into  in  the  name  ot  the  corporation, 
does  not  Involve  any  Federal  question  which 
will  sustain  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  but  only  a  ques- 
tion of  general  law. 

[No.  322.] 

aulmitted  October  16,  1899,    Decided  De- 
cember j,  1899. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  judgment  af- 
firming the  decision  ol  the  appcdlate  court 
against  the  defendants  in  an  adtion  to  hold 
them  liable  as  partners  for  false  assumption 
of  power  as  a  national  banking  association. 
On  motion  to  dismiss  for  lack  of  Federal 
question.  Dismissed. 
See  same  case  below,  162  III.  10O.i 

IS 

^  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shirast 
*  *  Tliis  was  an  action  brought  in  a  state  court 
of  Illinois  in  which  Leander  J.  McCormick 
•ought  to  hold  Seeberger  and  others  as  part- 
ners for  an  alleged  false  aseimiption  of  power 
as  a  national  banking  association. 

On  January  31,  1893,  articles  of  associa- 
tion were  signed,  and  an  organization  certifi- 
cate was  signed  and  acknowledged  by  nine 
citizens  of  Illinois,  and  both  were  trans- 
mitted to  the  Comptroller  of  Currencnr,  as 
required  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
them  a  national  banking  associsition  at  Chi- 
cago by  the  name  of  tibe  Market  National 
Bank.  At  a  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the 
bank,  chosen  by  the  stodcholders,  and  named 
in  the  articles  of  associa/tion,  a  president  and 
cashier  were  duly  elected,  and  the  directors 
caused  a  seal  to  be  made  for  the  bank.    On 

^  44  N.  B.  ttL 


February  0,  1893,  the  preddait,  pursuant  to 
a  resolution  ol  the  directors,  signed  and 
sealed  with  tiie  corporate  seal  a  lease  in  writ* 
ing  from  Leander  J.  McCormick  to  the  bank 
of  certain  offices  in  Chicago^  ''to  be  used  and 
occupied  by  said  Market  National  Bank  as  a 
banking  office,  and  for  no  other  purpose,"  for 
the  term  of  five  years  from  May  1,  1893,  sA,  a 
yearly  rent  of  $13,000.  By  an  agreement 
made  part  of  the  lease,  McCormick  was  to 
make  certain  alterations  and  repairs  at  his 
own  expense;  either  party  might  cancel  the 
lease  on  May  1  of  any  year  by  giving  ninety 
days'  notice  in  writing;  and  no  rent  was  to 
be  charged  until  the  bank  took  possession. 
On  April  12,  1893,  the  parties  made  a  supple- 
mental agreement  by  which  McCormick  waa 
to  make  further  alterations,  the  bank  pay- 
ing half  the  cost  thereof.  All  the  alterations  ^ 
and  repairs  were  made  by  McCormick  asg 
agreed ;  the  cost,  paid  by  him,  of  the*altera-  • 
tions  of  April  12,  1893,  being  $2,476.  On 
June  22,  1893,  the  president  and  cashier,  in 
the  name  of  the  bazik,  took  possession  of  the 
demised  premises,  and  put  in  the  fixtures  and 
furniture,  blank  books  and  stationery,  neces- 
sary to  carry  on  a  banking  business,  and 
they  were  not  removed  until  April  30,  1896. 

Of  the  whole  capital  stock  of  $1,000,000, 
called  for  in  the  articles  of  association,  but 
$331,594,  was  ever  paid  in;  and  the  bank  was 
never  authorized  by  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency  to  commence,  and  never  did  com* 
mence,  the  business  of  banking.  The  officers 
of  the  bank,  from  time  to  time,  oorresponded 
with  McCormick,  using  letter  heads,  with  the 
name,  location,  and  place  of  business  of  the 
bank  and  the  names  of  the  officers  printed 
thereon,  and  signing  in  their  official  capacity. 
On  August  15,  1893,  the  officers  of  the  bank 
informed  McCormick  that  the  bank  had 
never  been  authorized  to  commence  the  busi« 
ness  of  banking,  and  had  no  power  to  enter  - 
into  the  lease,  and  had  abandoned  all  fur- 
ther proceedings,  and  offered  to  surrender 
the  lease.  Mouormick  refused  to  accept  the 
surrender,  and  on  September  20,  1893,  the 
president  caused  the  key  of  the  office  to  be 
left  on  the  desk  of  McCormick's  agent,  he  re- 
fusing to  accept  it. 

On  October  4,  1893,  the  parties  agreed  in 
writing  that,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights 
of  either,  McCormidc  should  take  possession 
of  the  premises,  and  endeavor  to  lease  them 
and  to  collect  the  rent  thereof.  He  made 
every  effort  to  obtain  a  tenant  accordingly, 
but  was  unable  to  do  eo.  On  January  3, 
1895.  McCormick  gave  written  notice  to  the 
president  of  the  bank  of  his  intention  to  ter- 
minate the  lease  in  May,  1896,  in  accordance 
with  its  terms.  The  cashier  paid  the  rent, 
according  to  the  lease,  until  July  22,  1893; 
but  the  bank  refused  to  pay  any  rent  sub^ 
sequently  accruing,  and  never  paid  its  hall 
of  the  ooet  of  the  alterations  made  under  the 
agreement  of  April  12,  1893.  Thereupon 
McCormick  brought  an  action  against  the 
Market  National  Bank  on  July  17,  1896,  in 
the  superior  court  of  Cook  county,  Illinoifl» 
claiming  thait  he  was  entitled  to  recover  judg- 
ment, at  the  rata  agreed  upon  In  the  ieaaa, 
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I;  from  July  22,  1893,  up  to  May  1,  1895,  and 
•  for  half  of  the*  cost  of  changiiig  and  repair- 
ing the  premLses.  Iliat  court  refused  to 
hold  that  McCormick  oould  recover  upon  the 
lease  as  a  valid  contract,  but  gave  judgment 
in  his  favor  for  the  rent  from  July  22  to  Au- 
gust 15,  1893,  and  for  half  the  cost  o^  the  al- 
terations, with  interest,  amounting  in  all  to 
the  sum  of  $2,548.85.  This  jud^ent  was 
affirmed  on  successive  appeals  of  McCormick, 
by  ilio  appellate  court  esod  by  the  supreme 
eouii  of  Illinois.  61  111.  App.  33;  162  lU. 
100.2  Thereupon  McCormick  sued  out  a  writ 
of  error  and  brought  the  case  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  where  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Illinois  courts  was  affirmed.  165 
U.  S.  538,  41  L.  ed.  817,  17  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  433. 
On  November  19, 1895,  McCormick  brought 
an  acrt;ion  in  the  supreme  court  of  Cook  coun- 
ty, Illinois,  against  Antliony  F.  Seeberger 
and  fifteen  persons,  as  copartners  doing  busi- 
ness in  Chicago^  Illinois,  under  the  firm  name 
and  style  of  the  Market  National  Bank  of 
Chicago.  The  defendants  were  officers,  di- 
rectors, and  shareholders  of  the  Market  Na- 
tional Bank,  and  in  this  action  McCormick 
sought  to  hold  them  personally  for  the  bol- 
anoe  of  the  rent  due  under  the  terms  of  the 
lease.  The  superior  court  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants.  MoCormdck  ap- 
poded,  and  the  appellate  court  of  Illinois  re- 
Termed  the  judgment,  ''found  the  facts  as  set 
forth  in  the  stipulation  in  the  record,"  end 
entered  judgment  against  the  defendants, 
and  assessed  the  damages  at  the  amount  of 
the  rent  stipulated  in  &e  lease  from  August 
15,  1893,  to  May  1,  1895,  to  wit,  $22,208.33. 
The  defendants  then  took  the  case  to  the  su- 
preme court  of  Illinois,  which  affirmed  the 
judgmeut  of  the  appellate  court  Thereup- 
on the  defendants  sued  out  a  writ  of  error 
and  brought  the  case  to  this  court;  and  on 
October  16,  1899,  a  motion  was  made  and 
submitted  by  the  defendant  in  error  to  dis- 
miss the  writ  of  error  on  the  alleged  gpround 
that  no  Federal  question,  sufficient  to  give 
this  court  jurisdiction  to  review  the  decision 
of  the  state  court,  was  ehown  by  the  record. 

Mr.  Hiram  T.  Gilbert  for  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Messn.  A.  M.  Penee,  George  A.  Oarpen- 
ier,  and  Bhirlejf  T,  High  for  defendant  in 
^  error. 

m 
tL 

•  *  Mr.  Justice  Shiras  delivered  the  opinion 
€Kf  the  court: 

In  the  suit  brought  by  McCormidc  a^rainst 
the  Market  National  Bank  of  Chicago  it  was 
held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  that 
the  oontraot  of  lease  sued  on  was  not  inci- 
dental and  necessarily  preliminary  to  the  or- 
eanisation  of  the  corporation,  and  therefore, 
by  virtue  of  §  5136  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
having  been  executed  by  the  defendant  before 
being  authorized  by  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency  to  commence  the  business  of  bank- 
ing, did  not  bind  the  defendant.  That  deci- 
sion being  arrived  at  upon  a  consideration 
of  the  legal  import  of  a  statute  of  the  United 
States,  was  plainly  one  involving  a  Federal 
•M  N.  B.  881. 
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question.  But  it  waa  contended  that  this 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  review  the  ao* 
tion  of  the  state  courts  because  its  decision 
was  in  favor,  in  respect  to  the  Federal  stat- 
ute, of  the  party  who  had  set  up  and  claimed 
an  immunity  under  it  It  vms,  however, 
clearly  shown  by  this  court  that,  as  the  de- 
fendant hcui  relied  on  the  statutory  prohi- 
bition to  transact  any  business  until  it  had 
been  authorized  by  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency  to  commence  the  business  of  bank' 
ing,  and  as  the  plaintiff  had  relied  on  the  ex- 
ception out  of  that  prohibition,  that  is,  had 
daimicd  that  the  lease  was  "incidental  and 
necessarily  preliminary  to  the  organization,'* 
and  as  the  decision  was  against  the  plaintiff 
on  the  latter  contention,  it  was  therefore  a 
decision  against  a  right  claimed  by  him  un- 
der a  statute  of  the  United  States,  and  re- 
vie\iuble  by  this  court  on  writ  of  error.  Mo- 
ComUck  V.  Market  Nat,  Bank,  165  U.  S.  538, 
646,  41  L.  ed.  817,  820,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  433. 
McCormick's  recovery  in  that  action  hav- 
ing been  restricted  to  rent  for  the  time  of  the 
bank's  actital  occupancy  of  the  premises,  he 
brought  the  present  suit  againat  the  persons 
who  had  taken  part  in  the  proposed  organi- 
zation of  liie  bank,  charging  them  as  pari> 
ners  doing  business  in  Ihe  firm  name  and 
style  of  the  Market  National  Bank  of  Chica- 
go. He  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  appe- 
late court  of  Illinois.  That  judgment  has 
been  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Illi- 
nois, and  the  case  is  now  before  us  on  a  writ 
of  error  to  the  judgment  of  the  state  supreme  ^ 
court.  '^ 

*The  theory  upon  which  this  action  was* 
maintained  m  the  state  courts  can  be  beet 
made  to  appear  by  a  quotation  from  the 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court: 

"The  principle  is  one  of  agency,  and  that 
plaintiffs  in  error,  as  the  agents  of  the  cor- 
poration in  making  the  contract  of  the  lease, 
by  necessary  implication  asserted  to  the  les- 
sor that  they  were  in  fact  authorized  to 
cause  the  lease  to  be  executed  by  the  corpora- 
tion. Where  the  contract  is  made  in  good 
faith  and  both  parties  are  fully  cc^nizant  of 
the  facts,  and  the  mistake  is  one  of  law  only, 
the  result  of  which  is  to  exonerate  the  prin- 
cipal from  liability,  because  the  agent  had 
no  lawful  authority  to  make  the  contract,  it 
is  clear  that  the  agent  canndt  be  held  liahle, 
either  ex  contractu  or  ea  delicto, 

''The  appellate  court  was  authorized  to 
find,  and  doubtless  did  find,  that  this  was 
not  such  a  case.  These  direotors  were 
charged  with  knowledge  that  they  had  not 
taken  the  necessary  steps  to  obtain,  and  had 
not  obtained,  the  certificate  of  the  Comptrol- 
ler necessary  to  confer  power  to  make  the 
lease,  and  it  was  a  fair  inference  for  the  ap- 
pellate court  to  draw  from  the  agreed  facts 
that  McCormick  did  not  know  of  this  omis- 
sion until  August  15,  1893,  several  months 
after  the  lease  was  executed  and  after  pos- 
session of  the  prenuses  had  been  taken  by  the 
lessee  under  it.  The  stipulation  also  showed 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  canceled  their  ar* 
tides  of  association  in  July,  but  remained  in 
possession  of  the  premisea  until  the  15th  day 
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of  August  Thtj  bad  by  resolution  author- 
ised and  directed  the  execution  of  the  lease, 
mod  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  legal  suf- 
ficiency of  the  eridenoe  to  establish  an  im- 
plied warranty  on  their  part  of  their  author- 
ity to  enter  into  the  lease  on  behalf  of  tLe 
oorporatioD,  if  such  implied  warranty  is  in 
law  a  suffident  ground  on  which  to  make 
them  liable  to  respond  in  damages  to  McCor- 
mick  for  a  breach  of  such  warranty.  .  .  . 
'^e  are  o<  opinion  that  upon  both  princi- 
ple and  authority  such  an  action  can  be 
maintained.  Indeed,  the  fraud,  if  any,  aris- 
es out  of  the  contractual  relations  which  the 
parties  have  assumed.  The  express  contract 
p  purporting  to  bind  the  principal  may  be 
y  Toid,  but  if  the  agent  has  given  his  warran- 
•  ty/ express  or  implied,  that  he  is  authorized 
by  his  principal  to  execute  that  contract 
when  he  has  do  such  authority,  we  know  of 
no  principle  in  law  or  logic  which  would  pre- 
vent the  ot^ier  party  from  recovering  for  the 
breach  of  such  warranty  where  injury  has 
been  sustained  by  sudi  breach." 

Did  such  a  state  of  facts  and  law  present 
*  Federal  questkmf  Certainly  there  was  no 
formal  allegation  in  the  assignments  of  er- 
ror to  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court 
t^at  the  plaintms  in  error  were  daimiog  any 
immunity  under  the  laws  or  Constitution  of 
the  United  States;  nor  is  there  any  allusion^ 
liowefver  distant,  in  the  opinion  of  the  su- 
preme court  to  any  such  question.  And 
rarely  the  fact  that  tiie  defendants  had  pro- 
posed, but  had  failed,  to  effect  an  organiza- 
tion as  a  banking  association  under  the  law« 
ol  the  United  States,  did  not  bestow  a  Fed- 
eral character  upon  their  transactions.  By 
wiihdraidng  from  tiieir  futile  attempt  to  ore- 


ate  a  corporation  under  tlie  statutes  of  the 
United  States,  these  individual  defendants 
must  be  deemed  to  have  renounced  any  rights 
title,  or  immunity  th^  mis ht  hare  posMseed 
under  such  organization  nad  it  been  per- 
fected. 

It  has  been  frequently  hdd  that  the  con- 
tention, even  if  formally  made,  that  plain* 
tiffs  in  error  were  seeking  to  avail  them- 
selves of  some  risht  or  inmumity  under  the 
Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States, 
does  not  give  us  Juriadictioo  to  review  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  a  state 
wh^e  that  judgment  was  based  upon  a  doo> 
trine  of  general  law  suffident  of  itself  to  de- 
termine the  case.  Beaupre  v.  Noyes,  138  U. 
S.  397,  34  L.  ed.  991,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  296; 
Eustia  V.  Bollet,  150  U.  S.  361, 37  L.  ed.  1111, 
14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  131 ;  Pierce  v.  Somerset  R. 
Co.  171  U.  S.  64],  43  L.  ed.  316,  19  Sup.  CL 
Rep.  64;  Remington  Paper  Co,  t.  Wateof^ 
173  U.  S.  443,  43  L.  ed.  762,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
456. 

We  think  thsit  the  question  whether  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  rendered  themselves  liable 
to  McCormiek  by  reaeon  of  their  false  as- 
sumption of  corporate  authority  was  one  of 
genoal  law,  and  not  one  to  be  solved  by  ref- 
erence to  any  law,  statutory  or  constitution- 
al, of  the  United  States. 

As  wdl,  then,  because  no  Federal  question 
was  in  form  presented  to  or  passed  upon  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  as  because  the 
judgment  of  that  court  was  based  upon  ma^  ^ 
ter  of  general,  and  not  Federal,  law,  we  are  « 
unable  to  see  that  we  have^jurisdictiosi  to  r^-  • 
view  that  jud^ent;  and  the  writ  oi  error  is 
accordingly  dtemissed. 
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THEOPHILUS   KING,   Adverse   Glaimanty 

and   the  Lippitt   Woolen   Compej^,  Al- 

kged  Triuteet,  Plffs,  in  Brr., 

V. 

JOHN  A.  CROSS  €t  oL 

GamUhment  of  debt  due  to  nonresident  eredr 
iUM^~du€  prooeaa  of  law— effect  of  ineoU 
venoy  proceedings  in  other  <tai9— tpAtfii 
insolvent  devested  of  title. 

1.  A  garnishment  of  a  resident  debtor  to  re«£h 
e  debt  due  to  a  nonresident  defendant  who 
has  no  property  subject  to  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  court  does  not  deprive  him  of  prop- 
erty wlthont  due  process  of  law. 

•l  An  Insolvent  Is  not  devested  of  all  control 
over  his  assets,  under  the  Massachusetts  law, 
from  the  mere  fact  of  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion In  insolvency ;  but  this,  in  a  voluntary 
proceeding,  takes  plaee  only  from  the  time 
of  the  first  publication  of  the  notice  of  is- 
suing the  warrant. 

t.  The  provision  of  the  Massachusetts  statute 
retroactively  vacating  attachments  does  not 
eontrol  attachments  levied  In  other  states  at 
a  time  when,  under  tbe  Massachusetts  in- 
solvent law,  the  Insolvent  had  not,  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  been  deprived  of  the  dominion 
and  eontrol  over  his  credlta 

[Na  28.] 

Argued  October  12,  1899,     Decided  Decem- 
ber 11,  1899. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Gourt  of  the 
State  of  Rhode  Island  to  review  a  deci- 
sion  sustaining  the  lien  of  trustee  process  in 
that  state  to  reaeh  a  debt  due  to  a  resident 
of  Massachusetts  amnst  proceedings  under 
the  Massachusetts  ineolvent  law.  Affirmed* 
See  same  case  below,  19  R.  I.  220,  33  AU. 
147. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  WMtei 
The  firm  of  Brown,  Steese,  &  Clarke,  estab- 
lished in  Boston,  on  the  12th  day  of  August, 
1889,  filed  in  the  proper  court  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Norfolk,  Massachusetts,  a  petition 
praying  to  be  allowed  to  take  tiie  benefit  of 
the  insolvent  laws  of  the  state  of  Massachu- 
setts. On  the  day  after — ^that  .is,  on  the 
ISth  of  August,  1889 — John  A.  Cross,  a  citi- 
len  of  Rhode  Island,  residing  at  Providence 
in  that  state,  commenced  suit  in  Rhode  Is- 
land against  the  members  of  the  firm  of 
Brown,  Steese,  &  Clarke  on  two  negotiable 
notes  drawn  by  the  firm.  The  Lippitt  Wool- 
en Company  and  two  other  Rhode  Island 
corporations  carrying  on  business  in  that 
state  were  served,  on  the  day  the  suit  was 
filed,  with  trustee  process  on  the  averment 
that  these  corporations  were  indebted  to  the 
above-nam^  firm.  The  Lippitt  Woolen 
Company  answered  under  the  trustee  proc- 
ess, disclosing  the  sum  of  its  indebtedness. 
In  the  insolvency  proceedings  an  assignee 
was  appointed,  and  he  oonunenced  suit  in 
Massachusetts  against  the  Lippitt  Woolen 
Company  to  recover  the  debt  due  by  that 
corporation  to  the  insolvent  firm,  and 
against  whidi  debt  the  trustee  process  had 
ben  Issued   in  Rhode   Island,   and  Hiram 
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I  Leonard,  a  resident  of  Maasadittsetta,  and 
who  waa  indebted  to  the  Lippitt  Woolens 
Company,  was  made  a  ^nishee.  Pending  8 
*  these  proceedings  the  assignee  sold  tiie  claim  * 
against  the  Lippitt  Woolen  Company  and 
one  against  another  oorporation  to  TheophI* 
lui  King,  a  resident  of  MaasachuBetta,  and 
he  waa  substituted  «ts  plaintiff  in  the  aotioo 
in  Massachusetts  abov«  referred  to.  The 
Lippitt  Woolen  Company  pleaded  the  pen- 
dency of  the  trustee  procese  agadnat  it  in  the 
Rhode  Island  court  The  Massachusette 
court  entered  judgment  in  favor  of  theplain* 
tiff  filing  and  againet  the  Lippitt  Woolen 
Company  and  the  garnishee  Leonard.  The 
court,  however,  directed  that  execution  on 
the  judgment  be  staved  and  the  parties  en- 
ter into  a  stipulation  thai  no  execution 
should  issue  until  the  prooeedinffs  in  the 
Rhode  Island  action  baa  been  fully  deter^ 
mined.  Thereupon  King  was  allowed,  by 
the  Rhode  Island  court,  to  beccxne  a  party  to 
the  action  there  pending  so  far  as  necessaiy 
to  enable  him  to  assert  his  title  to  the  in- 
debtedness due  by  the  Lippitt  Woolen  Com- 
pany and  other  corporations  to  the  firm 
of  Brown,  Steese,  &  Clarke,  which  debts  were 
covered  by  the  trustee  process  previously  is- 
sued in  Rhode  Island  under  the  ciroum- 
stances  alreadv  stated. 

In  the  Rhode  Island  court  both  King  and 
the  Lipjpitt  Woolen  Company  pleaded  the 
proceedings  under  the  insolvent  laws  ol 
Massachusetts,  the  sale  by  the  assignee  to 
King,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
Massachusetts,  heretofore  referred  to,  and 
asserted  that  tliereby  the  title  to  the  indebt- 
edness due  by  the  Lippitt  Woolen  Conapany 
to  Brown,  Steese,  &  Clarke  passed  to  King, 
and  that  such  title  was  superior  to  any  lien 
supposed  to  have  arisen  from  the  trustee 
process  which  had  been  issued  in  the  Rhode 
Island  action.  The  court  gave  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  Cross,  charging  the 
Lippitt  Woolen  Company  for  the  amount  ol 
the  debt  due  by  that  corporation  to  the  firm 
of  Brown,  Steese,  &  Clarke,  as  stated  in  the 
answer  of  the  lippitt  Woolen  Company  to 
the  trustee  proceedings.  The  court  there* 
fore  rejected  the  daim  of  title  preferred  by 
King  and  acquired  by  him  in  the  insolvency 
proceedings  m  Massachusetts,  and  in  effect 
decided  that  the  trustee  process  in  Rhode  Is- 
land operated  to  creato  a  paramount  lien  on  ^ 
the  debt  due  by  the  Lippitt  Woolen  Ccmi-S 
pany,  and  was^ unaffected  by  the  insolvency* 
proceedings  in  Massachusette  and  the  action 
taken  on  the  subject  in  the  courts  of  that 
state.  Motions  for  a  new  trial  upon  numer- 
ous grounds  were  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Lip- 
pitt Woolen  Company  and  the  claimant 
King.  These  motions  were  heard  before  the 
appellate  division  of  the  supreme  court  of 
lUiode  Island,  and  that  court  overruled 
them.  (19  R.  I.  220.i)  The  case  was  then 
brought  to  this  court  by  writ  of  error.  In 
substance,  the  grounds  relied  on  in  this 
court  for  a  reversal  are,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  service  of  the  trustee  process  the  Rhode 
Island  court  was  wholly  wanting  in  juris- 
diction over   the  defendants  in  the  action, 
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residentfl  of  Mass&chusetts,  and  oyer  their 
property,  and  that  by  charging  the  Lippitt 
Woolen  Company  as  trufitee  for  the  benefit 
of  the  plaintiff  Crose,  the  tribunal  last  men- 
tioned failed  to  give  fall  faith  and  credit  to 
the  judicial  proceedings  in  the  insolvency 
oourt  in  Massachusetts. 

Mewn.  Ohas*  H.  Hanson,  John  0, 
Ooomhs,  and  Robert  W.  Burhank  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error. 

Messrs.  Wm«  B.  TilUnghast  and  James 
TiUinghctsi  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  W]iite»  after  making  the 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

It  is  first  asserted  tiiat  the  judgment  of 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Rhode  Is- 
land was  not  due  process  of  law,  and  was  in 
conflict  with  the  14th  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  because 
it  recognized  the  right,  in  a  suit  brought  in 
Rhode  Island  against  a  nonresident  defend- 
ant, to  garnishee  the  resident  debtor  of  such 
defendant.  It  is  contended  that  a  judgment 
rendered  by  a  court  against  a  defendant  who 
is  neither  within  its  jurisdiction  by  his  per- 
son or  his  property  is  wholly  void,  and  any 
attempt  to  enforce  such  judgment  amounU 
to  a  denial  of  due  process  of  law.  The 
)  Rhode  Island  court,  it  is  claimed,  had  no  ju- 
I  risdiction  over  the  defendant  firm  because  it 
was  a  resident  of  Massachusetts,  and*it  is  as- 
serted that  such  court  had  no  property  of  the 
firm  within  its  control  upon  which  to  exer- 
dse  its  jurisdiction.  True  it  is  the  Lippitt 
Woolen  Company,  which  alone  was  charged 
bv  the  judgment,  was  made  a  trustee  under 
the  Rhode  Island  process,  and  was  indebted 
to  the  Massachusetts  firm;  but  this  fact,  it 
is  asserted,  did  not  establish  that  there  was 
any  right  in  Rhode  Island  to  be  subjected  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  that  state, 
for  the  following  reasons:  The  situs  of 
movable  property  is  at  the  domicil  of  the 
owner  of  such  property,  and  therefore  the 
situs  of  the  claim  or  credit  held  by  the  Massa- 
chusetts firm  against  the  Lippitt  Woolen 
Company  was  not  in  Rhode  Island,  where 
the  Lippitt  Woolen  Company  was  resident, 
but  was  in  Massachusetts,  where  the  credit- 
or firm  was  eetablisihed.  The  contention  in 
substance  is  that  any  process  of  foreign  at- 
tachment predicated  upon  the  assumed  right 
to  levy  on  debts  due  to  nonresidents  by  per- 
sons within  the  state  wherein  the  process  is- 
sues is  absolutely  void,  hence  a  denial  of  due 
process  of  law. 

We  need  not  enter  into  a  review  of  the 
contentions  thus  presented,  since  they  were 
all  considered  by  this  court  at  its  last  term 
and  held  to  be  untenable.  Chicago,  R,  I,  d  P. 
R.  Co,  V.  Sturm,  174  U.  S.  710,  43  L.  ed. 
1144.  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  797. 

Conceding,  however,  as  a  general  rule,  that 
Jurisdiction  as  to  a  nonresident  can  be  ac- 
quired by  trustee  or  garnishment  process 
against  a  resident  debtor  of  a  nonresident 
defendant,  it  is  urged  Uiat  the  facts  in  this 
ease  cause  it  to  be  an  exception  to  this  gen- 
eral principle.    The  prooecKlingB  in  involun- 


tary insolvency  were  begun  in  Massachu- 
setts before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in 
Rhode  Island.  The  legal  effect  of  the  insol- 
vency  proceedings,  it  is  asserted,  was  to  vest 
all  the  credits  of  the  insolvent  in  the  court 
of  insolvency  of  Massachusetts,  and  there- 
fore there  could  legally  be  no  debt  due  to  the 
nonresident  insolvent  in  Rhode  Island,  be- 
cause that  debt  by  operation  of  the  Mass- 
achusetts insolvent  proceedings  had  oeased 
to  be  a  debt  due  the  firm,  and  had  become  a 
debt  controlled  by  the  Massachusetts  insol- 
vent court.  The  debt  in  Rhode  Island  origi* 
nally  due  to  the  firm  in  Massachusetts  can-  o 
not,  it  is  claimed,  be  treated  as  continuing  $ 
after  the  insolvency* proceedings  to  be  due* 
to  the  firm  without  refusing  to  give  effect  to 
the  proceedings  in  Massachusetts,  and  such 
refusal  is  therefore  asserted  to  be  the  nec- 
essary result  of  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  Rhode  Island  which  is  before  us  for  r^ 
view. 

The  contention  thus  relied  upon,  it  is  ar- 
gued, is  not  contrary  to  the  settled  rule  that 
insolvency  proceedings  of  tho  several  states 
do  not  have  extraterritorial  operation;  and 
it  is  also  asserted  that  the  claim  here  relied 
upon  is  not  contrary  to  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  Security  Trust  Co.  v.  Dodd,  173  U. 
S.  624,  43  L.  ed.  835,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  545. 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  a  general  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  made 
by  an  insolvent  under  the  insolvent  laws  of 
a  state,  did  not  operate  to  exempt  tangible 
property  situated  at  the  time  of  the  insol- 
vent assignment  in  another  state  from  seiz- 
ure in  the  state  where  the  tangible  property 
was  actually  situated.  This  decision,  it  is 
claimed,  was  but  an  exemplification  of  the 
general  rule  limitinji^  insolvency  proceedings 
of  one  state  to  the  jurisdiction  of  that  state 
and  depriving  them  of  extraterritorial  oper- 
ation. A  mere  credit,  however,  it  is  assert- 
ed, conceding  it  to  be  subject  to  attach- 
ment or  trustee  process  at  the  residence  of 
the  debtor,  is  governed  by  a  different  rule 
from  that  whi^  controls  tangible  property. 
Such  credit,  the  claim  is,  being  at  the  situs 
of  the  domicil  of  the  creditor,  passes  to  the 
custody  of  the  insolvent  court  when  the  inp 
solvent  law  so  provides,  and  therefore  comes 
under  the  dominion  and  control  of  the  insol- 
vent oourt  having  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  the  creditor.  As  by  operation  of  law  the 
credit  from  the  date  of  insolvency  proceed- 
ings at  the  residence  of  the  creditor  ceases 
to  be  under  his  dominion,  burt,  on  the  con- 
trary, is  in  gremio  legis,  the  power  to  levy 
by  garnishee  or  trustee  process  on  the  same 
at  tiie  residence  of  the  debtor  is  destroyed. 
But  the  predicate  upon  which  this  conten- 
tion rests  is  that  the  Massachusetts  insol- 
vent proceedings  operated  to  depri^  the  in- 
solvent of  all  control  over  his  assets  prior  to 
or  at  the  time  when  the  suit  in  Rhode  Is- 
land was  commenced  and  the  trustee  process 
there  issued.  If  this  premise  is  unsound  Uie 
whole  contention  is  without  merit,  and 
therefore  the  legal  proposition  deduced  from  ^ 
it  need  not  be  examined.  9 

*  The  statutes  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts  • 
on  the  subject  of  insolvency  provide:  Firsts 
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for  the  adjirdication  by  the  Judge  of  the 
court  of  Infiolvency  upon  a  voluiwtary  peti- 
tion; second,  for  the  issue  of  a  warrant  for 
the  sequestration  of  the  effects  of  a  petition- 
ing debtor;  third,  for  publication  of  a  notice 
of  the  issue  of  tiiis  warrant;  fourth,  for  a 
meeting  of  creditors  and  the  election  of  an 
assignee;  and,  fifth,  for  an  assignment  by 
the  judge  of  the  court  of  insolvency  to  the 
assignee  so  elected.  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  1882^ 
chap.  157,  §§  16,  17,  24,  40,  44.  The  forty- 
sixth  section  of  the  act  which  provides  when 
proceedings  under  it  shall  operate  to  devest 
the  debtor  of  control  over  his  property  is  re- 
produced in  the  mar^in.t 

Now  the  petition  m  insolvency  on  behalf 
of  the  firm  of  Brown,  Steese,  &  Clarke  was 
filed  in  the  court  of  insolvency  on  August  12, 
1889,  a  day  prior  to  the  commencement  by 
Cross  of  his  action  in  Rhode  Island  and  th« 
service  of  the  trustee  process.  The  warrant, 
hoi^ver,  addressed  by  the  Massachusetts  in- 
solvent court  to  the  sheriff,  directing  him, 
as  messenger,  to  take  possession  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  insolvent,  was  not  issued  until 
01  August  21,  1889,  the  first  publication  of  no- 
^  tice  of  the  issue  of  such  warrant  was  made 
•  on  August  23,  1889,  and*the  assignment  to 
the  assignees  elected  by  the  creditors  was 
made  by  the  judge  of  the  insolvency  court  on 
September  4,  1889.  The  first  question  prfri 
sented  then  is:  At  what  date  was  the  firm 
of  Brown,  Steese,  ft  Clarke,  by  force  of  the 
insolvent  laws  of  Massachusetts,  devested  of 
ttiB  title  and  control  of  their  personal  prop- 
erty, tangible  and  intangible?  If  the  Mass- 
achusetts insolvent  law  did  not,  from  the 
mere  fact  of  filing  the  petition  of  insolvency, 
operate  to  devest  the  insolvent  of  all  con- 
trol of  his  credits,  it  is  obvious  that  such 
oontrol  existed  in  the  creditor  when  the  suit 
was  begun  in  Rhode  Island,  for  the  only  step 


t*'Sec  46.  The  assignment  tfiall  vest  In  the 
assignee  all  the  property  of  the  debtor,  real  and 
personal,  which  he  coald  have  lawfully  sold, 
assigned,  or  conveyed,  or  wnich  might  have 
been  taken  on  execution  upon  a  judgment 
against  him,  at  the  time  of  tlie  first  publication 
of  the  notice  of  Issuing  the  warrsat  In  case  of 
voluntary  proceedings,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
first  publication  of  notice  of  the  filing  of  the 
petition  in  cases  of  involuntary  proceedings, 
and  shall  be  effectual,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  following  section,  to  dissolve  sny  attach- 
ment on  mesne  process  made  not  more  than 
four  months  prior  to  the  time  of  the  first  publl- 
eatlon  aforesaid.  The  assignment  shall  vest  In 
the  assignee  all  debts  due  to  the  debtor  or  any 
person  for  his  use,  and  all  liens  and  securities 
therefor,  and  all  his  rights  of  action  for  goods 
or  estate,  real  or  personal,  and  all  his  rights 
of  redeeming  such  goods  or  estate.  The  as- 
signee may  redeem  all  mortgages,  conditional 
contracts,  pledges,  end  liens  of  or  upon  any 
goods  or  estate  of  the  debtor,  or  sell  the  same 
subject  to  such  mortgage  or  other  encum- 
brance,  and  If  a  mortgage  Is  foreclosed,  pending 
proceedings  in  Insolvency,  and  before  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  assignee,  or  within  sixty  days 
thereafter,  the  assignee,  when  appointed,  may 
Mdeem  the  same  at  any  time  within  sixty  days 
after  the  sppolntment,  with  remedies  similar 
to  those  provided  by  law  for  the  redemption  of 
mortgages  before  foreclosure." 


taken  in  the  Massachusetts  proceedinffs 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in 
Khode  Island  was  the  filing  of  the  petition 
in  insolvency.  Every  other  step  in  the  in- 
solvency was  taken  after  the  lUiode  Island 
suit  was  begun,  and  the  trustee  process  there 
levied.  Now  the  text  of  the  Massachusetts 
statute  clearly  provides  that  "the  assign- 
ment shall  vest  m  the  assignee  all  the  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor,  real  and  personal,  which 
he  could  have  lawfully  sold,  assigned,  or 
conveyed,  or  which  might  have  been  taken 
on  execution  upon  a  judgment  against  him, 
at  the  time  of  the  first  publication  of  tiie 
notice  of  the  issuine  of  the  warrant  in  case 
of  voluntary  proceedings."  The  decisions  of 
the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts 
leave  no  doubt  that  up  to  the  first  publica- 
tion of  notice  of  the  issuing  of  the  warrant 
the  insolvency  proceedings  do  not  devest  the 
insolvent  of  all  control  of  his  assets  and 
credit  We  premise,  however,  before  re- 
viewing these  decisions,  that  the  portions  ol 
the  present  insolvent  statutes  of  Massachu- 
setts, as  contained  in  chapter  157  of  the  Pub- 
lic Statutes  of  1882,  so  far  as  they  bear  upon 
the  question  now  under  consideration,  sub- 
stantially reproduce  the  provisions  of  chap- 
ter 163  of  the  statutes  of  1838.  We  place  m 
the  margin  a  portion  of  S  5  of  the  latter  act, 
which,  it  will  be  seen,  declares  the  effect  of  a 
formal  assignment  by  the  judge  of  the  court 
of  insolvency  in  practically  similar  language 
to  that  contained  in  §  46  of  chapter  157  of 
the  Public  Statutes  of  1882,  already  referred  « 
to.t  ^  I 

^  Under  the  statute  of  1838,  it  was  early  setp  • 
tied  in  Massachusetts  that  the  property  of  an 
insolvent  debtor  was  not  to  be  regarded  as 
in  the  custody  of  the  ^aw  until  the  publica- 
tion of  the  first  notice  of  the  issuance  of  the 
warrant,  and  that  until  such  time  the  insol- 
vent might  bona  fide  transfer  his  property, 
and  that  it  was  subject  to  seizure  under  ju- 


t**Sec.  6.  The  said  Judge  shall,  by  an  In- 
strument under  his  hand  and  seal,  assign  and 
convey  to  the  person  or  persons  chosen  or  ap- 
pointed assignees  as  aforesaid,  all  the  estate^ 
real  and  personal,  of  the  debtor,  excepting  such 
as  may  be  by  law  exempted  from  attachment* 
with  all  his  deeds,  books,  and  papers  relating 
thereto;  which  assignment  shall  vest  in  the  as- 
signees all  the  property  of  the  debtor,  both  real 
and  personal,  which  he  could  by  any  way  or 
means  have  lawfully  sold,  assigned,  or  con- 
veyed, or  which  might  have  been  taken  In  exe- 
cution on  any  Judgment  against  him,  at  the 
time  of  the  first  publication  of  the  notice  of  ls> 
suing  the  above-mentioned  warrant,  although 
the  same  may  then  be  attached  on  mesne  proe> 
ess  as  the  property  of  the  said  debtor;  and 
such  assignment  shall  be  effectual  to  pass  all 
the  said  estate,  and  dissolve  any  such  attach- 
ment: and  the  said  assignment  shall  also  vest 
In  the  said  assignees  all  debts  due  to  the  debtor, 
or  to  any  person  for  his  use,  and  all  Hens  and 
securities  therefor,  and  all  his  rights  of  action 
for  any  goods  or  estate,  real  or  personal,  and 
all  his  rights  of  redeeming  any  such  goods  or 
estate;  and  the  assignees  tfhall  have  power  to 
redeem  all  mortgages,  conditional  contracts^ 
pledges,  and  liens,  of  or  upon  any  goods  or  es- 
tate of  the  debtor,  or  to  sell  the  same,  subject 
to  such  mortgage  or  other  encumbrance.  .  •  •** 
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die!al  process.  Thus,  in  Briggt  r,  Parkman 
(1841)  2  Met  258,  37  Am.  Dea  89,  it  was 
h«ld  that  an  aaaignment,  nnder  th«  statute 
of  1838,  vested  in  the  assignee  only  the  prop- 
erty whioh  the  debtor  had  at  the  time  of  the 
first  publioation  of  the  notice  of  the  issuing 
of  the  warrant  against  him.  In  1842,  in 
/udd  ▼.  Ives,  4  Met  401,  on  a  petition  of 
Judd,  an  insolvent  debtor,  asking  that  pro- 
ceedings be  set  aside  which  had  been  inaUtu* 
ted  before  a  master  in  chancery  under  Stat. 
1838,  chap.  163,  in  oonsiderinff  the  question 
whether  the  United  States  bankrupt  act 
whioh  went  into  operation  on  the  Ist  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1842,  superseded  or  suspended  the  in- 
solvency proceeding  referred  to,  the  court, 
at  page  402,  said  (italics  ours)  : 

'^But  we  are  nevertheless  of  opinion  that 
this  consequence  of  the  act  is  limited  to  cases 
instituted  under  the  insolvent  law  subse- 
quent to  the  period  when  the  bankrupt  law 
went  into  operation,  and  that  it  cannot  su- 
persede or  suspend  proceedings  rightfully 
R  commenced  under  the  insolvent  aot^  prior  to 
\  the  time  of  its  going  into  operation.  The 
counsel  for  the*  petitioner  admits  that  it 
could  not,  if  the  property  of  the  insolvent 
had  been  actually  assigned  prior  to  the  first 
of  February,  when  the  bankrupt  law  went 
into  operation ;  but  he  contends  that,  as  the 
assignment  in  this  case  was  not  actually 
made  until  the  7th  of  February,  the  whole 
proceedings  were  suspended  or  superseded. 
Upon  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
tiie  proceedings  under  the  commission  are 
not  to  be  thus  separated,  but  that  they  are 
to  be  treated  as  the  parts  of  one  whole;  that 
the  assignment  not  only  relates  back  to  the 
firBt  publication  of  the  notice,  and  vests  all 
the  property  of  the  debtor,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, in  the  assignee,  but  that  the  debtor  is 
devested  of  his  property,  before  such  assign- 
ment, by  virtue  of  the  warrant  to  the  messen- 
ger and  the  taking  of  the  property  of  the  debt- 
or into  custody,  by  force  of  which  a  quali- 
fied property  in  the  estate  vests  in  the  mes- 
senger, insomuch  that  no  act  of  the  debtor, 
after  the  due  aervioe  and  publication  of  the 
warrant,  can  be  lawfully  done  to  make  any 
transfer  of  his  proper^,  or  to  affect  the 
rights  of  any  of  his  creditors;  that  the  prop- 
erty is>  by  the  act  of  publication,  placed  m 
the  custody  of  the  law,  in  the  person  of  the 
messenger;  and  that  the  judge  or  master 
alone  can  dispose  of  the  same,  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  an  assignee  to  receive  it,  or  by  dis- 
solving the  process." 

In  Clarke  v.  Minot  (1842)  4  Met  346,  in 
the  course  of  the  opinion,  the  court,  in  speak- 
ing, through  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  of  the  time 
when  under  the  insolvency  laws  the  insolvent 
debtor  was  devested  of  control  over  his  asseto, 
said: 

"The  question  then  recurs,  To  what  time 
does  this  assignment  relate  back?  The  stat- 
ute, I  5,  thus  states  it:  'Which  assign- 
ment shall  vest  in  the  assignees  all  the 
property  of  the  debtor,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, which  he  could  by  any  way  or  means 
have  lawfully  sold,  assigned,  or  conveyed,  or 
whioh  might  have  been  taken  on  execution 


on  any  Judgment  against  him,  at  the  time 
of  the  first  publication  of  the  notice  of  issu- 
ing   the    above-mentioned    warrant.'    This 
leads  directly   to   the  inquiry,  what  is  the 
time  of  the  first  publication  thus  referred  to, 
and  for  this  we  go  to  the  second  section.^ 
The  first  section  having  provided  for  the  is-^ 
suing  of  a  warrant  to  a  messenger* to  take* 
possession,  ete.,  the  second  section  provides 
as  follows:  The  said  messenger  shall  forth- 
with give  public  notice,  bv  advertisement,  in 
such  newspapers  as  shall  be  designated  by 
the  judge,  and  also  such  personal  or  other 
notice  to  any  persons  concerned  as  the  judge 
shall  prescribe.' 

"It  seems  to  have  been  the  obvious  policy 
of  the  statute  to  fix  some  precise  point  A 
time  at  which  the  whole  property  and  effecte 
of  the  debtor  shall  be  deemed  to  have  passed 
from  him  and  vested  in  the  assignees.  The 
legislature  appears  to  have  intended  that  a 
time  should  be  fixed,  before  which  all  trans- 
fers and  conveyances  of  property  by  the 
debtor,  made  in  good  faith  and  not  intended 
to  give  preferences,  shall  be  valid;  lo,  of  all 
payments  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
and  transfers  of  property  made  without  the 
concurrence  of  the  owner,  as  by  seizure  or 
levy  on  execution. 

"We  are  now  seeking  to  ascertain  and  fix 
the  point  of  time  intended  by  the  statute  as 
the  time  at  which  all  the  property  of  the 
debtor  is  changed  and  his  power  over  it  sus- 
pended; that  point,  in  other  words,  prior  to 
whioh  all  paymente,  made  by  him  or  to  him, 
all  conveyances  (not  fraudulent)  made  by 
him,  all  seizures,  levies,  and  extente  of  exe- 
cution upon  his  property,  shall  be  held  valid, 
and  all  those  made  after  void.  It  was  com- 
petent for  the  legislature  to  have  fixed  any 
other  timet,  as,  for  instonce,  the  application 
to  the  judge,  or  the  act  of  the  judffe  in  issu- 
ing the  warranty  or  the  delivery  of  the  war- 
rant to  the  messenger.  Either  of  thes« 
would  have  afiforded  security  to  the  credit- 
ors, but  might  have  unjustly  interfered  with 
the  righte  of  those  who  had  been  dealing 
with  the  debtor,  in  eood  faith  and  without 
notice.  The  time  of  first  publication  was 
fixed,  obviously,  because  that  act  would,  in 
most  cases,  afford  actual  notice  to  those  im- 
mediately interested;  and  it  was  intended 
as  constructive  notice  to  all.  But  no  such 
effect  can  be  attributed  to  personal  notice  to 
one  individual." 

In  Butler  v.   Mullen    (1868)    100   Mass. 
453,  the  rulings  above  referred  to  werereiter-  ^ 
ated.   The  syllabus  of  the  case  is  as  follows:  S 
^"One  who  has  been  charged  as  the  trustee  • 
of  H,  by  a  judgment  in  the  trustee  process, 
and  has  paid  to  the  judgment  creditor,  on 
execution,  the  sum  with  which  he  has  been 
so    charged,  will    not  be  protected   against 
H's  assignee  in  insolvency,  if  the  first  publi- 
cation of  the  warrant  in  insolvency  against 
H  was  before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
in  the  trustee  process,  though  he  had  no  ac- 
tual notice  of  H's  insolvency  until  after  pay** 
ment. 
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In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
Hoar.  J.,  at  page  454,  said  (italics  ours) : 

"The  payment  by  the  defendants  upon  the 
Jndfiment  against  them  as  trustees  was  a 
▼aim  payment  as  against  Holbrook,  his  exeo- 
tttora  and  administrators.  Gen.  Stat.  chap. 
142,  S  37.  But  it  had  no  validity  asainat  a 
party  whose  title  intervened  before  tue  judg- 
ment against  them  was  rendered,  and  whose 
title  was  superior  to  the  attachment  by 
which  the  fund  had  been  held.  Not  onlv 
does  the  assignment,  when  made,  relate  back 
to  the  first  publication  of  the  notice  in  insol* 
▼ency,  and  vest  all  the  property  of  the  debt- 
or in  the  assignee,  but  before  the  assignment 
the  debtor  is  so  far  devested  ol  his  property, 
by  virtue  of  the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  that 
from  the  first  publication  no  transfer  or  con- 
veyance of  it  can  be  mexle  which  will  have 
any  validity  against  the  assignee.  Qen. 
8Ut.  chap.  118,  §  44;  Clarke  v.  Minot,  4 
Met.  346;  Judd  v.  Ives,  4  Met.  401 ;  Edtoards 
V.  Butnner,  4  Cush.  393 ;  Qallup  v.  Rohins<m, 
11  Gray,  20." 

It  being  thus  made  patent  that  there  is 
no  merit  in  the  contention  that  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Massachusetts  insolvent  law  was 
to  devest  the  insolvent  of  all  control  over 
his  assets  from  the  mere  date  of  the  filing  of 
tiie  petition  in  insolvency,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, that  the  Massachusetts  law  only  pro- 
duced such  effect  from  the  time  of  the  first 
publica/tion  of  the  notice  of  issuine  the  war- 
rant, it  follows,  as  the  levy  of  the  trustee 
prooess  in  Rhode  Island  was  prior  to  the 
first  publication  of  the  warrant,  that  the 
whole  theory  upon  which  the  argument  in 
this  case  proceeds  is  fallacious.  It  is  there- 
fore unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  on 
I.  the  legal  proposition  urged  upon  our  atten- 
S  tion  on  an  erroneous  conception  of  the  Mass- 
•  achusett8*law.  This  beoomes  evident  when 
it  is  considered  that  the  case  as  presented 
does  not  involve  the  power  of  a  Massachu- 
setts court  to  assert  control  over  a  citizen  of 
that  state  in  order  to  prevent  him  from  pros- 
ecuting in  Rhode  Island  an  attachment 
levied  by  him  upon  properly  in  Rhode  Is- 
land, in  supposed  violation  of  the  laws  of 
Massachusetts.  On  the  contrary,  the  ques- 
tion here  is  simply  whether  a  citizen  of 
Rhode  Island  was  prevented  in  the  courts  of 
his  own  state  from  levying  an  attachment 
upon  a  debt  due  by  a  citizen  and  resident  of 
Rnode  Island  to  a  citizen  and  resident  of 
Massachusetts  because  such  levy  was  in  con- 
flict with  the  Massachusetts  insolvent  stat- 
utes. And  this,  although  bjr  the  statutes  of 
Massachusetts  the  debt  levied  on  in  Rhode 
Island  by  the  citizen  of  the  latter  state,  if 
such  debt  had  been  situate  in  Massachusetts, 
would  have  been  subject  to  the  disposition 
and  control  of  the  insolvent. 

The  foregoing  considerations  would  sufiQce 
to  dispose  of  tlie  case  but  for  the  fact  that  it 
is  claimed  that  as  by  the  Massachusetts 
statute  an  assignment  by  the  judge  of  the 
insolvent  court  dissolved  attachments  made 
within  four  months  from  the  first  publica- 
tion aforesaid,  therefore,  although  the  trus- 
tee prooess  in  Rhode  Island  was  issued  at 


a  time  when  the  debtor  was  not  derestad 
of  control  of  the  claim,  nevertheless,  by  tha 
operation  of  the  Massachusetts  law  upon  tba 
Rhode  Island  levy,  the  latter  should  be  dla- 
solved.  This  contention,  however,  but  ae- 
serts  that  the  Massachusetts  insolvent  stat- 
ute had,  in  this  particular,  an  extraterrito- 
rial operation,  and  thereby  controlled  pro- 
ceedings validly  instituted  in  Rhode  Island. 
This,  however,  ia  in  conflict  with  the  ele- 
mentary doctrine  that  the  insolvent  statutea 
of  the  respective  etalss  do  not,  to  the  extent 
claimed,  operate  eixtraterritorially.  Seour- 
ity  Trust  Co.  r.  Dodd,  178  U.  S.  624,  43  L. 
ed.  835,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  545,  and  author- 
ities there  citeoL  Indeed,  the  fact  that  the 
provision  of  the  Massachusetts  statutes  re- 
troactively vacating  attachments  does  not 
control  attachments  levied  in  other  states  at 
a  time  when,  under  the  Massachusetts  insol- 
vent law,  the  insolvent  had  not  by  operation 
of  law  been  deprived  of  the  dominion  aod^ 
control  over  hie  credite,  is  recognized  in  tba  S 
courts  of  ^lassaohusetts.  Thus,  in*LcM^7 
renoe  v.  Batoheller  (1881)  181  Mass.  504,  aa- 
signees  in  Massachusetts  of  an  insolvent 
d^tor  were  held  not  entitled  to  recover  from 
a  creditor  of  auch  insolvent,  though  the  cred- 
itor was  a  resident  and  citizen  of  Massachu- 
setts, the  amount  of  eums  realized  through 
garnishment  proceedings  in  New  York,  Alap 
bama,  and  Arkansas  against  persons  who 
were  indebted  to  the  Maesaohusetts  insol- 
vent. The  garnishment  proceedings  were 
instituted  before  the  publication  of  uie  war- 
ranty but  it  was  not  until  after  the  adjudioa- 
tion  in  insolvency,  and  after  the  assignment 
by  the  judge  of  the  court  of  insolvency  to  the 
assignees  m  insolvency,  that  the  attachment 
prooeedinffs  were  proeecuted  to  flnal  judg- 
ment, and  the  oolleotione  were  made  under 
the  trustee  process.  In  the  course  of  the 
opinion,  delivered  by  Field,  J.,  «t  pages  606, 
508,  he  said  (italics  ours) : 

"As  the  attachments  were  made  prior  to 
the  time  when  the  assignment  in  Insolvehcy 
took  effect,  and,  having  been  made  in  other 
states,  were  not  dissolved  by  the  proceedings 
in  insolvency  in  this  commonwealth,  and 
were  valid  by  the  laws  of  the  states  respee- 
tively  in  which  ther  were  made,  they  must 
prevail  over  the  assignment,  unless  the  stat- 
utes of  the  commonwealth  make  a  title  so 
acquired  by  a  citizen  of  the  oommonwealih 
void  or  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  assign- 
ees in  insolvency. 


"In  the  case  at  bar,  the  title  to  the  credits 
attached,  which  passed  to  the  assignees  by 
virtue  of  the  proceedings  in  insolvency, 
whether  it  be  regarded  as  a  legal  or  an 
equitable  title,  was  a  title  subject  to  the  at- 
taohments.  As  neither  the  common  law  nor 
our  statutes  ffive  any  right  of  action  on  the 
facts  agreed  in  this  case,  the  assignees  can- 
not maintain  their  suit  if  the  attachments 
were  properly  made." 

See  also  Proctor  v.  National  Bank  of  the 
Republic,  152  Maes.  223,  9  L.  R.  A.  122,  26 
N.  £.  81. 

Affirmed. 
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V. 

LAKE    ERIE  ft    WESTERN    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

ft 

Equal  protection  of  latot  to  eorporatiana — 
statute  changing  fellow-servant  rule  in 
ease  of  railroad  employees. 

1.  A  statute  making  a  railroad  company  liable 
to  an  employee  injured  by  tbe  negligent  act 
of  a  fellow  ■errant  Is  not  unconstitutional 
SB  a  denial  to  vuch  corporation  of  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  since  there  are  pe- 
culiar hazards  in  the  operation  of  a  railroad. 

S.  The  interpretation  of  a  state  vtatute  af- 
fixed to  it  by  the  state  court  of  last  resort 
will  not  be  disregarded  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  and  a  different  construction 
given  to  the  statute,  which  will  make  It  re- 
pugnant to  the  Federal  Constitution. 

[No.  71.1 

Argued  and  Submitted  October  26,  t7,  1899. 
Decided  December  11, 1899. 

ON  A  CERTIFICATE  from  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
8«vonth  Circuit  presenting  the  queation  of 
the  oonstitutionality  of  a  state  statute 
which  makes  railroad  oompaniea  liable  to 
cmployeea  injured  by  negligence  of  fellow 
MFTants.    Statute  upheld. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  i 
This  ease  comes  to  this  court  on  the  fol- 

Slowing  oertiftoate  of  the  United  States  cir- 
euit  court  of  appeals  for  the  seventh  circuit: 
•  ^  "In  Uiis  case,  duly  argued  and  submitted 
to  this  court,  there  arises  a  question  of  law 
oonceraing  which  this  court  deeiree  the  in- 
struction of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  Statee.  The  action  waa  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  to  recover  damages  for 
an  injury  suffered  while  in  the  employment 
of  *the  defendant  in  error,  caused  by  a  negli- 
sent  act  of  a  fellow  servant,  for  which  the 
defendant  in  error  ia  alleged  to  be  responsi- 
ble by  force  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
Indiana  approved  by  the  governor  of  the 
state  March  4, 1893.  The  first  section  of  the 
act  reads  aa  follows: 

**  '1.  That  every  railroad  or  other  corpora- 
tion, except  municipal,  operating  in  this 
■tate,  shall  be  liable  m  damages  for  personal 
injury  suffered  by  any  employee  while  in  its 
service,  the  employee  so  inlured  being  in  the 
exercise  of  due  care  and  diligence,  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases : 

**  'First.  When  such  injury  is  suffered  by 
reason  of  any  defect  in  the  condition  of  ways, 
works,  plant,  tools,  and  machinery  connect- 
ed with  or  in  use  in  the  business  of  such  cor- 
poration, when  such  defect  waa  the  result 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  corporation, 
or  some  person  intrusted  by  it  with  the  duty 
of  keeping  such  way,  works,  plants  tools,  or 
machinery  in  proper  condition. 

**  'Second.  Where  such  injury  resulted  from 
the  negligence  of  any  person  in  the  service 
of  such  corporation,  to  whose  order  or  direo- 
tion  the  injured  employee  at  the  time  of  the 
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injury  waa  bound  to  oonform,  and  did  can* 
form, 

"  'Third.  Where  such  injury  resulted  from 
the  act  or  omission  of  any  person  done  or 
made  in  obedience  to  any  rule^  regulation, 
or  by-law  of  such  corporation,  or  m  obedi- 
ence to  the  particular  instructions  given  by 
any  person  delegated  with  the  authority  of 
the  corporation  m  that  behalf. 

"  'Fourth.  Where  such  injury  was  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  any  person  in  the  service 
of  such  corporation  who  has  charge  of  any 
signal,  telegraph  office,  switch  yard,  shop, 
round  house,  locomotive  engine,  or  train  up- 
on a  railway,  or  where  such  injury  was 
caused  by  the  negligenoe  of  any  person,  oo- 
employee,  or  fellow  servant  engaged  in  the^ 
same  common  service  in  any  of  the  several  g 
departments  of  the*  service  of  any  such  cor-  • 
poration,  the  said  person,  coemployee,  or  fri- 
low  servant,  at  the  time  acting  in  the  place, 
and  performing  the  duty,  of  the  corporation 
in  that  behalf,  and  the  person  so  injured, 
obeying  or  conforming  to  the  order  of  some 
superior  at  the  time  of  such  injury  having 
the  authority  to  direct;  but  nothing  herein 
shall  be  construed  to  abridge  the  liability  ol 
the  corporation  under  existing  laws.' 

"For  the  entire  act  reference  is  made  to 
Session  Laws  of  1893,  page  294,  Burns's  An- 
notated Indiana  Statutes,  Revision  of  1894, 
paragraphs  7083  to  7087,  inclusive. 

"The  Lake  Erie  ft  Western  Railroad  Com- 
pany is  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  Illinois 
owning  and  operating  a  railroad  extending 
from  Peoria,  Illinois,  into  and  through  the 
state  of  Indiana.  It  is  contended  that  the 
statute  referred  to  is  invalid  because  incon- 
sistent with  the  14th  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  o<  the  United  States.  If  it  be 
invalid  the  dedaration  shows  no  cause  of 
action,  and  the  errors  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  at  the  trial  be(»me  immateriaL 
The  opinion  of  this  court  is  that  material 
error  was  committed  at  the  trial  for  which 
the  judgment  below  should  be  reversed  if  the 
statute  mentioned  is  valid,  and  that  if  the 
statute  mentioned  is  invalid  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed.  The  question  whether 
that  statute  is  valid  or  violates  the  14th 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  the  court  hereby  orders  cer^ 
tified  and  submitted  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  its  proper  deci- 
sion." 

Mr.  Addison  O.  Harris  submitted  tlie 
case  for  plaintiff  in  wror. 

Messrs.  W.  H.  H.  BCiller,  John  B.  Cock' 
rum,  and  John  B.  Elam  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  th« 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  contention  is  that  the  act  referred  to 
is  in  conflict  with  the  14th  Amendment  b^ 
cause  it  denies  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws  to  the  corporations  to  which  it  is  ap-^ 
plicable.  fi 

•In  Pittsburgh,  C.   O.  d  Si.   L.  R.  Co.  v.^ 
Montgomery,  162  Ind.  1,  49  N.  E.  682,  the 
statute  in  question  was  held  valid  as  to  rail- 
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road  companies,  and  it  was  also  held  that 
objection  to  its  validity  oould  not  be  made 
by  such  companiee,  on  the  ground  that  it  em- 
braced all  corporations  except  mxinicipal, 
and  that  there  were  some  oorporations  whose 
business  would  not  bring  them  within  the 
reason  of  the  classification.  In  announcing 
t3ie  latter  conclusion  the  court  ruled  in  effect 
that  the  act  was  capable  of  severance;  that 
its  relation  to  railroad  corporations  was  not 
essentially  and  inseparahly  comiected  in 
substance  with  its  relation  to  other  corpo- 
rations; and  tha;t,  therefore,  whether  it  was 
constitutional  or  not  as  to  other  oorpora- 
Honfi,  it  might  be  sustained  as  to  railroad 
eorporations. 

In  Leep  v.  i6f^  Louis,  L  M.  d  8,  R,  Co.  58 
Ark.  407.  23  L.  R.  A.  264,  25  S.  W.  75,  and 
8U  Louis,  I.  M.  d  B.  R,  Co.  v.  Paul,  64  Ark. 
83,  37  L.  R.  A.  504,  40  S.  W.  705,  an  act  of 
Arkansas  of  March  25,  1889,  was  held  un- 
constitutional by  the  supreme  court  of  that 
state  so  far  as  a^Qfecting  natural  persons,  and 
sutained  in  respect  of  corporations;  and  in 
Bt,  Louis,  L  M.  d  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Paul,  173  U. 
8.  404,  43  L.  ed.  746,  19  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  419, 
that  view  of  the  act  was  accepted  by  this 
oourt  because  that  court  had  so  decided. 

Considering  this  statute  as  applying  to 
railroad  corporations  only,  we  think  it  can- 
not be  regarded  as  in  conflict  with  the  14th 
Amendment.  Missouri  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Mackey, 
127  U.  8.  205,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1161;  Minneapolis  d  Bt.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Her- 
riok,  127  U.  8.  210,  32  L.  ed.  109,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1176;  Chicago,  K.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Pon- 
iius,  157  U.  8.  209,  39  L.  ed.  675,  15  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  585 ;  Peirce  v.  Van  Dusen,  47  U.  8. 
App.  339,  78  Fed.  Rep.  693,  24  C.  C.  A. 
280;  OHent  Ins.  Co.  v.  Daggs,  172  U.  8.  557, 
43  L.  ed.  552,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  281. 

In  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  the  valid- 
ity of  a  etatute  of  Kansas  of  1874  providing 
that  ''every  railroad  company  organized  or 
doinff  business  in  this  state  shall  be  liable 
for  ul  damages  done  to  any  employee  of  such 
company  in  consequence  of  any  negligence  of 
its  agents,  or  by  any  mismanagement  of  its 
engineers  or  other  employees  to  any  person 
Bustainine  such  damage,"  was  involved,  and 
it  was  held  that  it  did  not  deny  to  railroad 
companies  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

SMr.  Justice  Fidd  said:  "The  hazardous 
character  of  the  businese  of  operating  a  rail- 
•  way  would  seem  to  call  for*  special  legislar 
tion  with  respect  to  railroad  corporations, 
having  for  its  obleot  the  protection  of  their 
employees,  as  well  as  the  safety  of  the  public. 
The  business  of  other  corporations  is  not 
subject  to  similar  dangers  to  their  employ- 
ees, and  no  objections,  tiberefore,  can  be  made 
to  the  legislation  on  the  ground  of  its  mak- 
ing an  unjust  discrimination.  It  meets  a 
particular  necessity,  and  all  railroad  corpo- 
ratione  are,  without  distinction,  made  sub- 
ject to  the  same  liabilities.  As  said  by  the 
court  below,  it  is  simply  a  question  of  legis- 
lative discretion  whether  the  same  liability 
•hall  be  applied  to  carriers  by  caned  and 
stage  coaches  and  to  persons  and  corpora- 
tions using  steam  in  manufactories." 
In  Minneapolis  d  Bt.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Herrtoib, 


the  same  concluBion  wtts  reached  in  respect 
of  a  law  of  the  state  of  Iowa,  that  "every 
corporation  operating  a  railway  shall  be  lia- 
ble for  all  damages  sustained  by  any  ^son, 
including  employees  of  such  corpoc«.tioii,  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect  of  agents,  or  by 
any  mismanagement  of  the  engineers  or 
other  employees  of  the  corporation,  and  in 
conse<)uence  of  the  wilful  wrongs,  whether  of 
commission  or  omission,  of  such  agents,  en- 
gineers, or  other  employees,  when  such 
wrongs  are  in  any  manner  connected  with 
the  use  and  operation  of  any  railway  on  or 
about  which  tney  shall  be  employed,  and  no 
contract  which  restricts  such  liability  shall 
be  legal  or  binding." 

In  Chicago,  K.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Pontius,  a 
bridge  carpenter  employed  by  a  railroad 
company,  who  was  injured  through  the  nee- 
ligenoe  of  employees  of  the  ccmipany  while 
assisting  in  loading  timber,  taken  from  the 
false  work  used  in  constructing  a  brid^,  on 
a  car  for  traneportation  to  another  point  on 
the  company's  road,  was  held  to  be  an  em- 
ployee of  the  company  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  of  Kansas,  and  the  validity  of 
that  act  was  again  affirmed. 

In  Peirce  v.  Van  Dusen,  a  similar  statute 
of  the  state  of  Ohio  applying  to  railroad 
companies  was  upheld  by  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  for  the  sixth  circuit,  Mr.  Justice 
Harlaa  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  oourt 

In  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Daggs,  in  which  an  m 
act  of  the  state  of  Missouri  in  respect  of  g 
policies  of  insurance^against  loss  or  damage  * 
by  fire  was  drawn  in  question,  the  ot>jection 
that  the  statute  discriminated  between  fire 
insurance  companies  and  companies  engaged 
in  other  kinds  of  insurance  was  overruled, 
and  it  was  said  that  the  power  of  the  state 
to  distinguish,  select,  and  classify  objeots  of 
l^islatiooi  necessarily  had  a  wide  range  of 
discretion;  that  it  was  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  demands  of  the  Constitution  if  the  class- 
ifica/tion  were  practical  and  not  palpably  ar- 
bitrary, and  that  the  classification  of  the 
Missouri  statute  was  not  objectionable  in 
view  of  the  differences  between  fire  insurance 
and  other  insurance.  Missouri  P,  R.  Co.  T. 
Mackey  and  Minneapolis  d  Bt.  L.  R.  Co.  T. 
Beckwith  were  cited  and  approved.  And 
see  Magoun  v.  lUinois  Trust  d  Bav.  Bank, 
170  U.  &  283,  42  L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  594;  Pacific  Ewp.  Co.  v.  Beihert,  142  U. 
8.  339,  35  L.  ed.  1035,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  250; 
Atchison,  T.  d  B.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  174 
U.  8.  96,  43  L.  ed.  909,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  609. 

By  reason  of  the  particular  phraseology  of 
the  act  under  consideration  it  is  earnestly 
contended  that  the  decisions  sustaining  the 
validity  of  the  statutes  of  Kansas,  Iowa,  and 
Ohio  are  not  in  point,  and  that  this  statute 
of  Indiana  classified  railroad  companies  ar- 
bitrarily by  name  and  not  with  regard  to  the 
nature  of  the  business  in  which  they  were 
engaged,  but  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
in  the  case  cited  has  held  otherwise  as  to  the 
proper  interpretation  of  the  act,  and  has 
treated  it  as  practically  the  same  se  the 
statutes  of  the  states  referred  to.  Indeed 
tiie  Iowa  statute   is  quoted   from,   and  the 
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ease  of  Beckwith,  as  well  as  thai  of  Mackej, 
relied  on  as  decisive  in  the  premises. 

As  remarked  in  Missouri,  K,  d  T.  R,  Co. 
T.  McCann,  174  U.  8.  580,  686,  43  L.  ed. 
1093,  1006,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  766,  the  conten- 
tion calls  on  thifl  court  to  disregard  the  in- 
terpretation given  to  a  state  st&ute  hj  tiie 
court  of  last  reeort  of  the  state,  and,  by  an 
adverse  construction,  to  decide  that  the  state 
law  is  repugnant  to  th«  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  "But  the  elementary  rule  is 
ttiat  this  court  accepts  the  interpretation  of 
a  statute  of  a  state  affixed  to  it  by  the  court 
of  last  resort  thereof." 

This  being  an  action  brought  by  Tullis  to 

^  recover  damages  for  an  injury  suffered  while 

S  in  the  employment  of  the  railroad  company, 

*  caused  by  the  n^ligent  act  of  a  fellow^serv- 

Ant,  for  which  the  company  was  alleged  to 

he  responsible  by  force  of  the  act,  we  answer 

<he  question  propounded  that  the  statute  as 

■construed  and  applied  by  the  Supreme  Oouri 

-cf  Indiana  is  not  invalid  and  does  not  vUh 

iate  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Con- 

stitution  of  the  United  Btates. 

Certificate  accordingly. 


(176  U.  S.  S64)  

THE  PEDRO. 

Commencement  of  war  with  Spaing—capture 
of  prize — vessel  owned  hy  Spanish  corpo- 
rationr-oiffnership  of  stock  hy  British 
subjects — intent  to  take  British  registry, 

1.  War  between  the  United  States  and  Spain 
existed  on  April  21»  1898,  when  diplomatle 
relations  were  broken  off,  and  Spain,  In  a 
communication  to  the  United  States  minister 
at  Madrid,  accepted  the  resolution  of  Con- 
gress for  intervention  In  Cuba  as  a  declara- 
tion of  war,  although  the  formal  decree  by 
Spain  and  the  declaration  of  war  by  Con- 
gress were  not  made  until  afterwarda 

t.  A  vessel  owned  by  a  Spanish  corporation, 
having  a  Spanish  registry,  sailing  under  the 
Spanish  flag  and  a  Spanish  license,  and  offi- 
cered and  manned  by  Spaniards,  must  be 
deemed  a  Spanish  vessel  for  the  purpose  of 
capture  as  a  prise,  although  British  subjects 
were  the  legal  owners  of  some,  and  tlie  equi- 
table owners  of  the  rest,  of  the  stock  in  the 
corporation,  and  intended  to  restore  the  ves- 
sel to  British  registry  If  war  rendered  the 
change  desirable. 

8.  A  Spanish  vessel  sailing  from  Havana  for 
Santiago  on  Aprtl  22,  1898,  with  no  cargo 
except  what  was  destined  for  the  enemy*s 
ports,  was  subject  to  capture,  although  her 
voyage  began  at  Antwerp,  Belgium,  and  she 
was  under  charter  to  proceed  from  Cuba  to 
a  port  of  the  United  States  to  get  a  csrgo 
loir  a  return  voyage  to  Europe. 

[No.  116.1 

Aryued  November  2,  5,  1899.    Decided  De- 
cember 11,  1899, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  th«  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Florida,  oondeouiing  a 
Spanish  vessel   captured  t«  a  priza,    Af- 


Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller i  g 
*This  is  an  appeal    from  a  decree  of  the* 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
southern  district  of  Florida  condemning  the 
steamer  Pedro  as  lawful  prize  of  war  on  a 
libel  tiled  April  23,  1898. 

April  20,  1898,  the  President  approved  the 
following  joint  resolution: 

'*Firat  That  the  people  of  the  island  of 
Cuba  ar^,  and  of  right  ought  to  be,  free  and 
independent. 

''Second.  That  it  U  the  duty  of  the  United 
States  to  demand,  and  the  government  of  the 
United  States  does  hereby  demand,  that  the 
government  of  Spain  at  once  relinquish  its 
authority  and  government  in  the  island  of 
Cuba  and  withdraw  its  land  and  naval  forces 
from  Cuba  and  Cuban  waters. 

'Third.  That  the  President  of  the  United 
States  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  directed  and  em- 
powered to  use  the  entire  land  and  naval 
forces  of  the  United  States,  and  to  call  into 
the  actual  service  of  the  United  States  the 
militia  of  the  several  states,  tx>  such  extent 
as  ma^  be  necessary  to  carry  these  resolu- 
tions into  affect  m 

"Fourth.  That  the  United  Stotes  herebyg 
disclaims  any*disposition  or  intention  to  ex-* 
ercise  sovereignty,  jurisdiction,  or  control 
over  said  island  except  for  the  pacification 
thereof,  and  asserts  its  determination,  when 
that  is  accomplished,  to  leave  the  govern- 
ment and  control  of  the  island  to  its  people.** 
30  Stat  at  L.  738. 

On  the  same  day,  the  minister  of  Spain  to 
the  United  States  requested  and  obtained  his 
passports;  the  text  of  the  resolution  was 
cabled  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States 
at  Madrid;  and  the  Secretary  of  State  b^ 
separate  despatch  directed  him  to  communi- 
cate the  resolution  to  the  government  of 
Spain  with  the  formal  demand  of  the  United 
States  therein  made,  and  the  notification 
that  in  the  absence  of  a  response  by  April 
23  the  President  would  proceed  without  fur- 
ther notice  to  use  the  power  and  authority 
enjoined  and  conferred  upon  him. 

April  21  the  minister  of  the  United  States 
at  Madrid  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the 
Secretary's  despatch  tnat  morning,  but  say- 
ing thai  before  he  had  communicated  it  he 
had  been  notified  bv  the  minister  of  foreign 
affairs  of  Spain  that  diplomatic  relations 
were  broken  off  between  the  two  countries, 
and  that  he  had  accordingly  asked  for  his 
passportsw  The  letter  from  the  minister  of 
foreign  affairs  of  Spain  referred  to  was  as 
follows: 

"In  compliance  with  a  painful  duty  I 
have  the  honor  to  inform  'll^ur  Excellent^ 
that  the  President,  havine  approved  a  reso- 
lution of  both  Chambers  or  the  United  States, 
which,  in  denying  the  legitimate  sovereign^ 
of  Spain  and  threatening  an  immediate 
armea  intervention  in  Cuba,  is  equivalent  to 
an  evident  declaration  of  war,  the  govern- 
ment of  His  Majesty  has  ordered  its  minister 
in  Washington  to  withdraw  without  loss  of 
time  from  Hhe  North  American  territory, 
with  all  the  pexvonnel  of  the  legation.  By 
this  act  the  aiplomatio  relations  which  pre- 
viously existed  oetween  the  two  countries  art 
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broken  off,  all  official  oommunieationi  b^ 
tween  their  respective  representatives  ceas- 
ing, and  I  haaten  to  coimnuiiicate  tliis  to 
Your  Exoellency  in  order  that  on  your  pfurt 
jott  may  make  such  dispoeitions  as  seem  suit- 
I,  able.  I  b^  Your  Excellency  to  acknowledge 
g  the  receipt  of  this  note  at  such  timie  as  you 

•  deem*proper,  and  I  avail  myself  of  this  op- 
portunity to  reiterate  to  you  the  assurances 
of  my  disti'Dguished  consideration." 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  at  once  gave  in- 
etructions  to  the  commander  in  chief  of  the 
North  Atlantic  squadron  to  "inomediately  in- 
stitute a  blockade  of  the  north  coast  of  Cuba, 
eactending  from  Cardenas  on  the  east  to 
Bahia  Honda  on  the  west;  also,  if  in  your 
minion  your  force  warrants,  the  port  of 
(Senfuegos,  on  the  south  side  of  the  island. 
•  •  .  It  is  believed  that  this  blockade  will 
eat  off  Havana  almost  entirely  from  receiv- 
ing supplies  from  the  outside.  .  .  .  The 
department  does  not  wish  the  defenses  of 
Havana  to  be  bombarded  or  attacked  by  your 
squadron." 

April  22  Admiral  Sampson,  in  command, 
instituted  the  blockade,  and  <mi  that  day  the 
President  issued  the  following  proclamation : 

"Whereas,  by  a  joint  resolution  passed  by 
the  Congress  and  approved  April  20,  1898, 
and  communicated  to  the  government  of 
Spain,  it  was  demanded  that  said  govern- 
ment at  once  relinquish  its  authority  and 
Aovemment  in  the  island  of  Cuba,  and  with- 
draw its  land  and  naval  foroes  from  Cuba 
and  Cuban  waters;  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  was  directed  and  empowered 
to  use  the  entire  land  and  naval  forces  of  the 
United  States,  and  to  call  into  the  actual 
service  of  the  United  States  the  militia  of 
the  several  states  to  such  extent  as  might 
be  necessary  to  carry  said  resolution  into 
effect;  and 

''Whereas,  in  carrying  Into  effect  said 
resolution,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  deems  it  neceseary  to  set  on  foot  and 
maintain  a  blockade  of  the  north  coast  of 
Cuba,  induding  all  ports  on  said  coast  be- 
tween Cardenas  and  Bahia  Honda  and  tiie 
port  of  Cienfuegos   on    the   south  coast  of 

'*Now,  therefore,  I,  William  McKinley, 
President  of  the  United  States,  in  order  to 
enforce  the  eaid  resolution,  do  hereby  de- 
dare  and  proclaim  that  the  United  States 
of  America  have  instituted,  and  will  main- 
tain, a  blockade  of  the  north  coast  of  Cuba, 
OD  including  ports  on  said  coast  between  Car- 
g  denas  and  Bahia  Honda  and  the  port  of  Cien- 

•  fu^gos  0D»the  south  coast  of  Cuba,  aforesaid, 
in  pursuaDce  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  the  law  of  nations  appliaible  to  such 
cases.  An  efficient  force  will  be  posted  so  as 
to  prevent  the  entrance  and  exit  of  vessels 
from  the  ports  aforesaid.  Any  neutral  ves- 
sel approaching  any  of  said  porte,  or  at- 
tempting to  leave  the  same,  without  notice 
or  knowledge  of  the  establishment  of  such 
blockade,  will  be  duly  warned  by  the  c(Hn* 
mander  of  the  blockading  foroes,  who  will 
indorse  on  her  register  the  fact,  and  the 
date,  of  such  warninf^,  where  such  indorse- 

.  was  made;  and  if  the  same  vessd  shall 


again  attempt  to  enter  any  blockaded  port^ 
sae  will  be  captured  and  sent  to  the  nearest 
oonTenient  port  for  such  proceedings  against 
her  ami  her  cargo  as  prize  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable. 

"Neutral  vessds  lying  in  any  of  said  port» 
at  the  time  of  the  establishment  of  such 
blockade  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  to  issue 
therefrom."    30  Stai.  at  L.  1769. 

April  23  the  Queen  Recent  of  Spain  issued 
a  deoree,  in  which,  among  other  things,  it 
was  stated: 

"Art  I.  The  state  of  war  existing  betweeo 
Spain  and  the  United  States  terminates  the 
treaty  of  peace  and  friends;hip  of  the  27tb 
October,  1796,  the  protocol  of  the  12th  Janu* 
ary,  1877,  and  all  other  agreements,  conk- 
pacts,  and  conventions  that  have  been  la 
force  up  to  the  present  between  the  two  coun« 
tries. 

"Art.  II.  A  term  of  five  days  from  the 
date  of  the  publication  of  the  present  royal 
decree  in  the  Madrid  Gazette  is  allowed  to 
all  United  States  ships  anchored  in  Spanish 
ports,  during  which  they  are  at  liberty  to  de- 
part" 

April  25,  in  response  to  a  message  from  the 
President,  Congress  passed  the  following  act, 
which  was  thereupon  duly  and  at  once  ap- 
proved : 

"First  That  war  be,  and  the  same  is  here- 
by, declared  to  exist,  and  that  war  has  ex- 
isted since  the  twenty-first  day  of  April, 
Anno  Domini  dghteen  hundred  and  ninety* 
eight,  including  said  day,  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  America  and  the  Kingdom  of 
Spain.  Q 

"Second.  That  the  President  of  the  United  g 
States  be,  and*he  hereby  is,  directed  and  em«  * 
powered  to  use  the  entire  land  and  naval 
forces  of  the  United  States,  and  to  call  into 
the  actual  service  of  the  United  States  the 
militia  of  the  several  states,  to  such  extent 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  this  act  int9 
effect"    30  Stat  at  L.  364. 

April  26  the  President  issued  a  further 
proclamation,  as  follows: 

"Whereas,  By  an  act  of  Congress,  ap- 
proved April  25,  1898,  it  is  declared  that 
war  exists,  and  that  war  has  existed  since 
the  21st  day  of  April,  a.  d.  1898,  induding 
aaid  day,  between  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica and  the  Kingdom  of  Spain;  and 

"Whereas,  It  being  desirable  that  such 
war  should  be  conducted  upon  principles  in 
harmony  with  the  present  views  of  nations 
and  sanctioned  by  their  recent  practice,  it 
has  already  been  announced  that  the  policy 
of  this  government  will  be,  not  to  resort  te 
privateering,  but  to  adhere  to  the  rules  ef 
the  Declaration  of  Paris: 

"Now,  therefore,  I,  William  MeKinley» 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
by  virtue  of  the  power  vested  in  me  by  ttub 
Constitution  and  the  laws,  do  hereby  declare 
and  prodaim: 

"1.  The  neutral  flag  covers  enemy's  goodi» 
with  the  exception  of  contrsiband  <k  war. 

"2.  Neutral  goods,  not  oontraband  of  war, 
are  not  liable  to  confiscation  under  tb« 
enemy's  flag. 
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"3.  Blockades  in  order  to  be  binding  miiBt 
be  effective. 

"4.  Spanish  merchant  Tessels,  in  any  ports 
or  places  within  the  United  States,  aball  be 
allowed  till  May  21«  1898,  indusive,  for  load- 
ing their  cargoes  and  departing  Irom  such 
ports  or  places;  and  such  Spanish  merchant 
vessels,  if  met  at  sea,  by  any  United  States 
ship,  shall  be  permitted  tx>  continue  their 
voyage,  if,  on  examination  of  their  papers, 
it  shall  appear  that  their  cargoes  were  taken 
on  board  before  the  expiration  of  the  above 
term;  Provided,  that  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  a.pply  to  Spanish  vessels  having 
on  board  any  officer  in  the  military  or  naval 
o  service  of  the  enemy,  or  any  coal  (except 
Jq  such  as  may  be  necessarjjr  for  tiie  voyage) ,  or 

*  any  other  article*  prohibited  or  contraband 
of  war,  or  any  despatch  of  or  to  the  Spanish 
government. 

"6.  Any  Spanish  merchant  vessel,  which, 
prior  to  April  21,  1898,  shall  have  sailed 
from  any  foreign  port  bound  for  any  port  or 
place  in  the  United  States,  shall  be  permit- 
ted to  enter  such  port  or  place,  and  to  dis- 
charge her  cargo,  and  afterwards  forthwith 
to  depart  without  molestation;  and  any  such 
vessel,  if  met  at  sea  by  any  United  States 
ship,  shall  be  permitted  to  continue  her  voy- 
age to  any  j^ort  not  blockaded. 

''6.  The  right  of  search  is  to  be  exercised 
with  strict  regard  for  the  rights  of  neutrals, 
and  the  voyages  of  mail  steamers  are  not  to 
be  interfered  with  except  on  the  clearest 
grounds  of  suspicion  of  a  violation  of  law  in 
respiBct  of  contraband  or  blockade."  30  Stat, 
at  L.  1770. 

The  steamship  Pedro  was  built  at  New- 
castle, England,  in  1883,  and,  imtil  1887, 
sailed  under  British  registry  and  the  name 
of  the  Lilbum  Tower.  In  the  latter  year 
her  name  was  changed  to  the  Pedro,  and  she 
was  transferred  to  La  Ck>mpania  la  Flecha, 
a  Spanish  corporation  of  Bilboa,  Spain,  and 
registered  at  that  port  in  its  name,  and,  on 
October  4, 1887, obtained  a  royal  patent  from 
the  Crown  of  Spain,  which  was  issued  to  her 
as  the  property  of  the  company.  Thereafter 
she  sailed  under  the  Spanish  flaff  and  was 
officered  and  manned  by  Spaniaros,  though 
she  was  engaged  in  the  transportation  of 
cargo  for  hire  as  a  merchant  vessel  under  the 
management  of  Q.  H.  Fletcher  ft  Company 
of  Liverpool.  Her  voyages  began  in  Europe, 
where  she  took  cargo  for  Cuban  ports,  from 
which  ports  on  dische«rge  she  proceeded  to 
ports  of  the  United  States,  where  she  took 
cargo  for  a  port  of  discharge  in  Europe,  the 
round  trip  oeoapying  about  three  nwntha. 
Between  March  20  and  March  25,  1808,  she 
took  on  board  at  Antwerp,  Belgium,  some 
2,000  tons  of  cargo  for  Havana,  Santiago  de 
Cuba,  and  Cienfuegos,  Cuba,  of  which  1,700 
tons  was  rice,  and  the  rest  hardware,  empty 
bottles,  paper,  cement,  and  general  cargo. 

On  March  18,  1898,  she  was  chartered  to 

the  firm  of  Keyser   &   Company,  being  de- 

g  eoribed  in  the  charter  party  as  "now  loading 

eo  ia  Antwerp  for  Cuba,''  to  proceed  to  Pensa- 

*  eda,^  Florida,  or  Ship  Island,  Mississippi, 
"witii  all  convenient  speed,"  to  load  a  CArgo 
of  liuDl>er  for  Rotterdam  or  Antwerp.    The 


charter  party  provided  that  '^should  the  ves- 
sel not  be  in  all  respects  ready  for  cargo  at 
her  loading  place  on  or  bef<Nre  the  18th  of 
May,  1898,  diarterers  or  their  agents  have 
the  option  of  canceling  this  char&r.  If  re- 
quired by  charterers,  lay  days  are  not  to  com- 
mence at  loading  port  before  the  6th  of  May, 
1898."  Among  the  ship's  papers  was  a  bill 
of  health  issu^  by  the  consul  of  the  United 
States  at  Antwerp,  March  24,  which  de- 
scribed her  as  "engaged  in  Atlantic  trade, 
and  plies  between  Antwerp,  Cuba,  and  the 
United  SUtes."  The  bill  of  health  conclud- 
ed as  follows :  "I  certify  that  the  vessel  has 
complied  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
made  under  the  act  of  February  16,  1893, 
and  that  the  vessel  leaves  this  port  bound  for 
Pensacola,  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
via  Havana,  Santiago,  and  Cienfuegos."  The 
steamer's  freight  list  on  the  voyage  to  Cuban 
ports  was  valued  at  about  $7,000,  stated  to 
be  barely  sufficient  to  cover  the  expenses  of 
receiving,  transporting,  and  delivering  that 
cargo;  and  the  charter  hire  on  the  contem- 
plated voyage  from  Penisacola  or  Ship  Island 
to  Rotterdam  would  have  been  about  $26,« 
000. 

The  steamer  arrived  at  Havana  on  April 
17,  and  remained  there  for  five  days,  dis- 
charging about  1600  tons  of  her  cargo,  and 
taking  on  some  20  tons  of  general  merchan- 
dise for  Santiago.  On  April  22,  at  about 
half  after  3  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  she  left 
Havana  for  Santiago,  and  at  6  o'clock,  when 
about  16  miles  east  of  the  Morro,  at  the  en- 
trance of  Havana  harbor,  and  6  miles  north 
of  the  Cuban  coast,  was  captured  by  the 
cruiser  New  York,  one  of  the  blockading  fleet, 
and  sent  to  Key  West  in  charge  of  a  prize 
crew.    There  she  was  libelled  on  April  23. 

In  due  course,  proofs  in  preparaioriOf 
which  embraced  tiie  ship's  papers  and  the 
depositions  of  her  master  and  first  officer, 
were  taken.  The  master  appeared  in  behalf 
of  the  owners  and  made  claim  to  the  vessel, 
and  moved  the  court  for  leave  to  take  fur- 
ther proofs,  presenting  with  the  motion  his 
test  affidavit  In  the  affidavit  it  was  cdleged  e« 
that,  although  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  La  Jo 
Compania  la  Flecha  was  registered  in* the* 
names  of  Spanish  subjects  and  only  a  mi- 
nority in  the  names  of  British  subjects 
(members  of  the  firm  of  G.  H.  Fletcher  ft 
Company),  one  of  the  latter  had  possession 
of  all  the  certificates  of  stock,  which,  under 
the  charter  of  the  company,  established  the 
ownership  thereof,  whereby  he  was  the  "sole 
beneficial  owner  of  the  said  steamer  Pedro." 
And  further  that  the  steamer  was  trans- 
ferred from  the  British  to  the  Spanish  reg- 
istry solely  for  commercial  reasons,  "there 
being  discriminations  in  favor  of  vessels 
carrying  the  Spanish  flag  in  respect  of  com- 
merce with  the  colonies  of  Spain,  in  consid- 
eration of  dues  paid  by  such  steamers  to  the 
government  of  Spain,"  but  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  British  stockholders  to  with- 
draw her  from  the  Spanish  registry  and 
from  under  the  Spanish  flag,  and  restore  her 
to  the  British  registry  and  the  flag  of  Great 
Britain  whenever  the  trade  mignt  be  die- 
turbed.    It  was  also  alleged  that  the  i  ' 
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er  was  insured  "a^inst  all  perils  and  adven- 
tures, indudiug  the  risks  of  war,  for  her  full 
value  hj  underwriters  of  Lloyds,  London, 
mnd  by  insurance  companies  organized  and 
existing  under  and  pursuant  to  the  laws  of 
Great  Britain,  and  that  if  the  said  vessel 
should  be  condemned  as  prize  by  this  court 
the  loss  will  rest  upon  and  be  borne  by  the 
said  English  underwriters/* 

The  motion  was  denied,  the  cause  heard  on 
the  pleadings  and  the  proofs  taken  in  prepar- 
atorio,  and  a  decree  of  condemnation  en- 
tered. Subsequently  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  elected  to  take  the  vessel  for  the  use 
of  the  United  States  pursuant  to  fi  4624  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  By  order  of  court 
she  was  duly  appraised  and  delivered  to  the 
Kavy  Department,  and  the  amount  of  her 
appraised  value  deposited  with  the  Assistant 
Treasurer  of  the  United  States,  at  New 
York,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  district 
eourt.  From  the  decree  of  condemnation  an 
appeal  wajB  prosecuted  to  this  court. 

Mr,  Wilhelmiui  Mynderse  for  appel- 
Unt 

Messrs.  James  H.  Hayden,  Joseph  K, 
McCammon,  and  Assistant  Attorney  General 
^Hoyt  for  captors. 

•  *Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

When,  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  this  Span- 
ish steamer  sailed  from  Havana,  the  United 
States  and  Spain  were  at  war.  Congress 
had  adopted  a  resolution  April  20,  dex^uod- 
ing  "that  the  government  of  Spain  at  once 
relinquish  its  authority  and  government  in 
the  island  of  Cuba  and  withdraw  its  land 
and  naval  forces  from  Cuba  and  Cuban  wa- 
ters," and  directing  and  empowering  the 
Presideoit  "to  use  the  entire  land  aaid  naval 
farces  of  the  United  States  and  to  call  into 
the  aetucd  service  of  the  United  States  the 
militia  of  the  several  states,  to  such  extent 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  these  resolu- 
tions into  effect."  Time  was  given  bj  the 
Executive  until  April  23  for  Spain  to  signify 
compliance  with  the  demand,  but  the  Span- 
ish government  at  once,  on  April  21,  reeog- 
nizea  the  resolution  as  ''an  evident  dedarar 
tion  of  war,"  and  diplomatic  relations  were 
broken  off.  Blockade  hed  been  proclaimed 
April  22,  and  put  into  effective  operation  at 
ffiivana,  and»  immediately  thereupon,  else- 
where, under  the  proclamation.  And  by  the 
act  of  Congress  of  April  25  it  was  declared 
that  war  hsA  existed  since  the  21st  day  of 
ApriL 

Being  an  enemy's  vessel,  the  Pedro  was  Ha^ 
able  to  capture  as  lawful  prize,  unless  ex- 
empted therefrom  by  the  terms  of  the  proo- 
lamation  of  April  26.  If  that  document  in 
its  bearing  on  this  case  could  be  regarded  as 
ambiguous,  a  liberal  construction  might  be 
indulged  in;  and  it  is  ureed  that  such  liber- 
ality should  in  any  event  be  accorded  in  view 
of  the  traditional  policy  of  this  government 
in  lespect  of  the  exemption  of  private  prop- 
er^ at  sea  during  war. 

In  TT^e  Phcmiw,  1  Spinks,  Ecd.  ft  Adm. 
Bep.  806,  310,  Spinks   Prize   Cases,    1,  Dr. 


Lushli^n  said  in  reference  to  the  relaxa^ 
tion  of  bellifirerent  rights  by  official  action  i  ^ 
*Ti  the  words  of  the  document  are  capable  I 
of  two  oonetructiona,  then«I  am  clearly  of  * 
opinion  that  the  one  most  favoral)le  to  the 
belligerent  party  in  whose  favor   the  docu- 
ment is  issued  ought  to  be  adopted;  but  the 
court  must  bear  in  mind  t^t  its  province  is 
not  fua  dare,   but  jus   dicere;  and  I   must 
a^ain  refer  to  the  prixtciple  which  I  have 
often  enunciated  in  this  court,  Yerhis  plane 
expressis  omnino  standwrn  est/* 

As  applicable  here,  the  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage used  appears  to  us  plain,  and  the  proc- 
lamation not  open  to  interpretation,  since 
none  is  needed;  nor  are  we  justified  in  ex- 
panding executive  action  by  construction  b^ 
cause  <rf  the  diplomatic  attitude  of  this  gov- 
ernment in  respect  of  the  exemption  of  all 
property,  not  contraband,  of  citizens  and 
subjects  of  nations  at  war  witii  each  otiier— 
an  exemption  which  has  not  as  yet  been 
adopted  into  the  law  of  nations. 

It  may  be  that  the  hardships  incident  to 
the  contrary  view  will  finallv  be  found  eo 
destitute  of  corresponding  advantage  as  to 
lead  to  the  generaJ  acceptance  of  the  doo- 
trine  so  long  unsuccessfully  advocated  by 
our  statesmen  and  publicists,  in  diminution 
of  the  evils  of  war;  but  we  must  apply  the 
law  as  it  is,  and  not  the  law  as  they  have 
contended  it  ehould  be. 

The  Pedro  did  not  come  within  the  fourth 
article  of  the  proclamation,  for  she  was  in 
Havana,  a  port  of  the  enemy,  on  April  21, 
and  not  "in  ai^  port  or  place  within  the 
United  States."  She  sailed  from  Havana 
for  Santiago,  another  port  of  the  enemy,  on 
April  22«  was  captured  that  day,  and 
reached  Key  West  on  April  23  as  a  prize  of 
war.  The  suj^gestion  that  she  was  thus 
brought  within  the  exemption  requires  no 
remark. 

Nor  did  the  fifth  article  of  the  proclama* 
tion  exempt  the  Pedro.  That  article  provid- 
ed that  '*any  Spanish  merchant  vessel  which, 
prior  to  April  21,  1898,  shall  have  sailed 
from  any  foreign  |>ort,  bound  for  any  port 
or  place  in  the  United  States,  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  enter  such  port  or  place,  and  to 
discharge  her  cargo,  and  afterwards  forth- 
with to  depart  without  molestation." 

The  Pedro  remained  in  the  harbor  of  Ha- 
vana from  the  17th  until  the  22d  of  April. 
We  think  it  must  be  assumed  that  she  was 
advised  of  the  strained  rdations  between  the  i 
United  States  and  Spain,  and  the  imminency  \ 
of  hostilities.  At  all  events,*  she  did  not  * 
leave  Havana  until  the  day  after  that  desig- 
nated by  Congress  and  the  President  as  the 
day  on  which  war  actually  began,  and  which 
was  also  so  regarded  by  the  government  <^ 
Spain.  She  had  no  cargo  to  be  discharged 
at  any  port  or  place  in  Uie  United  States, 
but  had  ca<rgo  for  Santiago  and  Cienfuegos, 
Cuban  ports  held  by  the  Spenish  forces;  and 
she  cleared,  not  for  Pensacola,  but  for  San- 
tiago. She  was  not  within  the  letter  of  the 
proclamation,  nor  within  the  reasons  usually 
assigned  for  the  exemption  as  pointed  out  in 
the  opinion  of  the  dietrict  judge.  The  Buena 
Ventura,S7  Fed. Rep. 927.  She  had  not  left  a 
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foreign  port  in  ignorAoce  of  tiie  perilous  oon- 
dition  of  affairs,  and  innooeotly  taken  a 
oouFM  whicli  would  subject  her  to  our  power 
hv  entering  one  of  our  porta.  Neither  was 
she  bringing  cargo  to  this  country  for  the  in- 
crease of  our  resources  or  the  oonyenience  of 
our  citizens.  On  the  contrary,  she  was  sail- 
ing from  one  port  to  another  port  of  the  en- 
emy, and  all  the  cargo  she  had  on 
board  was  destined  foe  the  enemy's 
ports.  Not  only  this,  but  she  took  on 
cargo  at  Havana  for  Santiago,  and  was 
captured  while  thus  actually  trading  from 
one  enemy  port  to  another  enemy  por^  being 
herself  an  enemy  vesseL  In  these  circum- 
stances the  fact  that  the  Pedro  was  under 
contract  to  ultimatelv  proceed,  after  con- 
dudinff  her  visits  to  the  Spanish  ports,  to  a 
port  of  the  United  States,  to  there  load  for 
Europe,  did  not  bring  her  within  the  exemp- 
tion of  the  proclamation. 

The  doctrine  as  to  continuity  of  voy- 
age, as  laid  down  bv  this  court  in  the  eases 
dted  by  appellant,  has  no  application. 

In  The  Circassian,  2  Wall.  135,  sub  nom. 
Eunier  v.  United  States,  17  L.  ed.  796,  it 
was  ruled  that  the  intent  to  violate  a  block- 
ade, found  as  a  fact,  was  not  disproved  by 
evidence  of  a  purpose  to  call  at  a  neutral 
port,  not  reached  at  time  of  capture,  with 
ulterior  destination  to  the  blockaded  port. 
In  The  Bermuda,  3  Wall.  514,  sub  nom, 
Haigh  r.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  200,  the 
actual  destination  to  a  belligerent  port, 
whether  ulterior  or  direct,  was  held  to  deter- 
mine the  character  of  the  transaction  as  a 
whole;  that  transhipment  could  not  change 
tiie  effect  of  the  pursuit  of  a  common  object 
by  a  common  plan;  and  that,  if  the  cargo 
was  contraband,  lis  condemnation  was  jus- 
tified, whether  tiie  voyage  was  to  ports  block- 
aded or  to  ports  not  blockaded;  iod  eo^as  to 
the  vessel  m  the  former  case.  And  in  The 
Bpringhok,  6  Wall.  1,  sub  nom.  The  Spring* 
hok  V.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  480,  it  was 
held  that  an  intention  to  tranship  cargo  at  a 
neutral  port  did  not  save  it  when  destined 
for  a  blockaded  port;  that  as  to  cargo,  both 
in  law  and  intent,  the  voyage  from  London 
to  the  blockaded  port  was  one  voyage,  and 
that  the  liability  attached  from  the  time  of 
sailing,  if  captured  during  cmy  part  of  that 
voyajg;e.  The  solution  of  the  question  under 
consideration  is  not  particularly  aided  by 
these  and  like  decisions  relating  to  blockade 
running  and  the  transportation  of  contrar 
band. 

In  The  Joseph,  8  Cranch,  451,  8  L.  ed.  621, 
the  American  brig  Joseph  sailed  from  Bos- 
ton with  a  car|no  on  freight  April  6,  1812,  on 
a  voyage  to  Liverpool  and  the  north  of  Eu- 
rope, and  thence  directly  or  indirectly  to  the 
United  States.  She  discharged  her  cargo  at 
Liverpool;  then,  under  British  license,  she 
took  a  cargo  from  Hull  to  St.  Petersburg, 
and  there  received  news  of  the  war  between 
the  United  States  and  Great  Britain.  She 
afterwards  sailed  from  St.  Petersburg  to 
London  with  a  car^o  consigned  to  merchants 
at  that  port,  having  delivered  which,  she 
sailed  for  the  United  States  in  ballast,  and 
was  captured   not  far  from   Boston  Light, 


and  sent  into  port  for  adjudication.  Bar 
tradinff  with  the  enem^  rendered  her  liable 
to  condenmation  as  prize;  but  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  offensive  voyage  terminated 
at  London,  and  that  she  was  not  taken  in 
delicto,  Tue  court  held,  however,  that 
whether  her  voyage  were  considered  an  en- 
tire 006  from  the  united  States  to  England, 
thenoe  to  St.  Petersburg,  and  thenoe  to  the 
United  States,  or  as  two  distinct  voyages, 
the  homeward  voyage  being  from  St.  Peters- 
burg to  the  United  States,  with  a  deviation 
to  London,  she  was  captured  during  the  same 
voyage  in  which  the  offense  was  committed, 
though  after  it  was  committed,  and  was  still 
in  delicto. 

The  Argo,  1  Spinks,  Eccl.  ft  Adm.  Rep.  876, 
Spinks  Prize  Oases,  52  so  much  relied  on  by 
counsel,  was  an  entirely  different  case  from 
that  presented  by  this  reoord.  The  Argo 
was  a  vessel  belonging  to  a  Russian  owner, 
sailing  under  Russian  colors,  and  bound  on 
a  voyage  from  Havana  to  Oork.  Her  char^^ 
ter  party  bore  date  February  7  at  Havana,! 
but  it  was  therein  stipulated  that*she  should* 
load  at  Havana  or  Matanzas,  demurrage  not 
to  be  paid  for  forty-two  running  days. 
She  toolc  on  sufficient  ballast  at  Havana  to 
keep  her  safe,  and  left  there  in  February  for 
Matanzas,  where  her  cargo  was  begun  to  be 
put  on  board  February  28,  and  was  complet- 
ed on  March  30,  and  she  cleared  from  that 
port  April  2.  March  29,  1854,  the  British 
order  in  council,  printed  in  the  margin  t  ynm 
issued.  Dr.  Lushington,  adhering  to  the 
views  he  had  expressed  in  The  PhoBnAm,  1 
Spinks,  Eccl.  ft  Adm.  Rep.  306,  310,  Spinks 
Prize  Cases,  1,  held  that  the  order  did  not 
contemplate  that  the  vessel  should  be  laden 
at  the  date  of  sailing,  and  that  the  voyage 


t"Her  liajesty,  being  compelled  to  deelars 
war  against  his  Imperial  Majesty  the  Bmperor 
of  all  the  Rnsalas,  and  being  destrous  to  less- 
en as  mnch  as  poeelUe  the  evils  thereof,  Is 
pleased,  by  and  with  the  advice  o^  her  Privy 
Cooncll,  to  order,  and  It  is  hereby  ordered,  that 
Ross! an  merchant  vessels,  in  any  ports  or 
places  within  her  Majesty's  dominions,  shall  be 
allowed  nntil  the  lOth  day  of  May  next,  six 
weeks  from  the  date  hereof,  for  loading  their 
cargoes  and  departing  from  each  ports  or 
places ;  and  that  soch  Russian  merchant  vessels, 
if  met  at  sea  by  any  of  her  Majesty's  ships, 
■hsll  be  permitted  to  continue  their  voyage,  if 
on  examination  of  their  papers  It  shall  appear 
that  their  cargoes  were  taken  on  board  before 
the  expiration  of  the  above  term^  Priyoided, 
that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to 
or  be  taken  to  extend  to  Russian  vessels  having 
on  board  any  officer  In  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  enemy,  or  any  article  prohibited 
or  contraband  of  war,  or  any  despatch  of  or  to 
the  Russian  government. 

"And  it  Is  hereby  farther  ordered  by  her 
Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  her  Privy 
Council  as  aforesaid,  that  any  Russian  mer> 
chant  vessel  which,  prior  to  the  date  of  this  or- 
der, shall  have  sailed  from  any  foreign  port 
bound  for  any  port  or  place  in  her  Majesty's 
dominions,  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  such  port 
or  place,  and  to  discharge  her  cargo,  and  after* 
wards  forthwith  to  depart  without  molestatlott, 
and  that  any  such  vessel,  if  met  at  sea  by  any 
of  her  Majesty's  ships,  shall  be  permitted  to 
continue  her  voyage  to  any  port  not  blockaded.** 
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was  oammexhoed  at  Havana  to  end  in  Qreat 
Britain,  notwithBtanding  she  took  cargo  at 
Hatanzas. 

It  waa  argued  that  the  Pedro  was  not  lia^ 
ble  to  capture  and  condemnation  because 
British  subjects  were  the  legal  owners  of 
some  and  the  equitable  owners  of  the  rest  of 
the  stock  of  La  Compania  la  Flecha^  and  be- 
cause the  vessel  was  insured  against  risks  of 
war  by  British  underwriters.  But  the  Pe- 
MK  dro  was  owned  by  a  corporation  incorporat- 
g  ed  under  the  laws  of  Spain ;  had  a  Spanish 
•  registry;  was  sailing  under  a  Spanish *flaff 
and  a  Spanish  license ;  and  was  officered  and 
manned  by  Spaniards.  Nothing  is  better 
settled  than  that  she  must,  under  such  cir- 
enmstanoes,  be  deemed  to  be  a  Spanish  ship, 
and  to  be  dealt  with  accordingly.  Story, 
Prize  Ck>urts  (Pratt's  ed.)  60,  66,  and  cases 
dted ;  The  Friendsohaft,  4  Wheat.  106,  4  L. 
ed.  525;  The  Ariadne,  2  Wheat.  143,  4  L.  ed. 
205;  The  Cheshire,  3  Wall.  231,  aub  nom. 
The  Cheshire  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  175; 
Hall,  Int.  Law,  fi  160. 

These  stockholders  were  in  no  position  to 
deny  that,  when  they  elected  to  take  the  bene- 
fit of  Spanish  navigation  laws  and  the  eom- 
merdal  profits  to  be  derived  through  dis- 
criminations thereunder  against  sMps  of 
other  nations,  th^  also  elected  to  rely  on  the 
protection  furnished  by  the  Spanish  flag. 
Nor  can  the  alleged  intention  to  restore  the 
F^dro  to  British  registry,  if  war  rendered 
the  change  desirable,  be  regarded.  That 
had  not  been  done  when  the  Pedro  waa  cap- 
tured. 

In  conclusion,  we  are  d  opinion  that  the 
court  below  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  allow 
further  proofs  to  be  taken.  The  Spanish 
ownership  was  made  out,  and  the  facts  that 
the  stock  of  the  corporation  belonged  legally 
er  equitably  to  British  suhjects,  or  that  the 
loss  of  the  vessel  would  be  eventually  borne 
by  British  underwriters,  were  immaterial. 
Nor  was  there  any  doubt  aa  to  the  move- 
ments of  the  Pedro  and  the  trading  in  whhdi 
she  was  actually  engaged.  The  conclusion 
reached  by  the  district  court  could  not  have 
been  affected  by  the  further  proofs  diesired 
to  be  taken. 
Decree  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Wliite,  with  whom  concur 
lir.  Justice  Brewer,  Mr.  Justice  8hirAa» 
and  Mr.  Justice  Peckliain,  dissenting: 

The  Pedro  was  a  British-built  ship, 
formerly  owned  and  registered  in  Qreat 
Britain.  About  nine  years  prior  to  the  22d 
day  of  April,  1898,  on  which  day  the  ship 
was  captured,  she  was  transferred  to  a 
Spanish  corporation,  took  a  license  from  the 
A  Spanish  government,  and  thereafter  sailed 
gnnder  the  Spanish  flag.  From  the  time 
•  when  she  thus  became *a  Spanish  merchant 
vessel  she  followed  a  course  of  regular  trade 
hj  sailing  from  some  port  or  ports  in  Europe 
to  some  port  or  ports  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  United  States,  touching  in  so  doing  at 
several  places  in  the  island  of  Cuba,  voy- 
ages of  this  kind  were  made  for  about  nine 
yean  prior  to  the  capture,  the  vessel  usually 
eonsnming  about  three  months  in  both  the 


outwird  aad  return  voyage,  being  thus  abla 
to  maka  four  trips  each  year  bcitweem  a  Eu* 
ropean  port  and  a  port  in  the  United  States. 
On  these  voyages,  as  illustrated  by  the  one 
on  which  she  was  engaged  when  captured^ 
the  business  secured  for  tne  Cuban  ports  waa 
accessory  to  the  main  object  of  the  voyajje^ 
which  was  the  procuring  of  a  remunerativa 
cargo  in  the  United  States^  Prior  to  the 
journey  to  the  United  States  upon  which  she 
was  captured,  the  Pedro  had  been  last  at  tha 
port  of  New  Orleans  in  January,  1806,  al 
which  time  she  there  paid  the  tonnage  tax 
imposed  by  the  act  of  Congress,  the  payment 
then  made  being  the  fourfii  for  the  year  be- 
ginning March  2, 1807,  showing  that  for  tha 
year  pMrior  to  her  capture  she  had  been  four 
times  in  a  port  of  the  United  States  and  paid 
tonnage  at  such  porta. 

The  Pedro,  being  in  the  port  of  Antwerp 
in  March,  1808,  took  cargo  for  Havana,  San- 
tiago, And  Cienfuegos,  in  the  island  of  Cuba. 
While  the  vessel  was  thus  at  Antwerp  tak- 
ing cargo  for  the  Cuban  ports  in  question, 
she  was,  on  the  18th  of  March,  1808,  throuffh 
brokers  at  Liverpool,  chartered  fay  W.  S. 
Keyser  &  Co.^  a  firm  of  merchants  estab> 
lished  in  Mobile  and  Pensaoola^  to  proceed 
to  Peneacola  or  Ship  Island  in  the  united 
States,"unt^  all  convenient  speed"  then  to 
take  a  cargo  of  lumber  to  be  carried  on  the 
return  voyage  to  Bottordam.  The  opening 
clause  of  the  charter  described  the  vessel  as 
now  loading  in  Antwerp  for  Cuba»  and  tha 
contract  contained  the  stipttlationa  usual  to 
such  agreements.  It  was  provided  tiiat  the 
charterers  should  not  be  obliged  to  commence 
loading  the  ship  at  Peneacola  or  Ship  Island 
before  the  5th  of  May,  but  that  the  loading 
should  be  completed  in  sixteen  working 
days;  and  that  if  the  vessel  did  not  arrive 
at  her  point  d  destination  in  the  United  o 
States  on  or  before  the  18th  day  of  May,g 
1808,  the  diarterers  should  have  the^op** 
tion  of  canceling  the  oontraoL  Although 
the  vessel  had  a  capacity  of  about  5,000  tons 
measurement,  the  cargo  which  was  taken  at 
Antwerp  for  the  Cuban  ports  was  only  about 
2,000  tons,  lese  than  half  her  capacity;  and 
the  entire  freight  on  such  cargo  did  not  ex- 
ceed $7,000,  which  was  barely  sufficient  to 
meet  the  expense  of  receiving,  transporting, 
and  delivering.  On  the  oUier  hand,  tfs 
freight  on  the  lumber  to  be  taken  at  either 
the  port  of  Peneacola  or  Ship  Island,  at  the 
rates  fixed  in  the  charter  partv,  would  have 
amounted  to  about  $25,000.  The  ship  sailed 
on  her  voyage  on  the  25th  of  March, 
1808.  Before  doing  so,  she  took  from  the 
Amerioan  consul  at  the  port  of  Antwerp  a 
bill  of  health,  as  required  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  In  this  biU  of  health  the 
vessel  was  described  as  one  "engaged  in  At- 
lantic trade,  and  plies  between  Antwerp, 
Cuba,  and  the  United  States;"  and  the 
consul  besides  certified  that  the  "vessel  has 
complied  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
made  under  the  act  of  February  the  15th, 
1803,  and  that  the  vessel  leaves  this  port 
bound  for  Peneacola  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  via  Havana,  Santiago^  and  Cien- 
fuegos."   She  arrived  at  Havana  on  the  17t]i 
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of  April,  1898,  and  there  diflcharged  about 
1,600  tons  of  her  cargo.  On  the  20th  of 
April  she  received  from  the  ffteamer  Alaya^ 
in  the  port  of  Havana,  about  20  tona  of  gen- 
eral cargo  destined  for  Santiago,  which  the 
latter  vessel  had  brought  from  European 
ports  and  desired  to  tranship,  the  aame 
never  having  been  landed  in  Cuba.  In  the 
afternoon  of  April  the  22d  the  ateamer  left 
Havana  in  oontinuance  of  her  voyage.  On 
that  morning,  in  execution  of  an  order  re- 
ceived from  the  President,  the  American 
fleet  left  Key  West  for  the  island  of  Cuba, 
to  establish  and  enforce  a  blockade  of  cer- 
tain ports  in  the  island  of  Cuba  which  had 
been  proclaimed  by  the  President.  The  Pe- 
dro, some  distance  outside  of  the  harbor  of 
Havana,  met  the  American  fleets  and  was 
captured. 

There  is  no  just  foundation,  however,  for 
the  contention  that  in  leaving  the  port  of 
^  Havana  the  vessel  was  violating  the  block- 
|j  ade;  for  at  the  time  of  her  sailing  the  block- 
•  ade  had*not  been  established.  Indeed,  when 
the  capture  took  place,  the  fleet  was  on  its 
way  to  Havana  for  the  very  purpose  of  in- 
itiating the  blockade  ordered  by  the  procla- 
mation of  the  President.  While  it  is  true 
that,  Bubseouently  to  the  22d  of  April,  Con- 
gress passed  a  resolution  declaring  that  war 
should  be  considered  as  having  been  flagrant 
as  of  the  date  of  the  2l8t  of  April,  that  it 
was  not  conceived  or  known,  when  the  vessel 
sailed  from  Havana  on  the  22d,  that  a  state 
of  war  existed,  is  also  demonstrated  by  the 
proof,  which  shows  that  just  prior  to  the 
sailing  ot  the  Pedro  from  the  harbor  of  Ha- 
vana an  American  ship  was  allowed  to  depart 
from  that  port,  and  that  shortly  after  the 
Pedro  left,  an  American  steamer,  which  was 
likewise  in  the  port  of  Havana,  was  also  per- 
mitted to  leave. 

Under  this  state  of  fact  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  Pedro  was  within  the  exact  requirements 
of  the  flf  th  article  of  the  proclamation  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and  hence 
was  not  subject  to  capture  and  condemna- 
tion.   The  article  in  question  is  as  follows: 

"5.  Any  Spanish  merchant  vessel  which, 
prior  to  April  21,  1898,  shall  have  sailed 
from  any  foreign  port,  bound  for  any  port  or 
place  in  the  United  States,  shall  be  permitted 
to  enter  such  port  or  place,  and  to  discharge 
her  cargo,  and  afterwards  forthwith  to  de- 
part without  molestation;  and  any  such  ves- 
sel, if  met  at  sea  by  any  United  States  ship, 
shall  be  permitted  to  continue  her  voyage  to 
any  port  not  blockaded." 

The  theory  from  which  it  is  deduced  that 
the  Pedro  was  not  a  Spanish  merchant  vessel 
"which  prior  to  April  21,  1898,"  had  ''sailed 
from  any  foreign  port,  bound  for  any  port 
or  place  in  tiie  United  States,"  is  not  by  me 
understood.  She  assuredly  sailed  from  Ant- 
werp prior  to  the  21st  of  April,  1898;  she 
certainly  was  bound  for  a  port  in  the  United 
States,  since  she  was  under  a  charter  to 
American  citizens,  by  the  terms  of  which  she 
was  obliged  "to  proceed  with  all  convenient 
■peed,"  so  as  to  arrive  at  Pensacola  or  Ship 
Island  l^  May  5, 1898,  where  she  was  to  take 
•n  an  American  cargo  to  be  carried  to  the 


port  of  Rotterdam.  The  vessel  beyond  ques- 
tion took  a  bill  of  health  from  the  American 
consul  at  Antwerp,  describing  her  as  one  en-  e^ 
gaged  in  Atlantic  trade,  and  plying  between  g 
^Europe  and  the  United  States;  and  the* 
American  consul  certified  that  she  was  leav- 
ing the  port  of  Antwerp  bound  for  Pensacola 
in  the  United  States,  via  Havana,  Santiago^ 
and  CienfuegoB.  Under  these  conditions  she 
came,  in  my  conception,  not  only  within  the 
letter  of  the  fifth  article  of  the  proclamation, 
but  also  within  its  plain  intent.  The  object 
of  the  proclamation  was  to  relieve  Spanish 
merchant  vessels  coming  in  the  regular 
course  of  a  commercial  voyage  to  our  ports 
from,  without  warning  and  without  oppor^ 
tunity  of  returning  to  a  port  of  safety,  being 
captured  and  condemned  as  prize  of  war,  in 
consequence  of  the  breaking  out  of  hostili« 
ties  subsequent  to  the  inception  of  the  voy« 
age  which  the  vessel  was  engaged  in  prose* 
cuting.  In  this  respect  the  proclamation 
was  but  a  practical  execution  of  the  enlight- 
ened policy  by  which  civilized  countries,  on 
the  breaking  out  of  hostilities,  have  relieved 
merchant  vessels,  coming  to  one  or  the  other 
of  the  belligerent  countries,  from  being  sub- 
ject to  capture  when,  lief  ore  the  happening 
of  war,  they  had  undertaken  a  lawful  voyage 
in  the  prosecution  of  purely  commercial 
duties  and  relations.  The  scope  of  the  proc- 
lamation is  shown  by  a  consideration  of  the 
fourth  and  the  fifth  clauses  together,  the  one 
providing  for  the  right  of  an  enemy's  vessel 
found  in  a  port  of  the  United  States  at  a  time 
covered  by  the  clause  to  load  cargo  and  de- 
part without  molestation,  even  although 
bound  to  a  port  of  the  enemy,  and  the  provi« 
sion  of  the  fifth  article  which  protects  from 
seizure  and  condemnation  the  merchant  ves- 
sels of  the  enemy  which  had  sailed  bound  for 
any  port  of  the  United  States  prior  to  the 
period  mentioned  in  the  proclamation. 

But,  it  is  said,  when  the  Pedro  left  Havana 
on  the  afternoon  of  the  22d  she  was  not 
bound  for  Ship  Island  or  Pensacola  in  the 
United  States^  but  was  bound  for  Santiago; 
therefore  she  was  on  a  voyage  between  two 
ports  of  the  enemy,  and  was  not  within  the 
fifth  article  of  the  proclamation.  This,  how- 
ever, treats  the  voyage  from  Havana  to  San- 
tiago as  a  new  and  wholly  independent  one 
from  that  which  commenced  at  Antwerp.  It 
disregards  the  fact  that  the  vessel  had  sailed 
from  Antwerp  for  Pensacola  or  Ship  Island  ^ 
via  Havana  and  the  other  ports  named;  itg 
overlooks  that  the  ship  was  under  *  express  ? 
charter  to  American  citizens  when  she  left 
Antwerp  to  proceed  to  Pensacola  or  Ship 
Island;  and  it  further  ignores  the  certifica- 
tion by  the  consul  already  referred  to.  To 
treat  the  voyage  from  Havana  to  Santiago 
as  a  new  and  independent  one,  moreover,  fails 
to  give  weight  to  the  proof  showing  that  the 
touching  at  the  Spanish  ports  in  the  island 
of  Cuba  was  merely  incidental  to  the  main 
voyage  from  Antwerp  to  the  United  States. 
It  also  does  not  apply  the  cumulative  proof 
arising  from  the  long  and  regular  course  of 
business  in  which  the  ship  ha^  been  engaged 
for  nine  years  prior  to  her  capture  in  soak- 
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ing  regular  trips  from  ports  in  Europe  to 
porta  m  the  United  States  via  designated 
ports  in  the  island  of  Cuba.  The  decisioni 
of  this  court,  also,  I  think,  refute  the  conten- 
tion that  the  ultimate  termination  of  an  out- 
ward voyage  may  be  disregarded,  in  order  to 
create  a  new  voyage,  because  of  the  touching 
of  a  vessel  at  an  intermediate  port.  The 
rule,  consecrated  by  the  previous  decisions 
of  t^s  court,  according  to  my  understanding, 
is  that  the  real  intention  of  a  vessel  as  to  her 
outward-bound  port  is  the  determining  factor 
in  concluding  whether  in  consequence  of  her 
voyage  she  is  or  is  not  subject  to  capture  as 
lawful  prize.  In  The  Joseph,  8  Cranoh, 
451,  455,  3  L.  ed.  621,  622,  the  vessel  being  a 
merchant  vessel  of  the  United  States,  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  war  (1812)  between 
the  United  States  and  England,  carried  a 
cargo  from  St.  Petersburg  to  London.  After 
discharging  the  cargo  at  the  latter  point  she 
started  in  ballast  for  New  York,  her  home 
port,  and  was  captured  and  proceeded  against 
for  the  offense  of  trading  with  the  enemy. 
The  defense  was  that  the  voyage  had  termi- 
nated on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  Lon- 
don, and  that  from  London  to  the  United 
States  she  was  on  a  new  voyage,  and  there- 
fore not  subject  to  capture  and  condemnation 
for  an  offense  committed  on  a  previous  voy- 
age. The  court,  through  Mr.  Justice  Wash- 
ington, said  (p.  455,  L.  ed.  622)  : 

"It  is  not  denied  that  if  she  be  taken  dur- 
ing the  same  voyage  in  which  the  offense  was 
committed,  though  after  it  was  committed, 
she  is  considered  as  being  still  in  delicto,  and 
^  subject  to  confiscation;  but  it  is  contended 
fe-  that  her  voyage  ended  at  London,  and  that 
•  she  was,  on  her  return,  embarked*on  a  new 
voyage.  This  position  is  directly  contrary 
to  the  facts  in  the  case.  The  voyage  was  an 
entire  one  from  the  United  States  to  England, 
thence  to  the  north  of  Europe,  and  fiience 
directly  or  indirectly  to  the  United  States. 
Even  admit  that  the  outward  and  the  home- 
ward voyages  could  be  separated,  so  as  to 
render  them  two  distinct  voyages,  which  is 
not  conoeded,  still  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  termini  of  the  homeward  voyage  were  St. 
Petersburg  and  the  United  States.  .  .  . 
It  was,  in  short,  a  voyage  from  St.  Peters- 
burg to  the  United  States  by  way  of  Lon- 
don." 

In  The  Circassian,  2  Wall.  185,  sub  nam. 
Hunter  v.  United  States,  17  L.  ed.  796,  a  ves- 
sel sealing  from  one  neutral  port  directly  to 
another  port  of  the  same  character  was  con- 
demned, because  it  was  found  that  the  real 
and  ultimate  destination  of  the  ship  was  a 
blockaded  port  in  the  United  States.  In 
The  Bermuda,  3  Wall.  551,  sub  nMn.  Haigh 
▼.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  205,  a  vessel  with 
cargo  from  one  neutral  port  to  another  neu- 
tral port  was  condemned  as  it  was  held  that 
the  real  object  of  the  voyage  was  to  trans- 
port cootraband  of  war  by  the  vessel  from 
one  neutral  port  to  the  otiier,  with  the  ob- 
ject and  purpose  of  continuing  the  trans- 
portation from  the  neutral  port»  to  which 
the  vessel  was  consigned,  into  the  United 
States  through  the  lines  of  a  lawfully  es- 
tttUiaihed  Uockade,  this  court  deciding  that 
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the  real  jpurpose  and  intent  as  to  the  ulti- 
mate desunation  of  the  ship  and  its  contra- 
band caxpo  should  control  in  determining 
the  legality  of  the  capture.  In  speaking  on 
the  subject^  through  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase^ 
the  court  said  (p.  553,  L.  ed.  206) : 

'It  makes  no  difference  whether  tho  desti- 
nation to  the  rebel  port  was  ulterior  or  di- 
rect; nor  oould  the  question  of  destination 
be  affected  by  transhipment  at  Nassau,  if 
transhipment  was  intended,  for  that  could 
not  br^kk  the  continuity  of  transportation 
of  the  cargo.  The  interposition  of  a  neutral 
port  between  neutral  departure  and  bellig- 
erent destination  has  always  been  a  favor- 
ite resort  of  contraband  carriers  and  block- 
ade-runners. But  it  never  avails  them  when 
the  ultimate  destination  is  ascertained.  A 
transportation  from  one  point  to  another  re- 
mains continuous,  so  long  as  intent  remains 
unchanged,  no  matter  what  stoppages  or^ 
transhipments  intervene."  ^ 

•  Applications  of  this  doctrine  are  con-  • 
tainea  in  the  following  cases:  The  Stephen 
Hart,  3  Wall.  559,  sub  nom.  The  Stephen 
Hart  V.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  220;  The 
Springbok,  5  Wall.  1,  sub  nom.  The  Spring- 
bok V.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  480;  The 
Peterhoff,  5  Wall.  28,  sub  nom.  The  Peter- 
hoff  V.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  564.  I  do  not 
understand  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
now  announced  the  cases  just  cited  have 
been  overruled.  They  stand,  therefore,  and 
must  be  reconciled  with  the  decision  made  in 
this  case.  This  being  so,  the  doctrine,  from 
my  point  of  view,  may  now  be  thus  summed 
up.  Where  there  is  a  question  as  to  the 
condemnation  of  a  vessel  as  lawful  prize, 
the  fact  that  between  her  point  of  departure 
and  her  point  of  ultimate  destination  she 
has  touched  or  unladen  her  cargo  or  a  por- 
tion thereof  at  an  intermediary  port,  will 
not  be  considered  as  breaking  the  continuity 
of  the  voyage  or  as  destroying  the  ulterior 
destiDAtion;  and  therefore,  if  that  destina- 
tion be  unlawful,  the  voyage  will  be  contin- 
uous from  the  point  of  departure  to  such  ul- 
terior destination ;  and  the  vessel  will  conse- 
quently be  condemned.  These  rules  are  sub- 
ject to  the  following  exceptions:  Where  it 
becomes  necessary  to  disregard  the  foregoing 
principles  as  to  ulterior  destination  they 
will  be  given  no  weight  and  the  voyage  wiU 
be  treated  as  having  terminated  at  an  inter- 
mediary pointy  and  consequently  the  vessel 
will  be  condemned  because  the  voyage  was 
not  continuous;  the  result  being,  in  any 
event,  to  subject  the  vessel  to  condemnation. 

It  is,  however,  urged,  conceding  that  the 
ultimate  destination  controls,  and  therefore 
that  the  stoppage  at  the  intermediary  port 
was  of  no  consequence,  as  under  the  charter 
party  the  Pedro  was  bound  to  proceed  to 
Pensacola,  there  to  take  on  a  cargo,  to  be  de- 
livered at  Botterdam,  even  under  the  doc- 
trine of  continuous  voyage,  her  voyage  must 
be  treated  as  continuous  from  Antwerp  via 
Havana,  etc,  to  Pensacola,  thence  to  Rotter- 
dam; that  is  to  say,  the  continuous  voyage^ 
as  manifested  by  the  charter  party,  was 
from  Antwerp  to  Botterdam  via  Pensacola, 
hence  the  ship   was  never   bound   for  Htm 


146 


20  SUPREME  COUflT  REPOHTER. 


Oct.  Tebh. 


United  States.  But  this  obliterates  the 
manifest  distinction  between  the  outward 
and  return  voyage,  which  is  apparent  in  the 
text  of  the  fifth  article  of  the  proclamation. 
9  Even  conceding  that  from  some  points  of 
§  view  the  round  voya^e^  that  is,  both  the  out- 

•  ward  and  return  trip,  should  bc^considered 
as  being  continuous,  such  oonceesion  cannot 
in  reason  be  the  test  for  determining  whether 
under  the  proclamation  the  vessel  was 
hound  for  the  United  States.  If  it  be  held 
that  both  the  inward  and  the  outward  voy- 
age are  to  be  taken  under  the  proclamation 
as  the  criterion  for  determining  whether  a 
vessel  was  bound  for  the  United  States,  it 
would  follow  that  the  proclamation  had  no 
relation  whatever  to  any  foreign  ship,  other 
than  such  a  ship  bound  to  a  port  of  the 
United  States  without  the  intention  of  de- 
parting; that  is,  with  the  intention  of  re- 
maining in  the  port  of  the  United  States. 
The  proclamation,  however,  provides  that 
the  vessels  bound  for  the  United  States  to 
which  it  refers  ''shall  be  permitted  to  enter 
such  port  or  place,  and  to  aischarge  her  cargo, 
and  afterwards  forthwith  to  depart  without 
molestation;  and  any  such  vessel,  if  met  at 
sea  by  any  United  States  ship,  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  continue  her  vo^ge  to  any  port 
not  blockaded."  This  plainly  distinguishes 
between  the  voyage  on  which  the  vessel  is 
bound  for  the  port  of  the  United  States  and 
the  voyage  to  be  undertaken  by  the  vessel 
from  the  port  of  the  United  States  to  which 
she  is  bound  back  to  her  homeward  or  some 
other  neutral  port.  To  construe  the  procla- 
mation so  as  to  cause  it  to  embrace  only  ves- 
sels bound  for  the  United  States,  without 
any  purpose  of  thereafter  departing,  would 
exclude  from  its  operation  the  entire  class 
of  vessels  it  was  its  purpose  to  protect  from 
oondemnaUon.  The  error  of  such  a  consid- 
eration becomes  to  my  mind  plain,  especial- 
ly when  it  is  borne  in  mind  that  it  is  conced- 
ed on  all  sides  that  the  proclamation  should 
receive  a  liberal  construction  in  favor  of  the 
public  purpose  which  it  embodies,  and 
against  the  liability  of  innocent  and  un- 
warned private  property  to  capture  and 
oondemnation. 

It  was  strenuously  argued  at  bar,  and,  as  1 
understand  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  is 
now  held,  that  the  Pedro  was  not  embraced 
within  the  fifth  article  of  the  proclamation 
because  she  did  not  have  caroo  for  the 
United  States.  The  object  of  the  fifth 
clause  of  the  proclamation,  it  was  said,  was 
to  allow  vessels  with  catso  bound  for  the 
United  States  to  be  free  from  capture,  be- 
H  cause  it  was  the  public  policy  of  the  United 
M  States,  on  the  outbreak  of  war,  to  encourage 

•  the  bringing  in  •of  cargo.  The  text  of  the 
proclamation  does  not,  however,  support 
this  contention.  It  declares  that  all  vessels 
which  "have  sailed  from  any  foreign  port 
bound  for  any  port  or  place  in  the  United 
States  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  such  port 
or  place.  .  .  ."  It  does  not  say  all  ves- 
sels which  have  sailed  with  cargo,  but  that 
all  vessels  shall  be  so  permitted.  True  it 
is  that  the  proclamation  also  authorizes  the 
vessel  thus  permitted  to  enter  to  discharge 


her  cargo.  But  the  mere  adding  to  the  per* 
mission  to  enter,  the  right  to  discharge  car- 
go, cannot  be  taken  as  cfenying  permissdon  to 
enter  if  there  be  no  cargo  to  discharge.  It 
cannot  in  any  event  be  Mdd  that  the  proda- 
mation  in  plain  terms  confers  the  privil^;e 
of  safe  entry  only  on  vessels  having  cargo; 
and  if  it  does  not,  then  construction  is  re- 
quired, and  the  rule  is  that  a  liberal  con- 
struction must  be  applied  in  order  to  pro- 
tect the  innocent  private  vessel  from  cap- 
ture and  condemnation.  This  supposed 
theory  of  the  desire  to  encourage  the  bring- 
ing in  of  cargo,  upon  which  it  is  assume 
that  the  fifth  article  of  the  proclamation 
rests,  entirely  discards,  or  at  least  ignores, 
the  enlightened  moral  sense  which  the  pro- 
clamation eoibodies ;  that  is,  the  duty  not  to 
capture  without  waminjg^  merchant  vessels 
bound  to  our  shores  previous  to  the  outbreak 
of  war,  and  substitutes  for  it  what  to  me 
seems  the  sordid  motive  of  a  supposed  gain 
to  result  from  incoming  cargo.  In  other 
words,  in  its  last  analysis,  the  contention 
that  the  proclamation  contemplates  only  ex- 
empting a  vessel  from  seizure  which  haa 
cargo  for  the  United  States  really  asserts 
that  fair  dealing  and  justice  are  emft>odied 
in  the  proclamation  only  so  far  as  it  was 
deemed  that  profit  might  be  derived  from  be- 
ing just,  and  no  further.  Such  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  proclamation,  however,  is  re- 
futed by  its  very  terms,  since  its  preamble 
declares  that  its  object  was  to  mitigate  the 
wrongs  of  war  in  accordance  with  the  prao* 
tice  pursued  by  enlightened  and  civilized  na- 
tions. Aside  from  these  considerations,  the 
supposed  advantage  to  be  derived  from  al- 
lowing cargo  to  come  in,  when  considered 
intrinsically,  is  without  force.  Under  this 
theory,  two  vessels  would  depart  on  the  same  cs 
day  frcmi  a  foreign  port;  one  bound  to  a  port  m 
in  the  United  States,  with^cargo,  under  a* 
charter  to  foreign  citizens  to  convey  their 
goods  into  this  country;  the  second  ship  pro* 
ceeding  in  ballast,  under  charter  to  Ameri* 
can  citizens  to  proceed  to  the  United  States 
and  there  take  cargo.  The  argument  is  tiiat 
the  vessel  chartered  to  the  foreigner  and 
containing  his  coods  in  the  execution  of  his 
contract  would  be  exempt  from  capture, 
while  the  vessel  sailing  in  order  to  carry 
out  the  contract  made  with  and  in  favor  of 
an  American  citizen  would  be  subject  to 
capture.  But  this  contention  as  to  cargo  is 
not  only  in  confiict  with  the  text  of  the  fifth 
article,  but  is  also  at  war  with  another  pro- 
vision of  the  proclamation-^that  is,  the 
fourth  article.  By  that  article  a  Spanish 
vessel  found  in  a  port  of  the  United  States, 
as  therein  stated,  is  not  only  allowed  to  de- 
part, but  is  also  accorded  the  privilege  of 
taking  on  cargo  and  carrying  it  either  to  a 
neutral  port  or  to  a  port  of  the  emeny,  if  not 
blockaded,  up  to  a  stated  date,  without  mo- 
lestation. But  the  language  conferring  the 
privilege  of  loading  carffo  contained  in  the 
fourth  article,  while  really  only  permissive^ 
must  be  construed  as  imperative,  if  the  per- 
missive privilege  to  discharge  cargo  in  the 
fifth  article  be  held  an  imperative  one,  for 
no   distinction  can  be  drawn  between  the 
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two.  The  argument  then  eomes  to  thii, 
th&t  the  public  policy  of  the  prodanifttioin 
deemed  the  coming  in  of  caigo  so  important 
that  it  provided  for  the  capture  of  all  yea- 
mIb  sailing  for  ports  of  the  United  States 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  war,  if  they 
did  not  have  cargo,  and  that  the  same  pub- 
lic policy  considered  the  taking  away  of 
cargo  from  the  United  States  so  important 
that  the  privilege  given  in  the  fourth  article 
to  Spanish  merchant  veseels  in  our  ports  to 
depart  could  be  availed  of,  provided  only 
they  took  cargo  away  from  the  United 
States.  An  interpretation  which  gives  rise 
to  so  unreasonable  a  contradiction  seems  to 
me  to  demonstrate  its  own  unsoundness. 

But  all  the  con^deratione  which  are  re- 
Ued  on  as  justifying  the  condemnation  in 
this  ease  seem  to  me  to  be  fully  answered  b^ 
authority.  Both  the  fourth  and  fifth  arti- 
cles of  the  proclamation  of  the  President 
^  were  almost  word  for  word  a  reproduction 
g  of  the  British  order  in  council  of  March  29, 

•  1854/issued  at  the  outbreak  of  the  Crimean 
war.  In  order  that  the  identity  of  the  two 
may  be  at  once  apparent  they  are  both  re- 
produced, in  juxtaposition,  in  the  margin.f 

Under  the  order  in  council  juait  alluded 

to,  the  Argo,  a  Russian  vessel,  and  therefore 

A  a  vessel  of  the  enemy,  sailed  from  Havana 

S  for  Matanzas,  Cuba,  there  to  take  on  carso 

•  for*Great  Britain.  The  departure  of  the 
veseel  from  Havana  in  ballast  was  prior  to 
the  date  fixed  by  the  order  in  council. 
After  arriving  at  Matanzas  she  tiiere  took 
on  cargo,  and  sailed  from  that  port  for 
Great  Britadn,  subeequent  to  the  date  fixed 
in  the  order  in  council.  She  was  captured, 
and  the  Question  of  her  condemnation  was 
considered  and  decided  by  Dr.  Luahington. 
It  was  held  that  the  vessel  was  protect^  bv 
the  order  in  council,  and  she  was  released. 


Ksoemarily,  under  the  facte  stated,  the  ul« 
timate  end  of  the  outward  voyage  to  Great 
Britain,  and  not  the  intermediajry  port  at 
wMdi  the  Arffo  stopped,  controlled;  other- 
wise ehe  woula  have  been  subject  to  condem- 
nation. This  follows,  as  the  order  in  terms 
onl^  protected  Russian  merchant  vessela 
which  had  sailed  jprior  to  the  date  of  the  or- 
der. As  the  sailing  for  Great  Britain  from 
Matanzae  was  subsequent  to  the  order,  it 
necessarily  results  that  the  date  of  sailing 
relied  upon  aa  protecting  was  the  date  of  the 
sailing  from  Havana,  and  not  the  subsequent 
departure  from  the  intermediate  port  So, 
also,  the  case  necessarily  decided  that  the 
presence  of  cai^  was  not  essential  to  entitle 
the  vessel  to  protection  under  the  order  in 
council,  since  the  vessel  sailed  in  ballast 
from  Havana,  and  only  departed  from  Ma- 
tenzaa,  where  the  cargo  was  taken  on,  after 
the  date  of  the  order,  and  therefore  at  a 
time  and  under  conditions  which  would  not 
have  protected  her  unless  the  anteoedent  con- 
ditions existing  at  the  time  of  the  sailing 
had  been  conaidered  as  determinative. 

The  language  of  Dr.  Lushington,  in  pass- 
ing upon  tiie  case,  is  to  my  mind  so  persua- 
sive of  the  issues  which  arise  upon  this  reo- 
ord  thai  I  quote  from  it  He  said  (Spinka 
Prize  Cases,  p.  53,  1  Spinks,  Eccl.  &  Adm. 
Rep.  377): 

''This  vessd  did  sail  from  the  Havannah 
prior  to  the  dftte  of  the  order;  she  sailed 
from  Mantanzas  subsequently  to  the  date  of 
the  order.  When  she  left  the  Havannah  she 
was  in  ballast,  bound  for  Oork,  according  to 
the  charter  party. 

*'It  has  been  contended  that  this  order  in 
council  contemplated  that  the  Russian  ves- 
sel should  have  been  laden  at  the  date  of  the 
order;  but  I  find  no  words  in  the  order  that 
would  justify  my  putting  so  etrict  a  con- 


iPresidenVa  Proolama- 
Han  of  AprU  M, 
ma  (SO  17.  8.  Stat- 
•<«0  at  Large,  X770), 
4.  Spanish  merchant 
vessels,  in  any  ports 
or  places  within  the 
United  States,  shall 
be  allowed  till  May 
21,  1898»  inclusive,  for 
loading  their  cargoes 
and  departing  from 
each  ports  or  places; 
and  such  Spanish  mer- 
chant vessels.  If  met 
at  sea  by  any  United 
States  ship,  shall  be 
permitted  to  contlnne 
their  voyage,  if,  on  ex- 
amination of  their 
papers,  it  shall  appear 
that  their  cargoes 
were  taken  on  board 
before  the  expiration 
of  the  above  term: 
Provided,  that  noth- 
ing herein  contained 
Shall  apply  to  Spanish 
vessels  having  on 
board  any  officer  in 
the  military  or  naval 
ecrvlce  of  the  enemy. 


Order  in  Oounoil, 
Maroh  9,  1854 
(8n*nlC9,  Prime  00969, 
Appendi9,  Hi), 
Russian  merchant 
vessels,  in  any  ports 
or  places  within  her 
Majesty's  dominions, 
shall  be  allowed  until 
the  10th  day  of  May 
next,  six  weeks  from 
the  date  hereof,  for 
loading  their  cargoes 
and  departing  from 
sueh  ports  or  places; 
and  such  Russian  mer- 
chant vessels.  If  met 
at  sea  by  any  of  her 
Majesty's  ships,  shall 
be  permitted  to  con- 
tlnne their  voyage.  If 
on  examination  of 
their  papers  it  shall 
appear  that  their  car- 
goes were  taken  on 
board  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  above 
term:  Provided,  that 
nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  extend  or 
be  taken  to  extend  te 
Russian    vessels    hav- 


or  any  coal  (except 
such  OS  may  be  neces- 
sary for  their  voyage), 
or  any  other  article 
prohibited  or  contra- 
band of  war,  or  any 
despatch  of  or  to  the 
Spanish  government. 

6.  Any  Spanish  mer> 
chant  vessel  which 
prior  to  April  21.  18d8, 
shall  have  sailed  from 
any  foreign  port  bound 
for  any  port  or  place 
in  the  United  States, 
shall  be  permitted  to 
enter  such  port  or 
place,  and  to  discharge 
her  cargo,  and  after- 
wards forthwith  to  de- 
part without  molesta- 
tion; and  any  such 
vessel.  If  met  at  sea 
by  any  United  States 
ship,  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  continue  her 
voyage  to  any  port  not 
blockaded. 


Ing  on  board  any  of- 
ficer In  the  military 
or  naval  service  of  the 
enemy,  or  any  article 
prohibited  or  contra- 
band of  war,  or  any 
despatch  of  or  to  the 
Russian  government. 


Any  Russian  mer- 
chant vessel  which, 
prior  to  the  date  of 
this  order,  shall  have 
sailed  from  any  for- 
eign port  bound  for 
any  port  or  place  in 
her  Majesty's  domin- 
ions, shall  be  per- 
mitted to  enter  such 
port  or  place  and  to 
discharge  her  cargo, 
and  afterwards  forth- 
with to  depart  with- 
out molestation,  and 
that  any  such  vessel. 
If  met  at  sea  by  any 
of  her  Majesty's  ships, 
shall  be  permitted  to 
continue  her  voyage 
to  any  port  not  block- 
aded. 
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•  struction  upon  it;* neither  do  I  tliink  that 
there  aie  any  wordB  which  impose  the  neoes- 
filty  of  not  touchdng  at  or  taking  a  oar^  at 
some  other  port  than  that  wihere  the  voyage 
commenced.  For  JimtAnoe,  I  apprehend  that 
a  vessel  might  have  tabeoi  in  a  part  of  her 
cargo  from  one  foreign  port,  having  left  that 
port  prior  to  the  2mh  of  March,  and  taken 
m  another  part  of  the  cargo  at  another  for- 
eign port  suhsequently. 

"The  real  meaning  of  the  order  in  council, 
according  to  my  view  of  it»  is,  that  the  ves- 
sel shall  have  sailed  prior  to  the  29th  of 
March,  on  a  voyage  to  end  in  Great  Britain ; 
and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  was  one 
continuous  voyage,  the  commencement  of 
which  was  at  the  Havannah,  and  that  the 
sailing  from  the  Havannah  prior  to  March 
the  29th  is  a  substantial  compliaDce  with 
the  terms  of  the  order." 

Some  stress  was  laid  in  argument,  and 
seems  to  be  given  weight  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  to  the  language  of  Dr.  Lushington 
referring  to  the  taking  on  of  the  cargo.  But, 
clearly,  from  the  text  of  his  opinion,  this  lan- 
guage was  used  in  relation  to  the  argument 
presented  to  him,  which  was  that  although 
a  vessel  sailing  in  ballast,  without  cargo, 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  order  In  council,  was 
admittedly  within  its  purview,  the  Argo  was 
not  covered  by  it,  because  subsequent  to  the 
proclamation  she  took  on  her  cargo  at  an  in- 
termediate port  In  meeting  this  argument 
the  questicm  of  cargo  was  referred  to,  and 
the  whole  purport  ol  the  order  was  simuned 
up  in  language  which  I  again  quote.  It  was 
as  follows: 

"The  real  meaning  of  the  order  of  council, 
according  to  my  view  of  it,  is,  that  the  ves- 
sel shall  have  sailed  prior  to  the  29th  of 
March,  on  a  voyage  to  end  in  Great  Britain, 
and  I  am  dearly  of  opinion  that  this  was 
one  continuous  voyage,  the  commencement 
of  which  was  at  the  Haviannah,  and  that  the 
•ailing  from  the  Havannah  prior  to  March 
the  29th  is  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  terms  of  the  order." 

The  sailing  from  Havana,  thus  decided  to 
have  been  simcient^  I  again  remark,  was  in 
ballast  and  without  oarffo. 

This  construction  of  tine  order  in  council, 

SI  have  said,  should  be  persuasive,  indeed,  if 
it  ehould  not  be  held  to  have  been  adopted 
•  and  ratified  by  the  refproducti<m  in  the^j^roo- 
lamation  of  the  President  of  the  very  lan- 
guage of  the  order  in  oouncil,  so  many  years 
after  that  order  had  been  thus  construed  by 
the  Britiidi  admiralty  tribunaL 

Thinking  that  the  eond«mnatioiii  of  this 
ship  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by 
the  record  will  subject  innocent  priv&te  prop- 
erty to  condemnation  without  just  cause, 
will  deprive  it  of  the  protection  afforded  by 
the  proclamation  of  the  President^  which, 
according  to  its  tenns,  but  carried  out  those 
commendable  principles  of  honesty  and  hu- 
manity enforced  fay  all  dviliced  nations  on 
the  outbreak  of  war,  I  am  constrained  to  dis- 
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STEAMSHIP    BUENA    VENTUBA,   Juan 
de  Luzarraga,  Claimant,  Appt^ 

UNITED  STATES. 

Capture  cf  vessel  as  a  prise— e^aol  of  Preai' 
dent's  proclamation — vessel  lea/ving  Unit* 
ed  States  port  before  declaration  of  icar-* 
restitution  without  costs, 

1.  Merdiant  vessels  of  the  enemy,  carrying  on 
Innocent  commerdal  enterprises  at  the  time, 
or  just  prior  to  the  time,  when  hostilities 
break  oat,  are  entitled  to  a  liberal  Interpre- 
tation of  a  proclamation  which  lays  down 
roles  for  the  treatment  of  merchant  vessels 
of  the  enemy. 

2.  Merchant  vessels  which  had  loaded  in  a 
port  of  the  United  States,  and  sailed  there- 
from before  the  oommeD  cement  of  the  war 
with  Spain,  and  were  still  on  their  original 
voyage,  not  having  reached  any  foreign  port, 
were  within  the  exemption  from  capture 
given  by  the  President's  proclamation,  allow- 
ing such  vessels  In  ports  of  the  United  States 
until  May  21,  1898,  for  loadmg  their  cargoes 
and  departing  from  ports  or  places  wltliln 
the  United  States. 

8.  A  Spanish  vessel  seised  as  a  prize  on  April 
22,  1898,  when  there  was  probable  caose  for 
the  selsnre,  but  which  was  exempted  from 
seizure  and  condemnation  by  the  subsequent 
proclamation  of  April  26,  is  not  entitled  to 
damages  or  costs  on  restitution. 

[No.  100.] 

Argued  November  i,  £,  1899.    Decided  D^ 
oember  11, 1899. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree   of   the   District 
Court   of   the   United    States    for   the 
Southern  Dietrict  of  Florida  condenming  a 
vessel  as  a  prize.    Reversed. 
See  same  case  below,  87  Fed.  Hep.  927. 

Statement  bv  Mr.  Justice  Peekbaiiit  3 
During  the  late  war  between  the  United  * 
States  ajkd  Spain,  and  on  May  27,  1898,  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
southern  district  of  Florida  condemned  the 
steamship  Buena  Ventura  as  lawful  prize  of 
war,  on  toe  ground  ''that  the  said  steamship 
Buena  Ventura  was  enemy's  property,  and 
wem  upon  the  high  seas  and  not  in  any  port 
or  place  of  the  United  States  upon  tbs  out- 
break of  the  war,  and  was  liable  to  con- 
demnation and  seizure.''  It  was  thereupon 
ordered  that  the  vessel  "be  condemned  and 
forfeited  to  the  United  States  as  lawful 
prize  of  war;  but,  it  appearing  that  the 
cargo  of  said  steamer  was  the  property  of 
neutrals  and  not  contraband  and  simject  to 
condemnation  and  forfeiture,  it  is  ordered 
that  said  cargo  be  releseed  aiid  restored  to 
the  claimant  or  the  true  and  lawful  owners 
thereof." 

The  vessel  was  captured  on  April  22, 1898, 
8  or  9  miles  from  Sand  Key  light,  on  the 
Florida  coast,  by  the  United  States  ship  of 
war  Naehvilkb  under  the  command  of  a  line 
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oflScer  of  the  United  States  Nary,  was 
brought  ii>to  the  port  of  Key  West  f6r  ftdju- 
dication,  and  was  condemned  upon  the  an- 
swers, given  by  the  master  and  mate  of  the 
steamship,  to  standing  interrogatories  in 
preparatorio,  and  upon  the  documents  seized 
<m  board  the  ship  by  the  captors.  This  evi- 
dience  showed  that  the  steamship  was  a  Span- 
ish vessel  engaged  exclusively  in  the  carry- 
ing of  cargoes,  and  that  at  the  time  of  her 
capture  she  was  making  a  voyage  under  a 
charter  party  which  had  been  concluded  in 
Liverpool  on  March  23,  1898,  between  the 
agents  of  the  owners  and  the  agents  of  the 
charterers.  By  this  charter  party  the  steam- 
ship was  deiscribed  as  "now  ready  to  leave 
Cuba;"  and  it  was  agreed  upon  therein  that 
the  vessel  should  with  all  convenient  speed 
proceed  to  Ship  Island,  Mississippi,  and  there 
take  on  a  oargo  of  lumber,  and  proceed  there- 
with, as  customary,  to  Rotterdam.  The  ves- 
sel was  to  be  at  her  loading  place  and  ready 
for  cargo  on  or  before  the  10th  of  April,  and 
if  she  were  not,  the  charterers  had  the  option 
of  canceling  the  charter.  Pursuant  to  this 
charter  party  the  ship  left  Cuba  and  ar- 
rived at  Ship  Island  about  the  31st  of 
,  March,  and  between  that  time  and  the  19  th 
I  of  April  she  had  taken  on  her  cargo,  and  on 
'  the*  latter  day  had  sailed  from  Ship  Island 
bound  for  Norfolk,  Virginia,  to  take  in  bunk- 
er coal,  the  charter  party  giving  the  vessel 
the  liberty  to  stop  at  any  port  on  the  voya«e 
for  coal,  then  to  proceed  to  Hotter danu  Aft- 
er leaving  port  at  Ship  Island  she  proceeded 
on  her  voyage  to  Norfolk,  and  about  half- 
past  seven  o  dodc  on  the  morning  of  April 
22,  while  proceeding  close  to  tlM  Florida 
reefs,  was  captured  as  stated.  She  made  no 
resistance  at  the  time  of  her  capture,  there 
were  no  military  or  naval  officers  on  board 
of  her,  and  she  carried  no  arms  or  munitions 
of  war.  The  evidence  is  undisputed  that  the 
vessel,  when  captured,  was  pvx)ceedLDg  on  her 
▼oyage  to  Norfolk. 

PreviouB  to  sailing  from  Ship  Island  she 
was  fnmished  with  a  bill  of  health,  in  which 
it  was  etated  that  ehe  was  now  "ready  to  de- 
part from  the  port  of  Pascagoula,  Missis- 
api  [which  is  the  customs  port  of  Ship 
md],  for  Norfolk,  Virginia,  and  other 
places  beyond  the  sea."  Her  manifest  showed 
that  she  was  bound  for  Norfolk.  It  is  head- 
ed ''Coast  Manifest,**  and  after  a  description 
of  tbe  cargo  it  continues:  '^Permission  is 
hereby  granted  to  said  vessel  to  proceed  from 
this  port  to  Norfolk,  in  the  district  of  Nor- 
Mk  and  state  of  Virginia,  to  lade  bunker 
coal;"  and  it  was  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
deputy  collector  of  Pascagoula,  district  of 
Pearl  river,  Mississippi,  on  April  14,  1898, 
and  the  fees  therefor  paid. 

The  ship's  clearance  was  for  Norfolk,  and 
eontained  the  same  permission  to  proceed 
there  to  lade  bunker  coal. 

There  was  no  evidence  which  tended  to 
throw  any  suspicion  as  to  the  destination  of 
the  vessel. 

After  obtaining  all  of  her  papers  in  the 
rq^ar  way,  and  having  cleared  at  the  custom 
house  on  April  14,  1898,  she  was  detained  at 
Ship  Island  by  low  water  until  between  8 


and  9  o'clock,  ▲.  ic  of  April  19,  1898,  when 
she  sailed  over  the  bar  and  proceeded  on  her 
voyage. 

In  the  test  affidavit  of  the  master  he  swore 
that  at  all  times  before  the  ship's  seizure  he 
and  all  of  his  officers  were  ignorant  that  war 
existed  between  Spain  and  the  United  States, 
and  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  her  capture  was^, 
following  the  ordinary  course  of  her  voyage.  S 
*Tlie  various  proceedings  of  Congress,  proc-» 
lamations  of  the  President,  letters  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  and  other  public  documents 
connected  with  occurrences  leading  up  to  the 
breaking  out  of  hostilities  between  this  coun- 
try and  Spain  are  contained  in  this  record, 
but  are  also  set  forth  at  sufficient  length  in 
the  statement  of  facts  contained  in  the  re- 
port of  the  case  of  The  Pedro,  ante,  p.  138, 
and  it  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  repeat 
them. 

After  a  hearing  the  district  court,  on  the 
27th  of  May,  1998,  condemned  the  vessel  (87 
Fed.  Rep.  927),  which  was  sold  under  the 
final  decree  of  the  court,  and  her  proceeds 
deposited  to  abide  the  event  of  an  appeal, 
which  was  then  taken  on  the  part  of  the 
claimant. 

Mr,  J.  Parker  Klrlin  for  appellant. 

Meaara.  Assistant  Attorney  General  Hoyt, 
Joseph  K,  McOammon,  James  H,  Hoyden, 
George  A.  King,  WiUiam  B,  King,  and  SoliO' 
itor  General  Richards,  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  PeoUiam,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  Buena  Ventura  was  a  Spania^  mer- 
chant vessel  in  the  peaceful  prosecution  of 
her  voyage  to  Norfolk,  Vir^^nia,  from  Ship 
Island,  in  the  state  of  Mississippi,  when,  on 
the  morning  of  April  22,  1898,  she  was  cap- 
tured as  lawful  priae  of  war,  of  the  exist- 
ence of  which,  up  to  the  moment  of  capture, 
all  her  officers  were  ignorant.  She  was  not 
violating  any  blockade,  carried  neither  con- 
traband of  war  nor  any  officer  in  the  militaory 
or  naval  service  of  the  enemy,  nor  any  de- 
spatch of  or  to  the  Spanish  government,  and 
attempted  no  resistance  when  captured.         ^ 

The  facts  regarding  this  vessel  place  herg 
within  that  dass^which  this  government  has  • 
always  desired  to  treat  with  ereat  liberality. 
It  le,  as  we  think,  historicidly  accurate  to 
say  that  this  government  has  always  been, 
in  its  views,  aniong  the  most  advanced  of  the 
governments  of  the  world  in  favor  of  miti- 
gating, 06  to  all  noncombatsjits,  the  hard- 
ships and  horrors  of  war.  To  accomplish 
that  object  it  has  always  advocated  those 
rules  which  would  in  ntoet  cases  do  away 
with  the  right  to  capture  the  private  prop- 
erty of  an  enemy  on  the  high  seas.  3  Whar- 
ton, Inrt  Law  Dig.  §  342.  The  refusal  of 
this  govermnent  to  aeree  to  the  Declaration 
of  Paris  was  founded  in  part  upon  the  re- 
fusal of  the  other  governments  to  agree  to 
the  proposition  exempting  private  property, 
not  contraband,  from  capture  upon  the  sea. 

It  being  plain  that  merchant  vessels  of  the 
enemy  carrying  on  innocent  commercial  en- 
terprises at  the  time  or  just  prior  to  the 
time  when  hostilities  between  the  two  coud- 
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tries  broke  oat«  would,  in  accordance  with 
the  later  practice  of  civilized  nations,  be  the 
subject  of  liberal  treatment  b/  the  ICxecu- 
tivCi  it  is  neceeeary  when  hie  proclamation 
has  been  issued,  which  lays  down  rules  for 
treatment  of  merchant  vooods,  to  put  upon 
the  words  used  therein  the  most  libenil  and 
eztenaive  interpreU;tion  of  which  they  are 
capable;  and  where  there  are  two  or  more 
interpratations  which  possibly  mdji^ht  be  put 
upon  the  language,  the  one  that  will  be  niodt 
favorable  to  the  belligeremt  pexty,  in  whose 
favor  the  prodamatioa  i«  iesued,  ought  to  be 
adopted. 

This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Ezifflish  courts, 
as  exemplified  in  The  Phcmio,  Spinks  Priae 
Cases,  1,  5  Spinks,  Eccl.  &  Adm.  Rep.  306, 
and  The  Argo,  Spinks  Prize  Oaees.  p.  62, 
1  Spinks,  Eccl.  &  Adm.  Rep.  375.  It  is  the 
doctrine  which  this  court  belieyee  to  be  prop- 
er and  correct. 

To  ascertain  the  intention  of  the  Execu- 
tive we  must  look  to  the  words  which  he 
uses.  If  the  language  is  plain  and  clear, 
and  the  meaning  not  open  to  discussion, 
there  is  an  end  of  the  matter.  If,  however, 
such  is  not  the  case,  and  interpretation  or 
oonstructicm  must  be  resorted  to  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  precise  meaning  of 
the  text,  it  is  our  duty  with  reference  bo  this 
^  public  instrument  to  make  it  as  broad  in  its 
I  exemptions  as  is  reasonably  possdble. 
^  *  If  inferences  must  be  drawn  therefrom  In 
order  to  render  certain  the  limitations  in- 
tended, those  inferences  should  be,  so  far  as 
is  possible,  in  favor  of  the  claimant  in  belialf 
of  the  owners  of  the  vessel. 

The  language  to  justify  an  exemption  of 
the  vessel  must»  it  is  true,  be  found  in  the 
proclamation;  yet  if  such  language  fail  to 
state  with  entire  deameas  the  full  extent 
and  scope  of  such  exemption,  thereby  making 
it  necessarv  that  some  interpretation  there- 
of should  be  given,  it  is  proper  to  refer  to 
the  prior  views  of  the  Executive  Depart- 
ment of  the  j^overnment  as  evidence  of  its 
poli<^  regarding  the  subject  This  is  not 
for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the  natural  and 
ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  used  in  the 
proclamation,  but  for  the  purpose  of  thereby 
throwing  some  light  upon  the  intention  of 
the  Executive  in  issuing  the  instrument,  and 
also  to  aid  in  the  interpretation  of  the  lan- 
guage employed  therein,  where  the  extant  or 
scope  of  that  language  is  not  otherwise  en- 
tirely plain  and  clear.  A  reference  to  the 
views  that  have  heretofore  been  announced  by 
the  Executive  Department  is  made  in  3 
Wharton,  eupra,  and  it  will  be  found  that 
thev  are  in  entire  accord  with  the  most  lib- 
eral spirit  for  the  treatment  of  noooombat- 
ant  veasels  of  the  enemy. 

We  come  now  to  the  construction  of  tiie 
instrument.  It  will  be  seen  that  Congress 
on  the  26th  of  April,  1898,  declared  war 
against  Spain,  and  in  the  declaration  it  is 
•tated  that  war  had  existed  since  the  21st 
of  April  preceding.  The  President  on  the 
26th  of  April  issued  his  proclamation  re- 
garding the  principles  to  be  followed  in  the 
Srosecution  of  the  war.  It  Is  dated  the  day 
;  was  issued.    The   fourth   clause   thereof 


may  lor  oonvenieDoe  be  here  reproduced,  as 
follows: 

*'4.  Spanish  merohnnt  vessels  in  any  ports 
or  places  wdthin  the  United  States  shall  be 
allowed  until  May  21,  1898,  inclusive,  for 
loading  their  cargoes  and  departing  from 
such  ports  or  places;  and  such  Spanish  mer- 
chant vessels.  If  met  at  sea  by  any  United 
States  ship,  shall  be  permitted  to  continue 
their  voyage,  if,  upon  examination  of  their 
papers,  it  shall  appeair  that  their  cargoes 
were  taken  on  board  before  the  expiration  of  ^ 
the  above  term:  Provided,  that  nothing  here-  5 
in*contained  shall  apply  to  Spanish  vessels* 
having  on  board  any  officer  in  the  military 
or  naval  service  of  the  enemy,  or  any  coal 
(except  iuch  as  may  i>e  necessary  for  their 
voyage),  or  any  other  article  prohibited  or 
contraband  of  war,  or  any  despatch  of  or  to 
the  Spanish  government.'* 

What  is  included  by  the  words  "Spanish 
merchant  vessels  in  any  ports  or  places  with- 
in the  United  States  shall  be  allowed  until 
May  21,  1898,  inclusive,  for  loading  their 
cargoes  and  departing  from  such  ports  or 
plaoesr*'  At  what  time  must  these  Spanish 
veasels  be  "in  any  ports  or  places  within  the 
United  States,"  in  order  to  be  exempt  from 
capture?  The  time  is  not  stated  in  the  proc- 
lamation, and  therefore  the  intention  or  the 
Executive  as  to  the  time  must  be  inferred. 
It  is  a  case  for  construction  or  interpreta- 
tion of  the  language  employed. 

That  language  is  open  to  several  possible 
constructions.  It  might  be  said  that  in  de- 
scribing Spanish  merchant  vessels  in  any 
ports,  etc.,  it  was  meant  to  include  only  those 
which  were  in  such  ports  on  the  day  when  the 
proclamation  was  issued,  April  26.  Or  it 
might  be  held  (in  accordance  with  the  deci- 
sion  of  the  district  court)  to  include  those 
that  were  in  such  ports  on  the  21st  of  April, 
the  day  that  war  commenced,  as  Oongre^  de- 
clared. Or  it  might  be  construed  so  as  to 
include,  not  alone  those  vessels  that  were  in 
port  on  that  day,  but  also  those  that  had 
sailed  therefrom  on  any  day  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  21st  of  May,  the  last  day  of  ex- 
emption, and  were,  when  captured,  continu- 
ing their  voyage,  without  regard  to  the  par- 
ticular date  of  their  departure  from  port, 
whether  immediately  before  or  subsequently 
to  the  commencement  of  the  war  or  the  ijssu- 
ing  of  the  proclamation. 

The  district  judge,  before  whom  several 
cases  were  tried  together,  held  that  the  date 
of  the  commencement  of  the  war  (April  21) 
was  the  date  intended  by  the  Executive;  that 
as  the  proclamation  of  the  22d  of  April  gave 
thirty  oays  to  neutral  vessels  found  in  block- 
aded ports,  it  was  but  reasonable  to  consider 
that  the  same  number  of  days,  comsuencintf 
at  the  outbreak  of   the  war,  should  be  al- 
lowed so  as  to  bring  it  to  the  21st  of  May,  g 
the  day  named;  that  although  a  retrospective  n 
e^ect  is  not  usually  given  to  statutes,  yet* 
the  question  always  is,  What  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  leeislatureT 

He  also  said  that  "the  intention  of  the  Sx- 
ecutive  was  to  fully  recognize  the  recent 
practice  of  civilized  nations,  and  not  to  sanc- 
tion or  permit  the  seizure  of  the  vessels  of 
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tbe  enemy  within  tlte  harbors  of  the  United 
States  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  war,  or  to  permit  them  to  escape  from 
ports  to  be  seized  immediately  upon  entering 
upon  the  high  seas."  ( See  preamble  to  proc- 
lamation.) 

In  the  Buena  Ventura,  the  case  at  bar,  the 
district  judge  held  that  her  case  "clearly 
does  not  come  within  the  language  of  the 
prodamAtion." 

It  is  true  the  proclamation  did  not  in  so 
many  words  provide  that  vessels  which  had 
loaded  in  a  port  of  the  United  States  and 
flailed  therefrom  before  the  commencement  of 
the  war  should  be  entitled  to  continue  their 
▼oy^Re,  but  we  think  that  those  vessels  are 
eSeaarly  within  the  intention  of  the  proclama- 
tion under  the  liberal  construction  we  are 
bound  to  give  to  that  document. 

An  intention  to  include  vessels  of  this 
dass  in  the  exemption  from  capture  seems  to 
us  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  language 
used  in  the  proclamation  when  interpreted 
according  to  the  known  views  of  this  govern- 
ment on  the  subject  and  which  it  is  to  be 
Presumed  were  the  views  of  the  Executive, 
he  vessel  when  captured  had  violated  no 
bw.  She  had  sailed  from  Ship  Island  aiter 
having  obtained  written  permission,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
to  proceed  to  Norfolk  in  Virffinia^  and  the 
permission  had  been  signed  by  the  deputy 
collector  of  the  port  a»i  the  fees  therefor 

Kid  by  the  ship.  She  had  a  cargo  of  lum- 
r,  loaded  but  a  short  time  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  war,  and  she  left  the  port 
but  forty-eight  hours  prior  to  that  event.  The 
language  of  the  proclamation  certainly  does 
not  preclude  the  exemption  of  this  vessel, 
and  it  is  not  an  unnatural  or  forced  construc- 
tion of  the  fourth  clause  to  say  that  it  in- 
dudes  this  case. 
ei  The  omission  of  any  date  in  tiiis  dauae, 
§  upon  which  the  vessd  must  be  in  a  port  of 
*  the  United  States,  and  prior  to*  which  the 
exemption  would  not  be  allowed,  is  certainly 
very  strong  evidence  that  such  a  date  was 
not  material,  so  long  as  the  loading  and  de- 
parture from  our  ports  were  accomplished 
before  the  expiration  of  May  21.  It  is  also 
eivddent  from  the  language  used  that  the  ma- 
terial concern  was  to  fix  a  time  in  the  future, 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  whidi  vessels  of 
the  character  named  might  sail  from  our 
ports  and  be  exempt  from  capture,  llie  par- 
ticular time  at  which  the  loading  of  cargoes 
and  sailing  from  our  ports  should  be  accom- 
i^shed  was  obviously  unimportant,  provided 
It  was  prior  to  the  time  spedfied.  whether 
it  was  before  or  after  the  commencement  of 
the  war,  ^x)uld  be  entirely  immaterial.  This 
seems  to  us  to  be  the  intention  of  the  Execu- 
tive, derived  from  reading  the  fourth  clause 
with  reference  to  the  general  rules  of  inter- 
pretation already  spoken  of,  and  we  think 
there  is  no  language  in  the  proclamation 
whidi  precludes  the  giving  effect  to  such  in- 
tention. Its  purpose  was  to  protect  inno- 
eenrt  merchantmen  of  the  enemy  who  had 
been  trading  In  our  ports  from  capture,  pro- 
vided they  sailed  from  such  ports  before  a 
««rtain  named  time  in  the  future,  and  tliait 


purpose  would  be  wholly  unaffected  by  the 
fact  of  a  sailing  prior  to  the  war.    That  fact 
was  immaterial  to  the  sdieme  of  the  procla- 
mation, gathered  from  all  its  laoiguage. 
We  do  not  assert  that  the  dause  would  ap- 

eiy  to  a  vessel  which  had  left  a  port  of  the 
nited  States  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
the  war,  and  had  arrived  at  a  foreign  port 
and  there  discharged  her  cargo,  and  had  then 
left  for  another  fordgn  port  prior  to  May  21. 
The  instructions  to  United  States  ships,  con- 
tained in  the  fourth  clause,  to  permit  the 
vessels  "to  continue  thdr  voyage,"  would 
limit  the  operation  of  the  clause  to  those  ves- 
sds  that  were  still  on  their  original  voyage 
from  the  United  States,  and  had  taken  on 
board  their  cargo  (if  any  they  had)  at  a 
port  of  the  United  States  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  mentioned.  The  exemption 
would  probably  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as 
The  Phoenix,  Spinks  Prize  Cases,  1, 1  Spinks, 
Ecd.  &,  Adm.  Rep.  300.  That  case  arose 
out  of  the  Englieh  order  in  council,  made 
at  the  commencement  of  the  Crimean  war.^Q 
The  vessd  had  sailed  from  an  English  g 
port  in  the  middle  of  •February,  1854,  with? 
a  oargo,  bound  for  Copenhagen,  and  having 
reached  that  port  and  discharged  her  cargo 
by  the  middle  of  March,  she  had  sailed  there- 
from on  the  lOth  of  April,  bound  to  a  for- 
eign port,  and  was  captured  on  the  12th  of 
April,  while  proceeding  on  such  voyage.  The 
order  in  council  was  dated  the  29th  of 
March,  1854,  and  provided  that  "Russian 
merchant  veseds,  in  any  ports  or  places 
within  her  Majesty's  domimons,  diall  be  al* 
lowed  until  the  10th  day  of  May  next,  six 
weeks  from  the  date  hereof,  for  loading  their 
cargoes  and  departing  from  such  ports  or 
places,"  etc.  The  daim  of  exemption  was 
made  on  the  ground  that  the  vessel  had  been 
in  an  English  port,  and  although  she  sailed 
therefrom  in  the  middle  of  February  to  Co- 
penhagen and  had  there  disdmrged  her  car- 
go, before  the  order  in  council  was  promul- 
gated, vet  it  was  etill  urged  that  she  was 
entitled  to  exemption  from  capture.  The 
court  hdd  the  claim  was  not  well  founded, 
and  that  it  could  not  bv  any  latitude  of  con- 
struction hold  a  vessel  to  have  been  in  an 
English  port  on  the  29th  of  March,  which  on 
that  day  was  lyin^  in  the  port  of  Copen- 
hagen, having  at  tnat  time  discharged  the 
cargo  which  die  had  taken  from  the  English 
port.  It  is  true  the  court  took  the  view  that 
the  vessd  must  at  all  events  have  been  in  an 
English  port  on  the  29th  of  March  in  order 
to  obtain  exemption,  and  if  not  there  on  that 
day,  the  vessd  did  not  come  within  the  terms 
of  the  order  and  was  not  exempt  from  cap- 
ture. From  the  language  of  the  opinion  in 
that  case  it  would  seem,  not  only  that  a  ves- 
sd departing  the  day  before  tiie  29  th  of 
March  would  not  come  within  the  exemp- 
tion, but  tliat  a  vessel  arriving  the  day  after 
the  29th,  and  departing  before  the  10th  of 
May  following,  would  also  fail  to  do  so;  that 
the  vessd  must  have  been  in  an  English  port 
on  the  very  day  named,  and  if  it  departed 
the  day  before  or  arrived  the  day  after,  it 
was  not  covered  by  the  order. 
The  French  government  also,  on  the  ont^ 
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break  of  the  Crimean  war,  decreed  a  delay 
of  BIX  weeks,  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
decree,  to  Russiaji  merchant  TeeselB  in  which 
to  leave  French  ports.  Ruaeia  iwued  the 
^  flame  kind  of  a  decree,  and  other  nationa  have 
^  at  times  made  the  same  provisiona.    It  is 

*  claimed  that  they  confine  the  exemption  to 
vessele  that  are  actually  within  the  ports  of 
the  nation  at  the  date  of  issuing  the  decree 
or  order. 

We  are  not  inclined  to  put  so  narrow  a 
oonstruction  upon  the  language  used  in  this 
proclaination.  The  interpretation  which  we 
have  given  to  it,  while  it  may  be  more  liberal 
than  the  other,  is  etill  one  which  may  prop- 
erly be  indulged  in. 

If  this  vessel,  instead  of  sailing  on  the 
19th,  had  not  sailed  until  the  21st  of  April, 
the  court  below  says  she  would  have  been  ex- 
empft  from  capture.  In  truth,  she  was  from 
her  character  and  her  actual  employment 
Just  as  much  the  subject  of  liberal  treat- 
ment, and  was  as  equitably  entitled  to  an 
exemption  when  sailing  on  the  19th,  as  she 
would  have  been  had  she  waited  until  the 
21st.  No  fact  bad  occun^ed  since  her  sailing 
which  altered  her  case  in  principle  from  the 
case  of  a  vessel  which  had  been  in  port  on, 
though  sailing  after,  the  21st.  To  attribute 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  Executive  to 
exempt  a  vessel  if  she  sailed  on  or  after  the 
21st  of  April,  and  before  the  2l8t  of  May, 
and  to  refuse  such  exemption  to  a  vessel  in 
precisely  the  same  situation,  only  sailing  be- 
fore the  21st,  would,  as  we  think,  be  without 
reasonable  justification.  It  may  safely  be 
affirmed  that  he  never  had  any  such  distinc- 
tion in  mind  and  never  intended  it  to  exist. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  two 
cases  calling  for  a  difference  in  their  treat- 
ment. They  both  alike  called  for  precisely 
the  same  rule^  and  if  there  be  language  in 
the  clause  or  proclamation  from  whidi  an 
inference  can  be  drawn  favorable  to  the  ex- 
emption, and  none  which  precludes  it^  we 
are  bound  to  hold  that  tne  exemption  is 
given.  We  think  the  lan^age  of  the  proc- 
lamation does  permit  the  inference,  and  that 
there  is  none  which  precludes  it. 

We  are  aware  of  no  adjudicatioDB  of  our 
own  court  as  to  the  meaning  to  be  eiven  to 
words  similar  to  those  contained  in  &e  proc- 
lamation, and  it  may  be  that  a  step  in  ad- 
vance is  now  taken  upon  this  subject 
Where,  however,  the  words  are  reasonably 
capable  of  an  interpretation  whidh  shall  in- 
clude a  vessel  of  this  description  in  the  ex- 
emption from  capture,  we  are  not  adverse 
to  adopting  it,  even  though  this  court  may 
9  be  the  first  to  do  so.  ^If  the  Executive  should 

#  hereafter  be  inclined*  to  take  the  other  view, 
the  kunguage  of  his  proclamation  could  be  so 
altered  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  that  inten- 
tion, and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  this  court 
to  be  guided  and  controlled  by  it. 

I>eciding  as  we  do  in  regard  to  the  fourth 
clause,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  examine 
the  other  grounds  for  a  reversal  discussed  at 
the  bflir. 

The  question  of  costs  then  arises.  We  had 
occasion  in  The  OUnde  Rodrigues,  174  U.  S. 
610,  48  L.  ed.  1065,  19  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  851,  to 


examine  that  question  in  relation  to  the  ex- 
istenoe  of  probable  cause  for  making  the  cap- 
ture. In  that  case  it  was  held  that  such 
probable  cause  did  exist,  ajid  although  the 
facts  therein  proved  did  not  commend  the 
viessel  to  the  uvorable  consideration  of  the 
court,  vet  upon  a  careful  review  of  the  en- 
tire evidence  we  held  that  we  were  not  com- 
pelled to  prooeed  to  HbB  extremity  of  ooo* 
demning  the  vessel.  Restitution  was  there- 
fore awarded,  but  without  damages.  Pay- 
ment of  the  costs  and  expenses  incident  to 
her  cujstody  and  preservation,  and  of  all  costs 
in  the  case  except  the  fees  of  counsel,  were 
impoeed  upon  the  ship. 

In  this  case,  but  for  the  proclamation  of 
April  26,  the  ship  would  have  been  liable  to 
seizure  and  oonaemnation  as  enemy  prop- 
erty. At  the  time  of  seizure,  however  (April 
22),  that  proclamation  had  not  been  iseued, 
and  henoe  there  was  probaible  cause  for  her 
seizure,  although  the  vessel  was  henself  en- 
tirely without  fault.  The  subsequent  issu- 
ing of  the  proclamation  covering  the  case  of 
a  vessel  situated  as  was  this  one  took  away 
the  right  to  condemn  which  otherwise  would 
have  existed.  Thus,  at  the  time  of  seizure, 
both  parties,  the  oapturing  and  the  captured 
ehip,  were  without  fault,  and  while  toe  re- 
verae  the  judgment  of  condemnation  and 
award  restitution,  we  think  it  should  be 
loithout  damages  or  coats  in  fa/vor  of  the  I7e9- 
sel  captured.  The  ship  having  been  sold,  the 
moneys  arising  from  the  sale  must  be  paid 
to  the  claimant,  without  the  deduction  of  any 
costs  arising  in  the  proceeding^,  but  after  do- 
ducting  the  expenses  properly  incident  to  her 
custodv  and  preservation  up  to  the  time  of 
her  sale,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Crvay 
and  Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  dissented. 


THE  GUIDO. 


(176  U.  S.  882) 


Beiewre  of  vessel  as  priee — vessel  going  to 
Cuban  port — intention  to  proceed  to  Urit' 
ed  States. 

A  vessel  owned  by  a  Spanish  oorporatlon,  of- 
ficered and  manned  by  Spanish  subjects,  sail- 
Ing  mider  Spanish  registry  and  the  Spanish 
flag,  having  a  royal  patent  from  the  Crown 
of  Spain,  and  proceeding  to  a  Cuban  port, 
was  subject  to  capture  on  April  27,  1898, 
notwithstanding  her  Intention,  according  to 
custom,  to  proceed  from  Cuba  to  the  United 
States  for  a  cargo  to  be  taken  to  Europe. 

[No.  122.] 

Argued  November  S,  1899.    Decided  Decent 
ber  11, 1899. 

APPEAL  from   a   decree   of  the  District 
Ck)urt    of    the    United    States    for    the 
Southern  District  of  Florida  condemning  a 
steamer  as  prize  of  war.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  WiU&eliBns  Mynderae  for  appel« 
lant 
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Uesars.  James  SL  Hayden,  Joseph  K, 
McCamtnon,  George  A.  King,  William  B. 
King,  and  Assistant  Attorney  General  Hoyt 
for  captors. 

*Mr.  Chief  Jucrtioe  Fuller  delivered  tlie 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  Lb  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  tiie  di»- 
iriet  court  of  the  United  Stages  for  the 
southern  district  of  Florida  condemning  the 
eteamer  Guido  as  prize  of  war. 

The  Ouido  belonged  to  La  Gompania  la 
Flecha,  a  Spaoieh  corporation  of  Bilboa, 
Spain,  and  sailed  under  Spanish  registry  and 
the  Spanish  flag,  having  a  royal  patent  from 
the  CSrown  of  Spain,  and  being  offioeored  and 
manned  by  Spanish  subjeots.  Her  voyage 
began  at  Liverpool,  whence  she  proceeded  to 
SanUuider,  Oorunna^  and  La  Puebla,  Spain. 
At  Liverpool  and  at  each  of  the  Spanish 
ports  she  took  on  cargo  consisting  princi- 
pally of  food  supplies,  SX  shipped  to  Havana 
and  Cuban  ports.  It  had  been  her  custom 
to  carry  cargo  from  Spanish  and  other 
European  ports  to  Cuba,  and  then  proceed  to 
some  port  of  the  United  States  for  a  return 
-eargo  of  lumber,  and  it  was  her  intention  on 
this  occasion  to  do  this,  but  she  had  no  dbar- 
ter  or  specific  engagement,  so  far  as  ap- 
peared, for  the  continuation  of  her  voyage 
after  discharging  in  Cuba.  It  was  certified 
in  her  bill  of  health  issued  at  Liverpool  "that 
the  vessel  has  complied  with  the  rules  amd 
regulations  made  under  the  act  of  February 
15, 1893,  and  that  the  vessel  leaves  this  port 
twund  for  a  port  (unknown)  in  the  United 
'States  of  America,  via  Spain  and  Cuba  ports 
(unknown)." 

The  steamer  cleared  from  La  Puebia  for 
Havana  April  10,  and  was  captured  April 
27,  about  70  miles  to  the  eastward  of  Ha- 
vana, and  sent  to  Key  West  in  charge  of  a 
prize  crew.  She  was  there  libel^  and 
proofs  in  preparatorio  were  taken.  The 
master  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  owner  and 
asserted  claim  to  the  vessel,  and  moved  for 
leave  to  take  further  proofs  in  respect  of 
matters  set  forth  in  his  test  affidavit  there- 
with filed,  which  motion  was  denied.  The 
averments  of  the  affidavit  corresponded  with 
those  in  the  case  of  The  Pedro. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  case  was  prop- 
erly disposed  of,  and  the  decree  of  the  Dw- 
triot  Court  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Slilras,  Mr.  Justice  Wl&ite, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Peokham  dissented. 


(175  U.  8.  409) 

T.  O.  ABBOTT,  Plff.  in  Err^ 

V, 

NATIONAL  BANK  OP  COMMERCE  of  Tsr 
coma,  Washington,  A  Corporation,  Chester 
Thome,  J.  W.  Wallace,  Edward  Huggins, 
and  W.  H.  Bogle  and  Charles  Richardson 
as  Copartners  under  the  Firm  Name  and 
Style  of  Bogle  &  Richardson. 

Writ  of  error  to  state  court — Federal  ques- 
tUm^ecision  in  favor  of  Federal  furiS' 
dietiof^— denying  remedy  for  d^amatory 
pleading. 


1.  The  decision  of  a  state  court  In  favor  of 
the  Jurisdiction  of  a  Federal  court  In  an- 
other action  cannot  be  reviewed  under  U.  S. 
Rev.  Stat,  i  709.  as  a  decision  on  an  anthor- 
ity  exercised  under  the  United  States,  since 
it  is  in  favor  of  such  authority. 

%  A  state  court  does  not  render  a  decision  In 
favor  of  the  authority  exercised  under  any 
state,  within  the  meaning  of  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 
i  709,  where  It  merely  decides  a  question  as 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Federal  court,  and 
where  the  authority  of  the  state  court  to  de- 
cide this  matter  is  not  drawn  in  question. 

8.  A  contention  in  a  state  court,  that  reputa- 
tion is  property  of  which  the  owner  is  de- 
prived without  due  process  of  law  by  a  de- 
cision against  his  right  of  action  for  libelous 
matter  contained  in  a  pleading  raises  a  Fed- 
eral question  under  U.  8.  Rct.  Stat.  |  709^ 
providing  for  writ  of  error  from  the  supreme 
court  in  case  of  a  decision  against  any  con- 
stitutional right,  privilege,  or  immunity. 

4.  A  decision  that  words  used  in  a  pleading 
in  another  suit  cannot  be  made  the  founda- 
tion of  an  action  for  damages  does  not  in- 
▼olye  any  question  of  a  Federal  nature  for 
review  on  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

5.  A  person  Is  not  deprlyed  of  his  reputation 
(even  if  that  constitutes  property)  without 
due  process  of  law  by  denying  his  right  to 
an  action  for  defamatory  words  in  a  pleading. 

[No.  376.] 

Sulnnitted  November  6,  1899.    Decided  D^ 
oember  11,  1899. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
state  of  Washington  to  review  a  deci- 
sion against  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
defamatory  words  contained  in  a  pleading. 
On  motion  to  dismiss  or  affirm.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  20  Wash.  652,  66 
Pac.  376. 

llie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Jol&n  H.  Mitebell  and  W.  O. 
Sharpstein  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  Tbomas  IL  Bheepmrdf  W.  H.  Bo- 
gle,  and  Charles  Ricfiardson  for  defendants 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  Abbott,  brought 
this  acUon  in  the  superior  court  of  the  state 
of  Washington  to  recover  damages  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  an  alleged  libel 
published  against  him  by  the  National  Bank 
of  Commerce  of  Taooma,  Washington,  and 
the  individual  defendants  above  named. 

It  appears  that  in  1895  the  defendant  baxik, 
at  the  instance  of  the  other  defendants  as  its 
directors  and  attorneys,  instituted  a  suit  in 
the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the  dis- 
trict of    Washington  against    three    of  its 
former  directors    to  recover   certain  alleged 
losses  on  account  of  loans   made   by  them.  ^ 
The  complaint  in  that  suit  alleged  that  Ab-  ^ 
bott  was  one  of  the* persons  to  whom  the* 
loans  were  made,  and  among  other  things 
charged  substantially  that  he  was  insolvent 
when  they  were  made. 

In  the  present  action  Abbott  alleged  In  his 
complaint  that  the  statements  in  reference 
to  him   and  his   financial   condition  in  the 
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other  suit  were  defamatory  and  untrue; 
tha4;  the  defendants  not  only  had  no  reason 
to  believe  them  to  be  tnie«  but  knew  them  to 
be  untrue,  and  that  those  si&tements  were 
not  pertinent^  relevant)  or  material  to  the 
bank's  cause  of  action. 

The  defendants  in  their  answer  averred 
that  the  language  referred  to  was  contained 
in  the  compuumt  filed  by  the  bank»  and  not 
otherwise;  that  the  ceurt  in  which  that 
complaint  was  filed  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  and  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  ac- 
tion; and  that  the  language  used  was  perti- 
nent, relevant)  and  material  to  tiie  issues, 
and  was  in  good  faith  believed  by  defendaots 
to  be  true,  and  was  true. 

In  his  reply  the  plaintiff,  besides  deny- 
ing the  averments  of  the  answer,  alleged 
that  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  action  in 
which  that  complaint  was  filed,  was  not 
bound  by  any  proceeding  therein,  that  his 
rights  cannot  be  determined  in  any  manner 
thereby,  and  that  "any  attempt  to  deprive 
him  of  his  rights  or  his  property  by  any 
process  therein  or  thereunder  is  contrary  to 
and  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  state  of  Washington,  and  of  §  1 
of  article  14  of  the  Amendments  to  the  Con- 
aUtution  of  the  United  States." 

The  trial  courts  on  motion  for  judgment 
on  the  pleadings,  dismissed  the  suit  upon 
the  ground  that  tiie  facts  stated  did  not  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  and  because  the 
matters  alleged  to  be  libelous  were  priv- 
ileged. 

This  judgment   was   affirmed   by  the  su- 

Sreme  court  of  Washington.  Among  other 
^ings  that  court  said:  "Whether  the  Fed- 
eral court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  in 
which  the  pleading  was  filed,  and  of  the  par- 
ties thereto,  is  purely  a  legal  question,  to  be 
determined  from  an  inspection  of  the  plead- 
ing itself.  The  Federal  court  overruled  a  de- 
murrer to  the  bill  which  contained  the  ob- 
^  Jectionable  matter,  and  we  are  oonstrained 
9  to  hold,  as  did  that  court,  that  it  had  juris- 
•  diction.  See  National  Bank^of  Commerce  v. 
Wade,  84  Fed.  Rep.  10.  We  think  it  re- 
quires no  argument  to  demonstrate  that  the 
words  complained  of  were  pertinent  and  ma- 
terial to  the  cause,  and  the  auestion  to  be  de- 
termined is,  Were  they  absolutely  privileged, 
regardless  of  whether  they  were  true  or 
false,  used  maliciously  or  in  good  faith  7 
The  doctrine  of  privileged  communications 
rests  upon  public  policy,  'which  looks  to  the 
free  and  unfettered  administration  of  jus- 
tice, though,  as  an  incidental  result^  it  may 
in  some  instances  afford  an  immunity  to  the 
evil-disposed  and  malignant  slanderer.' 
Bartlett  v.  Christhilf,  69  Md.  219,  14  Ail. 
618.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  it  is  a  priv- 
ilege liable  to  be  abused,  and  its  abuse  may 
lead  to  great  hardships;  but  to  give  legal 
ianotion  to  such  suits  as  the  present  would, 
we  think,  give  rise  to  far  greater  hardships." 
Ahhoit  V.  National  Bank  of  Commerce,  20 
Wash.  652,  66  Pac.  376. 

Among  the  errors  assigned  in  this  court 
are  that  the  supreme  court  of  Washington 
erred  in  affirmin^^  the  judgment  of  the  su- 
perior court  of  Pierce  county  because  the  ef- 


fect of  tnch  judgment  was  to  deprive  plain- 
tiff in  error  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  contrary  to  the  14th  Amend- 
ment to  the  Ck>nstitution  of  the  United 
States;  in  holding  that  the  United  States 
circuit  oourt  for  the  district  of  Wa^ungton, 
western  division,  had  jurisdiction  of  Uie  suit 
brouffht  by  the  National  Bank  of  Oommerce 
of  Tacoma;  in  holding  that  the  libelous 
matter  contained  in  the  bill  of  complaint 
filed  in  that  suit  was  privileged;  and  in 
holdixi^  that  such  matter  was  pertinent  and 
material  to  the  issue  in  that  suit 

This  case  is  now  before  us  upon  motion  to- 
dismiss  the  present  writ  of  error  for  want 
of  jurisdiotion  in  this  court,  and,  that  mo- 
tion failine,  to  afiirm  the  judgment  below  on 
the  ffround  that  the  question  upon  which  ju- 
risdiction depends  is  such  as  not  to  need  fur* 
ther  argument. 

The  question  whether  the  circuit  court  of 
the  Uni/ted  States  had  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain the  suit  brought  by  the  National  Bank 
of  Commerce  was  raised  in  the  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  bank  and  was 
decided  in  its  favor — the  court  holding  that 
the  case  was  one  arising  under  the  laws  of  :• 
the  United  States,  in  that  it  involved  the^ 
question  whether  or  not  the  action*couId  be  * 
maintained  under  S  5239  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  before  the  violation  of  its  provi- 
sions had  been  determined  by  a  proper  court 
in  a  suit  brought  for  that  purpose  by  the 
comptroller  of  the  currency.  National 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Wade,  above  cited. 
Thait  section  is  as  follows:  S  5239:  '^f  the 
directors  of  any  national  banking  association 
shaU  knowingly  violate,  or  knowingly  per- 
mit any  of  the  officers,  agents,  or  servants  of 
the  association  to  violate,  any  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  title,  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and 
franchises  of  the  association  shall  be  thereby 
forfeited.  Such  violation  shall,  however,  be 
determined  and  adjudged  by  a  proper  cir- 
cuit, district^  or  territorial  court  of  the 
United  States,  in  a  suit  brought  for  that 
purpose  by  the  comptroller  of  the  currencv, 
in  his  own  name,  before  the  association  shsil 
be  declared  dissolved.  And  in  case  of  such 
violation,  every  director  who  participated 
in  or  assented  to  the  same  shall  be  held  liable 
in  his  personal  and  individual  capacity  for 
all  daniages  which  the  association,  its  share- 
holders, or  any  other  person,  shall  have  sus- 
tained in  consequence  of  such  violation." 

The  supreme  court  of  the  state  held  that 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  had 
authority  to  entertain  the  action  brought  by 
the  bank.  But  that  decision  did  not  bring 
the  case  within  the  clause  of  the  statute  giv- 
ing this  court  jurisdiction  to  re-examine  a 
final  judgment  or  decree  in  the  highest  court 
of  the  state  "where  is  drawn  in  auestion  the 
validity  of  a  treaty  or  statute  of,  or  an  au- 
thority exercised  under,  the  United  States, 
and  the  decision  is  against  their  validity." 
Rev.  Stet  §  709.  The  circuit  court  of  the 
Uniter  States  had  authority  to  judicially  de- 
termine in  the  case  and  for  the  parties  be- 
fore it  whether  the  action  brought  by  the 
bank  was  one  arising  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.    Its  authority  in  that  regard 
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wma  not  and  could  not  have  been  diepated. 
But  to  deny  that  the  hank  oould  brin^  its  ao- 
tion  in  the  Federal  court — ^the  bank  beinff 
located  in  Washington  and  the  persona  sued 
hj  it  being  citizens  of  that  state — ^was  not, 
within  the  meaning  of  §  709,  to  draw  in 
question  "an  authority  exercised  under  the 
S  United  States."    Besides,  the  dedaion  of  the 

•  fame  question  by  the  state  court  was  in*8up- 
port  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States.  Where  the  issue  is  as 
to  the  validity  of  "an  authority  exercised 
under  the  United  States,"  we  cannot  review 
Ito  determination  by  the  state  courts  unless 
the  decision  was  against  the  validity  of  the 
authority  so  exercised.  As  said  in  8010- 
more  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  130  U.  8.  210, 
223,  32  L.  ed.  908,  913,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  603, 
*the  dietinction  is  palpaible  between  a  denial 
of  the  authority  and  a  denial  of  a  title, 
right,  privilege,  or  immunity  claimed  un- 
der it."  Clough  V.  Curiia,  134  U.  S.  861, 
869,  33  L.  ed.  945,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  573; 
United  States  v.  Lynch,  137  U.  8.  280,  286, 
84  L.  ed.  700,  702,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  114; 
Cook  County  v.  Calumet  d  O.  Canal  d  Doek 
Co.  138  U.  S.  636,  653,  84  L.  ed.  1110,  1116, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  435. 

Nor  can  we  sustain  the  contention  that 
our  jurisdiction  may  rest  on  the  d&use  of 
I  700,  "or  where  is  drawn  in  question  the 
validity  of  a  statute  of,  or  an  authoriity  ex- 
ercised under,  any  state,  on  the  ground  of 
their  being  repugnant  to  the  Confftitution, 
treaties,  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  decision  is  in  ftivor  of  their  validity." 
The  authority  of  the  state  oourt  to  consider 
and  pase  upon  the  question,  directly  raised 
in  the  ease  before  it,  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  eirenit  court  of  the  United  States  on  the 
bank's  suil^  was  not  drawn  in  question. 
The  contention  is  only  that  its  decision  waa 
orroneois. 

But  this  court  haa  Jurisdiction  under  the 
eiause  of  }  709,  ''or  where  any  title,  right, 
privilege,  or  inununfty  is  claimed  under  the 
Constiturtion,  or  any  treaty  or  etatute  of,  or 
oonmiission  held  or  authority  exercised  un- 
der, the  United  States,  said  the  decision  is 
Offainet  the  title,  right,  privilege,  or  immu- 
nity specially  set  up  or  daimed  by  eHher 
party,  ...  or  authority."  The  plain- 
tiff did  specially  set  up  and  claim  that  repu- 
tation was  "property,"  and  thai  the  ground 
on  which  the  state  court  proceeded,  namelv, 
that  the  alleged  libelous  matter  appeared  in 
a  pleading  and  could  not  be  made  the  basis 
of  an  action  for  damages,  deprived  him  of  his 

C-operty  without  due  process  of  law,  in  vio- 
tion  of  the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States. 

It  is  true,  as  suggested  by  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, that  a  state  may  not  by  any  of  its  agen- 
^  des,  legislative,  judicial,  or  executive,  dis- 
^  regard  the  prohibitions  of  that  amendment 

•  But  even* if  reputation  could  be  deemed 
property  within  the  meaning  of  the  14th 
Amendment,  the  state  court  did  nothing 
that  oould  be  regarded,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution,  as  depriving  the  plain- 
tiff of  his  reputation,  it  only  adjudged 
that  tho  words  used  in  a  pleading  in  another 


suit  oould  not  be  made  the  foundatien  of  sm 
action  for  damages.  If  it  erred  in  so  declar- 
ing, it  was  an  error  as  to  a  matter  of  general 
law  and  involved  no  question  of  a  Federal 
nature;  still  less  an  error  which  in  any  legal 
sense  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  his  reputa- 
tion. It  left  his  reputaition  as  it  was,  and 
only  adjudged  that  he  oould  not  proceed 
against  the  defendants  and  by  judgment 
and  execution  take  their  property  in  viola- 
tion of  what  the  court  deexned  to  bo  the  prii^ 
oiples  of  law  governing  the  casa 

There  was,  in  our  opinion,  color  for  the 
motion  to  dismiss,  and  therefore  the  motion 
to  affirm  may  be  considered;  and  as  the 
judgment  heloto  did  not  deprive  plaintiff  of 
any  right,  privilege,  or  immumty  secured  "by 
the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  CTmfeJ 
States,  it  is  affirmed. 


(175  U.  S.  414) 
PRANCES  REBECCA  HAMILTON,  Plff.  fo 
Err,p 

V. 

GRACE  ABBIE  B.  RATHBONB. 

Devise  of  land  hy  married  u)omaA% — property 
acquired  from  her  hushand — construction 
of  statute  hy  reference  to  prior  act. 

1.  A  wife  acquired  property  by  gift  or  convey- 
ance from  her  hnsband,  within  the  meaning 
•f  a  statute  restricting  her  disposition  of 
each  property,  although  it  wss  transferred 
to  her  through  a  third  party  as  a  mere  me- 
dium of  transfer  of  title,  when  thers  waa 
no  real  pecuniary  consideration  for  the  deed% 
and  the  consideration  stated  In  them  is  purely 
of  a  nominal  character. 

2.  Prior  acts  may  be  resorted  to  in  construing 
a  statute,  to  solve,  but  not  to  create,  an  am- 
biguity. 

8.  The  right  of  a  married  woman  to  convey, 
devise,  and  bequeath  **her  property"  under 
D.  C.  Rev.  Stat  (1874),  i  728,  is  not  limited 
by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  April  10,  1809, 
which  governed  the  subject  before  the  revi- 
sion was  made,  in  which  the  right  was  limit- 
ed to  property  acquired  otherwise  than  by 
gift  or  conveyance  from  her  husband. 

[No.  6.] 

Argued  April  IS,  1898.  Ordered  for  reargnh 
ment  January  SO,  1899.  Reargued  No- 
vember IS,  1899.  Decided  December  18, 
1899. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  review  a  judg- 
ment affirming  a  judgment  entered  upon  a 
verdict  for  plaiintifif  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment.    Reversed. 
See  same  case  below,  9  App.  D.  C.  48. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brouffM 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia by  Grace  Abbie  B.  Rathbone  as  plain- 
tiff,  against  Frances  Rebecca  Hamilton,  de- 
fendant, to  recover  an  undivided  one-third 
interest  in  a  parcel  of  land  of  which  the  do* 
fendamt  Hamilton  was  then  in  possession. 
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•  *  The  common  source  of  title  ims  one  Abram 
Elkin,  who  received  his  deed  on  Julv  31, 
1867.  He  wa«  married  to  Luoj  V.  Elkin, 
April  15,  1863. 

The  plaintiff's  chain  of  title  wns  as  fol- 
lows: Deed  fr<»n  Abram  EUdn  and  wife  to 
Fred.  G.  Calvert,  April  29,  1872;  deed  of 
same  date  by  Fred.  G.  Ccdv«rt  and  wife  to 
IjMoj  V.  Elkin.    These  deeds  w«r6  evidently 

S'ven  to  avoid  a  direct  conveyanoe  from  hus- 
Lnd  and  wife.  Both  deeds  ran  to  the 
grantee,  "his  (or  her)  heirs  and  assigns,  to 
and  for  his  (or  her)  smd  their  sole  use,  bene- 
fit, and  behoof  forever." 

Lucy  V.  Elkin  died  Ma^  3,  1876,  Inving 
her  husband,  Abram  Elkm,  and  four  ehil* 
dren:  (1)  Gmce,  the  plainUff,  subsequently 
married  to  Rathbone;  (2)  Lucy  Caroline; 
(3)  Charles  Calvert;  (4)  Harry  Lowry, 
who  died  in  1885  at  the  age  of  nine  or  ten 
years. 

Abram  Elkin  disappeared  in  June,  1876, 
and  has  not  been  heard  of  since. 

Plaintiff  sues  for  an  undivided  one-third 
interest  as  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  her 
mcther. 

Defendant's  chain  of  title  was  as  follows: 
Lucy  V.  Elkin,  who  died  May  3,  1876,  leav- 
ing a  will  by  which  she  appointed  Fred.  G. 
CfiSvert,  her  brother,  her  sole  executor. 
She  directed  that  all  her  property,  real  and 
personal,  should  be  sold,  and  save  her  hus- 
band $1,000  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
directing  that  the  residue  of  such  proceeds, 
after  tiie  payment  of  funeral  and  other  nee- 
essaiy  expenses,  should  be  divided  equally 
l>etween  her  four  children.  Calvert  duly 
qualified  as  executor. 

In  February,  1879,  aa  such  executor,  Cal- 
vert sold  the  land  in  controversy  to  the  de- 
fendant Frances  Rebecca  Hamilton,  and 
conveyed  it  to  her  by  a  deed  (February  20) 
which  recited  that  the  sale  had  been  made 
under  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  the 
will. 

A  plea  of  not  guilty  having  been  inter- 
posed, the  case  was  tried  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  District  by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict 
directed  for  the  defendant.  On  appeal  to 
the  court  of  appeals  from  the  judgment  en- 
9  tered  upon  the  verdict  so  rend^^,  that 
9  court  set   aside  the   verdict  and    remanded 

*  the*ea8e  for  a  new  triaL  Rathbone  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 4  App.  D.  C.  475. 

A  second  trial  was  had,  and  the  jury  in- 
structed to  rcitum  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff. From  the  judgment  entered  upon  this 
verdict,  the  defendaint  appealed  to  Uie  court 
of  appeals,  which  affirmed  the  judgment. 
Hamilton  v.  Rathbone,  9  App.  D.  C.  48. 
Whereupon  defendant  Hamilton  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court. 

MeBsra.  A.  8.  Worthinfl^ton  and  A.  A. 

Lipscomb  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  BC  J*  Colbert  and  H.  O,  Milans 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Plaintiff  brings  ejectment  as  one  of  the 
heirs  a;t  law,  namely,  the  eldest  of  three  chil- 


dren, of  her  mother  Lucy  V.  Elkin,  who  died 
May  8,  1876.  Defendant  relies  upon  a  pur* 
chase  made  by  her  from  the  executor  of  Mra. 
Elkin's  will.  To  estabUsh  her  titles 
then,  plaintiff  is  bound  to  show  that  the 
property  did  not  pass  under  the  will  of  her 
motner,  but  descended  to  her  heirs  att  law* 
The  question  whether  it  did  eo  pass  depende> 
upon  the  construction  given  to  certain  acta 
of  Congress  then  in  force,  relative  to  ee* 
tates  of  married  women. 

By  the  act  of  April  10,  1869  (16  Stat  at 
L.  4^,  chap.  23),  it  was  enacted: 

"That  in  the  District  of  Columbia  the 
right  of  any  married  woman  to  any  proper- 
ty, personal  or  real,  belonging  to  her  at  the 
time  of  marriage,  or  acauir^  during  mar- 
riage in  any  other  way  than  by  gift  or  con* 
veyanoe  from  her  husband,  ehall  be  as  abso- 
lute as  if  she  were  feme  sole,  and  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  diispoeal  of  her  husband, 
nor  be  liable  for  hie  debts;  but  such  married 
woman  may  convey,  devise,  and  betjueeith 
the  same,  or  any  interest  therein,  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  like  effect  aa  if  she 
were  unmarried*  »» 

"Sec  2.  And  he  it  further  enacted,  That  9 
any  married* woman  may  contraot,  and  sue  * 
and  be  sued  in  her  own  name,  in  all  matters 
having  relation  to  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
unmarried ;  but  neither  her  husband  nor  his 
property  shall  be  bound  by  any  sudicontraoty 
nor  liaUe  for  any  recovery  against  her  in 
any  such  suit,  but  judgment  may  be  en* 
forced  by  execution  against  her  eole  and  sep- 
arate estate  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  sole," 

Under  the  first  section,  the  right  of  a  mar* 
ried  woman  to  dispose  of  her  property  as  if 
she  were  a  feme  sole  does  not  apply  to  proper- 
ty acquired  by  gift  or  conveyance  from  her 
husband.  Did  the  case  resFt  here,  there 
could  be  no  doubt  that  Mrs.  Elkin  took  this 
property  from  her  husband  subject  to  sueh 
disabilities  as  were  imposed  upon  married 
women  by  the  common  law,  except  so  far  aa 
the  same  may  have  been  modified  by  the 
statutes  of  Maryland  then  in  force  {Sykes  v. 
Chadioick,  18  Well.  141,  21  L.  ed.  824),  and 
the  fact  that  she  took  title  through  her 
brother,  Fred.  G.  Calvert,  as  an  intermedi- 
ary grantee,  did  not  affect  the  question. 
Cammack  v.  Carpenter,  3  App.  D.  C.  219. 
The  deeds  from  Abram  Elkin  to  Culvert,  and 
from  CcJvert  to  Lucy  V.  Elkin,  were  made 
upon  the  same  day,  recorded  at  the  same 
hour  of  the  same  day,  and  both  were  for  the 
same  nominal  consideration  of  $5.  Add  to 
this  the  fact  that  Calvert  was  the  brother  of 
Mrs.  Elkin,  and  the  inference  is  irresistible 
that  it  was  intended  as  a  transfer  from  hus- 
band to  wife.  We  concur  in  the  opinion  ef 
the  court  of  appeals  [4  App.  D.  C.  484]  IJiaA 
"assuming  the  facts  to  exist  as  they  are  stat- 
ed in  the  record,  there  is  no  escape  from  the 
conclusion  that  the  property  was  acquired 
by  gift  or  conveyance  from  the  husband, 
though  it  was  through  the  brother  of  the 
wife  of  the  grantor  as  mere  iwAHinm  of 
transfer  of  title.  There  is  no  attempt  ta 
show  that  there  was  any  real  pecunJery  ( 
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•ideration  for  the  deeda,  and  the  consider- 
ation Btated  in  them  it  purely  of  a  nominal 
character;  and  all  the  facts  attending  the 
transaetion  show  beyond  doubt  that  the  real 
purpose  and  deugn  of  the  hudband  was  to 
transfer  from  himself  to  his  wife  the  title 
to  the  property.  The  passing  the  title 
Uirough  a  third  party  in  no  manner  changed 
S  the  effect  of  tne  transfer.  Though  the 
t  agency  of  a  third  party  waa  *  employed,  it 
was  no  less,  in  legal  effect  and  contempla- 
tion, a  gift  or  conveyance  from  the  husband 
to  the  wife.** 

Whether  under  the  common  law  aha  held 
ihia  property  as  her  separate  estate,  with 
power  to  deviee  or  otherwise  diapoee  of  it, 
aa  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,  is  a  question 
which  does  not  arise  in  view  of  the  staitutea 
then  existing,  which  we  think  oontrol  the 


In  the  revision  of  the  stattrtea  applicable 
to  the  District  of  Columbia  (paesed  in 
1874) ,  the  above  act  of  1869  was  rearranged, 
and  became  §§  728  to  730,  aa  follows: 

"Sec.  727.  In  the  District  the  right  of  any 
married  woman  to  any  property,  personal  or 
Teal,  bdongiDg  to  her  at  the  time  of  mar- 
riage,  or  acquired  during  marriage  in  any 
other  way  than  by  gift  or  conveyance  from 
her  husband,  shall  be  aa  absolute  aa  if  she 
were  unmarried,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be  liahle  for 
his  debts. 

"Sec  728.  Any  married  woman  may  con- 
vey, devise,  and  bequeath  her  property,  or 
any  interest  therein,  in  the  same  manner 
and  with  like  effect  aa  if  she  were  unmar- 
ried. 

"Sec  729.  Any  married  woman  may  eon- 
tract,  and  sue  and  be  sued  in  her  own  name, 
in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  and 
eeparate  property,  in  the  same  manner  aa  if 
she  were  unmarried. 

"Sec.  730.  Neither  the  husband  nor  his 
property  shall  be  bound  by  any  audh  con- 
tract, made  by  a  married  wxmian,  nor  liable 
for  any  recovery  againat  her  in  any  auch 
suit,  but  judgment  may  be  enforced  by  exe- 
cution againat  her  aole  and  eeparaAe  eatate 
in  the  aame  manner  as  if  ahe  were  unmar- 
ried." 

The  difference  between  theae  aectiona  and 
the  former  act  ia  noticeable.  By  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  1869,  the  abaolute  right 
of  a  married  woman  over  her  property  is  not 
riven  with  respect  to  such  property  aa  ahe 
has  acquired  by  gift  or  conveyance  from  her 
husband.  The  final  clause  of  this  section 
reads  aa  followa:  "But  such  married 
woman  may  convey,  devise,  and  bequeath  the 
earned'  (that  is,  her  separate  property,  ex- 
cept aa  above  stated) ,  "or  any  interest  there- 
fai,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  like  effect 
A  aa  if  ahe  were  unmarried."  The  firet  clause 
^  of  this  section  is  repeated  in  Rev.  Stat.  § 
*  727,*but  the  second  clause  is  thrown  into  a 
eeparate  section  (728),  which  dedarea  that 
*any  married  woman  may  convey,  devise, 
and  bequeath  her  property,  or  any  interest 
therein,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  like 
effect  aa  if  ahe  were  unmarried."  Literally, 
thia  aection  eztenda  to  all  her  proper^,  and 


ia  not  limited  to  the  "sauM"  property  de- 
scribed in  §  727,  and  thus  excluding  that 
which  ahe  acquired  by  gift  or  conveyeavie 
from  her  husband.  Under  the  act  of  1869, 
therefore^  the  power  of  a  married  woman  to 
convey,  devise,  and  bequeath  her  property 
does  not  extend  to  such  as  she  acquired  by 
gift  or  conveyance  from  her  husband,  while 
under  I  728  it  exitenda  to  aU  her  property, 
however  derived. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  1869  like- 
wise reappeara  without  change  as  (S  729  and 
730,  and  no  question  is  likely  to  arise  with 
respect  to  any  differences  in  construction. 

The  decisive  question  then  is  whether  | 
728  is  to  be  construed  aa  an  independeni  act, 
or  whether  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty,  by  re- 
ferring to  the  prior  act  from  which  it  waa 
taken,  to  show  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
Congress  to  limit  it  to  the  casea  named  ia 
auch  prior  act.  The  general  rule  is  per* 
fectly  well  settled  that,  where  a  statute  is  of 
doubtful  meaning  and  ausceptible  upon  ita 
face  of  two  conatructions,  the  court  may 
look  imto  prior  and  contemporaneous  acta, 
the  reaaona  which  induced  the  act  in  ques- 
tion, the  mischiefs  intended  to  be  remediedi 
the  extraneous  circumstances,  and  the  pur- 
pose intended  to  be  accomplished  by  it,  to 
determine  its  proper  oonatruction.  But 
where  the  act  is  dear  upon  its  face,  and 
when  standing  alone  it  is  fairly  susceptible 
of  but  one  conatoruction,  that  conetruction 
must  be  given  to  it.  Heydon*8  Case,  3  Coke^ 
76;  United  States  v.  Freeman,  3  How.  656, 
11  L.  ed.  724;  Bmythe  v.  Fiake,  23  Wall. 
374,  23  L.  ed.  47;  Piatt  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
99  U.  S.  48, 25  L.  ed.  424;  ThomUy  V.  United 
States,  113  U.  S.  310,  28  L.  ed.  999,  5  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  491 ;  Viterho  v.  Friedlander,  120  U. 
S.  707,  724,  30  L.  ed.  776,  781,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  962 ;  Lake  County  v.  Rollins,  130  U.  S. 
662,  22  L.  ed.  1060,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  651; 
United  States  v.  Chldenberg,  168  U.  S.  95, 
42  L.  ed.  394,  18  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  3. 

Thia  rule  haa  been  repeatedly  applied  in 
the  construction  of  the  Revised  Statutea, 
The  earlieat  caae  is  that  of  United  States  r. . 
Hirsoh,  100  U.  S.  33,  25  L.  ed.  539,  in  which  \ 
a  aection    (5440),   defining  •and   punishing  < 
conapiraciea  to  defraud  generally,  was  held 
not  to  be  restricted  by  the  prior  act  of  March 
2,  1867,  from  which  the  section  was  taken, 
which  was  limited  to  conapiraciea    arising 
under  the  revenue  laws. 

The  queetion  was  again  elaborately  con- 
sidered in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Bowen,  100  U.  S.  508,  25  L.  ed.  631,  in 
which  it  ia  broadly  stated  that  "when  the 
meaning  is  plain,  the  courts  cannot  look  to 
the  statutes  which  have  been  revised  to  see 
if  Congresa  erred  in  that  revision,  but  may 
do  so  when  necessary  to  construe  doubtful 
language  used  in  expressing  the  meaning  of 
Congress."  Rev.  Stat  §  4820,  enacted  that 
"the  fact  that  one  to  whom  a  pension  has 
been  ^ranted  for  wounds  or  disabilities  re- 
ceived in  the  military  sendee  has  not  con- 
tributed to  the  funda  of  the  Soldiers'  Home 
shall  not  predude  him  from  admission  there- 
to. But  all  sw)h  pensioners  ehaU  surrender 
their  pensions  to  the  Soldiers'  Home  during 
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i2ie  time  fhegr  mmin  tberoin  and  rotoakMr 
lily  receive  iU  beneflU."  Bowen  was  the  re- 
eiment  of  as  inyalid  peDsioD^  but  ha  had  ocm- 
trumted  to  the  fnnda  of  the  Soldiera'  Home^ 
and  the  question  was  whether  that  fact  with- 
drew hhu  from  the  clause  which  requires 
peusiodMrs  to  surreoder  theirpenaions  to  the 
home  while  imnates  of  it.  The  section  wae 
held  to  he  limited  to  those  ("such")  who 
had  not  contributed  to  the  funds  of  the  home, 
although  by  the  act  from  which  the  section 
was  taken  all  invalid  pensioners  who  ac- 
cepted the  benefit  of  the  home  were  bound 
to  em-render  their  pensiooMs  to  ita  uas  while 
there. 

The  language  above  quoted  was  repeated 
in  Cambria  Iron  Co.  v.  Aahhum,  118  U.  S. 
54,  30  L.  ed.  60,  6  Sup.  CL  Rep.  929,  the 
court  a^ain  holding  that»  where  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  plain,  it  can- 
not recur  to  the  original  statutes  to  see  if 
errors  were  committ^  in  revising  them.  To 
the  same  effect  are  Deffeback  v.  Hawke,  115 
U.  S.  392,  29  L.  ed.  423,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  95; 
United  States  v.  Averill,  130  U.  S.  335,  32 
L.  ed.  977,  9  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  546;  United 
States  V.  Lacker,  134  U.  S.  624,  33  L.  ed. 
1080,  10  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  625,  in  which  the 
court  said  that  if  there  were  en  ambiguity 
in  a  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  resort 
might  be  had  to  the  original  act  from  which 
the  section  was  taken,  to  ascertain  what,  if 
I  any,  change  of  phraseology  there  is,  and 
I  whether  such  change  should  be  construed  as 
dianging  the  law.  See  also  Bate  Refriger* 
ating  Co,  v.  Suleherger,  157  U.  8.  1,  39  L. 
ed.  601,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  508;  United  States 
T.  Ooldenherg,  168  U.  S.  95,  42  L.  ed.  394, 
18  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  3. 

Indeed,  the  cases  are  so  numerous  in  this 
oourt  to  the  effect  that  the  province  of  con- 
struction lies  wholly  within  the  domain  of 
ambiffuity,  that  an  extended  review  of  them 
is  quite  unnecessary.  The  whole  doctrine 
appiicahle  to  the  subject  may  be  sununed  up 
in  the  single  observation  that  prior  acts  may 
be  resort^  to,  to  solve,  but  not  to  create,  an 
ambiguity.  If  S  728  were  an  original  act, 
there  would  be  no  room  for  construction.  It 
is  only  by  calling  in  the  aid  of  a  prior  act 
that  it  becomes  possible  to  throw  a  doubt 
upon  its  proper  interpretation.  The  word 
"property,**  used  in  §  728,  includes  every 
right  cmd  intei-eat  which  a  person  has  in 
lands  and  chattels,  and  is  broad  enough  to 
include  everything  which  one  person  can  own 
and  transfer  to  another.  The  main  object 
of  the  revision  was  to  incorporate  all  the  ex- 
isting statutes  in  a  single  volume,  that  a 
person  desiring  to  know  the  written  law 
upon  any  subject  might  learn  it  by  an  ex- 
amination of  that  v<3ume^  without  the  ne- 
cessity of  referring  to  prior  statutes  upon 
the  subject  If  the  language  of  the  revision 
be  plain  upon  its  face,  the  person  examining 
it  ought  to  be  able  to  rely  upon  it  If  it  be 
but  another  volume  added  to  the  prior  Stat- 
utes at  Large,  the  main  object  of  tne  revision 
is  lost,  and  no  one  can  be  certain  of  the  law 
without  an  examination  of  all  previous  stat- 
vtes  upon  the  same  subject 
As  bearing  upon  the  proper  oonstroctioD 


of  this  section  we  an  also  referred  to  aa  ael 
approved  June  1.  1896  (29  6tat  at  L.  198» 
chap.  308),  entitled  ''An  Act  to  Amesid  the 
Laws  of  the  District  d  Columbia  as  to  Mar- 
ried Women,  to  Make  Parents  the  Natural 
Quardians  of  Their  Minor  Children,  and  for 
Other  Purposes."  The  sections  of  the  ael 
which  are  pertinent  here  are  as  follows: 

"That  tne  property,  real  and  pereonal, 
which  any  woman  in  the  District  of  Colum* 
bia  may  own  at  the  time  of  her  marriage^ 
and  the  rente,  issues,  profits,  or  proccMS 
thereof,  and  real,  personal,  or  mixed  prop* 
erty  which  shall  come  to  her  by  descent,  de> 
vise,  purchase,  or  bequest,  or  the 


ffif t  of  any 
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person,  shaU  be  and  remain  her  sol 
arate  propertr,* notwithstanding  her  mar*? 
riage,  and  shell  not  be  subject  to  the  dispos> 
al  of  her  husband  or  liable  for  his  debts,  ex* 
oept  that  such  property  as  shall  come  to  her 
by  gift  of  her  husband  shall  be  subject  tcL 
and  be  liable  for,  the  debts  of  the  huaiMind 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  gift 

"Sec.  2.  That  a  married  woman,  while  the 
marriage  relation  subsists,  may  bargain^ 
sell,  and  convey  her  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty, and  enter  into  any  contract  in  refer- 
ence to  the  same  in  the  same  manner,  tx>  the 
same  extent,  and  with  like  effect  as  a  mar- 
ried man  may  in  relation  to  his  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  and  she  may,  by  a  promise  in 
writing,  expressly  make  her  separate  estate 
liable  for  necessaries  purchased  by  her  or 
furnished  at  her  request  for  the  family. 

"Sec.  11.  That  sections  seven  hundred  and 
twenty-seven,  seven  hundred  and  twenty- 
nine,  and  seven  hundred  and  thirty  of  tiie 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  be  and  the  sams  are 
hereby  repealed." 

It  will  be  observed  that,  by  the  first  secy 
tlon,  aJl  the  property  of  a  married  woman 
owned  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  which 
shall  afterwards  come  to  her  in  any  manner 
or  from  any  person,  shall  remain  her  sole 
and  separate  property,  notwithstanding  her 
marriage,  thus  enlarging  the  operation  of  S 
727,  whidi  limited  it  to  such  as  she  had  not 
acquired  by  gift  or  conveyance  from  her  hus- 
band. By  the  second  section  power  is  given 
to  her  to  bai^gain,  sell,  and  convey  her  prop- 
erty as  if  she  were  a  married  man^  but  noth- 
ing is  said  about  her  power  to  bequeath  it 
It  will  be  noticed,  however,  that  while  S§ 
727,  729,  and  730  of  the  Revised  Statutes  are 
repealed,  no  repeal  of  S  728  is  made.  Evi- 
dently Congress  understood  I  728  to  give  to 
a  married  woman  the  power  to  devise  and  be- 
queath her  property  without  limitation,  and 
therefore  allowed  it  to  stand.  If  full  effect 
be  not  given  in  this  case  to  S  728,  as  includ- 
ing all  the  property  of  a  married  woman, 
one  of  two  results  must  follow:  Either  that 
the  law  of  1896  changed  the  construction  to 
be  given  to  S  728,  although  it  did  not  repeal 
or  modify  it,  or  the  construction  of  that  see-  m 
Uon,  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff,  must  § 
prevail,  and  married  women  are  stiU  under  • 
the  disabilities  of  the  act  of  1869,  though 
that  act  and  M  727,  729,  and  730,  which  re- 
produced it»  are  expressly  repealed*    The 
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mors  ivasostable  oomtmction  is  tliat  Oon- 
gnm  mideratood  S  728  to  give  to  a  married 
woman  the  power  to  devise  and  bequeath  her 
property  without  limitation,  and  therefore 
allowed  it  to  stand. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  property  in 
question  passed  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  El- 
kin.  The  view  we  have  taJcen  of  this  sub- 
ject renders  it  unneceasary  to  consider  the 
other  questions  in  the  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  Ck>art  of  Appeals 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to 
that  court  with  instructions  to  reverse  the 
Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  to  remand  tho 
to  that  court  with  directione  to  grant  » 
triaL 

(175  U.  S.  509) 

UNITED  STATES,  A^t^ 

V, 

J.  PRANCISCO  CHAVEZ  and  Puablo  of 

Isleta. 


UNITED  STATES,  App#.» 

V. 

J.  FRANCISCO  CHAVEZ  and  Pueblo  of 
Isleta. 

Mexican  grant — effect  of  anoimU  possmsion 
— presumption  in  favor  of  title-^presump' 
tion  on  presumption—confirming  grant  to 
euocessors  in  title — form  of  confirmation. 

I.  Long  and  onlntemipted  possession  of  real 
property.  In  the  absence  of  rebnttlng  dream- 
stances,  creates  a  presumption  thtt  formal 
Instruments  or  records  of  title  have  once  ex- 
isted, even  If  they  cannot  be  found. 

&  A  presumption  of  title  arising  from  long 
possession  extends  to  all  that  may  be  neces- 
sary to  the  repose  of  the  title*  and  Is  not 
limited  to  a  presumption  of  only  one  step  In 
the  title. 

9k  Confirmation  of  a  grant  to  persons  claiming 
to  derive  title  by  conveyances  and  legal  suc- 
cession from  the  grantee  may  be  made  un- 
der the  act  of  Congress  of  1891,  i  8,  to  the 
claimants  alone,  without  making  It  more 
generally  to  the  "assigns  and  legal  represen- 
tatives of  the  original  grantee,"  since  the 
confirmation  excepts  lands  disposed  of  by  the 
United  States,  and  Is  made  subject  to  any 
ccnfllcrting  private  interests,  rights,  or 
clalma 

[Nos.  38  A  39.] 

Argued  October  16,  17,  1899.    Decided  De- 
cember IS,  1899. 

APPEALS  from  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Private  Land   Claims  confirming   title 
to  petitioners.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKennas 
To  the  land  involved  in  these  cases  the  ap- 
^  pdlees  claimed  a  complete  and  perfect  title, 
2  and  petitioned   the   court  of   private   land 
r  daims  under  S  8  of  the  act  establishiiur^the 
oourt  to  so  adjudge  and  confirm  it.    After 
due  hearing  the  court  did  so  adjuds^e,  and  en- 
tered a  decree  oonfirmlog  the  title  to  peti- 
tioners, from  which  decree  the  United  States 
prosecuted  this  appeal, 


The  basis  of  the  title  to  the  southern  por- 
tion of  the  tract  (No.  88)  is  a  grant  made 
on  the  6th  da^  of  November,  1716,  to  Captain 
Antonio  Gutierrez  by  Captain  Felix  Mar* 
tinez,  the  then  Governor  and  Captain  Gen- 
eral of  New  Mexico.  The  appellees  claim  to 
derive  from  Gutierrez  by  conveyances  and 
legal  succession,  and  also  claim  a  continuous 
possession  in  him,  their  predecessors  in  in- 
terest, and  themselves,  from  the  date  of  the 
grant  to  the  present  time. 

The  course  and  the  oonv^rance  of  the  title 
is  exhibited  by  an  abstract  filed  by  the.  claim- 
ants in  the  lower  court.    It  ia  as  follows: 

Abstract  of  Title. 

The  claimant  is  unable  to  present  any  di- 
rect conveyance  from  the  original  grantee  or 
from  his  heira  with  which  he  is  in  any  way 
connected.  He  relies  upon  the  papers  con- 
tained in  archive  No.  178  in  the  office  of  tho 
surveyor  general  for  New  Mexico,  to  show 
that  the  ori(|[inal  ffrantee,  Antonio  Gutierrez, 
took  possession  of  the  said  tract  of  land  and 
afterwards  transferred  the  same  to  Diego 
Padilla,  and  that  said  Diego  PadiUa  con- 
veyed said  land  to  Diego  Borrego,  who  in 
turn  conveyed  the  same  to  Nicolas  de  Chavez, 
these  conveyances  being  made  in  the  years 
1734  and  1736.  Claimant  files  herewith 
copies  and  translations  in  triplicate  of  said 
archive  No.  178. 

Claimant  avers  that  it  appears  from  ar- 
chive No.  871,  in  the  office  of  the  survevor 
general  for  New  Mexico,  that  at  some  time 
prior  to  the  year  1786  the  tract  claimed  had 
become  the  properly  of  Clemente  Gutierrez, 
the  said  arcnive  No.  371  is  a  record  of  pro- 
ceedings aa  to  the  estate  of  the  said  Clemente 
Gutierrez,  and  claimant  files  herewith  copies 
and  translationa  in  triplicate  of  so  much 
thereof  as  shows  the  inventory  of  all  the  real 
estate  belonging  to  said  Clemente  Gutierrez 
and  the  hijuela  given  to  each  of  the  heirs 
showing  their  respective  shares  of  said  real^ 
estate.  h 

*  Claimant   relies   upon   the  following  de-r 
scribed  deeds  to  connect  him  with  the  title 
of  said  Clemente  Gutierrez  and  through  him 
with  the  original  title  to  the  grant: 

Deed  of  Jose  Lorenzo  de  la  Pena,  for  him- 
self and  his  sdster  Mariana  and  his  brother 
Jose  Rafael  de  la  Pena,  to  Francisco  Xavier 
Chavez,  dated  September  20, 1818,  for  an  un- 
divided fifth  of  the  Bosque  de  los  Pinos, 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  landa  the  pueb- 
lo of  Isleta,  on  the  south  by  the  lands  known 
aa  those  of  Los  Lentes,  on  the  east  by  the 
hills,  and  on  the  west  by  the  Rio  del  Norte, 
a  translation  of  which  deed,  made  in  the 
year  1855  by  the  official  translator  of  the 
office  of  the  surveyor  general  for  New  Mex- 
ico, is  now  on  file  in  this  court  in  case  No. 
64,  and  triplicate  copies  thereof  are  filed 
herewith. 

Deed  from  Francisco  Sarracino,  represent- 
ing his  mother,  Maria  Luisa  Gutierrez,  one 
of  the  children  of  Clemente  Gutierrez,  to 
Francisco  Xavier  Chavez,  for  an  undivided 
interest  in  the  ranch  of  the  Bosque  de  los 
Pinos,  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  league  of 
the  pueblo  of  Isleta,  on  the  south  by  resi- 
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dents  of  Valencia,  on  the  east  the  plain,  and 
on  the  west  the  Rio  del  Norte,  dated  October 
19,  1821,  a  translation  of  which  deed,  made 
in  the  year  1856  by  the  official  translator  of 
the  office  of  the  surveyor  general  for  New 
Mexico,  is  now  on  file  in  this  court  in  case 
No.  64,  and  triplicate  copies  thereof  are  filed 
herewith. 

A  deed  from  Juan  Nepomuceno  Gutierrez 
and  Apolonia  Gutierrez  to  validate  the  sale 
made  by  their  father,  Lorenzo  Gutierrez,  of 
the  portion  to  which  he  and  Lorenzo  Gutier- 
rez were  entitled  in  the  Bosque  de  los  Pinos, 
dated  December  27,  1839,  a  translation  of 
which  deed,  made  by  the  official  translator 
of  the  office  of  the  surveyor  general  of  New 
Mexico  in  the  year  1855,  is  now  on  file  in 
this  court  in  case  No.  64,  and  triplicate  cop- 
ies thereof  are  filed  herewith. 

Claimant  avers  that  tho  originals  of  the 

three  deeds  above  described  were  filed  in  the 

<^oe  of  the  surveyor  general  in  1855,  and 

that  they  appear  to  have  been  withdrawn 

from  that  office  by  J.  Bonifacio  Chavez  on 

the  day  of  >  187  ,  and  cannot 

^  now  be  found,  although  the  official  transla- 

^  tions  made  at  that  time  have  been  preserved. 

•     'The    said    Francisco    Xavier  Chavez,   to 

whom  the  said   deeds   were   made,  was  the 

Sandfather  of  this  claimant,  and  claimant 
s  inherited  from  his  eaid  grandfather  an 
interest  in  the  property  conveyed  by  said 
deeds. 

A  fuller  statement  of  the  documentary  evi- 
dence may  be  omitted  except  of  the  original 
grant.  It  was  produced  from  the  Spanish 
archives,  and  its  translation  is  as  follows: 

PlainUfT's  Exhibit  A.    Archive  315. 
[Translation.] 
1716  (1.)  No.  449. 

To  the  Governor  and  Captain  General: 

I,  Captain  Antonio  Gutierrez,  a  resident 
of  the  town  of  Albuquerque  and  a  native  of 
this  Kingdom,  appear  before  ^ou  in  due  le- 
gal form,  and  I  state  that,  being  very  much 
in  need  of  lands  on  which  to  plant  in  order 
to  support  my  family,  and  also  to  the  end 
that  my  sheep  may  have  room  to  scatter  out, 
and  there  being  an  uncultivated  and  unoccu- 
pied tract  of  lands  below  Ysleta,  apparently 
at  a  distance  of  two  leagues,  which  formerly 
was  held  by  Cristobal  de  Taoia,  of  which 
tract  will  you  be  pleased  to  maJce  me  a  grant 
in  the  name  of  His  Majesty  in  the  same  man- 
ner  as  it  was  held  by  said  Cristobal  de  Tapia, 
and,  if  you  be  pleased  to  grant  it  to  me,  will 
you  also  order  that  the  real  possession  be 

{;iven  me,  designating  to  me  boundaries  and 
andmarks,  in  order  that  no  prejudice  may 
result  tx>  me  in  its  possession? 

Wherefore,  I  ask  and  pray,  with  due  hu- 
mility, that  you  will  be  pleased  to  make  me 
the  grant  that  I  ask  for  in  the  name  of  His 
Majesty,  as  one  who  represents  his  royal  per- 
son, and  I  swear  in  the  name  of  God  our 
Lord,  and  by  the  sign  of  the  Holy  Cross,  that 
this  my  petition  is  not  in  bad  faith,  and 
whatsoever  is  necessaiy,  etc 

Antonio  Gutierrez.     [Scroll.] 

Kote. — ^I  ask  aad  pray  that  the  boundaries 


belonging  to  said  tract  be  designated  to  me 
— on  the  north  an  arroyo  with  some  cotton- 
wood  trees  that  comes  down  from  the  hllhi,  ^ 
on  the  south  the  pueblo  of  Sam  Clemente,  on  g 
the  east  the  Del  Nortt*river,  and  on  the  west  • 
the  hills  of  the  Pueroo  river;  and  I  swear 
in  due  legal  form  that  my  petition  is  not  in 
bad  f aith«  and  whatever  is  necessary. 

Antonio  Gutierrez.     [Scroll.] 

Presentation. 
At  the  town  on  Santa  F6  on  the  fifth  day 
of  the  month  of  November,  in  the  year  one 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  sixteen,  before 
me.  Captain  Felix  Martinez,  Governor  and 
Captain  General  of  this  Kingdom  and  prov- 
inces of  New  Mexico  and  Castellan  of  its 
forces  and  garrisons  for  His  Majesty,  it  WM 
presented  by  the  party  therein  nan^ed* 

Decree  and  Grant. 

And  it  having  been  examined  by  me,  I 
treated  as  properly  presented  in  accordance 
with  law,  ajid,  in  view  of  the  fact  thait  it  ie 
His  Majesty's  will  that  his  lands  should  be 
settled  and  fortified,  in  his  royal  name  I 
make  to  the  petitioner  the  grant  that  he  asks 
for,  as  he  describes  it  and  as  Cristobal  de 
Tapia  formerly  enjoyed  it,  without  prejudice 
to  a  third  party  who  may  have  a  better  right, 
and  I  command  Captain  Baltazar  Romero 
that  as  soon  ae  he  be  notified  with  this  my 
decree  he  shall  place  the  petitioner  in  real 
possession;  and  this  shall  serve  him  as  a 
sufficient  formal  title  for  his  protection,  and 
when  these  proceedinge  shall  have  been  had 
he  will  transmit  this  grant  and  possession  to 
my  civil  and  military  secretary,  in  order  to 
make  him  a  certified  copy  thereof,  and  thai 
this  original  petition  remain  in  the  eeid  ar- 
chives ;  and  in  witness  thereof  I  sign  it  with 
my  civil  and  military  secretary. 

Felix  Martinez.     [ScrolL] 

Before  me, 
Miguel  Tenorio  de  Alba,     [Scroll.] 

Civil  and  Military  Secretexy, 

Archive  Na  178  coneisted  of  three  inetm* 
menta.    Two  of  them  were  respectively  en- 
titled a]i  "instrument  of  donation,"  and  of 
"real  sale,"  and  were  respectivdy  executed 
on  the  7th  and  11th  of  January,  1734,  one^ 
Don  Diego  Borrego  being  grantee  in  both.iH 
The  third  was  a  conveyance  from  6orTegioi*to  )P 
Don  Nicolas  Chavez.    It  is  only  necessary 
to  quote  portions  of   the   first   two  instru- 
ments.   From  the  first  as  fallows: 

"In  this  villa  of  San  Felipe  de  Albu- 
querque, on  the  seventh  day  of  January  of 
the  year  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and 
thirty-four,  before  me.  Captain  Juan  Gon- 
zales Bas,  alcalde,  mayor  and  war  captain 
of  the  said  town  and  its  jurisdiction,  person- 
ally appeared  Di^go  Padilla,  whom  I  certify 
I  know,  who,  in  the  presence  of  two  wit- 
nesses, said  that  he  gave  and  did  give  freely 
to  Don  Diego  Borrego,  to  wit,  a  piece  of  lasd 
which,  as  will  hereinafter  more  fully  appear, 
he  had  and  possesses  by  donation,  whidi,  in 
favor  of  the  said  Padilla,  was  made  by  Cap- 
tain Antonio  Gutierres,  and  its  boundarief 
are:     On  the  north,  lands  of   Joaguin   Se- 
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dillo;  on  the  eaet^  the  Rio  Grande;  on  the 
south,  land  of  the  said  Diego  Padilla^  there 
Borvin^  as  a  landmark  on  the  said  boundary 
the  midway  line  between  the  two  houses 
which  the  said  Padilla  built  near  the  bound- 
ary line  of  the  said  donation,  and  on  the 
west  with  the  boundary  line  called  for  in  the 
title  papere  of  the  whole  tract  which  the  said 
Padilla  has;  and  as  I  sa^  of  the  said  lands, 
he  makes  gift  and  donation  and  conveys  his 
own  right,  domicil,  and  seign'ory,  the  said 
Diego  Padilla,  with  the  consent  of  his  wife 
and  children,  to  the  said  Don  Diego  Borrego, 
without  any  consideration  other  than  his 
own  will.    .    .    ." 

From  the  second  the  following  recital, 
''personally  appeared  before  me  [the  same 
officer  as  in  the  other  instrument]  Antonio 
Sedillo,  the  legitimate  son  of  Joaquin  Sedil- 
lo,  and  foroed  heir  of  the  aforesaid."  And 
further,  that  "he  gave  and  did  give  in  real 
sale  a  tract  of  landdown  the  river  and  below 
the  pueblo  of  Iseleta.  .  .  .  And  as  I  say, 
the  said  Antonio  Sedillo  gives  and  did  give 
in  real  sale  the  said  tract,  after  consultation 
and  with  the  consent  of  his  mother  and 
brothers  and  sisters,  who  gave  him  author- 
ity for  the  same,  because  the  said  Joaquin 
died  in  debt^  and  in  order  to  procure  the 
•UDOunft  which  he  owed;  and  the  said  An- 
tonio fiedillo  acknowledges  that  the  said 
tract  was  acquired  by  his  said  father  in  part 
by  grant  in  the  name  of  His  Majesty  and  in 
part  acquired  and  held  under  real  sale,  as 
^  ehown  by  five  instruments  which  he  deliv- 
g  ered;  aoui  the  boundaries  of  the  said  tract 
•  are:  On  the  north,  the* line  of  the  league 
of  the  Iseleta  pueblo;  on  the  east  the  Rio 
Oraade;  on  the  south  a  twin  alamo,  called 
b^  some  the  Culebra;  and  on  the  west  the 
ndge  of  the  Pueroo  river ;  and  he  says  that 
the  said  tract  he  gives  to  Don  Diego  Borrego 
for  the  price  and  sum  of  two  hiuidred  dol- 
Urs.    .    .    ." 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  are  only  di- 
rect conveyances  from  the  original  jmntee, 
Antonio  Gutierrez,  to  Don  Diego  Borrego, 
who  received  the  title  in  1734.  Borrego  oon- 
veyed  to  Chavez  in  1736.  From  the  latter 
DO  tmnsfer  is  shown  to  anyone,  but  that  the 
title  passed  from  him  in  some  way  to 
Clemente  Qutierrez  prior  to  1786  is  claimed 
to  be  established  by  what  is  called  the  "pro- 
ceedings and  inventory,  division  and  parti- 
tion, of  the  property  which  he  left  i^  his 
deaUi  among  his  wife  and  five  children,  con- 
cluded in  the  year  1785.  (Archive  Na 
371.)" 

The  desoriptioii  in  the  inventory  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Idem.  A  ranch  below  the  boundary  of 
the  pueblo  Isleta,  commonly  called  San  Cle- 
mente, Barrancas,  and  Las  Pinoe,  of  which 
tfaey  have  possession,  although  there  is  no 
title  deed  of  ibi  boundaries,  estimated  at 
$1,200." 

The  claimants  trace  title  directly  to  the 
widow  and  children  of  Clemente  Gutierrez. 

The  pueblo  of  Isleta  presented  a  petition 

In  the  court  below  in  which  it  adopted  the 

an«^ationa  of  the  original  petition  and  joined 

la  the  prayer  for  the  confirmation  of  the  vft- 
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lidity  of  the  title  to  the  heirs  and  l^^al  rep- 
reseutntives  of  Antonio  Gutierrez. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  counsel  for 
claimant  stated,  counsel  for  the  government 
not  objecting,  that  "it  is  admitted  by  the 
United  States  to  be  a  fact  that  the  pueblo 
of  Isleta  has  had  open  and  notorioue  posses- 
sion  and  use  of  lands  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Rio  Grande  along  between  the  boundary  of 
the  pueblo  and  the  lands  of  the  Los  Lentes 
as  far  back  as  the  memory  of  the  oldest  man 
living  within  the  pueblo  can  extend,  and  that 
such  possession  and  use  haverbeen  claimed 
to  be  under  a  purchase  from  the  heirs  of 
Clemente  Gutierrez,  of  which  some  docu- 
mentary evidence  has  been  presented  in  the  ^ 
paper  executed  by  Lorenzo  Gutierrez,  da>ted  g 
May  3,  1808,  and^that  said  paper,  which  is  • 
marked  "Plaintiff's  Exhibit  G,"  and  also 
Plaintiff's  Exhibits  H  aod  I,  come  from  the 
custody  and  control  of  the  officers  of  said 
pueblo,  who  have  had  them  as  far  back  at 
memoiy  can  extend." 

Exhibit  G,  referred  to,  is  as  follows  s 

[Translation.] 

Don  Lorenzo  Gutierres,  captain  of  militia, 
commandant  in  the  field,  alcalde  of  second 
election  of  the  town  of  Albuquerque,  its  ju- 
risdiction and  frontier,  etc.,  etc 

Whereas  the  princij>al  men  of  the  pueblo 
of  San  Agustan  de  la  Isleta  have  come  before 
me  askinf^  for  a  deed  of  conveyanoe  for  the 
lands  which,  from  the  boundary  of  the  said 
pueblo  to  tlvat  of  Los  Lentes,  from  south  to 
north,  were  eold  to  the  said  pueblo  by  my 
predecessor,  Don  Mariano  de  la  Pena>  from 
the  estate  of  my  mother.  Dona  Josefa  Po- 
lonia  Baca,  of  which  I  am  the  administrator, 
of  which  sale  the  documentary  evidence  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  alcalde  of  first  election 
of  this  said  jurisdiction,  Don  Manuel  de  Ar- 
t^ga,  from  whom,  he  beinff  seriously  ill,  it 
camwt  be  obtaiaied  until  ne  gets  better  or 
dies,  and  it  being  probable  that  it  is  depositp 
ed  in  the  archives  under  his  diarge,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  repeated  petitions  of  the  said 
men,  e<nd  knowing  that  the  purchase  was 
really  msde,  I  give  them  the  present,  which. 
I  sign  for  their  security,  signing  it  in  order 
that  it  may  so  duly  appear,  with  two  assist- 
ing witnesses,  in  this  place  of  Parjarito,  on 
the  third  day  of  the  month  of  May  of  the 
year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eight 
Lorenzo  Gutierres.     [Rubric!] 

Assisting  witness: 

Ap:i»tin  de  la  Pefia.     [Rubric] 

Assisting  witness: 

Manl.  Ruvi.     [Rubric] 

The  appellees  also  presented  to  the  oonrt 
of  private  land  claims  a  petition  for  tiw  con- 
firmation of  grant  allegea  to  have  been  made 
"by  the   proper   authorities   of  the  govern- 
ment of  Spain  to  one  Joaquin  Sedillo,  which 
land  lies  immediately  south  of  the  lands  of 
the  Indian  pueblo  of  Isleta,  and  was  bounded  i* 
on  the  north  by  the  line  of  the  league  of  said  S 
pueblo/on  the  east  by  the  Rio  Grande,  on  tiie  * 
south  by  a  twin  alamo,  called  by  some  the 
alamo  de  la  Calebra,  and  on  the  weet  by  the 
oef a  of  the  Rio  Pueroow"    lUs  is  the  north- 
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•m  portion  of  the  tract  eontained  in  the  de- 
cree of  oonfirmation. 

It  waA  further  alleged  ''that  the  original 
rrant  papers  evidencing  the  said  grant  nave 
been  lost  or  destroyed,  and  oaiinot  now  be 
produced.  The  fact  of  the  existence  of  said 
grant  is,  however,  shown  by  papers  which 
oonetitiite  a  portion  of  the  archive  178  in  the 
office  of  the  surveyor  general  for  New  Mex- 
ico, copies  and  translatione  whereof  are  filed 
herewith  in  duplicate." 

The  matter  of  the  petition  constitutes  case 
Ko.  89  on  the  docket  of  this  court,  which, 
though  separately  appealed,  has  been  submit- 
ted with  case  No.  38.  The  lands  in  each  be- 
iqe  contiguous — ^the  north  boundary  in  one 
being  the  south  boundary  of  the  other,  and 
having  common  daimante  and  possession, 
and  the  title  in  each  being  supported  in  part 
by  the  same  evidence— the  court  of  private 
land  clainiB  ooneolidated  them  and  included 
their  oonflrmation  in  the  same  decree. 

The  petition  alleged  on  information  and 
belief,  as  to  the  southern  boundary,  as  the 
petition  in  88  alleged  as  to  the  northern 
boundaory  of  the  land  therein  desoribed,  that 
It  "has  been  completely  destroyed  and  its  lo- 
oation  oannot  now  be  identified  with  cer- 
tainty, and  it  is  probable  that  no  tradition 
of  its  location  now  exists,  for  the  reason  that 
the  said  tract  of  land  and  the  one  immediate- 
ly south  thereof  had  become  united  in  own- 
mhip  in  the  hands  of  one  person  aa  early  as 
the  year  1784«  aa  will  fully  appear  by  ref- 
terenoe  to  the  said  archive  178,  hereinbefore 
mentioned." 

The  archives  referred  to  and  the  docu- 
mentary evidence  are  the  same  as  in  No.  38, 
(Koept  there  is  no  grant. 

'SHtttH  t\iLp    ^  t\\f 
S  ^iia«^uAf\  Zedillo  &Tar\t« 

*  ^^yTOM'iinatt  Sca\e.. 


The  oral  evidence  of  possession  was  given 
bv  the  claimant,  Francisco  Chavez.  He  tes- 
tified that  he  became  personally  acquainted 
with  the  tract  of  land  commonly  known  aa 
Bosque  de  los  Pinos,  in  Valenica  county. 
New  Mexico  (the  tract  confirmed  to  him), 
about  1839,  and  it  was  then  in  the  posses- qq 
sion  of  a  relation  of  his  grandmother.  And  g 
from  the  records  he^knew  his  grandfather  • 
died  in  1829,  and  from  what  he  had  been  told 
by  the  family,  his  grandfather,  before  the 
latter'e  death,  "possessed  it,  fanned  it,  and 
kept  cattle  and  sheep  upon  it"  He  further 
testified  since  he  has  known  it,  his  father  had 
possession,  then  his  mother,  and  after  her 
death  the  heirs,  and  the  possession  had  never 
"in  any  way  been  disturbed  or  encroached 
upon  by  other  people."  The  boundaries  of 
the  Bosque  de  los  Finos  he  gave  as  follows: 
"On  the  north,  by  the  Isleta  Indian  pueblo 
lands;  on  tiie  east,  by  the  old  river  bed;  a 
stone  marks  the  northeast  boundary,  and  on 
the  eonth  by  the  town  of  Peralta;  on  the 
west,  by  the  present  river." 

The  river  referred  to  is  the  Rio  Grande 
del  Norte,  which  at  tiie  time  of  the  original 
grants  was  their  eastern  boundary,  but 
which  some  time  subsequently  to  their  date 
changed  its  diannel.  The  land  between  the 
old  uid  new  channels  is  denominated  in  the 
evidence  and  in  the  decree  of  the  court  as 
"Bosque  de  los  Pinos,"  and  was  confirmed  to 
Francisco  Chavez.  All  the  rest  of  the  tract 
was  confirmed  to  the  pueblo  of  Isleta. 

The  following  sketch,  which  was  intro- 
duced in  connection  with  the  testimony  of 
Chavez,  shows  the  relation  of  the  grants,  the 
location  of  some  of  the  natural  objects  re» 
f erred  to«  and  the  change  in  the  river  beds 
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Me$8n,  William  H.  Pope,  Matthew  G. 
Reynolds,  and  Solicitor  General  Richards 
lor  appellant. 

Mr,  Frank  W.  Olanoy  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 
The  title  asserted  by  appellees  is  deficient 


in  the  support  of  direct  evidence.    Is  the  de- 
ficiency supplied  by  the  probative  force  of 
the  possession  of  the  land?    Private  owner- 
ship  of    the   property    with   poseession    is 
claimed  for  over    one   hundrea    and  thirty  e 
years  before  the  cession  of  the  territory  tog 
the  United*State3.    A  continuous  posscdsion* 
is  shown  from  some  time  prior  to  1785,  la- 


188». 


UNITBD  STATES  T.  OHAVBZ. 


168 


ferentiftlly  from  1716.  Mexico  respected 
that  ownership  and  possession  for  the  full 
period  of  its  dominion  over  New  Mexico, 
epain  respected  them  for  orer  one  hundred 
years,  aod  at  the  time  of  the  cession  of  the 
sovereignty  over  the  territory  to  the  United 
States  no  one  questioned  them.  Succeeding 
to  the  power  and  obligations  of  those  govemr 
ments,  must  the  United  States  do  sot  This 
is  insisted  by  their  counsel,  and  yet  they 
have  felt  and  expressed  the  equities  which 
arise  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
Whence  arise  those  equities?  That  which 
establishes  them  may  establish  title.  Upon 
a  long  and  uninterrupted  possession,  the 
law  bases  presiunptions  as  sufficient  for  l^^al 
judgment,  in  the  absence  of  rebutting  dr- 
cumetances,  as  formal  instnunents,  or  rec- 
ords, or  articulate  testimony.  Not  that 
formal  instruments  or  records  are  unneces- 
sary, but  it  will  be  presumed  that  they  once 
existed  and  ha^'e  been  lost.  The  inquiry 
then  recurs.  Do  such  presumptions  arise  in 
this  case,  and  do  they  solve  its  questions? 
Fletcher  y.  Fuller,  120  U.  S.  634,  30  L.  ed. 
709,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  667,  was  an  action  of 
ejectment.  Both  parties  claimed  the  land 
in  eontroversv  under  one  Francis  Richard- 
eon,  who  died  in  1750;  the  plaintiffs  under 
his  daughter,  Abigail  Fuller;  the  defendants 
under  his  grandson.  The  question  arose 
whether  a  deed  could  be  presumed  to  have 
been  executed  by  Abigail  Fuller  to  the  grand- 
eon  or  to  hie  father,  uniting  all  interests  in 
him.  It  was  presented  in  instructions.  The 
defendants  asked  an  instruction  that  the 
Jury  might  presume  the  execution  of  such  a 
deed  to  their  ancestor  in  title.  The  court  re- 
fused, and  instructed  the  jury  as  follows: 
^  'Of  course,  gentlemen,  if  you  find  that  you 
ean  presume  a  grant,  If  you  fixkd  from  the 
testimony  that  Uiere  was  a  lost  deed  which 
passed  from  Abigail  Fuller  to  Jeremiah 
Richardson,  or  to  Francis  Richardson,  and 
the  property  was  inherited  by  Jeremiah,  so 
that  Jeremiah  had  a  good  title  to  convey  to 
Stephen  Jencks,  that  makes  the  title  of  the 
defendants  here  complete.  .  •  .  But, 
gentlemen,  you  are  to  look  into  the  evidence 
^  upon  this  question  of  a  grant,  and  if  the  evi- 
gdence  in  favor  of  the  presumption  is  over- 
•  eome*by  the  evidence  against  such  a  grant, 
then,  of  course,  you  will  not  presume  one. 
It  is  a  question  of  testimony.' 

*?he  defendants  requested  the  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  'that  the  presumption  they 
were  authorized  to  make  of  a  lost  deed  was 
not  necessarily  restricted  to  what  may  fairly 
be  supposed  to  have  occurred,  but  rather  to 
what  may  have  occurred  and  seems  requisite 
to  quiet  title  in  the  possessor.'  This  instruc- 
tion was  refused,  and  on  error  to  this  court 
it  said,  through  Mr.  Justice  Field,  that  the 
purport  of  the  charge  was  in  effect  "that  in 
order  to  presume  a  lost  deed  the  jury  must 
be  satisfied  that  such  a  deed  had  in  fact  ac- 
tually existed;  •  •  •  theiein  there  was 
error. 

"In  such  oases  'presumptions,'  as  said  by 
Sir  William  Grant,  'do  not  always  proceed 
on  a  belief  that  the  thing  presumed  has 
•ctna]\y  taken  plaoe.    Grants  are  frequent- 


ly premmied,  as  Lord  Mansfield  says  {"EU 
dridge  ▼.  Knott,  1  Cowp.  215) ,  merely  for  the 
purpose,  and  from  a  principle  of  quieting 
the  possession.  There  is  as  much  occasion 
for  presuming  oonveyaoces  of  legal  estates^ 
as  otherwise  titles  must  forever  remain  im- 
perfect, and  in  many  respects  unavailable^ 
when  ftom  length  of  time  rt  has  become  in> 
I>ossible  to  discover  in  whom  the  legal  estate 
(if  outstanding)  ie  actually  vest^'  HU^ 
ary  v.  Waller,  12  Ves.  Jr.  289,  252.* 

And  quoting  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  Rioard 
T.  WilUama,  7  Wheat  69,  119,  6  L.  ed.  898, 
413,  "  'a  grant  of  land  may  as  well  be  pre- 
sumed, as  a  grant  of  a  fishery,  or  of  common^ 
or  of  a  way.  Presumptions  of  this  neiture 
are  adopted  from  the  general  infirmfty  of 
human  nature,  the  diificulty  of  preserving 
muniments  of  title,  and  the  public  policy  of 
supporting  long  sjid  uninterrupted  posses- 
sions. They  are  founded  upon  the  consider- 
ation that  the  facts  are  such  as  could  not^ 
according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  human 
affairs,  occur,  unless  there  was  a  tranemuita- 
tion  of  title  to,  or  an  admisaion  of  an  exiet- 
ing  adverse  title  in,  the  party  in  possession.' 
It  is  not  necessary  therefore,  in  the  cases 
mentioned,  for  the  jury,  in  order  to  presume 
a  conveyance!,  to  believe  theit  a  conveyance 
was  in  point  of  fact  executed.  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  evidence  leads  to  the  conclusioiiei 
that  the  conveyance  might  have  been  exe*9 
cuted,  and  that  its^existence  would  be  a  so-* 
lution  of  the  difiiculties  arising  from  its  noor 
execution." 

And,  further,  the  supreme  court  of  Ten- 
nessee in  WilUame  v.  Donell,  2  Head,  606, 
607,  "it  is  not  indispensable,  in  order  to  lay 
a  proper  founda/tion  for  the  legal  presump- 
tion of  a  ffrant,  to  establish  a  probability  of 
the  fact  tha)^  in  reality,  a  ^ant  was  ever 
issued.  It  will  afford  a  sufilcient  ground  for 
the  presumption  to  show  that,  by  legal  possi- 
bility, a  grant  might  have  been  issued.  And 
this  appearing,  it  may  be  assumed — in  the 
absence  of  circumstances  repelling  such  eon- 
elusion — that  all  that  might  lawfully  have 
been  done  to  perfect  the  legal  title  was  in 
fact  done,  and  in  the  form  prescribed  by 
law." 

These  principles  were  affirmed  as  applica- 
ble to  grants  of  the  kind  we  are  considering 
in  United  States  v.  Chaves,  150  U.  S.  452, 
40  L.  ed.  215,  16  Sup.  C?t.  Rep.  57.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Shiras,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 

"Without  going  at  length  into  the  subject, 
it  may  be  safely  said  that  by  the  weight  of 
authority,  as  well  as  the  preponderance  of 
opinion,  it  is  the  general  rule  of  American 
law  that  a  grant  will  be  presumed  upon 
proof  of  an  adverse,  exclusive,  and  uninter- 
rupted possession  for  twenty  years,  and  that 
such  rule  will  be  applied  as  a  presumptio  ju- 
r%9  et  de  jure,  wherever,  by  possibility,  a 
right  may  be  arauired  in  any  manner  known 
to  the  law.  1  Greenleaf,  £v.  12th  ed.  S  17; 
Ricard  v.  Williame,  7  Wheat.  50,  100,  5  L, 
ed.  398,  410;  Coolidge  t.  Ireamed,  8  Pick. 
503. 

"Nothing,  it  is  true,  can  be  claimed  by 
prescription  which  owes  its  origin  to,  and 
can  only  be  had  by,  matter  of  record;  but 
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l&pse  of  time  aooompcuiiled  hy  acta  done  or 
other  circumstances,  may  warrant  the  jurv 
in  presimiing  a  grant  or  title  by  record. 
Thufly  also,  though  lapse  of  time  does  not,  of 
itself,  furnieh  a  conduelve  bar  to  the  title  of 
the  sovereign,  agreeably  to  the  maxim.  Nul- 
lum tempua  ooourrit  regi,  yet,  if  the  ad- 
verse claim  oould  have  had  a  legal  commence- 
ment juries  are  advised  or  instructed  to  pre- 
sume such  oommonoement,  after  many  years 
of  uninterrupted  posseesion  or  enjoyment. 
Accordingly,  royal  grants  have  been  thus 
found  by  the  jury,  after  an  indefinitely  long- 
continued  peaceful  enjoyment,  accompanied 

ce  by  the  ueual  acts  of  ownership.    1  Qreenleaf, 

g  Ev.  S  45. 

•  *"The  principle  upon  which  this  doctrine 
rests  is  one  of  general  jurisprudence,  and  ie 
recognized  in  the  Roman  law  and  the  codes 
founded  thereon  (Best,  Principles  of  Evi- 
dence, S  366) ,  and  was  therefore  a  feature  of 
the  Mexican  law  at  the  time  of  the  cession." 

The  application  of  these  principles  to  the 
ease  ait  bar  does  not  need  many  directing 
words. 

It  is  contended  by  the  government  that  no 
Juridical  possession  is  shown  under  the  grant 
to  the  southern  portion  of  the  tract;  that 
there  is  no  grant  shown  to  Sedillo  of  the 
northern  portion  of  the  tract;  that  admitr 
ting  both  are  shown  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  title  which  Don  Diego  Borrego  received 
in  1734  was  conveyed  to  Olemente  Gutierrez, 
who  was  shown  to  have  had  the  possession 
daiming  title  in  1785.  To  infer  all  these 
things,  it  is  argued,  is  to  build  presumfption 
on  prestmiption,  and  carry  constructive  proof 
too  far.  The  argument  is  not  formidable. 
The  instances  mentioned  are  of  the  same 
kind  as  those  in  the  cited  cases,  and  the 
principle  of  the  cases  is  not  limited  or  satis- 
fied by  the  presumption  of  only  one  step  in 
the  title.  It  requires  the  presumption  of  all 
that  may  be  necessary  to  the  repose  of  the 
taUe--to  the  absolute  assurance  and  quietude 
of  the  possession.  Quoting  the  language  of 
the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee,  approv^  by 
this  court,  it  assumes  that  all  "that  might 
lawfully  have  been  done  to  perfect  the  Ic^al 
title  was  in  faot  done  and  m  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  law."  And,  'There  is  hardly  a 
species  of  act  or  document,  public  or  private, 
that  will  not  be  presumed  in  support  of  pos- 
session. Even  acts  of  ParliameM  may  thus 
be  presumed,  as  also  will  grants  from  the 
Crown."     Best,  Presumptions,  §  109. 

The  number  of  steps  presumed  does  not 
make  the  principle  different,  and  whether  it 
would  give  more  strength  to  rebutting  tes- 
timony we  might  be  concerned  to  consider 
if  there  was  any  such  testimony. 

We  think  there  can  be  but  one  conclusion 
in  the  case.    The  possession  of  the  land  be- 

ra  in  wrong  or  began  in  right.  If  in  wrong, 
must  be  shown.    The  maxims  of  the  law 
^  declare  the  other  way.     Besides  it  is  admit- 

•  ted  that  the  pueblo  of^Isleta  has  had  open 
and  notorious  possession  as  far  back  as  the 
memory  of  the  oldest  living  inhabitant  can 
extend,  and  that  it  was  claimed  under  the 
heirs  of  Olemente  Gutierrez,  and  evidenced 
by  documents  which  came  from  the  custody 


and  control  of  the  offioen  who  have  had  them 
during  like  memory.  Back  to  Olemente 
Gutierrez,  therefore,  a  continuous  possession 
is  established  by  admission  and  by  testimony 
not  contradicted.  Back  beyond  the  period  of 
living  memory  and  beyond  that  period  the 
title  needs  no  inquiry  for  its  validity  and  re- 
pose. 

But  there  is  some  documentarr  evidence 
coming  from  a  remoter  time,  and  it  has  been 
discussed  by  counsel.  We  do  not  think  it 
is  necessary  to  consider  it  at  any  length.  It 
consists  of  the  original  grant  to  Antonio 
Gutierrez,  three  instruments  of  oonveyance, 
one  reciting  the  ^rant  to  Sedillo,  ajnd  all  as- 
serting ownership  and  possession  of  the 
lands,  and  an  inventory  made  of  the  estate 
of  Olemente  Gutierrez  by  the  governor  of 
New  Mexico,  then  an  ofiicial  of  Spain.  The 
latter  was  made  a  judicial  record,  and  the 
lands  mentioned  in  it  distributed  among  the 
heirs.  It  is  to  this  possession  that  the  ap- 
pellees trace,  as  we  have  seen,  and  the  ques- 
tions which  can  arise  about  it — ^from  whom 
derived  and  the  rightfulness  or  wrongfulness 
of  it^— depend  upon  principles  already  suffl« 
cientily  discussed.  It  is  enough  to  say  tJiat 
Olemente  Gutierrez  died  in  possession,  and 
his  possession  was  proof  of  ownership. 

It  is  further  contended  by  the  government 
that  the  record  shows  that  the  appellees  do 
not  hold  the  interests  of  all  of  the  heirs  of 
Olemente  Gutierrez,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
oourt  of  private  land  claims  should  have  con- 
firmed the  grant,  "not  to  the  claimants  ap- 
pearing before  it,  but  to  the  'assigns  and  le- 
gal representatives  of  the  original  grantee.'  *• 
And  it  is  urged  that  "to  make  a  decree  io 
an^  other  form  is  to  'conclude  and  affect  the 
private  rights  of  persons  as  between  each 
other,'  and  this  the  statute  [of  1891]  pro- 
hibits." 

We  do  not  concur  in  this  view  of  the  stat- 
ute. By  careful  distinction  it  precludes 
such  view.  Section  8  of  the  statute  under 
which  the  petitions  were  presented  provides  ^ 
that  persons  claiming  lands  under  a  Spanish  S 
or  Mexican  title  "that^was  complete  and  per-  • 
feet  at  the  date  when  the  United  States  ac- 
quired sovereignty  therein  shall  have  the 
right  (but  shall  not  be  bound)  to  apply  to 
said  court  in  the  manner  in  this  act  provided 
for  in  other  cases  for  confirmation  of  such 
title;"  but  the  confirmation  of  such  title 
"shall  be  for  80  much  land  only  as  such  per- 
fect title  shall  be  found  to  cover,  always  ex- 
cepting any  part  of  such  land  that  shaJl  have 
been  disposed  of  hy  the  United  States,  and 
always  subject  to  and  not  to  affect  any  oon- 
flicting  private  interests,  rights,  or  claims 
held  or  claimed  adversely  to  any  such  claim 
or  title«  or  adversely  to  the  holder  of  any 
such  claim  or  title.  And  no  confirmation  of 
claims  or  titles  in  this  section  mentioned 
shall  have  any  effect  other  or  further  than 
as  a  release  of  all  claim  of  title  by  the  Unit- 
ed States;  and  no  private  right  of  any  per- 
son, as  between  himself  and  other  claimants 
or  persons  in  respect  of  any  such  lands,  shall 
be  in  any  manner  affected  thereby." 

It  will  be  observed  that  t^e  provision  is 
that  from  the  confirmation  there  shall  be  ex- 
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ocpied  land  thai  ahaU  have  been  disposed  ef 
by  the  United  States,  It  is,  however,  made 
subject  to  ''conflicting  private  iirtereata, 
righto,  or  claims."  The  distinction  ia  ob- 
vious, and  the  reason  for  it  equally  00.  The 
Srooeeding  is  not  a  litigatioin  between  con- 
ioting  private  interests;  it  is  one  against 
the  United  States,  and  determinative  (M1I7  of 
the  tvtle  against  the  United  States.  To 
ftvokl  confusion  the  lands  that  have  been  dis- 
posed of  by  the  United  States  are  required  to 
be  exoepted  from  confirnmtion.  To  all  other 
interests  and  claims  the  oonfirnuition  ia 
made  subject.  The  forum  for  their  deter- 
mdnation  is  the  ordinary  courts.  Ainsa  y. 
New  Meatico  d  A.  R.  Co.  175  U.  S.  76,  20 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  28,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  and  United 
States  V.  Valdez  de  Conway,  175  U.  S.  60,  20 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  13, 44  L.  ed.  — ,  decided  at  the 
present  term. 
Decree  affirmed. 


(175  XJ.  S.  600) 

UNITED  STATES,  Appi., 

V. 

AirrONIO  SERAFIN  PENA,  L.  Z.  Far- 
well,  and  M.  Z.  Farwell,  and  Jose  A. 
Garcia,  et  oL 

Time  for  appeal  from  court  of  private  land 
elaim&'-postponement  by  dereliction  of 
United  States  attomey--dismissal  for 
want  of  assignment  of  errors-^-appeal  at* 
lowed  by  associate  justice — Mexican  grant 
4n  severalty — effect  of  long-continued  pos- 
session— possession  interrupted  by  w?or— 
additional  grant  after  treaty  of  QuadO' 
Wpe  Hidalgo. 

1.  The  right  of  appeal  from  the  court  of  pri- 
vate land  claims  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  continues  to  exist  under  i  9  of  the  act 
creating  that  court  (26  Stat  tt  U  858),  until 
8iz  months  next  after  the  receipt  by  the  at- 
torney general  of  a  statement  of  the  case 
and  the  points  decided. 

%  The  sufficiency  of  the  reasons  for  the  de- 
lay of  the  United  States  attorney  In  giving 
a  notice  to  the  attorney  general  of  a  Judg- 
ment confirming  a  private  land  claim,  where- 
by the  time  for  an  appeal  by  the  United 
States  Is  extended,  Is  shown  by  an  allowance 
of  the  appeal  by  a  justice  whose  attention 
was  called  to  this  question. 

&  An  appeal  will  not  be  dismissed  for  want 
of  an  assignment  of  errors,  as  the  court,  un- 
der rule  21,  f  4,  may,  at  its  option,  notice  a 
plain  error  not  assigned. 

4  An  appeal  may  be  allowed  by  an  associate 
jostlce  of  the  court  of  private  land  claims 
by  virtue  of  S  0  of  the  act  creating  that  court 
which  provides  for  appeals  In  the  same  man- 
ner and  upon  the  same  conditions  as  appeals 
from  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States,  In 
which,  by  U.  S.  Bev.  Stat  i  099,  any  Judge 
«f  such  court  has  the  power  to  act 

%,  A  grant  In  severalty  was  made  by  a  Mexi- 
can grant  to  an  applicant  and  his  associates, 
when  It  directed  the  alcalde  to  place  them 
In  possession,  "setting  forth  a  general  dona- 
tion. In  which  shall  necessarily  be  stated 
the  boundaries  of  said  possession,"  also  re- 
quiring the  alcalde  to  '*take  charge  of  the 
general    document    of    distribution*    which 


shall  be  for  the  archives,"  and  to  '*gtre 
testimonies  therefrom  as  may  be  requested/* 
-especially  when  It  appears  that  the  alcalde 
distributed  the  lands  to  them  severally,  giv- 
ing Juridical  possession  accordingly. 

flL  Some  Interruption  of  possession  under  a 
Mexican  grant  during  the  war  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  Is  not  fatal  to  the 
validity  of  the  grant 

7.  Neither  a  prefect  nor  an  alcalde  had  power 
to  make  a  grant  of  lands  on  behalf  of  ths 
Mexican  government 

[No.  72.] 

Submitted  October  21,  1899,    Decided  De* 
cember  18,  1899, 

APPEAL  bv  the  United  States  from  a  de- 
cision of   the   Court  of  Private   Land 
Claims.    Reversed, 
The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 
Solicitor    Oeneral    Rioliards    and    Jfr. 
Mattliew  G.  Reynolds  for  appellant. 

Messrs,  Edward  lu  Bartlett  and  T.  B» 
Catron  for  appellees. 
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*Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opin** 
ion  of  the  court: 

This  case  comes  from  the  court  of  private 
land  claims,  and  the  first  contention  of  ap- 
pellees, made  on  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
Seai,  is  that  it  was  not  taken  in  time.  The 
ecree  was  entered  December  1,  1896,  and 
the  appeal  was  not  allowed  until  April  14, 
1808.  Section  9  of  the  act  creating  the 
court  of  private  land  claims  (26  Stat  at 
L.  858),  while  giving  to  either  party  the 
right  of  appeal  within  six  months  from  the 
date  of  the  decision,  also  provides  that  on 
the  rendition  of  a  judgment  confirming  any 
claim  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  attorney  of 
the  United  States  to  notify  the  Attorney 
Oeneral  in  writing  of  the  judgment,  giving 
a  clear  statement  of  the  case  and  the  points 
decided, — a  statement  to  be  verified  by  the 
certificate  of  the  presiding  judge  of  the 
court;  and  also  that  if  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral shall  not  receive  sudi  statement  within 
sixty  days  next  after  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment the  right  of  appeal  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  shall  continue  to  exist  until 
six  months  next  after  the  receipt  of  the  state- 
ment. It  appears  in  the  record,  from  the 
certificate  of  the  judge  allowing  the  appeal, 
that  no  such  statement  was  sent  to  the  At* 
torney  G^eral  until  March  9,  1898,  or  re- 
ceived by  him  until  March  25,  1898.  So, 
within  the  letter  of  the  statute,  the  time  for 
an  appeal  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  ^ 
had  not  expired.  g 

*It  is  also  insisted  that  it  is  the  duty  of* 
the  United  States  attorney  to  give  this  no- 
tice, and  that,  therefore,  his  dereliction  can- 
not enlarge  the  time  within  which  the  gov- 
ernment must  act  if  it  wishes  to  appeal.  Can 
he,  it  is  asked,  continue  indefinitely  the  right 
of  appeal?  In  the  brief  filed  by  the  govern- 
ment is  a  statement  of  the  reasons  for  the 
delay  in  giving  the  notice,  but  it  is  unneces- 
sary for  us  to  enter  into  any  examination 
of  the  matter.  It  is  enough  that  it  was 
called  to  the  attention  of  one  of  the  justices 
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of  the  trial  court,  who  hM,  by  allowing  the 
appeal,  approved  the  action  of  the  attorney. 
It  ia  for  Uie  party  challenging  euch  action 
to  ehow  that  it  waa  wrons. 

A  third  propoeition  ia  that  no  assignment 
of  errors  is  annexed  to  the  transcript,  as  re- 

2 aired  by  SS  097  and  1012  of  the  Revised 
statutes.  But  this  is  not  sufficient  to  com- 
pel a  dismissal  of  the  appeal.  Paragraph  4 
of  rule  21  of  this  court  provides  that  Uie 
court  may  at  its  option  notice  a  plain  er- 
ror not  assigned.  School  District  t.  HaU, 
106  U.  S.  428,  27  L.  ed.  237,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
417. 

A  final  contention  is  that  the  allowance  of 
appeal  was  not  made  by  the  presiding  judge 
but  by  one  of  the  associate  justices  of  that 
court.  But  the  provision  of  $  0  is  that  ap- 
peals shall  be  taken  in  the  same  manner  and 
upon  the  same  conditions  as  appeals  from 
the  jud^ents  of  a  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States,  and  by  S  090  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  any  judge  of  such  court  has  the 
power  to  act.  The  rule  is  different  in  cases 
coming  from  a  state  court.  Htivnor  v.  New 
York,  170  U.  S.  408,  42  L.  ed.  1087,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  631. 

There  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  sustain- 
ing the  motion  to  dismiss,  and  it  is  denied. 

Coming  now  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  it 
is  unnecessary,  in  view  of  the  contentions  of 
the  government,  to  which  alone  we  direct  our 
attention,  to  consider  other  than  two  mat- 
ters, to  the  imderstanding  of  which  a  brief 
statement  of  facts  is  necessary.  In  1836 
Jose  Julian  Martinez  and  others  made  appli- 
cation to  the  ayuntamiento  of  Ojo  Caliente 
for  a  tract  of  public  land,  called  "the  Pe- 
taca."  That  body  declared  its  opinion  that 
the  grant  should  be  made,  and  thereupon  the 
governor  signed  this  order: 

I  Santa  F6,  February  25, 1836. 

*  *  Having  seen  the  action  of  the  ayimtamien- 
to  of  Ojo  Caliente  of  date  22d  instant,  in 
which  they  say  there  is  no  objection  to  grant- 
ing the  applicant  and  his  associates  the  land 
mentioned,  the  former  granteea  not  possess- 
ing now  any  right  herein,  they  having  aban- 
doned the  same,  the  alcalde  of  said  place  will 
place  those  who  now  apply  for  the  same  in 
possession  thereof  in  the  required  form  and 
in  conformity  with  the  law  on  the  subject, 
setting  forth  the  general  donation,  in  which 
shall  necessarily  be  stated  the  boundaries 
of  said  possession,  and  without  prejudice  to 
any  third  party;  also  binding  the  grantees 
to  the  obligations  prescribed  by  the  laws  to 
acquire  title,  for  which  purpose  the  alcalde 
shall  take  charge  of  the  general  document  of 
distribution,  which  shall  be  for  the  archives, 
and  he  shall  give  testlmonios  therefrom,  as 
may  be  requested  of  him,  on  payment  of  his 
corresponding  fees.  Peres. 

In  pursuance  of  this  order  the  alcalde  pro- 
ceeded to  give  iuridical  possession,  and  this 
is  the  report  of  his  action : 

For  the  years  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  thirty-six  and  eight  hundred  and  thirty- 
seven. 


At  Santa  Cruz  del  Ojo  Caliente,  Jurisdic- 
tion of  this  name,  on  the  twenty-fifu  day  of 
the  month  of  March,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  thirty-six,  in  compliance  with  tho 
decree  of  the  civil  and  military  governor  of 
the  Territory  of  New  Mexico^  Alvino  Perei^ 
of  date  February  25th  of  the  same  year,  in 
which  he  directs  me  to  place  in  possession 
the  petitioners  who  have  applied  for  the  Pe- 
taca  tract  of  land,  and  as  is  set  forth  in  their 
petition  of  date  29th  of  January  of  the  same 
year,  I  proceeded  to  distribute  said  land  in 
the  presence  of  the  parties  interested,  giving 
to  each  one  of  those  mentioned  in  the  list 
one  hundred  and  fifty  varas  in  a  direct  line,^ 
designating  to  them  as  their  boimdaries  on 
the  south  the  entrance  to  the  canoncito  and 
lands  of  Jose  Miguel  Lucero,  on  the  north 
the  hill  commonly  called  the  Tio  Ortiz  Hill,  ^ 
on  the  east  the  creek  of  the  aguaje  of  theS 
Petaca,  and  on  the^west  the  boundary  of  the  • 
Vallecito  grant,  within  which  limits  the  said 
new  grantees  were  located.  Of  these  I  donated 
only  to  citizen  Felipe  Jaquez  from  the  bound* 
ary  of  Vicente  Martin  to  that  of  Eusebio 
Chaves,  the  land  being  a  narrow  strip  and 
of  little  utility;  thereupon  I  donated  to  citi* 
zen  Manuel  Lujan  two  small  valleys,  which 
were  not  measured  with  the  line  and  reach 
to  the  distribution  of  the  said  canoncito,  and 
I  donated  to  citizen  Mariano  Pena  two  small 
valleys,  very  narrow,  without  varying;  and, 
continuing,  I  donated  to  citizen  Antonio 
Eluterrio  Ortiz,  in  the  same  canoncito,  a 
small  valley,  also  without  varying;  follow* 
ing  the  same  course  in  the  said  canoncito,  I 
donated  to  citizen  Jose  Francisco  Lucero  a 
small  valley,  also  without  varying,  and  to 
Jose  Antonio  Lucero  another  small  valley, 
the  boundary  thereof  being  on  the  south  the 
mouth  of  the  same  canoncito,  leaving  there- 
for a  plaza  one  hundred  and  fifty  varas,  and 
fiftv  for  women's  gardens  and  fifty  for  ingress 
and  egress,  there  remaining  at  the  mouth  of 
the  Canada  de  la  Dorada,  for  common  water- 
ing places,  one  hundred  and  fifty  varas  in  adi* 
rect  line,  which  donation  I  made  in  the  namo 
of  the  national  sovereignty,  in  conformity 
with  the  law  on  the  subject,  the  grantees 
mentioned  in  the  annexed  list  understand- 
ing that  the  pastures,  foreste,  waters,  and 
watering  places  are  in  common,  and  they 
were  further  informed  that  he  who  fails  to 
occupy  and  cultivate  the  land  granted  within 
the  term  of  five  years,  in  order  to  acquire 
title,  the  same  cannot  be  1^  him  sold,  ex- 
changed, or  alienated,  nor  will  he  be  ad- 
mitted in  a  new  settlement;  and  if  any 
should  of  their  own  accord  abandon  the  tract, 
they  remain  informed  further  that  they  pos- 
sess no  right,  such  being  the  requiremente 
of  law;  and  being  informed  of  and  agreeing 
to  all  this,  they  received  the  accepted  pos- 
session, in  virtue  of  which  they  plucked  up 
herbs,  leaped,  cast  stones,  and  shouted  with 
joy,  saying,  God  be  praised,  long  live  the  na- 
tion, long  live  the  sovereign  congress  and 
the  law  that  governs  and  protects  us,  and 
other  manifestetions  of  pleasure,  by  virtue 
of  which  they  took  possession;  and,  that  it 
may  so  appear,  at  all  times,  I,  under  tliis  de- 
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Scree,  signed  this  grant  and  donation  with  all 
the  authority  Hib  Excellency  was  pleased 
•  to  confercupon  me  for  the  purpose  set  forth  in 
the  above  petition  and  expressed  in  said  de- 
cree attached  to  the  present  grant,  the  wit- 
nesses being  the  citizens  Jesus  Maria  Barela 
and  Jose  Maria  Barela  and  Jose  Francis 
LucerOy  as  properly  made. 

Jose  Antonio  Martinez. 
Jesus  Maria  Barela. 
There  was  given  to  Juan  de  Jesus  Jaques 
from  the  boundary  of  Jose  Gabriel  Vigil  to 
a  pinabete  on  the  north;  valid      (Rubric) 

At  the  close  of  this  follows  the  list  re- 
ferred to  in  the  report. 

What  was  the  scope  and  effect  of  this 
ffrant?  Obviously  we  think  to  give  to  each 
individual  zuuned  in  the  list  the  particular 
tract  set  apart  to  him.  It  was  a  grant  in 
severalty,  and  not  one  of  a  single  large  tract 
to  several  persons  to  he  by  them  held  in 
common  or  distributed  among  each  other. 
It  matters  not  that  the  petition  for  this 
ffrant  was  in  the  name  of  only  two  or  three 
individuals,  for  it  was  not  an  uncommon 
thing  for  one  or  more  to  appear  as  the  rep- 
resentatives of  a  body  or  a  number  of  per- 
sons. The  language  of  the  order  of  the  gov- 
ernor seems  to  contemplate  a  grant  in  sev- 
eralty, for  it  speaks  of  ''the  general  dona- 
tion, in  which  shall  neoessarily  be  stated  the 
boundaries  of  said  possession."  The  outer 
limits  within  which  the  grants  are  to  be 
made  are  to  be  stated,  and  within  those  lim- 
its the  several  grantees  are  to  have  their 
possessions.  Again,  the  provisions  that  ''the 
alcalde  shall  Uke  charge  of  the  general 
document  of  distribution"  and  "give  testi- 
monios  therefrom  as  may  be  requested,"  car- 
ries the  same  suggestion.  The  alcalde  is  to 
take  charge  of  this  general  document  for 
filing  in  the  archives,  but  while  holding  it 
he  is  to  give  testimonios  from  it  to  the  sev- 
eral parties  who  receive  grants  within  the 
out-boundary  limits. 

But  whatever  doubts  might  arise  from  an 
examination  of  the  governor's  order,  if  that 
was  the  only  document  to  be  considered,  the 

§  report  of  the  alcalde's  prooeedinge  shows  af- 
firmatively that  he  distributed  the  lands  in 
•  the  presence^of  the  parties  interested,  "giv- 
ing to  each  one  150  varas  in  a  direct  line." 
He  evidently  understood  that  he  was  to  dis- 
tribute this  land  among  certain  individuals. 
He  proceeded  to  do  so  and  gave  juridical 
possession  accordingly.  Whatever  may  be 
thought  of  his  interpretation  of  the  govern- 
or's order,  the  only  juridical  possession 
which  is  shown  to  have  been  given  is  jurid- 
ical possession  in  severalty  to  the  parties 
named  in  the  list.  The  original  petitioners 
were  never  put,  so  far  as  the  record  shows. 
Id  juridical  possession  of  the  entire  tract, 
and  such  a  grant,  if  it  was  so  intended,  was 
never  made  effective  by  any  juridical  pos- 
session. We  think  it  more  in  consonance 
with  justice  and  equity  to  hold,  not  that  the 
grant  was  of  an  entire  tract  which  never  be- 
came operative  because  of  a  failure  to  give 
Juridical   possession,  but  that  the  alcalde 


rightfully  understood  it  as  a  grant  in  sev- 
eralty, and  giving  juridical  possessim  vested 
in  the  grantees  the  tracts  of  which  they  were 
so  placed  in  possession.  United  States  T. 
Santa  F4,  165  U.  S.  C75,  41  L.  ed.  874,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  472;  United  States  v.  Sando* 
wa,  167  U.  S.  278,  42  L.  ed.  168,  17  Sup.  Ci. 
Rep.  868;  Rio  Arriba  Land  d  Cattle  Co.  T. 
United  States,  167  U.  S.  208,  42  L.  ed.  175, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  875. 

While  the  evidence  as  to  the  possession 
subsequent  to  the  action  of  the  alcalde  is  not 
very  specific  or  entirely  satisfactory,  yet  we 
think  it  is  a  fair  conclusion  that  the  partiea 
did  go  into  possession  and  continued  that 
possession  until  the  cession  by  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo.  It  is  very  likely,  a« 
suggested,  that  during  the  war  between  Mez* 
ioo  and  the  United  States  the  possession  waa 
in  some  respects  at  least  interrupted,  but 
such  interruption  cannot  be  adjudged  fatal 
to  the  validity  of  the  grant  We,  Uierefore^ 
are  constrained  to  hold  that  this  grant 
should  be  sustained  aa  a  grant  in  severalty 
to  the  individuals  named  in  the  list. 

The  other  matter  which  requires  notice 
arises   upon    these    facts:     The    treaty   of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo  was  signed  February  2, 
1848,  ratifications  were  exchanged  May  80, 
1848,  and  proclamation  made  «fuly  4,  1848. 
By  this  treaty  New  Mexico  was  ceded  to  the 
United  States,  but  for  some  time  prior  to 
and  during  that  year  our  forces  were  in  poe-  k 
session  of  that  territory.    In  the  month  of  2 
March,  1848,  these   proceedings   were* had.* 
The  prefect,  upon  application,  made  an  or- 
der to  the  alcalde,  of  which  this  is  a  copy: 

In  fulfilment  of  the  discharge  -of  your 
duty  you  will  go  to  the  point  of  La  Petaca  to 
place  in  possession  all  the  individuals  who 
are  noted  down  in  the  grant  of  said  poe- 
session,  which  ought  to  be  in  the  archive 
under  the  charge,  giving  the  lots  which  are 
found  vacant  to  those  persons  who  ask  for 
them  and  who  are  unprovided,  the  equality 
in  all  the  possessions,  and  that  they  pay  yon 
your  fees. 

Ojo  Caliente,  March  20,  1848. 

Salvador  Lucero  (Rubrica) 

Prefect  of  Rio  Arriba. 

To  the  Alcalde  Don  Vicente  Jaramillo. 

In  pursuance  of  this  order  the  alcalde 
proceeded  to  make  the  further  distribution, 
as  appears  from  the  following  report: 

General  list,  formed  at  the  new  possession 
which  they  commonly  call  La  Petaca,  made 
to-day,  the  27  th  of  March,  of  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1848,  in  conformity  to  the  superior  de- 
cree of  the  prefect,  Don  Salvador  Lucero, 
where  he  orders  me  that  I  place  in  posses- 
sion those  citizens  who  justly  may  have  died 
or  are  not  present;  thus  it  is  that,  having 
stopped  at  the  first  boundary,  which  consists 
of  the  plaza,  upwards,  accompanied  by  the 
retiring  justice,  Don  Bernardo  Valdez,  and 
mv  clerk,  Vicente  Abilucea  y  Cordoba,  and 
all  the  municipality  of  citizens,  and  for  the 
exact  fulfilment   I   stated   in   a   loud  voice 
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that  I  waa  going  to  measure  the  land  in  the 
name  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico,  and 
that  they  shall  receive  that  concession  in 
the  name  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  etc.,  and  that  measurement  to  the 
parties  placed  in  possession  was  be^un  by 
the  retiring  justice  of  the  peace,  Don  Semar- 
do  Valdez,  of  that  which  he  had  donated 
from  the  year  1843,  and  they  are  the  follow- 
ing. 

Then  follows  a  list  of  names,  and  the  re- 
port closes  in  these  words: 

CO 

g     And  in  order  that  this  may  in  all  time  ap- 

*  pear,  which  are*  required  by  the  law,  they 
took  possession  of  it  by  the  authority  and 
in  the  name  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico 
And  respecting  the  Oonetitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  I,  the  attending  witness, 
and  the  retiring  justice  signing  to-day,  the 
day  of  the  above  date  ut  9upra. 

Note. — ^The  citizens  placed  in  possession 
in  this  grant  with  150  varas  and  with  the 
others  who  may  have  more  shall  have  to  en- 
Joy  them  in  the  name  of  the  Territory  of  New 
Mexico  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  as  this  is  the  authentic  disposition 
of  the  retiring  and  new  officials,  and  by  su- 
perior order  there  was  given  and  donated  to 
them  the  said  possessions  in  the  regular  rule 
of  150  varas  and  in  a  straight  line  on  both 
sides  of  the  stream.  In  order  that  this  favor 
may  have  the  force  and  validity  which  the 
laws  cite,  we  sign  and  authenticate  it  with 
all  the  powers  which  are  conferred,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  no  change  and  that  it  may 
not  be  again  donated  by  another  justice,  ex- 
cept on  account  of  abandonment  of  five  years, 
or  on  account  of  not  wishing  to  work  in  the 
fulfilment,  benefit,  proper,  but  then  through 
the  mayordomo  report  will  be  made  to  this 
court  in  order  that  another  may  enjoy  tiiat 
which  he  may  reject;  and  this  donation  was 
signed  and  given  to-day,  the  27th  of  March, 
of  the  year  of  our  Lord  1848. 

Jose  Vicente  Jaramillo,  [Scroll.] 
Justice  of  the  Peace 
of  the  County  of  Rio  Arriba. 
Attending: 

Vicente  Abilucea.     [Scroll.] 
Bernardo  Valdez,  Retiring  Justice. 

In  respect  to  this  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
in  so  far  as  it  was  an  attempt  to  create  new 
rights  it  was  beyond  the  power  of  the  officials 
who  assumed  to  act.  The  order  of  the  pre- 
fect has  a  twofold  aspect.  It  directs  the  al- 
calde to  put  in  possession  those  who  were 
named  in  the  original  grant,  and  this  may 
have  been  within  the  scope  of  his  authority. 
But  it  also  attempts  to  make  a  grant  to  ad- 
ditional persons,  and  this  was  beyond  his 
power.     Crespin  v.  United  States,  168  U.  S. 

2  208,  42  L.  ed.  438,    18    Sup.    Ct.   Rep.    53. 

S  Neither  could  the  alcalde  make  such  a  grant. 

*  Hay$  V.  United^ States,  175  U.  S.  248^  20  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  80,  44  L.  ed,  — .  Indeed,  it  may  well 
be  doubted  whether,  since  the  country  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  United  States  forces, 
and  a  treaty  had  already  been  signed,  which 
was  shorUy  thereafter  ratified,  for  the  ces- 


sion of  the  entire  territory,  any  Mexican 
official  could  by  new  grants  diminish  the 
amount  of  land  which  was  to  become  the 
property  of  this  government.  And  of  course 
it  goes  without  saying  that  no  such  officials 
had  authority  imder  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  to  grant  publlo 
lands.  This  whole  proceeding  may  right- 
fully be  ignored  except  so  far  as  it  indicates 
those  who  took  title  under  the  original  grant, 
or  discloses  those  who  were  their  successors 
in  interest.  Further  than  this  it  has  no  sig- 
nificance. 

The  decree  of  the  court  of  private  land 
claims  will  be  reversed,  and  the  case  re- 
manded with  instructions  to  enter  a  decree 
in  favor  of  the  original  grantees  or  their 
successors  in  interest  for  the  lands  granted 
in  severalty.  It  may  be  necessary  to  takt 
further  testimony  for  identifying  such  par- 
ties, and  the  trial  court  is  at  liberty  to  taka 
such  testimony. 


(176  U.  S.  42S) 
LA  A6RA  SILVER  MINING  COMPANY, 
Appt., 

V, 

UNITED  STATES. 

Bill  signed  hy  President  during  recess  of 
Congress — suit  by  United  States  to  ds" 
termine  question  of  fraud  in  elaitn  against 
Mexico— 'judicial  power  to  decide  oosa— 
case  in  law  or  equity-^interferenes  with 
emecutine  power — inconsistency  with  prin^ 
oiples  of  international  arbitration — equi- 
table  nature  of  suit — fraudulent  eharacter 
of  claim — letters  and  reports  to  eorporm* 
tion  as  res  gestw, 

1.  A  bill  passed  by  Congress  and  duly  pre- 
sented to  the  President  daring  its  session 
may  be  signed  by  him,  so  as  to  make  It  a 
law,  during  a  recess  which  Congress  bas 
taken  for  a  fixed  period. 

Sl  a  snit  by  the  United  States  to  determine 
the  qnestion  of  fraud  In  obtaining  an  award 
against  Mexico,  brought  under  authority  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  December  28,  1802; 
Is  a  '*case,'*  wltbln  tbe  meaning  of  U.  8. 
Const,  art  8,  i  2,  extending  the  judicial 
power  of  the  United  States  to  cases  in  law 
and  equity  arising  under  tliat  instrument, 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  treaties, 
since  tbe  proceeding  Involves  a  right  which  In 
its  nature  Is  susceptible  of  judicial  determi- 
nation; and  the  statute  makes  the  decision  of 
the  court  of  claims  a  final  and  Indisputable 
basis  of  action  by  the  parties,  and  not  simply 
sn  ancillary  or  advisory  decision. 

8.  No  interference  with  the  constitutional 
functions  of  the  President  in  connection  with 
matters  involved  In  the  relations  between 
this  country  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico  is 
made  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  December 
28,  1802,  providing  for  a  suit  In  the  court 
of  claims  to  determine  as  to  the  matter  of 
fraud  in  obtaining  an  award  against  Mexico, 
the  amount  of  which  had  been  paid  by  Mexl- 
eo  to  the  United  States  for  the  claimants. 

4.  There  is  no  Inconsistency  with  the  prin- 
ciples underlying  international  arbitration* 
in  providing  for  a  judicial  investigation  oC 
fraud  in  obtaining  sa  award  from  an  Inter* 
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QitlonaJ  eommlssJon,  ttie  amouDt  of  wtilch 
Ixaji  been  paid  to  the  flirted  StAt«B  In  accord- 
uic«  ^Itb  the  awardi  for  dlitrlbutJon,  u  tho 
purpose  of  tbe  lult  Is  ta  enforoo  good  foltb 
on  the  part  of  cltlzena  who  *eek  the  Inters 
TeaUoti  of  the  govern  men  I  to  obtali)  redresi 
Itf  alleged  wj'OBgGi  frota  another  country, 

%.  A  BUlt  by  the  United  Statea  to  bur  imd  fore- 
clOftG  flit  claium  la  Jaw  and  equity  oa  the  part 
of  one  who  haa  fraudulently  obtnlned  in 
ftward  agalost  au^tber  country,  under  a  staC- 
ote  lUthorlKlng  the  court  to  reader  mch  In- 
terlocutory and  ftaal  decrees  as  the  evidence 
nmy  warrniit,  according  to  the  principles  of 
eqoltj  Mid  Justice,  and  to  enforce  tbe  aame 
by  iBjunctloa,— la  a  eult  lu  eqiilty,  whltii  on 
appeal  la  to  be  re-eEatoIned  oti  both  law  and 
facta* 

6.  Lettera  and  reporta  to  a  ootrporatlou  by  Its 
agenta  in  charge  of  mines,  made  In  respect 
to  Lbetr  manage  met]  t>  a-i^  adniisalhla  againat 
the  corpor&Uon  um  re»  i/t^tiBt 

[No.  29.] 

Argued  on  quesUfin  of  furisdiciion  Novem- 
hcr  SO  and  Decemher  i,  1898^  Argued  on 
meriis  February  20^21,  and  iS,  1SB9.  De- 
cided December  11  ^  1899* 

APPEAL  from  a  judgmeTit  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  dec^iding  th&t  aji  a. ward  in  favor 
pf  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company 
aga.in«t  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  made  bj  an 
international  commiaaLon^  was  obtained  by 
fraud.     Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  S2  Cl  CI.  462. 

Tbe  facts  are  i^tated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J*  M.  Wilaoiit  Grammoiid  Ken- 
nedy, John  C.  Fay,  and  E.  L  Renich  for 
appellant, 

Mes9r9.  William  A,  Maury  and  8o- 
lioiior  General  Richard*  for  United  States, 

Mr  Justice  Harlam  deliycred  the  f.v6|)dli^ 

Ion  of  the  court:  iir^pm. 

•  'The  questions  inyolTed  in  thia  case  artae 
from  a  el  aim  made  by  tbe  La  Abr4  Silver 
Mining  Company,  a  New  York  corporation, 
for  damages  alleged  to  ha?e  been  euatained 
in  conB4?quence  of  certain  acta  and  omissions 
of  duty  upon  the  part  of  offici^J  reprcsen* 
tativea  of  the  Republic  o(  Mexioo. 

The  claim  was  originally  the  aubje^t  of 
inyestigation  hy  a  commissiqo.  orgini;&ed  pux- 
auant  to  a  convention  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  B^public  of  Meid" 
CO  Qoneluded  July  4,  1SG3,  and  j^roQlaimed 
February  1,  18G9.     15  StaL  at,  L.  (J79. 

An  award  was  made  by  tbe  CominiHsion  in 
relation  to  tbia  claim^  but  It  baa  been  exe- 
cuted only  in  part— its  full  cxecutjan  hav- 
ing been  suspend ed  by  le^alation  in  conform- 
ity with  which  the  present  suit  wa3  insti- 
tuted to  ascertain  whether  the  award  h[vd 
been  obtained  by  iraud  effect-uated  by  means 
of  fa  lac  swearing;  or  otbcr  fulae  and  fraud- 
ulent practice^  on  tbe  part  of  the  La  Abra 
Company^  it^  agentaj  a tU>rneys^  o^  assigns. 
27  SUL  at  t.  4^>9,  chap.  U*,  . 

It  will  jpniluce  to  a  clear  nnderBiandiJOg  of 
the  quefitrion^  to  be  determined  if  we  state 
fully  the  wcuJ^Btances  that  led  to  tbe  or- 
ganiz#4J>)on  ol  tbo  eommi^ii^t^  ^^  %liow^W 
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it  came  about  that  a  court  established  bj) 
this  government  took  cognizance  of  a  moik^ 
eyed  demand  made  by  an  American  corpora^ 
tion  against  a  foreign  govermuetiL  ^ 

By  tbe  ahore  oonvention  of  July  4,  la&S, 
it  was  provided  that  all  claima  on  the  parij 
of  corporations,  companies,  or  priv|Lta  indi^ 
viunals^  citizens  of  tbe  United  States,  or  o^ 
tbe  Kepublic  of  Mexico,  arising  fron^  ii^^ 
juries  to  their  persons  or  property  coqa-te 
mitted  by  the  authorities  of  the  ro^pectiveg 
governmeDts,  and  presented  tpe^thir govern-* 
ment  for  ita  interposition  -witU  the  pth^ 
since  the  treaty  ol  Guadalupe  ni4al^o  q|j 
February  2^  lB4Sj  and  whiqb  remained  uii;^ 
settled  or  did  not  ari&e  out  pf  any  tran^aic^ 
tion  prior  to  that  date,  44  well  a*  ajiy  oLlwsjf. 
claimfl  presented  within  tbe  time  prt.=;jcribeC 
in  the  convention,  fihouU  be  refcited  to  ty^i^ 
commissioners — on^  to.  be  appoiiitatl  by  thj|j 
President  of  tb a  United  $tates  bj  and  witl^^ 
the  ad  v  ice  and  .  cops>ei^t  of  tbe  Sen  a  te  Oiudj 
the  other  by  the  president  x>if  tbe  MexicA>|' 
Republic  i.    ,  ,     ,   .    ,  .  '  ./^,^ 

Til  e  comm  i  ss  i  oner  i  were  co  njo  i  ntl  y  to  jjut^ 
vestigate  an4.  decidie  the  claipis  presented,  to 
their  notice  in  jsucii  order  and  mannjET  ^^ 
they  thougtil  proper,  J) ut  "upon  such  evidence 
or  information  only"  as  sboujd  *'l>a  f  urniihed'j 
by  or  on  belialf  of  tbeir  re.<ipccUve  govera^i 
ments-*^  Where  they  failM  to  asi"ee  in  opid^f^^ 
ion  upon  any  individual  clai^n,  they  were  tif^ 
call  to  tbeir  asiji stance  an  u^npire,  who  sy^aij 
to  decide  upoi^  it  jln^-Uy  aod  without  appeal*| 
It  waa  competent  for  eacli  gorcrnuiL'ut  t^ 
name  one  person  to  attcad  tbe  cojmiiJ&eio%|[> 
ers  as  its  agentj  to  present  an,d  aupporf^i 
clfLimi  on  it$  behalfj  and  to, represent  It  g«Qr,f 
crally  in  4I I  matters  oonneet^  with  t^  inii 
vesti^aliom  —  .uk..i.ux,io^ 

V\hen  every  ,c«jk  f  ree^Mited  ,hiMl;)^eit;, de- 
cided by  Uie  commiseionera  or  tlke.vmpir«^ 
tbe  total  amount  awarded  in  favor  of  th^fj 
eiti^n^  of  one  government    waa    |o    be   dt*^  ^ 
ducted  from  that  awarded  to  the  citizens  o|j  j; 
tbe  other  goyernjiient,  and  tbe  balance  to  th«     ^ 
amount  of  |3WjOOO  wu  to  be  paid  to  thogov*p, 
ernment    in    favor    of    whoae    citizens    th%^ 
greater  aum  had  been  award^d^  without  ]t|Q 
tere^t   or   any   other   deduction    than   tbatf 
specified  iin  tha<?oiivention.    The.reaiduo  wa*i, 
to  be  paid  in  annual  i  as  talm  en  te  not  to  ej:^^^ 
ceed  ^OOjOOO  in  any  one  year,  lyitil  the  whol« 
amount  had  heen  paid,  nO 

The  contracting  parties  agreed  to  Co^t^j 
aider  the  restilt  of  the  proceedings  of  th^- 
commission  ^  a  full^  perfect^  a^d  Hnal  set- 
tlement of  every  claim  upon  either  govern-^ 
menti  a.r|sing  out  of  i^ny  triin-?ftCtion  of  a.| 
date  prior  to  ratification  of  the  cpnven:  . 
tion,  and  to  give  full  effect  to  the  decisloit*; 
of  the  commission  or  the  umpire  without  ob- 
jection, evasion,  or  delay  j  and  they  further,^ 
engaged  that  every  such  claim,  whether  ofS 
not  •presented  to  tbe  notice  of,  made,  pre- • 
f erred,  or  laid  before  the  commissioi^  ^k>ii14^ 
from  and  after  the  oon^jluaion  of  ita  proce«d,-'|-j 
ings  be  considered  and  treated  a^  dually  set-  ;r 
tied,  barred,  and  tbereaft«r  inadmLssibta. 

The  oommiaaion  wa4  organised  in  the  citj^ 
of  ^W:apl4pgjU%  .ai^^  li^ld  ^t|i  ;|ji^tf;p;i|e^5p|t^^^ 
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the  8l8t  day  of  July,  1869,  Mr.  William  H. 
Wadflworth  and  Senor  Don  Miguel  Maria  de 
Zamacona  being  the  commissioners  respect- 
ively, and  Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton  and  Mr. 
Caleb  Cushing,  the  agents  respectively,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  Dr. 
Francis  Lieber,  the  first  umpire,  having  died, 
he  was  succeeded  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton, 
who  at  that  time  was  the  British  minister 
accredited  to  the  government  of  the  United 
States  at  Washington. 

On  the  23d  day  of  February,  1870,  Secre- 
tary Fish  issued  a  circular  referring  to  the 
convention  of  1868  and  stating  that  the  De- 
partment of  State  deemed  it  advisable  to  re- 
ier  to  the  joint  commission  all  claims  of  cor- 
porations and  citizens  of  this  country  with- 
out special  examination  of  their  merits.  He 
took  care  to  say  that  the  government  there- 
by expressed  no  opinion  eiuier  as  to  the  mer- 
its of  the  claims  presented  or  as  to  the  prin- 
•ciples  of  law  to  be  invoked  in  their  support. 
The  responsibility  of  deciding  questions  of 
fact  and  law,  he  observed,  rested  with  the 
commissioners. 

i  On  the  17th  day  of  March,  1870,  the  La 
Abra  Company  gave  written  notice  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  that  it  claimed  from  Mexi- 
co $1,930,000  "for  damages  and  losses  suf- 
fereid  by  it  in  consequence  of  the  violence  and 
outrages  committed  by  the  authorities  of 
Mexico  against  the  rights  of  said  company 
in  1867  and  1868."  It  asked  for  the  inter- 
position of  the  government  of  the  United 
States  with  Mexico  for  the  payment  of  that 
demand,  and  requested  that  its  claim  and 
proofs  thereafter  to  be  produced  be  referred 
to  the  commission  for  settlement.  This  no- 
tice was  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the 
commission. 

Subsequently,  June  14,  1870,  the  company 
filed  with  the  commission  a  memorial  of  its 
claim,  stating  the  amount  thereof  to  be  $3,- 
000,030.  Before  the  case  was  finally  heard 
the  claim  was  increased  to  $3,962,000. 
*The  period  within  which  the  commission 
was  to  conclude  its  labors  was  from  time 
to  time  extended  by  the  two  governments. 
Of  the  claims  presented  by  the  United  States 
there  was  allowed  the  sum  of  $4,125,622.30, 
while  of  the  claims  presented  by  Mexico  the 
■um  of  $160,498.41  was  allowed. 

In  respect  of  the  claim  of  the  La  Abra 
Company  the  commissioners  differed  in  opin- 
ion, and  the  case  went  to  the  umpire  for  con- 
sideration. 

The  award  of  the  umpire,  which  was  made 
December  27,  1875,  embraced  the  following 
items  as  representing  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  La  Abra  Company  and  to  be  paid  by 
the  Republic  of  Mexico :  ( 1 )  On  account  of 
subscriptions  and  sales  of  stock,  $235,000; 
(2)  money  lent  and  advanced,  $64,291.06; 
<3)  rent,  expenees,  salaries,  law  expenses, 
$42,500:  (4)  amount  derived  from  reduced 
ores,  $17,000;  (5)  ore  extracted  from  the 
mines  and  deposited  at  the  mills,  $100,000; 
in  all,  $458,791.06.  On  $358,791.06,  the  ag- 
gregate of  the  first  four  items,  the  umpire 
allowed  interest  from  March  20,  1868,  at  6 
per  cent,  and  upon  $100,000,  the  fifth  item. 


interest  was  allowed  from  March  20,  1869. 
The  total  amount  of  principal  and  IntereBt 
allowed  was  $683,041.32. 

An  application  was  made  to  the  umpire 
by  the  government  of  Mexico  for  a  rehearing 
of  the  case,  but  a  rehearing  was  denied. 

Subsequently,  the  Mexican  government 
without  at  all  disputing  its  obligation  uu* 
der  the  convention  of  1868  to  comply  with 
the  award,  placed  in  the  possession  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  cer- 
tain books,  papers,  and  documents  which  it 
alleged  had  been  then  recently  discovered 
and  would  show  that  the  claim  of  the  La 
Abra  Company  was  not  only  fictitious  and 
fraudulent,  but  had  been  supported  by  false 
and  perjured  testimony.  At  that  time  a 
large  part  of  the  sum  awarded  to  the  com- 
pany had  been  paid  by  Mexico  and  was  in 
the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  The 
distribution  of  the  amount  received  had  been 
delayed  by  the  Secretary  acting  under  the  or- 
ders of  the  President   to  await   legislation 


Secretary,  it  was  desirable  that  the  form  and 
manner  of  the  reservation  from  the  instal- 
ment in  hand  of  the  expenses  of  the  govern- 
ment should  first  be  settled. 

These  difficulties  were  met  by  the  passaffc 
of  the  act  of  June  18,  1878.  20  Stat,  at  L 
144,  chap.  262. 

By  the  first  section  of  that  act  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  was  authorised  and  required  to 
receive  all  moneys  paid  by  the  Mexican  Re- 
public under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
ventions of  July  4,  1868,  and  April  29,  1876, 
and  whenever  and  as  often  as  any  instal- 
ments should  be  paid  by  the  Mexioan  Re> 
public  to  distribute  the  moneys  reoeived  in 
ratable  proportions  among  the  corporations, 
companies,  or  private  individuals  respect- 
ively in  whose  favor  awards  were  made,  or 
to  their  legal  representatives  or  assigns,  ifx- 
cept  as  in  that  act  otherwise  limited  or  pro- 
vided, according  to  the  proportion  which  the 
respective  awards  should  bear  ^to  t^  whole 
amount  of  such  moneys  then  held  by  him, 
and  to  pay  the  same,  without  other  charge 
or  deduction  than  is  hereinafter  provided,  to 
the  parties  respectively  entitled  tnereto." 

By  the  second  section  it  was  provided 
that  "out  of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated  a  sufficient  sum  is 
hereby  appropriated  to  enable  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  pay  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  of  the  United  States,  in  gold  or  its 
equivalent,  the  equivalent  of  fifty  thou- 
sand five  hxmdred  and  twenty-eight  dollars 
and  fifty-seven  cents  in  Mexican  ^old  dol- 
lars, and  ten  thousand  five  hundred  and 
fifty-nine  dollars  and  sixty-seven  cents  in 
American  gold  coin,  and  eighty-nine  thou- 
sand four  hundred  and  ten  dollars  and 
seventeen  cents  in  United  States  currency^ 
said  sums  being  the  aggregate  in  said  cur- 
rencies respectively  of  the  awards  made  un- 
der the  said  convention  of  July  4,  1868, 
in  favor  of  citizens  of  the  Mexican  Repub- 
lio  against  the  United  States,  and  having 
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been  deducted  from  the  amount  awarded  in 
favor  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  payable  by  Mexico,  in  accordance  with 
artide  four  of  the  said  treaty;  and  that  said 
eums,  when  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
MM  aforesaid,  shall  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
c  awards  made  under  the  said  treaty,  to  be 
§  paid  or  distributed  as  herein  provided." 

*  *The  third  section  made  provision  for  meet- 
ing out  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  Secre- 
tary the  expenses  of  the  commission,  includ- 
ing contingent  expenses  paid  by  the  United 
States  as  ascertained  and  determined  in  pur- 
suance of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty. 

The  fourth  section  provided  that  in  the 
payment  of  money  in  virtue  of  the  act  to  any 
corporation,  company,  or  private  individual, 
the  Secretary  of  State  should  first  deduct 
and  retain  or  make  reservation  of  such 
sums,  if  any,  as  might  be  due  to  the  United 
States  from  any  corporation,  company,  or 
private  individual  in  whose  favor  awards 
were  made  under  the  convention. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  was  in  these 
words:  '*And  whereas  the  govemrAent  of 
Mexico  has  called  the  attention  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  to  the  claims 
hereinafter  named  with  a  view  to  a  rehear- 
ing, therefore  be  it  enacted,  that  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  be,  and  he  is  here- 
in, requested  to  investigate  any  charges  of 
fraud  presented  by  the  Mexican  ffovernment 
as  to  the  cases  hereinafter  name^  and  if  bs 
shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  honor  of  the 
United  States,  the  principles  of  public  law, 
or  considerations  of  justice  and  equity,  re- 
quire that  the  awards  in  the  cases  of  Benja- 
min Weil  and  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Com- 
pany, or  either  of  them,  should  be  opened 
and  the  cases  retried,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
him  to  withhold  payment  of  said  awards,  or 
either  of  them,  until  such  case  or  cases  shall 
be  retried  and  decided  in  such  manner  as  the 
governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexi- 
eo  may  agree,  or  until  Congress  shall  other- 
wise direct  And  in  case  of  such  retrial  and 
decision,  any  moneys  paid  or  to  be  paid  by 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  respect  of  said 
awards  respectively  shall  be  held  to  abide 
the  event,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  according- 
ly; and  the  said  present  awards  shall  be  set 
aside,  modified,  or  affirmed,  as  may  be  de- 
termined on  such  retrial:  Provided,  That 
nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  an  ex- 
pression of  any  opinion  of  Congress  in  respect 
to  the  character  of  said  claims,  or  either  of 

^  them."    20  Stat,  at  L.  144,  chap.  262. 

§     Pursuant  to  the  direction    of    President 

•  Hayes  the*investigation  required  by  the  fifth 
section  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1878,  was  made 
Iqr  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Having  reviewed  all  the  proceedings  of  the 
commission,  including  the  testimony  origi- 
nally submitted  to  it,  the  supplemental  evi- 
doice  furnished  in  support  of  the  allegations 
of  fraud  as  to  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  claims, 
and  the  action  theretofore  taken  by  the  De- 
partment of  State,  Secretary  Evarts  referred 
to  the  contention  that  in  deciding  against 
opening  those  awards  diplomatically  and  re- 
eocamining  them  by  a  new  international  com- 


mission, the  whole  diseretion  vested  in  tlii 
Executive  as  a  part  of  the  treaty-making 
power  and  under  the  special  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Congress  was  exhausted,  and  that 
the  payments  in  the  cases  referred  to  should 
be  no  longer  suspended.  He  said  that  a  so- 
licitous attention  to  the  rights  of  the  claim- 
ants and  the  duty  of  the  Executive  in  th« 
premises  had  confirmed  him  in  the  opinion 
that  Congress  should  determine  whether 
"the  honor  of  the  United  States"  required 
any  further  investigation  in  these  cases  or 
either  of  them,  and  provide  the  efficient 
means  of  such  investigation,  if  thought  neces- 
sary. 

After  stailng  the  considerations  which  led 
him  to  that  conclusion,  the  Secretary  pro- 
ceeded: ''While  these  considerations  lea  to 
the  conclusion  that  these  cases  ought  not  to 
be  made  the  subject  of  a  new  international 
commission,  I  wsa  yet  of  opinion  that  'tho 
honor  of  the  United  States'  wss  ooncerned 
to  inquire  whether  in  these  cases,  submitted 
by  this  government  to  the  commission^  iAs 
confidence  had  been  seriously  abused,  and 
the  government  of  Mexico,  acting  in  good 
faith  in  accepting  a  friendly  arbHrarf^ion,  had 
been  subjected  to  heavy  pecuniary  imposi- 
tion by  fraud  and  perjury  in  the  mainto- 
nance  of  these  claims,  or  either  of  them,  bo- 
fore  the  conimissioin.  In  furtherance,  how- 
ever, of  this  opinion.  It  seemed  to  me  appar- 
ent that  the  Executive  discretion  under  the 
act  of  Congress  could  extend  no  further  than 
to  withhold  further  pavments  on  the  awards 
until  Congress  should,  by  its  plenary  author- 
ity, decide  whether  such  an  inveetigaAioo 
should  be  made,  and  should  provide  an  ado-M 
quate  procedure  for  its  conduct,  and  pro-S 
scrrbe  the  oonsequenoes  which  should  follow* 
*from  its  results.  Unless  Congress  should  now 
make  this  disposition  of  the  matter,  and  fur^ 
nish  thereby  definite  instructions  to  the  De- 
partment to  reserve  further  payments  upon 
these  awards  till  the  conclusion  of  suoh  in- 
vestigation, and  to  take  such  further  order 
with  the  same  thereafter  as  Congress  migl^ 
direct,  it  would  appear  to  be  the  duty  d  tho 
Executive  to  acoept  these  awards  as  no  long- 
er open  to  reconsideration,  and  proceed  m 
tho  payment  of  the  same  pro  rata  with  all 
other  awards  under  the  convention."  SeO' 
ate  Ex.  Doc  No.  160,  49th  Cong.  2d  Sees. 

Tho  suggestions  of  the  Secretary  having 
been  approved  by  the  President,  the  first,  mo- 
ond,  and  third  instalments  of  the  award  ro- 
ceiined  from  Mexico  on  account  <^  the  elaia 
of  the  La  Abra  Company,  amounting  to 
$138,566.62,  were  paid  to  the  representatives 
of  that  company.  Payments  were  subs^' 
quently  made  out  of  moneys  received  from 
Mexico,  amounting  to  $103,117.54,  leaving  in 
the  possession  of  the  United  States  on  ac- 
count of  the  awiLTd  $403,030.08. 

After  Mr.  Arthur  became  President  fur> 
ther  dietribuition  of  the  money  reoeivod  was 
suspended  because  of  the  negotiation  of  a 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
for  a  re-examiBation  of  the  Weil  and  La 
Abra  cases.  This  treaty  was  signed  on  tho 
13th  day  of  July,  1882,  and  wsa  sobmittod 
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to  the  Seoate  for  its  approval,  but  aifter  soma 
delay  it  was  rejected  by  that  body. 

While  that  treaty  was  before  the  Senate, 
Key,  as  assignee  of  part  of  the  Well  claim, 
ana  the  La  Abra  Company,  filed  separate  pe- 
titions in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  for  a  mandamus  upon  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  compelling  him  to  pay  to  the 
petirtioners  their  distributive  shares  of  the 
sums  paid  by  Mexico  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  convention  of  July  4,  1866.  In 
Key's  Case  the  writ  asked  for  was  awarded, 
while  in  the  La  Ahra  Case  the  petition  was 
dismissed.  The  cases  having  been  broughit 
to  this  court,  the  judgment  in  the  Key  Oaae 
was  reversed  with  direction  to  dismiss  the 
petition  and  the  judgment  in  the  La  Abra 
Case  was  affirmed.  FreUnghuysen  t.  Key, 
110  U.  8.  63,  28  L.  ed.  71,  3  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
„462. 

[J  Chief  Justice  Waite,  delivering  the  judg- 
»  ment  of  this  court/said :  "No  nation  treats 
with  a  citizen  of  another  nation  except 
through  his  government.  The  treaty,  when 
made,  represents  a  compact  between  the  gov- 
erments,  and  each  government  holds  the 
other  responsible  for  everything  done  by 
their  respective  citizens  under  it.  The  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  having  claims 
•gainst  Mexico  were  not  parties  to  this  con- 
vention. They  induced  the  United  States 
to  assume  the  respomsibility  of  seeing  re- 
dress for  injuries  they  claimed  to  have  sus- 
tained by  the  conduct  of  Mexico,  and  as  a 
means  of  obtaining  such  redress  the  conven- 
tion was  entered  into,  by  which  not  only 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
•gainst  Mexico  were  to  be  adjusted  and  paid, 
but  those  of  citizens  of  Mexico  against  the 
United  States  as  well.  By  the  terms  of  the 
compact  the  individual  claimants  could  not 
themselyes  submit  their  daims  and  proofs 
to  the  commission  to  be  passed  upon.  Only 
such  claims  as  were  presented  to  the  govern- 
ments respectively  could  be  'referred'  to  the 
eommission,  and  the  commissioners  were  not 
allowed  to  investigate  or  decide  on  any  evi- 
dence or  infofrmatioo  except  such  as  was  fur- 
nished by  or  on  behalf  of  the  governments. 
After  all  the  decisions  were  nuide  and  the 
business  of  the  commiasion  concluded,  the 
total  amount  awarded  to  the  citizens  of  one 
eoimtry  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount 
awarded  to  the  citizens  of  the  other,  and  the 
balance  only  paid  in  monejr  by  the  govern- 
ment in  favor  of  whose  citizens  the  smaller 
amount  was  awarded,  and  this  payment  was 
to  be  madsb  not  to  the  citizens,  but  to  their 

S^vernment.  Thus,  while  the  claims  of  the 
dividual  dtizens  were  to  be  considered  by 
the  commission  in  determining  amoimts,  the 
whole  purpose  of  the  oonvenrtion  was  to  as- 
eertain  how  much  was  due  from  one  govern- 
ment  to  the  other  on  account  of  the  demands 
of  their  respective  citizens.  As  bebween  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  the  awards  are 
final  and  oondusive  until  set  aside  by  agree- 
ment between  the  two  governments  or  other- 
wise. Mexico  cannot^  under  the  terms  of  the 
treufy,  refuse  to  make  the  payments  at  the  i 
times  agreed  on  if  required  by  the  United 
Stutei.    This  she  does  not  now  seek  to  do. 


Her  payments  have  all  been  made  promptly 
••  they  fdl  due,  as  far  as  these  records  show.^ 

9 

•"As  to  the  right  of  the  United  States  to? 
treat  with  Mexico  for  a  retrial,  we  entertain 
no  doubt.  Each  government,  when  it  en- 
tered into  the  compact  under  which  the 
awards  were  made,  relied  on  the  honor  and 
good  faith  of  the  other  for  protection  as  far 
as  possible  against  frauds  and  impositions  by 
the  individual  claimants.  It  was  for  this 
reason  thsit  all  claims  were  excluded  from 
the  consideration  of  the  commission  except 
such  as  should  be  referred  by  the  several  ffov- 
emments,  and  no  evidence  in  support  oi  or 
against  a  claim  was  to  be  submitted  except 
through  or  by  the  governments.  The  pres- 
entation by  a  eitizen  of  a  fraudulent  claim 
or  false  testimony  for  reference  to  the  com- 
mission was  an  imposition  on  his  own  gov- 
ernment, and  if  that  government  afterwards 
discovered  that  it  had  in  this  way  been  made 
an  instrument  of  wrong  towards  a  friendly 

Sower,  it  would  be,  not  only  its  right,  but  its 
uty,  to  repudiate  the  act  and  make  repara- 
tion as  far  as  possible  for  the  consequences 
of  its  neglect,  if  any  there  had  been.  Inter- 
national arbitration  must  always  proceed  on 
the  highest  principles  of  national  honor  and 
integrity.  Claims  presented  and  evidence 
submitted  to  such  a  tribunal  must  necessa- 
rily bear  the  impress  of  the  entire  good  faith 
of  the  government  from  which  they  oome^ 
and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  thait  any  gov- 
emment  will  for  a  moment  allow  itself  know- 
ingly to  be  made  the  instrument  of  wrong  in 
any  such  proceeding.  No  technical  rules  d 
pleading  as  applied  in  municipal  courts 
ought  ever  to  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way 
of  the  national  power  to  do  what  is  rigl^ 
under  all  the  circumstances.  Every  citizen 
who  asks  the  intervention  of  his  own  gor- 
ernment  against  another  for  the  redress  otf 
his  personal  grievances  must  necessao-ily  sub- 
ject himself  and  his  claim  to  these  require- 
ments of  international  comity.  None  of  the 
cases  cited  bv  counsel  aie  in  opposition  to 
this.  They  all  relate  to  the  disposition  to  be 
made  d  the  proceeds  of  international  awards 
after  th^  have  passed  beyond  the  reach  of 
the  governments  and  into  the  hands  of  pri- 
vate paities.  The  language  of  the  opimons 
must  be  construed  in  connection  with  this 
fact"  FreUnghuyem  y.  Key,  110  U.  S.  63, 
71-73,  28  L.  ed.  71-74,  8  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  462.  ^ 
Referring  to  the  act  of  1878,  and  observing  § 
that  it  did  not*undertake  to  set  any  new  lim-  * 
its  on  the  powers  of  the  Executive,  the  court 
further  said:  "From  the  beginning  to  the 
end  it  is,  in  form  even,  only  a  request  from 
Congress  to  the  Executive.  This  is  far  from 
making  the  President  for  the  time  being  a 
quasi- judicial  tribunal  to  hear  Mexico  and 
tne  implicated  claimants  and  determine  once 
for  all,  as  between  them,  whether  the  charges 
which  Mexico  makes  have  been  judicially  es- 
tablished. In  our  opinion  it  would  have 
been  just  as  competent  for  President  Hayes 
to  have  instituted  the  same  inquiry  without 
this  request  as  with  it,  and  his  action  with 
the  statute  in  force  is  no  more  binding  on  his 
successor  than  it  would  have  been  withoot. 
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But  his  action  as  reported  by  him  to  Con- 
ffress  ia  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  what 
has  since  been  done  by  President  Arthur. 
He  was  of  opinion  that  the  disputed  'cases 
should  be  further  investigated  by  the  United 
States  to  ascertain  whether  this  goTernment 
has  been  made  the  means  of  enforcing  against 
a  friendly  power  claims  of  our  citizens  based 
upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud/  and,  by  im- 
plication at  least,  he  asked  Congress  to  pro- 
ride  him  the  means  'of  instituting  and  fur- 
nishing methods  of  investigation  which  can 
coerce  the  production  of  evidence  or  compel 
the  examination  of  parties  or  witnesses.' 
He  did  report  officially  that  he  had  'grave 
doubt  as  to  the  substantial  integrity  of  the 
Weil  claim'  and  the  'sincerity  of  the  evidence 
ms  to  the  measure  of  damages  insisted  upon 
and  accorded  in  the  case  of  La  Abra  Com- 
pany.' The  report  of  Mr.  Evarts  cannot  be 
read  without  leaving  the  conviction  that  if 
the  means  had  been  afforded,  the  inquiries 
which  Congress  asked  for  would  have  been 
further  prosecuted.  The  concluding  para- 
graph of  the  report  is  notliing  more  than  a 
notification  by  the  President  that  unless  the 
means  are  provided,  he  will  consider  that 
the  wishes  of  Congress  have  been  met,  and 
that  he  will  act  on  such  evidence  as  he  has 
been  able  to  obtain  without  the  help  he 
wants.  From  the  statements  in  the  answer 
of  Secretary  Frelinghuysen  in  the  Key  Caae, 
it  appears  that  further  evidence  has  been 
found,  and  that  President  Arthur,  upon  this 
and  what  was  before  President  Hayes,  has 
0  become  satisfied  that  the  contested  decisions 
^  should  be  opened  and  the  claims  retried. 
•  Consequently,  the*  President,  believing  that 
the  honor  of  the  United  States  demands  it, 
has  negotiated  a  new  treaty  providing  for 
such  a  re-examination  of  the  claims,  and  sub- 
mitted it  to  the  Senate  for  ratification.  Un- 
der these  circumstances  it  is,  in  our  opinion, 
clearly  within  the  discretion  of  the  President 
to  withhold  all  further  payments  to  the  re- 
lators until  the  diplomatic  n^^tiations  be- 
tween the  two  governments  on  the  subject 
are  finally  concluded.  That  discretion  of  the 
Executive  Department  of  the  goTemment 
cannot  be  controlled  by  the  Judiciary.  The 
United  States,  when  they  assumed  the  re- 
•ponsibility  of  presenting  the  claims  of  their 
citizens  to  Mexico  for  payment,  entered  into 
no  contract  obligations  with  the  claimants 
to  assume  their  frauds  and  to  collect  on  their 
account  all  that,  by  their  imposition  of  false 
testimony,  might  be  given  in  the  awards  of 
the  commission.  As  between  the  United 
States  and  the  claimants,  the  honesty  of  the 
claims  is  always  open  to  inquiry  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fair  dealing  with  the  government 
against  which,  through  the  United  States,  a 
daim  has  been  made."  Frelinghuysen  t. 
Key,  110  U.  S.  63,  74,  76,  28  L.  ed.  71,  75,  S 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  462. 

After  the  rejection  of  the  treaty  negotiated 
In  1882,  President  Cleveland  in  1886  sent  a 
message  to  the  Senate  calling  attention  to 
the  act  of  1878,  and  asking  consideration  of 
the  status  of  the  Weil  ana  La  Abra  claims. 
By  that  message  Congress  was  in  substance 


notified  that  if  it  did  not  take  some  action 
in  the  matter  the  President  would  proceed  to 
distribute  the  funds  received  from  Mexico 
under  the  award  and  remaining  in  the  hands 
of  the  United  States.  The  matter  having  been 
referred  to  the  Senate  committee  on  foreign 
relations,  it  recommended  the  passage  of  a 
bill  providing  for  a  reinvestigation  of  those 
claims.  The  committee's  report  on  the  sub- 
ject ihua  concluded:  'This  brief  ri9um4  of 
the  correspondence  between  the  two  govern- 
ments shows  that  Mexico,  while  observing, 
in  good  faith,  all  her  obligations  under  the 
convention,  has  earnestly  and  constantly 
urged  upon  the  United  States  that  these 
claims  were  fraudulent.  This  appeal  to  the 
spirit  of  justice  cannot  be  ignored,  but  should 
be  met  by  a  frank  and  open  examination  by 
our  own  courts  of  the  facts  presented  byi« 
Mexico.  These  claimants  have  no  vested  $ 
right8*growing  out  of  these  claims  which  en-  * 
title  them  to  come  between  Mexico  and  the 
United  States,  and  to  demand  the  payment 
of  any  part  of  these  awards  that  are  the  ouib- 
growth  of  fraud  and  perjury."  Senate  Doc. 
Report  No.  2705,  p.  v.,  60th  Cong.  2d  Sesa. 
No  action  having  been  taken  by  Congress, 
the  subject  was  again  mentioned  in  a  message 
sent  by  the  President  to  the  Senate  on  the 
5th  of  March,  1888,  in  response  to  resolutions 
of  that  body.  The  message  was  accompanied 
by  a  report  from  Mr.  Bayard,  Secretary  of 
State,  in  which  reference  was  made  to  the  ac- 
tion of  his  predecessor.  He  said:  "It  is 
fair  to  assume  that  the  rejection  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  treaty  signed  by  Mr.  Frelinghuy- 
sen, for  an  international  rehearing  of  the 
awards,  was  in  no  sense  an  expression  of 
opinion  adverse  to  their  investigation,  which 
Mr.  Evarts  had  recommended.  It  is  rather 
to  be  regarded  as  an  approval  of  the  opinion 
which  he  also  expressed,  that  the  investiga- 
tion should,  under  the  circumstances,  be 
made  by  this  government  for  itself,  as  a  mat- 
ter affecting  solely  its  own  honor.  It  is  a 
remarkable  fact  that  whenever,  since  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  Mexican  fund  was  com- 
menced, the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  of- 
ficial authorized  by  Congress  to  make  such 
distribution  has  beisn  recorded  upon  the  two 
awards  in  question,  it  has  uniformly  been  to 
the  effect  that  the  evidences  that  the  United 
States,  in  presenting  the  claims,  had  been 
made  the  victim  of  fraudulent  imposition 
were  of  such  a  character  as  to  require  in- 
vestigation b^  a  competent  tribunal,  poesese- 
ing  appropriate  powers  for  th»t  purpose. 
.  .  .  The  sole  question  now  presented  for 
the  decision  of  this  government  is  whether 
the  United  States  will  enforce  an  award  upon 
which  the  gravest  doubts  have  been  cast  by 
its  own  officers  in  opinions  rendered  under 
express  legislative  direction,  until  some  com- 
petent investigation  shall  have  shown  such 
doubts  to  be  unfounded,  or  until  that  branch 
of  the  government  competent  to  provide  for 
such  investigation  shall  have  decided  that 
there  is  no  ground  therefor."  Senate  Doc 
Report  No.  2706,  p.  ▼.,  60th  Cong.  2d  Sess. 
The  Secretary  recommended  that  Congress 
take  action  providing  expressly  for  the  ref* 
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9  erence  of  the  Weil  and  La  Abra  claims  to  the 

*  court  of*elaiin8  or  such  other  court  as  was 
deemed  proper,  in  order  that  a  competent  in- 
vestigation of  the  charges  of  fraud  might  be 
made. 

Pending  th«  consideration  of  this  matter 
in  the  Senate  the  conmiittee  on  foreign  re- 
lations examined  the  evidence  alleged  to  have 
been  discovered  by  Mexico  after  the  award 
in  question, — especially  certain  letters  and 
copies  of  letters  of  the  officers  and  agents  of 
the  La  Abra  Company  contained  in  a  letter- 
impression  book  that  was  not  before  the  com- 
mission. The  committee  in  their  report  to 
the  Senate  on  March  1,  1889,  among  other 
things  said:  *'The  main  allegation  in  the 
petition  ^t  the  La  Abra  Company  presented 
to  the  mix^  commission,  to  wit,  that  the 
company  was  dispossessed  of  its  property  by 
the  forcible  interference  of  the  Mencan  au- 
thorities, is  disproved  and  shown  to  have 
been  wholly  false,  and  this  mainly  by  the 
correspondence  of  the  company's  own  officers 
and  agents ;  and  it  appears  by  the  testimony 
taken  by  tiie  conmiittee  that  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  property  and  the  failure  of  the 
company  were  wholly  due  to  the  poverty  of 
the  mines  and  the  consequent  financial  em- 
barrassment of  the  company.''  After  re- 
viewing, in  the  light  of  precedent  and  upon 
principle,  the  question  of  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  order  a  re-examination  of  the  La 
Abra  daim,  the  committee  concluded  its  re- 
port to  the  Senate:  ^It  thus  appears  that 
the  power  of  Congress  to  reopen  the  La  Abra 
award,  and  to  direct  a  suit  to  be  brought  tx> 
judicially  determine  whether  or  not  it  was 
procured  by  fraud,  has  been  affirmed  by  suc- 
cessive Secretaries  of  State,  assumed  by  Con- 
frees  in  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  18, 
878,  expressly  declared  by  committees  of 
both  houses  of  Congress,  and  substantially 
held  to  exist  by  the  highest  Judicial  tribunal 
^f  this  government"  Senate  Doc.  Report 
t^o.  2706,  pp.  ix.,  xviii.,  60th  Cong.  2d  Sess. 
Reference  ehouM  here  be  made  to  United 
Biatea  em  rel.  Boynton  v.  Blaine,  130  U.  S. 
806,  323-326«  85  L.  ed.  183,  189, 190,  11  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  607,  as  announcing  principles  that 
affect  certain  questions  arising  in  the  pres- 
ent litiffotiott.  That  case  was  oommenciMi  on 
the  23d  day  of  November,  1889,  in  the  su- 

Apreme  court  of   the  District  of  Columbia. 

S^ynton,  the  relator,  as  assignee  of  Weil, 

*  sought  to^compel  the  Secretai^  of  State  to 
pay  certain  moneys  received  under  the  award 
made  pursuant  to  the  convention  of  1868. 
The  mandamus  asked  for  waa  refused  and 
the  petition  of  Boynton  was  dismissed.  That 
judgment  was  affirmed  by  this  court.  The 
present  Chief  Justice,  deliverinff  the  unani- 
mous Judgment  of  the  court,  dedared  its  ad- 
herence to  the  principles  announced  in  Fre- 
linghuysen  v.  Key,  aioove  cited,  and  among 
other  things  said:  "As  between  nations,  the 
proprietary  right  in  respect  to  those  things 
belonging  to  private  individuals  or  bodies 
corporate  within  a  nation's  territorial  limits 
is  absolute,  and  the  rights  of  Weil  cannot 
be  regarded  as  distinct  from  those  of  his  gov- 
ernment. The  government  aesimied  the  re- 
■ponsibility  of   presenting  his   daim,   and 


made  H  its  own  In  Bceking  redress  in  respect 
to  it.  Under  this  convention  ii  was  the  bal* 
anoe  that  waa  to  be  paid,  after  deducting 
from  what  was  found  in  favor  of  one  govern- 
ment that  which  was  found  in  favor  of  the 
other.  So  that  the  mon^s  paid  in  liquida- 
tion of  that  balance  belonged  to  the  United 
States,  to  be  increased  by  e^propriaUon  to 
the  extent  of  the  amounts  allowed  Mexico, 
and  tiie  aggregate  to  be  distributed  to  the 
claimants  as  might  be  provided."  Aeain: 
^'Congress,  in  furnishing  the  auxiliary  l^s^ 
lation  needed  to  carrv  the  results  of  uie  con- 
vention under  consideration  into  effect,  re- 
quested the  President  to  so  far  investigata 
certain  charges  of  fraud  as  to  determine 
whether  a  retrial  ought  to  be  had.  This  in- 
quiry might  have  resulted  in  reopening  the 
awards  as  between  the  two  natione«  or  in 
such  re-examination  in  a  domestic  forum  as 
would  demonstrate  whether  the  honor  of  the 
United  States  required  a  different  disposi* 
tion  of  the  particular  amounts  in  question^ 
The  vaMity  and  condusiveneBe  of  the  awards 
remained  unimpuffned  so  long  as  they  were 
permitted  to  stand,  and  the  principle  of  ree 
judicata  could  not  be  invoked  against  the 
United  States  by  individual  claimants  while 
the  controversy  raised  as  to  them  remained 
in  fieri.  In  Frelinghuyaen  v.  Key,  while 
conceding  the  essential  value  of  internation- 
al arbitration  to  be  dependent  upon  the  cer- 
taintv  and  finality  of  the  decision,  the  court 
adjudged  that  this  government  need  not  a 
therefore  doee  its  doors  against  an  iaveeti-  3 
gation  into  the  question  whether  its^influ-* 
enoe  has  been  lent  in  favor  of  a  fraudulent 
daim.  It  was  held  that  no  applicable  rule 
was  so  rigid  as  not  to  be  sufficiently  flexible 
to  do  Justice,  and  that  the  extent  and  char- 
acter of  any  obligation  to  individuals,  grow- 
ing out  of  a  treaty,  an  award,  and  the  ra> 
ceipt  of  money  thereon,  were  necessarily 
subject  to  sudi  modification  as  drcum^ 
stances  might  require.  So  long  as  the  po- 
litical branch  of  the  government  had  not 
lost  its  control  over  the  subjeot-matter  bj 
final  action,  the  daimant  was  not  in  a  posi- 
tion, as  between  himself  and  his  Rovenynenti 
to  insist  on  the  conclusiveness  of  the  award 
as  to  him.  And  while  it  is  true  that  for  the 
disposition  of  the  case  of  Frelinghuyaen  v. 
Key,  it  was  sufficient  that  it  appeared  that 
diplomatic  negotiations  were  pending,  which, 
as  the  court  oemonstnuted,  tne  act  ol  1878 
in  no  manner  drcumscribed,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  pc^Jtioal  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment lost  its  control  because  those  nego- 
tiations failed.  On  the  contrarv,  that  con- 
trol was  expressly  reserved,  for  it  was  made 
the  duty  of  the  President,  if  of  opinion  that 
the  cases  named  should  be  retried,  to  with- 
hold payment  until  such  retrial  could  be 
liad  in  an  international  tfibunal,  if  the  two 
governments  so  agreed,  or  in  a  domestic  tri- 
bunal if  Congress  so  directed,  and,  st  all 
events,  until  Congress  should  otherwise  di- 
rect The  fact  that  a  difference  ctf  vieiw  as 
to  whether  the  retrial  should  be  internation- 
al or  domestic  may  have  arisen  end  led  to 
delav,  or  that  suck  difference  may  have  ex- 
isted on  the  merits^  does  not  affect  the  oo» 
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dusicn.  TIm  inaotiom  bv  Congress  k  not 
•^Talent  to  &  direotion  bj  Congress.  The 
political  department  has  not  parted  with  its 
power  oyer  the  matter,  and  the  intervention 
of  the  judicial  department  oannot  now  be 
invoked." 

This  brings  as  in  the  orderly  statement  of 
the  history  of  this  dispute  to  the  act  of  De- 
cember 28,  1892,  amending  and  enlarging  the 
above  act  of  June  18,  1878.  27  Stat  at  L. 
409,  chap.  14. 

That  statiute  recited  that  the  Secretary  of 
State,  after  investigating  the  charge  of 
fraud  presented  by  uie  Mexican  government 
M  to  tne  case  of  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company,  had  reported  that  the  honor  of  the 
^United  States  required  that  case  to  be  fur- 
^  ther  investigated  by  the  United  States  to  as- 
•  esrtain  whether  this  government  had  en- 
forced aeadns^t  a  friendly  power  claims  of  its 
dtizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud, 
but  that  the  executive  branch  of  the  govern- 
ment 'Svas  not  furnished  with  the  means  of 
instituting  and  pursuing  methods  of  investi- 
gation which  could  coerce  the  production  of 
evidence  or  compel  the  examination  of  par- 
ties and  witnesses;"  tliat  "the  autliority  for 
such  an  investigation  must  proceed  from 
Congress;"  and  tha/t  the  President  of  the 
United  States  bad  transmitTted  to  Congress 
the  recommendation  of  the  Secrertary  of  State 
that  the  case  be  referred  to  the  court  of 
claims,  or  such  other  court  as  might  be 
deemed  proper,  in  order  that  the  charge  of 
fraud  made  in  relation  to  this  claim  might 
be  fully  investigated.  It  was  thei'efore  en- 
acted: 

''That  in  further  execution  of  the  purpose 
of  said  act»  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  autbor- 
ixed  and  directed  to  bring  a  suit  or  auits  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States  in  the  court 
of  daims  against  La  Abra  Silver  Minins 
Company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  and  aU 
persona  making  any  claim  to  the  award  or 
any  part  thereof  in  this  act  mentioned,  to 
determine  whether  the  award  made  by  the 
United  States  and  Mexican  mixed  commis- 
sion in  respect  to  the  claim  of  the  said  La 
Abra  Silver  Mining  Company  was  obtained, 
as  to  th«  whole  sum  included  therein,  or  as 
to  any  part  thereof,  by  fraud  effectuated  by 
means  of  false  swearing  or  other  false  and 
fraudulent  practices  on  the  part  of  the  said 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  or  its 
agents,  attorneys,  or  assigns;  and,  in  case  it 
be  so  determined,  to  bar  and  foredoee  all 
daim  in  law  or  equity  on  the  part  of  said 
La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company,  its  legal 
representatives  or  assigns,  to  the  money,  or 
any  such  part  thereof,  received  from  the  Re- 
public of  Mexico  for  or  on  account  of  such 
award;  and  any  defendant  to  sudi  suit  who 
eannot  be  found  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
diall  be  notified  and  required  to  appear  in 
such  suit  by  publication  as  the  court  may 
direct,  in  accordance  with  law,  aa  applica- 
ble to  cases  in  equity. 

"Sec.  2.  That  full  Jurisdiction  is  hereby 
eonferred  on  the  court  of  claims  to  hear  and 
determine  sndi  suit  and  to  make  all  inter- 
locutory and  final  decrees  therein,  as  the  evi- 


denoe  may^waxrant^  acoordinff  to  the  prind** 
pies  of  equity  and  justice,  and  to  enforce  tbt 
same  by  injunotion  or  any  proper  final  pro(y 
ess,  and  in  all  respects  to  proceed  in  said 
cause  according  to  law  and  tibe  rules  of  said 
court,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable. 
And  the  Secretary  of  State  sball  certify  to 
the  said  court  copies  of  all  proofs  admitted 
by  the  said  mixed  commission  on  the  origi- 
nal trial  of  said  daim,  and  the  said  comi 
shall  receive  and  consider  the  same  in  con- 
nection with  such  competent  evidence  as  may 
be  offered  by  either  party  to  said  suit. 

"Sec  3.  That  an  appeal  from  any  final  de- 
cision in  such  cause  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  may  be  taken  by  dther 
party  within  ninety  days  from  the  rendition 
of  such  final  decree,  under  the  rules  of  prac- 
tice which  govern  aipp^s  from  said  court; 
and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
ie  hereby  authorized  to  take  JurisdietioB 
thereof  and  dedde  the  same. 

''Sec.  4.  That  in  case  it  shall  be  finally 
adjudged  in  said  cause  that  the  award  made 
by  said  mixed  commission,  so  far  aa  it  re- 
lates to  the  daim  of  La  Abra  Silver  Minkiff 
Company,  was  obtained  through  fraud  e? 
fectuated  by  means  of  false  swearing,  or 
other  false  and  fraudulent  practices  of  said 
company  or  its  assigns,  or  by  their  procure 
ment,  and  that  the  said  La  Abra  Silver  Min- 
ing Company,  its  Iwal  representatives  or  as- 
signs, be  barred  and  foredosed  of  all  claim 
to  the  money  or  any  part  thereof  so  paid  by 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  for  or  on  account  of 
such  award,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  hereby  authorized  to  return  to  said 
government  any  money  paid  bv  the  govern- 
ment of  Mexico,  on  acooimt  of  said  award, 
remaining  in  the  custodv  of  the  United 
States,  that  has  not  been  heretofore  distrib- 
uted to  said  La  Abra  Mining  Company  or 
its  successors  and  aasigns,  which  such  court 
shall  decide  that  such  persons  are  not  enti* 
tied,  in  justice  and  equity,  to  recdve  out  of 
said  fund. 

"Sec  5.  That»  during  the  pendency  of  said 
suit  and  until  the  same  is  decided,  it  shall 
not  be  lawful  for  the  Secretary  of  State  to 
make  any  further  payments  out  of  said  fund,  m 
on  account  of  said  award,  to  La  Abra  Silver  S 
Mining  Company,  •or  its  legal  representa-  * 
tives,  attomm,  or  oasigns;  and  in  case  it 
shall  be  finally  adjudged  in  said  cause  in 
either  the  court  of  claims  or  in  tiie  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  that  the  award 
made  by  said  mixed  commission,  so  far  aa 
it  rdates  to  the  daim  of  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company,  or  any  definable  and  sev- 
erable part  thereof,  was  not  obtained 
through  fraud  as  aforesaid,  then  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  proceed  to  distribute 
so  much  of  the  said  award  as  shall  be  found 
not  so  obtained  through  fraud,  or  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  remaining  for  distribution,  if 
any,  to  the  persons  entitled  thereto."  27 
SUt  at  L.  400,  chap.  14. 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  that  act  the 
Attorney  General  brought  the  present  suit 
in  the  court  of  daims.  The  deiendants  are 
the  La  Abra  Company  and  numerous  indi- 
viduals   who   assert   some   intereat   in  the 
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award  made  in  respect  of  its  claim  against 
Mexica  The  relief  a«ked  by  the  United 
States  iB  indicated  by  the  fcAlowing  para^ 
graph  in  the  bill : 

"Your  orator  further  showa,  thttt  by  rea- 
son of  the  premises  a  oontroversy  has  arisen 
between  your  orator  and  the  defendants 
hereinbefore  named,  the  said  defendants 
claiming  that  it  is  the  duty  of  your  orator 
to  pay  over  to  them  the  sums  by  them,  the 
•aid  defendants,  claimed  respectively  from 
the  proceeds  of  said  award  now  in  the  pos- 
session of  your  orator,  and  your  orator 
claiming  that  it  is  the  right  and  duty  of 
your  orator  to  have  the  facts  relating  to  said 
claim  and  award  inquired  of  by  your  honor- 
able court,  and  if  it  shall  be  adjudged  by 
your  honorable  court  that  the  said  award 
was  obtained  through  fraud  effeotua/bed  by 
means  of  false  swearing  or  other  false  and 
fraudulent  practices  on  the  part  of  the  said 
defendant  "La,  Abru  Silver  Mining  Ck)mpaDy, 
or  its  agents,  attorneys,  or  assigns,  to  re- 
turn the  proceeds  of  said  award  to  the  said 
Republic  of  Mexico;  that  the  said  defendants 
have  made  persistent  demands  upon  the  De- 
partment of  State  and  upon  the  Congress  of 
your  orator  for  the  payment  to  them  of  said 
moneys,  and  that  some  of  the  said  defendants 
have  brought  suits  in  the  courts  of  your  ora- 
tor to  compel  such  payment,  and  that,  un- 
(less  restrained  by  the  judgment  and  decree 
of  this  honorable  court,  the  said  defendants 
will  continue  to^harass  and  annoy  your  ora- 
tor with  such  demands  and  suits.  .  .  . 
And  that  the  said  defendants  and  each  and 
every  of  them  may,  by  the  decree  of  this  hon- 
orable court,  be  forever  restrained  and  en- 
joined from  settinff  up  any  claim  to  any  part 
of  said  award  or  of  the  moneys  now,  es  afore- 
said, in  possession  of  your  orator.  And  that 
the  said  award  on  the  claim  of  the  said  de- 
fendant La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Company 
may,  by  the  decree  of  this  honorable  court, 
be  declared  to  have  been  wholly  obtained  by 
means  of  false  swearing  and  other  false  and 
fraudulent  practices  on  the  part  of  said  de- 
fendant company,  its  agents,  attorneys,  and 
assigns.  And  that  your  orator  may  have 
such  other  and  further  relief  as  the  nature 
of  your  orator's  case  may  require  and  as  may 
be  agreeable  to  equity  and  good  conscience." 

The  La  Abra  Company  luid  otlier  defend- 
ants demurred  to  the  bill  on  the  following 
grounds: 

That  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit 
was  within  the  final  and  exclusive  control 
of  the  Executive  Department  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  and  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  any  judicial  tribunal; 

That  the  questions  whether  the  award  of 
the  Commission  was  obtained  by  fraud  and 
whether  the  money  received  under  it  and  re- 
maining undistributed  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  iSiould  be  returned  by  the  President 
ol  the  United  States  could  not  properly  be 
determined  by  any  municipal  court  of  either 
of  the  sovereign  parties  to  the  treaty  of 
1868,  but  were  questions  of  a  diplomatic  or 
political  nature  determinable  only  by  the 
Executive  Department  of  the  government; 


That  the  United  States  had  not  such  an  in* 
terest  in  the  matters  and  things  allep;ed  in 
the  bill  as  entitled  it  to  maintain  this  suit 
or  to  hare  the  relief  asked; 

That  the  government  of  Mexioo  was  the 
party  pecuniairily  interested  in  this  suit,  and 
that>  by  failing  to  institute  and   prosecute 
suit  against  the  alleged  wrongdoers  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States   for  the  annul- 
ment of  the  award  and  the  recovery  d  the 
moneys  paid  on  account  thereof,  it  had  been^ 
guilty  of  laches  and  had  forfeited  all  right  || 
to  relief  in  equity  ;*oonseqU)eDftly,  the  United  • 
States  was  not  entitled  to  demand  such  re- 
lief foor  the  benefit  of  or  in  the  interest  of 
Mexico; 

That  a  mixed  commission  created  and  act- 
ing under  and  by  virtue  of  such  a  treaty  at 
that  of  July  4,  1868,  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico^  was  recognized  by  the 
law  of  nations  and  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  and  was  in  fact 
and  law  a  court  of  exclusive  and  final  juris- 
diction,  and  its  award  could  not  be  set  aside» 
reopened,  or  vacated  by  a  municipal  court  of 
the  United  States,  either  in  virtue  of  an  act 
of  Congress  or  otherwise,  and  that  Congress 
could  not  fpr&nt  a  new  trial  in  respect  of 
matters  so  finally  determined  and  concluded 
by  international  arbitration  under  such  a 
treaty;  but,  on  the  contrary,  such  an  award 
could,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  be 
set  aside^  vacated,  or  reopened  only  through 
its  treaty-making  power ;  and  that  the  ques- 
tion presented  by  the  bill,  whether  the  award 
should  be  reopened  or  not  on  the  grounds  al- 
leged, having  been  submitted  to  the  treaty- 
making  power  and  by  it  decided  in  the  neg- 
ative, was  res  judicata; 

That  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  bill  that 
the  question  whether  the  award  in  favor  of 
the  La  Abra  Company  was  obtained  in  whole 
or  part  by  fraud  effectuated  by  means  of 
false  swearing  or  other  corrupt  and  fraudu- 
lent practices  was  substantially  the  same 
question  that  was  tried  bythecommissioners^ 
such  fraud  and  fraudulent  practices  having 
been  charged  by  the  Mexican  agent  and  com- 
missioner at  the  trial;  and  that  that  ques- 
tion, on  the  disagreement  of  the  two  commis- 
sioners in  respect  of  the  integrity  of  the  wit- 
nesses and  the  credibility  and  weight  of  the 
evidence  for  and  against  the  claim  of  the 
company,  was  referred  to  the  umpire  for  de- 
cision, and,  having  been  decided  by  him,  was 
rea  judicata  and  could  not  be  re-examined  or 
redetermined  by  this  court; 

That  the  act  of  Congress  under  which  the 
suit    was  prosecuted  was  unconstitutional 
and  inoperative  on  the  further  ground  that 
it    assumed    to    direct,    control,    and    bind 
the  courts  in  determining  the  questions  sub- 
mitted for  final  adjudication  to  receive  evi- 
dence and  apply  legal  principles  that  were« 
erroneous  and   wholly   inadmissible   accord-^ 
ing  to  law  as  administered* in  the  courts  of* 
the  United  States  in  like  cases,  and  to  pre- 
scribe to  the  court  what  weight  and  effect 
should  be  given  to  the  evidence  and  how  the 
court  should  reach  the  conclusion  that  the 
award  was    obtained  in  whole  or  in  part 
through  fraud; 
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That  inaamuch  and  because  the  questioiiB 

£  resented  by  the  bill  were  of  a  political  and 
iplomatio  nature  and  not  luaticiable  or  fit 
and  proper  to  be  oonsiderea  and  finally  de> 
termined  by  a  municipal  court,  Congress 
could  not  impose  upon  the  court  of  claims, 
or  upon  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  or  upon  the  judges  thereof,  the  trial 
and  determination  of  those  questions; 

That  the  act  of  Congress  in  question  was 
inoperative  and  void  on  the  further  ground 
that  it  was  never  approved  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States  as  required  by  law,  the 
only  alleged  approval  it  ever  received  being 
on  the  2Sth  of  December,  a.  d.  1892,  when 
Congress  was  not  in  session,  both  houses  of 
Congress  having  adjoined  on  the  22d  of  De- 
cember, A.  D.  1892,  to  the  4th  of  January,  ▲. 
D.  1803;  and. 

That  the  bill  did  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to*  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  to  author- 
ize the  granting  of  any  relief. 

The  demurrer  to  the  bill,  so  far  as  it  in- 
Tolved  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims 
and  the  charges  of  fraud,  was  overruled,  the 
opinion  of  the  court  being  delivered  by  Judge 
Weldon.  29  Ct.  CI.  432,  484.  The  question 
whether  the  act  of  December  28th,  1892,  was 
10  approved  by  the  President  as  to  become  a 
law  was  determined  in  favor  of  the  United 
States,  upon  the  grounds  stated  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  previously  delivered  by 
Judge  Nott,  now  chief  justice  of  that  court, 
in  United  States  v.  Weil,  29  Ct.  CI.  523. 

The  case  having  been  prepared  on  the  mer- 
its, the  court  of  claims  upon  final  hearing 
found  that  the  award  made  by  the  commis- 
sion on  the  claim  of  the  La  Abra  Company 
''was  obtained  as  to  the  whole  sum  included 
tlwreln  by  fraud  effectuated  by  means  of  false 
swearing  and  other  false  and  fraudulent 
practices  on  the  part  of  said  company  and 
I,  its  agents;"  and  it  was  adjudged  that  all 
^  claims  in  law  and  equity  on  the  part  of  the 
•  company,  its  legal  representatives  T  and  as- 
aigna,  be  forever  barred  and  forocloeed  in  re- 
spect of  the  money  received  from  the  Bepub- 
lic  of  Mexico  for  or  on  account  of  such  award. 
82  Ct.  CI.  4C2,  520,  621. 

An  elaborate  opinion  of  the  court  of  claims, 
ddivered  by  Judge  Weldon,  states  fully  the 
grounds  on  which  the  decree  was  biased. 
That  opinion  concludes:  "The  court,  upon 
an  examination  of  all  the  testimony,  exclud- 
ing such  portions  of  it  as  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  are  not  competent,  determines  as 
a  conclusion  of  fact  that  the  La  Abra  Silver 
Mining  Company  did  not  abandon  its  mines 
in  Mexico  because  of  the  interference  of  the 
people  of  Mexico  and  the  public  authorities 
of  the  Mexican  government,  or  either,  but  on 
the  contrary  that  it  abandoned  its  mines  be- 
cause they  were  unproductive  and  for  the 
want  of  money  to  operate  and  work  the  same, 
and  that  the  award  made  by  the  United 
States  and  the  Mexican  mixed  commission 
in  respect  to  the  claim  of  the  said  La  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company  was  obtained  as  to 
the  whole  sum  included  therein  by  fraud  ef- 
fectuated by  means  of  false  swearing  and 
other  fraudulent  practices  upon  the  part  of 
20  S.  C— 12. 


said  company  and  its  agents,  and  a  decree 
will  be  entered  barring  and  foreclosing  all 
claim  in  law  and  equity  on  the  part  of  said 
company,  or  its  agents,  attorneys,  and  as- 
signs, to  the  money  received  from  the  Bepub- 
lic  of  Mexico  for  or  on  account  of  such  award. 
Having  decided  tiiat  the  company  was  not 
compelled  to  abandon  its  mines  because  of 
the  acts  of  the  people  of  Mexico,  unrestrained 
by  the  Mexican  government,  and  that  it  was 
not  compelled  to  abandon  the  mines  because 
of  the  unlawfid  interference  of  the  Mexican 
authorities  with  the  property  and  business 
of  the  company,  it  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  aban- 
donment." 

Chief  Justice  Nott  dissented  in  part  from 
the  judgment.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the 
first  three  items  in  the  award  of  the  umpire, 
above  set  forth,  should  etand,  but  that  the 
fourth  item  was  fraudulently  exaggerated 
and  should  be  reduced  to  $420.09,  and  the 
fifth,  $100,000,  rejeoted  altogether  aa  bavins 
been  utterly  overthrown  by  the  evidence.  32  QQ 
OL  CL  621,  533.  ^ 

*  From  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  claims  * 
the  present  appeal  was  prosecuted.  h 

In  the  light  of  this  history  of  the  claim  of  ^ 
the  La  Abra*Company  we  proceed  to  the  con-  * 
sideration  of  such  of  the  principal  questions 
presented  in  argument  as  are  essential  to  the 
disposition  of  the  case. 

I.  If,  as  insisted  by  the  appellants,  the 
above  act  of  December  28,  1892,  was  not  so 
approved  by  the  President  as  to  become  un- 
der the  Constitution  a  law,  it  would  be  un- 
necessary to  consider  any  other  question 
raised  by  the  pleadings;  for  that  act  is  the 
only  basis  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  of 
claims  to  render  a  judgment  that  would  be 
conclusive  between  the  parties  and  which 
could  be  reviewed  by  this  court.  We  must 
therefore  first  consider  whether  that  act  is 
liable  to  the  constitutional  objection  just 
stated. 

The  ground  of  this  contention  is  that  hav- 
ing met  in  regular  session  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed by  law,  the  first  Monday  of  Decem- 
ber, 1892,  and  having  on  the  22d  day  of  that 
month  (two  days  after  the  presentation  of 
the  bill  to  the  President)  by  the  joint  action 
of  the  two  Houses  taken  a  recess  to  a  named 
day,  January  4,  1893,  Congress  was  not 
actually  sitting  when  the  President,  on  the 
28th  day  of  December,  1892,  by  signing  it, 
formally  approved  the  act  in  question.  The 
proposition,  plainly  stated,  is  that  a  bill 
passed  by  Congress  and  duly  presented  to  the 
President  does  not  become  a  law  if  his  ap- 
proval be  ffiven  on  a  day  when  Congress  is  in 
recess.  This  implies  that  the  constitutional 
power  of  the  President  to  approve  a  bill  so 
as  to  make  it  a  law  is  absolutely  suspended 
while  Congress  is  in  recess  for  a  fixed  time. 
It  would  follow  from  this  that  if  both  Houses 
of  Congress  by  their  joint  or  separate  action 
were  in  recess  from  some  Friday  until  the 
succeeding  Monday,  the  President  could  not 
exercise  that  power  on  the  intervening  Satur- 
day.   Indeed,  according  to  the  argument  of 
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ocnmsel  tbe  President  conld  not  dfectlrelyaA- 
prove  a  bill  on  any  day  when  one  of  tne 
Houses,  by  its  own  separate  action,  was 
legally  in  recess  for  that  day  in  order  that 
necessary  repairs  be  made  in  the  room  in 
which  its  sessions  were  being  held.  Tet 
many  public  acts  and  loint  resolutions  of 
great  importance,  toge^er  with  many  pri- 
Tate  acts,  have  been  Seated  as  valid  and  en- 
M  forceable,  which  were  approved  by  the  Presi- 
S  dent  during  the  recesses  of  Congress  cover- 

•  ins  the*Christmas  holidays.  In  the  margin 
will  be  found  a  reference  to  some  of  the  more 
recent  of  those  statutes.! 

Do  the  words  of  the  Constitution,  reason- 
ably, interpreted,  sustain  the  views  advanced 
for  appellant? 

That  instrument  provides: 

'^The  Congress  shall  assemble  at  least  once 
in  every  year,  and  such  meeting  shall  be  on 
the  first  Monday  in  December,  unless  they 
shall  by  law  appoint  a  different  day."  Art. 
!•  i  4. 

'^Neither  House,  during  the  session  of  Con- 
gress, shall,  without  the  consent  of  the  other, 
adjourn  for  more  than  three  days,  nor  to  any 
other  place  than  that  in  which  the  two 
Houses  shall  be  sitting.**    Art.  I.  S  <^* 

"Every  bill  which  shall  have  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate 
shall,  before  it  becomes  a  law,  be  presented  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States;  if  he  ap- 
proves, he  shall  sign  it,  but  if  not,  he  shall 
return  it,  with  his  objections  to  that  House 
in  which  it  shall  have  originated,  who  shall 
^  enter  the  objections  at  large  on  the  journal, 
S  and  proceed  to  consider  it.    If  after  such  re- 

•  oonsideration  two  thirds  of  that*House  shall 
agree  to  pass  the  bill,  it  shall  be  sent,  to- 
gether with  the  objections,  to  the  other 
House,  by  which  it  shall  likewise  be  recon- 
sidered, and  if  approved  by  two  thirds  of 
that  House,  it  shall  become  a  law.  But  in 
all  such  cases  the  votes  of  both  Houses  shall 
be  determined  by  yeas  and  nays,  and  the 
names  of  the  persons  voting  for  and  against 
the  bill  shall  be  entered  on  the  journal  of 
each  House  respectively.  If  any  bill  shall 
not  be  returned  by  the  President  within  ten 
days  (Sundays  excepted)  after  it  shall  have 
been  presented  to  him,  the  same  shall  be  a 
law,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  signed  it, 
unless  the  Congress  by  their  adjournment 


Srevent  its  return,  in  which  case  it  shall  not 
B  a  law.**  Art.  I.  §  7. 
"Every  order,  resolution,  or  vote  to  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  may  be  necessary  (except  on 
a  question  of  adjournment)  shall  be  pre- 
sented to  the  President  of  the  United  States; 
and  before  the  same  shall  take  effect,  shall 
be  approved  by  him,  or  being  disapproved  by 
him,  shall  be  repassed  by  two  thirds  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  accord- 
ing  to  the  rules  and  limitations  prescribed 
in  the  case  of  a  bill.*'    Art  I.  §  8. 

It  is  said  that  the  approval  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  a  bill  passed  by  Congress  is  not 
strictly  an  executive  function,  but  is  legisla- 
tive in  its  nature;  and  this  view,  it  is  argued, 
conclusively  shows  that  his  approval  can 
l^ally  occur  only  on  a  day  when  both  Houses 
are  actually  sitting  in  the  performance  of 
legislative  functions.  Undoubtedly  th« 
President  when  approving  bills  passed  by 
Congress  mav  be  said  to  participate  in  th« 
enactment  of  laws  which  the  ODnstitutioa 
requires  him  to  execute.  But  that  considera- 
tion does  not  determine  the  question  before 
us.  As  the  Constitution,  while  authorizing 
the  President  to  perform  certain  functions 
of  a  limited  number  that  are  legislative  in 
their  general  nature,  does  not  restrict  the  ex- 
ercise of  thoee  functions  to  the  particular 
days  on  which  the  two  Houses  of  Congress 
are  actually  sitting  in  the  transaction  of 
public  business,  the  court  cannot  impose 
such  a  restriction  upon  the  Executive.  It  if 
made  his  duty  by  the  Constitution  to  ex- 
amioe  and  act  upon  every  bill  passed  by^ 
Congress.  The  time  within  which  he  must^ 
approve  oor^disapprove  a  bill  is  prescribed.  If  * 
he  approve  a  bill,  it  is  made  his  duty  to  sign 
it.  l^e  Constitution  is  silent  as  to  the  time 
of  his  signing,  except  that  his  approval  of  a 
bill  duly  presented  to  him — ^if  the  bill  is  to 
become  a  law  merely  by  virtue  of  such  ap- 
proval— must  be  manifested  by  his  signatura 
within  ten  days,  Sundays  excepted,  after  tha 
bill  has  been  presented  to  him.  It  neoes- 
sarily  results  that  a  bill  when  so  signed  be- 
comes from  that  moment  a  law.  But  in 
order  that  his  refusal  or  failure  to  act  may 
not  defeat  the  will  of  the  people,  as  expressed 
by  Ck>ngres8,  if  a  bill  be  not  approved  and  be 
not  returned  to  the  House  in  which  it  origi- 


tl.  Public  Acts  :  1862,  12  Stat,  at  L.  682, 
e.  4 ;  Id.  c  6 ;  Id.  c.  6 ;  1866,  14  Stat  at  L.  874. 
c.  6;  1868.  15  Stat,  at  L.  266,  c.  4;  1869,  16 
Stat.  at.  L.  61,  c.  4 :  Id.  c.  6 ;  1872.  17  Stat,  at 
L.  400,  c.  12 ;  Id.  c.  13 ;  Id.  c.  14 ;  Id.  c  15 :  Id. 
c.  17;  1873.  J8  Stat,  at  L.  1,  c.  8;  1874.  18 
Stat,  at  L.  293,  c.  7 ;  Id.  c.  8 ;  Id.  c  9 :  Id.  c. 
10;  1875.  18  Stat,  at  L.  294,  c  12;  1875,  19 
SUt.  at  L.  1.  c  1 ;  1879,  21  Stat,  at  L.  59,  c. 
1;  Id.  c.  2;  1880,  21  Stat,  at  L.  811,  c.  4;  Id.  c.  5; 
Id.  c.  6 ;  Id.  c.  7 ;  Id.  c  8 ;  Id.  c.  9 ;  Id.  c.  10 ;  1884, 
24  Stat,  at  L.  853,  c.  9 :  1887,  24  Stat,  at  L. 
854,  c  11 ;  Id.  c.  12 ;  Id.  c.  18 ;  Id.  c  14 ;  Id.  c. 
15;  Id.  c.  16;  1888,  25  Stat  at  L.  688,  c.  7; 
Id.  c  8 :  1889,  25  Stat,  at  L.  639.  e.  18 ;  1892, 
27  SUt  at  L.  409,  c  14 ;  Id.  s.  15 ;  Id.  c  16 ; 
1894,  28  Stat  at  L.  595,  c.  8 ,  Id.  c.  9 ;  Id.  c. 
10;  Id.  c  11;  Id.  c  12;  Id.  o  14;  Id.  c.  15; 
1897.  30  Stat  at  L.  226,  c  8. 


II.  Joint  Resolutions  :  1869,  16  Stat  at 
L.  368,  No.  5 :  Id.  No.  6 ;  1872.  17  Stat  at  L. 
637.  No.  1 ;  1878,  20  Stat,  at  L.  487,  No.  1 ;  Id. 
No.  2 :  Id.  No.  8 ;  1883,  23  Stat  at  L.  265,  No. 
3 :  1885.  24  Stat  at  L.  339.  No.  2 :  Id.  No.  8 ; 
1893,  28  Stat  at  L.  577,  No.  7 ;  1894.  28  Stat 
at  L.  967,  No.  2. 

III.  FniVATB  Acts:  1878.  18  Stat  at  L. 
529.  c.  2;  1874,  18  Stat  at  L.  529,  c.  4;  1879, 
21  Stat  at  L.  531,  c.  8 ;  1880,  21  Stat  at  L. 
601,  c.  11 ;  Id.  c.  12 ;  Id.  c.  13 :  Id.  c  14 ;  1884, 
23  Stat  at  L.  615,  c.  6;  1885,  24  Stat  at  L. 
663,  c.  1 ;  Id.  c  2 :  1886,  24  Stat  at  L.  881,  e. 
10;  1887,  24  Stat  at  L.  882,  c.  17;  Id.  c  18; 
Id.  c.  19;  Id.  c.  20;  1888,  25  SUt  at  L.  1251, 
c.  9 ;  Id.  c  10 ;  Id.  c  11 :  Id.  c.  12 ;  Id.  c  13 ;  Id. 
c.  14;  Id.  c.  15:  Id.  c.  16;  Id.  c.  17;  1894,  28  SUt 
at  L.  1022,  c.  13;  Id.  c  16;  Id.  c  17. 
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nated  within  that  time,  it  becomes  a  law  in 
like  nuumer  as  if  it  had  been  signed  by  him. 
We  perceive  nothing  in  these  constitutional 
provisions  making  the  approval  of  a  bill  by 
the  President  a  nullity  if  such  approval  oc- 
curs while  the  two  Houses  of  Congress  are 
in  recess  for  a  named  time.  After  a  bill  has 
been  presented  to  the  President,  no  further 
action  is  required  by  Congress  in  respect  of 
that  bill,  imless  it  be  disapproved  by  him  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion be  returned  for  reconsideration.  It  has 
properly  been  the  practice  of  the  President 
to  inform  Congress  by  message  of  his  ap- 
proval of  bills,  so  that  the  fact  may  be  re- 
corded. But  the  essential  thing  to  be  done 
in  order  that  a  bill  may  become  a  law  by  the 
approval  of  the  President  is  that  it  be  signed 
within  the  prescribed  time  after  being  pre- 
sented to  him.  That  being  done,  and  as 
soon  as  done,  whether  Congress  is  informed 
or  not  by  message  from  the  President  of  the 
fact  of  his  approval  of  it,  the  bill  becomes  a 
law,  and  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  as  required  by  law. 

Much  of  the  argument  of  counsel  seems  to 
rest  npon  the  provision  in  relation  to  the 
finii!  adjournment  of  Congress  for  the  session 
wnereby  the  President  is  prevented  from  re- 
turning, within  the  period  prescribed  by  the 
Constitution,  a  bill  that  he  disapproves  and 
is  unwilling  to  sign.  But  the  Constitution 
places  the  approvsJ  and  disapproval  of  bills, 
as  to  their  becoming  laws,  upon  a  different 
basis.  II  the  President  does  not  approve  a 
bill,  he  is  required  within  a  named  time  to 
send  it  back  for  consideration.  But  if  by  its 
action,  after  thcvpresentation  of  a  bill  to  the 
President  during  the  time  given  him  by  the 
Constitution  for  an  examination  of  its  pro- 
visions and  for  approving  it  by  his  signature, 
Congress  puts  it  out  of  his  power  to  return 
it,  not  approved,  within  that  time  to  the 
House  in  which  it  originated,  then  the  bill 
falls,  and  does  not  become  a  law. 

Whether  the  President  can  sign  a  bill  aft- 
er the  final  adjournment  of  Congress  for  the 
session  is  a  question  not  arisiog  in  this  case, 
and  has  not  been  considered  or  decided  by 
OS.  We  sdjudge — and  touching  this  branch 
ef  the  case  adjudge  nothing  more — that  the 
act  of  1802  having  beeoi  presented  to  the 
President  while  Congress  was  sitting,  and 
having  been  signed  by  him  when  Congress 
was  in  recess  for  a  specified  time,  but  within 
ten  days,  Sundays  excepted,  after  it  vfaa  so 
presented  to  him,  was  effectively  approved, 
and  immediately  became  a  law,  unless  its 
provisions  are  repugnant  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

II.  It  is  said  that  the  present  proceeding 
based  on  the  act  of  1892  is  not  a  "case"  with- 
in  the  meaning  of  that  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution declaring  that  the  judicial  power  of 
the  United  States  shall  extend  to  all  cases 
In  law  and  equity  arising  under  that  instru- 
ment, the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  treat- 
ies made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their 
authority.  Art.  III.  §  2.  This  article,  as  has 
been  adjudged,  does  not  extend  the  judicial 
power  to  every  violation  of  the  Constitution 


that  may  possibly  take  place,  but  only  "to 
'a  case  in  law  or  equity,'  m  which  a  right,  un- 
der such  law«  is  asserted  in  a  court  of  jus- 
tice. If  the  question  cannot  be  brought  into 
a  oourti.  then  there  is  no  case  in  law  or 
equity,  and  no  jurisdiction  is  given  by  the 
words  of  the  article.  But  if,  in  any  contro- 
versy depending  in  a  court,  the  cause  should 
depend  on  the  validity  of  such  a  law ,  that 
would  be  a  case  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, to  whioh  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  would  extend."  Cohen  v.  Vir* 
ginia,  6  Wheat  264,  405,  6  L.  ed.  257,  291. 
In  the  same  case.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  de- 
clared a  suit  to  be  the  prosecution  by  a  par^ 
of  some  claim,  demand,  or  request  in  a  court 
of  justice  for  the  purpose  of  beine  put  in  pos- 
session of  a  right  claimed  by  nun  and  ol^ 
which  he  was  deprived.  | 

*  Referring  to  the  provision  defining  the  ju*  • 
dicial  power  of  the  United  States,  the  court 
in  a  subsequent  case  said:  ''This  clause  en- 
ables the  judicial  department  to  receive  ju- 
risdiction to  the  full  extent  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, laws,  and  treaties  of  t^e  United  States, 
when  any  question  respecting  them  shall  as- 
sume such  a  form  that  the  judicial  power  is 
capable  of  acting  on  it  That  power  is  ca- 
pable of  acting  only  when  the  subject  is  sub- 
mitted to  it  by  a  party  who  asserts  his  rights 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  law.  It  then  be- 
comes a  case,  and  the  Constitution  declares 
that  the  judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all 
cases  arising  under  the  Constitution,  laws, 
and  treaties  of  the  United  States."  Os6orti 
V.  Bank  of  United  States,  9  Wheat  738,  819, 
6  L.  ed.  204,  223.  In  Den  ew  dem.  Murray  v. 
Hohoken  Land  d  Improv.  Co.  18  How.  272, 
284,  15  L.  ed.  372,  377,  this  court  said  that 
Congress  can  neither  "withdraw  from  judi- 
cial cognizance  an^  matter  which,  from  its 
nature,  is  the  subject  of  a  suit  at  the  com- 
mon law  or  in  equity  or  admiralty;  nor,  on 
the  other  hand,  can  it  bring  under  the  judi- 
cial power  a  matter  which,  from  its  nature, 
is  not  a  subject  for  judicial  determination.*' 
But  in  the  same  case  it  was  observed  by  Mr. 
Justice  Curtis,  speaking  for  tho  court,  that 
''there  are  matters  involving  public  rights 
which  may  be  presented  in  Auch  fonn  that 
the  judicial  power  is  capable  of  acting  on 
them,  and  which  are  susceptible  of  judicial 
determination,  but  whioh  Congress  iiiHy  or 
may  not  bring  within  the  cogni-un<3e  of  t)ie 
courts  of  the  United  States,  as  it  may  deem 
proper."  Of  like  import  was  the  judgment 
in  Smith  V.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167,  173,  32  L. 
ed.  895,  897,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  566,  in  which 
the  court  said  that  the  terms  "cases"  and 
''controversies"  in  the  Constitution  env 
braced  "the  claims  or  contentions  of  litigaots 
brought  before  the  courts  for  adjudioEition 
by  regular  proceedings  established  for  the 
protection  or  enforcement  of  rights,  or  the 
prevention,  redress,  or  punishment  of 
wrongs." 

The  principles  announced  in  the  above 
cases  are  illustrated  by  the  opinion  pre- 
pared by  Chief  Justice  Taney  for  the  case  of 
Gordon  v.  United  States,  2  Wall.  661,  17  U 
ed.  921,  and  printed  in  117  U.  S.  697,  appx. 
That  ease  was  brought  to  this  court  from 
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the  court  of  elaimn^  and  related  to  a  de- 
mand asserted   against   the  United  States. 
^  The  prinici>pal  <]ueBtion    was  whether  this 
M  court  had  jurisdiction  to  review  the  final  or- 

•  der  niAde  in  the  oourl^below.  The  chief  jus- 
tice died  before  the  case  was  decided,  and  the 
opinion  prepared  by  him  in  recess  was  not 
formally  accepted.  But  if  the  court  ap- 
proved his  views,  as  it  undoubtedly  did,  the 
appeal  was  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that 
Congress  could  not  authorize  or  require  this 
court  to  express  an  opinion  on  a  case  in 
which  its  judicial  power  oould  not  be  exer- 
cised, and  when  its  judgment  would  not  be 
final  and  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  the 
parties.  "The  award  of  execution,"  Chief 
Justice  Taney  said,  "is  a  part,  and  an  essen- 
tiaJ  part,  of  ever^  judgment  passed  by  a 
court  exercising  judicial  power.  It  is  no 
judgment,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term, 
without  it.  Without  such  an  award  the 
judgment  would  be  inoperative  and  nuga^ 
tory,  leaving  the  aggrieved  party  without  a 
remedy.  It  would  be  merely  an  opinion 
which  would  remain  a  dead  letter,  and  witli- 
out  any  operation  upon  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties, unless  Congress  should  at  some  future 
time  sanction  it  and  pass  a  law  authorizing 
the  court  to  carry  its  opinion  into  effect. 
Such  is  not  the  judicial  power  confided  to 
this  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  appellate  ju- 
risdiction ;  yet  it  is  the  whole  power  that  the 
eourt  is  allowed  to  exercise  under  this  act 
of  Congress.'*  In  a  more  recent  case  this 
court  dismissed  an  appeal  from  a  final  order 
made  in  the  court  of  claims  in  virtue  of  a 
particular  statute,  observing:  "Such  a  find- 
ing is  not  made  obligatory  on  the  depart- 
ment to  which  it  is  reported — certainly  not 
so  in  terms,  and  not  so,  as  we  think,  by  any 
necessary  implication.  We  regard  iiie  funo- 
tion  of  the  court  of  claims,  in  such  a  case,  as 
ancillary  and  advisory  only.  The  finding  or 
conclusion  reached  by  that  court  is  not  en- 
forceable by  any  process  of  execution  issuing 
from  the  court,  nor  is  it  made  by  the  statute 
the  final  and  indisputable  basis  of  action, 
either  by  the  department  or  by  Congress.'' 
Be  Sanham,  148  U.  S.  222,  226,  37  L.  ed. 
429,  431,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  577;  Inieratate 
Commerce  Commieeion  v.  Brimaon,  154  U.  S. 
447,  483,  38  L.  ed.  1047,  1059,  4  Intere.  Com. 
Rep.  545,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1125. 

Under  the  principles  established  in  the 
eases  above  cited,  the  objections  urged 
against  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
eUims  and  of  this  court  cannot  be  mainr 
tained,  il  the  present  proceeding  involves  a 
right  which  in  its  nature  is  susceptible  of  ju- 
Sdidal  determination,  aaid  if  the  determina- 

•  lion  of  it  by^the  court  of  claims  and  by  this 
eourt  is  not  simply  ancillary  or  advisory  but 
is  the  final  and  ixtdisputable  basis  of  action 
try  the  parties. 

The  money  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  was  paid  to  the  United  States  by 
Mexico  pursuant  to  the  award  of  the  com- 
mission. That  tribunal  dealt  only  with  the 
two  governments,  had  no  rdations  with 
daimants,  and  could  take  cognizance  only  of 
daims  presented  by  or  through  the  respect- 


ive governments.  No  claimant,  individual 
or  corporate,  was  entitled  to  present  any  de- 
mand or  proofs  directly  to  tne  commlssionL 
No  evidence  could  be  considered  except  such 
as  was  furnished  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  re- 
spective TOvemments.  While  the  daims  of 
individual  citizens  presented  by  thdr  re- 
spective governments  were  to  be  considered 
by  the  commission  in  determining  amounts 
"the  whole  purpose  of  the  convention  was  to 
ascertain  how  mudi  was  due  from  one  gov* 
emment  to  the  other  on  account  of  the  de- 
mands of  thdr  respective  citizens."  And 
"each  government,  when  it  entered  into  the 
compact  under  which  the  awards  were  made, 
relied  on  the  honor  and  good  faith  of  the 
other  for  protection  as  far  as  possible 
a^inst  frauds  and  impositions  by  the  indi- 
vidual daimants."  Frelinghuysen  v.  Key, 
above  cited.  As  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico,  indeed  as  between  the  United 
States  and  American  daimants,  the  money 
recdved  from  Mexico  under  the  award  of  the 
commission  was  in  strict  law  the  property 
of  the  United  States,  and  no  daimant  could 
assert  or  enforce  any  interest  in  it  so  long 
as  the  govermnent  legally  withhdd  it  from 
distribution. 

When  the  La  Abra  Company  asked  the  in* 
tervention  of  the  United  States  it  did  so  on 
the  condition  imposed  by  the  principles  of 
comity  recognized  by  all  civilized  nations, 
that  it  would  act  in  entire  good  faith,  and 
not  put  the  ffovemment  whose  aid  it  sought 
in  the  attitude  of  asserting  against  the  Mezi* 
can  Republic  a  fraudulent  or  fictitious  claim ; 
consequently  the  United  States,  under  its 
duty  to  that  Republic,  was  required  to  with- 
hold any  sum  awarded  and  paid  on  account 
of  Uie  company's  daim,  if  it  appeared  that  ^ 
such  daim  was  of  that  character.  As  be-^ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the^eompany, « 
the  honesty  or  genuineness  of  the  latter's 
claim  was  open  to  inquiry  in  some  appropri* 
ate  mode  for  the  purpose  of  fair  dealing  with 
the  government  against  which  such  daim 
was  made  through  the  United  States.  We 
so  adjudged  in  tiie  Key  Case,  The  United 
States  assumed  the  responsibility  of  preseni- 
hig  the  La  Abra  daim  and  made  it  iits  own  in 
seeking  redress  from  the  Mexican  Republic 
But  from  such  oetion  on  its  part  no  contract 
obligations  arose  with  the  La  Abra  Company 
"to  assume  their  frauds  and  to  collect  on 
their  account  all  that,  by  their  imposition 
of  false  testimony,  might  be  given  in  the 
awards  of  the  commission."  United  Btatee 
e0  reh  Boynton  v.  Blaine,  aixyve  dted. 

These  considerations  make  it  clear  that  the 
act  of  1892  is  not  liable  to  the  objection  that 
it  subjected  to  judicial  determination  a  mat- 
ter committed  by  the  Constitution  to  the  ex- 
clusive control  of  the  President.  The  sub- 
ject was  one  in  which  Congress  had  an  inter- 
est, and  in  respect  to  whidi  it  could  give  di- 
rections by  means  of  a  legislative  enactment. 
Tlie  question  for  the  determination  of  which 
the  present  suit  was  directed  to  be  instituted 
was  whether  the  award  made  by  the  com- 
mission in  respect  to  the  daim  of  the  Ia 
Abra  Company  was  obtained  as  to  the  whole 
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tiun  included  therein  or  as  to  any  part  there- 
of^ by  fraud  effectuated  by  means  of  false 
swearing  or  other  false  and  fraudulent  prac- 
tices on  the  part  of  the  company,  or  its 
agents,  attorneys,  or  assigns.  It  cannot,  we 
think,  be  seriously  disputed  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  fraud  has  or  has  not  been  com- 
mitted in  presenting  or  prosecuting  a  de- 
mand or  claim  before  a  tribunal  having  au- 
thority to  allow  or  disallow  it  is  peculiarly 
judicial  in  its  nature,  and  that  in  ascertain- 
ing the  facts  material  in  such  an  inquiry  no 
means  are  so  effectual  as  those  employed  by 
or  in  a  court  of  justice.  The  executive 
branch  of  the  government  recognized  the  in- 
adequacy for  such  an  investigation  of  any 
means  it  possessed,  and  declared  that  Con- 
gress by  its  "plenary  authority"  ought  not 
only  to  decide  whether  such  an  investigation 
should  be  made,  but  provide  an  adequate  pro- 
•edure  for  its  conduct,  and  prescribe  the  con- 
^  sequences  to  follow  tiierefrom.  The  sugges- 
9  tion  that  the  question  of  fraud  be  committed 
«  to  the  determination  of  a  judicial*  tribunal 
first  came  from  the  executive  branch  of  the 
^vemment.  Undoubtedly  Congress,  having 
in  view  the  honor  of  the  government  and  the 
relations  of  this  country  with  Mexico,  could 
have  determined  the  whole  question  of  fraud 
for  itself,  and  by  a  statute  approved  by  the 
President,  or  which  being  disapproved  by  him 
was  passed  by  the  requisite  constitutional 
vote,  have  directed  the  return  to  Mexico,  the 
other  party  to  the  award,  of  such  moneys  as 
had  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  State.  It  is  also  clear  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  statute  suspending  the  distribu- 
tion of  such  moneys,  the  President  could 
have  ignored  the  charges  of  fraud  and  or* 
dered  th^  distribution  to  proceed  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  treaty  and  the  award. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  Congress  was 
without  power,  no  distribution  havinff  been 
made,  to  control  the  whole  matter  by  plenary 
^eislation. 

It  has  been  adjudged  that  Congress  by 
legislation,  and  so  far  as  the  people  and  au- 
thorities of  the  United  States  are  concerned, 
could  abrogate  a  treaty  made  between  this 
country  and  another  country  which  had  been 
negotiated  by  the  President  and  approved  by 
the  Senate.  Head  Money  Caaee,  112  U.  8. 
680,  599,  8uh  nom.  Bdye  v.  Robertson,  28  L. 
ed.  798,  804,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  247;  Whitney 
T.  Roberteon,  124  U.  8.  190,  194,  31  L.  ed. 
886,  388,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  Chinese  Bs^ 
elusion  Case,  130  U.  S.  581,  600,  sub  nom, 
Chae  Chan  Ping  v.  United  States,  32  L.  ed. 
1068,  1078,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  623;  Fong  Yu/S 
*A%ng  V.  United  States,  149  U.  S.  698,  721,  37 
L.  ed.  906,  915,  13  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  1016.  It 
is  therefore  difficult  to  perceive  any  ground 
upon  which  to  question  its  power  to  make 
the  distribution  of  moneys  in  the  hands 
of  the  Secretary  of  State — representing  in 
that  matter  the  United  States  and  not 
simply  the  President— depend  upon  the  re- 
tnlt  of  a  suit  by  which  the  United  States 
would  be  bound  and  in  which  the  claimants 
to  the  fund  in  question  could  be  heard  as 
parties,  and  which  was  to  be  brought  in  a 


court  of  the  United  States  by  its  authority, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the 
La  Abra  Company,  its  agents  or  assigns,  had 
been  guilty  of  fraud  in  the  matter  of  the 
claim  that  it  procured  to  be  presented  to  the 
commission.  The  act  of  1892  is  to  be  taken 
as  a  recognition,  so  far  as  the  United  States 
is  concerned,  of  the  legal  right  of  the  com- 
pany to  receive  the  moneys  in  question  un-  ^ 
less  it  appeared  upon  judicial  investigation  9 
that  the*United  States  was  entitled,  by  rea-  ? 
son  of  fraud  practised  in  the  interest  of  that 
corporation,  to  withhold  such  moneys  from 
it.  Here,  then,  is  a  matter  subjected  to 
judicial  investigation  in  respect  of  which  the 
parties  assert  rights — the  United  States  in- 
sisting upon  its  right  under  the  principles  of 
international  comity  to  withhold  moneys  re- 
ceived by  it  under  a  treaty  on  account  of  a 
certain  claim  presented  through  it  before  the 
commission  organized  under  that  treaty  in 
the  belief,  superinduced  by  the  claimant,  that 
it  was  an  honest  demand;  the  claimant  in- 
sisting upon  its  absolute  legal  right  under 
the  treaty  and  the  award  of  the  commission, 
independently  of  any  question  of  fraud,  to 
receive  the  money,  and  disputing  the  right 
of  the  United  States  upon  any  ground  to 
withhold  the  sum  awarded.  We  entertain 
no  doubt  these  rights  are  susceptible  of 
judicial  determination  within  the  meaning 
of  the  adjudged  cases  relating  to  the  judicial 
power  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  as 
distinguished  from  the  powers  committed  to 
the  executive  branch  of  the  government. 
It  remains,  in  our  consideration  of  the 

Suestion  of  jurisdiction,  to  inquire  whether 
tie  judgment  authorized  by  the  act  of  1892 
to  be  rendered  would  be  a  final,  conclusive 
determination,  as  between  the  United  States 
and  the  defendants,  of  the  rights  claimed  by 
them  respectively,  or  only  ancillary  or  ad- 
visory. In  our  opinion  the  act  of  Congress 
authorized  a  final  judgment  of  the  former 
character,  and  therefore  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  claims  is  reviewable  by  this  court  ia 
the  exercise  of  its  appellate  judicial  power. 
If  our  judgment  should  be  one  of  aflftimanoe 
then  the  La  Abra  Company,  its  legal  repre- 
sentatives or  assigns,  are  barred  of  all  claim, 
legal  or  equitable,  to  the  money  reoeivied  by 
the  United  States  from  the  Republic  of  Mexi- 
co on  account  of  the  award  of  tiie  commission. 
Such  a  determination  would  rest  upon  the 
broad  ground  that  the  United  States  in  its 
efforts  to  protect  the  alleged  rights  of  an 
American  corporation  had  been  the  victim 
of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  that  corporation, 
its  agents  or  assigns,  and  was  in  law  re-  g. 
lieved  from  any  responsibility  to  that  oor-^ 
poration  touching  the  claim  in  question  *or* 
the  moneys  received  on  account  of  it.  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  this  court  should  find 
that  the  charges  of  fraud  were  not  sustained 
or  were  disproved,  and  reverse  the  decree  of 
the  court  of  claims,  then  it  would  become  the 
absolute  le^al  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  State 
to  proceed  in  the  distribution  of  the  moneys 
in  his  hands  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
award.  It  was  competent  for  Congress  by 
statute  to  impose  that  duty  upon  him,  ana 
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he  could  not  refuM  to  obey  the  mandate  of 
the  law. 

Much  was  8a!d  in  alignment  about  the  in- 
terference by  the  act  of  1892  with  the  dis- 
charge by  tne  President  of  his  constitutional 
functions  in  connection  with  matters  involved 
in  the  relations  between  this  country  and  the 
Republic  of  Mexico.  For  reasons  alreadv 
given  this  contention  cannot  be  sustained. 
It  is  without  support  in  anythlnff  done  or 
said  by  the  eminent  Jurists  who  have  pre- 
sided over  the  Department  of  State  since 
the  controversy  anoee  as  to  the  inte^^ity  of 
claim  made  by  the  La  Abra  Company.  On 
the  contrary,  those  officers  have  uniformly 
insisted  that  the  authority  of  Congress  was 
plenary  to  determine  whether  the  award  in 
respect  of  those  claims  was  procured  by 
fraud  practised  on  the  part  of  that  companyi 
and  whether  in  that  event  the  company 
should  be  barred  of  any  claim  to  the  moneys 
received  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  Up- 
on  this  question  the  legiel&tive  and  executive 
branches  of  the  government  have  acted  in 
perfect  harmony.  The  question  arises  under 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,and  a 
treaty  made  by  the  United  States  with  a  for- 
eign country  is  judicial  in  its  nature,  and 
ome  to  which  the  judicial  power  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  is  expressly  extended.  Both 
branches  of  the  government  were  concerned 
in  the  enactment  subjectinff  that  quesUon  to 
Judicial  determination,  and  it  cannot  prop- 
erly be  said  that  the  President,  by  approving 
the  act  of  1892  or  by  recognizing  its  binding 
force,  surrendered  any  fimction  belonging  to 
him  under  the  supreme  law  of  the  land. 

It  was  also  said  in  argument  that  the  act 
of  Congress  in  some  way — ^not  clearly  de- 
^  lined  bv  counsel — was  inoonsistent  with  the 
9  principles  underlying  international  arbitra- 
•  tion,  a*mode  for  the  settlement  of  disputes 
between  sovereign  states  that  is  now  more 
than  ever  before  approved  by  civilized  na- 
tions. We  miffht  well  doubt  the  soundness 
of  any  conclusion  that  could  be  regarded  as 
weakening  or  tending  to  weaken  the  force 
that  should  be  attached  to  the  finality  of  an 
award  made  by  an  international  tribunal  of 
arbitration.  So  far  from  tiie  act  of  Con- 
gress having  any  result  of  that  character, 
the  effect  of  such  I^slation  is  to  atrengtheti 
the  principle  that  an  award  try  a  tribunal 
acting  under  the  joint  authority  of  two 
countries  is  oondusive  between  the  govern- 
ments concerned,  and  must  be  executed  in 
good  faith  unless  there  be  ground  to  impeach 
ue  integrity  of  the  tribunal  itself.  The  act 
of  1892  is  a  recognition  of  the  principle  that 
^international  arbitration  must  always  pro- 
ceed on  the  highest  principles  of  national 
honor  and  integrity."  Frelinghuyaen  v.  Key, 
above  cited.  By  that  act  the  United  States 
declares  that  its  citizens  shall  not  through 
its  agency  reap  the  fruits  of  a  fraudulent  de- 
mand which  they  have  induced  it  to  assert 
againat  another  country.  Such  legislation 
is  an  assurance  in  the  most  solemn  iumI  bind- 
ing form  that  the  government  of  this  coun- 
try will  exert  all  &e  power  it  possesses  to 
enforce  good  faith  upon  the  part  of  citizens 
who«  alleging  that  tney  have  been  wronged 


by  the  authorities  of  another  country, 
the  intervention  of  their  governmen/t  to  ob> 
tain  redress. 

We  hold  that  the  act  of  1892  is  not  ubooop 
stitutional  upon  any  of  the  gprounds  adverted 
to;  that  the  court  of  claima  had  jurisdiction 
to  render  the  decree  in  question;  that  such 
decree,  xmless  reversed,  is  binding  upon  the 
parties  to  this  cause;  and  that  this  court,  la 
the  exercise  of  its  appellate  power,  has  au- 
thority to  re-examine  that  decree  and  make 
such  order  or  give  such  direction  as  may  be 
consistent  with  law. 

III.  The  court  of  claims  did  not  make  a 
finding  of  facts.    It  is  therefore  contended 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  that  the  ap- 
peal provided  for  by  the  act  of  1802  does  not 
authorize  a  re-examination  of  the  evidence^ 
as  in  equity  cases  generally;  and  that  the 
present  case   comes    within    the   rule   pr^ 
scribed  by  this  court  under  the  authority  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  18G3,  12  Stat  at  L.  766,^ 
chap.  92  (Rev.  Stat.  (708),  providing  that^ 
in*connection  with  any  final  judgment  ren-* 
dered  in  the  court  of  claims  there  shall  be  a 
findinp^  of  facts. 

In  its  opinion  on  the  demurrer  to  the  bill 
the  court  of  claims  said :  "The  directions  of 
the  statute  [the  act  of  1892]  as  to  the  char> 
acter  of  the  decree  seem  to  be  without  doubt, 
and  as  the  court  in  the  trial  of  the  cause  is 
in  the  exercise  of  equity  powers,  it  would 
find  no  difficulty  in  entering  such  a  decree  as 
will  carnr  out  the  purpose  of  the  statute.'* 
29  Ct  CI.  432,  452.  In  its  opinion  on  the 
final  hearing  of  the  case  the  court  below 
said:  "This  being  a  proceeding  in  equity, 
this  court  is  not  called  upon  to  settle  the 
facts  by  the  finding  of  ultimate  facts  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Supreme  Court,  but  the 
whole  record  is  transmitted  to  thiit  oour^ 
and  the  case  is  to  be  determined  in  the  Su- 

J»reme  Court  upon  the  law  as  it  shall  be  ad- 
udged  aord  upon  the  facte  as  they  shall  be 
found  by  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
That  would  be  so  in  a  case  of  this  kind  aris- 
ing under  the  ordinar]^  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  claims,  but  it  is  especially  true 
from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  giving  us 
the  special  Jurisdiction  to  determine  the  is- 
sues of  this  proceeding.  The  statute  pro> 
vides  for  a  decree,  and  not  for  a  money  judg- 
ment." After  citing  Harvey  v.  United 
States,  105  U.  S.  671,  26  L.  ed.  1206,  the 
court  continued:  "All  the  testimony  beine 
before  the  Supreme  Court  for  the  purpose  <S 
settling  ultimate  facts  from  such  testimony, 
we  have  confined  the  limits  of  this  opinion 
to  questions  of  law  and  the  determination  of 
the  ultimate  fact,  which  is  whether  the  com- 
pany was  compelled  to  abandon  its  mines  be- 
cause of  the  acts  of  the  people  of  Mexico  and 
the  Mexican  authorities."  32  Ct.  CI.  462, 
515,  516. 

In  our  judgment  the  court  of  claims  prop- 
erly interpreted  the  act  of  1892.  While 
that  act  does  not,  in  express  words,  direct 
the  Attomev  General  to  mstitirte  a  suit  "in 
equity"  or  declare  that  this  court  on  appeal 
should  re-examine  the  entire  case  on  both 
law  and  facts,  a  suit  of  that  character  was 
contemplated  when    Congress    invested  th« 
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etmrt  of  daims   with   full  juriBdiction   to 

make  "all   interlocutory   and   final   decrees 

^  therein  as  the  eridenoe  may  warrant,  aocord- 

8  ing  to  the  principles  of  equity  and  justice, 

7  aiM  to  enforce  the  same  bT*mjunction  or  any 

S roper  final  process,"  and  gave  either  party 
be  right  to  appeal  to  this  court  from  the 
final  decision  within  ninety  days  "from  the 
rendition  of  such  final  decree/'  This  oon- 
etruction  is  not  inconeistent  with  the  direc- 
tion that  the  court  of  claims  should  in  all 
respects  proceed  in  tlie  suit  brought  by  the 
Attorney  General  "according  to  law  and  the 
rules  of  said  court,  so  far  as  the  same  are 
■applicable/'  and  that  the  appeal  from  its 
final  decree  should  be  taken  "under  the  rules 
<d  practice  which  govern  appeals  from  said 
«ourt."  Looking  at  the  words  of  the  act  of 
1892  and  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  import- 
ant questions  involved  in  any  suit  brought 
finder  it,  we  cannot  suppose  that  Congrow 
intended  to  relieve  this  oonrt  from  the  re- 
eponsibility  of  determining  for  itself  aiid  up- 
on its  own  view  of  all  the  evidence  what  were 
the  ultimate  facts  bearing  upon  the  inquiry 
as  to  the  alleged  fraud  in  bringing  about  the 
award  in  question.  The  present  proceeding, 
we  think,  comes  within  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  Harvey  v.  United  Statee,  105  U. 
6.  671.  601,  26  L.  ed.  1206,  1213,  where  it 
was  said  that  the  rule  in  regard  to  findings 
of  fact  in  the  oourt  of  claims  had  no  refer- 
ence to  a  case  "of  equity  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred in  a  special  case  ij  a  special  act"  in 
which  "this  court  must  review  the  facts  and 
the  law  as  in  other  cases  in  equity,  appealed 
from  other  courts."  This  principle  was  ap- 
proved and  applied  in  United  States  v.  Old 
Settlers,  148  U.  S.  427,  428,  465,  87  L.  ed. 
Z09,  523,  13  Sup.  Ot  Bep.  650. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  provid- 
ed for  in  the  act  of  1802  was  one  under 
which  it  is  our  duty  to  determine  the  ri^ts 
of  the  parties  as  in  a  case  in  equity.  TChe 
provision  in  the  ftct  expressly  empowering 
the  court  below  in  the  event  it  was  found 
that  the  award  in  question  was  fraudulently 
obtained  as  to  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
sum  included  therein  by  the  La  Abra  Com- 
pany, to  bar  and  foreclose  all  claims  in  law 
or  equity  on  its  part,  together  with  the  pro- 
vision authorizing  the  court  to  render  such 
interlocutory  and  final  decrees  as  the  evi- 
dence may  warrant,  according  to  the  princi- 
ples of  equity  and  justice,  and  to  enforce  the 
same  by  injunction,  imjK>rts  such  jurisdic- 
^  tion  in  the  court  of  claims  as  may  be  ordi- 
'$  narily  exercised  by  courts  of  equity  as  dis- 
*  tinffuished  from  courts  of  law,*  and  as  enti- 
flea  that  court  to  send  up  the  entire  evidence 
for  examination  here. 

IV.  We  come  now  to  consider  in  the  light 
of  all  the  evidence  whether  the  award  in 
question  was  obtained  by  fraud  effectuated 
by  means  of  false  swearing  or  other  false  and 
fraudulent  practices  on  the  part  of  the  La 
Abra  Company,  its  agents,  attorneys,  or  as- 


view  of  the  exceptional  character  of  the 

,  and  that  there  may  be  no  ground  to 

misapprehend  the  basis  upon  which  our  de- 
will  rest,  we  deem  it  appropriate  to  set 


forth  in  this  opinion  the  principal  faett  bear- 
inff  on  the  issue  of  fraud. 

In  its  memorial  presented  to  the  conmiis- 
sion  through  the  United  States,  the  La  Abra 
Company  referred  to  the  mines  in  Mexico  ol 
whicui  it  asserted  ownership  as  being  of  ex- 
traordinary richness  and  historical  interest. 

It  was  stated  in  the  memorial  that  after 
becoming  the  proprietor  of  those  mines  the 
company  with  all  possible  despatch  proceeded 
to  the  working  of  them,  and  to  that  end  sent 
intelligent  agents  to  Mexico,  employed 
miners,  machinists,  and  laborers,  purchased 
mules,  equipments,  provisions,  the  best  and 
most  improved  machinery,  which  were  trans- 
ported on  the  backs  of  mules  to  the  mines  at 
heavy  cost,  and  incurred  other  expenses 
necessary  to  the  most  extensive  and  success- 
ful workiuff  of  the  property;  that  they  ex- 
pended in  the  purchase  of  the  mines  and  in 
their  working  the  simiof  $303 ,000,  and  as  the 
result  of  this  large  expenditure  were  getting 
out  a  large  amount  of  the  richest  ore  ana 
were  in  the  act  of  realizing  the  extraordinary 
profit  of  $1,000,000  per  annum  when,  by  rea- 
son of  unf  riendly  and  illegal  acts  of  the  Mexi- 
can officials,  they  were  compelled  to  abandon 
their  mines,  all  their  macninery  and  other 
propertv,  and  over  a  thousand  tons  of  ore 
obtained  by  the  company  from  the  mines; 
that  intense  prejudice  was  constantlv  mani- 
fested by  the  civil  and  military  authorities 
and  by  the  Mexican  populace  against  all 
Americans,  and  especially  a^gainst  those  en- 
gaged in  mining,  this  prejudice  being  in- 
tensified by  the  belief  that  the  United  Stotes 
intended  to  annex  Durango,  Sinaloa,  and^ 
other  states  to  its  territory,  and  that  the  La§ 
*Abra  Company  vras  assisting  in  that  pur-* 
pose ;  that  the  property  of  the  company  and 
the  persons  and  the  lives  of  employees  were 
threatened  by  the  authorities  and  the  peo- 
ple, and  its  superintendent  was  arrested 
without  having  given  cause  for  ofiTense,  and 
fined  and  imprisoned  without  trial  and  with* 
out  being  informed  of  any  offense;  that  when 
he  applied  to  the  authoritieB,  civil  and  mili- 
tary, m  Durango  and  Sinaloa  for  protection, 
his  request  was  harshly  refused,  and  acts 
of  violence,  encouraged  by  the  authorities, 
were  committed  against  the  property  and 
employees  of  the  company,  which  so  alarmed 
the  employees  that  it  was  impossible  to  keep 
them  at  work;  that  the  authorities  repeated- 
ly seized  its  mule  trains  loaded  witli  pro- 
visions and  appropriated  the  same  to  their 
^  use,  and  large  quantities  of  ore  from  the 
mines  were  taken  from  the  company,  its  em- 
ployees being  deterred  by  threats  from  re- 
sisting such  spoliation;  that  things  finally 
got  to  such  a  pass  that  an  employee  of  the 
company  in  charge  of  one  of  its  trains  was 
killed  by  the  Liberal  forces  and  the  train 
seized,  and  that  was  made  matter  of  boast 
by  the  Mexican  officials,  and  the  authorities 
at  San  Dimas  openly  avowed  their  purpose 
to  drive  out  all  American  mining  companies 
and  get  their  property;  that  the  one  motive 
of  this  persecution  was  to  compel  the  com- 
pany to  leave,  and  thus  permit  the  Mexicans 
to  obtain  possession  of  their  valuable  prop- 


184 


20  SUPBEMS  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  TibBM» 


erty;  and  that  from  such  peraeeution,  out- 
rages, and  insecuritj  it  became  impossible 
for  the  company  to  work  the  mines  and  they 
were  abandoned  as  stated,  such  enforced 
abandonment  utterly  ruining  the  company. 
The  memorial  concluded  by  alleging  that 
when  the  company  acquired  the  Xa  Abra 
mines,  though  they  were  of  inmiense  rich- 
ness, it  was  impossible  from  their  neglected 
state  to  extract  ores  except  by  heavy  expend- 
itures; that  in  connection  with  the  princi- 
pal mines  were  buildings  of  great  cost  and 
other  permanent  structures,  but  owing  to  the 
abandoned  condition  of  the  mines  they  were 
of  no  present  value;  that  the  large  expend- 
itures made  by  the  company  at  the  mines 
gave  a  very  great  value  to  them  and  to  the 
buildings  and  other  permanent  structures, 
S  and  they  became  and  were  of  the  value  of 
?  $1,000,000;  that  the  company  was  obliged  to 
abandon  1,000  tons  of  silver  ore  already  ex- 
tracted, worth  $600,000,  which  it  was  impos- 
sible for  them  to  bring  away,  and  which  upon 
the  abiuulonment  of  Uie  mines,  were  carried 
off  by  the  Mexicans  and  lost  to  the  company  -, 
that  when  such  abandonment  occurred  the 
company  was  extracting  large  quantities  of 
ore,  and  the  profits  would  have  been  great 
if  it  had  been  permitted  to  work  them ;  that 
the  company  estimated  its  clear  annual  prof- 
its which  it  could  have  obtained  from  the 
mines  at  $1,000,000  per  annum;  that  in  ad- 
dition to  che  expenditures  in  the  mines  as 
aforesaid,  the  company  had  expended  $30,- 
000  in  conducting  its  business ;  and  that  the 
mines  and  the  improvements  and  machinery 
therein  had  become  wholly  lost  to  the  com- 
pany, and  its  losses  and  disimages  because  of 
the  enforced  abandonment  were  $3,000,030. 
The  memorial  also  stated  that  the  com- 
pany had  never  received  any  indemnity  for 
its  claim,  and  its  prayer  was  for  an  award 
against  the  Mexican  government  for  its 
damages,  with  interest  thereon. 

It  may  be  here  observed  that  this  memorial 
contained  no  hint  or  intimation  that  the 
abandonment  by  the  company  of  mining 
operations  in  Mexico  was  due  in  any  degree 
to  its  inability  or  failure  to  supply  the  money 
necessary  for  the  development  of  its  prop- 
erty and  to  meet  the  expenses  of  mining 
operations. 

That  the  La  Abra  Company  ceased  to  work 
its  mines  in  Mexico  and  practically  aban- 
doned them  is  undoubtedly  tnieu  But  is  it  true 
that  they  did  so  in  coneequenoe  of  violence 
and  outrages  committed  against  it  by  the 
public  authorities  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico? 
Xne  United  States  insists  upon  a  negative 
answer  to  this  question.  It  contends  that 
the  company  ceased  to  work  its  mines  and 
abandoned  its  property  for  reasons  wholly 
disconnected  from  anything  done  or  omitted 
to  be  done  by  the  authorities  of  Mexico,  and 
asserts  that  the  La  Abra  Company  suspended 
operations  in  that  oounrtry,  not  only  because 
of  want  of  funds  necessary  to  develop  its 
property,  but  because  of  the  belief  of  stock- 
A  holders  that  the  mines  were  not  of  sufficient 
1  value  to  justify  a  larger  expenditure  of 
•  money  ;*and  that  it  was  a  pure  afterthought 


to  attempt  by  the  agency  of  the  United  Statea 
to  fasten  upon  Mexico  responsibility  for  the 
losses  incurred  by  the  company  in  the  aban- 
donment of  its  mining  property. 

The  connection  of  the  La  Abra  Compaor 
with  these  mines  may  be  briefly  stated  as  fol- 
lows: In  1865  one  Hardy  went  to  the  city  of 
New  York  for  the  purpose  of  selling  mining 
property  in  Mexico  which  he  claimed  to  own 
or  control  and  which  constitutes  part  of  the 
property  now  in  question.  He  there  met  a 
person  named  Qarth  and  exhibited  to  him 
some  specimens  of  ore  which  he  stated  were 
taken  from  that  property.  Among  those 
whose  attention  had  been  called  to  those  mines 
— precisely  at  what  time  or  in  what  way 
does  not  appear — was  a  person  named  Barth- 
olow.  Garth  and  Bartholow  were  sent  to 
Mexico  by  New  York  capitalists  to  examine 
the  minea.  They  were  accompanied  by  Har- 
dy and  were  joined  by  one  who  was  reputed 
to  be  a  California  mining  expert,  named 
Griffith.  The  party  arrived  at  the  mines 
near  Tayoltita,  Mexico,  in  June,  186*5.  In 
his  deposition  taken  June  22,  18/4,  Bartho- 
low stated  that  after  examining  the  proper- 
ty several  mines  with  their  improvements 
were  purchased  from  the  owners,  Don  Juao 
Castillo  de  Valle  and  Ygnacio  Manjarrez,  at 
the  prioe  of  $57,000,  gold  ooin.  Twenty- two 
twenty-fourths  of  the  La  Abra  mine,  lying 
immediately  contieuoua  to  the  mines,  pur- 
chased from  de  '^le  and  Manjarrez,  were 
purchased  from  Hardy  and  one  Luce,  at  the 
price  of  $22,000,  gold  coin.  In  the  same  dep- 
osition Bartholow  stated:  "We  then  re- 
ported said  purchases,  and  all  the  facts  ex- 
actly as  the^  existed  there,  to  said  gentle- 
men, capitalists,  all  of  whom  were  intimaito 
acqiiaintances,  and  some  of  them  personal 
friends  and  relatives  of  eaid  Garth  and  my- 
self, and  thereupon  they  formed  said  Abra 
Silver  Mining  Company,  and  organized  the 
same  under  Sie  gexMral  mining  Taws  of  the 
stato  of  New  York,  to  work  said  mines  in 
Mexioo,  which  organization  was  perfected  on 
the  eighteenth  day  of  November,  1865,  and 
said  mines  and  haciendas  were  duly  con- 
veyed to  said  company  by  said  Garth  and 
myself,  we  being  amongst  the  very  laig-o 
est  stockholders  of  the  same.  .  .  .  After  $ 
receiving  the  legal  titles  to  all  of^said  prop-  * 
erty,  as  we  did,  without  any  reserved  inter- 
est to  said  former  owners,  the  said  Garth 
immediately  returned  to  New  York,  and  I 
proceeded  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  Cal- 
ifornia, and  I  there  purchased,  for  and  in  the 
^lame  of  said  company,  as  the  same  had 
been  determined  upon  by  said  Garth  and  my- 
self, a  tenrstamp  mill,  and  other  machinery 
and  modem  appliances  for  running  or 
working  the  eame  at  said  mines;  and  I  also 
purchased  provisions  and  supplies  of  every 
kind  and  description  needed  by  the  officers 
and  employees,  which  could  not  be  purchased 
to  advantage  in  Mexioo,  and  I  shipped  the 
same  to  the  port  of  Mazatlan,  Sinaloa^  by 
steamships  and  sailing  vessels,  and  from 
there  said  machinery  and  supplies  were 
transported  bv  mule  trains,  over  the  moun- 
tains of  Sinaloa  and  Durango,  to  the  said 
hacienda  of  La  Abra  Company,  San  Nicolas, 
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ii«ar  to  Tayoltita,  and  I  oonuneztoed,  «b  su- 
perintendent, tiie  work  of  erecting  a  mill 
Doiue  for  eaid  Atam^  mill,  a  new  nacienda 
adjoining  the  old  hacienda,  San  Nicolas,  oui- 
houses  for  officers  and  employees,  and  the 
openinff  of  said  mines,  with  general  prepara- 
tions for  carrying  on  said  mining  enter- 
prise on  a  large  scale,  as  was  anticipated  by 
said  stockholders.  In  the  meantime  the 
said  Garth  and  myself  had  reported  to  said 
stockholders  at  New  York  our  entiro  ac- 
tion and  conduct  in  the  matter  of  said  pur- 
chases and  preparations,  which  reports  were 
accepted  and  ruUy  approved  by  said  stodc- 
holders,  who,  upon  the  organization  ol  said 
company,  appointed  me  as  their  first  super- 
intendent of  their  said  mining  operations, 
and  requested  me  to  remain  as  such  superinr 
iendent  until  said  works  were  fairly  started 
and  in  successful  operation.  I  had  already 
requested  said  stockholders,  and  subsequent- 
ly the  company,  alter  its  organization,  to 
appoint  a  superintendent  to  relieve  me,  as 
my  business  in  St.  Louis  was  of  |^eater  im- 
portance to  me  than  my  interest  in  the  min- 
ing enterprise.  My  successor  was  appointed 
and  relieved  me  at  said  mines  in  the  month 
of  May,  1866." 

The  successor  of  Bartholow  as  superin* 
tendent  in  char^o  of  the  mining  property 
was  Colonel  Julian  A.  De  Lagnd,  formerly 
^  an  officer  in  the  army  of  the  united  States. 
H  He  had  had  no  experience  in  mining,  but 
•  was  recognized  by  all-^nd  properly,  ac- 
eording  to  the  evidence  in  this  record — as  a 
gentleman  of  integrity  and  force  of  charac- 
ter. He  left  New  York  for  the  mines  in 
March,  1866«  and  arrived  there  in  April  of 
that  year.  He  discharged  the  duties  of  su- 
perintendent for  about  one  year  and  until 
the  spring  of  1867,  and  was  succeeded  by  a 
person  named  Exall.  The  latter  remained 
in  charge  of  the  mines  until  about  March  or 
April,  1868,  when  he  abandoned  the  proper- 
ty and  returned  to  New  York,  and  all  work 
at  the  mines  ceased.  When  Exall  left  Mex- 
ico for  New  York,  the  property  was  placed 
hv  him  in  charge  of  one  Granger.  The  prin- 
cipai  witnesses  before  the  otmmiission  on  be- 
half of  the  La  Abra  Company  were  Bartho- 
low and  Exall.  The  company  did  not  take 
the  testimony  of  De  Lagnel,  givinj^  as  a  rea- 
son for  not  doing  so  the  in^ossibility  of  «•- 
eertainin^  his  whereabouts.  That  excuse  is 
not  sustained  by  the  record  before  us. 

During  the  entire  period  when  Bartholow, 
De  Lagnel,  and  Exall  were  respectively  su- 
perint^idents  at  the  mines,  (}arth  was  the 
executive  officer  and  manager  of  the  affairs 
of  the  company  at  the  city  of  New  York,  rep- 
resenting it  in  all  correspondence  with  the 
different  superintendents.  Whatever  omis- 
sions of  duty  were  fairly  chargeable  against 
the  Mexican  authorities  in  respect  of  the 
eompany's  property  necessarily  occurred  aft- 
er Bartiiolow  took  charge  at  the  mines  and 
before  Exall  returned  to  New  York.  Dur- 
ing that  period  of  about  three  years  there 
was  a  regular  correspondence  by  letter  be- 
tween the  respective  superintendents  and 
Oartii  in  his  capacity  as  representative  of  the 
eompany   at   its  chief   office  in  New  York. 


Neither  the  oommissioners  nor  the  umpirt 
had  those  letters  before  them  when  the  Ia 
Abra  claim  was  examined  by  them.  After 
the  award  in  question,  the  letter-impression 
book  in  which  the  letters  or  reports  of  the 
superintendents  were  originally  copied  was 
discovered  by  Mexico  and  brought  by  its  dip- 
lomatic representatives  to  the  attention  of 
the  Department  of  State.  Of  l&e  identity 
of  that  book,  as  containing  the  correspond- 
ence between  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company  and  its  several  superintendents  at  g, 
the  mines,  no  doubt  can  exist,  although  it  is  ^ 
insisted  that  some  letters  do*not  now  appear  • 
in  the  book  that  were  once  in  it.  It  was,  we 
suppose,  principally  the  evidence  furnished 
by  that  correspondence  that  induced  Secre- 
tary Evarts  to  report  to  the  President  that 
the  honor  of  the  United  Stages  required  that 
the  La  Abra  claim  should  be  further  inves- 
tigated in  order  to  ascertain  whether  its 
government  had  not  been  induced  to  oiforoe 
against  a  friendly  power  claims  of  American 
citizens  based  upon  or  exaggerated  by  fraud 
and  false  swearing. 

That  there  was  before  the  commission 
some  evidence  which,  uncontradicted  or  un- 
explained, tended  to  support  the  allegations 
of  outrage,  violence,  and  neglect  of  duty  on 
the  part  of  Mexican  authorities  may  be  ad- 
mitted. That  evidence  came  largely  from 
Bartholow  and  Exall.  But  it  is  manifest 
that  the  umpire  could  not  possibly  have 
reached  the  conclusion  he  did  in  respect  to 
the  La  Abra  claim  if  the  letter  book,  giving 
detailed  accounts  from  time  to  time  of  aU 
that  occurred  at  the  mines  while  in  charge 
of  Bartholow,  De  Lagnel,  and  Exall,  had 
been  in  evidence  when  he  rendered  his  de- 
cision. The  reports  made  by  the  company's 
superintendents  as  to  the  management  of  the 
property  and  of  what  occurred  at  the  mines  are 
utterly  inconsistent  with  the  statement  that 
the  company's  abandonment  of  mining  opera- 
tions and  of  its  property  vras  in  consequence 
of  the  misconduct  and  violence  of  the  Mexi- 
can authorities.  Placing  this  letter  book  be- 
side the  evidence  adduced  before  the  commis- 
sion and  the  umpire  by  the  La  Abra  Com- 
pany, it  is  clear  that  the  material  transao- 
tions  and  incidents  which  the  company's  wit- 
nesses before  the  commission  detailed  as  es- 
tablishing the  charge  against  the  Mexican 
authorities  were  misstated  or  grossly  ex- 
aggerated. It  now  appears  that  much  of  the 
evidence  upon  which  the  oommission  must 
have  rested  its  conclusion  was  wholly  with- 
out foundation  and  had  its  oriffin  in  a 
fraudulent  purpose  or  plan  to  make  it  ap- 
pear that  tiie  public  authorities  of  Mexico 
were  chargeable  with  a  responsibility  that 
could  not  fairly  or  justly  be  imputed  to  them. 

Let  us  see  how  far  this  general  statement 
is  justified  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  the 
present  case  when  examined  in   connection 
with  the  testimony  brought  before  the  eom^  m 
mission.  § 

^In  the  memorial  presented  by  the  company  • 
through  the  Unitea    States    the    principal 
specification  of  the  outrages  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  Mexican  authorities 
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WEB  that  "one  of  the  personnel  of  the  com- 
pany, in  charge  of  one  of  its  trains,  was 
opcaoly  killed  by  the  Liberal  forces,  and  the 
train  seized^  and  that  was  made  matter  of 
boast  by  the  Mexican  officials,  and  the  au- 
thorities  at  San  Dimas  openly  avowed  their 
purpose  to  drive  out  all  American  mining 
companies  and  get  their  property."  The 
particular  matter  here  referred  to  was  that 
of  the  killing  during  the  superintendency  of 
Bartholow  of  William  Grove,  an  employee  of 
the  company.  We  have  already  referred  to 
the  deposition  of  Bartholow  taken  June  22, 
1874.  It  seems  that  prior  to  that  date  the 
Mexican  government  had  taken  the  deposi- 
tion or  affidavit  of  Pio  Quinto  Nunez  and 
Cepomuceno  Manjarraz.  Nunez,  who  re- 
sided in  the  district  where  the  mines  were 
situated,  among  other  things  testified  ''that 
it  is  not  true  that  these  Americans  aban- 
doned their  enterprise  on  account  of  the  acts 
of  Mexican  officials,  and  that  it  is  equally  false 
that  either  the  civil  or  militarv  authorities, 
or  the  inhabitants  of  the  district,  made  any 
prejudicial  opposition  to  them,  as  they  have 
alleged  they  did;  that  the  deponent  has  never 
seen  or  heard  it  said  that  any  superintendent 
was  imprisoned,  and  much  less  does  he  be- 
lieve that  such  superintendent  complained 
to  the  civil  or  military  authorities  in  Dur- 
ango  and  Sinaloa^  and  was  denied  the  pro- 
tection thus  solicited;  that  he  has  never 
known  that  the  authorities  have  counte- 
nanced acts  of  violence  against  the  interests 
and  employees  of  the  company;  that  it  ia 
false  that  the  authorities,  as  the  company  al- 
lege, took  possession  of  their  mules  and  pro- 
'  visions  and  appropriated  the  same  to  their 
own  use;  that  the  company  never  had  any 
ore  taken  from  them,  as  they  affirm,  since 
that  which  they  took  out  of  their  mines  still 
exists,  as  before  stated;  nor  have  their  em- 
ployees ever  been  threatened  by  any  Mexi- 
can with  intention  to  rob  them;  that  the 
eompany  has  no  reason  to  complain,  in  any 
way,  against  Mexico,  because  they  did  not 
2;  abandon  their  operations  on  account  of  the 
^  Mexicans,  but  because  they  themselves  did 
*  n.ot  understand  how  to  carry  on  the*working 
of  the  mines,  as  is  proved  by  the  unproduc- 
tive nuumer  in  which  they  worked;  tha/t  this 
is  the  cause  of  their  abandonment,  and  not,  as 
they  say,  from  any  want  of  security;  that  the 
reparation  which  the  company  claims  of 
Mexico  is  not  founded  in  justice,  because  the 
allegations  upon  which  it  is  based  are  false." 
Manjarrez,  residing  in  the  same  district,  tes- 
tified to  the  same  effect. 

Now,  when  Bartholow'e  deposition  was 
taken  in  1874,he  was  asked  whetiier  the  state- 
ments made  by  Nunez  and  Manjarrez  and 
other  witnesses  for  Mexico  were  true.  He 
answered  in  the  negative,  saying  they  were 
wholly  untrue.  In  response  to  an  inquiry 
as  to  the  circumstances  of  the  murder  of  one 
of  the  employees  of  the  company  in  charge 
of  mule  trains  or  supplies,  he  then  testified: 
"His  name  was  William  Grove;  he  was  one 
of  my  most  valued  employees ;  he  was  mur- 
dered betweeil  the  town  of  San  Ignacio  and 
Tayoltita;  I  afterwards  recovered  his  body; 


it  was  badly  mutilated  by  ffunshot  wounds,, 
evidently  produced  by  a  volley  of  musketry. 
This  occurred  in  January  or  February,  1866. 
At  the  time  of  the  murder  Mr.  Grove  was  in 
the  employ  of  the  Abra  Company  as  quarter- 
master, and  was  intrusted  with  the  charge 
of  one  of  our  mule  trains,  used  for  trans- 

Sortation  of  supplies.  Mr.  Grove  was  mur*^ 
ered  by  soldiers  of  the  Republican  army^ 
The  train  that  was  the  special  charge  of  Mr- 
Grove  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  mili- 
tary authorities^  with  its  entire  outfit  and 
supplies,  all  of  which  were  totally  lost  to  the- 
Abra  Company.  The  mule  trains  owned 
and  worked  by  the  company,  at  that  time, 
were  three  in  number,  aggregating  about  ISO- 
mules;  the  train  so  taken  was  one  of  the- 
three  here  mentioned." 

This  was  a  very  imposing  statement  iifr 
support  of  the  charge  in  the  company's  me- 
morial as  to  the  murder  of  one  of  its  em- 
ployees and  the  seizure  of  its  property  by^ 
the  Mexican  authorities.  But  the  charge 
had  no  foundation  in  fact,  if  Bartholow's  ac- 
count of  the  affair  as  contained  in  his  report 
made  to  the  company  when  all  the  circum- 
stances were  fresh  in  his  mind  was  true. 
In  his  report  to  Garth  as  the  representative^ 
of  the  La  Abra  Company,  of  March  7,^ 
1866, — ^which* report  appears  in  the  letter* 
book  above  referred  to, — ^he  said:  "In  my 
last  letter  I  informed  you  that  one  of  my  em- 
ployees^  Wm.  Grove,  Esq.,  formerly  of  Saline 
county,  Miesourif  was  mieeing  ,and  I  feared 
had  been  waylaid  and  murdered ;  since  then 
my  worst  fears  have  been  realized,  for  alter 
a  search  of  two  weeks  his  body  was  found 
buried  in  the  sand  on  the  bank  of  the  Piastla 
river,  some  10  miles  above  the  mouth  of  Can- 
dalaro  creek«  near  where  he  had  been  mur- 
dered. At  the  time  of  the  discovery  of  the 
body  it  was  in  such  an  advanced  state  of  de- 
composition that  it  was  impossible  to  ascer- 
tain the  manner  in  which  he  had  been  killed. 
His  mule,  pistol,  and  clothing  have  not  yet 
been  found;  the  mule  is,  however,  likely  to 
turn  up«  as  it  had  our  hacienda  brand  IT. 
S.'  on  the  left  shoulder.  These  facts  were 
promptly  laid  before  the  commander  of  the 
Liberal  troops  at  San  Ignacio,  Senor  D. 
Jesus  Vega,  who  took  great  interest  in  the 
matter  and  promised  to  use  all  the  means 
in  his  power  to  discover  the  murderers  and 
bring  them  to  justice,  and  he  has  had  arrest- 
ed and  plaeea  in  confinement  two  men 
charged  with  the  crime,  and  his  soldiers  are 
in  pursuit  of  the  third.  These  we  are  as- 
sured will  be  tried  by  court  martial,  and  if 
found  guilty  will  be  summarily  executed. 
Mr.  Grove,  I  think,  lost  his  life  by  impru- 
dence in  talking;  he  had  resided  in  Mexico 
for  six  or  seven  years,  spoke  the  language 
quite  fiuently,  and  ought  to  have  understood 
the  character  of  the  people.  I  had  nominal- 
ly purchased  a  train  of  pack  mules  in  Mr. 
Grove's  name«  and  sent  him  to  San  Ig^aclo 
to  obtain  a  permit  for  them  to  pack  tor  me, 
and  a  guarantee  that  they  would  not  be 
taken  by  the  army;  he  succeeded  in  getting 
these  documents  and  was  on  his  way  home 
to  take  possession  of  the  mulc.^  and  start 
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them  to  packing;  be  passed  the  nigiii  pre- 
tIoub  to  bis  death  at  the  house  of  one  Meli- 
iaa,  at  Techamate^  the  place  whei*e  you  will 
recollect  we  stopped  for  dinner  on  our  first 
trip  upj  where  we  had  quite  a  quantity  of 
watermelons.  This  man  Meliton  had  a  bad 
reputation,  was  some  years  ago  convicted  of 
murder  and  robbery  and  sentenced  to  be  exe- 
^  eated,  but  got  clear  by  bribery.  Grorc  told 
H  this  man  of  his  purchase  of  the  pack  train, 

•  and  that  he  was  to* pay  $4,000  for  it,  and 
was  on  his  way  to  take  possessirm  of  it  and 
start  it  to  work,  thus  leaving  the  impression 
that  he  had  this  sum  of  money  with  him. 
Now,  while  I  do  not  think  that  Meliton  oom- 
mitted  the  murder,  I  have  no  doubt  of  his 
having  planned  it  and  arranged  for  it  to  be 
done,  and  the  imprudence  of  Mr.  G.  in  tell- 
ing this  man  the  circumstances  above  men- 
tioned, in  my  opinion,  was  the  cause  which 
led  to  his  muraer,  which  was  affected  be- 
tween Techamate  and  Tenohuguilita,  about 
midway  between  the  two  plaoea."  In  a  sub- 
sequent report  to  Garth  under  date  of  April 
10,  1866,  he  said:  "I  wrote  you  fully  in  my 
last  letter  detailing  the  circumstancee  of  the 
murder  of  Williams  Grove  and  the  finding 
of  his  body.  Since  then  1)he  Liberal  author* 
ities  have  taken  the  matter  in  hand  and  ar- 
rested one  of  the  murderers  at  this  place. 
The  villain  was  actually  m  our  employ^ 
doubtless  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
when  an-  opportunity  should  offer  to  waylay 
and  murder  another  of  our  men  if  the  pros- 
pect for  plunder  was  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  risk.  When  the  officers  arrested  him  I 
had  him  conveyed  to  the  blacksmith  shop 
and  securely  ironed.  The  next  day  be  was 
eonveyed  to  San  Ignacio  and  thenoe  to  Co- 
sala,  where  he  was  tried.  We  failed  to  oon- 
Tict  bim  for  the  murder  of  Grove,  but  was 
eonvicted  for  the  murder  of  a  woman,  who  he 
killed  previously,  and  sentenced  to  be  shot, 
and  before  the  execution  of  the  sentence  he 
eonfeseed  the  murder  of  Grove,  and  revealed 
the  names  of  his  two  coofederateB ;  these  two 
would  have  been  arrested  before  this  but  for 
the  expulsion  of  the  Liberals  from  t3ie  coun- 
try. Now  we  will  have  to  wait  for  the  Im- 
perialists to  put  their  officers  in  power  be- 
fore we  can  act  any  further  in  the  matter." 

These  letters  were  not  before  the  oommis- 
sion.  If  they  had  been,  that  body  oould  not 
have  attache!  any  importance  whatever  to 
the  statement  in  Bartholow's  deposition  of 
1874  to  the  effect  that  the  murder  of  Grove 
was  committed  by  soldiers  of  the  Republican 
army^  or  to  the  charge  in  the  company's 
memorial  that  such  murder  "was  nuule  mat- 
|.  ter  of  boast  by  Mexican  officials.'' 
§      Another  of  the  outrages   alleged   to  have 

•  been  committed^by  the  Mexican  authorities 
and  to  have  resulted  in  driving  the  La  Abra 
Company  from  its  property  was  described  in 
the  original  evidence  as  the  robbery  of  Scott, 
one  of  its  employees.  That  evidence  indicated 
that  the  robbery  was  by  the  military  au- 
thorities then  in  control  in  the  locality  of 
the  mines.  Referring  to  "the  military  au- 
thorities of  the  Republic"  under  the  com- 
mand of  General  Corona^  Bartholow  stated 
in  his  deposition  of  1874:      "One  of  the  em- 


ployees ol  the  comj^any,  who  had  been  sent 
to  Mazatlan  on  business,  was  robbed  by  said 
military  authorities,  near  Camacho,  in  Sinar 
loa,  while  on  his  return  from  Mazatlan  to 
the  oompeoiy's  works,  of  $1,178  of  the 
moneys  of  the  company,  which  amount  never 
was  repaid  to  the  company,  nor  was  the  com- 
pany ever  indemnified  for  the  same  in  any 
way.  I  recollect  the  exact  amount  taken, 
be(»4i8e  I  entered  the  same  on  tibe  books  of 
the  company,  charging  the  same  to  the  'rob- 
bery account,'  where  other  'prestamos'  and 
robberies  were  entered.  The  name  of  this 
employee  who  was  so  robbed  of  the  company's 
money  was  George  Scott,  commonly  called 
'Scotty.'  This  transaction  was  nothing  less 
than  highway  robbery  by  said  troops,  and 
was  in  addition  to  the  several  'prestamos' 
levied  and  enforced  by  the  military  author- 
ities, which,  I  have  said,  ranged  from  $300 
to  $600.  The  amount  of  cash  ^prestamos,'  so 
levied  and  enforced  during  my  said  superin- 
tendence, amounted  to  a  little  more  than 
$3,000,  but  the  value  of  the  mule  trains  and 
supplies  so  taken  from  the  company  by  the 
saia  military,  while  I  was  superintendent^ 
was  not  less  than  $25,000." 

The  same  incident  was  described  in  an  af- 
fidavit made  in  1870  by  a  witness  for  the 
company  named  Clark,  who  was  a  contractor 
for  the  company  while  Bartholow  was  in 
charge  of  its  property.  He  said  that  he 
knew  "of  other  abuses  of  said  company  by 
the  military  authorities  aforesaid;  that  in 
the  early  part  of  1866  an  employee  of  said 
company,  whose  name,  deponent  believes,  was 
George  Soott  (called  'Soottie'),  who  was  oq 
his  way  from  Mazatlan  to  the  works  of  theg^ 
company  in  Ditrango,  was  met  in  the  road  by  ^ 
an  arnied  party  of*  the  said  military,  be-  • 
tween  Mazatlan  and  deponent's  resi- 
dence in  Oamacho,  and  said  armed 
part^  of  troops,  of  the  Republican  army  of 
Mexico,  did,  by  foroe  of  arms,  take  from  said 
Soott,  or  'Soottie,'  about  twelve  hundred  out 
of  three  thousand  dollars  in  gold  coin  ($3,- 
000),  Mexican  ounces,  187^  ounces,  which 
money  belonged  to  said  'La  Abra  Silver  Min^ 
in^  Company,'  and  was  being  transported  to 
said  company  by  the  said  'Soottie,'  who  ap- 
pealed to  deponent  to  visit^  with  him,  the 
headquBdrters  of  the  army  in  that  district^ 
and  to  ask  General  Guerra  to  return  said 
money,  or  to  receipt  for  it,  in  order  that  he 
might  have  something  to  return  to  said  com- 

Sany;  that  deponent  did  so  visit  General 
^uerra's  headquarters  with  the  said  'Scot- 
tie,'  but  was  informed  by  the  commanding 
officer  that  he  oould  not  give  up  said  money. 
After  said  Scottie  had  wasted  two  or  three 
days  to  obtain  some  kind  of  adcnowledg- 
ment  of  the  taking  of  said  money,  he  l^ 
came  disgusted,  and  returned  to  report  the 
facts  to  his  company  at  Tayoltita," 

How  diU'erently  this  affair  was  regarded 
at  the  time  by  Bartholow  is  shown  by  his  re- 
port to  Garth,  to  be  found  in  the  letter  book, 
under  date  of  April  10,  1866.  In  that  report 
Bartholow  spoke  of  the  difficulties  he  had 
met  and  overcome,  and  stated  that  a  demand 
for  taxes  amounting  to  $3,000  or  $4,000  had 
been  easily  met  after  corresponding  with  ths 
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collector  of  taxes,  by  the  payment  of  $30,  and 
that  there  was  no  necessity  of  troubling  Gen- 
eral Corona  with  the  matter.  He  proceeded: 
'^n  ooiusequence  of  the  miaettled  state  of  the 
country  and  the  presence  of  bands  of  robbers 
on  and  near  the  roads  leading  from  here  to 
the  port,  I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
to  get  money  from  time  to  time  transported  to 
pay  my  hands  and  other  expenses,  and  in  con- 
sequence I  wsB,  of  couree,  unwilling  to  risk 
any  very  large  sum  at  one  time;  yet,  when 
we  were  getting  timber  and  doing  other  work 
which  required  a  great  many  Mexican  labor- 
ers, we  frequently  needed  $1,000  per  week, 
and  of  course  all  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales  of  goods  did  not  supply  had  to  be 
brought  from  Mazatlan,  but  I  so  managed  it 
^  that  we  never  had  more  than  from  $1,500  to 
kjj  $2,000  at  risk  at  one  time,  and  all  came 
•  through  safe  except  in  one  case.  This*  oc- 
curred some  two  weeks  ago,  when  I  sent  Mr. 
Scott  to  San  Ignacio  to  settle  our  taxes  with 
the  authorities.  I  gave  him  a  check  on 
Messrs.  Echeguran,  Quintana,  ft  Co.  for  $1,- 
000  to  brin^  up.  Besides  this  he  had  some 
money  outside  of  this  sum  which  was  left 
after  paying  the  taxes  in  San  Ignacio.  He 
got  the  money  as  directed  and  started  out  of 
Mazatlan  to  overtake  a  train  which  was 
bringing  up  some  supplies  for  us  and  Mr. 
Rice,  and  when  about  20  miles  out  from  the 
port,  near  the  town  of  Comacho,  six  or  eight 
armed  men  sprang  into  the  road  and  with 
their  guns  leveled  upon  him  forced  him  to 
dismount,  and  robbed  him  of  $1,178  in  money, 
his  pantaloons  and  boots  (the  latter,  how- 
ever, being  No.  12,  were  too  large  for  any  of 
the  villians,  and  were  returned).  He  im- 
mediately informed  the  nearest  commander 
of  the  Liberal  forces  of  the  fact,  who  sent  for 
him  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the  rob- 
bers. He  complied,  but  could  not  find  them, 
for  the  reason  that  the  officer  could  not  find 
even  half  his  men.  I  also  at  the  same  time 
opened  a  correspondence  with  General 
Corona  through  the  prefect,  Colonel  Jesus 
YegBL,  at  San  Ignacio,  who  by  the  way  is,  I 
think,  one  of  the  most  perfect  gentlemen  I 
have  met  in  the  country,  and  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  but  for  the  turn  in  military 
affairs  which  occurred  a  few  days  since,  we 
would  in  some  way  or  other  have  been  reim- 
bursed for  the  loss,  but  now  I  have  no  hopes 
whatever,  and  we  may  as  well  charge  up  $1,- 
178  to  profit  and  loss." 

Can  the  statements  in  that  report  be  rec- 
onciled with  the  declaration  in  the  affidavit 
of  Clark  and  m  the  deposition  of  Bartholow, 
that  the  robbery  of  Scott  was  by  the  military 
authorities  of  the  Republic  under  General 
Corona?  We  think  not.  The  affair  as  de- 
scribed in  that  letter  could  never  have  been 
made  the  basis  of  a  finding  that  would  place 
the  responsibility  for  this  robbery  upon  the 

Sublic  authorities  then  holding  control  in 
[exico. 

We  now  refer  to  a  matter  occurring  during 
the  Buperintendency  of  De  Lagnel.  It  was 
referred  to  in  argument  as  the  Valdespino 
forced  loan«  Alluding  to  this  exaction  in  his 
deposition,  taken  in  rebuttal  while  the  case 


was  being  prepared  for  the  commission,  and  $ 
being  asked  whether  it  was  paid  by*tLim,  and  * 
if  not,  by  whom,  Exall  said:  "It  is  untrue 
that  any  part  of  it  was  paid  by  me,  volun- 
tarily or  otherwise.  I  was  not  superintend- 
ent  until  September,  1866,  and  this  loan  was 
made  in  July,  1866,  when  Colonel  De  Lag- 
nel was  superintendent,  as  will  be  seen  by  the 
order  addressed  by  said  Valdespino  to  Col* 
onel  De  Lagnel,  and  to  the  best  of  my  recol- 
lection, the  whole  amount,  $1,200,  was  re- 
quired of  and  paid  by  said  De  LagneL'^ 
Granger,  in  whose  charge  the  property  was 
left  by  Exall  in  the  spring  of  1868,  made  an 
affidavit  in  1870  which  the  company  used 
before  the  commission  in  support  of  the 
charffe  that  the  Mexican  authorities  had  im- 
posed upon  it  forced  loans  or  prestamos. 
He  said:  "Said  company  was  also  forced  to 
pay  'prestamos.'  A  letter  was  received  by 
Colonel  De  Lagnel,  superintendent  of  said 
company,  from  Colonel  Valdespino,  of  the 
Republican  army  of  Mexico,  dated  July  27» 
1866,  and  signed  'Jesus  Valdespino,'  which 
came  into  my  possession  as  clerk  of  the  oont- 
pany,  and  which  letter  has  never,  since  its 
receipt,  passed  out  of  my  possession;  and  I 
now  present  the  same  to  the  consul,  marked 
'Exhibit  Z.'  This  letter  demands  twelve 
hundred  dollars  ($1,200)  from  said  company 
for  the  support  of  his  forces  under  his  com- 
mand. It  is  needless  to  say  the  demand  wae 
complied  with." 

Here  we  have  a  distinct  assertion  by  the 
company,  through  its  witnesses,  that  thie 
demand  to  pay  $1,000  was  met  by  the  com* 
pany.  The  fact  was  just  the  reverse,  a» 
must  have  been  known  to  some  of  the  repr^ 
sentatives  of  the  company  who  were  aoered* 
ited  by  it  to  the  commission  as  witnessee 
having  knowledge  of  the  facts.  On  the  day 
succeMling  the  receipt  of  Valdespino's  letter 
Colonel  I^  Lagnel  wrote  to  the  Gefe  Politioo> 
of  the  San  Dimas  mines  as  follows :  ''In  due 
time  reached  me  your  communication  of  yes* 
terday  in  regard  to  a  loan  or  tax  which  yoo 
exact  from  the  residents  of  the  district  for 
the  support  of  the  forces  of  Colonel  Valdes- 
pino, and  having  noticed  the  contents  there- 
of I  answer  it  forthwith.  I  send  you  part 
of  the  articles  I  have  and  which  you  ask  me 
for,  hoping  that  they  be  useful  and  accept- 
able to  you.  As  regards  the  cash  I  am  eorry 
to  inform  you  that  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  h- 
send  you  even  a  little,  because  I  have  not  ^ 
here  the*  necessary  amount  to  defray  my  • 
many  and  constant  expenses.  I  request  you 
to  consider  that  this  hacienda  has  brought 
the  county  thousands  and  thousands  of  dol- 
lars, most  of  which  have  been  spent  among 
the  needy  people  of  this  district,  and  a  con* 
sidcrable  part  in  duties  paid  into  the  treas- 
ury of  the  district,  under  whose  flag  Colonel 
Valdespino  is  serving.  As  it  is  public  and 
well  known,  not  a  single  dollar  have  we  re- 
ceived of  this  sum  up  to  date.  1  send  you 
two  pieces  of  blue  mohair  and  two  pieces  of 
bleached  cotton,  valued  at  $66.75,  of  which 
amount  be  pleased  to  send  me  the  corre- 
sponding receipt^  in  order  that  it  may  serve 
me  as  a  voucher  to  the  company  I  have  the 
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honor  to  represent"  At  the  same  time  De 
Lagnel  wrote  to  Colonel  Valdespino:  •TTour 
favor  of  yesterday  informs  me  of  the  sad 
situation  in  which  you  find  yourself  for  the 
lade  of  resources  and  of  your  intention  to 
procure  them  preparatory  to  leaving  the  dis- 
trict. Understanding  the  great  need  that 
you  are  in  and  considering,  as  you  yourself 
state,  the  many  evils  that  we  would  suffer 
if  you  should  bring  your  forces  here,  I  do 
all  I  can  to  overcome  the  difficulties,  and  I 
have  sent  to  the  political  chief  of  the  district 
two  pieces  of  mohair  and  two  of  bleached 
cotton,  those  being  the  only  things  among 
the  necessary  things  mentioned  which  I  have. 
It  is  impossible  for  me  to  contribute  with 
money  in  order  to  provide  you  with  what  you 
need  to-day.  Be  pleased  to  consider  that 
our  reducing  works  are  not  complete,  and 
therefore  unproductive,  without  reckoning 
the  many  expenses  that  we  yet  have  to  make, 
the  proximity  of  the  rainy  season,  the  scarc- 
ity of  money^  and  the  abnormal  political 
situation,  which  cannot  but  cause  us  serious 
damages.  I  am  not,  therefore,  in  a  condi- 
tion to  accede,  as  you  desire,  to  the  wishes  of 
the  political  chief,  but  have  sent  him  what  I 
have,  hoping  that  they  be  accepted  as  a 
token  ol  my  good  will.  I  suppose  that  having 
contributed  with  what  I  can  I  ma^,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  resume  my  work  without  fear- 
ing the  interruption  that  would  be  caused 
by  the  arrival  of  armed  forces."  But  this  is 
not  all  the  evidence  on  this  point.  De  Lag- 
nel, under  date  of  July  31,  1866,  wrote  to 
S  Rice,  the  superintendent  of  the  company  at 
7  San  Dimas,  saying:  "As  to  tht*forced,  vol- 
untary ( T)  loan,  it  was  an  impossibility  to 
meet  the  demand  and  I  so  stated  in  my  note 
to  the  prefect" 

If  any  additional  evidence  were  needed  to 
disprove  the  statemeot  before  the  commis- 
aiou  that  the  company  by  its  agent  had  met 
and  paid  the  levy  of  $1,200  by  Valdespino  to 
be  used  in  eupporting  his  troops,  it  is  found 
in  De  Lagnel's  deposition  taken  in  this  aauee. 
His  attention  being  called  to  the  reference  in 
the  letter  book  to  this  levy  or  forced  loan, 
lie  said:  "I  received  from  the  civil  officer 
in  San  Dimaa«  and  also  at  the  same  time 
from  Colonel  Valde^ino,  letters,  both  bear- 
ing on  the  same  subject  He  had  come  into 
the  vicinity  with  a  command  of  cavalry — 
Liberal  cavalry — destitute.  The  mules  were 
broken  down  by  ooming  over  the  mountains. 
They  wanted  food  and  clothing  and  money, 
and  they  wrote  to  me,  aaying  that  they  had 
apportioned  it  on  the  two  mining  companies, 
the  one  at  San  Dimas  and  the  one  with  which 
I  was  connected,  levving  one  quarter  upon 
US,  and  the  other  half  was  to  be  oome  by  the 
citizens.  I  was  advised  to  comply.  They 
wanted  $300,  if  I  recollect  right,  in  money. 
I  didn't  have  the  money  to  give  them,  and 
didn't  intend  to  give  it  even  if  I  had  it 
...  I  sent  them  a  few  goods — some  stuff 
they  wanted,  blankets  and  hats.  I  sent  them 
lome  goods,  cotton  goods,  and  wrote  a  cour- 
teous note  to  each  one  of  them,  expressing  re- 
gret that  I  could  not  comply  with  their 
wishes,  and  stating  that  we  had  no  money, 
because  the  mines  had  never  turned  out  • 


dollar.  They  wrote  me  an  acknowledgment 
and  sent  a  receipt  for  the  goods  and  courte- 
ous acknowledgments.  That  was  the  end  ol 
it" 

There  are  many  other  specific  matters  dii^ 
cussed  in  the  elaborate  briefs  ol  counsel.  To 
consider  each  of  them  and  show  the  grounds 
upon  which  our  conclusions  rest  would  extend 
this  opinion  far  beyond  all  proper  limits. 
There  were  undoubtedly  some  unpleasant  oc> 
currences,  such  as  the  affair  between  Exall 
and  Perez,  a  local  judge,  growing  out  of  a 
misunderstanding  by  the  latter  of  Exall's 
order  to  him  to  keep  out  of  a  particular  room 
at  the  mines.  But  none  of  those  occurrences 
had  any  real  connection  with  the  abandon- , 
ment  by  the  company  of  its  mining  property  ^ 
in  Mexico;  and,  as  is*evident  from  the  new  < 
proof  adduced  in  this  cause,  they  were  de- 
scribed by  the  company  and  its  witnesses  in 
the  testimony  before  the  commissioners  in 
such  exaggerated  terms  as  to  justify  Hie 
charge  of  fraud  made  in  the  bill  filed  l^  th« 
government 

What  does  the  letter-impression  book  dis- 
close as  the  real  cause  of  the  company's  aban- 
donment of  its  mines? 

In  the  reports  made  by  Barthclow,  the 
first  superintendent,  to  Garth,  of  February 
6,  March  7,  and  April  10,  1866,  no  statement 
is  made  which  even  by  inference  diowed  that 
any  difficulties  were  in  his  way  that  had 
their  origin  in  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the 
public,  civil,  or  military  authorities  of  Mex- 
ico. On  the  contrary^  one  letter  shows  that 
he  obtained  military  protection  for  the  mill 
transported  from  Mazatlan  to  the  mines,  and 
another  one  that  he  had  pleasant  relations 
with  the  civil  and  militc^  authorities  of 
the  locality. 

Looking  next  at  the  reports  of  De  Lagnel, 
the  second  superintendent,  we  find  a  letter 
of  July  6,  1866,  from  him  to  Garth,  showing 
that  there  was  then  a  heavy  outstojiding  in- 
debtedness against  the  company  that  com- 
pelled the  superintendent  not  only  to  lessen 
expenditures,  but  to  reduce  the  working 
force  nearly  one  half,  and  pay  the  workmen 
for  their  services,  one  half  in  cash  and  one 
half  in  goods.  Under  date .  of  October  8, 
1866,  De  Lagnel  wrote:  "I  am  troubled  ex- 
ceedingly that  better  success  has  not  attend- 
ed my  efforts,  but  the  rainy  season  has 
proved  a  sore  trial  to  my  patience  and  been 
a  serious  drawback.  I  have  striven  to  meet 
your  wishes  and  expectations,  and  regret 
that  my  success  has  not  been  commensuraU 
with  my  efforts  to  serve  you  and  discharge 
my  duties.  As  to  sending  a  successor,  I 
deem  it  best  to  tell  you  now  that  no  money 
could  tempt  me  to  remain  in  this  coimtry 
longer  than  next  1st  March."  On  the  17th 
of  November,  1866,  De  Lagnel  wrote  from 
Mazatlan  to  Garth :  "Had  nothing  occurred 
to  interrupt  the  work,  I  feel  sure  that  at 
this  time  the  mill  would  be  in  operation,  and 
the  proofs  at  last  being  developed.  Unfor- 
tunately, I  was  unable  in  September  or  Oc- 
tober to  communicate  with  this  place;  and  ^ 
the  ready  money  giving  out  at  the  hacienda^  J 
the  workmen  (not  miners)* refused  to  eon-  * 
tinue  and  left^  thus  bringing  the  ditch-work 
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to  a  standstill.  •  •  •  In  tiie  utter  impos- 
sibility oi  obtaining  aid  here,  I  hare^  despite 
the  tone  of  Tour  letters,  drawn  upon  you  for 
the  sum  of  $7,000.  I  feel  sure  that  you  will 
eocperience  no  greater  feeling  of  annoyance 
In  receiying  the  intelligence  than  I  do  In 
communicating  the  fact;  but  after  debating 
the  thing  long  and  carefully,  I  am  satisfied 
that  it  is  the  best  course  to  pursue.  Longer 
delay  in  execatlng  the  work  would  be  most 
injurious,  perhaps  fatal.  ...  At  pres- 
ent the  mine  is,  I  may  say,  hare  of  meiah 
A  few  days  before  I  left  metal  had  been 
struck  again,  but  in  so  small  a  quantity  as 
to  forbid  much  hope.** 

Under  date  of  January  6,  1867,  De  Lagnel 
wrote  again  to  Garth  from  Mazatlan:  ''In 
▼our  latest  letter,  the  20  Nov'r,  you  there 
Informed  me  that  you  can  meet  no  further 
drafts  upon  you;  yet  I  had  already,  about 
the  17  Noy'r,  drawn  on  you  as  treasurer  for 
the  sum  of  seven  thousand  dollars.  I  wrote 
to  you  fully  by  the  same  mail,  and  hoped  to 
be  able  to  send  the  letter  via  Acapulco,  and 
thus  reach  you  before  the  draft  In  this  I 
was  disappointed,  and  my  letters  having 
gone  via  S.  Francisco  will  reaeh  you  at  the 
same  time  that  the  d'ft  comes  in  for  pay- 
ment. I  trust  that,  despite  what  you  say, 
you  will  find  some  way  to  satisfy  the  draft, 
for  if  It  goes  to  protest  it  will  be  of  incal- 
culable injury  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
Co.  To  me  IJie  coneequences  of  such  a  thing 
would  be  both  mortifying  and  most  embar- 
rassing, but  to  the  comp'y's  ioterest  they 
would  prove  far  more  serious.  It  is  there- 
fore that  I  urge  upon  your  serious  consid- 
eration the  interest  at  stake,  and  pray  that  a 
Srompt  settlement  be  given  upon  presenta- 

De  Lagnel  was  a«ain  in  Mazatlan  on  Feb- 
mtLXj  6j  1867,  and  on  that  day  wrote  to 
Garth,  saying:  "I  had  hoped,  and  fully  ex- 
pected, to  be  able  by  this  time  to  9end  for- 
ward some  return  for  the  outlay  incurred  by 
^e  company  in  the  prosecution  of  its  enter- 
prise; but  am  disappointed  in  not  yet  hav- 
ing succeeded  in  bringing  on  the  water  in 
efficient  quantity  to  drive  all  the  machin- 
.  ery.  .  .  .  The  supplies  laid  in  during 
j  the  past  year  being  in  great  part  exhausted, 
and  a  new  supply«being  absolut^y  necessary 
to  keep  the  mines,  etc,  going,  and  there  be> 
ing  necessity  for  ready  money,  in  order  to 
purchase  the  requisite  supplies^  I  havB  drawn 
upon  you  for  $7,600  in  favor  of  the  Bank  of 
California.  This  I  would  not  have  done  had 
it  been  possible  to  do  otherwise;  but  no  as- 
flktanoe  can  be  had  in  this  country.  I  have 
satisfied  myself  on  this  point,  and  had  only 
the  alternative  to  stop  operationa  or  draw 
on  you." 

We  come  now  to  the  period  during  which 
Exall  was  superintendents  His  reports  to 
Garth,  as  the  representative  of  the  oompany, 
and  Garth's  letters  to  him,  make  it  clear 
that  its  bankruptcy  was  all  the  time  immi- 
nenty  and  the  time  near  at  hand  when 
all  work  at  the  mines  would  be  suspended, 
not  because  any  obstacles  were  put  in  the 
way  of  the  oompany  by  the  Mexican  author* 


iUes,   but  solely  because  it   was  without 
money  to  employ  in  developing  the  property* 

The  first  letter  written  by  Exall  shows 
that  the  financial  situation  at  the  mines  was 
such  as  to  require  the  utmost  economy  on.  the 
part  of  the  company's  superintendeosL 

Under  date  of  May  6th,  1867,  after  Be 
Lagnel  departed  for  New  York,  Exall  wrote: 
"I  have«  as  far  as  I  think  safe,  reduced  the 
number  of  hands  at  the  mines,  keeping  only 
a  sufficient  number  to  show  that  they  are 
still  being  worked.  I  have  a  light  force  in 
the  Ghriato;  no  improvement  in  the  metal; 
a  light  force  in  the  La  Luz;  the  metal  about 
the  same  ...  I  have  discharged  a 
greater  portion  of  the  hacienda  hands." 

On  the  10th  of  May,  1867,  Garth  wrote  to 
Exall  a  letter  in  which,  after  expressing  the 
hope  that  De  Lagnel  would  soon  arrive  at 
New  York,  he  said:  "The  affairs  of  the 
company  here  are  much  embarraseed;  a  few 
of  the  directors  have  advanced  all  the  money 
to  carry  oai  the  operatiocis,  and  have  been 
nearly  ruined  by  it,  and  are  not  able  to  af- 
ford any  further  aid  from  here;  and  look 
anxiously  to  be  reimbursed  very  soon  from 
the  products  of  the  mine,  and  it  is  hoped 
that  your  best  energies  will  be  exerted  to 
aflTord  relief." 

Again,  under  date  of  May  20,  1867,  Garth  ^ 
wrote  to  Exall,  and  referring  to  De  Lagnel*s  J 
draft  for  $7,500  said:  "This  draft* arrived 2 
on  2d  April  last,  and  was  paid  by  one  of  the 
directors  of  the  company,  as  it  was  consid- 
ered that  was  Murely  the  last  that  would  be 
needed,  and  we  expected  to  return  the  money 
by  an  early  remittance  of  bullion  from  Mex- 
ico. You  can  judge  of  our  surprise  and 
chagrin,  when  the  last  steamer  arrived^  in- 
stead of  bringing  Colonel  De  L.  with  some 
fruits  of  our  works,  a  draft  for  $5,000  in 
gold  was  presented  for  payment  by  Lees  k 
Waller,  drawn  by  De  Lagnel,  favor  Bank 
California^  and  dated  10th  April  last,  and 
of  which  we  had  not  received  any  no- 
tice or  advice  whatever,  and  have  not  yet 
reoeiTod  any.  As  I  had  so  often  and  fully 
advised  the  superintendent  of  the  condition 
of  affairs  here,  and  requested  him  not  to 
draw  further,  I  was  much  surprised  that  he 
did  00,  and  that  without  giving  any  notice 
or  reason  for  so  doing.  As  it  was  found  im- 
possible to  raise  the  means  to  pay  this  draft. 
It  was  protested  and  returned  unpaid,  and 
you  must  make  eome  provisions  for  its  pay- 
ment when  it  gets  back.  I  do  trust  that 
before  that  date  you  will  have  plenty  of 
means  to  do  so.  I  would  now  again  repeat 
that  I  have  made  every  effort  possible  to 
raise  the  money  here  and  have  failed,  and  I 
have  advanced  all  I  can  possibly  do,  and  the 
other  directors  have  done  the  same;  the 
stockholders  will  do  nothing,  and  it  is  prob- 
able the  company  will  have  to  be  sola  out 
and  reorganized." 

This  was  followed  by  a  letter  from  Garth 
to  Exall  of  date  May  30,  1807,  in  which  it 
was  said:  "We  wrote  to  you  on  the  20th 
instant,  informing  you  that  we  had  nothing 
from  you  or  Colonel  De  Lagnel,  but  that  a 
draft  drawn  by  Colonel  De  L.  from  Maxat- 
lan,  10th  April  last,  had  been  presented,  and 
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there  being  no  funds  on  hand,  and  no  meana 
here  of  meeting  it,  that  it  was  protested  and 
returned  not  paid;  it  is  hoped  by  the  time 
it  gets  back  you  will  be  preoared  to  meet  it 
Since  my  last  letter  Colonel  De  Lagnel  has 
arrived  and  made  known  to  us  something  of 
the  state  of  things  with  you.  I  must  con- 
fess that  we  are  amazed  at  the  results;  it 
seems  to  me  incredible  that  everyone  should 
have  been  so  deceived  in  regard  to  the  value 
of  the  ore,  and  I  can  but  still  hope  that  the 
I,  true  process  of  extracting  the  silver  has  not 
2  been  pursued,  and  that  before  this  time  better 
•  results  have  been  attained.  .  .  .  All*iK- 
penees  must  be  cut  down  to  the  lowest  point, 
and  you  and  Mr.  Culline  must  tr^  and  oring 
this  enterprise  into  paying  condition  if  the 
thing  is  possible — ^at  any  rate,  no  further  aid 
can  be  rendered  from  here,  and  what  you 
need  must  come  from  the  resources  you  now 
have.  Neither  must  you  run  into  debt;  cut 
down  expenses  to  amount  you  can  realize 
from  the  mines.  I  cannot  yet  say  what  can 
be  done  in  the  future;  no  meetin£[  of  the 
stockholders  has  been  held,  and  nothing  done 
to  pay  off  the  debts  here,  now  pressing  on  the 
company.  For  the  present,  all  I  can  say  is 
that  the  whole  matter  is  with  you;  take  care 
of  the  interests  and  property  of  the  com- 
pany; don't  get  it  involved  in  debt,  and  ad- 
vise us  fully  of  what  you  are  doing." 

Garth  wrote  aeain,  June  10,  1867:  "We 
have  not  heard  from  you  since  Colonel  De 
Lagnel  left  Mexico,  but  hope  that  you  are 
wdl  and  getting  along  as  well  as  could  be 
expected.  The  account  that  Colonel  De  L. 
gave  us  of  the  quality  of  the  ores  on  hand 
was  most  unexpected  and  a  fearful  blow  to 
our  hopes.  We  trust,  however,  that  a  fuller 
examination  will  show  better  results.  We 
have  in  previous  letters  to  you  and  to  De 
Lagnel  so  fully  informed  you  of  the  condi- 
tion of  affairs  here  that  it  is  hardly  neces- 
sary to  say  anything  further  on  that  subject. 
There  is  no  money  in  the  treasury,  and  we 
have  no  means  of  raisins  any,  and  a  few  of 
us  have  already  advanced  all  that  we  can  do, 
and  you  have  been  advised  that  the  draft  last 
drawn  by  De  L.,  on  10th  April,  was  returned 
protested,  and  I  hope  you  will  be  able  to  take 
it  up  when  it  gets  back,  promptly.  Every- 
thing now  depends  upon  you,  and  to  your 
Judgment,  energy,  prudence,  and  good  man- 
agement of.  the  resources  in  your  hands,  and 
we  hope  you  will  be  able  to  command  sue- 


So  straitened  were  the  circumstances  of  the 

eompany  at  that  time  that  it  was  sued  in 

New  York  on  promissory  notes  past  due  (one 

of  the  notes  being  held  by  an  assignee  of 

Qarth),  and  it  permitted  judgment  on  them 

1^  default  in  July,  1867,  for  the  sum  of  $53,- 

663^^0.    Manifestly  that  suit  was  instituted 

a  with  the  consent,  if  not  by  the  direction,  of 

^  the  officers  of  the  company  who  had  charge 

•  of  its  affairs  in  New*York,  who  were  aware 

of  its  financial  embarrassments  and  knew 

that  it  must  soon  suspend  business  and  go 

into  liquidation. 

By  a  letter  of  June  11, 1867,  Garth  was  in- 
formed by  Exall  that  be  had  been  compelled 
to  draw  on  him  for  $3,000.    The  latter'a 


letter  of  July  13,  1867,  expressed  regret  that 
the  draft  made  by  De  Lagnel  before  he  left 
for  New  York  comd  not  be  paid,  and  stated  t 
"All  your  previous  letters  to  me  were  to  fol- 
low out  the  instructions  given  to  Colonel  De 
L.  I  took  charge  of  affairs  at  a  time  when 
the  expenditure  of  money  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  purchase  supplies  for  the  rainy 
season.  Colonel  De  L.  left  me  with  only  mod- 
erate means  to  buy  these  various  supplies; 
pay't  of  sundry  bills  which  were  coming  due, 
and  pay  of  the  workmen  who  had  accounts 
of  three,  four,  and  six  months'  standing." 

On  the  lOth  of  July,  1867,  Garth  wrote  to 
Exall:  "I  had  this  pleasure  on  30th  Mav 
and  lOth  June  last,  alter  the  return  of  Col- 
ond  De  Lagnel,  and  we  had  learned  some- 
thing of  the  condition  of  affairs  in  Mexioow 
In  these,  as  well  as  in  preceding  letters,  you 
were  fully  advised  of  the  condition  of  the 
company  here;  that  there  had  been  no  funds 
in  the  treasury  for  a  long  time;  that  appeals 
had  been  made  in  vain  for  aid  to  the  stock- 
holders, and  that  the  parties  here  who  had 
made  heavy  advances  to  the  company  were 
anxious  for  its  return,  and  refused  to  make 
any  further  payments;  and  that  the  draft 
for  $5,000  drawn  on  me  as  treasurer  by  Col- 
onel De  Lagnel,  on  the  10th  April  last,  had 
been  protested  and  returned  to  California, 
and,  we  suppose,  to  parties  in  Mazatlan  who 
advanced  the  money  on  it,  and  who  would 
have  to  look  to  you  for  payment  of  same; 
and  we  expressed  the  hope  that  b^  that  time 
you  would  have  taken  out  sufficient  money 
to  meet  it  and  all  other  expenses,  and  hoped 
soon  to  have  a  remittance  of  bullion  from  you 
to  aid  in  payment  of  the  large  indebtedness 
here.  .  .  .  You  will  see,  from  all  my  let- 
ters, that  no  further  aid  can  be  given  you 
from  here,  and  that  you  must  rely  upon  the 
resources  vou  now  have,  and  which,  we  think» 
ought  to  be  ample  to  pay  off  the  debts  and^ 
to  sustain  you  in  current  expenses,  which  ^ 
you  should  cut  down  to* the  lowest  possible* 
point.  .  .  •  Don't  run  into  debt  or  get 
into  difficulty  with  the  authorities,  if  there 
are  any  such  things  existing;  but  at  the 
same  time  be  firm  in  maintaining  your 
rights,  and  don't  submit  to  imposition  except 
by  force,  and  then  make  a  le^al  and  formal 
protest  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and 
as  an  American  company  duly  organized  and 
prosecuting  a  legitimate  business  under  the 
protection  of  the  law,  and  our  rights  will  be 
protected  by  our  government." 

Garth  wrote  again  on  the  20th  of  July, 
1867:  "The  steamer  is  just  starting,  and 
I  have  only  time  to  say  that  your  letter  of 
the  11th,  by  private  hand,  has  been  rec'd,. 
advising  us  that  you  had  drawn  on  me  for 
$3,000  gold.  In  former  letters  you  will  have 
learned  the  condition  of  things  here,  and  that 
there  is  no  money  to  pay  same,  and  that 
former  dr'ft  of  De  Lagnel  has  been  returned 
unpaid,  and  that  you  were  urged  to  try  and 
get  along  with  what  resources  you  had. 
These  letters,  no  doubt,  reached  you  in  time 
to  prevent  your  drawing,  as  no  draft  has' 
been  presented,  and  we  hope  by  this  time 
there  is  no  necessity  for  doing  so." 

Under  date  of  October  6.  ia67.  Exall  wrote 
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to  Garth :  "By  this  steamer  I  am  in  receipt 
of  yours  of  10th  and  20th  of  July  aikd  10th 
of  August.  I  was  much  disappointed  that 
my  urgent  demands  for  money  were  not  fav- 
orably answered.  I  have  complied  with  the 
requests  in  your  various  letters  in  reference 
to  giving  you  exact  information  concerning 
affairs  here.  X  now  have  to  urge  you  to  send 
me  means.  I  have  heretofore  been  keeping 
above  water  by  using  the  stock  which  I  for- 
tunately had  on  hand;  that  is  now  entirely 
exhausted.  I  have  neither  money,  stock,  nor 
credit.  This  latter  I  would  not  use  even  if 
I  had  it,  as  in  this  country  it  is  an  individual 
obligation  and  no  company  affair.  Now,  you 
must  either  prepare  to  lose  your  property 
here  or  send  me  money  to  hold  it  (and  that 
speedily)  and  pay  off  debts  of  the  concern. 
I  have  worked  as  economically  as  possible 
and  have  cut  down  expenses  to  the  lowest 
point.  ...  I  am  working  the  mines 
with  as  few  hands  as  possible.  What  little 
good  metal  is  taken  out  amounts  to  almost 
nothing.  The  $6,000  draft  of  De  Lagnel's 
S  was  sent  to  a  house  in  this  place  to  be  col- 
3*  lected,  with  •instructions  to  seize  the  prop- 
erty in  case  it  was  not  paid.  It  troubled  me 
a  great  deal,  and  I  had  much  difficulty  in 
warding  it  off.  The  concern  to  whom  the 
draft  was  sent  showed  me  his  instructions 
and  also  the  original  draft  Fortunately  for 
the  company,  there  was  a  flaw  in  the  draft; 
De  Lagnel  failed  to  sign  his  position,  as  su- 
perintendent of  the  La  Abra  Silver  Mining 
Company;  simply  signed  his  name,  making 
it  an  individual  affair.  This  was  the  only 
thing  that  kept  them  from  seizing  the  prop- 
erty. I  told  them  they  could  do  nothing 
with  the  property  here,  as  the  company  were 
not  obligated  on  the  draft.  I  have  exhausted 
ail  the  ore  that  I  had  on  hand  that  was 
worth  working.  That  which  I  worked  was 
very  poor  and  the  yield  small.  The  La  Luz, 
on  the  pa;tlo,  won't  pay  to  throw  it  into  th6 
river.  I  have  had  nimierous  assays  made 
from  all  parts  of  each  pile;  the  returns 
won't  pay.  Amparas  are  not  now  granted, 
and  mines  are  to  be  held  only  by  working. 
I  am  compelled  to  keep  men  in  mines  which 
yield  nothing,  merely  to  hold  them.  This  I 
can  do  no  longer,  as  I  have  nothing  to  give 
the  men  for  their  labor,  and  must  now  &ke 
the  chances  and  leave  the  mines  unprotect- 
ed." 

The  same  letter  contains  a  statement  as  to 
the  situation  which  contrasts  most  strangely 
with  the  charge  that  the  company  was  pre- 
vented from  successfully  working  its  mines 
by  the  conduct  of  the  Mexican  authorities. 
That  statement  was:  "By  next  steamer 
-will  send  you  full  statements  of  past  months. 
The  returns  from  Duraneo  were  small.  I 
turned  it  over  to  E.  P.  ft  Co.,  as  I  was  owing 
them.  There  is  no  difficulties  about  author- 
ities, boundaries,  or  anything  else  concern- 
ing the  mines  and  hacienda,  provided  there 
is  money  in  hand,  and  money  must  be  sent. 
I  hope  I  have  urged  this  point  sufficiently  so 
that  you  may  see  fit  to  send  me  something  to 
hold  the  mines.  I  should  be  sorry  to  see 
them  lost  on  this  account    Please  telegraph 


me  If  Tou  intend  sending  money  t  I  fear 
that  before  I  can  get  a  reply  to  this  that 
something  may  have  occurred.  Of  course, 
Colonel  Le  Lagnel  informed  you  the  condi- 
tions and  terms  on  which  I  took  charge  of  af- 
fairs here,  which  was  the  same  that  he  was 
getting,  ajid  if  I  had  known  at  the  time  what  h 
difficulties  I  was  going  to  have  in  procuring  9 
means  to  keep  the  concern  in  motion,  I* 
would  have  refused  on  any  terms.  I  am 
much  in  need  of  money,  as  I  wish  to  use  it 
here.  I  will,  in  a  month  or  so,  draw  on  you 
through  Wells,  Fargo,  &  Co.,  San  Francisco, 
for  $1,500 — ^pleajse  inform  me  by  earliest  op- 
portunity that  you  will  meet  the  draft.  .  .  • 
I  hope  that  before  this  reaches  you  that  some 
steps  will  have  been  taken  to  procure  means 
to  operate  with." 

On  the  10th  of  October,  1867,  Garth  wrote 
to  Exall:  "I  am  very  sorry  to  say  that  it 
is  not  possible  to  aid  you  from  here,  and  that 
you  must  rely  entirely  upon  the  resources 
of  the  mines  and  mill  to  keep  you  going  and 
to  relieve  you  of  debts  heretofore  contracted. 
It  is  not  possible  for  us  to  direct  any  particu- 
lar course  for  you,  but  only  to  urge  you  to 
try  and  work  along  as  well  as  you  can,  cut- 
ting down  expenses  and  avoid  embarrassing 
yourself  with  debts.  The  Bank  of  Califor- 
nia has  again  sent  Colonel  De  ijagnel's  draft 
here  for  collection,  but  it  was  not  possible 
to  pay  same,  and  it  will  have  to  return  to 
Mexico,  and  we  do  hope  you  will  be  able  to 
make  some  satisfactory  arrangement  to  pay 
it" 

Under  date  of  November  17,  1867,  Exall 
wrote  to  Garth  from  Mazatlan:  "Yours  of 
the  30th  September  is  just  at  hand,  and,  con- 
trary to  my  expectations,  contains  nothing 
of  an  encouraging  nature.  I  expected  after 
having  previously  written  so  positively  in 
reference  to  the  critical  state  of  affairs  with 
me,  that  you  would  have  sent  me  by  ihit 
mail  some  means  to  relieve  me  from  my  em* 
barrassin^  position.  I  have  in  former  let- 
ters laid  before  you  the  difficulties  under 
which  I  was  laboring  and  begged  that  you 
would  send  me  means,  and  was  relying  much 
on  the  present  mail,  expecting  that  some  no- 
tice would  have  been  taken  of  my  urgent  de- 
mands for  assistance  to  protect  the  property 
belonging  to  the  company.  To  add  to  my 
further  embarrassment,  Mr.  Cullins,  whose 
time  expired  on  the  16th  inst,— since  my 
leaving  Tayoltita — (I  left  there  on  the  10th 
for  this  point),  intends  to  commence  suit  in 
the  courts  here  for  his  year's  salary.  I  am 
endeavoring  to  get  him  to  delay  proceedings 
until  the  arrivid  of  the  next  steamer  (don't 
know  as  yet  if  I  will  succeed  in  getting  him  « 
to  delay),  when  I  hope  you  will  have  seen  $ 
the  necessity  of  acting*decidedly  and  sending  • 
means  to  prosecute  the  works  and  pay  off  the 
debts  of  the  company,  or  abandoning  the  en- 
terprise at  once.  Nothing  can  be  done  with- 
out a  further  expenditure  of  money.  I  am 
now  doing  little  or  nothing  in  the  mines,  and 
will,  when  I  return,  discharge  the  few  men 
who  are  now  at  work  in  them.  This  I  am 
compelled  to  do,  as  I  have  no  money,  and  my 
stock  is  almost  entirely  exhausted,  and  I  fear 
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II  money  isn't  very  soon  sent  some  of  the 
mines  will  become  open  to  denouncement.  In 
my  last  letter  I  mentioned  the  amount  re- 
quired for  immediate  demands,  $3,000,  which 
must  be  sent  out.  By  next  steamer  Mr.  El- 
der, Slone,  and  Cullins,  if  paid  off,  will  sail 
for  San  Francisco;  if  not  paid  off,  suit  will 
be  conmienced,  and  as  I  have  no  means  to  de- 
fend the  case,  fear  it  will  go  against  ma. 
When  these  parties  leave,  the  hacienda  will 
be  left  almost  entirely  alone,  there  being 
only  myself,  Mr.  Granger,  who  I  am  also 
owing,  and  I  away  most  of  the  time.  What 
you  intend  doing  must  be  done  promptly. 
Please  send  me  Mr.  Cullins'  contract  with 
you.  The  political  state  of  the  country  just 
now  is  rather  discouraging.  I  hope  by  the 
time  this  reaches  you  will  have  rec'd  state- 
ment sent.  Everything  at  mines  as  it  was 
when  I  last  wrote,  only  more  gloomy  in  ap- 
pearance on  ac't  of  not  being  able  to  employ 
the  people  and  put  things  in  operation. 
Please  do  Momething  immediately,  and  in- 
form me  as  speedily  as  possible." 

Still  relief  did  not  come  to  Exall  and  he 
again  wrote  to  Garth  from  Mazatlan,  imder 
date  of  December  18,  1867,  a  most  urgent 
letter.  It  is  here  given  in  full :  "I  arrived 
here  a  few  days  since.  Received  by  steamer 
vours  of  October  10,  informing  me  of  your 
inability  to  send  me  the  means  to  operate 
with  and  meet  my  obligations.  I  have  in 
previous  letters  express^  the  condition  of 
affairs  with  me«  and  begged  that  you  would 
do  something.  Thus  far  I  have  been  able 
to  protect  your  interests  here,  but  affairs 
have  gotten  to  such  a  point  that  I  am  unable 
to  do  so  longer  without  money.  Mr.  Cullins, 
who  I  informed  you  in  a  former  letter  would 
leave,  insisted  upon  doing  so  by  this  steam- 
er. He  demands  a  settlement,  otherwise  he 
^  will  immediately  commence  suit,  and  had 
o  made  preparations  to  do  so.  To  keep  the 
•  matter  from  the  courts*!  was  compelled  to 
borrow  money  to  pay  him  off.  The  balance 
due  him«  and  the  amount  I  had  to  borrow 
here,  was  $1,492.  He  has  troubled  me  a 
great  deal — ^has  been  exceedingly  unreason- 
able. On  yesterday  the  agent  of  the  Bank 
of  California  informed  me  that  he  received 
the  draft  by  the  last  steamer  (which  ar- 
rived a  few  days  ago),  and  would  imme- 
diately commence  legal  proceedings,  and  sent 
the  draft  on  to  the  courts  here.  I  am  ut- 
terly unable  to  oppose  them;  first,  I  have  no 
means,  and^  again  I  am  not  your  agent  here, 
never  having  received  a  power  of  attorney 
from  you,  which  will  be  necessary,  for  I 
cannot  act  in  these  courts  without  it.  The 
Bank  of  California — ^and  will  do  something 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  draft  before 
the  amount  is  doubled  by  tne  expenses,  x^or 
God's  sake  telegraph  to  pay  them.  Matters 
of  this  nature  once  getting  in  these  courts 
it  takes  large  sums  to  oppose  them.  The 
&rst  steps  taken  by  the  courts  will  be  to 
send  some  one  to  the  hacienda  to  see  to  and 
secure  everything  there.  This  will,  of  course, 
stop  everything  and  make  it  impossible  for 
me  to  protect  your  interests.  For  your  own 
*  e  in  the  matter  pay  them  betore  things 
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ffo  further.  My  position  is  extremely  em- 
barrassing, and  I  know  not  what  to  do,  and 
will  have  to  be  guided  entirely  by  circum- 
stances. I  will,  of  course,  do  everything  in 
my  power,  and  may  have  to  act  in  a  very 
cautious  manner,  and  will  probably  aet  In  a 
manner  which  may  occasion  censure.  Now, 
all  I  ask  of  you  is  to  judge  my  actions  just- 
ly, and  consider  my  circumstances,  and  be- 
lieve I  am  doing  the  best  for  your  interests. 
I  am  doing  nothing  at  the  mines,  and  have 
only  one  person  left  with  me.  Please  attend 
to  this  matter  promptly.  I  am  writing 
very  hurriedly,  as  there  ia  a  war  steamer  jiiet 
leaving  San  Francisco,  which  will  arrive 
there  some  days  prior  to  the  regular  maiL 
I  leave  for  the  mines  in  a  few  hours.  At- 
tend to  this  at  once  and  telegraph  me." 

Exall  still  failed  to  hear  anything  of  an 
encouraging  character   from   the   company. 
He  again  wrote  most  urgently  to  Garth  oo 
the  24th  day  of  January,  1868,  as  follows: 
"I  came  down   to   meet  steamer  from  San 
Francisco,  in  hopes  of  receiving  letters  from  ^ 
you;  I  received  none,  and  now,  being  entirely  ^ 
^t  of  funds  and  stock,  and  being  sued  by* 
agents  from  Bank  of  California  for  the  pay- 
ment, have   to    let   things  take  their  own 
course,  as  I  am  unable  longer  to  protect  your 
interests  here.    In  previous  letters  I  gm 

Sou  a  full  and  detailed  aeoounts  of  amirs 
ere,  and  such  frequent  repetitions  I  find 
useless,  and  will  simply  state  thai  I  am  do- 
ing nothing  whatever  at  the  mines,  and  can- 
not until  1  receive  money  to  operate  with.  X 
haven't  means  to  protest  now,  and  they  are 
liable  to  be  denounced  at  any  moment. 
Some  months  since  I  wrote  you  for  titles; 
the  government  demanded  them;  they  have 
not  been  received.  By  steamer  I  sent  yon 
a  telegram  from  San  Francisco;  no  reply. 
The  parties  I  sent  the  despatch  to  in  San 
Francisco  sent  it  on  to  New  York.  I  am 
owing  considerable  and  no  means  of  paying. 
What  is  your  intention?  Is  it  to  let  your 
interests  here  go  to  the  dogst  Yon  have 
either  to  do  this  or  send  money  out  to  pro- 
tect them.  If  by  next  steamer  I  receive  no 
assistance  from  you,  I  intend  leaving  for  the 
east.  I  will  go  via  San  Francisco,  will  from 
there  telegraph  you  what  further  steps  I 
shall  take.  I  have  been  doing  everything 
in  my  power  to  keep  the  Bank  of  California 
from  ffetting  possession;  thus  far  have  sue- 
ceeded,  but  can  prevent  them  no  longer,  and 
fear  they  will  eventually  have  their  own 
way.  Mr.  Cullins  (who  is  not  the  man  he 
was  represented  to  be)  left  by  last  steamer. 
I  have  only  one  man  now;  am  compelled  to 
keep  someone.  Please  telegraph  me  in  San 
Francisco,  care  of  Weil  &  Co.,  immediately 
on  receipt  of  this.  You  can  judge  by  what 
has  been  done  in  New  York  and  send  me 
whether  or  not  I  may  have  left.  Please  let 
me  know  your  intentions." 

The  situation  had  become  financially  so 
discouraging  to  Exall  that  he  determined  to 
leave  the  mines  and  return  to  New  York. 
So  under  date  of  February  26, 1868,  he  wrote 
to  James  Granger,  who  sometimes  called 
himself  Santiago  Granger,  and  who  was  at 


194 


20  SUl'REME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  T&8M, 


the  mines,  this  letter:  "As  circumstances 
mr%  of  such  a  nature  as  to  compel  me  to 
leave  for  San  Francisco,  and  probably  for 
Xew  York  to  inquire  into  the  intentions  of 
^  this  company,  I  place  in  your  hands  the  care 
J  and  charge  of  the  affairs  of  the  La  Abra  S. 

•  H.  Co.,  together  with^its  property.  You  are 
Inrested  hereby  with  all  power  confided  to 
me,  of  coarse,  aetina  in  all  your  transactions 
with  an  eye  to  the  interests  of  the  company. 
This  will,  to  you,  should  occasion  require  it, 
be  ample  evidence  of  the  right  possessed  by 
Tou  to  act  in  their  behalf."  Notwithstand- 
ing the  execution  of  this  paper,  Exall  testi- 
Am  in  his  deposition  taken  before  the  com- 
mission in  1874  as  follows:  "I  did  not  leave 
said  mines,  hacienda,  or  property  in  charge 
of  said  Granger,  or  any  other  person,  nor  did 
I  give  any  charge,  control,  powers,  or  author- 
ity of  or  over  the  same,  or  any  part  of  the 
same,  to  him,  or  anyone  else,  and  if  he,  or 
any  other  person,  has  taken  charge  or  con- 
trol of  said  mines,  hacienda,  and  property,  or 
of  any  of  it,  or  has  sold,  used,  or  in  any  way 
disposed  of  any  of  it,  each  of  such  acts  was 
without  any  power  or  authority  or  right 
whatever  to  do  so^  so  far  as  any  act  by  me 
or  for  me,  or  on  my  part,  as  superintendent 
or  otherwise,  is  concerned."  We  also  find 
in  the  record  a  letter  from  Exall,  written 
from  New  York  to  Granger  under  date  of 
May  8, 1868,  in  which  the  writer  says:  ''Of 
eourse,  on  the  first  day  of  my  arrival  here,  I 
•aw  nothing  of  the  company.  The  day  after 
I  went  down  and  saw  Gkirth.  Had  a  long 
talk  concerning  affairs,  and,  contrary  to  our 
expectations,  gave  me  no  satisfaction ;  didn't 
seem  to  intend  to  do  anything  more.  I  have 
■een  him  several  times,  but  have  got  nothing 
from  him  of  an  encouraging  nature.  He 
■eems  disgusted  with  the  enterprise,  and, 
so  far  as  regards  himself,  intends  to  do  noth- 
ing more,  or  have  nothing  more  to  do  with 
it.  ...  I  wish  I  could  send  you  some 
means  to  get  along  with,  knowing  you  must 
be  having  quite  a  rough  time,  but  am  unable. 
I  expected  to  be  paid  up  here;  its  not  hav- 
ing been  done  plays  the  devil  with  my  ar- 
rangements." Among  the  letters  now  pro- 
duced in  evidence  is  one  from  Granger,  writ- 
ten from  Tayoltita  under  date  of  August  12, 
1868,  to  Senor  Don  Remegio  Rocha.  That 
letter  was  in  these  words:  ''I  have  received 
the  communication  calling  upon  this  com- 
pany to  pay  $52.60  each  month  for  taxes  im- 
posed by  the  legislature  of  the  state,  and 

M  presume  it  to  be  correct;  but  as  I  am  only 
S  acting  in  the  absence  of  the  superintendent, 

•  and  as  there  is  no  money  nor^effects  to  pay 
this  tax,  I  beg  you  to  wait  until  the  month 
of  November,  at  which  time  said  superin- 
tendent is  to  come,  and  then  the  sums  due 
by  this  company  on  account  of  this  tax  will 
be  paid." 

From  the  above  and  other  evidence  in  the 
record  it  is  certain  that  before  the  La  Abra 
Company  ceased  to  work  the  mining  prop- 
erty it  had  become  utterly  bankrupt,  and 
that  its  abandonment  of  all  operations  at 
the  mines  was  due  to  its  inability  from  want 
ol  funda  to  carry  them  on,  and  to  the  belief. 


founded  upon  the  experience  of  two  years 
and  more,  that  the  mines,  if  not  entirely 
worthless,  were  not  of  sufficient  value  to  jus- 
tify its  owners  in  proceeding  further  in  their 
development.  If  the  proper  working  of  tha 
mines  while  Bartholow,  De  Lagnel,  and  Ex- 
all were  successively  in  eharge  of  them  waa 
prevented  by  the  acts  or  omissions  of  dui^ 
on  the  part  of  the  public  authorities  of  Mexi- 
co, surely  that  fact  would  have  been  disclosed 
by  the  letters  or  reports  made  to  the  com- 
pany by  its  several  superintondents.  Tha 
demand  made  during  that  time  by  the  com- 
pany's representatives  in  charge  of  the  mines 
was  not  for  military  or  civil  protection,  but 
for  the  money  needed  to  develop  the  property 
and  to  meet  the  debts  incurred  at  the  mines 
during  the  progress  of  the  work  there.  Wa 
do  not  doubt  that  the  situation  was  accu- 
rately described  by  ExbM  when  in  the  above 
letter  to  Garth  of  October  6,  1867,  he  re- 
ported that  "there  are  no  difficulties  about 
authorities,  boundaries,  or  anvthing  else 
concerning  the  mines  and  hacienda,  provided 
there  is  money  on  hand,  and  money  must  be 
sent;"  and  when  in  his  letter  of  November 
17,  1867,  he  endeavored  to  impress  Garth 
with  "the  necessity  of  acting  decidedly  and 
sendine  means  to  prosecute  the  works  and 
pay  off  the  debte  of  the  company,  or  aban- 
doning the  enterprise  at  once."  In  that  con- 
dition of  affairs,  it  is  not  strange  that  Ex- 
all in  the  letter  of  January  24,  1868,  just 
before  he  left  Mexico  for  New  York,  wrote  to 
Garth:  "I  am  owinff  considerable  and  no 
means  of  paying.  What  is  your  intention? 
Is  it  to  let  your  interests  here  go  to  the 
dogst  You  have  either  to  do  this  or  send 
money  out  to  protect  them."  We  have  bccuk 
that  Garth,  as  the  representetive  of  the  com-$ 
pany,  in* a  letter  to  Exall,  dated  July  10,» 
1867,  warned  him  against  running  into  debt 
and  getting  into  difficulty  with  the  authoi^ 
ities,  "if  there  are  any  such  things  exist- 
ing;" "but,"  he  continued,  "at  the  same  time 
be  firm  in  maintaining  your  righU,  and 
don't  submit  to  imposition  except  by  force, 
and  then  make  a  legal  and  formal  protest 
as  a  citizen  of  the  United  Stetes  and  as  an 
American  company  duly  organized  and  pros- 
ecuting a  legitimate  business  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  law,  and  our  ri^hte  will  be 
protected  by  our  government."  Now,  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  any  formal  oro- 
test  before  the  United  Stetes  Consul  at  Ma- 
zatlan  by  any  representative  of  the  company 
to  the  effect  that  the  Mexican  authorities 
had  so  acted  or  failed  in  duty  as  to  compel  it 
to  abandon  its  property  in  Mexico.  If  the 
company's  superintendente  had  any  such 
view  of  the  situation  when  they  returned  to 
the  United  Stetes  and  gave  an  account  of 
their  management  of  the  property,  how  nat- 
ural it  would  have  been  for  the  company,  in 
some  formal  way,  to  have  promptly  brought 
the  whole  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  Stetes,  and  sought 
ite  aid  in  order  to  have  justice  done  to  them 
by  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  No  such  course 
was  teken,  and  we  cannot  doubt,  in  view  of 
the  evidence  adduced  after  the  conunission 
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made  its  award,  in  ooxmection  with  the  eyi- 
itDOB  before  thai  tribunal,  that  the  idea  ol 
attributing  the  losaee  of  the  company  to  the 
wrongful  conduct  of  the  Mexican  authorities 
Berer  occurred  to  the  company  until  after 
the  organization  of  the  commissiony  long 
after  the  arrival  of  Exall  in  New  York.  In 
March,  1870,  the  company  for. the  first  time 
gave  notice  to  the  Department  of  State  that 
it  had  any  claim  against  the  Republic  of 
Mexico.  It  then  claimed  only  $1,930,000. 
A  few  months  later  it  increased  its  claim 
to  $3,000,030,  and  before  the  commission 
concluded  its  labors,  it  amended  its  claim  and 
fixed  it  at  $3,962,000. 

One  point  in  connection  with  the  letter- 
impression  book  cannot  be  passed  without 
notice.  It  is  contended  that  what  passed 
between  Garth  and  the  superintendents  in 
charge  of  the  property,  in  the  form  of  let- 
M  ters  or  reports  by  the  latter  to  the  former, 
^  was  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  the 
•  company.  This  proposition  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. The  superintendents  placed  at  the 
Biines  were  its  representatives  in  enarge  of 
the  company's  property.  What  they  did  at 
the  locality  of  the  property  in  and  about  its 
management  were  the  acts  of  the  company, 
so  far  as  those  acts  were  within  the  scope  ol 
the  business  intrusted  to  them.  So  what 
tiiey  said  while  engaged  in  managing  and 
with  reference  to  the  management  of  the 
property,  particularly  what  they  reported 
to  their  principal  in  respect  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  property  and  their  acts  in  the 
course  of  the  business,  constitute  part  of  the 
re9  gestcB  of  the  controversy  between  the 
parties.  The  vital  inquiry  in  this  cause  is 
whether  the  company's  representatives  at 
the  mines  were  prevented  by  the  Mexican 
authorities  from  developing  and  working 
them,  whereby  it  was  forced  to  abandon  the 
property.  Surely,  what  those  representa- 
tives said  and  did  or  forbore  to  do  at  the 
mines,  bearing  upon  that  inquiry,  would 
have  been  part  of  the  rea  gestm  and  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  against  the  company.  Upon 
like  ground,  their  written  reports  or  letters 
to  the  company  while  in  charge  of  the  prop- 
erty and  in  respect  of  its  management  are 
admissible  in  evidence  so  far  as  they  bear 
upon  the  same  inquiry  and  constitute  a  part 
ox  the  res  gesta.  The  rule,  we  think,  is  ac- 
curately stated  by  Greenleaf,  who,  after  say- 
ing that  the  act  of  declaration  of  each  mem- 
ber of  a  partnership  in  furtherance  of  the 
common  object  of  the  association  is  the  act 
of  all,  because  by  the  very  act  of  association 
€ach  one  is  constituted  the  agent  of  all  in  re- 
spect of  the  common  business,  says :  "A  kin- 
dred principle  governs  in  regard  to  the  decla- 
rations of  agents.  The  principal  constitutes 
the  agent  his  representative,  in  the  transac- 
tion of  certain  business;  whatever,  there- 
fore, the  agent  does,  in  the  lawful  prosecu- 
tion of  that  business,  is  the  act  of  the  prin- 
cipal whom  he  represents.  And,  'where  the 
acts  of  the  agent  will  bind  the  principal, 
there  his  representations,  declarations,  and 
admissions  respecting  the  subject-matter, 
will  also  bind  him,  if  made  at  the  same  time. 


and  constituting  part  of  the  res  geatceJ  They 
are  of  the  nature  of  original  evidence,  and 
not  of  hearsay;  the  representation  or  state- 
ment of  the  agent*  in  such  cases,  being  the  a 
ultimate  fact  to  be  proved,  and  not  an  ad-^ 
mission  of*some  other  fact.  But  it  must  be* 
remembered  that  the  admission  of  the  agent 
cannot  always  be  assimilated  to  tha  admis- 
sion of  the  principal.  Hie  party's  own  ad* 
mission,  whenever  made,  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence against  him;  but  the  admission  or  dec- 
laration of  his  agent  binds  him  only  when  it 
is  made  during  the  continuance  of  the  agency 
in  regard  to  a  transaction  then  depending  ei 
dum  fervet  opus.  It  is  because  it  is  a  verbal 
act,  and  part  of  the  res  gestcs,  that  it  is  ad* 
missible  at  all;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  call  the  agent  himself  to  prove  it; 
but,  wherever  what  he  did, is  admissible  in 
evidence,  there  it  is  competent  to  prove  what 
he  said  about  the  act  while  he  was  doing  it; 
and  it  follows,  that,  where  his  right  to  act  In 
the  particular  matter  in  question  has  ceased, 
the  principal  can  do  longer  be  affected  br 
his  declarations,  they  being  hearsay."  Vol. 
1,  §  113.    See  also  Story,  Agency,  §  184. 

Upon  a  careful  scrutiny  of  all  the  evidence 
we  are  of  opinion  that  so  far  from  the  Mexi- 
can government  being  legally  responsible  for 
the  losses  falling  upon  the  company,  its  in- 
vestment was  without  profitable  results  be- 
cause the  company  did  not  have  or  did  not 
furnish  to  its  superintendents  at  the  mines 
Jie  funds  required  lor  their  successful  de- 
velopment, and  did  not  find  the  property  to^ 
be  as  valuable  as  they  had  supposed.  All* 
this  is  apparent  from  the  reports  made  from 
time  to  time  to  the  company  by  its  superin- 
tendents, duplicate  originals  of  which  are  to 
be  found  in  the  letter-impression  book  which 
was  not  before  the  commission.  The  identity 
of  that  book  is  fully  established  and  the 
Mexican  Republic  is  not  fairly  chargeable 
with  negligence  in  not  having  discovered  it 
sooner.  It  is  certain  that  that  government, 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  it  received 
the  book,  delivered  it  to  the  Department  of 
State,  and  called  attention  to  the  important 
and  vital  facts  discRosed  by  it,  so  that  the 
United  States  could  take  such  action  as  its 
sense  of  duty  suggested. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  question  stated 
in  the  act  of  1892 — ^whether  the  award  in 
question  "was  obtained  as  to  the  whole  sum 
included  therein,  or  as  to  any  part  thereof,^ 
by  fraud  effectuated  by  means  of  false  swear-  S 
ing  or  other  false*and  fraudulent  practices* 
on  the  part  of  the  said  La  Abra  Silver  Min- 
ing Company,  or  its  agents,  attorneys,  or  as- 
signs"— must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative 
as  to  the  whole  sum  included  in  the  award. 
That  company  placed  before  the  commission 
a  state  of  facts  unathad  no  existence,  and 
which  we  are  constrained  by  the  evidence  to 
say  its  principal  representatives  must  have 
known  had  no  existence,  but  which  being 
credited  by  the  commission  under  the  evi- 
dence adduced  before  it  brought  about  the 
result  complained  of  in  the  bill.  The  whole 
story  of  losses  accruing  to  that  company  by 
reason  of  wrongs  done  by  the  authorities  of 
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Hexieo,  \b,  imder  the  evidence,  improbable 
and  unfounded.  We  do  not  wish  to  be  un- 
derstood as  saying  that  the  company  did 
not  meet  with  losses  on  account  of  its  invest- 
ments in  this  mining  property.  But  we  do 
adjudge  that  it  had  no  elaim  which,  upon 
any  principle  of  law  or  equity,  it  was  en- 
titled toassertagainsttheRepublieofMezioo. 
The  decree  heUnD  ia  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray  did  not  hear  the  argu- 
ment on  the  facts  and  took  no  part  in  their 
eofnsideration.  Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  took 
BO  part  in  the  decision. 

(175  U.  S.  626)  

FRED  BARDES,  Trustee,  ete..  Complainant, 

V, 

FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  of  Hawarden, 
Iowa,  ei  ah 

Certifloaie  of  question  of  juriediction  of  die' 
triot  court — made  before  final  judgment. 

The  use  of  a  certificate  to  present  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  a  Question 
of  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  district  court  in  an 
action  arising  under  the  bankruptcj*  act  of 
July  1,  180S,  is  subject  to  the  general  limi- 
tations of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  8, 
1891,  under  which  the  trial  court  cannot  by 
certificate  send  up  a  question  as  to  Its  own 
jurisdiction  until  after  final  judgment 

[No.  429.] 

Buhmitted  Deeemher  tO,  1899.    Decided  De- 
cember 22,  1899. 

ON  CERTIFICATE  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Iowa  presenting  the 
question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  in 
a  bankruptcy  case  which  had  not  proceeded 
to  final  judgment.    Dismissed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  O.  A.  Brandenbnrs,  William  F, 
Lohr,  Henry  C,  Gardiner,  Frederick  W,  Lohr, 
Deloss  0,  Skull,  and  William  H.  Famsworth 
for  complainant. 

Messrs,  William  Milohriat  and  John 
Hutchinson  for  defendants. 

Mr.  Chief  Juscice  FtlUev  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  is  a  certificate  from  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district 
of  Iowa.  It  appears  therefrom  that  a  bill  of 
complaint  was  filed  in  that  court  sitting  in 
bankruptcy  by  Bardes,  trustee  of  the  estate 
of  Walker,  who  had  been  therein  adjudged 
a  bankrupt  on  his  own  petition,  seeking  to 
set  aside  the  transfer  of  a  stock  of  goods  by 
the  bankrupt,  and  to  compel  defendants  to 
account  for  the  goods  or  their  proceeds,  be- 
cause the  transfer  was  in  fraud  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bankruptcy  act  and  of  the 
M  creditors  of  the  bank ;  that  defendants  inter- 
JP  posed  a  demurrer  to* the  bill  on  the  ground 
that  the  court  could  not  take  jurisdiction  of 
the  case,  and  that  thereupon  it  was  certified 
that  the  court  "aesirlnff  to  obtain  the  opin- 
ion and  instruction  of  tne  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  its  guidance  in  the 
premises,  hereby  certifies  to  the  Supreme 
Court  for  its  consideration  and  determina- 


tion the  following  questions,"  and  four  quea- 
tions  were  thereupon  propounded.  And  it 
was  further  ordered  thai  the  trajiMiipi 
transmitted  to  this  oonrt  should  contain  tha 
bill,  the  demurrer,  and  the  certificate. 

By  the  24th  section  of  the  bankruptcy  act 
of  July  1,  1898  (80  Stat  at  L.  644,  chap. 
541),  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  the  eircuit  courts  of  appeals,  and  tha 
supreme  courts  of  the  territories  were  in- 
vested with  "appellate  jurisdiction  of  contr<^ 
versies  arising  in  bankruptey  proceedings 
from  the  courte  of  bankrupted  from  which 
they  have  appellate  jurisdiction  in  other 
cases."  And  it  was  also  provided,  {  25,  d, 
that  "controversies  may  be  certified  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Stetes  from 
other  courte  of  the  United  Stetes,  and  tha 
former  court  may  exercise  jurisdiction  there- 
of and  issue  write  of  certiorari  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  United  Stetes  laws  now 
in  force  or  such  as  may  be  hereafter  enacted." 

By  the  6th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of 
March  8,  1891  (26  Stet.  at  L.  826,  chap. 
517),  it  was  provided  that  appeals  or  write 
of  error  might  be  token  from  the  district 
courte  or  from  the  circuit  courte  direct  to 
this  court,  amon^  other  cases,  in  any  case 
in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was 
in  issue,  but  that  in  such  cases  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  alone  should  be  certified  from 
the  court  below  for  decision;  by  the  sixth 
section,  that  in  cases  made  final  in  the  cir» 
cult  courte  of  appeals,  those  courte  might 
at  any  time  certify  to  this  court  any  ques- 
tions or  propositions  of  law  concerning  which 
they  desired  instruction  for  the  proper  de- 
cision of  the  cases,  and  this  court  might  an- 
swer the  questions,  or  might  require  tiia 
whole  record  and  cause  to  be  sent  up  for  con- 
sideration ;  and  also  that  in  respect  of  cases 
so  made  final,  it  should  be  competent  for 
this  court  to  require  by  certiorari  or  other- , 
wise  any  such  case  to  be  certified  to  thiaj 
court  for  review  and^determination  with  the  • 
same  power  and  authority  as  if  it  had  been 
brought  here  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error. 

It  was  early  held  under  that  act  ( MoLish 
V.  Roff,  141  U.  S.  661,  35  L.  ed.  893,  12  Sup. 
a.  Rep.  118),  that  appeals  or  write  of  er- 
ror in  cases  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  was  in  issue  could  only  be  token  di- 
rectly to  this  court  after  final  judgment; 
and  subsequently,  in  United  States  v.  Rider, 
163  U.  S.  132,  41  L.  ed.  101,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
983,  that  review  by  appeal,  writ  of  error,  or 
otherwise,  must  be  as  prescribed  by  that  act, 
and  that  the  use  of  certificate  was  limited 
by  it  to  the  certificate  by  the  courte  below, 
after  final  judgment,  of  questions  made  as  to 
their  own  jurisdiction,  and  to  the  certificate 
by  the  circuit  courte  of  appeals  of  questions 
of  law  in  relation  to  which  the  advice  of  tois 
court  was  sought  as  therein  provided.  We 
there  held  that  the  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
covered  the  whole  subject-matter,  and  fur- 
nished the  exclusive  rule  in  respect  of  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  on  appeal,  writ  of  er- 
ror, or  certificate. 

The  bankruptcy  act  has  made  no  change 
in  this  regard,  and  as  this  case  has  not  gone 
to  j  udgment,  the  cer  t i  ficate  must  be  dismissed. 
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(175  U.  8.  6t8) 
J.  W.   CUMMINO,  James   8.    Harper,  and 
John  C.  IiadeA*eze,  Plffa,  in  Err^ 

V, 

COUNTY     BOARD    OF    EDUCATION    of 
Richmond  Couxity,  Stace  of  Georgia. 

Infunction  againMt  maintaining  high  $ehool 
far  white  children — discrimination  againai 
colored  children — rights  under  Fourteenth 
Amendmtmt, 

1.  An  Injunction  that  would  compel  a  board 
at  education  to  withhold  all  aBsiatance  from 
a  high  school  maintained  for  white  children 
la  not  the  proper  remedy  for  error  of  the 
board  In  falling  to  provide  a  high  school  for 
colored  children  and  in  turning  the  building 
and  funds  formerly  used  therefor  to  the  use 
of  primary  schools  for  colored  children. 

%.  A  decision  by  a  state  court  denying  an  in- 
Jnnction  against  the  maintenance,  by  a  board 
of  education,  of  a  high  school  for  white  chil- 
dren, while  failing  to  maintain  one  for  col- 
ored children  also,  for  the  reason  that  the 
fonds  were  not  sufficient  to  maintain  it  in 
addition  to  needed  primary  schools  for  col- 
ored children,  does  not  constitute  a  denial 
to  colored  persons  of  the  equal  protection  of 
the  law  or  equal  prirUeges  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

[Na  164.] 

Argued  October  30,  1899.    Decided  Decem- 
ber 18, 1899. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  of  Rich- 
mond County,  State  oif  Geor^rla,  to  renriew 
a  decision  refusing  aA  injunction  againat  a 
board  of  education  to  prevent  maintenance 
of  a  higrh  Bcfa<x>l  for  white  children  without 
also  maintaining  one  for  colored  children. 
Affirmed. 

See  nme  case  beIow»  103  Ga.  641,  29  & 
B.  488. 

i  Statement  1y  Mr.  Justice  Barlami 
P  *  The  plaintiifs  in  error,  Oumming,  Harper, 
and  LieuieyesBe,  citir.ena  of  Georgia  and 
persona  of  oolor,  auing  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves  and  all  others  in  like  case  joining  with 
them,  brought  this  action  against  the  board 
of  education  of  Richmond  count/  and 
Charles  S.  Bohler,  tax  ooUector. 

In  the  petition  filed  by  them  it  was 
all^d — 

That  the  plalntiflTs  were  reeadents,  prop- 
arty  owners,  and  taxpayers  of  Richmond 
oounty,  the  defendant  board  being  a  oorpora- 
tion  created  under  an  act  of  the  general 
assembly  of  Georgia  of  Auguat  23d,  1872, 
regul&tinjgr  puUie  inflrtruction  in  thai  county 
empowering  the  board  to  annrually  levy  such 
tax  as  it  deemed  necessary  for  public  school 
purposes; 

Tliat  on  the  10th  of  July,  1897,  the  board 
levied  for  that  year  for  the  support  of 
primary,  intermediate,  grammar,  and  high 
■choole  in  the  county,  a  tax  of  $45,000,  which 
was  then  duo  and  being  collected; 

That  the  petitioners  interposed  no  objec- 
tions  to  so  much   of  the  tax  as  was  for 
Kimary,  intermediate,  and  grammar  sdiools, 
i  the  tax  for  the  support  of  the  system  of 
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high  sehooUi  was  illegal  and  vx>id  for  tlii 
reason  that  tiiat  i^stem  was  for  the  use  and 
benaftt  of  the  white  population  exclusively; 

That  the  board  was  not  authorized  by  law 
to  levy  anv  tax  for  the  support  of  a  system 
of  hiffh  schools  in  which  the  colored  school 
population  of  the  county  were  not  ffiven  the 
same  educational  facilities  as  were  furnished 
the  white  school  population;  ^ 

That  at  least  $4,600  of  the  tax  of  $45,000 S 
was  being*collected  and  when  collected  would* 
be  used  for  the  support  of  such  system  of 
hi^  schools: 

That  the  board  had  on  hand  the  sum  of 
$20,000  or  other  large  sum,  the  proceeds  of 
prior  tax  levieH,  in  trust  to  disburse  solely 
for  legal  educational  purposes  in  the  county, 
and  would  reoei^'e  from  tne  tax  levy  of  1897 
and  from  other  sources  large  simis  in  like 
trust,  and  that  it  was  the  owner  and  had  the 
custody  and  control  of  school  fixtures,  furni- 
ture, educational  equipments  and  appliances 
generally,  holding  the  same  in  like  trust) 
and. 

That  although  the  board  was  not  author^ 
ized  by  law  to  use  any  part  of  suoh  funds  or 
property  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
a  system  of  high  schools  in  which  the  colored 
school  population  were  not  given  the  same 
educational  facilities  as  wei'e  furnished  for 
the  white  school  population,  it  was  usinff 
such  funds  and  property  in  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  its  existing  high-school 
system,  the  educational  advantages  of  which 
were  restricted  wh<41y  to  the  benefit  of  the 
white  school  population  of  Richmond  county 
to  the  entire  exclusion  of  the  colored  schoM 
population,  and  that  by  such  use  of  those 
funds  and  property  a  deficiency  for  educa- 
tional purposes  would  inevitably  result,  to 
make  which  good  additional  taxaiion  would 
be  required. 

The  petitioners  also  alleged  that  they  were 
persons  of  color  and  parents  of  chil(uren  of 
school  age  lawfully  entitled  to  the  full  benefit 
of  any  system  of  liigh  schools  organized  or 
maintained  b^  the  board;  that  up  to  the 
time  of  the  said  tax  levy  and  for  many  years 
continuously  prior  thereto,  the  board  main- 
tained a  system  of  high  schools  in  Richmond 
county  in  which  the  colored  school  popula- 
tion had  the  same  educational  advantages  as 
the  white  school  populajtion,  but  on  July 
10th,  1897,  it  withdrew  from  and  denied  to 
the  colored  school  population  any  participa- 
tion in  the  educational  facilities  of  a  high- 
school  system  in  the  county,  and  had  voted 
to  continue  to  deny  to  that  population  any 
admission  to  or  pai*ticipation  in  such  educa- 
tional facilities;  and  that  at  the  time  of 
sudh  withdrawal  and  denial  the  petitioners 
respectively  had  children  attending  the  col- 
ored high  school  then  existing,  but  who  were  m 
now  debarred  from  participation  in  the  bene-  • 
fits  of  a  public  high-school  education  though 
petitioners  were  being  taxed  therefor.  They 
averred  that  the  action  of  the  board  of  educa- 
tion was  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws  secured  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  tiuut  it  was  inequitable, 
illegal,  and  unconstitutional  for  the  board  to 
levy  upon  or  for  the  tax  oollector  to  ooUeet 
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from  them  way  tax  for  tbe  educatio«nal  pur- 
poses of  the  oounty  from  tibe  benefita  of 
which  thfi  petitioners  in  the  persons  of  their 
cihildreai  ol  school  ag«  man  ezdudcd  and 
debarred. 

The  petitioners  prayed  thii  the  tax  ooUec- 
tor,  Bohler,  be  enjoined  from  ooUeoting  so 
much  of  the  tax  levy  of  July  10th,  1807,  as 
bed  been  levied  for  the  support  of  said  sys- 
tem of  high  sdiools;  that  the  board  be 
enjoined  from  usins  any  funds  or  property 
then  held  by  it  or  thereafter  to  come  iiito  its 
hands  for  educational  purposes  In  the  oounty 
lor  the  support,  maintenance,  or  operation  of 
that  system;  and  that  they  have  suoh  other 
ax»d  further  relief  as  was  oquiitable  and  just 

The  board  of  education  demurred  to  the 
petition  and  also  filed  an  answer.  It  denied 
uiat  it  had  established  any  system  of  high 
schools  in  the  county,  and  averred  that  it 
was  neither  its  duty  nor  had  it  authority  to 
eetablLsh  such  a  system,  although  it  had 
authority  iji  its  discretion  to  establish  high 
schools  at  such  points  in  the  oounty  as  the 
interest  or  oonvenienoe  of  the  people  re- 
euired;  that  in  pursuance  of  such  authority 
It  had  established  the  Neely  High  School  in 
167  6,  but  in  1878  its  name  was  changed  to 
that  of  the  Tubman  High  School,  when  Mrs. 
Emily  H.  Tubman  presented  to  the  board  a 
large  lot  and  building  for  the  purpose  of 
affording  a  higher  education  to  the  young 
women  of  the  county,  the  Riehmoiid  Acade- 
my affording  tliis  benefit  and  advantage  to 
the  male  sex;  that  the  demand  was  urgent 
for  the  continuance  ol  the  Tubman  school  by 
the  board,  and  it  waa  so  accordingly  deter- 
mined, each  pupil  paying  $15  for  tuition  per 
annum  and  nonresidents  of  the  county  $40, 
which  was  the  charge  made  by  the  Richmond 
Academy  for  Boys:  and  that  the  property, 

Sthe  value  of  which  with  the  fixtures,  furni- 
ture, and  appliances  was  worth  not  less  than 
$30,000,  was* donated  by  Mrs.  Tubman  upon 
the  express  condition  Uiat  in  the  event  the 
board  failed  to  use  the  building  for  a  hiffh 
school  the  same  was  to  inure  instantly  to  Uie 
benefit  of  the  Richmond  Academy  and  the 
Augusta  Free  School; 

That  in  June,  187G,  the  board  deemed  it 
wise  to  give  its  aKsistance  to  the  Hephzibah 
High  School,  conducted  and  controlled  by  the 
Hephzibah  Baptist  Association  in  the 
village  of  Hephzibah,  in  the  southeastern 
part  of  the  oounty,  charging  and  receiving 
for  high  school  scholars  Sie  sum  of  $15  per 
annum; 

That,  in  1880,  there  being  no  high  school 
In  the  county  for  the  colored  race,  the  funds 
of  the  board  justifying  it,  and  other  schools 
of  lower  grade  having  been  established  by  the 
local  trustees  in  Augusta  sufficient  to  accom- 
modate the  colored  children,  the  board  deemed 
it  wise  and  proper  to  establish  the  Ware 
High  School,  chaiglng  for  each  pupil  taught 
therein  $10  per  annum;  and 

That  in  June,  1897,  a  special  committee 
appointed  by  the  board  investigated  the 
status  of  the  high  schools  in  the  county  and 
ascertained  tihe  condition  of  each,  and  the 
eommittee  recommended  that,  for  "purely 
eoooomic  reasons  in  the  education  of  the 


negro  race/'  the  Wure  High  School  be  dii- 
continued  and  the  dty  oooifereDOS  board 
requested  to  open  four  primaiy  schools  la 
the  same  building  at  a  cost  of  about  $200 
each  for  the  accommodstioii  of  those  negnu 
children  who  were  azmually  denied  admit- 
tance to  the  schools. 

The  answer  of  the  board  further  stated: 
"Touching  the  Ware  High  School,  its  friends 
and  the  colored  patrons  thereof  were  called 
before  the  commfittee,  and  were  heard  by  the 
committee  with  everr  respect  and  considera- 
tion. They  were  told  the  reasons  that  con- 
trolled the  committee  in  its  intention  to 
recommend  its  discontinuance  for  the  pres- 
ent. These  were:  Because  400  or  more  of 
n^gro  children  were  being  turned  away  from 
the  primary  grades  uncU^le  to  be  provided 
with  seats  or  teachers;  because  the  same 
means  end  the  same  building  which  were 
used  to  teach  60  high-school  pupils  would 
accommodate  200  pupils  in  the  rudiments  of 
education ;  because  the  board  at  this  time  o 
was  not* financially  able  to  erect  buildings ! 
and  employ  additional  teachers  for  the  large 
number  of  colored  children  who  were  in  need 
of  primary  education,  and  because  there 
were  in  the  cdty  of  Augusta  at  this  time 
three  public  high  schools, — tihe  Haines  In- 
dustrial School,  the  Walker  Baptist  Institute, 
and  the  Payne  Institute— each  of  which  were 
public  to  the  colored  people,  and  were  charge 
ing  fees  no  larger  than  the  board  charg^ 
for  pupilage  in  the  Ware  High  School.^ 
After  stating  that  the  action  of  the  special 
committee  was  approved  by  the  board,  the 
answer  continued :  "At  the  same  time  when 
the  vote  was  taken  on  the  report  of  the  Wars 
High  School  it  was  unanimously  resolved 
that  the  board  of  education  reinstate  the 
said  school  whenever  in  their  judgment  the 
board  could  afford  it.  Subsequently  to  the 
board's  temporary  suspension  of  the  Ware 
Hi^jh  School  a  number  of  colored  people 
petitioned  the  board  for  rescission  odf  tidi 
action,  among  whom  were  the  complainants 
herein.  A  full  board  was  called  and  con* 
vened  on  the  —  dav  of  August,  and  the  peti- 
tioners were  heard  and  t£eir  request  fully 
considered.  The  board,  after  a  session  and 
deliberation  of  over  two  hours,  refused  to 
rescind  for  the  reasons  heretofore  set  oat, 
and  says,  in  their  view,  until  the  local  trus- 
tees— t.  e.,  the  city  conference  board- 
should  have  furnished  a  sufficiency  of  pri- 
marv  schools  for  the  colored  population  it 
would  be  unwise  and  unconscionaole  to  keep 
up  a  high  school  for  60  pupils  and  turn  away 
300  little  negroes  who  are  asking  to  bs 
taught  their  alphabet  and  to  read  and  write. 
No  part  of  tihe  funds  of  this  board  accrued  or 
accruing  and  no  property  appropriated  to 
the  education  of  the  negro  race  has  been 
taken  from  them.  This  board  has  only 
applied  the  same  means  and  moneys  from 
one  grade  of  their  education  to  another 
grade;  and  in  this  connection  defendant  says 
that  the  enrolment  in  the  colored  school  is 
this  year  238  more  than  the  last,  the  Ware 
High  School  building  acoonunodating  188 
pupils." 

The  answer  of  the  board,  referring  to  the 


1899. 


GUMMING  ▼.  CJOUNTY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION. 


199 


act  of  1872,  ayerred  that  "9  9  of  said  act 
commands  ^e  local  trustees  to  provide  the 

Saame  facilities  to  each  race  as  regards  school- 
^  bouses  and  fixtures,  atbaimnents  end  abili- 
•  ties  of  teachers^ud  leng^  of  term,  but  that 
this  section  refers  osily  to  the  schools  estab- 
UAed  by  the  trustees  of  each  school  district 
under  {  6  of  said  act,  and  does  not  apply  to 
schools  of  liigher  grade;  that  §  10  oi  said 
act,  which  empowera  this  respondent  to 
establish  schools  of  higher  grade  than  those 
e9bablis4ied  by  the  l<^al  trustees,  ordains 
their  establisiunent  to  such  as  the  interest 
aaid  conrenience  of  the  people  may  in  the 
Judgment  of  this  board  require.  It  admits 
that  on  the  10th  day  of  July  last  it  sus- 
pended the  Ware  High  School  for  the  reason 
that  in  its  judgment  the  interest  and  con- 
Tenien^e  of  the  people  did  not  require  it, 
and  that  it  caused  to  be  established  in  its 
Btead  three  primary  schools  for  colored 
children,  and  for  reasons  heretofore  in  its 
answer  eot  forth.  Whether  or  not  tiie  peti- 
tioners at  the  time  of  saJd  suspension  had 
children  attending  the  Ware  High  School 
this  defendant  is  not  advised,  bat  (tenies  that 
they  are  debarred  from  a  high-school  educa- 
tion in  this  community,  since  for  the  same 
charges  as  were  mcide  by  tiiis  board  for 
pupilage  in  the  Ware  Hiffh  School  they  can 
find  this  education  in  three  other  colored 
high  schools  open  to  the  public  in  the  city  of 
Augiista.  Defendants  deny  the  allegations 
specially  pleading  that  the  acts  of  1872  and 
1877  deny  to  the  colored  race  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  law,  or  that  the  course  and  con- 
duct of  this  board  thereunder  is  obnoxious  to 
this  oonertitutional  inhibition." 

The  plaintiffs  amended  their  petition, 
tlleging:  "let.  TJiat  'the  Payne  Institute,' 
*the  Walker  Baptist  Institute,'  and  'the 
Haines  Normal  &  Industrial  Institute' 
mentioned  in  said  ansr^er,  are  purely  private 
and  pay  educational  institutions  under 
sectarian  control,  and  have  been  in 
existence  for  years  past,  and  have  no  con- 
nection, and  never  have  had  any  connection, 
whateoever  with  the  public-school  system 
conducted  by  said  board.  2d.  That  said 
board  has  no  le«al  right  to  charge  for  extend- 
ing a  public  high-school  education  to  the 
children  of  school  acre  of  actual  residents  of 
said  county.  3d.  That  if  a  deficiency  of 
means  exists  for  extending  a  public  primary- 
school  education  to  the  colored  school 
population  of  the  city  of  Augusta  in  said 
county,  said  deficiency  is  due  to  the  illegal 
S  action  of  said  board  in  appropriating  to  the 
y  white*8chool  population  of  said  city  largely 
more  of  the  public-school  fund  than  it  is 
legally  entitled  to,  to  Iftie  corresponding  det- 
riment of  the  colored  school  population  of 
said  dty,  and  but  for  such  illegal  action 
there  would  be  uo  such  deficiency  as  said 
board  avers.*' 

In  answer  to  this  amended  petition,  the 
board  admitted  that  the  Payne  Institute,  the 
Walker  Baptist  Institute,  and  the  Haines  Nor- 
mal &  Industrial  Institute  mentioned  in  its 
answer  were  private  educational  institutions 
under  sectarian  control,  and  had  no  connec- 
tion witii  the  public-school  system  conducted 


by  the  defendant  board.  But  it  averred  t^at 
the  impression  sought  to  be  conveyed  that 
there  was  sectarian,  denominational  teach- 
ing in  those  sduoola  was  untrue;  that  the 
schools  referred  to  were  open  to  the  nublie 
generallTi  aod  aaiy  child  of  sufficient  scliolar- 
ship  and  moral  character  could  enter  them, 
whatever  his  or  her  religious  belief.  The 
board  also  asserted  its  right  to  charge  for 
tuition  in  high  schools,  and  denied  that  any 
deficiency  of  means  for  extending  a  public 
primary-school  education  to  the  colored 
school  population  was  due  to  any  aotiom  it 
had  taken. 

The  defendant  Bchler,  the  tax  ootlector, 
demurred  to  the  petition  and  also  filed  an 
answer. 

The  cause  having  been  heard  upon  the  de- 
murrers and  pleadings,  the  oourt  sustained 
the  demurrer  of  defendfeunt  Bohler,  and  re- 
fused to  grant  any  injunction  against  him  as 
tax  collector.  But  the  demurrer  of  the  board 
of  education  was  overruled,  and  an  order  was 
entered  restraining  the  board  from  using 
"any  funds  or  property  now  in  or  hereafter 
coming  into  its  hands  for  educational  pur- 
poses  m  said  county  for  the  support,  main- 
tenance, or  operation  of  any  white  high 
school  in  said  county  until  said  board  shall 
provide  or  establish  equal  facilities  in  hiffh- 
school  education  as  are  now  maintained  Inf 
them  for  white  children  for  such  colored  chil- 
dren of  high-sohool  grade  in  said  county  as 
may  desire  a  high-school  education  or  until 
the  further  order  of  the  court."  This  order 
was,  however,  suspended  until  the  supreme 
oourt  of  the  state  should  render  its  dedsioa 
in  the  cause.  o 

The  plaintiffs  did  not  appeal  from  thoS 
order  refusing  to^ant  an  injimction  against* 
the  tax  collector.  But  the  case  was  carried 
to  the  supreme  court  of  Georgia  by  ^e  board 
of  education,  where  the  judgment  of  the  su- 
perior court  of  Richmond  county  was  re- 
versed upon  the  ground  that  it  erred  in 
granting  an  injunction  against  the  board  of 
education.  And  in  accordance  with  that  de- 
cision the  superior  court,  upon  the  return  of 
the  cause  from  the  supreme  court  of  the 
state,  refused  the  relief  asked  by  the  plain- 
tiffs and  dismissed  their  petition.  The  plain- 
tiffs in  error  complain  of  the  latter  oraer  as 
being  in  derogation  of  their  rights  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Mr,  George  F.  Edmunds  for  plaintiffs 
in  error. 

Messrs,  J.  GanaHl  and  Frank  H.  Bliller 

for  defendant  in  error.  zl 

s 

*Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  the* 
facts  as  above,  delivered  the  opinion  of  thog 
court:  S 

•This  writ  of  error  brings  up  for  review  a* 
final  order  made  in  the  superior  court  of 
Richmond  county,  Georgia,  m  conformity  to 
a  judgment  rendered  in  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state.  That  order,  it  is  contended,  de- 
prived the  plaintiffs  in  error  of  rights  se- 
cured to  them  by  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 
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Tht  supreme  court  of  Georna,  after  stat- 
ing in  its  opinion  that  counBel  for  the  peti- 
tioners did  not  point  out  in  his  brief  what 
particular  paragraph  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  was  violated,  said:  "If  it  be  the 
firsty  he  does  not  point  out  what  clause  of 
that  paragraph  is  violated,  whether  the 
privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  are  abridged,  whether  his 
clients  are  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  or  whether 
his  clients  are  denied  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws.  It  is  difficult,  therefore,  for  us  to 
determine  whether  this  amendment  has  been 
violated.  If  any  authority  had  been  cited, 
we  could  from  that  have  determined  which 
paragraph  or  clause  counsel  relied  upon,  but 
as  he  has  left  us  in  the  dark  we  can  only  say 
that  in  our  opinion  none  of  the  clauses  of 
any  of  the  paragraphs  of  the  amendment, 
under  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record,  is 
violated  by  the  board.  There  is  no  com- 
plaint in  the  petition  that  there  is  any  dis- 
erimination  made  in  regard  to  Uie  free  com- 
mon schools  of  the  county.  So  far  as  the 
record  discloses,  both  races  have  the  same 
facilities  and  privileges  of  attending  them. 
The  only  complaint  &  that  these  plaintiffs, 
being  taxpayers,  are  debarred  the  privilege 
of  sending  their  children  to  a  hign  school 
which  is  not  a  free  school,  but  one  where  tui- 
tion is  charged,  and  that  a  portion  of  the 
school  fund,  raised  by  taxation,  is  appropri- 
ated to  sustain  white  high  schools  to  which 
negroes  are  not  admitted.  We  think  we 
have  shown  thai  it  was  in  the  discretion  of 
the  board  to  establish  high  schools.  It  be- 
ing in  their  discretion,  they  could,  without 
a  violation  of  the  law  or  of  any  constitution, 
devote  a  portion  of  the  taxes  collected  for 
school  purpoMS  to  the  support  of  this  high 
school  for  white  ffirls  and  to  assist  a  county 

2  denominational  high  school  for  boys.  In  our 
opinion,  it  is  impracticable  to  distribute 
•  taxes  equally.  The*appix>priation  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  taxes  for  a  white  girls'  high 
school  is  not  more  discrimination  against 
these  colored  plaintiffs  than  it  is  against 
many  white  people  in  the  county.  A  tax- 
payer who  has  boys  and  no  girls  of  a  school 
age  has  as  much  right  to  complain  of  the 
unequal  distribution  of  the  taxes  to  a  girls' 
high  school  as  have  these  plaintiffs.  T^e 
action  of  the  board  appears  to  us  to  be  more 
a  discrimination  as  to  sex  than  it  does  as 
to  race.  While  the  board  appropriates  some 
money  to  assist  a  denominational  school  for 
white  boys  and  girls,  it  has  never  established 
a  high  school  for  white  boys,  and,  if  the  con- 
tention of  these  plaintiffs  is  correct,  white 
parents  who  have  boys  old  enough  to  attend 
a  high  school  have  as  much  right  to  com- 
plain aa  these  plaintiffs,  if  they  have  not 
more.  Without,  therefore,  goins;  into  an 
analysis  of  the  different  clauses  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  we  content  ourselves  by 
saying  that,  in  our  opinion,  the  action  of 
the  board  did  not  violate  any  of  the  provi- 
sions of  tiiat  amendment.  It  does  not 
abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citi- 
I  al  the  United  States,  nor  does  it  deprive 


any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with* 
out  due  process  of  law,  nor  does  it  aeny  to 
any  person  within  the  state  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  its  laws.** 

The  Oooetitution  of  Georgia  provides  t 
'^There  sball  be  a  thorough  system  of  oom« 
mon  schools  for  the  educsution  of  children  io 
the  elementary  branches  of  an  English  edu- 
csititm  only,  as  nearly  uniform  as  pra^oable, 
the  expenses  of  whidi  shall  be  provided  for 
by  taxation,  or  otherwise.  The  schools  shall 
be  free  to  all  children  of  the  state,  but  sepa- 
rate schools  shall  be  provided  for  the  white 
and  colored  races."      Art  8,  §  1. 

It  was  said  84;  the  argument  that  the  vice 
in  the  common-sdhool  system  of  Qeorgia  was 
the  requirement  thait  &e  white  and  colored 
children  of  the  state  be  educated  in  separata 
schools.    But   we   need   not   oonsider   thai 
question  in  this  case.    No  such  issue  wsa 
made  in  the  pleadings^    Indeed,  the  plain- 
tiffs distinctly  state  that  they  have  no  ob- 
jection to  the  tax  In  question  so  far  aa  levied 
for  the  support  of  primary,  intermediate,  ^ 
and  grammar  schoolR,  in  the  managemeot  o<2 
^hi<£  the  rule  as  to  the  separation  of  raeea* 
is  enforced.    We  must  dispoee  ct  the  case 
as  it  le  presented  by  the  record. 

ThB  plaintiffs  in  error  oomplain  that  the 
board  of  education  used  the  funds  in  its 
hands  to  aesist  in  maintaining  a  high  school 
for  white  children  without  providing  a  simi- 
lar school  for  colored  dhlldren.  The  sub- 
stantial relief  asked  is  eoi  injunction  that 
would  either  impair  the  efficiency  of  the  high 
school  provided  for  white  children  or  eom]^ 
the  boBj^  to  dose  it.  But  if  thait  were  done, 
the  result  would  onlv  be  to  take  from  whHe 
children  educatumaf  privileges  enjoyed  b^ 
them,  without  givinff  to  colored  children  ad- 
ditional oppoitunities  for  the  education 
furnished  in  high  schoole.  The  colored  school 
children  of  the  oounl^  would  not  be  advanced 
in  the  nuubter  of  their  education  by  a  decree 
compelling  the  defendant  board  to  cease  giv- 
ing support  to  a  high  school  for  white  (mil- 
dren.  The  board  had  before  it  the  questioii 
whether  it  should  maintain,  under  its  con- 
trol, a  high  school  for  about  60  oolored  chil- 
dren or  withhold  the  benefits  of  education 
in  primary  schools  from  300  children  of  the 
same  race.  It  was  impoesible,  the  board  be- 
lieved, to  g^ve  educat^nal  facilities  to  the 
300  colored  children  who  were  unprovided 
for,  if  it  maintained  a  separate  schoc4  for  the 
60  children  who  wished  to  have  a  high- 
school  education.  Its  decision  was  In  tiie 
interest  of  the  greater  number  of  colored 
children,  leaving  the  smallor  number  to  ob- 
tain a  hiffh-8ch«)l  education  in  existing  pri- 
vate InetitutionB  at  an  expense  not  beyond 
that  incurred  in  the  high  school  discontinued 
by  the  board. 

We  are  not  permitted  by  the  evidence  in 
the  record  to  regard  that  decision  as  having 
been  made  with  any  desire  or  purpose  on  the 
part  of  the  board  to  discriminate  against 
any  of  the  oolored  school  children  of  the 
county  on  account  of  their  race.  But  if  it 
be  aseumed  that  the  board  erred  in  supposing 
thai  its  duty  wus  to  provide  educations 
facilities  for  the  300  colored  diildren  who 
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irare  wifhoat  an  opportnnHy  in  primary 
MhooU  to  learn  the  alphabet  and  to  read  and 

?wrHe,  rather  than  to  maintain  a  school  for 
tiM  benefit  <rf  the  60  oolored  children  who 
widied  to  attend  a  hdgh«Bohool,  that  wva  not 
an  error  wliich  a  court  of  ej[iiit7  should  at- 
tempt to  remedy  by  an  injunotion  thaA 
woiud  compel  the  board  to  withhold  all  as- 
siotanee  from  the  high  school  maintained  for 
white  dhildren.  If,  in  some  appropriate 
proceeding  instituted  directly  for  that  pur- 

Ke,  the  plaintiffs  had  aought  to  oompel  the 
rd  of  education,  out  of  the  funds  in  its 
haaids  or  under  its  control,  to  establish  and 
maintain  a  high  school  for  odored  children, 
and  if  it  appeared  t^t  the  board's  refusal 
to  maintain  such  a  scho(^  was  in  faot  an 
abnee  of  its  discretion  and  in  hostility  to 
the  colored  poj^ulation  because  of  their  race, 
difTerenrt  questtone  might  have  arisen  in  the 
state  court. 

The  sta/te  court  did  not  deem  the  aotion  of 
ttk%  board  of  education  in  suspending  tem* 
porarily  and  for  economic  reasons  the  high 
school  for  colored  children  a  sufficient  rea^ 
eon  why  the  defendant  should  be  restrained 
bT  injunction  from  maintaining  an  existinc 
high  school  for  white  children.  It  rejected 
the  suggestion  that  the  board  proceeded  in 
had  faith  or  had  abused  the  discretion  with 
widdi  it  was  invested  by  the  statute  under 
which  ift  proceeded  or  had  acted  in  hostility 
to  the  colored  race.  Under  the  circnmstan- 
oes  disoloeed,  we  oanmot  say  that  this  action 
of  the  state  court  was,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Foorteenrtih  Amendment,  a  denial  by 
the  staite  to  the  plaintiffs  and  to  those  as- 
soeisJted  wi)th  tliem  of  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws  or  of  any  privOeges  bdooging  to 
them  as  citizens  of  the  United  States.  We 
may  add  that  while  all  admit  that  the  bene- 
fits and  burdens  of  public  taxation  must  be 
shared  by  citizens  without  discrimination 
Sffainst  amr  dass  on  aooount  of  their  race, 
tbe  education  of  the  people  in  schools  main- 
tained bv  staie  taxation  is  a  matter  bdong- 
Ing  to  uie  respeotive  staites,  and  any  inter- 
ferenoe  on  the  part  of  Federal  authority 
with  tiie  management  oi  such  schools  cannot 
be  justiiled  ex(^pt  in  the  case  of  a  clear  and 
unmistakahle  disregard  of  rights  secured  by 
tiie  supreme  law  of  the  land.  We  have  here 
no  Buok  case  to  be  determined;  and  as  this 
Tiew  disposes  of  the  ondy  question  which  this 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  rsFiew  and  decide, 
the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 


(175  U.  S.  662) 

J.   FRANCISCO   CHAVEZ,  Appt., 

V. 

UNITED  STATES. 

Mecrican  grant — power  of  departmental  (u- 
tenibly  or  territorial  deputation — acqui- 
escence of  governor  ae  president  of  the 
deputation — ratification  by  governor — ef- 
fect of  continued  poseeseion, 

1.  The  department  assembly  or  territorial 
deputation  oif  New  Mexico  In  1881  bad  no 
power  or  aathorlty  to  make  a  grant  of  lands. 


2.  The  goTsmor  of  New  Mexico  cannot  be  held 
to  hate  made  a  grant  of  lands  by  reason  of 
his  being  em  ol/Mo  president  of  the  territorial 
depotatton  at  the  time  when  that  body  at* 
tempted  to  make  a  grant  of  tanda  although 
he  was  present  and  attested  the  action  o<  the 
deputation. 

8.  Batlflcatlon  by  the  govemor  of  a  grant  of 
lands  which  the  departmental  assembly  had 
attempted  to  make  Is  not  shown  by  a  letter 
signed  by  him,  In  whlcb  he  simply  acknowl- 
edges tbe  receipt  of  an  official  communication 
from  an  alcalde,  reporting  the  execution  of 
a  decree  of  the  deputation  making  the  grant, 
and  asking  how  much  his  fee  should  be,  as  to 
which  the  governor  says  he  la  ignorant,  bat 
adylaes  him  to  ask  the  assessor,  although  the 
goyenior  does  not  make  any  protest  against 
the  validity  of  the  grant. 

4.  Possession  under  an  alleged  grant  made  In 
1881  by  the  territorial  deputation  of  New 
Mexico  up  to  the  time  of  the  treaty  of  Ouada^ 
lupe  Hidalgo,  In  1848,  Is  not  sufficient  to  raise 
the  presumption  of  a  grant. 

[No.  14.] 

Argued  October  17,  18,  1899.    Decided  De- 
oember  ft2,  1899. 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Private  Land  Claims  refusing  confirma- 
tion of  an  alleged  grant.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  F.  W.  Olanoy  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Matthew  G.  Beynolds  and  SoUoit* 
or  General  Rioharda  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  PeokliaiDL  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  eo 
court  of  private  land  claims  refusing  to  eon-  |o 
firm  the  title  of  the  appellant  to*some  5,000  * 
acres  of  land  in  New  Mexico,  about  1  league 
from  the  Manzano  grant    The  title  is  evi- 
denced by  a  grant  by  the  territorial  deputa- 
tion of  New  Mexico,  made  in  1831,  and  the 
first  question  in  the  case  relates  to  Uie  au- 
thority of  that  body  to  make  the  grant. 

It  is  also  contended  that  if  the  territorial 
deputation  did  not  have  the  power  to  make 
the  grant,  and  that  power  rested  with  the 
governor  of  the  department,  his  presence  in 
the  territorial  deputation  as  its  eo?  offloio 
president  when  the  grant  was  made,  and,  so 
far  as  the  record  shows,  his  not  protesting 
but  acquiescing  in  its  action,  was  equivalent 
to  and  the  same  as  a  grant  made  by  himself 
in  his  official  character  as  governor. 

It  is  further  stated  that  by  reason  of  the 
action  of  the  governor  in  writing  the  letter 
dated  December  22,  1831,  and  hereinafter  set 
forth,  that  officer  ratified  and  confirmed  the 
grant,  and  in  effect  made  it  his  own. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  Feb- 
ruary 28,  1831,  citizen  Nerio  Antonio  Mon- 
toya  petitioned  the  honorable  corporation  of 
Tome,  and  asked  it  that  it  would  append  to 
his  petition  its  own  report  to  the  most 
excellent  deputation,  so  that  that  body 
should  grant  him  the  land  described  in  the 
petition.  The  corporation  of  Tome,  on  the 
19th  of  March,  1881,  granted  the  praver  of 
the   petitioner,    and    adopted   a    resolution 
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which  provided  that  his  petition  should  "go 
before  tne  most  excellent  territorial  deputa- 
tion, which,  as  the  authority  competent,  may 
acc^e  to  the  donation  of  the  land  praved  for 
by  the  said  petitioner  without  injuring  the 
pastures  and  watering  places  for  the  pass- 
ersby."  The  resolution  was  accordingly  for- 
warded to  the  territorial  deputation,  and 
that  body  on  November  12,  1831,  took  action 
as  follows: 

(Extract  from  record  of  proceedings  of 
the  territorial  deputation,  session  of  No- 
vember 12,  1831.) 

The  foregoing  record  having  been  read  and 
approved,  a  petition  of  citizen  Nerio  Mon- 
toya,  a  resident   of   Valencia,  in   which  he 
asks  for  the  donation,  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses, of  a  tract  of  vacant  land  in  the  Man- 
^  sano  within  the  limits  of  the  Ojo  de  en  Me- 
S  dio  as  far  as  the  rancheria,  was  taken  up 
IP  and  the*report  of  the  respectable  corporation 
council  of  Tome,  in  which  it  is  set  forth  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  concession  of  the 
eaid  land,  having  been  heard  it  was  ordered 
that  it  be  granted. 

The  session  was  adjourned. 

Santiago  Abreu,  President.  (Rubric) 

Juan  Rafael  Ortiz.  (Rubric.) 

Anto.  Jose  Martinez.  (Rubric) 

Jose  Manl.  Salazar.  (Rubric) 

Teodosio  Quintana.  (Rubric) 

Ramon  AbreUi  Secretary.  (Rubric) 

In  accordance  with  this  action,  the  follow- 
ing direction  by  the  deputation,  signed  by 
its  secretary,  was  given  the  alcalde  of  the 
proper  jurisdiction: 

Santa  F6,  November  12,  1831. 
The  honorable  the  deputation  of  this  ter- 
ritory, having  received  the  report  of  the 
eonstitutionaf  council  of  Tome,  appended  to 
this  petition,  has  resolved  in  this  day's  ses- 
sion to  grant  the  land  prayed  for  by  the  pe- 
titioner, charging  the  alcalde  of  said  juris- 
diction to  execute  the  document  that  will  se- 
cure the  grantee  in  the  grant  hereby  made  to 
him.  Abreu,  Secretary. 

The  alcalde  thereupon  executed  a  docu- 
ment which,  after  reciting  that,  "in  obedi- 
ence to  the  decree  of  the  most  excellent  dep- 
utation of  this  territory  made  under  date  of 
November  12  of  the  current  year  on  the  mar- 
gin of  the  petition  which,  under  date  of  Feb- 
ruary 28,  the  citizen  Nerio  Antonio  Montoya, 
resident  of  this  said  jurisdiction,  presented 
to  this  honorable  council,  and  on  which  peti- 
tion is  recorded  the  report  made  by  this 
council,  in  accordance  with  which  report  its 
excellency  has  deemed  it  proper  to  accede  to 
the  petition  of  Montoya,  granting  him  full 
and  formaJ  possession  of  the  tract  he  prayed 
for,"  etc,  declared  that  "Montoya,  whenever 
he  may  choose  or  think  best  to  do,  may  noti- 

Sf y  me  to  proceed  with  him  to  the  locality  to 
place  him  in  possession  of  the  propertr^ 
•  mnted  him,  with  all  the  customary  formal- 
ity," etc  This  was  dated  December  7, 1831, 
and  signed  by  the  alcalde. 


On  December  12  in  the  same  year  the  sama 
alcalde,  "in  compliance  with  the  provision 
made  by  this  most  excellent  deputation  of 
this  territory  and  the  notification  given  me 
by  the  citizen  Nerio  Antonio  Montoya,"  pro- 
ceeded with  Montoya  to  the  tract  of  land 
granted  him  and  placed  him  in  possession 
thereof,  the  act  being  signed  by  the  iJcaldc 

There  was  also  put  in  evidence  on  the  trial 
of  the  action  in  the  court  below,  on  the  ques- 
tion of  ratification,  the  following: 

Office  of  the  Political  Chief  of  New  Mexico. 

By  your  official  communication  of  the  20th 
instant,  I  am  advised  of  your  having  exe- 
cuted the  decree  of  the  most  excellent  depu- 
tation granting  to  the  citizen  Nerio  Antonio 
Montoya  a  tract  of  land. 

But  in  regard  to  the  inquiry  you  make  of 
me,  as  to  how  much  your  fee  should  be,  I 
inform  you  that  I  am  ignorant  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  that  you  may,  if  you  choose  to  do» 
put  the  question  to  the  assessor  (asesor), 
who  is  the  officer  to  whom  it  belongs,  to  ad- 
vise the  justices  of  first  instance  in  such 
cases. 

God  and  Liberty. 
Santa  F«,  December  22d,  1831. 

Jose  Antonio  Chavei. 
To  Alderman  Miguel  Olona. 

Various  mesne  conveyances  were  put  in 
evidence  on  the  trial,  showing  the  transfer 
to  the  appellant  of  whatever  title  Montoya 
had  to  tne  land  described,  and  it  was  then 
admitted  that  the  appellant  herein  has  tmo' 
ceeded  to  all  the  rights  of  the  original  gran- 
tee, if  any,  in  this  case  Evidence  of  pos- 
session under  this  grant  was  also  given. 

The  court  below  held  that  the  department- 
al assembly  or  territorial  deputation  had  no 
power  or  authority  to  make  a  grant  of  lands 
at  the  time  the  grant  in  this  case  was  at- 
tempted to  be  msule,  and  that  the  fact  that 
the  governor  may  have  presided  at  the  meet-  ^ 
ing  at  the  time  the  action  was  taken  made  g 
no  difference,  as  the  power  to  maka*the  grant  * 
was  exclusively  in  the  governor,  and  the  ter- 
ritorial deputation  had   no  jurisdiction  In 
the  matter.    The  claim  was  therefore  re- 
jected. 

We  think  that  in  thus  deciding  the  court 
below  was  right. 

We  refer  to  some  of  the  cases  which  show 
the  territorial  deputation  did  not  have  the 
power  to  make  a  grant,  but  only  the  power 
to  subsequently  approve  it. 

In  United  States  v.  Vallejo,  1  Black,  641, 
17  L.  ed.  232,  it  was  held  that  the  Mexican 
law  of  1824  and  the  regulations  of  1828  al- 
tered and  repealed  the  Spanish  system  ci 
disposing  of  public  lands,  and  that  the  law 
ana  the  r^^lations  from  the  time  of  their 
passage  were  the  only  laws  of  Mexico  on  the 
subject  of  granting  public  lands  in  the  terri- 
tories. It  was  also  held  that  the  governor 
did  not  possess  any  power  to  make  grants 
of  public  lands  independently  of  that  con- 
ferred by  the  act  of  1824  and  the  regulations 
of  1828.  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case,  refers 
to  the  various  sections  of  the  law  of  1824i 
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and  also  to  the  regtilationa  of  November, 
1828,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
governors  of  the  territoriea  were  authorized 
to  grant  vacant  lands  within  their  respect- 
ive territories  with  the  object  of  cultivation 
or  settlement,  and  that  the  fprants  made  by 
them  to  individuals  or  families  were  not  to 
be  definitively  valid  without  the  previous  con- 
sent of  the  departmental  assembly,  and  when 
the  grant  petitioned  for  had  been  definitively 
made  a  patent,  signed  by  the  governor,  was 
to  be  issued,  which  was  to  serve  as  a  title 
to  the  party.  This  case  did  not  decide  that 
the  territorial  deputation  could  not  make  a 
valid  grant,  because  the  grant  was  made  by 
the  governor,  but  the  various  extracts  from 
the  Miw  and  regulations  indicate  very  plain- 
ly that  the  auSiority  to  initiate  a  grant  of 
public  lands  existed  in  the  governor  alone, 
and  not  in  the  assembly. 

In  United  States  v.  Vigil,  13  Wall.  449,  20 
Lw  ed.  602,  it  was  held  that  departmental  as- 
semblies (territorial  deputations)  had  no 
power  to  make  a  grant. 
^  In  his  argument,  at  the  bar,  counsel  for 
10  this  appellant  contended  that  the  ^rritorial 
•  deputation  had  lawful  power  and  authority 
to  make  the  grant  to  Montoya,  and  in  order 
to  maintain  that  proposition  stated  that  it 
was  necessary  to  discuss  the  effect  of  the  de- 
cision of  this  court  in  United  States  v. 
Vigil,  13  Wall.  449,  20  L.  ed.602.  He  claimed 
that  what  was  said  as  to  the  lack  of  power 
in  tiie  territorial  deputation  to  make  a  grant 
was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the 
court  in  that  case,  and  that  such  expressions 
as  were  therein  used  regarding  the  question 
would  not,  therefore,  constitute  a  precedent 
BOW  binding  on  this  court. 

In  Vigil* 8  Case  there  was  a  petition  to  the 
departmental  assembly,  through  the  govern- 
or of  New  Mexico,  asking  for  a  grant  of 
land  which  in  fact  amounted  to  over  2,000,- 
000  acres,  the  grantees  binding  themselves, 
if  the  grant  were  made,  to  construct  two 
wells  for  the  relief  and  aid  of  travelers,  and 
to  establifeih  two  factories  for  the  use  of  the 
state,  and  to  protect  them  from  hostile  in- 
vasicm.  The  governor  transmitted  the  peti- 
tion to  the  assembly,  but  declined  to  recom- 
mend that  favorable  action  should  be  taken 
upon  it.  The  assembly,  notwithstanding 
this  refusal,  granted  the  tract  on  January 
10,  1846,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
wdls  and  cultivating  the  land,  etc.,  and  the 
question  was  as  to  the  validity  of  this  grant. 

The  opinion  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice 
Davis,  who  stated  that  it  had  been  repeated- 
ly decided  by  this  court  that  the  onlv  laws 
in  force  in  the  territories  of  Mexico,  for  the 
disposition  of  publio  lands,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  those  relating  to  missions  and  towns, 
were  the  act  of  the  Mexican  congress  of  1824 
and  the  regulations  of  1828.  In  the  course 
of  his  opinion  he  said: 

'•These  regulations  conferred  on  the  gov- 
ernors of  the  territories,  'the  political 
chiefs,'  as  thev  are  called,  the  authority  to 
grant  vacant  lands,  and  did  not  dele^te  it 
to  the  departmental  assembly.  It  is  true 
the  grant  was  not  complete  until  the  ap- 
proval of  the  assemflbly,  and  in  this  sense  the 


assembly  and  governor  acted  concurrently, 
but  the  initiative  must  be  taken  by  the  gov* 
emor.  He  was  required  to  act  in  the  first 
instance — ^to  decide  whether  the  petitioner 
was  a  fit  person  to  receive  the  grant,  and 
whether  the  land  itself  could  be  granted  g. 
without  prejudice  to  the  public  or  Individ- g 
uals.  In  case  the*information  was  satisfae-  • 
torr  on  these  points,  he  was  authorized  to 
make  the  grant,  and  at  the  proper  time  to 
lay  it  before  the  assembly,  who  were  re- 
quired  to  give  or  withhold  their  oonsentr 
They  were  in  this  respect  an  advisory  body 
to  tne  governor,  and  sustained  the  same  re- 
lation to  him  that  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  does  to  the  President  in  the  matter 
of  appointments  and  treaties." 

A  subsequent  portion  of  the  opinion  dealt 
with  the  case  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
grant  had  been  made  by  the  governor,  and 
even  in  that  case  it  was  said  the  nant 
would  have  been  invalid  because  it  violated 
the  fundamental  rule  on  which  the  right  of 
donation  was  placed  bv  the  law;  that  th« 
essential  element  of  colonization  was  want- 
ing, and  that  the  number  of  acres  granted 
was  enormously  in  excess  of  the  maximum 
quantity  grantable  under  the  law.  This  in 
nowise  affected  the  prior  ground  upon  which 
the  opinion  was  based,  that  the  department- 
al assembly  had  no  power  to  make  the  grant. 
That  was  the  essential  and  material  ques- 
tion directly  involved  in  the  case,  while  the 
second  ground  mentioned  was  based  upon  an 
assumption  that,  even  if  the  governor  had 
made  the  grant,  it  would  still  have  been  void 
for  the  reason  stated.  The  court  did  not 
base  its  decision  that  the  departmental  as- 
sembly had  no  power  to  make  the  grant  be- 
cause of  its  enormous  extent.  It  held  that 
the  assembly  had  no  power  to  make  any 
grant,  no  matter  what  its  size.  It  is,  as  wa 
think,  a  decision  covering  this  case. 

In  Hayee  v.  United  States,  170  U.  S.  637» 
42  L.  ed.  1174,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  735,  the 
grant  was  by  the  territorial  deputation  of 
New  Mexico,  and  it  was  stated  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice White,  speakinff  for  the  court,  that  "it 
cannot  be  in  reason  neld  that  a  title  to  land 
derived  from  a  territory  which  the  terri* 
tonal  authorities  did  not  own,  over  whiob 
they  had  no  power  of  disposition,  was  regu- 
larly derived  from  either  Spain  or  Mexico  or 
a  state  of  the  Mexican  nation." 

No  presumption  that  the  territorial  depu- 
tations had  authority  to  make  grants  can 
arise  from  the  fact  that  in  some  instances 
those  bodies  assumed  to  make  them.  The 
case  in  this  respect  bears  no  resemblance  to 
United  States  v.  Peroheman,  7  Pet  51-06,  8 
L.  ed.  604-G20,  or  to  United  States  v.  Clarke, 
8  Pet.  436,  447,  453,  8  L.  ed.  1001, 1005, 1007.g 
In  those  oases  it  was  not  denied  that  theS 
governor  had  authority  in*  some  circum-* 
stances  to  make  grants,  and  it  was  therefor« 
held  that  a  grant  made  by  him  was  prima 
facie  evidence  that  be  had  not  exceeded  his 
power  in  making  it,  and  that  he  who  denied 
it  took  upon  himself  the  burden  of  showine 
that  the  officer  by  making  the  grant  had 
transcended  the  power  reposed  in  him. 
Thero  is  in  the  case  before  us  no  evidenea 
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that  the  territorial  deputation  had  the 
power  in  any  event  to  make  grants  other 
than  the  fact  that  in  some  instances  it  as- 
sumed to  make  them. 

The  cases  heretofore  decided  in  this  oourt, 
and  some  of  which  have  been  above  referred 
to,  show  that  such  fact  is  inadequate  to 
prove  the  existence  of  the  authority. 

It  is,  however,  urged  that  the  record  of 
the  action  of  the  territorial  deputation  in 
regard  to  this  grant  shows  that  the  governor 
and  WD  offioio  president  of  the  deputation 
was  present  when  the  deputation  decided  to 
make  the  grant  as  petitioned  for,  and  that 
his  being  so  present  and  attesting  the  action 
of  the  deputation  was  equivalent  to  the 
making  of  the  grant  himself  as  governor. 
We  do  not  think  so.  He  did  not  assume  to 
make  any  grant  whatever,  and  certainly 
none  in  his  character  as  governor.  It  does 
not  even  appear  beyond  doubt  that  he  was 
present  when  the  deputation  made  the  grant. 
His  signature  is  perfectly  consistent  with  a 
mere  authentication  of  the  previous  action 
of  that  body. 

The  petition  of  Montoya  was  addressed 
primarily  to  the  corporation  of  Tome,  and 
he  requested  that  corporation  to  send  his 
petition,  approved  by  it,  to  the  deputation 
to  make  him  a  grant  of  the  land  described 
in  his  petition.  Acting  under  that  request, 
the  corporation  of  Tome  sent  his  petition  to 
the  ''most  excellent  territorial  deputation," 
and  asked  that  body  to  accede  to  the  dona- 
tion of  the  land  prayed  for.  In  conformity 
to  the  petition,  the  territorial  deputation  it- 
self made  the  grant  The  fact  that  the  gov- 
ernor, being  ew  officio  a  member  of  the  depu- 
tation, signed  as  president  of  that  body  the 
record  of  the  act  of  the  deputation,  is  not 
the  equivalent  of  a  grant  by  him  in  his  offi- 
cial character  of  governor,  nor  does  such  act 
,  bear  any  resemblance  to  a  grant  by  him.  No 
I  one  on  reading  the  record  would  get  the  idea 
*  that  the^govemor  was  himself  making  the 
grant  or  that  he  thereby  intended  so  to  do. 
It  does  not  even  show  that  he  was  in  favor 
of  the  grant  as  made  by  the  deputation. 
His  signing  the  record  constituted  nothing 
more  than  an  authentication  of  the  act  of 
the  deputation.  It  purported  to  be  nothing 
else.  He  might  have  properly  signed  the 
record  if  in  fact  he  had  voted  against  the 
grant,  and  had  been  opposed  to  the  action  of 
the  assembly.  He  might  have  signed  the 
record  as  an  authentication,  and  yet  have 
been  absent  at  the  time  of  the  action  of  the 
assembly.  In  any  event,  it  was  hid  higna- 
ture  as  an  60  offioio  member  or  presiding  offi- 
cer of  the  deputation,  attesting  or  perhaps 
assenting  to  its  action,  and  it  was  not  his 
action  as  governor  making  a  grant  in  that 
capacity.  The  signature  by  the  secretary 
alone,  to  the  instnmient  (above  set  forth, 
dated  November  12,  1831)  which  recites  the 
previous  acijbion  of  the  deputation,  and 
charges  the  alcalde  of  the  jurisdiction  to  ex- 
ecute the  document  which  will  secure  the 
grantee  in  the  grtait,  is  simply  a  direction 
to  the  alcalde,  and  has  no  materiality  upon 
this  branch  of  the  ease  other  than  as  con- 


firming the  view  that  the  grant  was  solely 
that  of  the  deputation. 

We  cannot  hold  that,  when  the  power  was 
given  under  the  laws  of  Mexico  to  the  gov- 
ernor to  make  srants  of  lands,  he  in  any 
manner  exercised  that  power  or  performed 
an  act  equivalent  to  its  exercise,  by  presid- 
ing eo  offioio  at  a  meeting  of  the  terntorial 
deputation  which  made  a  grtJit  of  lands  in 
conformity  to  a  petition  soldy  addressed  to 
it,  and  by  authenticating  as  president  the 
action  of  the  deputation  in  deciding  that  the 
grant  should  be  made. 

The  two  positions,  president  of  the  depu« 
tation  and  governor,  are  separate  and  dis- 
tinct, and  the  action  of  a  governor  merely 
as  president  of  the  deputation,  and  of  the 
nature  above  described,  is  not  in  any  sense 
and  does  not  purport  to  be  his  separate  and 
independent  action  as  governor,  making  a 
grant  of  lands  pursuant  to  a  petition  ad- 
dressed to  him  officially.  As  governor  he 
might  refuse  the  grant  upon  a  petition  ad- 
dressed to  himself,  when  as  president  of  the 
deputation  he  might  sign  the  record  authen-^ 
ticating  its  action  in  regard  to  a  petition^ 
addressed  solely  to  that  body.  And  it  is  ob-  • 
vious  from  the  wording  of  the  record  that 
the  president  of  the  deputation  was  not  as- 
suming to  act  as  governor  upon  a  petition 
addreued  to  himself,  but  only  as  the  presi- 
dent of  the  deputation.  It  might  have  been 
that  he  acquiesced  in  the  assumption  by  the 
deputation  of  the  riffht  to  make  the  grant, 
but  his  act  of  signing  the  record  cannot 
be  tortured  into  a  grant  or  as  the  equivalent 
of  a  grant  by  himself. 

It  is  further  urged  that  there  has  been 
what  amounts  to  a  grant  by  the  governor  by 
reason  of  his  letter  of  December  22,  1831, 
signed  by  him  and  above  set  forth,  thus,  as 
is  claimed,  ratifjring  the  grant  of  the  depu- 
tation and  making  it  his  own. 

The  only  evidence  that  the  person  who 
signed  the  letter  was  the  governor  at  that 
time  is  the  heading  of  the  letter,  "Office  of 
the  Political  Chief  of  New  Mexico."  It  wiU 
be  also  noted  that  the  person  signing  it  is 
not  the  same  one  who  signed  the  record  of 
November  12, 1831,  as  president  of  the  depu- 
tation. But  assuming  that  Chavez  was 
governor  in  December,  1831,  when  he  signed 
the  letter,  he  therein  simply  acknowledged 
the  receipt  of  the  official  communication  of 
the  alcalde,  in  which  that  officer  reports 
that  he  had  executed  the  decree  "of  the 
most  excellent  deputation,  granting  to  the 
citizen  Nerio  Antonio  Montoya  a  &act  of 
land."  In  reply  to  the  question  as  to  how 
much  the  alcalde's  fee  should  be,  he  an- 
swered that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  advised  the  alcalde  to  put  the 
?[uestion  to  the  assessor,  the  officer  to  whom 
t  belonged  to  advise  the  justices  in  the  first 
instances  in  such  cases. 

Now  what  does  the  governor  ratifjr  by  thii 
letter!    Nothing. 

The  contention  in  favor  of  the  grant, 
based  upon  the  letter,  is,  that  assuming  the 
governor  bad  power  to  make  the  grant,  it 
was  his  duty  when  he  learned  from  the  re- 
port of  the  alcalde  that  one  had  been  made 
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by  the  deputaUon,  and  that  possesBion  had 
been  delivered  under  it,  to  protest  a^^inst 
and  to  deny  the  power  of  the  deputation  to 
make  such  grant,  and  unless  he  did  so,  his 
silence  was  eyidence  of  the  fact  that  he  not 
onlT  approved  the  act  of  the  deputation  in 
nuJdng  the  grant,  but  that  he  approved  it 
as  his  own,  and  that  sttch»approvai  was  the 
same  as  if  the  governor  had  himself  made 
the  grant,  and  in  substance  and  effect  it  was 
his  grant. 

This  contention,  we  think,  is  not  founded 
upon  any  legal  principle,  and  is  in  itself  un- 
reasonable. The  writer  of  the  letter  is  not 
the  same  person  who  signed  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  deputation.  The  re- 
port of  the  alcalde  gave  him  the  information 
which,  it  is  true,  he  may  have  had  before, 
that  the  deputation  had  assumed  the  power 
to  ffrant  the  land.  His  protest  as  to  the  le- 
gality of  such  action  would  not  have  altered 
the  fact  that  it  had  occurred,  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  his  silence  might  simply  be  con- 
strued as  evidence  of  his  unreadiness  at  that 
time  to  dispute,  or  possibly  of  his  belief  in 
the  validity  of  the  action  of  the  deputation. 
Or  his  silence  might  have  been  simply  the  re- 
sult of  his  approval  of  the  act  of  toe  alcalde 
in  obeying  the  commands  of  the  deputation, 
while  he  thought  it  was  not  the  proper  oc- 
casion upon  which  to  contest  or  deny  the  va^ 
lidity  of  the  ffrant  which  the  deputation  had 
actually  maoe.  Many  reasons  for  his  si- 
lence might  be  suggested,  but  the  claim 
that  it  equaled  in  law  a  positive  grant  by 
the  governor  is,  as  we  think,  untenable. 

While  such  silence  is  entirely  consistent 
with  other  views  that  might  have  been  held 
by  the  governor,  it  certainly  cannot  prop- 
erly be  ascribed,  as  a  legal  inference  from 
the  facts  stated,  to  his  desire  to  make  the 
grant  himself,  nor  could  it  be  said  that 
his  desire  (if  he  had  it)  was  the  legal  equiv- 
alent of  an  actual  grant. 

His  knowledge  that  another  body  had  as- 
sumed to  make  a  grant  is  not  equivalent  to 
the  making  of  the  grant  himself,  and  he  was 
the  person  who  alone  had  power  to  make  it. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  letter  which  aids  the 
plaintiff  herein. 

Finally,  it  distinctly  appears  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  parties  is  insufficient  in  length 
of  time  to  prove  a  valid  title.  In  United 
States  V.  Chavesy  159  U.  S.  452,  40  L.  ed.215, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  57,  the  possession  was  un- 
der the  claim  of  a  grant  made  by  the  gover- 
nor of  New  Mexico  to  the  alleged  grantees. 
The  grant  had  been  lost,  but  it  had  been 
seen  and  read  by  witnesses,  and  its  exist- 

I  «nce  had  been  proved  by  evidence  suffici  }nt. 

'  as  was  stated  in  the^opinion  ( page  460,  L. 
ed.  p.  219,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  60),  to  warrant 
••the  finding  of  the  court  below  that  the  com- 

I»lainants'  title  was  derived  from  the  Repub- 
ic  of  Mexico,  and  was  complete  and  perfect 
at  the  date  when  the  United  States  aoauired 
sovereignty  in  the  territory  of  New  Mexico, 
within  which  the  land  was  situated."  We 
do  not  question  the  correctness  of  the  re- 
marks made  by  Mr.  Justice  Shiras  in  regard 
to  evidence  of  possession  and  the  presump- 
which    may    under    certain     circum- 


•tanees  be  drawn  as  to  the  ezistenoe  of  a 
grant 

We  do  not  deny  the  ri^ht  oi  the  duty  of 
a  eomi  to  presume  its  existenoe  in  a  proper 
case,  in  oraer  to  quiet  a  title  and  to  give  to 
long-continued  possession  the  quality  of  a 
rightful  possession  under  a  legal  title.  We 
rec^nize  and  enforce  such  nue  in  the  case 
of  United  States  v.  ChavsB,  decided  at  this 
term,  175  U.  S.  509,  44  U  ed.  — ,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  159,  in  which  the  question  is  in- 
volved. We  simply  say  in  this  case  that  the 
possession  was  not  of  a  duration  long  enough 
to  justify  any  such  inference. 

There  is  no  proof  of  any  valid  grant,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  offered  by  the 
plaintiff  himself  and  upon  which  he  bases 
the  title  that  he  asks  the  court  to  confirm, 
shows  the  existence  of  a  grant  from  a  body 
which  had  no  legal  power  to  make  it,  and 
which,  therefore,  conveyed  no  title  whatever 
to  its  gprantee,  and  the  evidence  is,  as  given 
by  the  plaintiff  himself,  that  it  was  under 
this  grant  alone  that  possession  of  the  lands 
was  taken.  We  cannot  presume  (within 
the  time  involved  in  this  case)  that  any 
other  and  valid  grant  was  ever  made.  The 
possession  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  his  gn^ant- 
ors  up  to  the  time  of  the  treaty  of  Guada- 
lupe Hidalgo,  in  1848,  had  not  been  long 
enough  to  presume  a  grant.  Crespin  t. 
United  States,  168  U.  S.  208,  42  L.  ed.  438, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  53;  Hayes  v.  United  States, 
170  U.  S.  637,  649,  653,  42  L.  ed.  1174,  1179. 
1180,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  735;  Hays  v.  United 
States,  just  decided,  175  U.  S.  248, 20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  80,  44  L.  ed.  — .  The  possession  subse- 
quently existing,  we  cannot  notice.    Ibid. 

We  think  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  afflrmed. 


(175  U.  S.  626) 
KEOKUK  k  HAMILTON   BRIDGE  COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOia 

Writ  of  error  to  state  court — review  of  fln^ 
ings  of  fact — state  torn  on  capital  stock  of 
hridge  company — tax  on  franchise  or  in* 
terstate  commerce — necessity  of  epeoifif 
odlly  raising  Federal  question, 

1.  Findings  of  fact  bj  the  courts  below  eaa« 
not  be  reviewed  by  the  Bapreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  on  writ  of  error  to  a  state 
eourt. 

2.  A  state  tax  on  the  capital  stock  of  a  bridge 
company  consolidated  from  corporations  of 
different  states,  which  maintains  an  inter- 
state bridge,  is  not  a  tax  on  a  franchise  con- 
ferred by  the  Federal  government,  although 
the  corporation  has  authority  onder  an  act  of 
Congress  to  construct  the  bridge. 

8.  Interstate  commerce  is  not  taxed  by  taxing 
the  capital  stock  of  a  bridge  company  which 
owns  an  interstate  bridge,  but  does  not  trans- 
act any  Interstate  business  over  it. 

4.  A  Federal  question  not  specially  set  op  or 
claimed  In  a  state  court  cannoC  be  considered 
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oo  writ  of  eiTor  from  the  Saivreme  Court  of 
tho  United  States  to  the  state  court,  merely 
because  another  Federal  qaestlon  not  con- 
nected witb  It  was  raised  in  tbe  state  eonrt. 

[No.  26.] 

BufmHi^d    Novemh9r    15,    1899.    Decided 
January  8, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  decision  sus- 
taining a  tax  on  an  interstate  bridge  com- 
pany.   AffUrmcd, 

See  same  caae  beIow«  176  III.  267,  62  N. 
B.  117. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  B.  Bavidse  and  W.  B. 
BaTidsOy  Jt^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  Edward  C.  Akin  and  0.  F» 
Berry  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  ol  the  court: 

*  niis  is  a  writ  of  error  to  review  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  oourt  of  Illinois  affirm- 
ing a  judgment  ol  the  county  oourt  of 
Hancock  county^  in  that  state,  for  delinquent 
taxes  assessed  against  the  Keokuk  k  Hamil- 
ton Bridge  Company  for  the  yeax  1894. 

The  Keokuk  ft  Hamilton  Bridge  Company 
was  incorporated  by  an  act  of  the  general 
aesembly  of  the  state  of  Hlinods  in  1857,  with 
power  to  build,  maintain,  and  use  a  bridge 
for  railroad  sjid  other  purposes  over  the 
Mississippi  river  from  oar  near  the  town  of 
Hamilton,  in  the  county  of  Hanoock,  to 
Keokuk,  in  the  rtate  <»  Iowa,  and  was 
authorized  to  connect  the  bridge  by  railroad 
or  otherwise  with  any  railroad  or  radlroads 
terminating  thereat  or  approximately  there- 
to, and  to  consolid»te  with  any  ra^ilroad  or 
other  company  or  oom|Muiies  in  Illinois  or 
any  other  state.  A  similar  oorporaUon  was 
organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Iowa, 
em  the  two  oorpora.tions  consolidated  with 
the  main  office  at  Keokuk. 

Authority  to  oonstruot  and  maintain  the 
bridge  was  granted  the  two  oompanies  by  the 
Act  of  Congress  of  July  25,  1866.  14  Stat. 
at  L.  244,  chap.  246. 

*The  record  disscloses  that  the  company  ob- 
jected to  the  assessment  of  its  tangible  prop- 
erty as  made  bv  the  asseasor  of  the  township 
in  which  the  Illinois  end  of  the  bridge  was 
situated,  and  applied  to  the  township  board 
of  review  for  a  reduction,  protesting  thajt  the 
property  was  overvalued;  "that  the  Four- 
teenUi  Amendmen>t  to  the  Conetitution  of  tbe 
United  Sfastes  has  been  viol&ted,  in  that 
equal  Ixistice  and  proteotion  to  property  of 
the  said  bridge  company  has  been  denied;" 
"that  the  property  assessed  and  described  by 
the  assessor  lies  partly  in  the  steute  of  Iowa 
and  is  not  subiect  to  taxation  in  Illinois;" 
etc.  The  board  of  review  dended  the  relief 
asked,  and  the  bridge  company  appealed  to 
the  board  of  supervisors  of  Hancock  ooiunty, 
which  also  refused  to  dbange  the  assessment. 
The  collector  of  Haooodc  oounty  then  ap- 

flied  to  the  county  court,  st  its  May  term. 
895,  for  judgment  on  the  deiinquent  tax  liat, 
including  the  aasessment  against  the  bridse 


company,  to  whidi  the  oompaay  filed  its  db- 
jections,rehearsing  the  proceedmgBwiiiohbMl 
been  theretofora  taken,  the  objections  made^ 
and  the  evidence  adduced.  Beme  a  hearing 
on  these  objections  was  had,  the  parties  stip- 
ulated thftt  the  oolleotor  might  ''insert  in  his 
application  for  judgment  ttie  capital  stock 
tax  for  the  year  1804  levied  by  the  stsAe 
board  of  equalization  against  eaid  company,** 
which  was  done. 

The  bridge  company  thereupon  filed  its  oIh 
jecUone  to  any  judgment  for  the  capital 
stock  tax,  as  follows : 

"Objections  by  'the  Keokuk  k  Hamilton 
Bridge  Company*  to  judgment  against  Ite 
bridge  and  approach. 

"iTie  ori^al  objections  filed  to  said  May 
term  coverinjo;  the  applioation  as  there  made. 

"The  apulication  was  amended  in  June  by 
adding  claims  for  capital  stock  tax  of  1894, 
$1,020.90. 

"lliis  objection  ia  to  the  proposed  judg^ 
ment  against  said  property  for  said  claimM 
tax  on  the  capital  stock  of  said  oompaay^— 

"let  Because  said  bridge  company  is  a 
consolidated   oorpor»tio<n  of   the   sta^tes   of 
Illinois  and  Iowa,  one  half  in  eax^  of  said 
states,  and  its  entire  business  is  that  of  inters  ^ 
stttte  commerce,  and  any  tax  thereon  is  a  tax  9 
upon  sudi*interstate  commerce,  and  is  with-  • 
out  authority  of  law  and  void. 

"2d.  Such  claimed  oapitsJ  stock  tax  is 
levied  upon  ttie  whole  capital  stock,  when 
only  one  half  thereof,  If  any,  is  assessable  in 
Illinois. 

"3d.  The  only  tax  assessaUe  againat  said 
roperty  is  upon  its  tangible  property  in 
'linois. 

"4th.  Said  pretended  assessment  of  capital 
stock  is  wholly  void  because  not  made  in  the 
manner  required  by  law  nor  aooordim^  to  the 
rules  of  the  state  i>oard  of  equalization." 

Considerable  evidence  was  introduceiL 
indudinp  the  proceedings  of  the  state  board 
of  equalization,  from  which  it  appeared  that 
the  capital  stock  of  the  bridge  company  was 
returned  at  $1,000,000;  that  the  total 
amount  of  its  indebtedness  except  for  current 
expenses,  and  excluding  from  such  expenses 
the  amount  paid  for  the  purchase  or  im* 
provement  of  property,  was  $1,000,000,  with 
unpaid  interest  thereon  aroountinc  to  $900,- 
000 ;  that  the  assessed  valuation  of  lands  and 
structure  was  $218,000,  and  that  the  atate 
board  of  equalization  placed  the  valuation 
for  assessment  of  capital  stodc  at  $30,080. 
"nie  tax  on  the  tangible  property  was  $2,708,* 
61,  and  on  t^e  capital  stock,  $1,019.17. 
Judgment  was  rendered  by  the  county  court 
for  those  amounts  ajid  interest.  From  tliis 
judgment  the  case  was  earned  on  appeal  to 
the  supreme  court,  and  there  afiirmed. 

Among  the  errors  assigned  in  that  court 
were  that  "the  court  ernd  in  overruling  de- 
fendant's (appellant's)  objections  to  the  renf 
dition  of  judgment  of  the  capital-stock  tax 
(so-called)  and  rendering  judgment  there- 
on. Among  the  reasons  for  said  error  are 
the  following: 

"a.  Said  capital  stock  tax  is  a  tax  on  per- 
sonal, not  on  real,  property,  and  is  charge- 
able only  at  the  place  of  the  main  office  and 
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place  of  business  of  defendiuxt  (sjipelluii)— 
Keokuk,  in  the  state  of  Iowa— «!»  is  made 
in  yiolatioo  of  the  rights  o<  defendant 
(appellant),  contrary  to  the  laws  regulaiting 
conuneroe  between  the  states  and  oointrary  to 
the  Conatitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

"5.  If  any  part  of  said  oapital  stock  of  de- 
fendant •(appeHsjit)  is  taxable  in  Illinois,  it 
eaa  only  be  that  portion  thereof  that  would 
oofrrespond  to  the  length  d  tiie  bridge  in  Illi- 
noiB  as  compared  to  the  whole  length  of 
bridge,  represented  by  said  capital  stock — 
not  exceeding  one  half  of  said  stock — ^yet  the 
Jud^ent  is  rendered  for  the  tax  assessed 
againet  the  whole  of  the  capital  stock  oi  de^ 
fendant  (appellant)  as  though  all  was  lo- 
cated in  Illinois:"  thait  the  judgment  was 
•gainat  the  evidence  as  to  the  length  of  the 
bridge  in  Illinois:  and  tih&t  the  court  ignored 
the  act  of  Congress  fixing  the  western  bcwind- 
tary  of  Illinois. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Illinois,  Keokuk  d  H.  Bridge  Co.  y.  People 
em  rel  Atchison,  167  111.  15,  47  N.  E.  313,  it 
is  said :  "The  grounds  of  reversal  are,  first, 
the  oesessments  were  fraudulently  made; 
second,  the  whole  of  the  capital  stock  is  as- 
scKsed  in  this  sta/te,  whenreas  an  undivided 
half  of  it  is  taxable  in  Iowa ;  third,  the  judg- 
ment is  upon  an  aesessukent  upon  a  pant  of 
appellant's  bridge,  not  in  the  state  of  Illinois, 
but  in  the  state  of  Iowa.  The  faots  upon 
which  the  first  two  grounds  are  based  are 
substantially  the  same  as  those  upon  which 
similar  objections  were  urged  in  cases  be- 
tween the  Mime  parties  in  145  111.  596,  34  N. 
E.  482,  and  161  111.  132,  43  N.  E.  691,  and 
614,  44  N.  E.  206,  and  are  disposed  of  ad- 
▼ersely  to  appellant  by  those  decisions." 

The  last  poant  was  disposed  of  on  the 
ground  that  the  county  court  was  justified 


proper^  not  tnbject  to  taxation,  or  that  the 
propertrf  has  been  fraudulently  assessed  at 
too  high  a  rate;  that  the  oapital  stock  of  a 
corporation  formed  by  the  consolidation  of 
corporations  of  different  states  is  properly 
taxable  in  one  id  said  states  so  far  as  the 
corporation  of  that  state  is  concerned;  that 
the  kind  of  property  denominated  in  the  rev- 
enue law  of  Illinois  "capital  stook"  does  not 
mean  shares  of  stock,  &ther  separate  or  in 
the  aggregate,  but  designates  the  property 
of  the  state  corporation  subject  to  taxation 
as  a  homogenous  unit  partaKing  of  the  na- 
ture of  personalty,  and  subject  to  the  bur* 
dens  imposed  on  it  by  the  stste  of  its  crea- 
tion. Tne  judgment  was  reversed  because 
the  assessment  was  illeeal  in  including  a 
certain  number  of  feet  m  the  bridge  which 
was  located  in  the  state  of  Iowa. 

In  Keokuk  d-  H.  Bridge  Oo.  v.  People,  161 
111.  514,  44  N.  £.  206,  the  rulings  in  the  prior 
case  eo  far  as  involved  were  affirmed. 

The  foregoing  are  the  decisions  to  which 
reference  is  made  in  the  opinion  of  the  state 
supreme  court  in  the  case  before  us. 

The  errors  assigned  in  this  oowrt  aov  In 
substance  that  p«urt  of  the  bridge  assessed 
was  in  the  state  of  Towa;  that  the  bridge 
was  assessed  at  more  than  its  value,  and  not 
in  the  same  proportion  as  other  property  was 
aseeseed;  that  no  part  of  the  capital  stock 
was  assessable,  because  a  tax  on  it  wae  in 
effect  a  tax  oo  interstaite  commerce,  and  was 
a  tax  <m  franchises  conferred  by  the  Federal 
government;  and  that  the  whole  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  was  assessed,  although  one  hali  of 
the  bridge  was  located  in  the  steite  of  lowa^ 

1.  In  lotoa  ▼.  lUinoia,  147  U.  S.  1,  37  L. 
ed.  55,  13  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  239,  it  was  adjudged 
that  the  boundary  line    between    the  two 
states  was  "the  middle  of  the  main  navigable  « 
channel  of  the  Mississippi  river."    mere  J 


on  the  evidence  in  findins  that  no  part  of  thei*that  line  divided  liie  bridge  was  a  question 


bridge  Assessed  was  in  the  state  of  Iowa. 

In  Keokuk  d  E,  Bridge  Co.  v.  People,  146 
ni.  506,  34  N.  E.  482,  it  was  held  that  when 
the  middle  of  a  navigahle  river  becomes  the 
boundary  line  between  two  states,  the  mid- 
dle of  die  current  or  channel  of  commerce 
will  be  regarded  as  the  boundary  line;  that 
an  assessor  in  Illinois,  in  afisessing  a  bridge 
over  a  navigable  river  forming  the  boundary 
of  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  has 
no  ri^ht  to  assess  any  part  of  such  bridge 
that  is  located  beyond  such  boundary  line; 
and  that  unless  the  property  has  been  fraud- 
ulently assessed  more  than  its  fair  cash 
value,  the  courts  cannot  interfere  with  the 
vK  action  of  the  assessor.  The  judgment  in 
gtiiat  cose  was  reversed  because  the  as- 
*  eeseor  ha4  assessed  several  hundred*  feet  of 
the  bridge  as  in  Hancock  county,  Illinois, 
which  was  located  beyond  the  boundary  line 
of  the  state. 

In  Keokuk  d  B.  Bridge  Co.  v.  People  em 
rel  County  Treasurer,  161  111.  132,  43  N.  E. 
601,  it  was  ruled  that  in  fixine  the  value  for 
taxation  the  assessor  acts  judicially,  and 
the  courts  cannot  revise  his  assessment  on 
the  mere  ground  of  erroneous  valuation; 
that  on  an  application  for  judgment  for  de- 
linquent taxes,  it  may  be  shown  that  the  tax 


Is  unauthorized  by  law,  or  ie 


of  fact,  and  it  is  not  withinour  province  to  r^ 
view  the  findings  of  the  courts  below  in  r^ 
gard  to  the  part  assessed  in  Illinoie. 

2.  For  the  same  reasosi,  the  contentioo  as 
to  whether  the  bridge  was  assessed  at  more 
than  its  value,  and  not  at  the  same  propor- 
tion of  its  value  as  other  property  was,  need 
not  be  considered.  Perhaps  we  may  proper- 
ly add  that  we  perceive  no  adequate  ground 
to  question  the  eonduston  that  the  coun^ 
court  did  not  err  in  declining,  on  the  evi- 
dence, to  set  aside  the  determinations  of  the 
boards  of  review  sustadning  the  action  of  the 
assessor. 

3.  The  tax  on  the  capital  stock  was  not  a 
tax  on  franchises  conferred  by  the  Federal 
government,  but  on  those  conferred  by  the 
state,  and  as  such  not  open  to  ohjection. 
Central  P.  R.  Co.  v.  CaUfornia,  162  U.  8.  91, 

40  L.  ed.  003,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  766;  Hender- 
son Bridge  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  166  U.  S.  150, 

41  L.  ed.  953,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  532.  Nor 
was  the  tax  a  tax  on  interstate  commerce. 
Thia  was  so  ruled  in  Henderson  Bridge  Co. 
V.  Kentucky,  166  U.  S.  153,  41  L.  ed.  954,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  533.    It  was  there  said: 

''The  company  was  chartered  by  the  state 
of  Kentucky  to  build  and  operate  a  bridge, 
and    the  state  could  properly  include  tne 


on  franchises  it  had  granted  in  the  valuation  of 
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the  oompany's  property  for  taxation.  Omi- 
iral  P.  R.  Co,  v.  CaliforfUa,  162  U.  S.  01,  40 
L.  ed.  003,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  766.  The  regu- 
lation of  tolls  for  transporttttkm  over  the 
bridge  ooiusidered  in  Covington  d  O,  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Kentucky,  164  U.  S.  204,  38  L.  ed.  962, 
4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  649,  14  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
1087,  presenited  an  entirely  different  ques- 
tion. 

"Clearly  the  tax  ^raa  not  a  tax  on  the  in- 
terstate businesB  carried  on  over  or  by  means 
of  the  bridge,  because  the  bridge  oompan^ 
did  not  transact  eudh  business.  Thait  busi- 
ness was  carried  on  by  the  persons  and  oor- 
poratione  whidi  paid*  the  bridge  company 
tolls  for  the  privilege  of  using  the  bridge. 
1^0  fact  that  the  tax  in  queation  was  to 
some  extent  aifeoted  by  the  amount  of  the 
tolls  reoeived,  and  therefore'  might  be  sup- 
posed io  increase  the  raie  of  tolls,  is  too  re- 
mote adid  Incidental  to  make  it  a  tax  on  the 
biieinass  transacted."  And  see  Henderson 
I  Bridge  Co,  v.  Henderson^  173  U.  S.  622,  43 
I  L.  ed.  834,  19  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  553. 

*4.  As  to  the  objection  that  the  entire  cap- 
ital stock  was  asseesed  by  the  state  board  of 
equalization,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the 
question  that  the  action  of  that  board  was  in 
violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  except  so  far  as  it  was  claimed  to  be 
an  interference  with  interstate  commerce, 
was  not  raised. 

The  supreme  court  oif  Illinois  had  repeat- 
edly sustaiLned  the  a^aessment  on  the  whole 
capital  stock  as  being  an  assessment  on  the 
oapital  stock  of  the  oorporation  created  by 
tiie  state  of  Illinois.  But  in  none  of  the 
OBMS  in  which  the  question  of  the  validity 
of  such  capital  stock  assessments  arose  was 
the  point  considered  that  they  were  contrary 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

In  this  case,  and  as  to  the  tangible  prop- 
erty, the  objeotion  was  made  that  the  assess- 
TMsck  by  the  assessor  of  that 'tangible  proper- 
ty was  in  contravention  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendments  But  this  was  before  the  town- 
ship board  of  review  and  the  board  of  super- 
visors, aokl  had  no  relation  to  the  assessment 
of  oapital  stock,  which  by  the  laws  of  Illi- 
nois was  dealt  with  solely  by  the  board  of 
equalization.  In  the  county  court,  the  oib- 
jections  made  in  the  township  board  of  re- 
view and  in  the  board  of  supervisors  as  to 
the  tangible  property  were  repeated  as  to 
that  property,  but  the  objections  to  the  as- 
sessment on  the  capital  stock  were  independ- 
ent of  and  distinct  from  those,  and  raised  no 
Question  in  respect  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
Jnited  States  except  that  as  to  interstate 
commerce.  And  this  was  true  as  to  the  as- 
signments of  error  in  the  state  supreme 
court. 

In  Devoey  r.  Des  Moinee,  173  U.  S.  193,  43 
L.  ed.  666,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  379,  it  was  held 
that  where  a  Federal  question  is  raised  in 
the  state  courts,  the  party  who  resorts  to 
this  court  cannot  raise  another  Federal 
question,  not  connected  with  it,  which  was 
not  raised  in  any  of  the  ooiirts  belo^v. 

To  justify  our  taking  jurisdiction,  the 
Federal  oueetion  must  be  specially  set  up  or 
claimed  m  the  state  court;  the  party  must 
have  the  intent  to  invoke  for  the  protection 


of  his  rights  the  Confftitutfon  or  some  sts^  ^ 
ute  or  treaty  of  the  United  States,  and  such  g 
intention  must  be  declared  in  some^unmis-* 
takable  manner.  P.  O,  Daley  Stave  Co.  v. 
Butler  County,  166  U.  S.  648,  41  L.  ed.  1149, 
17  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  700.  '^n  other  words,  the 
court  must  be  able  to  see  clearly  from  the 
whole  reooi^d  that  a  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution or  act  of  Congress  is  relied  upon  by 
the  party  who  brings  the  writ  of  error,  and 
that  the  right  thus  claimed  by  him  was  de« 
nied.  .  .  .  Although  no  particular  form 
of  words  U  necessary  to  be  used  in  order 
that  the  Federal  Question  may  be  said  to  be 
involved,  within  the  meaning  of  the  cases  on 
this  subject,  there  yet  must  be  something  in 
the  case  before  the  state  court  which  at  least 
would  call  its  attention  to  the  Federal  ques< 
tion  as  one  that  was  relied  on  by  the  party, 
and  then,  if  the  decision  of  the  court,  wliilt 
not  noticing  the  question,  was  such  that  the 
judnnent  was  b^  its  necessary  effect  a  denial 
of  the  right  claimed  or  referred  to,  it  would 
be  sufficient  It  must  appear  from  the  reo> 
ord  that  the  right  set  up  or  claimed  was  de- 
nied by  the  judgment,  or  that  such  was  its 
necessary  effect  in  law.  ...  It  is  not 
enough  that  there  may  be  somewhere  hidden 
in  the  record  a  question  which,  if  raised, 
would  be  of  a  Federal  natura  Hamilton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  MasaoGhusetts,  6  Wall.  632,  18 
L.  ed.  904.  In  order  to  be  available  in  this 
court  some  claim  or  right  must  have  been 
asserted  in  the  court  below  by  whidi  it  would 
appear  that  the  party  asserting  the  right 
founded  it  in  some  degree  upon  Uie  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  or  treaties  of  the  United  States. 
In  such  case,  if  the  court  below  denied  the 
rifAit  claimed,  it  would  be  enough;  or  if  it 
did  not  in  terms  deny  such  right,  if  the  nec- 
essary effect  of  its  judgment  was  to  deny  it, 
tlien  it  would  be  enough.  But  the  denial, 
whether  expressed  or  implied,  must  be  of  some 
right  or  claim  founded  upon  the  Ccmstitu- 
tion  or  the  laws  or  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  which  had  in  some  manner  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court  below. 
The  record  shows  nothing  of  the  kind  in  this 
case.  A  da  im  or  right  which  has  never  been 
made  or  asserted  cannot  be  paid  to  have  been 
dcEied  by  a  judgment  which  does  not  redfer 
to  it  Hamilton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts, 
6  Wall.  632,  18  L.  ed.  904.  A  point  that 
was  never  raised  cannot  be  Baid  to  have  been 
decided  adversely  to  a  party  who  never  setio 
it  up  or  in  any  ^vay  alluded  to  it  Nor  cang 
it  be  said  that  the*necessary  effect  in  law  of  • 
a  judgment  which  is  silent  upon  the  ques- 
tion is  the  denial  of  a  daira  or  richt  which 
might  have  been  involved  therein,  but  which 
in  fact  was  ne\'er  in  any  way  set  up  or  spok- 
en of."  173  U.  S.  198,  199,  200,  43  L.  ed. 
666,  667,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  381. 

We  are  confined,  then,  to  the  only  Federal 
questions  which  this  record  presents,  and  in 
disposing  of  these  as  we  have,  no  opinion  is 
intimat^  on  the  contention  that  the  judg- 
ment was  erroneous  because  the  assessment, 
in  effect,  included  the  entire  capital  stock  of 
plaintiff  in  error  as  a  consolidated  corpora* 
tion. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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(175  U.  8.  648) 
LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE  RAILROAD 
COMPANY  et  al,  Apptt., 

HENRT   W.   BEHLMEH. 

Aet  to  Regulate  Oommeroe — oompetition  aa 
affeoting  eimilarity  of  conditions — greater 
charge  for  shorter  haul — oompetition  not 
originating  at  initial  point-^considering 
interest  of  public — nature  of  competition 
to  he  considered — evidence  weighed  by  Su- 
preme Court — entering  decree  nunc  pro 
tune. 

1.  Railroads  which  share  In  an  agreed  rate  on 
trafDc  to  a  certain  point,  and  In  a  precisely 
equal  rate  on  traffic  to  an  intermediate  point, 
although  on  traffic  tx>  this  point  there  is 
added  an  amount  equaJ  to  the  local  rate  from 
that  point  to  the  end  of  the  longer  haul, 
which  additional  exaction  is  received  by  the 
local  road  alone,  are  to  be  regarded  as  consti- 
tuting a  continuous  line  subject  to  the  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce  (24  Stat,  at  L.  879). 

2.  Competition  which  is  material,  arising  from 
carriers  who  are  subject  to  the  Act  to  Regu- 
late Commerce,  can  be  taken  Into  considera- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  ex- 
istence of  a  dissimilarity  of  circumstance  and 
condition  within  the  meaning  of  |  4  of  the 
act,  although  that  competition  does  not  origi- 
nate at  the  initial  point  of  the  traffic. 

5.  The  Interest  of  the  public,— especially  at 
the  place  from  which  traffic  moves  and  the 
place  to  which  It  is  to  be  delivered, — ^as  well 
as  that  of  the  carrier,  must  be  taken  Into 
consideration  In  determining  the  right  of  the 
carrier  to  charge,  of  his  own  motion,  a  lesser 
sum  for  the  longer  haul. 

4.  Evidence  cannot  be  weighed  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  as  a  matter  of  first  Impression,  in  a 
suit  to  enforce  an  order  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  whether  It  establishes  such  sub- 
stantial and  material  competition  as  Justi- 
fied a  carrier  in  concluding  that  dissimilarity 
of  clrcomstanoe  and  condition  was  brought 
about. 

6.  The  right  of  a  carrlsr  to  take  Into  con- 
sideration the  existence  of  competition  as  the 
producing  cause  of  dissimilar  circumstances 
and  conditions  Is  subject  to  the  requirement 
that  aJ]  rates  shall  be  Just  and  reasonable 
and  without  undue  discrimination,  and  that 
competition  shall  be  not  artificial  or  merely 
conjectural,  but  material  and  substantial. 

6.  A  decree  of  reversal  for  further  proceedings 
is  properly  entered  nunc  pro  tuno  as  of  the 
date  of  the  submission  of  the  cause  on  appeal, 
where  one  of  the  parties  has  died  since  the 
as  submitted. 
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[No.  46.] 

Argued  April  17,  18,  1899»    Decided  Janu- 
ary 8, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  decree  of  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fourth 
Circuit  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Cir- 
cuit (3ourt  dismissing  a  bul  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  an  order  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission.    Reversed, 

See  same  case  below,  42  U.  S.  App.  581, 
n  Fed.  Rep.  898,  28  C.  C.  A.  229. 
20  S.  C— 14. 


Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  WUtet  J 

•This  controversy  was  commenced  on  De-« 
eember  29,  1802,  when  Henry  W.  Behlmer, 
a  resident  of  Summerville,  QovLth  Carolina, 
and  a  wholesale  hay  and  grain  dealer  there- 
in, began  proceedings  before  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  under  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce,  passed  February  4, 
1887,  as  amended,  to  restrain  the  continu- 
ance of  acts  asserted  by  him  to  be  a  viola«- 
tion  of  the  statute  referred  to.  The  petition 
was  filed  by  Behlmer  on  his  own  behalf,  and 
that  of  other  merchants,  residents  of  Sum- 
merville,  and  the  parties  complained  of  were 
the  Memphis  &  Charleston  Railroad  Com- 
pany, the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia,  &  Geor- 
gia Railroad  Company,  the  Georgia  Railroad 
&  Banking  Company  (the  owner  of  a  rail- 
road designated  as  the  Georgia  Railroad), 
the  South  Carolina  Railway  Company,  and 
other  companies  and  individuals,  who  were 
averred  to  be  lessees  or  receivers  of  some  of 
the  above-named  companies.  All  the  lines 
of  railroad  mentioned  were  asserted  to  be 
members  of  a  combination  styled  the  South- 
ern Railway  &  Steamship  Association. 

It  was  averred  that  the  defendants  were 
carriers  under  a  common  control,  manage- 
ment, or  arrangement  for  continuous  car- 
riage, and  were  engaged  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  and  property  wholly  by 
railroad  between  Memphis  in  the  state  of 
Tennessee  and  Summerville  in  the  state  of  o 
South  Carolina  and  through  Summerville  to  g 
Charleston.  The  distance*between  Memphis  * 
and'  Summerville  was  averred  to  be  748 
miles,  as  follows:  Between  Memphis  and 
Chattanooga,  310  miles  over  the  Memphis  A 
Charleston  Railroad;  between  Chattanoosa 
and  Atlanta,  Georgia,  152  miles  over  tne 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia,  &  Georgia  Rail- 
road; from  Atlanta  to  Augusta,  Georgia,  171 
miles  over  the  Georgia  Railroad;  and  from 
Augusta,  Georgia,  to  Summerville,  South 
Carolina,  115  miles  over  the  South  Carolina 
Railway.  The  principal  subject  of  com- 
plaint was,  that  thougn  Summerville  was  22 
miles  west  of  Charleston  and  was  that  dis- 
tance nearer  to  Memphis,  where  the  hay  and 
grain  shipments  originated,  yet  the  defend- 
ants exacted  from  the  petitioner  and  other 
merchants  of  Siunmerville  a  freight  charge 
of  28  cents  per  100  pounds  for  hay,  carried 
from  Memphis  to  Summerville,  while  only  19 
cents  per  100  pounds  were  charged  for  the 
same  article  when  carried  to  Charleston,  the 
longer  distance.  It  was  averred  that  the 
rate  of  28  cents  to  Summerville  was  made  up 
of  the  through  rate  to  Charleston,  with  the 
addition  of  the  local  rate  from  Charleston 
to  Summerville  of  9  cents  per  100  pounds. 
It  was  also  alleged  that  the  shipments  of  hay 
to  Summerville  were  made  over  the  same 
line,  in  the  same  direction  as  Charleston, 
and  under  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions.  The  freight  charges 
complained  of  were  averred  to  be  in  violation 
of  the  4Ux  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  long 
and  short  haul  clause.  Besides,  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  local  rate  between  Summer- 
ville and  Charleston   of   9    cento   per    100 
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pounds  was  excessive  and  unreasonai>Ie,  and 
that  such  also  was  the  case  as  regards  the 
charge  of  28  cents  from  Memphis  to  Sum- 
menrille,  and  hence  such  charges  were  in 
violation  of  the  1st  section  of  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce.  It  was  also  asserted 
that  the  discrimination  and  excessive  rates 
against  Summcrville  existed,  not  only  on 
hay,  "hut  on  all  articles  of  interstate  com- 
merce cominff  to  thai  place,  much  to  the 
detriment  and  disadvantage  of  the  town  and 
the  business  of  its  merchants." 
H  In  their  answers  certain  of  the  defend- 
g  ants  conceded  that  they  were  subject  to  the 

•  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  while* others, 
though  admitting  that  they  were  common 
carriers  and  engaged  in  the  transportation 
of  passengers  wholly  by  railroad  between 
points  in  the  states  of  Tennessee  and  South 
Carolina,  averred  that  they  had  no  joint 
through  tariff  from  Memphis  to  Summcr- 
ville, and  therefore  had  no  "line"  from  Mem- 
phis to  Summerville,  in  the  sense  of  the  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce,  and  were  in  conse- 

Suence  not  affected  by  the  statute.  All  the 
efendants  averred  that  the  aggregate 
freight  rate  on  hay  carried  from  Memphis  to 
Summerville,  as  well  as  the  local  rates  from 
Charleston  to  Summerville,  were  just  and 
reasonable.  By  some  of  the  defendants  it 
was  alleged  that  the  transportation  of  hay 
from  Memphis  to  Summerville  was  not  done 
under  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions  as  the  transportation  of  like 
propertv  from  Memphis  to  Charleston,  and 
hence  the  carriers  were  justified  in  making 
a  lesser  charge  to  Charleston  than  was  made 
to  Summerville,  the  shorter  distance.  The 
dissimilarity  alleged  was  asserted  to  have 
been  caused,  first,  by  the  existence  between 
Memphis  and  Charleston  of  at  least  eight 
competing  lines  of  railroad,  and  second,  by 
the  competition  by  sea  on  hay  and  grain  and 
freight  of  that  class,  originating  in  Chicago, 
New  York,  and  eastern  points  and  destined 
to  Charleston  via  the  lakes,  canal,  and  ocean, 
and  by  part  water  and  part  rail.  The  exact 
condition  of  the  competition  existing  at 
Charleston  because  of  its  situation  on  the 
seSiboard  and  consequent  relations  with 
many  markets  other  than  Memphis,  was 
stated  in  the  joint  and  several  answers  of 
the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Com- 
pany and  the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking 
Company  as  follows: 

"(Second.)  Charleston  is  a  port  on  the 
Atlantic  coast,  accessible  and  easily  reached 
from  the  ports  of  Baltimore,  Philadelphia, 
New  York,  Boston,  and  other  eastern  ports 
from  which  hay  is  shipped  by  water.  If  the 
rail  lines  from  Memphis  to  Charleston 
charged  rates  to  Charleston  as  high  as  the 
rate  to  Summerville,  although  the  latter  rate 
is  in  itself  reasonable,  no  hay  would  be 
brought  from  Memphis  to  Charleston,  but 
Charleston  would  be  supplied  with  hay  from 
north  Atlantic  ports  and  the  railroads  would 

^  lose  the  hay  business  and  Memphis  would 

g  lose  a  hay  market. 

•  •"(Third.)  The  rates  on  western  produce 
to  Charleston  and  other  coast  cities,  such  as 
Savannah,  Port  Royal,  and  Brunswick,  are 


made  with  a  view  to  actual,  existing  water 
competition.  Western  produce,  such  a« 
grain,  hay,  etc.,  distributed  from  Chicago, 
can  reach  Charleston  through  the  ports  of 
New  York,  Philadelphia,  and  Baltimore  ove? 
continuous  water  routes  via  the  lakes  and 
canal  or  over  combined  rail  and  water 
routes. 

"The  all-rail  lines  seeking  to  do  business 
between  Chicago  and  Charleston  and  other 
coast  cities  are  compelled  to  make  their  rates 
approximate  those  which  are  offered  by  the 
continuous  water  route  or  by  the  combined 
rail  and  water  routes.  The  all-rail  routes 
make  their  rates  as  much  higher  as  the  dif- 
ference in  the  service  will  permit,  and  those 
rates  are  correspondingly  adjusted  from  all 
western  points,  such  as  Evansville,  Cairo,  St. 
Louis,  Memphis,  etc  At  present  the  all- 
rail  rate  from  Chicago  to  Charleston  on  hay, 
for  instance,  is  33c  per  100  lbs.;  from  St. 
Louis,  28c. ;  from  Louisville,  £h'ansville,  and 
Cairo,  23c.;  and  from  Memphis,  19c. — the 
route  through  Memphis  offering  facilities 
for  the  transportation  of  hay,  grain,  and 
western  products  generally  from  the  states 
of  Missouri,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  etc 

"The  rate  from  Memphis  to  Charleston 
on  hay  is  therefore  forced  upon  the  defend* 
ant  lines  by  actual  existing  water  competi- 
tion and  other  competition  beyond  the  oon« 
trol  of  defendant. 

"The  controlling  element  in  said  oompeti- 
tion  is  the  lake,  canal,  and  ocean  transporta- 
tion between  Chicago  and  Charleston;  or  the 
lake  transportation  from  Chicago  to  Buf- 
falo, or  other  lake  port,  thence  by  rail  to 
New  York,  thence  by  ocean  to  Charleston  | 
or  rail  transportation  from  Chicago  to  Bal- 
timore, Philadelphia,  or  New  York,  thence 
by  ocean  to  Charleston." 

On  the  foregoing  issues  testimony  WM 
taken  before  the  Commission,  which  entered 
an  order  requiring  the  defendants  to  desist 
on  or  before  a  date  named  from  charging 
any  greater  sum  in  the  aggregate  for  the 
transportation  from  Memphis  to  Sununer-  m 
ville  of  hay,  or  other  commodities  carried  $ 
by  them,*under  circumstances  and  conditions  * 
similar  to  those  appearing  in  the  case,  than 
was  being  charged  for  such  transportation 
for  the  longer  distance  to  Charleston.  This 
order,  however,  stated  that  it  was  made 
without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  de- 
fendants to  apply  to  the  Commission  for 
relief  under  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce.  The  order  not  having 
been  obeyed,  Behlmer,  as  authorized  by  9  6 
of  the  act  of  March  2,  1880  (25  SUt.  at  L. 
855,  chap.  382),  amending  9  16  of  the  orig^ 
inal  act,  filed  his  complaint  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  fourth 
circuit,  eastern  district  of  South  Carolina, 
against  the  defendants  in  the  proceedings 
before  the  Commission  and  the  purchasers, 
assignees,  and  successors  of  some  of  them, 
praying  that  the  court  might  enforce  compli- 
ance with  the  order  of  the  Commission.  By 
stipulation  the  testimony  taken  before  the 
Commission  was  used  at  the  hearing  in  tha 
circuit  court,  and  by  consent  certain  dooii* 


1800. 


LOUISVILLE  &  N.  B.  00.  t.  BEHLBCSR. 


811 


I 


Bientarj  evidence  (consisting  of  railway 
agreements,  tariffs,  reports,  etc.)  was  filed 
as  additional  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  case  was  heard  by  the  circuit  court, 
And  on  January  22,  1806,  the  bill  was  or- 
dered to  be  dismissed.  71  Fed.  Rep.  836. 
The  controversy  was  then  taken  by  appeal 
to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  fourth 
drcuit,  and  that  court  reversed  the  Judgment 
of  the  circuit  court,  and  remanded  the  cause 
with  instructions  to  render  a  decree  sub- 
stantially in  accordance  with  the  order  made 
hy  the  Commission.  42  U.  8.  App.  581,  83 
Fed.  Rep.  808,  28  C.  C.  A.  220.  A  motion 
for  a  rehearing  liavins  been  denied,  the  case 
was  then  brought  to  this  court. 

Mesan.  Ed.  Baxter  and  Joseph  W.  Bam- 
well  for  appellants. 

Mr,  OlaudUui  B.  If  ortbrop  for  appellee. 

Mr,  Justice  WMte,  after  making  the 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  questions  which  arise  on  this  record 
involve  the  consideration  of  several  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.  24 
Stat  at  L.  370. 
*The  particular  questions  at  issue  and  the 
aspect  in  which  they  arise  will  be  best  shown 
by  first  considering  the  action  of  the  Com- 
mission, then  that  of  the  circuit  court  in  re- 
▼iewinff  the  order  of  that  body,  and,  thirdly, 
that  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  in  re- 
versing the  decree  of  the  circuit  court.  The 
Commission  held,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
the  carriers  so  conducted  their  business  as 
to  constitute  a  through  line  within  the 
meaning  of  the  commerce  act,  and  were  there- 
lore  amenable  to  its  provisions.  It  did  not, 
however,  consider  whether  the  rates  to  Siun- 
merville  und  Charleston  were  just  and  rea- 
sonable, because  it  deemed  it  unnecessary 
to  do  so.  The  reason  for  this  conclusion 
was  stated  as  follows: 

'^f  it  shall  appear  in  this  case  that  the 
defendants  violate  the  long  and  «hort  haul 
clause  of  the  law  by  keeping  the  higher  rate 
to  Sununerville  in  force,  it  will  be  unneces- 
sary to  consider  in  this  report  whether  the 
rate  to  Sununerville  is  in  violation  of  other 
provisions  of  the  law.  In  that  event  the 
prohibition  in  the  4th  section  will  afford  all 
the  reduction  demanded  in  the  complaint." 
4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  522. 

When  it  approached  the  4th  section  of  the 
act,  the  Couunission  declincMl  to  weigh  the 
evidence  before  it  as  to  the  existence  of  com- 
petition, except  in  so  far  as  to  enable  it  to 
determine  that  the  evidence  established  that 
the  competition  relied  upon  by  the  carriers 
did  not  originate  at  the  point  of  shipment, 
or  if  it  did  arise  at  such  place  it  was  alone 
engendered  by  the  presence  there  of  other 
carriers  who  were  subject  to  the  commerce 
law. 

This  determination  of  the  Commission  to 
restrict  its  examination  of  the  evidence  sole- 
ly to  the  extent  necessary  to  enable  it  to 
ascertain  the  source  and  inherent  character, 
and  not  the  materiality  and  substantiality,  I 


of  the  competition,  and  therefore  to  exclude 
wholly  from  view  the  latter  considerations, 
was  predicated  on  the  conclusion  that,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  no  competition,  however 
gicat  might  be  its  infiuence  on  carriage  and 
rate  making,  could  be  by  the  carrier  taken 
into  consideration,  of  his  own  motion,  in  de- 
termining whether  a  lesser  sum  would  be 
charged  for  the  longer  than  for  the  shorter 
haul,  if  such  competition  arose  from  the  8 
sources  or  was  wholly  of*the  character  which  • 
it  was  found  by  the  Commission  the  proof 
established  the  competition  relied  on  to  be. 
That  is  to  sav,  the  Commission  concluded, 
as  a  matter  oi  law,  that  it  was  unnecessary 
to  weigh  the  facts  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  materiality  and  extent  of  thecoma 
petition,  because,  however  strongly  the  proof 
might  demonstrate  its  potency  upon  traffic 
and  rates,  nevertheless  it  would  be  without 
efficacy  to  give  rise  to  such  substantial  dis- 
similarity 118  would  justify  the  carrier,  of 
his  own  motion,  to  charge  a  lesser  rate  for 
the  longer  than  for  the  shorter  haul.  Whilst 
this  was  held  to  be  the  law,  at  the  same  time 
it  was  decided  that  the  character  of  com- 
petition, which  from  its  very  nature  was  de- 
cided  to  be  inadequate  to  create  such  Icffal 
dissimilarity  in  the  conditions  as  to  justify 
the  carrier,  of  his  own  motion,  charging  a 
lesser  sum  for  the  longer  than  that  for  the 
shorter  haul,  nevertheless  might  authorize 
the  Commission  to  sanction  the  lessor  charge 
if  the  facts  were  presented  to  the  Commis- 
sion and  its  previous  sanction  to  making 
such  charge  was  obtained.  Therefore  the 
right  of  the  carrier  to  prefer  to  the  Commis- 
sion a  request  for  authority  to  make  the 
charge  complained  of,  predicated  upon  the 
very  grounds  which  were  held  insufficient 
to  permit  the  carrier  to  do  so,  on  his  own 
motion,  was  fully  reserved.  The  ruling  was, 
then,  this,  that  some  kinds  of  competition, 
however  material  and  substantial  in  their 
operation,  were  yet  inadequate,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  creating  dissimilarity  in  circum- 
stance and  condition,  to  justify  the  inde- 
pendent action  of  the  carrier,  although  the 
identical  conditions  of  competition  might  be 
sufficient  to  produce  such  dissimilarity  as  to 
justify  the  ODmmission,  on  application  made 
to  it  for  such  purpose,  to  authorize  tiie  car- 
rier to  charge  less  for  a  longer  than  was  ex- 
acted for  a  shorter  distance.  The  Commie- 
sion  said  in  its  report: 

"There  is  no  showing  in  this  proceeding  of 
competition  by  lines  not  subject  to  the  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce  for  the  carriage  of 
hay  from  Memphis  to  Charleston,  and  the 
fact  that  there  may  be  competition  for  such 
traffic  by  lines  which  are  subject  to  the  act, 
or  that  hay  may  be  carried  to  Charleston  by 
various  rail  and  water,  or  part  rail  and  partS 
water,  routes*from  points  other  than  Mem- 3 
phis,  does  not  justify  the  defendant  carriers 
in  departing  from  the  general  rule  of  the  4th 
section  upon  their  own  motion.  Such  con- 
siderations may  constitute  reasons  for  ap- 
plying to  the  Commission  for  relief  imder 
the  proviso  clause  of  that  section,  but  for 
reasons  stated  in  our  decisions  of  the  casee 
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ftbove  cited  they  do  not  Justify  carriers  in 
departing  from  the  rule  of  the  4th  section 
without  such  a  relieving  order.  Water  com- 
petition, to  justify  lower  long-haul  rates, 
must  exist  between  the  point  of  shipment 
and  the  longer-distance  point  of  destination. 
James  d  M.  Buggy  Co.  y.  Oinoinnati,  N.  0. 
d  T.  P.  R.  Co.  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  682,  4  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  744.  One  transportation  line  can- 
not be  said  to  meet  the  competition  of  an- 
other transportation  line  for  the  carrying 
trade  of  any  particular  locality,  unless  the 
latter  line  could  and  would  perform  the  serv- 
ice alone  if  the  former  did  not  undertake  it. 
Chattanooga  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  East  Tennessee^ 
V.  d  0.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  213,  5  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  646.  The  competition  of  markets, 
or  the  competition  of  carrying  lines,  subject 
to  regulation  under  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  does  not  justify  carriers  in  mak- 
ing greater  short-haul  or  lower  long-haul 
charges  over  the  same  line  without  an  order 
issued  by  the  Commission  on  application 
therefor  and  after  investigation.  Trammell 
T.  Clyde  8.  8.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  120, 
5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  324 ;  and  Oerke  Bretoing  Co. 
T.  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
267,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  696."  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
623. 

The  circuit  court  held  that  one  of  the  de- 
fendants had  not  been  served  with  process 
so  as  to  cause  any  decree  which  might  oe  ren- 
dered to  be  conclusive,  and,  moreover,  decided 
that  the  proof  did  not  establish  that  the  car- 
riers, in  the  matter  complained  of,  were  un- 
der a  common  control  and  management  for 
continuous  shipment,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act,  and  therefore  they  were  not,  as  to 
such  carriage,  amenable  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act.  The  court,  however,  proceeded  as 
follows  (71  Fed.  Rep.  839) : 

"But  if  we  assume,  for  the  sake  of  argu- 
ment, that  all  the  defendants  are  affected  by 
this  charge,  does  it  violate  the  4th  section 
of  the  act  above  quoted!    Judge  Cooley,  in 

I,  Re  Southern  R.  d  8.  8.  Asso.  1  Inters.  Com. 

<  Rep.  278,  suh  nom.  Re  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co. 

f  I  I.  0.  C.  Rep.  67,  says:  'Tht^charging  or 
receiving  greater  compensation  for  the  short- 
er than  for  the  longer  haul  is  sure  [seen]  to 
be  forbidden  only  where  both  are  under  sub- 
stantially the  same  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions. And,  therefore,  if  in  any  case  the 
carrier,  without  first  obtaining  an  order  of 
relief,  shall  depart  from  the  general  rule,  its 
so  doing  will  not  alone  convict  it  of  illegal- 
ity, since,  if  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions of  the  two  hauls  are  dissimilar,  the 
statute  is  not  violated.'  This  is  quoted  with 
approbation  by  the  United  States  circuit 
court,  southern  district  California.  Inter- 
state  Commerce  Commission  v.  Atchison,  T. 
d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  60  Fed.  Rep.  296,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  323. 

"When,  then,  may  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  of  the  two  hauls  be  said  to  be  dis- 
similar! Judge  Cooley,  in  the  same  case, 
answers  this  question:  'Among  other  thinffs 
in  cases  where  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions of  the  tnUffic  were  affected  by  the  ele- 
ment of  competition,  and  where  exceptions 
might  be  a  necessity  if  the  competition  were 


to  continue.    And  water  competition  was, 
beyond  doubt,  especially  in  view.' 

"In  the  case  from  60  Fed.  Rep.  above  cited, 
this  is  one  of  the  rubrics:  'Los  Angeles, 
California,  is  a  point  to  which  there  is  active 
competition  in  certain  kinds  of  freight  be- 
tween several  transcontinental  railway  lines, 
direct  or  by  water,  via  Vancouver  and  San 
Francisco;  also,  by  ocean  freights  via  Aspin- 
wall  and  the  Straits  of  Magellan,  from  points 
east  of  the  Missouri  river.  And  a  through 
rate  on  the  same  kind  of  freight,  lower  than 
to  San  Bernardino,  an  intermediate,  noncom- 
petitive point,  60  miles  from  Los  Angeles, 
on  one  of  the  competing  railroa4  lines,  is 
not  prohibited  by  the  act,  since  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  were  substantially 
dissimilar.' 

"The  circumstances  of  the  case  at  bar  are 
closely  like  those  of  the  case  just  quoted. 
Charleston  is  a  competitive  point  between  all 
railroad  routes,  routes  partly  by  rail  and 
partly  by  water,  and  routes  all  water.  If 
the  defendants  had  not  consented  with  each 
other  to  lower  the  rate,  no  hay  whatever 
would  come  from  the  hay-producing  terri- 
tory tributary  to  Memphis,  and  all  the 
southeast  Atlantic  states  would  be  compelled  y^ 
to  rely  on  other  portions  of  the  west,  north,  g 
or  northeast  for  hay.  •  "The  evidence  clearly  • 
shows  that  the  rate  to  Charleston  was  foroed 
down  by  this  competition.  But  this  is  an 
advantage  to  all  tne  territory  tributary  to 
Charleston,  and  all  stations  share  in  it.  No 
such  competition  exists  at  Summervilley  a 
small  inland  town.  If  it,  and  others  like  it, 
were  permitted  to  share  in  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  surrounding  Charleston,  and 
to  get  the  benefit  of  the  competition  which 
Charleston  enjoys,  and  they  have  not,  thm, 
ew  neeessitaie,  the  South  Carolina  Railway 
will  be  called  upon  to  elect  between  its 
through  business  and  its  local  business,  and 
in  this  election  to  ffive  up  the  former.  Thus, 
all  stations  on  the  line  oi  road  will  pay  local 
freight  on  hay,  and  the  market,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  imports  from  Memphis,  will  be  de- 
stroyed. The  interstate  commerce  law  was 
intended  to  promote  trade.  Such  a  con- 
struction as  is  now  sought  would  destroy 
competition,  the  life  of  trade." 

Subsequently  the  attention  of  the  circuit 
court  was  called  to  the  asserted  fact  that 
there  had  been  a  service  on  the  defendant,  as 
to  whom  it  was  stated,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  there  had  been  no  service  of  process. 
In  a  memorandum  opinion  the  court  in  sub- 
stance said  that,  conceding,  arguendo,  the 
correctness  of  the  fact  called  to  iU  attention, 
as  it  would  not  change  the  result  of  the  de- 
cision it  was  unnecessary  to  further  consider 
it 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals  decided  that 
the  eircuit  court  had  mistakenly  held  that 
one  of  the  parties  essential  to  the  cause  had 
not  been  properly  served,  and  that  the  cir- 
cuit court  had  also  fallen  into  error  in  decid- 
ing that  the  carriers  in  question  were  not, 
within  the  intendment  of  the  commerce  act, 
a  continuous  line  for  through  transportation 
under  a  common  management  and  controL 
When  it  came  to  consider  the  conflicting  eon* 
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eltuioxM  of  the  CommiBsion  and  the  circuit 
court  BA  to  the  meanixiff  of  the  4th  section  of 
the  act,  the  court  held  that  the  interpreta- 
tion adopted  by  the  Commission  was  right, 
and  that  upheld  by  the  circuit  court  was 
wrong.  In  other  words,  the  circuit  court  of 
appe^s  decided  that  no  competition  existing 
I  at  the  place  of  delivery,  however  far  reach- 
j  ing  or  arising  at  the  initial  point  from  the 
action  of  other^carriers  who  were  subject  to 
the  control  of  the  act,  could  justify  a  car- 
rier in  making  a  greater  charge  for  a  short- 
er than  for  a  longer  haul,  although  such 
competitive  conditions  might  empower  the 
Commission,  on  application  of  the  carrier, 
to  grant  the  right  to  make  such  charge.  The 
reasons  which  impelled  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  to  the  conclusion  by  it  reached  are 
very  clearly  stated  in  its  opinion,  from  which 
a  member  of  the  court  (Morris,  District 
Judge)  dissented.  The  court  said  (42  U. 
8.  App.  694,  83  Fed.  Rep.  905,  28  C.  C.  A. 
236): 

''The  decisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  concerning  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  §  4  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
have  not  been  uniformly  sustained  by  the 
decrees  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  in 
cases  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing 
the  orders  of  the  Commission  concerning 
that  section,  and,  therefore,  prior  to  the  an- 
noimcement  of  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  Social  Circle  Case  [Cinoinnati, 
V.  0.  d  T.  P.  R.  Oo,  v.  Inieratate  Commerce 
Commieaion,  162  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935, 
6  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  391,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
700]  there  was  much  confusion  concerning 
the  true  meaning  of  the  same.  A  careful 
reading  of  that  opinion  impels  us  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  construction  given  that  sec- 
tion by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conmiis- 
sion  in  a  number  of  cases  decided  by  it  prior 
to  such  decision  is  the  proper  one.  In  this 
connection  may  be  cited  the  following: 
James  d  M,  Buggy  Co,  v.  Cincinnati,  N,  O. 
d  T.  P.  R.  Co.  3  Inters.  Coul  Rep.  682,  4. 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  744;  Trammell  v.  Clyde  8.  sJ 
Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  120,  5  L  C.  C.  Rep. 
824;  Chattanooga  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  East  Ten- 
nessee, F.  d  O.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
213,  5  I.  a  C.  Rep.  546." 
Again: 

''We  adopt  the  conclusioo  heretofore 
announced  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission (4  Inters.  Cora.  Rep.  520),  which  is, 
in  substance,  that,  in  order  to  justify  the 
ffreater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance 
beoause  of  water  competition,  the  trana- 
pOFtation  as  to  which  such  competition  eziats 
must  be  concerning  freight  to  the  longer- 
distance  point,  which,  if  not  carried  to  such 
point  by  the  road  giving  the  rate  complained 
of,  could  reach  that  point  by  water  trans- 
portation; and  also  that  the  competition  of 
»one  transportation  line  cannot  be  said  to 
I  meet  that  of  another  for  the  carriage  of 
'  traffi€*from  any  particular  locality  unless  one 
line  could  perform  the  service  if  the  other 
did  not.  Snoh  we  believe  to  be  t^ie  true 
iceaning  of  {  4  so  far  as  the  point  we  are  now 
considering  is  involved.  We  are  also  of 
opinion  that  the  competition  claimed  by  the 


appellees  to  exist  between  the  different 
markets — particulariy  those  of  Memphis^ 
Chicago,  and  the  north  Atlantic  ports — ^to 
supply  Uie  trade  of  Charleston  with  tha  prod- 
ucts mentioned,  is  not  in  reality  the  com- 
petition that  affects  rates  from  a  particular 
locality,  but  is  one  that  ia  rcjgulat^ed  by  the 
commercial  circumstances  existing  at  those 
points,  applicable  to  business  of  that  charae- 
ter  and  not  connected  with  the  usual  oonp 
ditiona  under  which  transportation  is  con* 
ducted;  nor  does  such  competition  in  our 
judgment  create  the  dissimilar  circumstances 
and  conditions  referred  to  in  9  4  of  the  act 
now  under  consideration.  And  we  further 
hold  that  competition  between  carriers  sub- 
ject to  the  requirements  of  said  act  does  not 
produce  such  substantial  dissimilarity  in  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  under  whi6h 
transportation  is  performed  as  will  justify 
such  carriers  in  making  a  greater  charge  for 
the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  haul  without 
ai:  order  to  that  effect  from  the  Conunission 
granted  by  it  as  provided  for  in  the  proviso 
to  the  fourth  section." 

Approaching,  then,  a  solution  of  the  ques- 
tions which  arise  from  the  report  of  the  Com- 
mission and  the  decisions  below  roidered, 
which  substantially  also  embrace  the  essen* 
tial  matters  covered  by  the  assignments  ol 
error  and  the  material  issues  whidh  were 
urged  in  the  ar^piment  at  bar,  it  appears 
that  the  propositions  involved  are  threefold. 
First.  Was  it  correctly  decided  that  th« 
carriers  as  the  result  of  the  arranffements 
between  them  constituted,  within  me  pur- 
view of  the  1st  section  of  the  Act  to  Regu- 
late Commerce,  a  continuous  line,  so  far  at 
least  as  regards  the  shipments  between 
Memphis,  Summerville,  and  Charleston? 
Second.  Was  it  correctly  held  by  the  Com- 
mission and  decided  by  the  circuit  court  ol 
appeals,  that  under  the  4th  section  of  the  act 
no  competition,  however  material,  unless  it 
arose  from  certain  enumerated  sources  or^ 
was  of  the  inherent  diaracter  stated  by  theg 
Commission  and  the  circuit  court  of  apx>Cals,* 
could  create  such  dissimilarity  of  circum- 
crtance  and  condition  as  would  authorize  the 
carrier,  of  his  own  motio(n,to  charge  a  greater 
rate  for  a  lesser  than  for  a  longer  distance? 
The  provisions  of  the  4th  seotion  whicdi  are 
involved  in  the  second  proposition  are  as 
follows ; 

"S  4.  That  R  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater 
compensation  in  tiie  aggregate  for  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  of  like  kind  of 
property,  unaer  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  for  a  shorter  than 
for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line,  in 
the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included 
within  the  longer  distance;  but  this  shall 
not  be  construed  as  authorizing  any  common 
carrier  within  the  tenns  of  this  act  to  charge 
and  receive  as  great  compensation  for  a 
shorter  as  for  a  longer  distance:  Provided, 
however,  that,  upon  application  to  the  Com- 
mission appointed  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  such  common  carrier  may,  in  special 
cases,    after    investigation    by    the    Com« 
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miBsion,  be  authorized  to  charge  less  for 
longer  than  for  shorter  distamoiBB  for  the 
transportation  of  pai»engers  or  property; 
and  the  Commission  may  from  time  to  time 
prescribe  the  extent  to  midi  su(^  designated 
common  carrier  may  be  relieve  from  the 
operation  of  this  seotion  of  this  act." 

Third.  If  it  be  concluded  tihat  the  Com- 
mission and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
erroneously  interpreted  the  4th  section  of  the 
act,  is  the  record  in  such  a  condition  as  to 
Justify  this  court  in  deciding,  aa  a  question 
of  first  impression,  whether  the  through 
rates  complained  of  were  just  and  reason- 
able, and  whether,  if  yes,  the  proof  offered  by 
the  carrier  established  such  substantial  and 
material  competition  as  would  support  a 
eharge  by  the  carrier,  on  his  own  motion,  of 
a  lesser  rate  for  the  longer  than  is  exacted 
for  the  shorter  distance? 

The  first  two  of  the  fore^ing  questions  in 
effect  solely  involve  propositions  of  law,  for, 
although  the  essential  predicate  upon  which 
I  they  rest  takes  into  consideration  certain 
I  facts,   they  were  not  disputed  below,   and 
*  their  existence  was* not  denied  in  the  argu- 
ment at  bnr.    They  may  be  aesuroed,  there- 
fore, as  being  unchallenged  for  iiie  purpose 
of  the  legal  questione  presented.     We  come, 
then,  to  the  immediate  consideration  of  the 
propositions  above  referred  to  in  the  order 
stated. 

1st  The  conceded  faots  from  whiich  it  was 
deduced  as  a  matter  of  law  that  the  carriers 
were  operating  "under  a  common  control, 
management,  or  arrangement  for  a  continu- 
ous carriage  or  shipment"  were  as  follows: 
The  several  carriers  transported  hay  from 
Memphis  under  through  bills  of  lading,  by 
continuous  carriage,  to  Summerville  and 
Charleston.  The  several  roads  shared  in  an 
agreed  rate  on  traffic  to  Charleston  and  in  a 
precisely  equal  in  amount  rate  on  traffic  to 
Summerville.  On  sihipments  to  Sununer- 
ville,  however,  there  was  added  to  the 
Charleston  rate  the  amount  of  the  local  rate 
from  Charleston  to  Summerville,  the  benefit 
of  which  additional  exaction  was  eolely  re- 
ceived by  the  local  road  on  which  Summer- 
ville was  situated.  The  contention  that 
under  this  state  of  facts  the  carriers  did  not 
constitute  a  continuous  line,  bringing  them 
within  the  control  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  is  no  longer  open  to  controversy 
in  this  court.  In  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  d  T.  P, 
,R.  Co,  V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
162  U.  8.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  5  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  391,  16  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  700,  decided 
since  the  case  in  hand  was  before  the  Com- 
mission and  the  circuit  court,  it  was  held 
under  a  state  of  fact  substantially  eimilar  to 
t^at  here  found  that  the  carriers  were  there- 
by subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 
2d.  It  is,  as  we  have  said,  uncontroverted 
thsjt  all  the  competition  relied  on  by  the 
carriers  to  establish  that  there  was  a  dis- 
similarity of  circumstance  and  condition 
arose  solely  from  two  sources:  either  that 
originating  at  Memphis,  the  initial  point  ol 
the  traffic,  from  the  presence  there  of  carriers 
who  were  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
commerce  act,  or  competition  based  on  the 


fact  that  Charleston  wu  comiecfted  with  or 
accessible  to  lines  of  rail  and  water  oonunu* 
nication  which  brought  it  in  relation  witk 
many  other  places  «md  markets  other  than 
Memphis,  thereby  creatinff  competition  be- 
tween Memphis  and  Oharlestoin,  the  daim 
being  that  Memphis  would  have  been  de*  m 
prived   of   the   benefits   of   the   Charleston  { 
traffic,  and«Charloston  would  be  also  out  off  • 
from  the  Memphis  supply,  if  the  rates  from 
Memphis  to  Charleston  had  not  been  made 
lower  to  meet  the  competition  at  Charleston. 

The  oonstruction  of  the  4th  section  of  the 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  and  the  Question 
whether  conutetition  which  materially  oper> 
ated  on  traffic  and  rates  was  a  proper  sub- 
ject to  be  considered  by  a  carrier  in  char^ 
ing  a  greater  rate  for  the  shorter  than  was 
asked  for  the  longer  distance,  on  account 
of  the  dissimilarity  of  circumstance  and  con* 
dition  produced  by  such  competition,  has 
recently,  after  elaborate  argument  and  g^eat 
consideration,  been  passed  upon  by  this 
court.  In  Texas  d  P.  R,  Vo,  v.  Interstate 
Commm-ce  Commission,  162  U.  8.  197,  40  L. 
ed.  940,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  405.  10  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  666,  the  facts  as  stated  by  the  court 
which  are  pertinent  to  the  legal  question  now 
under  consideration  were  briefly  as  follows 
( pp.  196-200,  L.  ed.  pp.940, 941,  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  pp.  406,  407,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  608): 
The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  en- 
tered an  order  directing  the  railway  to 
''forthwith  cease  and  desist  from  carrying 
any  article  of  imported  traffic  shipped  from 
any  foreign  port  through  any  port  of  entry 
of  the  Unitoil  States,  or  any  port  of  entry 
in  a  foreign  country  adjacent  to  the  United 
States,  upon  through  bills  of  lading  destined 
to  any  place  within  the  United  Stales,  at 
any  other  than  upon  the  inland  tariff  cov- 
ering other  freight  from  such  port  of  entry 
to  such  place  of  des-tination,  or  at  any  other 
than  the  same  rates  established  in  such  in- 
land tariff  for  the  carriage  of  other  like  kind 
of  freight,  in  the  elements  of  bulk,  weight, 
value,  and  expense  of  carriage."  The  rail- 
way company  refused  to  obey  the  order,  and 
a  proceeding  was  initiated  by  complaint 
filed  in  the  circuit  court  to  compel  it  to  do 
so.  The  substance  of  the  answer  of  the  rail- 
road, so  far  as  material  to  the  matter  now 
under  review,  was  thus  recited  by  the  court 
(pp.  205,  206,  L.  ed.  pp.  042,  943,  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  p.  412,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  670) : 

"The  answer  of  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company  to  the  petition  of  the  New 
York  Board  of  Trade  &  Transportation  be- 
fore the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
and  the  answer  of  said  company  to  the  pe- 
tition of  the  Commission  filed  in  tlie  circuit 
court,  allege  that  rates  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  commodities  from  Liverpool  and  Lon- 
don, England,  to  San  Francisco,  California, 
are  in  effect  fixed  and  controlled  by  the  com-j 
petition  of  sailing  vessels  for  the  entire  dis-$ 
tance;*by  steamships  and  sailing  vessels  in* 
connection  with  railroads  across  the  isth- 
mus of  Panama;  by  steamships  and  sailing 
vessels  from  Europe  to  New  Orleans,  con- 
necting these  imder  through  arrangements 
with  the  Southern  Pacific  Compai^  to  San 
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Francisco.  That,  unless  the  defendant  com- 
pany charges  substantially  the  rates  speci- 
fied in  its  answer,  it  would  be  prevented,  by 
reason  of  the  competition  aforesaid,  from  en- 
gaging in  the  carrying  and  transportation 
of  property  and  import  traffic  from  Liver- 
pool and  London  to  San  Francisco,  and 
would  lose  the  revenue  derived  by  it  there- 
from, which  is  considerable,  and  important 
and  valuable  to  said  company.  That  the 
rates  charged  by  it  are  not  to  the  prejudice 
or  disadvantage  of  New  Orleans,  and  work 
no  injury  to  that  community,  because,  if 
eaid  company  is  prevented  from  participate 
ing  in  said  traffic,  such  traffic  would  move 
ffia  the  other  routes  and  lines  aforesaid 
without  benefit  to  New  Orleans,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  to  its  disadvantage.  That  the 
foreign  or  import  traffic  is  upon  orders  by 
persons,  firms,  and  corporations  in  San  Fran- 
cisco and  vicinity  buying  direct  of  first 
hands  in  London,  Liverpool,  and  other 
European  markets;  and  if  the  order  of  the 
Commission  should  be  carried  into  effect  it 
would  not  result  in  discontinuance  of  that 

Sractice  or  in  inducing  them  to  buy  in  New 
rleans  in  any  event  That  the  result  of 
the  order  would  be  to  injuriously  affect  the 
defendant  company  in  the  carriage  of  arti- 
cles of  foreign  imports  to  Memphis,  St.  Lour 
is,  Kansas  City,  and  other  Missouri  river 
points." 

After  stating  that  the  foregoing  facts 
were  fully  established  by  the  proof  and  in  ef- 
fect conceded,  and  after  remarking  (p.  207» 
L.  ed.  p.  943,  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  p.  413,  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  p.  G70)  that  they  *' would  seem  to  con- 
stitute 'circumstances  and  conditions' worthy 
of  consideration,  when  carriers  are  charsea 
with  being  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination 
or  of  giviuff  unreasonable  and  undue  pref* 
erence  or  advantage  to  any  person  or  local- 
ity," the  court  observed  (p.  217, L. ed.  p.  947, 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  pp.  422,  423,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
p.  674) ! 

''The  Commission  justified  its  action  whol- 
ly upon  the  construction  put  by  it  on  the  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce,  as  forbidding  the 
,  Commission  to  consider  the  'circumstances 
I  and  conditions*  attendant  upon  the  foreign 
traffic  as  such*'circumstances  and  conditions' 
as  they  are  directed  in  the  act  to  consider. 
The  Commission  thought  it  was  constrained 
by  the  act  to  regard  foreign  and  domestic 
traffic  as  like  kinds  of  traffic  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstances  and  conditions, 
and  that  the  action  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany in  protniriug  through  traffic  that  would, 
except  for  the  through  rates,  not  reach  the 
port  of  New  Orleans,  and  in  taking  its  pro 
rata  share  of  such  rates,  was  an  act  of  'un- 
just discrimination,'  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act. 

"In  so  construing  the  act  we  think  the 
Commission  erred." 

Later,  in  recurring  to  the  subject  of  com- 
petition as  creating  dissimilarity  of  circum- 
stance and  condition,  the  court  said  (p. 
283,  L.  ed.  p.  952,  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  p.  437, 
Bop.  Ct.  Rep.  pp.  680,  681) : 

^That  among  the  circumstances  and  con- 


ditions to  be  considered,  as  well  In  the  case 
of  traffic  originating  in  foreign  ports  as  in 
the  case  of  traffic  originating  within  the  lim- 
its of  the  United  States,  competition  that 
affects  rates  should  be  considered,  and  in  de- 
ciding whether  rates  and  charges  made  at  a 
low  rale  to  secure  foreign  freights  which 
would  otherwise  go  by  other  competitive 
routes  are  or  are  not  undue  and  unjust,  the 
fair  interests  of  the  carrier  companies  and 
the  welfare  of  the  community  which  is  to 
receive  and  consume  the  commodities  are  to 
be  considered." 

In  Interstate  Commerce  Commiaeion  v.  AU 
abama  Midland  R.  Co.  1C8  U.  S.  144,42  L.  ed. 
414, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  45,  the  controversy  was 
this:  A  proceeding  was  commenced  to  compel 
a  carrier  to  obey  an  order  of  the  Commission 
forbidding  the  charge  of  a  lesser  rate  for 
transportation  to  Montgomery,  the  longer 
distance,  than  was  charged  to  Troy  on  the 
same  line,  the  shorter  distance.  The  na- 
ture of  the  competition  relied  on  by  the  car- 
riers is  fully  shown  by  a  statement  in  the 
opinion,  referring  to  one  of  the  assignment! 
of  error  made  in  the  cause.  The  court  said 
(Id.  p.  162,  L.  ed.  p.  421,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep^ 
p.  47): 

"Errors  are  likewise  assigned  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  in  having  failed  and  re- 
fused to  afiirm  and  enforce  the  report  and 
opinion  of  the  Commission,  wherein  it  was 
found  and  decided,  among  other  things,  that 
the  defcndanta,  common  carriers  which  par*tt 
ticipate  in  the  transportation  of  class  goods  | 
to  TroT*lrom  Louisville,  St.  Louis,  and  Cin-* 
cinnati,  and  from  New  York,  Baltimore,  and 
other  northeastern  points,  and  the  defend- 
ants, common  carriers  which  participate  in 
the  transportation  of  phosphate  rock  from 
South  Carolina  and  Florida  to  Troy,  and  the 
defendants,  conunon  oarriers  which  partici- 
pate in  the  transportation  of  cotton  from 
Troy  to  the  ports  of  New  Orleans,  Bruns- 
wick, Savannah,  Charleston,  West  Point,- 
or  Norfolk,  as  local  shipments  or  for  export, 
have  made  greater  charges,  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstances  and  conditions, 
for  the  shorter  distance  to  or  from  Troy 
than  for  longer  distances  over  the  same  lines 
in  the  same  direction,  and  have  unjustly  dis- 
criminated in  rates  against  Troy,  and  sub- 
jected said  place  and  dealers  and  shippers 
therein  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice 
and  disadvantas^e  in  favor  of  Montgomery, 
Eufaula,  Columbus,  end  other  places  and  lo- 
calities and  dealers  and  shippers  therein, 
in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce." 

It  will  thus  be  observed  that  the  facts  pre- 
sented were,  in  legal  effect,  the  equivalent 
of  those  arising  on  this  record.  The  com- 
petition which  the  carrier  asserted  had  cre- 
ated such  dissimilarity  of  circumstance  and 
condition  as  justified,  on  its  own  motion,  the 
lesser  charge  for  the  longer  than  was  made  for 
the  shorter  distance,  was  competition  not  only 
arisine  by  water  transportation,  but  alleged 
to  spnne  from  common  carriers  who  were 
confessedly  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Act 
to  Rq^ulate  Commerce.    The  error  which  it 
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waa  asserted  the  record  contained  was  that 
such  competition  had  been  held,  by  the  lower 
courts,  sufficient  to  create  dissimilar  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  and  that  the  right  of 
the  carrier  to  avail  himself  of  such  dissimi- 
larity without  the  previous  assent  of  the 
Ck>mmis8ion  had  been  also  sustained.  This 
court  said  (pp.  162,  163,  L.  ed«  p.  421,  Sap. 
Ct  Rep.  p.  47); 

'^Whether  competition  between  lines  of 
transportation  to  Montgomery,  Eufaula,  and 
Columbus  justifies  the  giving  to  those  cities 
a  preference  or  advantage  in  rates  over  Troy, 
and,  if  so,  whether  such  a  state  of  ftucts  jus- 
tifies a  departure  from  equality  of  rates 
J,  without  authority  from  the  Interstate  Com- 
S  merce  Commission  under  the  proviso  of  the 
•  4th  section^of  the  act,  are  questions  of  con- 
struction of  the  statute,  and  are  to  be  deter- 
mined before  we  reach  the  question  of  fact 
in  this  case." 

Proceeding  to  the  question  of  law,  the  con- 
struction of  the  fourth  section,  which  was 
involved  in  supporting  the  interpretation  of 
the  Commission,  it  was  stated,  as  follows: 
"It  is  contended  in  the  brief  filed  on  behalf 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  that 
the  existence  of  rival  lines  of  transportation, 
and  consequently,  of  competition  for  the 
traffic,  are  not  facts  to  be  considered  .  •  . 
when  determining  wheUier  proper^  trans- 
ported over  the  same  line  is  carried  'under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions' as  that  phrase  is  found  in  the  4th 
section  of  the  act."  The  court  then  exam- 
ined this  Question,  and  after  citing  from  an 
opinion  of  Judge  Cooley  in  the  matter  of 
Re  Southern  R,  d  B.  S,  Asao.  1  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  278, 287,  aub  nom.  Re  Louisville  d  N.  R. 
Co.  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  31,  78,  said  (p.  164,  L.  ed. 
p.  422,  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  p.  48) : 

"That  competition  is  one  of  the  most  ob- 
vious and  effective  circumstances  that  make 
the  conditions,  under  which  a  long  and  short 
haul  is  performed,  substantially  dissimilar, 
and  as  such  must  have  been  in  the  contem- 
plation of  Congress  in  the  passage  of  the  Act 
to  Regulate  (>)mmerce,  has  b^n  held  by 
many  of  the  circuit  courts.  It  is  sufficient 
to  cite  a  few  of  the  number:  Ea  parte 
Koehler,  31  Fed.  Rep.  315,  1  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  317;  Miesouri  P.  R,  Co,  v.  Tewaa  d  P, 
R,  Co,  31  Fed.  Rep.  862,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
434;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Atchison,  T,  d  8,  F.  R.  Co,  60  Fed.  Rep.  205, 
4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  323;  Interstate  Com- 
merce  Commission  v.  Cincinnati,  N,  0.  d  T, 
P,  R.  Co.  56  Fed.  Rep.  025,  043,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  332;  Behlmer  v.  Louisville  d  N, 
R.  Co.  71  Fed.  Rep.  835;  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Louisville  d  N.  R,  Co. 
73  Fed.  Rep.  400." 

It  is  to  be  remarked  that  amon^  the  cases 
approvingly  cited  in  the  passage  just  quoted 
will  be  found  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court 
in  the  very  case  now  before  us,  which  opin- 
ion was  opposed  to  the  construction  of  the 
law  taken  oy  the  Commission  and  to  that 
announced  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  in 
this  cause.  Referring  to  the  claim  that  un- 
der a  correct  interpretation  of  the  proviso 
of  the  4th  section  carriers  were  not  allowed 


to  avail  themselves  of  dissimilar  •circum-* 
stances  and  conditions,  arising  from  compe- 
tition, without  the  previous  assent  of  the 
Commission,  the  court  asain  cited  from  an 
opinion  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion delivered  by  Judge  Cooley,  as  follows 
(pp.  168,  160,  L.  ed.  pp.  423,  424,  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  pp.  40,  50) : 

"That  which  the  act  does  not  declare  un* 
lawful  must  remain  lawful  if  it  was  so  be- 
fore, and  that  which  it  fails  to  forbid  the 
carrier  is  left  at  liberty  to  do,  without  per- 
mission of  anyone.  .  •  .  The  charging 
or  receiving  the  greRteT  compensation  for 
the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  haul  is  seen 
to  be  forbidden  only  when  lx>th  are  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions; and,  therefore,  if  in  any  ease  the 
carrier,  without  first  obtaining  an  order  of 
relief,  shall  depart  from  the  general  rule,  ita 
doing  so  will  not  alone  convict  it  of  illegal* 
ity,  since,  if  the  circumstances  and  condi* 
tions  of  the  two  hauls  are  dissimilar,  the 
statute  is  not  violated.  .  .  .  Beyond 
question,  the  carrier  must  Judge  for  itself 
what  are  the  'substantially  similar  circum* 
stances  and  conditions'  which  preclude  the 
special  rate,  rebate,  or  drawback,  which  is 
made  unlawful  by  the  2d  section,  since  no 
tribunal  is  empowered  to  judge  for  it  until 
after  the  carrier  has  acted,  and  then  only 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  its 
action  constitutes  a  violation  of  law.  The 
carrier  judges  on  peril  of  the  consequences; 
but  the  special  rate,  rebate,  or  drawback 
which  it  grants  is  not  illegal  when  it  turns 
out  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
were  not  such  as  to  forbid  it;  and  as  Con- 
gnress  clearly  intended  this,  it  must  also, 
when  using  the  same  words  in  the  4th  sec- 
tion, have  intended  that  the  carrier,  whose 
privilege  was  in  the  same  way  limited  by 
them,  should  in  the  same  way  act  upon  its 
judgment  of  the  limiting  dreumstanoes  and 
conditions." 

And  the  approval  of  the  construction  given 
to  the  act  in  the  passage  from  the  opinion  of 
Judge  Cooley  was  not  left  to  implication, 
since  the  court  added  (p.  160,  L.  ed.  p.  424, 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  50) : 

'The  view  thus  expressed  has  been  adopted 
in  several  of  the  circuit  courts  {Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  v.  Atchison,  T,  d  8» 
F.  R.  Co.  50  Fed.  Rep.  206,  300,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  323;  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  d  T.  P.  R.  Co. 
56  Fed.  Rep.  025,  043,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.t 
332;  Behlmer  v.  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  71 8 
Fed.*Rep.  835,  830) ;  and  we  do  not  think 
the  courts  below  erred  in  following  it  In  the 
present  case.  We  are  unable  to  suppose 
that  Congress  intended,  by  the  4th  section 
and  the  proviso  thereto,  to  forbid  common 
carriers,  in  cases  where  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  are  substantially  dissimilar, 
from  making  different  rates  until  and  un- 
less the  Commission  shall  authorize  them  so 
to  do." 

It  is  then  settled  that  the  constructioii 
given  in  this  cause  by  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  and  Ihe  circuit  court  of 
appeals  to  the  4th  bection  of  the  Act  to  Reg- 
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ulate  Comxneroe  was  erroneoua,  and  henoe 
that  both  the  Interstato  Conimerce  Commia- 
ftion  and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  mis- 
takenly considered,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
competition,  however  material,  arising  from 
carriers  who  were  subject  to  the  Act  to  Regu- 
late  Commerce  could  not  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration, and  likewise  that  all  competi- 
tion, however  substantial,  not  originating  at 
the  initial  point  of  the  ^affic,  was  equally, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  excluded  from  view.  It 
follows  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court 
must  be  reversed  imless  it  be  the  duty  of 
this  court  to  examine  the  evidence,  which 
was  not  passed  on  by  the  Commission  or 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  competition  re- 
lied on  was  so  substantial  and  so  control- 
ling on  traffic  and  rates  as  to  cause  it  to 
produce  a  dissimilarity  of  circumstance  and 
condition  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th 
section  of  the  act.  A  consideration  of  this 
subject  leads  to  a  solution  of  the  third  ques- 
tion which  we  have  previously  stated  was 
involved  in  the  cause.  In  passing,  however, 
it  is  well  to  say  that  both  the  opinions  of 
this  court,  just  referred  to,  were  announced 
subsequently  to  the  decision  in  this  case  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and  of 
the  circuit  coiirt,  and  moreover  that  the 
opinion  of  this  court  in  the  last  cause  (the 
Midland  Owe)  was  annoimced  after  the  de- 
cision of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the 
ease  now  here.  Indeed,  since  the  decision 
last  referred  to,  it  is  not  denied  that  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission  have  recog- 
nized that  the  interpretation  previously 
o  given  by  it  to  tlie  4th  section  had  been  de- 
gcided  to  be  unsound,  hence  in  the  practical 
*  application  of  the  law,  since*  the  decision  by 
this  court  in  the  Midkmd  Case,  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  which  was  annoimced  by 
the  Commission  in  previous  cases  as  well  as 
in  this  has  no  longer  been  applied.  11  Ann. 
Bep.  I.  C.  C.  (1897),  pp.  38,  43,  91;  Bo- 
vannah  Bureau  of  Freight  d  Transportation 
T.  Charleston  d  8.  A.  Co,  7  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
479,  480. 

Before  determining  the  final  question  we 
notice  certain  contentions  pressed  In  argu- 
ment, whereby  it  is  asserted  that  there  is 
such  a  dilTerence  between  the  legal  issues 
here  arising  and  those  which  were  presented 
in  the  cases  referred  to  that  this  case  should 
not  be  controlled  by  them.  In  any  event, 
it  is  argued,  the  action  of  the  Commission 
and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  in  this  con- 
troversy was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  render 
the  previous  rulings  of  this  court  inapposite, 
and  hence  it  is  unnecessary  to  apply  them. 
Whilst  it  is  not  denied  as  regards  compe- 
tition arising  from  other  carriers  at  the 
Silace  of  origin  of  the  trafiQc,  who  were  sub- 
set to  the  control  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  that  the  decision  here  imder  re- 
view is  not  in  accord  with  the  rulings  of  this 
court,  such  it  is  claimed  is  not  the  case  as 
to  competition  not  originating  at  the  in- 
itial point  of  carriage.  From  this  premise 
it  is  argued  that  it  was  correctly  decided  be- 
low that  substantial  and  material  compe- 


tition resulting  from  conditions  existing  at 
the  point  of  delivery  (such  as  accessibility 
of  that  place  to  other  lines  of  transportation 
from  other  places  by  rail  or  water,  or  both, 
was,  as  a  matter  of  law,  oorrectiy  decided  bo- 
low  to  be  without  l^al  efficacy  in  produc- 
ing dissimilarity  of  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions. In  this  regard,  then,  the  decree 
below,  it  is  insisted,  was  correct.  But  the 
facts  which  were  presented  in  the  records 
passed  on  by  this  court,  in  the  cases  to  which 
we  have  referred,  do  not  justify  the  premise 
from  which  this  presumed  difference  is  de- 
duced. We  do  not  stop,  however,  to  analyze 
those  facts,  because,  granting,  arguendo, 
the  assumption  upon  which  the  suggested 
distinction  is  based,  we  think  it  is  without 
merit.  What  was  decided  in  the  previous 
cases  was  that  under  the  4th  section  of  the 
act  substantial  competition  which  materially 
affected  transportation  and  rates  might,  h 
under  the  statute,  be  competent  to  produce  g 
dissimilarity  •of  circumstances  and  condi-* 
tions,  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
carrier  in  charging  a  greater  sum  for  a  les- 
ser than  for  a  longer  haul.  The  meaning  of 
the  law  was  not  decided  to  be  that  one  kind 
of  competition  could  be  considered  and  not 
another  kind,  but  that  all  competition,  pro- 
vided it  possessed  the  attributes  of  produo- 
ing  a  substantial  and  material  effect  upon 
traffic  and  rate  making,  was  proper  under 
the  statute  to  be  taken  into  consideration. 
Indeed,  if  the  distinction  contended  for  were 
sound  it  would  follow  that  the  greater  and 
more  material  competition  would  be  with- 
out weight  in  determining  whether  a  dissim« 
ilarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions  ex- 
isted, whilst  the  lesser  competition  would 
be  potential  for  such  purpose.  Not  only 
this,  but  if  the  distinction  be  applicable, 
only  that  competition  which  might  deflect 
at  the  point  of  origin  the  traffic  from  one 
carrier  to  another  would  be  within  the  pur- 
view of  that  portion  of  the  4th  section  now 
under  consideration,  and  competition  which 
was  so  great  as  to  absolutely  prevent  the 
movement  of  the  traffic,  unless  the  lesser 
rate  was  exacted,  would  be  outside  of  ita 
operation.  This  would  lead  to  the  construo- 
tion  that  the  statute,  in  empowering  a  car* 
rier,  under  certain  competitive  conditions, 
of  his  own  volition,  to  exact  a  lesser  rate  for 
the  longer  haul,  contemplated  only  the  in- 
terest of  some  particular  carrier  and  not  at 
all  the  public  interest.  Whilst  the  unsound- 
ness of  the  proposition  is  thus  shown,  from 
the  contradiction  which  inheres  in  it,  the 
erroneous  conception  upon  which  it  rests  is 
fully  demonstrated  in  the  following  excerpt 
from  the  opinion  in  Texas  d  P,  R.  Co,  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  162  U.  S. 
211,  40  L.  ed.  945,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  417, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  672: 

"So,  too,  it  could  not  be  readily  supposed 
that  Congress  intended,  when  regulating 
such  commerce,  to  interfere  with  and  inter- 
rupt, much  less  destroy,  sources  of  trade  and 
oonmnerce  already  existing,  nor  to  overlook 
the  property  rights  of  those  who  had  in- 
vested money  in  the  railroads  of  the  coun- 
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try,  nor  to  disregard  the  interests  of  the 
consumers,  to  furnish  whom  with  merchan- 
dise is  one  of  the  principal  objects  of  all 
^systems  of  transportation." 
g  Indeed,  in  the  cases  by  which  the  oontro- 
•  versy  here*before  us  is  controlled,  attention 
was  pointedly  called  to  the  fact  that  in  con- 
sidering the  power  of  the  carrier,  of  his  own 
motion,  to  charge  a  lesser  sum  for  the  longer 
haul,  not  only  was  the  interest  of  the  carrier 
to  be  taken  into  account,  but  also  the  in- 
terest of  the  public, — especially  at  the  place 
from  which  the  traffic  moved  and  the  place 
to  which  it  was  to  be  delivered,  and  to  these 
principles  we  shall  before  concluding  again 
advert. 

The  argument  upon  which  it  is  claimed 
that  even  if  the  legal  principles  here  involved 
are  not  to  be  distinguished  from  those  estab- 
lished by  the  decisions  of  this  court,  never- 
theless the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals should  be  affirmed,  is  as  follows : 

The  Commission  and  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals,  it  is  asserted,  although  they  may 
have  expressed  erroneous  opinions  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  statute,  yet,  ultimately, 
in  substance,  decided,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
the  competition  was  not  of  sufficient  weight 
to  bring  about  dissimilarity  of  circumstances 
and  conditions.  But  this  suggestion  is  with- 
out merit.  We  have  shown,  m  our  previous 
analysis  of  the  action  of  the  Commission  and 
of  the  views  expressed  by  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals,  that  whilst  the  facts  were  con- 
sidered in  so  far  as  was  necessary  to  deter- 
mine that  the  competition  was  due  only  to 
certain  particular  causes,  the  result  of  the 
competition  was  not  examined  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  substantial  materiality  of  its 
operation  on  traffic  and  rates.  And  this,  be- 
cause both  the  Commission  and  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  determined  tha*t  competi- 
tion of  the  particular  character  which  they 
found  that  relied  on  to  be,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  however  weighty  in  its  operation  on 
rates,  was  not  legally  entitled  to  be  consid- 
ered in  reviewing  the  action  of  the  carrier. 
This  failure  to  consider  the  evidence 
points  to  the  distinction  between  this  cause 
and  that  of  Cincinnati,  N,  O.  d  T,  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  162  U. 
8.  184, 40  L.  ed.  035, 5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  391, 
16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  700,  upon  which  reliance  is 
placed.  In  that  case  the  court,  from  an  ex- 
amination of  the  whole  record,  considered 
that  the  result  of  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  had 
Bbeen  substantially  to  decide,  not  that  the 
^  character  of  competition  relied  on  could  not 
•  be  taken^into  view,  but  that,  fully  welshing 
and  considering  it,  sufficient  proof  did  not 
result  to  show  that  it  was  so  substantial 
and  so  material  as  to  Justify  deciding  that 
there  were  dissimilar  circumstances  and 
conditions.  The  judgment  below  was,  be- 
cause of  this  view  as  to  such  question,  af- 
firmed. The  court  said  (p.  194,  L.  ed.  p. 
938,  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  p.  401,  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
p.  704) :  "But  the  question  was  one  of  fact 
peculiarly  within  the  province  of  the  Com- 
mission whose  conclusions  have  been  accept- 
ed and  approved  by  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 


peals, and  we  find  nothing  in  the  record  ta 
make  it  our  duty  to  draw  a  different  con- 
clusion." If  it  be  again,  arguendo,  conced- 
ed the  state  of  the  record  in  that  case  waa 
such  that  an  analysis  of  the  action  taken  be- 
low might  have  well  led  the  court  to  a  dif- 
ferent opinion;  in  other  words,  might  have 
justified  it  in  holding  that  both  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  had 
rested  their  conclusions,  not  on  the  want  of 
proof  as  to  the  claimed  competition,  but  sole- 
ly on  the  absence  of  legal  power  to  assert 
competition  of  the  character  relied  on,  such 
concession  could  have  no  influence  upon  the 
decision  of  this  cause.  This  follows  because 
the  only  deduction  possible  from  the  propo- 
sition would  be  that  the  particular  case  had 
been  decided  on  a  question  of  fact,  when  it 
should  have  been  controlled  by  a  question  of 
law,  which  would  afford  no  reason  for  the 
failure  to  apply  sound  principles  of  law  to 
the  facts  of  this  record.  It  involves  a  com- 
plete nofi  sequitur  to  assert  that  because  le- 
gal principles  may  not  have  been  applied  to 
a  given  case,  on  the  assumption  that  the  facte 
did  not  render  their  application  necessary, 
therefore,  in  future  cases,  where  it  was  found 
that  the  facts  brought  the  controversy  with* 
in  the  principles,  they  should  not  be  applied. 

It  remains  only  to  examine  the  last  ques- 
tion— ^that  is,  whether  this  court,  as  a  mat* 
ter  of  first  impression,  should  weigh  the  evi* 
dence  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  wheth- 
er it  established  such  substantial  and  male- 
rial  competition  as  justified  the  carrier  in 
condudinfi^  that  dissimilarity  of  circum- 
stance and  condition  was  brought  about.  If 
it  were  true,  as  asserted  in  the  argument 
for  the  appellee,  that  where  the  inherent 
character  of  the  competition  was  of  a  nature^ 
to  be  taken  into  consideration,  any  compe-g 
tition,  however  remote^and  unsubstantial  its* 
influence  on  rates  and  traffic,  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  bring  about  dissimilarity  of  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  the  question  would 
be  easy  of  solution,  for  then  to  weigh  the 
testimony  would  involve  no  serious  duty. 
But  this  suggestion  rests  on  an  entire  mis- 
conception of  the  adjudications  of  this  court. 
In  considering  the  right  of  a  carrier  to  act 
on  competitive  conditions,  deemed  by  him  to 
produce  dissimilarity  of  circumstances  and 
conditions,  the  court,  in  Interstate  Cotn- 
merce  Commission  v.  Alabama  Midland  R, 
Co.  168  U.  S.  173,  42  L.  ed.  425,  18  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  61),  said: 

"But  it  does  not  mean  that  the  action  of 
the  carriers,  in  fixing  and  adjusting  the 
rates,  in  such  instances,  is  not  subject  to  re- 
vision by  the  Commission  and  the  courts^ 
when  it  is  charged  that  such  action  has  re- 
sulted in  rates  unjust  or  unreasonable,  or  in 
unjust  discriminations  and  preferences." 

Again  (p.  167,  L.  ed.  p.  423,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
p.  49),  it  was  said: 

"In  order  further  to  guard  against  any 
misapprehension  of  the  scope  of  our  decision 
it  may  be  well  to  observe  that  we  do  not 
hold  that  the  mere  fact  of  competition,  no 
matter  what  its  character  or  extent,  neces- 
sarily relieves  the  carrier  from  the  re- 
straints of  the  8d  and  4th  sections,  but  only 
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iliAt  these  sectiona  are  not  ao  atringent  &nd 
imperative  as  to  exclude  in  all  oasea  the  mat- 
ter of  competition  from  oonaideration  in  de- 
termining the  questiona  of  'undue  or  unrea- 
aonable  preference  or  advantage/  or  what  are 
'substantially  similar  circumstancea  and  con- 
ditiona.'  The  competition  may  in  aome  caaea 
bo  auch  aa,  having  due  regard  to  the  inter- 
eata  of  the  public  and  of  the  carrier,  ought 
Justly  to  have  effect  upon  the  ratea,  and  in 
auch  cases  there  is  no  absolute  rule  which 
prevents  the  Commission  or  the  courts  from 
takine  that  matter  into  consideration." 

It  follows  that  whilst  the  carrier  may  take 
into  oonsideratioin  the  existence  of  competi- 
ticMn  as  the  producing  cause  of  dissimilar 
circumstances  and  conditions,  his  ri^ht  to  do 
80  is  governed  by  the  following  principles: 
First.  The  absolute  comnuuid  of  the  statute 
that  all  rates  shall  be  pust  and  reasonable, 
^  and  that  no  undue  diecriminatiosi  be  brouffht 
b  about,  thouch,  in  the  nature  of  things,  uiis 
•  Utter  consideration  may*  in  many  cases  be 
involved  in  ihe  determination  of  whether 
eom petition  was  such  as  created  a  substan- 
tial dissimilarity  of  condition.  Second. 
That  the  competition  relied  upon  be,  not 
artificial  or  merely  oonjeotural,  but  mate- 
rial and  substantial,  thereby  operating  on 
the  question  of  traflic  and  rate  making,  the 
right  in  every  e^'ent  to  be  only  enjoyed  with 
a  due  regard  to  the  interest  of  the  public, 
after  giving  full  weislit  to  the  benefite  to  be 
conferred  on  the  place  from  whence  the 
traffic  moved  as  well  83  those  to  be  derived 
by  the  locality  to  whldh  it  is  to  be  delivered. 
If,  then,  we  were  to  undertake  the  duty  of 
weighing  the  evidence  in  this  record,  we 
would  be  called  upon,  as  a  matter  of  original 
action,  to  investigate  all  these  serious  con- 
siderations which  were  shut  out  from  view 
by  the  Commission,  and  were  not  weiehed 
br  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  be(»iuBe  both 
toe  Oommiesion  and  the  court  erroneously 
ccmatmed  the  statute.  But  the  law  attrih- 
iiteci  prima  facie  effect  to  the  findings  of  fact 
made  by  the  Commission,  and  that  body, 
from  the  nature  of  it«  organization  and  the 
dutiea  imposed  upon  it  by  the  statute,  is  pe- 
euliarly  competent  to  pass  upon  questions  of 
fact  of  the  cnaracter  here  arising.  In  Texas 
d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Interstate  Oommeroe  CommiS' 
tfon,  162  U.  S.  197,  40  I.,  ed.  940,  5  Inters. 
Com.  Bep.  405,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  666,  the 
court  found  the  fact  to  be  that  the  Commis- 
sion had  failed  to  consider  and  give  weight 
to  the  proof  in  the  record,  affecting  the  ques- 
tion before  it,  on  a  mistaken  view  taken  by 
it  of  the  law,  and  that  on  review  of  the  ac- 
tion of  the  Commission  the  circuit  oourt  of 
appeals,  whilst  considering  that  the  legal 
conclusion  of  the  Commission  was  wrong, 
nevertheless  proceeded  as  a  matter  of  origi- 
nal investigation  to  weigh  the  testimony  and 
determine  the  facts  flowing  from  it.  The 
oourt  said  (p.  238,  L.  ed.  p.  954,  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  p.  441,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  682). 

"If  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  was  of 
opinion  that  the  Commission  in  making  its 
order  had  misconceived  the  extent  of  its 
powera,  and  if  the  circuit  court  had  erred 
Ui  aflirming  the  validity  of  an  order  made  un- 


der Bueh  misoonception,  the  duty  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals  waa  to  reverse  the  de- 
cree, set  aaide  the  order,  and  remand  the 
cauae  to  the  Commiaaion,  in  order  that  it 
might,  if  it  saw  fit,  proceed  therein  accord-  ^ 
ing  to  law.  The  defendant  was  entitled  to^ 
have  its* defense  considered,  in  the  first  in-* 
stance  at  least,  by  the  Commission,  upon  a 
full  consideration  of  all  the  circumstancea 
and  conditions  upon  which  a  legitimate  or- 
der counld  be  founded.  The  questiona 
whether  certain  charges  were  reasonable  or 
otherwise,  whetlier  certain  discriminations 
were  due  or  undue,  were  questiona  of  fact 
to  be  passed  upon  by  the  Commission  in  the 
light  of  all  facts  duly  alleged  and  support- 
ed by  competent  evidence,  and  it  did  not 
comport  with  the  true  scheme  of  the  stat- 
ute that  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  should 
undertake,  of  its  own  motion,  to  find  and 
pass  upon  such  questions  of  fact,  in  a  case 
in  the  position  in  which  the  present  one 
was." 

We  think  these  views  should  be  applied  in 
the  case  now  under  review.  In  this  case,  how- 
ever, the  proceeding  to  enforce  the  order  ol 
the  Commiaaion  waa  initiated  by  a  private  in* 
dividual  on  behalf  of  himaelf  and  other  in- 
terested parties  not  named,  and  the  peti- 
tioner in  the  circuit  court  has  died  since  the 
argument  and  aubmission  of  the  cause  in  this 
court,  ^e  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
should  be  reversed  with  costs,  that  the  case 
be  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  with  in- 
structione  to  modify  its  decree  adjudging  thait 
the  order  of  the  Commission  be  set 
aside  witli  costs,  by  providing  that  the  dismia* 
sal  be  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  a 
party  in  interest  to  apply  to  the  Oommission 
to  be  substituted  in  the  oriffinai  proceeding 
before  the  Commission  in  the  stead  of  the 
deceased  petitioner,  and  that  upon  such  sub- 
stitution the  Commission  should  proceed  up- 
on the  evidence  already  introduced  before  it 
or  upon  such  evidence  and  any  additional  evi* 
dence  which  it  might  allow  to  be  introduced, 
to  hear  and  determine  the  matter  of  contro- 
versy in  conformity  to  law.  A  decree  will 
be  entered  accordingly,  sueh  entry  to  be  made 
nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  date  of  the  sub- 
mission of  the  cause  in  this  oourt. 

(176  U.  S.  546) 
S.  ENDICOTT  PEABODY,  Appt^ 

V. 

UNITED  STATES. 

Mexican  grant — giving  mere  possession 
without  title — effect  of  continued  posses* 
sion, 

1.  No  title  waa  granted  by  the  Mexican  gov- 
ernment  to  claimants  of  land  whose  petition 
asked  for  the  grant  of  poeaesslon  of  tlis  land 
In  order  to  plant  grain  thereon  for  harvest- 
ing, where  the  order  based  thereon  directed 
them  to  be  placed  In  iMssesslon  *'ln  order 
that  thej  may  not  lose  time  In  their  labor 
until  the  necessary  formalities  can  be  had/* 
while  the  act  of  poaaeaalon  made  by  the  al- 
calde aUtea  that  they  were  not  ''aathorlaad 
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to  exchange,  sell,  or  alienate  the  same  until 
thej  ahall  have  acquired  title  or  have  auf- 
dclent  time  to  do  to/* 

2  A  Mexican  grant  la  not  presumed  to  Jiave 
been  made  from  the  fact  of  continued  poesea- 
alon  of  the  land,  where  poaaeasion  waa  orig- 
inally taken  under  a  permlaaion  or  llcenae  to 
nae  the  land,  and  there  la  nothing  to  ahow 
that  the  character  of  poaaeaalon  waa  aubae- 
Quently  changed. 

S.  Reference  In  a  land  grant  to  another  grant 
aa  a  boundary  la  Inadequate  aa  proof  of  the 
legal  existence  of  the  latter  grant,  or  of  any 
change  of  the  character  of  the  poaaeasion  of 
the  land  referred  to,  when  that  waa  originally 
taken,  not  under  a  grant  of  title,  bat  under 
a  mere  permlaaion  or  llcenae. 

[No.  60.] 

Argued  Ooioher  17,  1699.    Decided  Deoenh 
her  22,  1899. 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Private  Land  Claims  against  a  claimant 
of  land  in  the  territory  of  New  Mexico.  Af* 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Frank  W.  Clanoj  for  appellant. 
Mr,  Matthew  Q«  RoTnolds  and  Bolioitor 
General  Richards  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Peokliam  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
court  ol  private  land  claims  dismissing  the 
petition  of  the  appellant,  and  rejecting  his 
claim  to  some  114,000  acres  of  land  in  the 
territory  of  New  Mexico,  on  tha  gpround  that 
it  ha4  not  been  sustained  by  satisfactory 
proof. 

The  petitioner  In  the  oourt  below  in  his 
petition  for  confirmation  of  the  ^rant  stated 
that  on  the  23d  of  February,  1824,  Jos6  Ra- 
fael Zamora^  a  citizen  OAid  resident  of  Ojo 
Caliente,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  twenty- 
five  other  persons,  citizens  of  the  Republic 
of  Mexico,  and  residents  of  said  district  in 
the  territory  of  New  Mexico,  presented  his 
petition  for  a  grant  to  them  of  the  tract 
therein  desorib^  and  called  the  Vallecito  de 
Lovato,  and  the  appellant's  petition  alleged 
that  the  governor  granted  the  prayer,  made 
^e  grant  of  land  therein  asked  for,  and  di- 
rect^ the  alcalde  to  place  the  grantees  in 
possession,  and  that  on  September  22,  1824, 
the  alcalde  did  place  the  grantees  in  juridi- 
^  oal  possession  of  the  land,  and  executed  his 
2  certificate  thereof,  which  was  presented  to 
•  and*approved  by  the  governor  and  delivered 
to  the  grantee,  Jos6  Rafael  Zamora,  for  him- 
eelf  and  his  associates. 

Various  other  facts  were  set  up  in  the  pe- 
tition to  show  title  in  the  petitioner,  which 
it  is  not  necessarv  to  state. 

The  answer  of  the  government  put  the 
facts  in  issue,  and  the  case  duly  came  on  for 
trial. 

The  following  papers  were  put  in  evidence 
on  the  trial  by  tbe  appellant: 

(1)  Translation  of  Muniments. 
Hon.    ConsFtitutional   Alcalde   of    Abiquiu, 
Francisco  Trujillo: 
I,  Jos6  Rafael  Zamora,  citizen  and  resi- 


dent in  the  disMot  of  OJo  Osliente,  togeth- 
ei'  with  twenty-five  individuals  of  the  same 
district,  appear  before  you  with  the  greatest 
respeot  ana  humility  and  in  due  form  of 
law,  and  state,  sir,  that,  there  being  suffi- 
cient land  in  the  Valleoilto  of  Lovato  to  give 
us  in  pooseseioti,  we  now  ask  that  in  the 
goodness  of  your  heart  you  grant  us  the 
same,  for  wo  have  not  any  place  wherein  to 
plant  ffrain  for  harvesting,  whereby  we  think 
the  others,  the  resdderats  of  said  district,  will 
receive  no  injury. 

Wherefore  we  humbly  request  your  honor, 
as  our  protector  and  as  a  lover  oi  our  ooun- 
tij,  to  grant  us  said  possession,  whereby  we 
will  receive  favor  and  benefit. 

Abiquiu,  February  23,  1824.  For  all  those 
stated.  Jos6  Rafael  Samora. 

I  do  hereby  eerily  that  the  above  is  true 
and  the  land  appliea  for  public,  and  I  do  not 
recognize  those  applying  for  the  same  tm 
property  holders.  Francisco  Trujillo. 

(2)  (Unsigned  Order.) 
The  land  applied  for  by  Jos6  Rafael  Sa- 
mora, together  with  the  twenty-five  aooom* 
panying  individuals  in  his  petition,  in  virtue 
of  your  report,  you  may  proceed  to  place 
them  in  posseesion,  in  order  that  they  may 
not  lose  time  in  their  labor  until  the  neces- 
sary formalities  can  be  had,  which  cannot 
be  verified  at  this  time,  the  excellent  deputa- 
tion not  being  in  session  to  whom  the  mat-m 
ter  pertains.  J 

•  I  charge  yon  to  treait  those  unfortunate* 
persons  with  oonsideration  on  placing  them 
in  poesesaion,  charging  for  your  labor  ae- 
oording  to  their  wants  and  not  more  than  th« 
fee  bill  allows. 
God  and  (liberty).    February  27,  1824. 
(No  Signature.) 
To  the  alcalde  of  Abiquiu. 

(3)  The  act  of  possession.  Th\M  paper 
is  siffned  by  Francisco  Truiillo,  constitution- 
al alcalde  of  the  proper  district,  and  after 
declaring  that  by  virtue  of  the  decree  of 
Bartolome  Baca,  actual  political  chief  of  the 
province,  given  at  Santa  F6  on  the  27th  of 
February,  1824,  on  the  petition  presented  by 
Jos6  Rafael  Samora  and  his  associates,  re- 
questing that  there  be  adjudged  to  them  a 
tract  of  public  land,  the  alcalde  states: 
"And  having  examined  the  said  land  and 
seeing  its  extent  and  proportions,  the  parties 
interested  being  present  and  others  who 
joined  them  according  to  the  list  they  pre- 
sented, and  all  having  agreed  among  them- 
selves that  at  no  time  there  should  be  inter- 
ruptions or  difTerences  among  them;"  he 
thereupon  measured  off  to  each  one  a  certain 
quantity  of  land  and  placed  them  in  posses- 
sion. 

The  alcalde  also  states  that  he  charged 
them  to  endeavor  to  fortifv  themselves  for 
their  own  defense,  etc.;  ana  as  to  the  lands 
of  which  he  then  delivered  possession,  he 
gave  them  "to  understand  that  as  new  colo- 
nists they  shall  exert  themselves,  not  being 
authorized  to  exchange,  sell,  or  alienate  the 
same  until  th^  «hall  have  acquired  title  or 
have  sufficient  time  to  do  so."    This  paper  is 


1890. 


PEABODT  T.  UNITED  BTATSa 


Itl 


dated  the  22d  of  September,  1824.  It  in 
signed  by  FrancUoo  'rtiijillo,  but  it  does  not 
Appeax  when  the  possessicm  was  delivered, 
tbe  certific&te  being  dated  at  Abiquiu,  which 
ie  many  miles  from  the  Valleoito,  the  loca- 
tioD  oi  the  grant. 

Here  was  also  put  in  evidence  the  act  of 

possession   in    what    is    called   the   Petaca 

grants  dated  March  25,  1830,  in  which  it  is 

stated  that  it  is  bounded  on  the  west  "by 

the  boundary  of  the  Vallecito  grant,"  which 

^  it  is  daimed  by  the  appellant  is  an  admission 

9  id  tiie  existence  of  the  grant  in  question. 

9  *  Evidence  in  regard  to  possession  was  also 

introduced. 

Upon  the  question  whetiher  the  papers  thus 
proved  showed  any  grant  of  lands,  the  coun- 
sel for  the  government  contended  that  they 
did  not  purport  to  grant  any  land  or  pass  any 
interest  therein,  but  gave  only  a  permissive 
pceciession  preliminary  to  a  grsuft  which  was 
never  obtained. 

Witbout  discussing  the  various  other  ob- 
iectioiis  which  were  raised  against  the  con- 
fimMUtion  of  this  slle^  grant  to  the  peti- 
tioner, we  are  of  opinion  Uiat  the  above  ob- 
jection was  well  taken,  and  that  there  was 
so  sufficient  evidence  of  any  grant  whatever. 
The  petition  signed  by  Samora  in  behalf 
ol  himself  and  t\^ty-five  other  individuals 
ol  the  same  district  a^s  that  the  alcalde  may 
five  them  possession  of  the  land,  as  they 
nave  no  otner  place  wherein  to  plant  grain 
lor  harveeting,  and  they  think  that  the  oth- 
ers, the  residents  of  the  district,  will  receive 
no  injury,  and  therefora  they  request  that 
the  alcalde,  as  their  proteotor  and  as  a  lover 
of  their  oountrv,  may  grant  tiiem  sudi  pos- 
session, etc.  At  the  very  commencement, 
therefore,  we  find  that  the  petition  was  not 
one  for  the  granting  of  title,  but  simplv  one 
for  tiie  granting  of  possession  to  land,  in  or- 
der that  they  mifl^ht  plant  their  grain  for 
harvesting.  Trujfllo  certifies  that  the  state- 
ment in  the  petition  is  true  and  tihe  land  ap< 
plied  for  is  public,  and  that  he  does  not  rec- 
ognize those  applying  for  the  same  as  prop- 
er^ holders. 

Then  comes  the  unsigned  order  directing 
the  alcalde  of  Abiquiu  to  "proceed  to  place 
them  (Samora,  with  the  twenty-five  accom- 
panying individuals  named  in  the  petition) 
in  possession,  in  order  that  they  may  not 
lose  time  in  their  labor  until  the  necessary 
formalities  can  be  had,  which  cannot  be  ver- 
ified at  this  time,  the  excellent  deputation 
not  being  in  session  to  whom  the  matter  per- 
tains." Then  the  certificate  of  Trujillo, 
which  is  termed  by  the  appellant  "the  cer- 
tificate of  the  delivery  of  juridical  posses- 
sion of  the  lands  to  the  petitioner,"  shows  on 
its  face  that  it  was  not  the  ordinary  delivery 
of  juridical  possession  under  a  grant  of  title 
to  land,  but  that  it  was  a  mere  placing  of  the 
A  petitioner  in  possession  under  a  license  of  the 
S  authorities  accompanied  by  a  distinct  state- 
r  ment  that  the^petitioner  and  his  associates 
were  not  "authorized  to  exchange,  sell,  or 
alienate  the  lands  until  they  shall  have  ac- 
quired title  or  have  sufficient  time  to  do  so." 
These  three  papers,  which  form  the  basis 
ef  the  appellant's  elaim  of  title,  fail  when 


examined  to  show  any  title  whatever  in  him. 
There  is  in  these  papers  no  evidence  of  any 

frant  of  title  to  these  lands  to  Samora  or 
is  associates.  It  may  be  that  he  and  his 
associates  hoped  thereafter  to  obtain  title, 
but  it  was  certainly  not  granted  by  these 
papers.  This  unsigned  order  snd  the  act  of 
possession,  when  Uken  together,  show  that 
the  possession  that  was  delivered  and  taken 
was  preliminary  to  the  title  which  was  aft- 
erwards to  be  acquired,  and  there  is  no  proof 
that  such  title  ever  was  thereafter  obtained. 

In  De  Haro  v.  United  States,  5  WalL  599, 
627,  18  L.  ed.  681,  688,  the  decree  of  the  gov- 
ernment was,  in  that  case,  held  to  be  a  naked 
license  to  occupy  the  land  provisionally,  and 
hence  was  not  entitled  to  confirmation  un- 
der the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1851. 
The  distinction  between  the  effect  of  a  li- 
cense to  enter  upon  lands  uncoupled 
with  an  interest  therein,  and  a  Rrant  of 
some  title,  ri^t,  or  interest  in  unds,  is 
stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Davis  in  that  case,  in 
which  he  said:  "A  grant  passes  some  estate 
of  greater  or  less  degree,  must  be  in  writinff, 
and  is  irrevocable,  unless  it  contains  words 
of  revocation ;  whereas  a  license  is  a  nerson- 
al  privilege,  can  be  conferred  by  parol  or  in 
writing,  conveys  no  estate  or  interest,  and 
is  revocable  at  the  pleasurs  of  the  party 
making  it" 

It  is  urged  that  the  fact  of  the  possession 
by  Samora  and  his  associates,  and  their  heirs, 
ffrantees.  etc.,  down  to  the  time  of  the  Amer- 
ican occupation  of  the  country,  is  strong, 
if  not  conclusive,  evidence  of  the  making  of 
a  grant  in  aeoordanoe  with  the  original 
claims  oiP  those  petitioners,  snd  that  a  grant 
should  therefore  be  presumed. 

The  possession  must  be  adverse,  exclusive, 
and  uninterrupted,  and  inconsistent  with 
the  existence  of  title  in  another. 

Its  character  in  this  case,  however,  ap- 
pears from  ths  papers  not  to  have  been  aa- 
verse  to  the  government,  nor  to  have  orig- 
inated with  a  claim  of  title  under  a  grant;  m 
and  from  the  time  it  was  delivered  up  toS 
the  time  of  the  American  occupation,* what-* 
ever  possession  there  was  was  entirely  con- 
sistent with  that  which  was  given  by  the 
above  act,  a  merely  permissive  occupation, 
and  therefore  we  cannot  presume  that  it  was 
subsequently  changed  to  that  of  a  posses- 
sion under  a  grant,  without  any  evidence  of 
the  existence  of  the  grant  other  than  that 
derived  from  the  papers  put  in  evidence, 
which  show  that  such  possession  was  per- 
missive or  by  license  only. 

As  is  stated  in  Serrano  v.  United  States, 
5  Wall.  451,  461,  18  L.  ed.  494,  497: 
"There  is  no  adverse  holding  here,  but  the 
possession  was  a  permissive  one,  and  con- 
sistent with  the  proprietary  interests  of 
Spain  and  Mexico;  and  the  fact  that  those 
governments  did  not  terminate  the  posses- 
sion, which  was  a  mere  tenancy  at  will,  can- 
not create  an  equity  entitled  to  confimuk 
tion.  Serrano  held  under  a  license  to  oc- 
cupy, and  that  license  could  be  revoked  at 
any  time.  The  failure  to  revoke  it  cannot 
change  tiie  original  character  of  the  posses- 
sion into  an  adverse  one.    If   Serrano  had 
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entered  into  possession  under  a  claim  of 
right,  and  haa  title  papers,  though  imper- 
fect, he  might  say  that  the  len^h  of  his 
possession  entitled  him  to  the  favorable  con- 
sideration of  the  court.  Not  so,  however, 
where  he  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  never 
applied  for  any,  either  to  Spain  or  Mexico, 
and  was  content  with  a  permission  to  occu- 
py it  for  the  purposes  of  pasturage."  This 
was  the  character  of  the  possession  of  the 
grantors  of  the  petitioner.  Indeed,  while 
under  the  civil  taw,  including  the  Spanish 
law,  one  may  prescribe  beyond  his  title,  he 
cannot  do  so  contrary  to  the  title.  See  Zer- 
inque  v.  Harang,  17  La.  349;  Neel  v.  i7t5- 
crd,  30  La.  Ann.  800. 

One  of  the  difficulties  in  petitioner's  case 
is  that  the  act  of  possession  absolutely  neg- 
atives the  giving  of  it  under  a  gprant  passing 
any  interest  in  the  lands.  That  act  stated 
that  those  who  are  placed  in  possession  are 
not  "authorized  to  exchange,  sell,  or  alienate 
the  same  until  they  shall  have  acquired 
title,"  etc.  A  grant,  therefore,  would  not  be 
presumed  even  upon  proof  of  exclusive  and 
uninterrupted  possession,  so  long  as  it  was 
entirely  consistent  with  the  evidence  pro- 
duced in  the  case,  which  shows  that  it  orig- 
imuted  in  a  mere  license,  and  there  is  no 
^  proof  from  which  it  can  be  claimed  that  its 
10  character  changed  from  that  of  a  licensee  to 
f  that  of*one  in  possession  adversely  and  un- 
der a  claim  of  title  by  a  grant  from  the  gov- 
ernment. 

The  fact  that  a  subsequent  grant  to  other 
parties  of  other  lands  was  therein  bounded 
by  "the  boundary  of  the  Vallecito  grant"  is 
no  evidence  of  a  change  of  the  character  of 
the  possession  already  mentioned.  The  pe- 
titioner being  in  possession,  any  particular 
boundary  thereof  may  very  well  nave  been 
taken  aa  a  boundary  for  a  grant  to  other 
parties  subsequently  made  of  other  lands, 
and  the  description  of  the  land  in  the  other 
grant,  that  it  was  bounded  by  the  Vallecito 

Sant,  is  inadequate  as  proof  of  the  legal  ex- 
^nce  of  that  latter  grant. 
Upon  the  ground  that  there  is  no  proof  of 
any  grant  in  this  case,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Private 
Land  Claims  was  right,  and  it  is  therefore 
affirmed. 


<175  U.  S.  671) 

WILLIAM  H.  BLACKBURN,  Plff.  in  Err,, 

V. 

PORTLAND    GOLD   MINING   COMPANY 
and  W.  S.  Stratton. 

Writ  of  error  to  circuit  court — amount  in 
dispute — necessary  party — jurisdiction  of 
Federal  court — suit  arising  under  laws  of 
the  United  States — adverse  mining  claim, 

1.  An  allegation  that  the  "amonnt  In  dispute*' 
la  more  than  |2,000,  exclusive  of  Interest 
and  costs,  is  not  insuffldent  to  show  that  the 
case  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Federal 
eoart  merely  because  it  says  the  "amount,** 
Instead  of  the  **matter/*  In  dispute. 

S.  One  who  appears  by  the  proceedings  In  the 
Land  Office  to  be  the  applicant  for  a  patent 


to  a  mining  dalm,  and  to  be  aOTertlng  his 
compliance  with  the  statute,  Is  a  proper  and 
necessary  party  defendant  In  a  suit  In  sup* 
port  of  an  adverse  dalm  under  17.  fi.  Rev. 
Stat  f  f  2826,  2826,  and  not  merely  a  nominal 
party,  who  can  be  disregarded  In  determining 
the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Federal 
court  on  the  ground  of  diverse  dtlsenshlp. 
8.  A  suit  brought  In  support  of  a  protest  and 
adverse  dalm  under  U.  S.  Bev.  Stat  ii  2820, 
2326,  is  not  a  suit  arising  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  in  such  a  sense  as  to  con* 
fer  jurisdiction  on  a  Federal  court  regardless 
of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  where  no 
question  is  made  as  to  the  meaning  and  con- 
struction of  the  statutes  of  the  United  Statea, 

[No.  64.] 

Argued  and  submitted  October  18, 1899,  D#> 
cided  January  8, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  tlM 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Colo- 
rado to  review  a  question  certified  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  court  in  the  matter  9i 
an  adverse  mining  claim.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shirast 
Thia  was  an  aotion  bnnight  on  August  27, 
1897,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Colorado,  by  Will- 
iam  H.  Blackburn,  a  oirtizen  of  the  state  c4 
Colorado,  against  the  Portland  Gold  Mining 
Oomp«ny,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  lowm, 
and  W.  S.  Stnutton^  a  citizen  of  the  atate  oi 
Colorado. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  oomplaint  thai  tlie 
amount  in  dilute  in  the  cause  exceeded,  eoc- 
elusive  of  intiercst  and  costs,  the  sum  of 
$2,000;  th«t  the  auit  wisa  of  a  civU  natuiv 
at  ooonmon  law,  aad  arose  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States;  tfaaA  it  wsa  an  adverse 
suit,  and  a  suit  arising  under  the  pxx>visiona 
of  fi§  2326  and  2326,  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  and  is  what  ia  known  as  a 
suit  in  support  of  an  adverse  dalm;  that 
the  defendant,  W.  S.  StraUoo^  had  applied 
for  a  patent  for  a  portion  of  the  Fairplay 
Lode  raining  claim,  survey  lot  No.  0331,  un- 
der and  by  virtue  of  the  pnyviaione  of  §  2325, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  Blackbura,  under  andfj 
by  virtue  of  §  2326,  had  filed  his  adverse  S 
claim  and  protest* af;ain0t  the  entry  of  said* 
portion  of  said  Fairplay  claim,  upon  the 
ground  thut  a  part  thereof  was  held  and 
owned  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  part  and  parcel  of 
the  Eacho  Lode  mining  claim ;  that  said  W.  8* 
Stratton,  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1807,  had  made  applica4:ion  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  land  office  at  Pueblo,  Colorado,  for 
patent  on  said  portion  of  said  Fsirnlay  Lode 
mining  claim  under  said  fi  2325,  and  that  at 
the  time  he  made  his  said  application  he  was 
not  the  real  owner  of  said  portioa  of  Fairplay 
Lode  mining  claim,  neither  did  he  have  any 
interest  or  title  whaitsoever  therein;  tha/t 
long  prior  to  said  time  the  said  Stratton  had 
bv  good  and  sufficient  deed  conveyed  all  his 
nght,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  said  claim 
to  the  Portland  Gold  Mining  Company,  de- 
fendant^ and  for  that  reason  the  plaintiff 
brought  thia  action  against  the  said  tne  Port- 
land Gold  Mining  Company  Jointly    with 
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said  Stratton ;  that  on  February  1, 1807,  and 
erer  since,  the  plaintiff  yna  and  is  th«  owner 
of  and  in  actual  possession  of  the  Eacho  Loda 
mining  claim,  1,500  by  300  feet,  situate  in  the 
Cripple  Creek  mining  district,  ElPasocounty, 
state  of  Goloirado,  and  that  plaintiff  has  the 
l^gal  right  to  occupy  and  possess  the  same 
by  virtue  of  a  full  ccnnplianoe  witli  the  local 
rules  and  regulations  of  miners  in  said  min- 
ing district  and  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  state  of  Colorado,  and  by  pre- 
emption, discovery,  and  location  thereof  as  a 
lode  mining  claim  locatted  on  the  puhlic  do- 
main of  the  Uni-ted  States;  that  on  February 
4,  1897,  12ie  defendant  wrongfully  and  un- 
lawfully entered  into  ajid  upon  a  parcel  of 
the  said  Eacho  Lode  mining  claim  described 
as  follows,  to  wit:  All  that  part  of  said  claim 
wliich  is  intersected  by  the  exterior  lines  of 
survey  No.  9SS1,  known  mb  the  Fairplay 
Lode  mininff  daim,  as  shown  by  plat  nwrked 
B,  filed  on  July  28, 1809,  in  the  land  office  of 
the  United  States  at  Pueblo^  Colorado,  with 
the  adverse  claim  of  plainiiff  against  the 
entry  of  said  survey  lot  for  patent;  tiiait  the 
defendant  has  ever  since  wrongfully  with- 
held possession  of  said  parcel  of  Eacho  Lode 
mining  claim  from  the  plaintiff,  to  his  dam- 
age in  the  sum  of  $1,000;  that  this  suit  is 
brought  in  support  of  said  adverse  claim 
S  within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said 
•  adverse  claim,  and  th»t  plaintiff* has  neces- 
sarily disbursed  and  eoqpended  tiie  sum  of 
$1,000  for  plats,  abstracts,  and  copies  of 
papers  filed  in  said  land  office  with  said  ad- 
verse claim,  and  also  a  reasonable  counsel 
fee,  to  wit,  $200  for  the  expense  of  prepar- 
inehis  said  adverse  daim. 

The  plaintiff  prayed  for  a  Judgment  that 
he  is  the  owner  and  enfaitled  to  the  posses- 
eion  of  and  patent  to  the  above-described 
parcel  of  saia  £'4icho  Iiode  mining  claim,  and 
for  the  recovery  of  the  same;  for  the  sum  of 
$1,000  damages;  for  the  sum  of  $300  ex- 
pended in  behalf  of  said  adverse  daim,  and 
for  costs  of  suit. 

On  November  8,  1897,  the  defendants,  the 
Portland  Gold  Mining  Company  and  W.  S. 
Stratton,  moved  the  court  to  dismiss  the 
cause  for  tlie  following  alleged  reasons: 

IsL  Tha/t  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
either  of  the  parties  or  the  subject-matter  of 
said  suit. 

2d.  That  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendants 
in  said  suit  are  citizens  of  the  state  of  Colo- 
rado, and  the  same  is  not  one  wholly  between 
citizens  of  different  states. 

3d.  That  it  does  not  appear  in  said  oom- 
plaint  that  the  amount  m  controversy  in 
said  suit  16  $2,000. 

4th.  That  it  appears  from  said  complaint 
that  said  suit  is  one  which  cannot  under  the 
Conetitution  and  statutes  of  the  United 
States  be  brought  into  this  court. 

On  December  20,  1897,  the  court  entered 
Judgment  dismissing  the  cause  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  and  signed  a  bill  of  exceptions 
•t  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  certi- 
fied tiiat  the  said  question  of  jurisdiction  of 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  was 
the  only  one  involved  in  the  said  cause,  and 
was  the  sole  queetion  upon  which  said  cause 


was  dismissed,  aiid  also  allowed  the  present 
writ  of  error. 

Mr.  Charles  X  Hnghes,  Jr.,  submitted 
the  case  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

MeasTB.  W«  H.  Bryaat,  (7.  8.  Thoma$, 
and  H,  H.  Lee  for  defendants  in  error.  ^ 

10 

*Mr.  Justice  SUras  delivered  the  opinion* 
of  the  couart: 

As  the  oourt  below  filed  no  opinion,  we  are 
not  disitinotly  informed  upon  which  of  the 
several  grounds  alleged  the  court  prooeeded 
in  dismiflSMig  the  cause  for  want  of  jurisdio- 
tkm,  and  tiierefore  it  will  be  necessary  f of 
this  court  to  consider  each  and  all  of  them* 

Firsts  then,  Does  th«  reoord  disdose  that 
the  miBitter  in  dispute  eKceeds;,  cocdusive  of 
interest  and  coste,  the  sum  or  value  of  $2.- 
000  T  The  allegation  in  the  complaint  U 
"thsut  the  amount  in  dispute  in  this  cause 
exceeds^  exdusive  of  interest  and  costs,  tha 
sum  of  $2,000;"  and  it  is  also  made  to  ap- 
pear that  the  mutter  in  dispute  is  the  title 
to  a  mining  claim,  for  which,  and  for  dama- 
ges and  expenses  amounting  to  $1,300,  ths 
plaintiff  demands  judgment  The  defend* 
ants  did  not  think  fit  to  traverse  these  alle- 
gations, but  moved  to  dismiss  on  the  face  of 
the  oomplaint.  Upon  sudi  a  motion,  as  up- 
on a  donurrer,  a  court  will  not  incline  to 
dismiss  for  want  of  jurisdiction  unless  ths 
facts  appearing  of  record  create  a  l^gal  cer- 
tainty of  that  conclusion.  Ba^ry  v.  J^d- 
mundB,  116  U.  S.  550,  29  L.  ed.  729,  6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  501 ;  Tl*e*wor«  v.  Rymer,  169  U.  8. 
116,  42  L.  ed.  682,  18  Sup.  Ct  Hep.  293. 
We  are  not  impressed  by  the  criticism  thai 
the  amount,  instead  of  the  matter,  in  dis- 
pute, is  alleged  to  have  exceeded  $2,000.  The 
meaning  of  such  an  allegation  is  dear,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  toiuverse  thereof,  and 
of  any  pretense  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the 
matter  in  dispute  did  not  exceed  the  sum  or 
value  of  $2,000,  we  think  that  the  record  fair- 
ly imports  tiie  necessary  jurisdictional 
amount 

The    next    contention,    that    the    drcuit 
oourt  could  not  take  jurisdiction  because  the 
record  did  not  disclose  that  the  controversy 
was   between    citizens   of   different   states, 
seems  to  us  to  have  been  well  founded.    The 
complaint  alleged  that  Stratton,  one  of  the 
defendants,  was  a  citizen  of  the  same  state 
as   the   plaintiff.     Not  only  was  Stratton 
named  as    a  party   defendant    in  the  com- 
plaint, but  a  summons  was  sued  out  against^ 
nlm  as  such;  and  the  motion  to  dismiss  theg 
complaint  was  made* in  behalf  of  Stratton* 
as  weU  as  of  the  Portland  Gold  Mining  Com- 
pany. 

It  is,  however,  argued  that,  as  it  is  al- 
leged in  the  complaint  that  Stratton  had 
conveyed  by  deed  his  interest  in  the  mining 
claim  to  the  Portland  Gold  Mining  Com* 
pany,  Stratton  was  a  nominal  party  only, 
whose  presence  on  the  record  would  not  de- 
feat the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  as  between 
the  other  parties;  and  cases  are  cited  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  courts  will  not  be  defeated  by 
the  mere  joinder   or  nonjoinder   of  formal 
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paxtiea.  Wormley  ▼.  Wormley,  8  Wheat 
421,  5  L.  ed.  651;  Wood  ▼.  Davia,  18  How. 
467,  15  L.  ed.  460;  Walden  t.  Bkinner,  101 
U.  S.  577,  25  L.  ed.  063. 

But  considering  the  nature  of  the  suit  and 
the  relief  sought  thereby,  we  are  not  pre- 
pared to  hold  that  Stratton  was  a  purely 
formal  and  unnecessary  party.  It  is  clear, 
from  the  provisions  of  SS  2325  and  2326,  Re- 
vised Statutes,  that  they  contemplate  a  con- 
troversy between  an  applicant  for  a  patent 
and  an  adverse  claimant  Under  the  first  of 
these  sections  Stratton,  as  the  complaint 
shows,  made  personal  application  in  the 
United  States  land  office  at  Pueblo  for  a  pat- 
ent 

In  order,  therefore,  that  a  controversy 
eould  arise  under  these  sections,  Stratton 
must  have  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
fi  2325  by  having;  located  a  piece  of  land  and 
by  having  filed  in  the  land  office  an  applica- 
tion under  oath  for  a  patent,  showins  com- 
pliance, together  with  a  plat  and  field  notes 
of  the  claim,  made  by  or  under  the  direction 
of  the  United  States  surveyor  general,  show- 
ing accurately  the  boundaries  of  the  claim, 
which  shall  be  distinctly  marked  by  monu- 
ments on  the  ground,  and  by  having  posted 
a  copy  of  such  plat,  together  with  a  notice 
of  such  application  for  a  patent,  in  a  con- 
spicuous place  on  the  land  embraced  in  such 
plat  previous  to  the  filing  of  the  application 
for  a  patent,  and  bv  filing  an  affidavit  of  at 
least  two  persons  that  such  notice  has  been 
duly  posted,  and  by  filing  a  copy  of  the  no- 
tice in  the  land  office. 

It  is  quite  evident  under  these  provisions 
and  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  that, 
9  when  Blackburn  desired  to  file  an  adverse 
g  claim,  he  was  informed  by  the  proceedings 
•  in  the*land  office  that  Stratton  was  the  ap- 
plicant for  the  patent  and  was  asserting  his 
compliance  with  the  statute,  and  was  tnere- 
fore  a  proper  and  necessary  party  to  make 
defendant  Why  he  included  the  Portland 
Gold  Mining  Company  as  a  party  defendant 
is  not  quite  evident,  but  it  may  be  conject- 
nred  that  he  wished  to  raise  some  question 
as  to  the  validity  of  Stratton's  proceedings 
in  the  land  office  after  he  had,  as  alleged, 
parted  with  his  interest  in  the  claim.  How- 
ever this  may  be,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
Blackburn  could  not  proceed  safely  and 
formally  to  raise  an  issue  by  an  adverse 
claim  without  making  the  person  claiming 
the  patent  a  party  oefendant  when  he  in- 
stituted his  proceedings  in  court 

Nevertheless,  even  if  the  circuit  court 
eould  not  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case  be- 
cause the  controversy  was  not  between  citi- 
zens of  different  states,  it  is  claimed  that  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  because  an  adverse 
suit,  or  suit  brought  in  supoort  of  a  protest 
and  adverse  claim,  under  the  provisions  of 
IS  2325  and  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  is 
a  suit  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  in  sudi  a  sense  as  to  confer  jurisdic- 
tion on  a  Federal  court,  regardless  of  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties. 

This  presents  an  important  question,  one 
that  has  been  differently  answered  in  the 
lower  courts  which  have  been  called  upon  to 


decide  it  Burke  r.  Bunker  Hitt  d  8.  Min. 
d  Concentrating  Co,  46  Fed.  Rep.  644;  Traf-^ 
ton  V.  Nouguee,  4  Sawy.  178,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,134;  Rutter  r.  Bhoahone  Min.  Co.  75  Fed. 
Rep.  37;  Bhoahone  Min.  Co.  v.  Rutter,  59 
U.  S.  App.  638,  87  Fed.  Rep.  801,  31  a  a 
A.  223. 

It  may  be  well  to  ^uote  in  full  the  lan- 
guage of  the  sections  in  question: 

''Sec  2325.  A  patent  for  any  land  daimed 
and  located  for  valuable  deposits  may  be  ob- 
tained in  the  following  manner:  "Any  per- 
son, association,  or  corporation  authorized 
to  locate  a  claim  under  this  chapter,  havinff 
claimed  and  located  a  piece  of  land  for  such 
purposes,  who  has,  or  have,  complied  with 
the  terms  of  this  chapter,  may  file  in  the 
proper  land  office  an  application  for  a  pat- 
ent, under  oath,  showing  such  complianeey 
together  with  a  plat  and  field  notes  of  the^, 
claim  or  claims  in  common,  made  by  or  un-  ^ 
der  the  direction  of  the  United  States*8U]>* 
veyor  general,  showing  accurately  the 
boundaries  of  the  claim  or  claims,  which 
shall  be  distinctly  marked  by  monuments  on 
the  ground,  and  shall  post  a  copy  of  such 
plat,  together  with  a  notice  of  such  appli- 
cation for  a  patent,  in  a  conspicuous  place 
on  the  land  embraced  in  such  plat  previous 
to  the  filing  of  the  application  for  a  patent^ 
and  shall  file  an  affidavit  of  at  least  two  per- 
sons that  such  notice  has  been  duly  posted, 
and  shall  file  a  copy  of  the  notice  in  such 
land  office,  and  shall  thereupon  be  entitled 
to  a  patent  for  the  land,  in  the  manner  fol- 
lowing: The  register  of  the  land  office,  upon 
the  filing  of  such  application,  plat,  field- 
notes,  notices,  and  affidavits,  shall  publish 
a  notice  that  such  application  has  been 
made,  for  the  period  of  sixty  days,  in  » 
newsnaper  to  be  by  him  designated  as  pub- 
lisheci  nearest  to  such  claim;  and  he  shall 
also  post  such  notice  in  his  office  for  the 
same  period.  The  claimant  at  the  time  of 
filing  this  application,  or  at  anv  time  there- 
after, within  the  sixty  days  of  publication^ 
shall  file  with  the  register  a  certificate  of  the 
United  States  survevor  ceneral  that  five 
hundred  dollars'  worth  of  labor  has  been  ex- 
pended or  improvements  made  upon  the 
claim  by  himself  or  grantors;  that  the  plat 
is  correct,  with  such  further  description  by 
such  reference  to  natural  objects  or  permar 
nent  monuments  as  shall  identify  the  daim, 
and  furnish  an  accurate  description,  to  be 
incorporated  in  the  patent  At  the  expirar 
tion  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication  the 
claimant  shall  file  his  affidavit,  showing  that 
a  plat  and  notice  have  been  posted  in  a  con- 
spicuous place  on  the  claim  during  such 
period  of  publication.  If  no  adverse  claim 
shall  have  been  filed  with  the  register  and 
the  receiver  of  the  proper  land  office  at  the 
expiration  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication, 
it  shall  be  assumed  that  the  applicant  is  en- 
titled to  a  patent,  upon  the  payment  to  tiie 
proper  officer  of  five  dollars  per  acre,  and 
that  no  adverse  claim  exists;  and  thereafter 
no  objection  from  third  parties  to  the  issu- 
ance of  a  patent  shall  be  heard,  except  it  be 
shown  that  the  applicant  has  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  this  chapter. 
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"Sec  2326.  Where  an    adverse    daim  Ib 

filed  during   the   period  of    publication,  it 

gg  thall  be  upon  oath  of  the  person  or  persons 

g  making  the  same,  and  shall  show  the  nature, 

•  boundaries,  and  extent  of  said  adverse  claim, 
mad  all  proceedings,  except  the  publication 
of  notice  and  mailing  and  filing  of  the  affidar 
Tit  tiiereof,  shall  be  stayed  until  the  contro- 
versy shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  bv 
a  court  of  oomjpetent  jurisdiction,  or  the  ad- 
verse claim  waived.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  adverse  claimant,  within  thirty  days  aft- 
er filing  his  claim,  to  commence  proceed- 
ings in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to 
determine  the  question  of  the  right  of  pos- 
session, and  prosecute  the  same  with  reason- 
able diligence  to  final  juds^ent;  and  a  fail- 
ure so  to  do  shall  be  a  waiver  of  his  adverse 
clainu  After  such  judgment  shall  have  been 
rendered,  the  party  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  claim,  or  any  portion  thereof, 
may,  without  giving  further  notice,  file  a 
certified  copv  of  the  judgment  roll  with  the 
register  of  the  land  office,  together  with  the 
certification  of  the  surveyor  general  that  the 
requisite  amount  of  labor  has  been  expended 
or  improvements  made  thereon,  and  the  d^ 
■cription  required  in  other  cases,  and  shall 
pay  to  the  receiver  five  dollars  per  acre  for 
his  daim,  together  with  the  proper  fees, 
whereupon  the  whole  proceedings  and  the 
judgment  roll  shall  be  certified  by  the  regis- 
ter to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  and  a  patent  shall  issue  thereon  for 
the  daim,  or  such  portion  thereof  as  the  ap- 
plicant shall  appear,  from  the  decision  of 
the  court,  to  rightly  possess.  If  it  appears 
from  the  decision  of  the  court  that  several 
parties  are  entitled  to  separate  and  difiTerent 
portions  of  the  claim,  each  party  may  pay 
for  his  portion  of  the  claim,  with  the  proper 
fees,  and  file  the  certificate  and  description 
by  the  surveyor  general,  whereupon  the  reg- 
ister shall  certify  the  proceedings  and  jndg^ 
ment  roll  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gener- 
al Land  Office,  aa  in  the  preceding  case,  and 
patent  shall  issue  to  the  several  parties  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  rights.  Nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  pre- 
vent the  alienation  of  the  title  conveyea  by 
a  patent  for  a  mining  claim  to  any  person 
whatever." 

The  first  observation  to  be  made  is  that 
Congress  did  not  intend  to  prescribe  juris- 
diction in   any   particular   court,   state   or 
^  Federal.    "It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  ad- 
!•  verse  claimant,  within  thirty  days  after  fil- 

•  ing  his  claim,  to  oommence^proceedings  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  deter- 
mine the  question  of  the  right  of  possession, 
and  prosecute  the  same  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence to  final  judgment." 

The  natural  inference  from  this  language 
is  that  the  competency  of  the  adjudicating 
court  was  not  to  be  determined  by  the  mere 
fact  that  the  mining  claims  in  controversy 
eonsisted  of  lands  the  title  to  which  was  in 
the  United  States.  If  that  fact  alone  were 
to  be  decisive  no  other  than  a  Federal  court 
would  have  been  mentioned.  We  think  the 
intention  of  Congress,  in  this  l^islation, 
was  to  leave  open  to  suitors  all  courts  oom- 
20  S.  C— 16. 


petent  to  determine  the  question  of  the  right 
of  possession.  If  the  parties  to  the  oontro- 
▼ersy  were  dtizens  of  different  states,  and 
if  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeded  the  sum  or 
value  of  $2,000,  then  tbe  daimant  might  elect 
to  commence  proceedings  in  a  Federal  or  in 
a  state  court,  because  either  would  be  compe- 
tent to  determine  the  que»tion  of  the  right 
of  possession.  But  if  the  usual  conditions 
of  Federal  jurisdiction  did  not  exist,  that  is, 
if  there  was  no  adverse  dtizenahip,  aiid  if  tlie 
matter  in  diapute  did  not  exceed  $2,000,  then 
the  party  claimant  could  proceed  in  a  state 
court. 

This  court  has  frequently  been  vainly 
asked  to  hold  that  controversies  in  respect 
to  lands,  one  of  the  parties  to  which  had  de- 
rived his  title  directly  under  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, for  that  reason  alone  presented  a  Fed- 
eral question.  Thus,  in  Romie  v.  Casanova, 
91  U.  S.  379,  23  L.  ed.  374,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  the  possession  of 
certain  lands  in  the  city  of  tSan  Jos6,  the 
question  to  be  determined  was,  which  of  two 
parties  had  actually  obtained  a  grant  of  the 
particular  premises  in  question.  The  title 
of  the  city  had  originated  before  the  cession 
of  California  to  the  United  States.  But 
this  court  said:  "The  title  of  the  dty  was 
not  drawn  in  question.  Even  if  it  depended 
upon  the  trea^  of  Guadalupe  HildalffO  and 
the  several  acts  of  Congress  to  ascertain  and 
settle  private  land  claims  in  California,  the 
case  would  not  be  different.  Both  parties 
admit  that  title,  and  thdr  litigation  extends 
only  to  the  determination  of  the  rights 
which  they  have  severally  acquired  under 
it."  Accordingly  the  writ  of  error  to  the 
supreme  oourt  of  California  was  dismissed^ 
for  want  of  jurisdiction.  J 

'Again,  in  MoStay  v.  Friedmati,  92  U.  &« 
723,  23  L.  ed.  767,  where  in  ejectment  for  a 
part  of  tiie  lands  confirmed  to  the  dty  of 
San  Frandsoo.  by  an  act  of  Congress,  the 
validity  and  operative  effect  of  which  were 
not  questioned,  this  court  held  that  it  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  review  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  of  California,  saying:  "No 
Federal  question  was  involved  in  the  dedsion 
of  the  supreme  court.  The  city  title  was 
not  drawn  in  question.  The  real  controversy 
was  as  to  the  transfer  of  that  title  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  error;  and  this  did  not  depend 
upon  the  'Constitution,  or  any  treaty  or  stat- 
ute of,  or  commission  held  or  authority  ex- 
ercised under,  the  United  States.' " 

Little  York  Qold-Washing  do  Water  Co,  T. 
Keyea,  96  U.  S.  199,  24  L.  ed.  666,  was  a  suit 
in  equity  in  a  state  court  of  California,  and 
brought  on  petition  into  the  drcuit  court 
of  the  United  States  on  the  allegation  that 
its  determination  involved  the  construction 
of  certain  laws  of  the  United  States  affect- 
ing rights  in  public  and  mineral  lands.  The 
circuit  oourt  remanded  the  case  to  the  state 
court  on  the  ground  that  no  real  or  sub- 
stantial controversy,  properly  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  Federal  oourt,  appeared  to 
be  involved.  That  judgment  of  the  eiroiit 
court  was  affirmed  by  thU  court  in  an  opinion 
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of  Mr.  Chief  JuBtioe  Waite,  a  portion  of 
which  was  as  follows: 

'The  attempt  to  transfer  this  cause  was 
made  under  that  part  of  8  2  of  the  act  of 
1876  which  provides  for  the  removal  of  suits 
'arising  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States.*  In  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  a  case  'may  truly  be  said 
to  arise  under  the  Constitution  or  a  law  of 
the  United  Statics  whenever  its  correct  de- 
cision depends  upon  the  construction  of 
either.'  Cohen  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat  37,9, 
5  L.  ed.  285.  Or  when  'the  title  or  right  set 
up  by  the  party  may  be  defeated  by  one  con- 
■truction  of  the  Constitution  or  law  of  the 
United  States,  or  sustained  by  the  opposite 
construction.'  Oahom  v.  Banh  of  United 
Btaiea,  9  Wheat  822,  6  L.  ed.  224." 

"In  this  petition  the  defendants  set  forth 
their  ownership,  by  title  derived  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  of  certain  valu- 
^able  mines  that  can  only  be  worked  by  the 
I  hydraulic  process,  which  necessarily  requires 
>  tiie  use  of  the^channeU  of  the  river  and  its 
tributaries  in  the  manner  complained  of; 
and  they  allege  that  they  claim  the  right  to 
this  use  under  the  provisions  of  certain 
specified  acta  of  Congress.  .  Tliey  also  allege 
that  the  action  ariises  under,  and  that  its  de- 
termination will  necessarily  involve  and  re- 
quire the  construction  of,  tba  lawn  of  the 
tfnited  States  specifically  enumerated,  as 
well  as  the  preemption  laws.  They  state  no 
facts  to  show  the  right  they  claim,  pr  to  en- 
able the  court  to  see  whether  it  necessarily 
depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  stat- 
utes. .  .  «  The  statutes  referred  to  con- 
tain many  provisions;  but  the  particular 
provision  relied  on  is  nowhere  indicated.  A 
cause  cannot  be  removed  from  a  state  court 
simply  because,  in  the  progress  of  the  litiga- 
tion, it  may  become  necessary  to  give  a  con- 
struction to  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States.  The  decision  of  the  case 
must  depend  upon  that  oon4cruction.  The 
suit  must,  in  part  at  least,  arit>e  oat  of  a  con- 
troversy between  the  parties  in  regard  to  the 
operation  and  effect  of  the  Constitution  or 
laws  upon  the  facts  involved.  ...  Be- 
fore, therefore,  a  circuit  co'irt  can  be  re- 
quired to  retain  a  cause  under  this  jurisdic- 
tion, it  must  in  some  form  appear  upon  the 
record,,  by  a  statement  of  lacts,  'in  legal  and 
logical  form,'  such  as  is  required  in  good 
pleading,  .  .  .  that  the  suit  is  one 
which  'really  and  substantially  involves  a 
dispute  or  controversy'  as  to  a  right  which 
depends  upon  the  construction  or  effect  of 
the  Constitution,  or  some  law  or  treaty  of 
the  United  SUtes." 

What  is  meant  by  the  provision  in  fi  2326, 
that  the  question  of  the  right  of  possession 
should  be  determined  by  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction,  was  thus  spoken  of  in 
Chambers  v.  Harrington,  111  U.  S.  350,  28 
L.  ed.  452,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  428: 

"It  is  apparent  that  the  statute  requires 
a  judicial  proceeding  in  a  competent  court 
What  is  a  competent  court  Is'not  spociftcally 
stated,  but  it  undoubtedly  means  a  court  of 


general  jurisdiction,  whether  it  be  a  stat* 
court  or  a  Federal  court;  and  as  the  very 
essence  of  the  trial  is  to  determine  rights  by 
a  regular  procedure  in  such  court,  after  the 
usual    meUiods,  which  rights  are  dependeoi 
upon  the  laws  of  tiheUnited  States,  we  see  nog 
reason  wh^,  if  the  amount  in  controversy  is  8 
sufficient  m  a  case  tried  in  a  eourt  of  the* 
United  States,  or  a  proper  ca^e  is  made  on 
a  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court,  the  judgment 
may  not  be  brought  to  this  court  for  review 
as  in  other  similar  cases." 

This  statement  is  not  inooosisitent  with  tho 
cases  herein  previously  cited,  as  the  rijght  to 
review  the  judgment  of  a  state  court  is  said 
to  be  limited  to  a  proper  case  havinc  been 
made,  dearly  implying  that  some  Federal 
question  should  be  inviHvod,  and  ttksA.  a  mexo 
controversy  aa  to  the  right  of  posseseion 
would  not  make  such  a  proper  case;  for 
otherwise  every  case  arising  under  9  2320 
would  be  a  proper  case. 

In  Iron  BUwr  Min.  Co.  v.  CampheU,  135 
U.  S.  299,  34  L.  ed.  160,  10  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
765,  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  discussing  the 
scope  ci  these  sections,  said: 

'rit  is  true  that  there  are  no  very  distano- 
tive  words  declaring  what  kind  of  adverse 
claim  ia  required  to  be  set  up  as  a  defense 
sMinat  the  party  making  publication;  but 
throughout  ttie  whole  of  these  sections  and 
the  original  fftatute  from  which  they  were 
transferred  to  the  Revised  Statutes,  the 
words  'daim'  and  'daimant'  are  used.  This 
word  is,  in  all  legislation  of  Congress  on  the 
subject,  used  in  regard  to  a  claim  not  yet 
perfected  by  a  title  from  the  government  by 
way  of  a  patent  And  the  purpose  of  the 
etatute  seems  to  be  that  where  there  are  two 
daimaivts  to  the  ssine  mine,  neither  of  whom 
has  yet  acquired  the  title  from  the  govern* 
ment^  they  shall  bring  their  respective 
claims  to  the  same  property,  in  the  manner 
prescribed  in  the  statute,  before  some  iudi- 
cial  tribunal  located  in  the  neighborhood 
where  the  propei-ty  is,  and  that  the  result  of 
this  judicial  inveetigation  shall  govern  the 
aotion  of  the  officers  of  the  land  department 
in  determining  which  of  these  claimants 
shall  hare  the  patent,  the  final  evidence  of 
title,  from  the  government" 

The  ruling  in  Buahnell  v.  Crooke  Min,  4 
Smelting  Co.  148  U.  S.  682,  37  L.  ed.  610, 
13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  771,  is  directly  applicable 
to  the  present  case.  There  a  writ  of  error 
brought  to  this  court  a  judgment  of  the  su* 
preme  court  of  the  stnte  of  Colorado.  The 
suit  was  in  ejectment  brought  by  the  Crooke 
Mining  Company  in  a  state  court  against 95 
Buahnell,  to  recover  posee^ition  of  a  certain g 
portion  of  the  surfaoe^location  of  a  mining* 
claim  on  Ute  mountain,  and  grew  out  of  con- 
flicting ajid  interfering  loca*tioas  of  mining 
claims.  The  claim  of  the  latter  was  first  lo- 
cated, but  when  the  company  applied  for  a 
patent  Bushndl  filed  an  adverse  claim  to  a 
portion  of  the  same  location,  and  thereafter, 
under  $  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and 
within  the  time  preecribed  therein^  oom- 
meikced  his  action  m  the  state  court.  In  the 
complaint  it  was  alleged  thst  the  plaintiff 
was  the  owner  ol  the  Annie  Lode  mining 
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dnirn,  and  thftt  defendants  had,  at  a  certain 
date,  entered  upon  and  ever  since  wroDffful- 
ly  held  poeeeBsion  of  a  part  of  said  cuiim» 
specifically  described,  and  that  the  action 
was  in  support  of  plaintiff's  adverse  daim 
to  sucb  portion  oi  the  surface  location.  The 
question  presented  on  the  trial  of  the  contro- 
Tersy  arose  out  of  conflicting  and  interferins 
locations,  and  tiie  court  gave  and  refused 
certain  requests  to  charge  the  jury,  which 
appear  at  length  in  the  report  of  the  case  in 
this  court.  The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict 
and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  An 
app^  was  taken  to  the  supreme  court  of 
Colorado,  which  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
lower  court.  The  supreme  court  of  Colorado 
rested  its  judcrment  upon  the  ffeneial  propo- 
sition that  tSe  trial  court  had  correctly 
stated  to  the  jury  the  principal  point  in  con- 
trorersy,  and  haA  left  it  properly  to  them 
to  determine,  as  a  matter  ot  fwat,  what  was 
the  course  of  the  conflioting  lodes.  The  case 
was  then  brouj^ht  to  this  court,  and  was 
heard  on  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  or  al- 
fimi  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Justice  Jackson,  in  sustaining  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss,  said: 

'*It  is  plainly  manifest  that  neither  the 
pleadings  nor  the  instrucrtions  given  and  re- 
fused present  any  Federal  question,  and  an 
examination  of  t^e  opinion  of  the  supreme 
eourt  affirming  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
as  to  instructions  (^ven,  as  well  as  to  its  re- 
fusal to  give  the  instructions  asked  by  the 
defendants  below,  fails  to  disclose  the  pres- 
ence of  any  Federal  Question.  It  does  not 
appear  from  the  record  that  any  right,  priv- 
,  ilege,  or  immunity  under  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  the  United  StaAes  was  specially 
set  up  or  claimed  by  the  defezklant*below,  or 
that  any  such  right  was  denied  them,  or  was 
even  passed  upon  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state,  nor  does  it  appear,  from  anything 
disdoeed  in  the  record,  that  the  necessary 
effect  in  law  of  the  judgment  was  the  denial 
of  any  right  claimed  imder  the  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

"The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Col- 
orado in  no  way  brought  into  question  the 
Talidily  or  even  oonstruction  of  any  Federal 
statute,  and  it  certainly  did  not  deny  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  any  right  arising  out  of 
the  construction  of  the  Federal  statutes. 
It  was  said  by  the  Chief  Justice,  in  Cook 
County  v.  Calumet  ^  C.  Canal  d  Dock  Co, 
138  U.  S.  653,  34  L.  ed.  1116,  11  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  435:  The  validity  of  a  statute  is  not 
drawn  in  question  every  time  rights  claimed 
under  such  statute  are  oonti'overted,  nor  is 
the  validity  of  an  authority  every  time  an 
act  done  by  such  authority  is  disputed.' " 

Accordingly  the  writ  of  error  to  the  su- 
preme court  of  Colorado  was  dismissed. 

The  l^gal  import  of  this  decision  plainly 
la  that  a  controversy  between  rival  claim- 
ants under  §fi  2325  and  2326  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  may  be  properly  determined  by  a 
state  court,  and  that  the  judgment  of  a  state 
supreme  court,  in  such  a  case,  cannot  be  re- 
Tiewed  by  this  court  simply  because  the  par- 
ties were  elaiming  rights  under  the  Federal 
■Ututtf^ 


Colorado  Ctntral  ConsoL  Min.  Co.  r. 
Turck.  150  U.  S.  138,  37  L.  ed.  1030,  14  Sxx^. 
Ct  Rep.  35^  was  broucht  to  thif  court  on  a 
writ  of  error  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
for  the  eis'hth  drcuit.  An  action  of  eject- 
ment by  Turck  againet  the  mining  company 
for  posseasion  of  a  certain  lode  mining  daim 
had  been  tried  in  the  drcuit  court  ol  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Colorado, 
and  determined  in  the  plaintiff's  favor.  The 
case  was  taken  by  writ  of  error  to  the  United 
States  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  eighth 
drcuit,  and  the  judgment  was  there  affirmed, 
and  thereupon  a  writ  of  error  was  allowed 
to  this  coui-t.  The  case  was  here  heard  on  a 
motion  to  dismiss  on  the  s^ound  that  the 
suit  was  between  citizens  of  different  states, 
and  that,  therefore,  under  the  judiciary  aet 
of  March  3,  1891,  the  judgment  of  the  dr- 
cuit court  of  appeals  was  final.  An  attempts 
was  made  in  argument  to  sustain  the  right  J 
of  this  court  to  take  jurisdiction  because,* 
although  the  suit  was  between  citizens  of 
different  states,  yet  that  the  solution  of  the 
disputed  ownership  depended  upon  the  con- 
struction and  applioatum  of  S  2322  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  concerning  the  dip  and 
apex  of  lodes,  and  that  hence  the  suit  really 
and  substantiallv  invx)lved  a  controversy  only 
to  be  deteimined  by  reference  to  the  Federal 
statute.  But  tliis  contention  did  not  pre> 
vail,  and  the  writ  of  error  was  dismissed. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  condusion 
reached  was  mainly  put  upon  tlie  ground 
that  the  record  did  not  disclose  affinnatively 
that  any  distinctive  Federal  question  was  in- 
volved, yet,  as  the  record  did  disclose  a  con- 
trover  sv  between  dainiants  arising  under  a 
Federal  mining  statute,  it  is  a  necessary  im- 
plication of  the  decision  that  that  fact  alone 
did  not  render  tlie  case  one  of  which  the  dr- 
cuit court  could  take  jurisdiction  irrespec- 
tive of  citizenship,  but  that  other  and  apt 
aUegations  were  required  showing  that  the 
controversy  was  determinable  by  one  of  two 
conflicting  constructions  of  the  Federal  stat- 
ute, and  not  one  of  mere  fact  in  which  the 
validity  of  the  statute  was  not  drawn  into 
question. 

A  similar  principle  was  involved  in  Qih 
lis  V.  iftinohfield,  159  U.  8.  658,  40  L.  ed.  295, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  131.  That  was  a  suit 
brought  in  a  state  court  of  California,  and 
concerned  the  ownership  of  a  mining  claim. 
The  case  was  brought  to  this  court,  and  it 
was  claimed  that,  as  the  question  in  dispute 
could  only  be  determined  by  an  application 
of  §§  2322  and  2336  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  XTnited  States,  such  a  state  of  facts 
appearing  by  the  record,  there  was  disdosed 
a  Federal  question  which,  of  itself,  gave  this 
court  jurisdiction  to  review  the  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state.  But  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error  was  al- 
lowed. It  is  true  that  this  oourt  put  its 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment 
of  the  state  supreme  court  was  baised  upon 
an  estoppel,  deemed  by  that  court  to  operate 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error  upon  general 
prindples  of  law,  irrespective  of  any  Federal 
question.  Still  the  case  is  authority  for  the 
proposition  thaA  ooDtroverdeB  in  respect  to 
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tities  derived  under  the  zniiiiiig  laws  of  the 

United   States  may  be  legitimately  deter- 

S  mined  in  the  etate  courts,  and  that  to  enable 

f  thi«  court  t»  revie^v  the  judgment  in  such  a 


it  must  appear,  not  only  that  the  appli- 
cation of  a  Feoeral  statute  was  inydved,  but 
that  the  oontroyersy  was  determined  by  a 
oonetruction  put  unon  the  etatufte  adverse 
to  the  oontentioo  of  one  of  the  partiea. 

In  Borgmeyer  v.  Idler,  159  U.  S.  408,  40  Ii. 
ed.  199,  16  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  S4,  it  was  held  that 
the  mere  fact  thai  the  maitter  in  controversy 
in  an  action  is  a  sum  of  money  received  by 
one  of  the  parties  as  ain  award  under  the 
treaty  of  the  United  Steies  with  a  foreign 
power,  providing  for  the  submission  of 
claims  aptinst  Uiat  power  to  arbitration, 
does  not  in  any  way  draw  in  question  the  va^ 
lidity  or  construction  of  that  treaty,  so  as  to 
confer  jurisdiction  on  this  court  to  review 
the  judgment  of  a  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States.  In  this  cbm  Qill  v.  Oliver,  11  How. 
545,  13  L.  ed.  806,  was  cited,  in  which  a  writ 
of  error  to  the  court  of  appeals  of  Maryland 
was  dismissed  because,  although  the  maitter 
in  dispute  was  money  derived  under  a  treaty 
with  Mexico,  yet  such  a  dispute  did  not  in- 
volve any  question  as  to  the  validity  or  con- 
struction of  the  treaty,  Mr.  Justice  Grier 
saying:  ^'Both  partiea  claim  money  in 
court;  and,  in  order  to  test  the  value  of  their 
respective  assignments,  .  •  .  introduce 
the  history  of  the  claim  from  its  origin.  The 
treaty  adod  award  are  facts  in  that  history. 
They  were  before  the  court  but  as  facts,  and 
not  for  construction.  If  A  hold  land  under 
a  patent  from  the  United  States  or  a  Span- 
ish grant  ratified  by  treaty,  and  his  heirs, 
devisees,  or  assignees  dispute  as  to  which 
have  the  best  title  under  him,  this  does  not 
make  a  case  for  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the 
judiciary  act.  If  neither  the  validity  nor 
the  construction  of  the  patent  or  title  under 
the  treaty  is  contested,  if  both  parties  claim 
under  it,  and  the  contest  arises  from  some 
question  without  or  dehors  the  patent  or 
treaty,  it  is  plainly  no  case  for  our  inter- 
ference under  this  section.  That  the  title 
oiiginated  in  such  a  patent  or  treaty  is  a 
fact  in  the  history  of  the  case  incidental  to 
it,  but  the  essential  controversy  between  the 
parties  is  without  and  beyond  it" 
I,  It  should  not  be  overlooked  that  §§  2325 
g  and  2326  form  a  part  of  a  general  scheme  in 
•*  reference  to  the  mineral*lands  of  the  United 
Sttttes.  l*hat  scheme  is  contained  in  chap- 
ter 6  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  and  includes  sections  from  2318  to 
2352.  Some  light  is  thrown  upon  the  inten- 
tion of  Congress,  in  the  particular  we  are 
now  considering,  by  other  provisions  than 
those  expressed  in  §§  2325  and  2326. 

Thus,  $  2319  enacts  that  ''all  valuable 
mineral  deposits  in  lands  belonging  to  the 
United  States,  both  surveyed  and  unsur- 
veyed,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  free  and 
open  to  exploration  and  purchase,  .  .  . 
by  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  those 
who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become 
•uch,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  law, 
aiid  according  to  the  locai  customs  or  rules 


of  miners  in  the  several  mining  distoriotB,  so 
far  as  the  same  are  applicable  and  not  in- 
consistent with  the  laws  of  the  United 
States." 

Section  2324  provideB  that  "the  miners  of 
each  mining  district  may  make  regulations 
not  in  conflict  with  the  laws  of  tiie  United 
States,  or  with  the  laws  of  the  state  or  terri- 
tory in  which  the  district  is  situated,  govern* 
ing  the  location,  manner  of  recording, 
amount  of  work  necessary  to  hold  possession 
of  a  mining  claim,"  etc 

Section  2332  enacts  that  where  clainmnta 
"have  held  and  worked  their  claims  for  a 
period  equal  to  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  for  mining  daims  of 
the  state  or  territory  where  the  same  may  be 
situated,  eviderce  of  such  possession  and 
working  of  the  claims  for  such  period  shall 
be  suflicient  to  establish  a  ri^ht  to  a  patent 
thereto  under  this  ohapter,  m  the  aosencs 
of  any  adverse  claim,"  etc. 

Section  2339  provides  that  "whenever,  by 
priority  of  possession,  rights  to  the  use  of 
water  for  mming,  agricultural,  manufactur- 
ing, or  other  purposes,  have  vested  and  ae> 
crued,  and  the  same  are  recognized  and  ac- 
knowledged by  the  local  custnns,  laws,  and 
the  decisions  of  courts,  the  possessors  and 
owners  of  such  vested  rights  shall  be  main- 
tained and  protected  in  we  same,"  etc 

Without  undertaking  to  sa^  that  no  oases 
can  arise  under  this  le^sl&tion  which  turn 
upon  a  disputed  construction,  and  therefore  ^ 
presenting  a  question  essentially  Federal  iaoi 
ita*nature,  we  hold  that  clearly  where  a  pat>  • 
ent  is  authorized  to  be  issued  to  the  party  in 
possession,  the  statutes  refer  the  contest  to 
the  ordinary  tribunals^  which  are  to  deter- 
mine the  rights  of  the  parties  without  any 
cofntroversy  as  to  the  construction  of  those 
acts,  but  are  to  be  guided  by  the  laws,  regu- 
lations, and  customs  of  the  mining  distnot 
in  which  the  lands  are  situated.  In  a  case^ 
therefore,  like  the  present,  where  Federal  ju- 
risdiction does  not  arise  because  the  parties 
are  citizens  of  different  states,  and  where  no 
question  is  made  as  to  the  meaning  and  con- 
struction of  the  statutes  of  the  United 
States,  the  state  courts  are  to  be  regarded, 
within  the  letter  and  meaning  of  %  2326,  as 
courts  of  "competent  jurisdiction  to  deter- 
mine the  right  of  possession."  The  judg* 
ment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  <^- 
firmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown   did   not  sit  in  this 
case,  and  took  no  part  in  its  decision. 
Mr.  Justice  MeKenna  dissents. 


(176  U.  S.  588) 

UNITED  STATES,  AppU 

V, 

JOHN  R.  GLEASON  and  George  W.  GosnelL 

Contracts— construction  of,  as  to  extension 
of  time — stipulation  as  to  decision  of  en- 
gineer — effect  of  previous  delinquencies'^ 
finality  of  engineer's  judgment-^^tating 
basis  of  decision. 

1.  A  contract  providing  that.  If  the  parties  of 
the  second  part  sbi^U,  **by  freshets,  ice,  or 
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other  force  or  Ylolence  of  the  elements,  and 
l»7  no  fanlt  of  his,"  be  prevented  from  com- 
pleting the  woirk  at  the  time  agreed  upon, 
•och  Additional  time  may  be  allowed  for  the 
mmpletlon  as  in  the  Jndgment  of  the  party 
of  the  first  part  shall  be  Just  and  reasonable ; 
while  a  preTlons  provision  of  the  contract 
provides  that  It  may  be  annulled,  with  the 
sanction  of  the  chief  of  engineers,  for  fail- 
ure to  prosecute  the  work  faithfully  and  dili- 
gently In  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments.— must  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the 
engineer  shall  determine  whether  a  failure  to 
complete  the  work  within  the  time  limited  has 
been  occasioned  by  freshets  or  other  force  of 
the  elements  and  by  no  fault  of  the  contract- 
or, and,  if  so,  what  additional  time  shall  be 
jost  and  reasonable. 

8.  Previous  delinquencies  of  contractors,  and 
the  futility  of  previous  eztenslcms,  may  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  an  engineer  in 
determining  whether  a  further  extension  of 
time  for  performance  should  be  allowed. 

S.  The  Judgment  of  an  engineer  to  whom  a 
contract  refers  the  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion of  performance  can  be  revised  by  the 
court  only  upon  allegation  and  proof  of  bad 
faith,  or  of  mistake  or  negligence  so  gross 
as  to  Justify  an  Inference  of  bad  faith. 

4.  The  basis  of  the  decision  of  an  engineer  In 
the  exercise  of  his  power  to  determine  the 
fight  of  a  contractor  to  an  extension  of  time 
because  of  interruption  by  the  elements  with- 
out his  fault  need  not  be  expressly  stated  In 
order  to  give  efficacy  to  his  decision. 

B.  The  conclusion  of  an  engineer  as  to  the 
right  of  a  contractor  to  an  extension  of  time 
is  not  prevented  from  constituting  a  Judg- 
ment, within  the  meaning  of  a  contract  pro- 
vision referring  the  matter  to  his  Judgment, 
merely  because  the  court  reaches  a  different 
eoncluslon. 

[No.  69.] 

Argued  Oetdher  tS,  tt,  1899.  Ordered  for 
reargumeni  November  6,  1899.  Reargued 
December  7,  8, 1899.  Decided  January  8, 
1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  in    favor   of   claimajits  on  con- 
tracts with  the  United  States.    Reversed. 
See  same  case  below,  33  Ct  CI.  66. 

S  Statement  b^  Mr.  Justice  Sldrast 
9  *  This  appeal  u  from  a  deeiflion  of  the  court 
of  claims  covering  two  suits  in  that  court, 
KoB.  17,782  and  17,783,  consolidated  and 
heard  and  decided  as  one  suit,  in  wiiicih  Judg- 
ment wtu3  entered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  first  suit  was  on  a  contraot  entered 
Into  August  4,  1885,  between  Colonel  Will- 
iam E.  Morrill,  Corps  of  Engineers,  United 
States  Army,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  and  John  R.  Qleason  and  George  W. 
Gosnell  as  partners,  for  the  excavation  of 
110,000  cubic  yards,  more  or  less,  of  rock,  in 
the  improvement  of  the  head  of  the  Louia- 
▼ille  &  Portland  CanaJ  at  Louisville,  Ken- 
tucky, which  excavation  was  called,  in  this 
Utmtion,  the  Ujpper  Work. 

"nie  second  suit  was  on  a  contract  entered 
Into  January  13,  1887,  between  Major  Amos 
Stidcney,  ol  the  Engineer  Corps  of  tiie 
United  States  Army,  for  and  on  bduJf  of 


the  United  States,  and  the  firm  of  Gleason  ft 
GkMnell,  for  the  ezcavatioo  of  124,000  cubio 
yards  of  earth  and  13,000  cubic  yards  of  rock^ 
more  or  loss,  for  enlarging  the  basin  near 
the  lower  end  of  the  same  oaj»l,  and  called^ 
herein  the  Lower  Work.  S 

*In  the  first  suit,  upon  findings  of  fact  and* 
law,  there  was  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs  for  retained  percentage  in  the  sum 
of  $3,011.99,  and  for  net  profits  which  they 
would  have  made  if  they  had  been  allowed 
to  complete  the  work  in  the  sum  of  $60,537.- 
60.  In  the  second  suit  there  was  a  jud^ent 
for  retained  percentage  in  the  sum  of  $2,401, 
and  for  net  profits,  if  tihe  contract  had  been 
carried  on  to  completion,  in  the  sum  of 
$2,827.50.  The  aggregate  judgment  in  i}i% 
two  cases  was  for  the  sum  of  $68,777.99. 

There  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which 
was  overruled,  and  aLn  for  an  amendment 
of  the  findings  of  fact,  which  was  granted 
in  part.    Thereupon  this  appeal  was  taken. 

The  findings  of  fact  in  the  suit  upon  the 
first  contract  were  as  f dlowv : 

"I.  On  August  4,  1885,  Lieutenant  Colonel 
William  E.  Merrill,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
United  Slates  Army,  for  and  on  bdialf  of 
the  United  States,  part^  of  the  firvt  part» 
and  John  R.  Qleason  and  George  W.  Goenell, 
partners,  of  the  second  part,  entered  into 
the  contract  and  specifications  set  out  in 
full,  with  and  made  a  part  of  the  petition 
herein,  whereby  the  claimants  agreed  to 
commence  work  on  or  before  August  20, 
1885,  and  make  '110,000  cubic  yards,  more 
or  less,  of  rock  excavation  in  the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  Louisville  &  Portland  Canal,'  as 
therein  provided  for,  at  the  rate  of  85  cents 
per  cubic  yard,  and  to  complete  the  same  on 
or  before  December  31, 1886. 

"Said  contract  further,  and  among  other 
things,  provided  that — 

**  'If,  in  any  event,  the  party  of  the  second 
part  shall  delay  or  fail  to  commence  with 
the  delivery  of  the  material  or  the  perform* 
ance  of  the  work  on  the  day  specified  herein, 
or  shall,  in  the  judgment  of  the  engineer  in 
charge,  fail  to  prosecute  faithfully  and  dili- 
gently the  work  in  accordance  with  the 
specifications  and  requirements  of  this  con* 
tract,  then  in  either  case  the  party  of  th« 
first  part,  or  his  successor  legally  appointed* 
shall  have  power,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  to  annul  this  contract 
by  giving  notice  in  writing  to  that  effect  to 
the  party  or  parties  (or  either  of  them)  of  ^ 
the  second  part,  and  upon  the  giving  of  suchg 
notice  all  money  or  reserved* percentage  due* 
or  to  become  due  to  the  party  or  parties  of 
the  second  part  by  reason  of  this  contract 
shall  be  and  become  forfeited  to  the  United 
States;  and  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall 
be  thereupon  authorized,  if  an  immediate 
performance  of  the  work  or  delivery  of  the 
materials  be,  in  his  opinion,  required  by  the 
public  exigency,  to  proceed  to  provide  for 
the  same  by  open  purchase  or  contract,  as 
prescribed  in  S  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States;  provided,  however, 
that  if  the  party  or  parties  of  the  second 
part  shall,  by  freshets,  ice,  or  other  force  or 
violence  of  the  elements,  and  by  no  fault  of 
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his  or  their  own,  be  prevented  either  from 
eonunencing  or  completing  tlie  work  or  de- 
lirering  the  materials  at  the  time  agreed 
upon  in  this  contract,  such  additional  time 
may  in  writing  be  allowed  him  or  tbom  for 
such  commencement  or  completion  as,  in  the 
Judgment  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  or 
his  successor,  shall  be  just  and  reasonable; 
but  such  allowance  and  extension  shall  in 
no  manner  affect  the  rights  or  obligations 
of  the  parties  under  this  contract,  but  the 
•ame  shall  subsist,  take  effect,  and  be  en- 
forcible  precisely  as  if  the  new  date  for  such 
commencement  or  completion  had  been  the 
date  originally  herein  agreed  upon.' 

''II.  The  season  from  August,  1885,  to 
December  31,  1886,  was  favorable  in  the 
main  for  the  character  of  work  provided  for 
by  the  contract,  though  the  claimants  were 
compelled  by  reason  of  high  water  and 
freshets  to  suspend  their  operations  a  nima- 
ber  of  times,  and  by  reason  of  these  difficul- 
ties, coupled  with  an  insiUficient  force  of 
men  and  other  means  necessary  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  work,  they  only  'completed 
14  per  cent  of  their  entire  work'  during  the 
contract  period,  1%  per  cent  of  which  was 
done  in  1885. 

"III.  In  consequence  of  the  claimants'  in* 
Ability  to  complete  the  work  within  the  con- 
tract period,  as  aforesaid,  they  requested  an 
extension  of  their  contract  to  December  31, 
1887,  which  was  granted  on  conditions 
stated  in  a  supplemental  contract,  as  fol- 
lows: 

"  'Articles  of  Agreement. 

"'Supplemental  articles  of  agreement  en- 
3  tered  into  this  21st  day  of  January,  eighteen 
•  hundred  and  eighty-seven  (1887),*  bet  ween 
Major  AmoH  Stickney,  Cor]>s  of  Engineers, 
U.  8.  Army,  of  the  first  part,  and  John  R. 
Oleason  and  George  W.  Gosnell,  partners, 
doing  business  under  the  firm  name  of  Glea- 
son  k  Gosnell,  of  Louisville,  of  the  county 
of  Jefferson,  state  of  Kentucky,  of  the  second 
part. 

"  'This  agreement  witnesseth  that  the  said 
Major  Amos  Stickney,  for  and  in  behalf  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  and  the  said 
Oleason  &  Ck>snell,  for  themselves,  their 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  have 
mutually  agreed,  and  by  these  presents  do 
mutually  covenant  and  agree,  to  and  with 
«aeh  other  as  follows: 

"'That  the  time  for  completing  the  con- 
tract signed  by  the  said  Gleason  ft  Gosnell, 
August  4th  (fourth),  eighteen  hundred  and 
eighty-five  (1885),  for  rook  excavation  in 
the  enlargement  of  the  Louisville  and  Port- 
land Canal,  be  extended  to  December  Slst 
(tJiirty-first),  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
seven  (1887),  upon  the  following  conditions, 

**  'First  That  the  said  Gleason  &  Gosnell 
shall  so  arrange  their  excavation  on  the  line 
eommon  to  sections  2  (two)  and  3  (three) 
as  not  to  interfere  with  the  government 
work  of  contractor  Molloy  or  the  work  of 
the  contractor  for  the  new  wall  of  the  said 
Louisville  &  Portland  Canal. 

'"Second.  That  should  the  said  Gleason 


&  Gosnell  fail  to  employ  a  sufficient  forot^ 
not  less  than  three  hundred  (300)  men,  or 
its  equivalent  in  machinery,  to  finish  their 
work  in  the  required  time,  then  the  ofiloer 
in  charge  shall  be  authorized  to  perform  any 
of  the  work  in  his  discretion,  and  deduct  the 
cost  from  any  money  due  or  to  become  due 
the  said  Gleason  &  Gosnell.' 

"The  foregoing  agreement  was  made  sub- 
ject to  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
United  States  Army,  and  was  thereafter  duly 
approved  by  the  acting  Secretary  of  War. 

"IV.  The  claimants  not  having  completed 
their  contract  during  the  year's  extension 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  they,  on  December  31, 
1887,  requested  a  second  extension  of  said 
contract  to  December  31,  1888.  for  the  rea^ 
sons  set  forth  in  their  conunuuication  of  that  oo 
date,  which  is  as  foUow.s:  g 

•"  'Louisville,  Ky.,  Dec.  31st,  1887.     • 
"  'Major  Amos  Stickney, 

Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  A. 

"'Dear  Sir:  We  respectfully  ask  an  ex- 
tension of  time  on  our  contract  for  enlarge 
ing  the  Louisville  k  Portland  Canal  at  the 
head  of  the  Falls  of  the  Ohio  river  until  the 
31st  of  December,  1888,  for  the  following 
reasons,  to  wit: 

"'There  was  so  much  work  being  done 
upon  railroads  during  the  last  year  through* 
out  the  state  that  labor  was  very  hard  to 
get. 

"  'We  used  every  effort  to  secure  the  re- 
quired amount  of  labor  on  our  contracts, 
but  found  it  impossible  to  do  so.  We  even 
employed  agents  in  New  York  and  other 
cities  to  procure  and  ship  labor  to  us  here, 
and  then  found  it  very  difficult  to  hold  the 
labor  we  obtained,  although  we  paid  more 
than  contractors  paid  for  labor  on  railroads. 
Besides,  the  summer  season  was  excessively 
hot;  so  very  hot  that  for  sixty  to  ninety 
days,  in  many  instances,  the  men  would  work 
only  two  or  three  hours  a  day. 

"  'We  propose  to  provide  not  less  than 
ninety  cars  of  the  same  capacity  as  those 
now  used,  and  a  sufficient  number  of  carta 
and  teams  in  addition,  if  necessary,  to  move 
not  less  than  040  cubic  yards  (measured  in 
place)  of  excavated  rock  per  day  of  ten 
hours. 

"'We  propose  to  build  an  additional  in* 
cline  for  depositing  excavated  material,  the 
minimum  actual  working  capacity  of  both 
inclines  to  be  not  less  than  640  cars  per  day 
of  ten  hours. 

"  'We  propose  to  provide,  maintain,  and 
operate  not  less  than  ten  steam  drills  on  the 
work  and  to  provide  and  operate  a  sufficient 
force  of  men  to  excavate  and  handle  at  least 
G40  cubic  yards  of  rock  ( measured  in  place) 
per  day  of  ten  hours. 

"'The  method  of  carrying  on  the  work 
will  be  such  as  will  be  approved  by  the  offl* 
cer  in  charge. 

"'When  practicable,  durine  the  summer 
season,  we  propose  to  provide  and  operate 
an  adequate  force  at  night. 

"  'All  additional  plant  will  be  obtained  ^ 
and  available  for  use  by  the  time  rock  exca*  g 
vation  can  be  commenced,  and  we* propose* 
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to  bear  all  extra  cost  to  ^  United  States 
oocasioned  bj  the  exteuaion  of  time  for  oom- 
pleting  OUT  contract.' 

''Which  letter  waa  forwarded  to  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  with  the  following  oommuni* 
cation: 

'"U.  S.  EnginoBT  OfBce, 
Louisville,  Ky.,  Becember  Slst,  1887. 
*  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  U.  6.  Army, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

**  'Qeneral:  I  have  the  honor  to  forward 
herewith  an  application  of  Gleason  &  Qos- 
neil  for  extension  of  time  for  completion  of 
their  contract  on  work  of  excavatinff  for  en- 
largement of  the  head  of  the  Louisville  k 
Portland  Canal. 

'''The  work  of  these  contractors  during 
the  past  season  has  been  exceedingly  unsat- 
isfactory. Whilst  they  have  had  some  diffi- 
culties to  contend  with  in  procuring  labor, 
th^  have  not  conducted  tneir  work  in  a 
manner  to  produce  the  best  results,  and 
hardly  seem^  to  comprehend  the  magnitude 
of  their  undertaking. 

"  'After  a  number  of  consultations  with 
the  contractors  and  their  principal  bonds- 
man, I  have,  however,  concluded  that  the 
interests  of  the  government  will  be  best 
served  by  an  extension  of  time  with  the  pro- 
visions which  they  have  inserted  in  their  ap- 
plication. 

''  These  provisions  call  for  nearly  double 
the  plant  heretofore  used  and  the  adoption 
of  method  of  work  which  will  be  approved 

Sthe  engineer  in  charge;  a4so  the  oearing 
all  ex&a  expense  to  tiie  United  States 
occasioned  by  the  extension  of  time.  With 
these  provisions,  I  believe  the  engineer  offi- 
cer in  charge  will  be  able  to  push  the  work 
more  rapidly  than  if  it  were  relet  to  other 
contractors.  I  therefore  recommend  that 
the  time  for  completing  of  their  contract  be 
extended  as  requested  &>  December  31,  1888, 
on  condition  tbat  the  provisions  in  their 
application  are  faithfully  carried  out.' 

'The  extension  of  the  time  of  said  con- 
tract to  Decembei^Sl,  1888,  as  requested  and 
recommended,  was  granted  and  approved  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  'on  condition  that  the 
provisions  in  their  application  are  faithfully 
carried  out,'  of  whicn  approval  the  claim- 
ants were  notified  by  the  following  letter: 

•"U.  S.  Engineer  Office, 
Louisville  Ky.,  January  9th,  1888. 
'liessrs.  Gleason  &  Gosnell, 
Louisville,  Ky. 
"'Sirs:  You  are  hereby  notified  that  the 
time  for  completion  of  your  contract  for  ex- 
cavation in  enlargement  of  the  head  of  the 
Louisville  ft  Portland  Canal  is  extended  to 
December  31st.  1888,  on  condition  that  the 
provision  In  your    letter    of    December  31, 
1887,  a  copy  of  which  is  inclosed,  shall  be 
faithfully  carried  out.     Any  failure  to  carry 
out  these    provisions   will    terminate   your 
contract        Very  respectfully, 

Amos  Stickney, 
Major  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  A.* 
''V.  The  rock  to  be  excavated  under  the 
contract  was  in  the  river  bed  in  an  exposed 
aituation,  and  was  exposed  to  great  force  of 


the  river  when  the  latter  rose  to  stages  above 
the  ton  of  the  government  cross  dam,  which 
cross  aam  waa  6  feet  high,  measured  by  the 
canal  gauge. 

"VI.  Before  the  contract  aforesaid  was 
entered  into  the  engineer  in  charge  prepared 
specifications  for  the  information  ot  bid- 
ders, which  were  exhibited  to  the  daimanU, 
and  on  the  faith  of  which  they  entered  into 
the  contract  These  speoificationB  (7)  con- 
tained the  provision  that  the  contractor 
'must  b^n  work  within  twenty  days  after 
notification  that  his  bid  has  been  accepted, 
unless  hindered  by  high  water.' 

'•'They  were  advisea  by  the  ninth  specifi- 
cation so  exhibited  that  ti&eir  contract  would 
provide  'that  additional  time  may  be  al- 
lowed to  a  contractor  for  beginning  or  com- 
pleting his  work  in  cases  of  delay  from 
freshets,  ice,  or  other  force  or  violence  of  the 
elements,  and  by  no  fault  of  his  or  their 
own.'  ej 

"VH.  The  condition  of  the  Ohio  river  waaf 
during  the^season  of  1888,  the  period  of  ttia  * 
last  extension,  unusual  and  unprecedented 
for  repeated  and  continued  freshets  and  hieh 
water,  overflowinff  the  cross  dam  aforesaid; 
in  consequence  of  which  freshets  and  hiffh 
water  the  working  season  of  1888,  in  tha 
Ohio  river  at  T:40uisville,  Ky.,  was  limihsd 
to  about  tiiirty-five  days,  mostly  in  July  and 
August,  as  will  more  fully  appear  from  the 
official  monthly  report  .of  the  defendants* 
officers  of  the  progress  of  the  work  (knows 
as  section  3)  from  December,  1887*  to  De- 
cember, 1888«  as  follows: 

"'December,  1887. 

"'On  section  3,  Gleason  ft  Gosnell,  <^» 
tractors,  very'  little  waa  done  in  Decen^r, 
except  the  removal  of  loose  material  whidi 
had  been  left  above  grade  and  in  ^tting  out 
nuichinery  in  anticipation  of  dosing  for  the 
season.  The  water  is  several  feet  deep  ovar 
both  sections.' 

"•Mardi,  1888.'* 
"The  stage  of  the   river  has  prevented 
anv  work  beinff   done   on   the  contracts  of 
John  Molloy,  Gleason   ft   Gosndl,  and   the 
Salem  Stone  ft  Lime  Co.* 


"•April,  1888. 
"  'No  work  has  been  done  by  the  contract- 
ors on  account  of  high  water  in  the  upper 
section.' 

"'May.  1888. 
'"No  excavation   has   been   made  by  the 
contractors  for  the  upper  sections  on  account 
of  high  water.* 

"•June,  1888. 
"'On  section  8,  Gleason  ft  Gosnell,  con- 
tractors, a  temporary  earth  dam  has  been 
constructed,  the  pumps  started,  and  drilling 
on  high  points  of  rock  begun.  The  first 
blasting  was  done  June  30th.' 

"'July,  1888. 
"  'On  section  8,  Gleason  ft  Gosnell,  eoa-  h 
tractors,  drilling  on  high  points  of  rock  wma  § 
continued   and  a   temporary  dam  of  ^earth  * 
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flnished.  The  pit  was  pumped  out  and 
tracks  surfaced.  The  contractors  were  run 
out  by  high  water  on  the  11th  instant  and 
have  not  resumed.* 

••August,  1888. 
*"0n  section  3,  Gleason  &  Gosnell,  con- 
tractors, excavation  was  continued  until  the 
18th  of  August,  on  which  date  the  work  was 
flooded  by  high  water.' 

•  •••••• 

«* 'September,  1888. 
•'On  section  8,  Gleason  A,  Goanell,   con- 
tractors, no  work  has  been  done  since  the 
contractors  were  run  out  by  high  water  in 
August.' 

•  •••■•■ 

•'October,  1888. 
•'On  section  3,  Gleason  ^  Gosnell,  con- 
tractors, a  temporary  earth  dam  was  begun 
on  October  5th.  The  contractors'  pump  was 
started  on  October  0th,  and  on  the  11th  the 
river  washed  away  the  dam,  since  which  time 
no  work  has  been  done.' 

•  'November,  1888. 
•'On  section  8,  Gleason  &  Grosnell  have 
done  no  work  since  October  11th.    The  river 
has  been  over  their  section  since  that  date.' 

•'December,  1888. 
•  'No  work  has  been  done  by  the  contract- 
ors during  the  month.  The  contract  of  Glea- 
son ft  Qoniell  expired  on  December  31st.' 

•VIIL  During  the  working  season  of 
1888  the  claimants  were  diligent  in  the 
prosecution  of  work  embraced  in  the  con- 
tact, in  preparing  therefor,  and  in  en- 
deavoring to  exclude  the  water  and  freshets 
of  the  river. 

"They  provided  for  the  additional  plant 
mentioned  in  their  application  for  extension, 
M  and  had  it  ready  for  operation  at  the  begin- 
g  ning  of  the  season  of  1888.    But  there  was 
•  insufficient*  working  time  to  complete  the 
work  by  December  31»  18S8,  at  the  rate  of 
640  cubic  yards  for  each  practicable  working 
day  of  twenty-four  hours,  and  this  from  no 
fault  of  the  claimants  during  the  last  exten- 
sion ol  their  said  contraxst.    No  act  or  omis- 
sion of  the  claimants  during  the  period  of 
the  last  extension  made  it  impossible  to  com- 
plete the  work  by  December  31,  1888. 

"IX.  The  force  of  the  defendants'  officer  in 
charge  of  this  same  work  after  December  31, 
1888,  was,  by  reason  of  the  overflow  of  the 
river,  compelled  to  cease  the  work  of  excava- 
tion, to  wit,  in  1889  and  1890,  at  stages  of 
water  at  from  6.1  to  6.10  feet,  and  they  did 
not  complete  the  work  in  three  seasons  sub- 
sequent to  1888. 

"X.  After  the  working  season  of  1888  the 
claimants,  through  the  personal  solicita- 
tion of  their  attorneys,  Bodley  &  Simrall,  ap- 
plied to  the  engineer  in  charge  for  an  allow- 
ance of  additional  time  for  the  completion 
of  the  work  agreed  upon  ia  the  contract  so 
extended  for  Uxe  reason  that  they  had  been, 
bf  freshets  and   force  and  violence  of  the 


elements  and  by  no  fault  of  their  own,  pre- 
vented from  completing  the  work  at  the  time 
agreed  upon  in  the  contract^  whereupon  the 
engineer  in  charge  refused  to  allow  such  ad- 
ditional time. 

"The  defendants,  nor  the  engineer  officer 
in  charge  on  their  behalf,  did  not  annul  or 
terminate  the  contract  as  therein  provided 
for  by  reason  of  any  delay  or  for  any  want  of 
faithfulness  or  diligence  on  the  part  of  the 
claimants  in  the  prosecution  of  the  work 
thereunder  during  the  period  of  the  last  ex- 
tension of  said  contract,  but  based  his  re- 
fusal to  further  extend  the  contract  because^ 
as  he  asserted,  the  claimants  had  for  a  num:- 
ber  of  seasons  failed  to  complete  the  work 
within  the  times  agreed  upon. 

"No  judgment  or  decision  was  given  by 
said  engineer  on  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  (J.  R.)  claimants  were  prevented  by 
freshets  and  force  and  violenoe  of  the  ele- 
ments during  the  season  of  1888  from  com* 
pleting  the  work  agreed  upon  within  the 
period  limited  bv  the  last  extension  of 
the  contract,  nor  did  he  find  or  decide  that^ 
the  claimants  were  not  so  prevented.  g 

^"XI.  The  amount  of  the  reserved  10  per* 
centum  under  said  contract  is  $3,011.99,  and 
has  never  been  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the 
claimants. 

"XII.  The  total  amount  of  rock  in  the 
area  covered  by  the  contract,  as  finally  esti* 
mated  by  the  defendants,  was  118,935.22 
cubic  yards,  of  which  the  elaimants  had  re- 
moved 35,485.22  cubic  yards,  leaving  unre- 
moved  at  the  end  of  the  season  of  1888,  83,- 
600  cubic  yards. 

"XIII.  The  cost  to  the  claimants  of  per- 
forming this  remaining  work,  83,600  eubie 
yards,  would  have  been  $1.25  per  cubic  yard, 
and  their  total  loss  thereon  at  the  contract 
price  therefor  would  have  been  40  cents  per 
cubic  yard,  or  $33,400. 

"XIV.  Under  the  specifications  (2),  made 
part  of  the  contract  and  set  out  in  the  peti- 
tion aforesaid,  it  is  provided  that  'all  ma- 
terial excavated  under  this  contract  will  be 
the  property  of  the  contractor,  and  must  be 
disposed  of  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  in- 
terfere with  navigation,  of  which  the  en* 
gineer  in  charge  shall  be  the  Judge.  Tha 
contractor  is  forbidden  to  deposit  any  ex- 
cavated material  on  canal  property  without 
permission.' 

"Every  yard  of  solid  rock  would  have  pro- 
duoed,  by  crushing,  1%  yards  of  broken 
stone  and  upon  this  basis  the  remaining  rock 
in  the  area  covered  by  the  contract  at  the 
end  of  the  season  of  1888  would  have  pro- 
duced 125,250  cubic  yards  of  broken    stone. 

"XV.  The  rock,  when  excavated  and 
crushed,  was  a  valuable  commodity,  for 
which  there  was  a  ready  market  in  Louis- 
ville at  $1.25  per  cubic  yard. 

"XVI.  The  cost  to  the  claimants  of  crush- 
ing and  delivering  the  rock  for  the  market 
was  50  cents  per  cubic  yard  and  the  net  value 
to  the  claimants  of  the  crushed  and  delivered 
rock  was  75  cents  per  cubic  yard,  or  $93,937.- 
50,  less  the  loss  of  $33,400,  as  set  forth  ia 
Finding    XIIL    leaving   $60,537.60  as    tha 
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daimants'  net  profit  under  the  contract  for 
the  remaining  work. 
"XYII.  From   the  foregoing    official    re> 

f  ports,  as  well  as  from  the  other  facts  found 
herein,  the  court  finds  the  ultimate  fact  that 
the  condition  of  the  river  was  as  herein  set 
•  forth  ;*and  the  time  remaining  for  active 
work,  after  deduetinff  the  time  when  it  was 
impossible  to  do  work  by  reason  of  the  high 
water  and  freshets,  was  insufficient  for  the 
completion  of  the  work  under  the  contract 
within  the  period  of  extension,  and  that  it 
was  impossible  for  the  claimants  to  com- 
plete the  work  within  the  working  time  thus 
remaining." 

The  findings  in  the  second  case  were  sub- 
stantially similar. 

Messrs.  George  Hines  Gorman  and  As- 
sistant Attorney  General  L.  A,  Pradt  for 
appellant. 

Messrs.  H.   N.   Low,    Temple    Bodlej, 

and  John  O.  Simrall  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Sliiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Gleason  &  Gosnell,  a  firm  of  contractors, 
entered  into  agreements  with  officers  of  the 
Engineer  Corps  of  the  United  States  Army, 
acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
whereby  the  former  undertook  to  perform  cer- 
tain specified  work  within  a  certain  specificnl 
time.  The  work  specified  was  not  completed 
within  the  time  fixed,  nor  at  any  time. 
Nevertheless,  the  contractors  claimed  in  the 
court  below  that  they  were  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  contract  price  for  the  portion  of 
the  work  which  was  actually  done,  and  dam- 
ages for  the  uncompleted  portion,  because, 
as  they  allied,  they  had  been  prevented,  by 
no  fault  of  their  own,  but  by  freshets,  ice, 
and  other  force  and  violence  of  the  elements, 
from  doing  the  work  within  the  time  stipu- 
lated, and  had  been  prevented  by  the  officers 
of  the  United  States,  without  just  cause  and 
contrary  to  applicable  provisions  in  the  con- 
tract, from  a  subsequent  completion  of  the 
work. 

The  material  questions  are  determinable 
bv  a  proper  construction  of  the  following 
clauses  contained  in  the  contracts: 

"If,  in  any  event,  the  party  of  the  second 
part  shall  delay  or  fail  to  commence  with 
^  the  delivery  of  the  material  or  the  perform- 
g  ance  of  the  work  on  the  day  specified  herein, 
•  or  shall,*in  the  judgment  of  the  engineer  in 
charge,  fail  to  prosecute  faithfully  and  dili- 
gently the  work  in  accordance  with  the  spe- 
dflcations  and  requirements  of  this  contract, 
then  in  either  case  the  party  of  the  first 
part,  or  his  successor  legally  appointed, 
shall  have  power,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  to  annul  this  contract  by 
giving  notice  in  writing  to  that  effect  to  the 
party  or  parties  (or  either  of  them)  of  the 
second  part,  and  upon  the  giving  of  such 
notice  all  money  or  reserved  percentage  due 
or  to  become  due  to  the  party  or  parties  of 
the  second  part  by  reason  of  this  contract 
shall  be  and  become  forfeited  to  the  United 
States;  and  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall 
be  thereupon   authorized,  if  an   inunediate 


performance  of  the  work  or  ddiverr  of  the 
materials  be  in  his  opinion  required  by  the 
public  exigency,  to  proceed  to  provide  for 
the  same  by  open  purchase  or  contract,  as 
prescribed  in  fi  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States;  provided,  however, 
that  if  the  party  or  parties  of  the  second 
part  shaU,  by  freshets,  ice,  or  other  force 
or  violence  of  the  elements,  and  by  no  fault 
of  his  or  their  own,  be  prevented  either  from 
conunencing  or  completing  the  work  or  de- 
livering the  materials  at  the  time  agreed 
upon  in  this  contract,  such  additional  time 
may  in  writing  be  allowed  him  or  them  for 
such  commencement  or  completion  as,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  or  his 
successor,  shall  be  iust  and  reasonable;  but 
such  allowance  and  extension  shall  in  no 
manner  affect  the  rights  or  obligations  of 
the  parties  under  this  contract^  but  the  same 
shall  subsist,  take  effect,  and  be  enforceable 
precisely  as  if  the  new  date  for  such  com- 
mencement or  completion  had  been  the  date 
originally  herein  agreed  upon. 

"The  contractor  must  begin  work  within 
twenty  days  after  notification  that  his  bid 
has  been  accepted,  unless  hindered  by  high 
water ;  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  his 
working  force  must  consist  of  at  least  200 
men,  if  working  by  hand,  or  the  equivalent 
thereof  in  case  excavating  machines  are 
used.  If,  at  any  time,  the  working  force  be 
reduced  to  150  men  or  less,  the  engineer  in 
charge  shall  have  the  right  to  terminate  the 
contract;  and  in  such  case  the  retained  per- 
centage shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United « 
States.  I 

•"The  contract  will  expire  on  the  3 1st  day* 
of  December,  1886;  but  the  right  is  reserved 
to  annul  the  contract  in  January,  1886,  in 
case  40  per  cent  of  the  work  covered  by  the 
same  shall  not  have  been  completed  on  or 
before  the  31st  day  of  December,  1885.  The 
annulment  of  the  contract  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  paragraph  will,  however,  in- 
volve no  forfeiture  of  moneys  previously 
earned." 

While  we  are  to  determine  the  legal  im- 
port of  these  provisions  according  to  their 
own  terms,  it  may  be  well  to  briefiy  recall 
certain  well-settled  rules  in  this  branch  of 
the  law.  One  is  that  if  a  party  by  his  con- 
tract charge  himself  with  an  obligation  pos- 
sible to  be  performed,  he  must  nuuce  it  good, 
unless  his  performance  is  rendered  impossi- 
ble by  the  act  of  Gk)d,  the  law,  or  the  other 
party.  Difficulties,  even  if  unforeseen,  and 
however  great,  will  not  excuse  him.  If  par- 
ties have  made  no  provision  for  a  dispense^ 
tion,  the  rule  of  law  gives  none,  nor,  in  such 
circumstances,  can  equity  interpose.  Der^ 
mott  V.  Jones,  2  Wall.  1,  suh  nom.  Ingle  r. 
J  ones,  17  L.  ed.  762;  Outter  v.  Powell,  6  T. 
R.  320,  2  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  7th  Am.  ed.  1. 

Another  rule  is,  that  it  is  competent  for 
parties  to  a  contract,  of  the  nature  of  the 
present  one,  to  make  it  a  term  of  the  con- 
tract that  the  decision  of  an  engineer,  or 
other  officer,  of  all  or  specified  matters  of 
dispute  that  may  arise  during  the  execution 
of  the  work,  shall  be  final  and  conclusive, 
and  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  of  mis* 
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take  10  eross  u  to  necessarily  imply  bad 
faith,  such  decision  will  not  be  subjected  to 
the  revisory  power  of  the  courts.  Martins- 
hurg  d  P.  R,  Co.  v.  March,  114  U.  S.  549, 
29  L.  ed.  255,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1035;  Chicago, 
B,  F.  d  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Price,  138  U.  S.  185,  34 
L.  ed.  917.  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  290. 

We  do  not  understand  that  these  princi- 
pies  are  now  called  into  question,  but  their 
applicability  is  denied;  and  we  are  called 
upon  to  consider  a  very  acute  and  ingenious 
argument,  successfully  urged  in  the  court  be- 
low, aiming  to  show  that,  in  the  present 
<»a8e,  the  controverted  matter,  to  wit,  wheth- 
er the  contractors  were  entitled  to  a  further 
and  additional  extension  of  time,  was  not 
left  to  the  determination  of  the  engineer  in 
charge  of  the  work,  but  is  open,  under  the 
language  of  the  agreement  and  the  facts  as 
found,  to  be  inquired  into  and  determined  by 
o  the  court. 

S   •The  material  terms  of  the  contract  calling 
for  construction  are  as  follows: 

"The  said  Gleason  A  Gosnell  shall  com- 
mence work  under  this  contract  on  or  before 
the  20th  day  of  August,  1885,  and  shall  com- 
plete the  same  on  or  before  the  31st  day  of 
December,  1880.  .  .  .  Provided,  how- 
«ver,  that  if  the  party  or  parties  of  the  sec- 
ond part  shall,  by  freshets,  ice,  or  other 
force  or  violence  of  the  elements,  and  by  no 
fault  of  his  or  their  own,  be  prevented  either 
from  commencing  or  completing  the  work  or 
delivering  the  materials  at  the  time  agreed 
upon  in  this  contract,  such  additional  time 
may  in  writing  be  allowed  him  or  them  for 
such  commencement  or  completion,  as,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  or 
his  successor  shall  be  just  and  reasonable." 

Passing  by,  for  the  present,  the  fact  that 
several  extensions  of  time  were  granted  by 
the  engineer,  and  having  regard  only  for  the 
above  language,  what  does  it  mean?  The 
construction  put  upon  it  by  the  court  below 
was  thus  expressed: 

"In  the  cases  at  bar  the  contracts  in  terms 

{>rovide  that  'additional  time  may  in  writ- 
ng  be  allowed'  for  the  completion  of  the 
work  if  prevented  therefrom  *by  freshets,  ice, 
or  other  force  or  violence  of  the  elements' 
and  by  no  fault  of  their  own ;  not  that  such 
additional  time  may  or  may  not  be  allowed 
as  the  engineer  in  charge  may  determine,  but 
that  'such  additional  time  may  in  writing 
be  allowed'  as  in  his  judgment  'shall  be  just 
and  reasonable.'  The  language,  taken  to- 
gether, leaves  no  discretion  in  the  officer  ex- 
cept in  respect  of  the  additional  time  to  be 
allowed,  and  even  that,  the  contract  pro- 
vides, 'shall  be  just  and  reasonable.'  The 
claimants  in  effect  agreed  that  no  additional 
time  should  be  allowed  them  except  on  con- 
dition that  they  were  prevented  from  the 
completion  of  the  work  ( 1 )  by  freshets,  ice, 
or  <^er  force  or  violence  of  the  elements, 
and  (2)  by  no  fault  of  their  own;  and  to 
hold,  when  those  conditions  are  present,  that 
it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  engineer  in 
charge  to  say  whether  any  or  no  additional 
time  may  be  allowed  would  be  to  eliminate 
that  mutuality  essential  in  conscionable  con- 
tracts. 


"Hence,  taking  into  consideration  the  cir-  J 
cumstances  of  this* case,  and  to  effectuate* 
the  intention  of  the  parties  gathered  from 
the  contracts  as  a  whole,  we  must  hold  that 
the  word  'may*  should  be  construed  to  mean 
'shall.' 

"As  to  what  additional  time  would  be  just 
and  reasonable  he,  as  the  engineer  officer  in 
charge,  was  to  determine,  not  by  the  exer- 
cise of  arbitrary  power,  but  by  the  exercise 
of  a  just  and  reasonable  judgment;  and  any 
additional  time  thus  allowed  would  have 
been  final." 

We  cannot  accept  this  exposition  of  the 
language  as  sound.  Rather  do  we  interpret 
it  to  mean  that,  as  between  the  United 
States  and  the  contractors,  the  latter  were 
to  be  relieved  from  their  contract  obligation 
to  complete  the  work  within  the  time  lim- 
ited, only  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  engineer 
in  charge,  their  failure  so  to  do  was  occa- 
sioned by  freshets  or  other  force  of  the  ele- 
ments, and  by  no  fault  of  their  own;  and 
that,  if  and  when,  in  his  judgment,  the  fail* 
ure  to  complete  was,  in  point  of  fact,  due 
to  the  extraneous  causes,  he  was  also  to  de- 
cide what  additional  time  should  be  just  and 
reasonable.  In  other  words,  the  parties 
agreed  that  if  the  contractors  should  fail  to 
complete  their  contract  within  the  time  stip- 
ulated, they  should  have  the  benefit  of  the 
judgment  of  the  engineer  as  to  whether  such 
failure  was  the  result  of  their  own  fault  or 
of  forces  beyond  their  control,  and,  in  the 
latter  event,  of  his  judgment  as  to  what  ex- 
tension of  time  would  be  just  and  reason- 
able. Obviously  the  object  of  the  provision 
in  question  was  to  prevent  the  very  state  of 
dispute  and  uncertainty  which  would  be  cre- 
ated if  the  present  contention  of  the  con- 
tractors were  to  prevail. 

In  support  of  its  construction  the  court  be- 
low points  to  a  difference  in  the  language 
between  the  clause  respecting  materials 
which  provides  that  "the  decision  of  the  en- 
gineer officer  in  charge  as  to  quantity  and 
quality  shall  be  final ,^'  and  that  used  m  the 
claim  under  consideration  in  which  it  is  not 
said  that  the  judgment  of  the  engineer  shall 
be  final.  But  it  is  obvious  that,  from  the 
very  nature  of  the  case,  the  decision  of  the 
engineer  in  the  latter  case  must  be  finaL 
The  contract  fixes  the  time  witiiin  whicb  the 
work  must  be  completed,  but  provides  that,M 
in  case  failure  to  complete  is  providential! 
and*without  fault,  such  additional  time  may* 
be  allowed  as  the  engineer  may  judge  to  be 
just  and  reasonable. 

As,  then,  his  gpranting  of  additional  time 
would  be  final  and  irrevocable,  so  his  refusal 
to  allow  it  was  necessarily  final.  The  privi- 
lege of  procuring  an  extension  of  time  is  con- 
ditional on  the  action  of  the  officer,  whether 
he  grant  or  refuse  it. 

By  changing  the  phrase  "such  additional 
time  may  be  allowed"  into  the  phrase  "such 
additional  time  shall  be  allowed."  the  court 
below  substituted  for  an  appeal  to  the  discre- 
tion and  decision  of  che  officer,  an  absolute 
right  to  have  the  question  of  prevention^ 
whether  by  freshets  or  by  fault,  detenninea 
by  the  courts. 
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The  fallacy  of  such  reasoning  is  obvious, 
and  is  pointed  out  in  the  cose  of  Kihlherg 
▼.  United  Statea,  97  U*  6.  398,  24  L.  ed.  1106. 
That  was  a  case  of  a  contract  between  the 
United  States  and  A,  for  the  transportation 
by  him  of  stores  between  certain  points,  pro- 
Tided  that  the  distance  should  be  ascertained 
and  fixed  by  the  chief  quartermaster,  and 
that  A  should  be  paid  for  the  full  quantity 
of  stores  delivered  by  him.  It  was  not  said 
in  terms  that  the  action  of  the  chief  quarter- 
master should  be  conclusive;  and  the  dis- 
tance, as  ascertained  and  fixed  by  l^imi  ^^s 
kss  Uian  the  usual  and  cu<«tomary  route. 

It  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court: 

'*The  action  of  the  chief  quartermaster, 
•  .  .  cannot,  therefore,  be  subjected  to 
the  revisory  power  of  the  courts  without  do- 
ing violence  to  the  plain  words  of  the  con- 
tract. Indeed,  it  is  not  at  all  certain  that 
the  government  would  have  given  its  assent 
to  any  contract  which  did  not  confer  upon 
one  of  its  officers  the  authority  in  question. 
If  the  contract  had  not  provided  distinctly, 
and  in  advance  of  any  services  performed  un- 
der it,  for  the  ascertainment  of  distances 
upon  which  transportation  was  to  be  paid, 
disputes  might  have  constantly  arisen  be- 
tween the  contractor  and  the  government,  re- 
sulting In  vexatious  and  expensive  and,  to 
the  contractor  oftentimes,  ruinous,  litiga- 
tion. Hence  the  provision  we  have  been  con- 
sidering. Be  this  supposition  as  it  may,  it 
^  is  sufficient  that  the  parties  expressly  agreed 
g  that  distances  should  be  ascertained  and 
•  fixed  by* the  chief  quartermaster,  and  in  the 
absence  of  fraud  or  such  gross  mistake  as 
would  necessarily  imply  bad  faith,  or  a 
failure  to  exercise  an  honest  judgment,  his 
action  in  the  premises  is  conclusive  upon 
the  appellant  as  wedl  as  upon  the  government. 
The  contr^^ct  being  free  from  ambiguity,  no 
exposition  is  allowable  contrary  to  the  ex- 
press words  of  the  instrument.'* 

It  was  further  suggested  by  the  court  be- 
low, and  has  been  vigorou;tly  pressed  upon 
us  in  the  argument,  that  the  eng^ineer  in 
eharffe  was  improperly  influenced  in  refus- 
ing uie  third  extension  asked  for,  by  a  con- 
sideration of  delinquencies  in  previous  yearsj 
whereas  it  is  claimed  that  the  extended  con- 
tracts were,  in  respect  of  their  several  dates, 
new  contracts,  the  performance  or  nonper- 
formance of  which  did  not  depend  upon  any- 
thing done  or  omitted  to  he  done  thereunder 
prior  to  the  last  extension. 

It  may  be  that,  by  granting  the  previous 
extensions,  the  right  of  the  government  to 
forfeit  the  compensation  alretidy  earned  and 
withheld  under  the  terms  of  the  contract 
was  abandoned.  But  to  say  that  the  en- 
gineer in  charge,  when  applied  to  for  a  third 
aoEtension,  may  not  take  in  view  prwious  de- 
linquencies and  the  futility  of  the  extensions 
theretofore  granted,  seems  to  us  quite  unrea- 
sonable.  He  might  well  think  that  his  duty 
to  the  government  and  to  the  public  inter- 
ested in  the  early  completion  of  the  work  for- 
bade a  further  experiment  in  that  direction; 
An  indefinite  succession  of  extensions  was 


surely  not  within  the  oontmuplation  of  the 
contract.  We  do  not  wish  to  be  imderstood 
to  say  that  it  would  have  been  competent  for 
the  engineer  in  charge,  if  in  his  judgment 
the  contractors  had  been  duly  diligent  dur* 
ing  the  period  of  the  last  extension  and  had 
acted  up  to  the  conditions  upon  which  sucb 
extension  was  granted,  to  have  based  his  r^^ 
fusal  for  a  further  extension  upon  the  wle 

? round  that  there  had  been  delinquencies- 
urlng  the  prior  periods  of  extension.    We 
mean  merely  to  say  that,  in  a  bona  fide  ex«^ 
ercise  of  the  discretion  conferred  upon  him, 
that  officer  might  properly  observe  the  con-' 
duct  of  the  contractors  through  the  entire 
scope  of  their  past  action,  in  deciding  whatf 
weight  to  give  to  their  promises  as  respected  < 
the  future,  and  consider  *  whether  previous « 
grants  of  extension  had  brought  forth  such 
efl'orts  on  the  part  of  the  contractors  as  the 
circumstances  required. 
But  was  it  at  all  the  case  that  the  en- 

?:ineer,  in  refusing  the  last  application  for 
urther  extension,  based  such  refusal  wholly 
upon  a  consideration  of  prior  condoned  de- 
linquencies? Even  if  we  cannot  take  notice 
of  the  affidavit  of  Major  Stickney,  contained 
in  this  record,  in  which  he  states  that  his 
refusal  to  grant  m  further  extension  was 
based  upon  the  failure  of  the  contractors  to 
make  proper  provisions  during  the  period 
of  the  last  extension  for  carrying  on  their 
work,  and  that  they  had  not  fiu  filled  the 
conditions  upon  which  the  time  had  already 
been  extended,  we  are  permitted,  and  indeed 
required,  in  absence  of  evidence  of  bad  faith 
on  his  part,  to  presume  that  he  acted  witb 
due  regard  to  his  duty  as  between  the  gov* 
ernment  and  the  contractors. 

The  fallacy,  as  we  think,  in  the  positioB 
of  the  court  below,  was  in  assuming  that  it 
was  competent  to  go  back  of  the  judgment 
of  the  engineer,  and  to  revise  his  aelioo  by 
the  views  of  the  court  This,  we  have  seen, 
could  only  be  done  upon  allegation  and  proof 
of  bad  faith,  or  of  mistake  or  negligence  so 
great,  so  gross,  as  to  justify  an  inference  of 
bad  faith.  But  in  this  case  we  find  neither 
allegation  nor  proof.  The  only  allegation 
in  the  petition  which  can  be  pointed  to  bear- 
ing on  this  subject  is  as  foltows:  **That  oo 
or  about  December,  1888,  the  said  Major 
Amos  Stickney  refused  to  plaintiffs  the  ta> 
tension  of  time  which  they  requested,  and 
to  which  they  were  rightfully  entitled  under 
the  contract,  by  reason  of  being  prevented 
from  completing  the  same  within  the  time 
limited  by  the  last  extension  and  renewal 
thereof,  by  freshets  and  bv  the  force  and  vio- 
lence of  the  elements  and  by  no  fault  of  their 
own,  and  by  reason  of  damages  and  hindran- 
ces from  causes  within  the  control  of  the 
United  States;  and  the  plaintiiTs  were  ther^ 
by  prevented  from  completing  the  work. 
And  the  plaintiffs  aver  and  charge  that  the 
said  refusal  of  the  said  Stickoiey  to  extend 
the  time  for  the  completion  of- the  contract 
was  wrongful  and  unjust,  and  a  breadi  of 
the  contract."  ^ 

In  other  words,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that| 
they  were*prevented  from  completing  their* 
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work  by  force  and  violence  of  th«  elements, 
•ad  not  by  any  fault  of  their  own,  and  that 
the  judgment  of  the  engineer  in  refusinff  an 
atenBion  waa  therefore  wrongful  and  unjust. 
But  as  they  had  agreed,  in  the  contract  as 
we  have  construed  it,  that  the  engineer  was 
to  decide  whether  the  failure  to  complete 
was  due  to  the  force  of  the  elements  or  to 
their  fault,  their  allegation  now  is  that  the 
determination  of  the  engineer  was  wrongful 
and  unjust,  because  he  decided  the  sub- 
mitted issue  against  them.  Of  course,  such 
an  allegation  was  wholly  insufficient  on 
which  to  base  an  attempt  to  upset  the  judg- 
ment of  the  engineer. 

But,  even  if  we  pass  by  the  insufficiency  of 
the  allec^ation,  we  peroeiye  no  evidence,  or 
finding  based  on  evidenoe,  which  would  hare 
sustained  a  stronger  and  more  adequate 
alleeatioik.  Indeed,  no  evidenioe  whatever 
would  appear  to  have  been  offered  to  sustain 
a  charge  of  bad  faith  or  gnross  mistake  equiv- 
alent tnereto.  The  court  below  does  indeed 
say,  in  the  twenty-first  finding,  that  "no 
judffment  or  decision  was  given  by  said 
cnguieer  on  the  question  whether  the  claim- 
ants were  prevented  by  freshets  and  force 
and  violence  of  the  elements  during  the 
MBSoo  of  1S88  from  completing  the  work 
agreed  upon  within  the  period  limited  by  the 
last  extension  of  the  contract,  nor  did  he  find 
or  decide  that  the  daimants  were  not  00  nre- 
vented."  But,  as  it  was  expressly  ailegea  in 
the  petition,  and  was  found  by  the  court, 
tfaat^  on  an  application  for  a  further  exten- 
sion because  of  interruption  occasioned  by 
force  of  elements  and  not  by  any  fault  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  engineer  did  refuiBe  to  extend, 
the  statement  of  the  oonrt  must  mean  either 
that  it  was  necessary  for  the  engineer,  in  order 
to  five  efficacy  to  his  decision,  to  declare  in 
terms  that  it  was  bssed  on  a  finding  of  fault 
en  the  part  of  the  contractors,  or  that  the 
conclusion  of  the  engineer  did  not  amount  to 
a  decision  or  judgment,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  contract,  Mcause  the  court  reached  a 
different  conclusion. 

These  are  propositions  of  law,  and  not  of 
fact,  and  we  cannot  assent  to  either  of  theoL 

Without  protracting  the  discussion,  our 
eowdnsions  are  thst,  under  a  proper  con- 
struction of  the  contracts  in  this  case,  the 
riffht  or  privilege  of  the  oontrsictors,  if  they 
iuled  to  complete  their  work  within  the  time 
limited,  to  have  a  further  extension  or  exten- 
sions of  time,  depended  upon  the  judgment 
of  the  engineer  in  charge  when  applied  to  to 
grant  such  extension,  and  that  no  allegation 
or  finding  is  shown  in  this  record  sufficient 
to  justify  the  court  in  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment of  the  engineer  as  having  been  rendered 
in  bad  faith,  or  in  any  dishonest  disregard  of 
the  rights  of  the  oontraoting  parties. 

These  views  lead  to  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  in  so  far  as  it  sus- 
tains the  claim  to  recover  damages  for  profits 
eocpeoted  to  inure  to  the  plaintiffs  if  they  had 
been  permitted  to  complete  the  work. 

As  no  actual  damage  or  loss  wae  definitely 
Aown  to  b&v«  been  suffered  by  the  govern- 
men*  by  reason  of  the  poneompletion  ol  the 
wwIr.  Mid  aa  no  f orfeiUns  were  deckurad  at 


the  time  of  the  several  extensions,  and  may 
therefore  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived,  we 
affirm  that  portion  of  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  allowing  a  recovery  for  tiie 
retained  percentages  of  the  oompeneatixm  te 
work  actually  done  and  aocepted. 

Aooordingly  the  fudgmeni  of  the  Court  of 
Claime  is  hereby  reversed,  and  the  eases  are 
remitted  to  that  courts  with  directions  to 
enter  Judgment  in  aooordanoe  with  lliis  opiiH 

iOSL 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  Mr.  Justice  Bvowa, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Wbite  do  not  agree  with 
the  eonBtruction  of  the  oontraet  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  power  of  the  engineer  officer,  and 
therefore  dissent. 
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NORTHERN   PACIFIO  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, Plff.  im  Brr^ 

MARIA  AMAGKER,  J.  J.  Amacker,  Her 
Husband,  G.  8.  Howell,  O.  Gotthart,  W. 
H.  Little,  A.  J.  Steele,  F.  H.  Ringe,  J. 
Blank,  J.  Jordan,  H.  B.  Reed,  and  G^rge 
Dibert. 


Puhlie  lande — homeatead  entry — filing  raU- 
road  map— entry  validated  by  aot  of  1876 
— 6ofia  fide  tranefereee  of  claim, 

1.  Homestead  entries  made  prior  to  the  time 
when  notice  oif  withdrawal  of  the  lands  wss 
received  at  the  local  land  offlee,  although  after 
the  time  when  the  map  of  the  general  route 
of  a  railroad  was  filed  In  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  aa  order  of 
withdrawal  of  the  lands  made,  were  made 
▼slid  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  April  21,  187«, 
If  the  entries  were  made  in  good  faith  by 
actual  settlers  upon  tracts  of  not  more  than 
160  acres  each,  and  were  therefore  snbject  te 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  16,  1880, 
authorizing  the  porchsse  of  saeh  lands  by 
persons  who  hSTe  entered  them,  or  their 
transferees  by  bona  fide  Instruments  In  writ- 
ing. 

2.  Lsnds  which  a  limited  dass  of  persons  ars 
entitled  to  parchsse  by  the  act  of  Congress 
of  June  15,  1880,  because  of  entries  thereof 
made  under  the  homestead  laws,  are  "appro- 
priated** by  that  statute  so  ss  to  be  excluded 
from  a  railroad  grant  of  lands  not  otherwise 
appropriated. 

8.  The  widow  of  a  person  who  hss  made  a 
homestead  entry,  and  to  whom  the  lands  ars 
devised  by  his  duly  probated  will,  is  a  trans- 
feree thereof  "by  bona  fide  instrument,"  se 
ss  to  be  entitled  to  purcHaae  them  under  the 
act  of  June  16,  1880,  even  If  she  would  bare 
no  such  rl^t  simply  ss  widow. 

[No.  61.] 

Argued  Oetoher  24,  1899.    Deoided  Januatrm 
8,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  United  SUtes  Cireiiit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  IHnth  Circuit 
to  review  a  decision  affinning  a  Judgment  for 
defendants  in  an  action  of  ejeotment  rendered 
in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Statea 
for  the  District  of  Montana.    Affirmed, 
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See  tame  caae  below  on  former  review,  15  U< 
&  App.  279»  68  Fed.  Bepw  850,  7  a  a  A.  618. 

9  Btatement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewers 
»  *Thif  WM  an  action  of  ejectment  com- 
neneed  on  Mar  8,  1891,  in  the  dreult  court 
el  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Mon- 
tana bj  the  railroad  company,  plaintiff  in 
error  to  recover  possession  of  the  south  one 
half  of  the  northwest  one  quarter  of  section 
17,  township  10  north,  range  3  west  of  the 

Srindpal  meridian  of  Montuia.  A  trial  was 
ad,  which  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  63  Fed.  Rep.  48.  This  judgment 
was  reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals  for  the 
ninth  circuit,  15  U.  S.  App.  279,  58  Fed.  Rep. 
850,  7  G.  C.  A.  518,  and  the  case  remanded 
for  a  new  trial.  The  new  trial  was  had  before 
the  circuit  court  upon  an  agreed  statement 
of  facts,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the 
defendants,  which  judgment  was  affirmed  by 
the  court  of  appeals,  and  thereupon  the 
plaintiff  sued  out  this  writ  of  error. 

The  important  facts  are  these:  On  Feb- 
ruary 21,  1872,  the  railroad  company  filed 
in  the  office  of  the  Conunissioner  of  the  Qen- 
eral  Land  Office  its  map  of  general  route 
through  the  then  territory  (now  state)  of 
Montana.  On  April  22,  1872,  the  Commis- 
sioner, by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  transmitted  to  the  local  land  office 
in  Montana  a  diagram  showing  the  portion 
of  the  line  of  general  route  extending 
through  that  district,  and  directed  the  with- 
holding from  sale  or  location  pre-emption  or 
liomestead  entry,  the  odd-numbered  sections 
within  40  miles  of  such  general  route.  This 
diagram  and  order  were  received  and  filed  in 
the  local  office  on  May  6,  1872.  On  May  3, 
1872,  three  days  before  the  order  was  re- 
eeived  at  the  local  land  office,  William  Mc- 
Lean, a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  duly 
qualified  to  enter  the  land,  made  a  home- 
stead entry  on  the  tract  in  controversy.  In 
that  fall  he  moved  a  small  building  onto  the 
land  and  spent  his  niehts  there  until  the 
spring  of  1873,  when  he  married,  removed 
from  the  premises,  and  never  thereafter  re- 
sided or  made  any  improvements  thereon. 
Proceedings  were  taken  to  cancel  his  home- 
stead entry,  and  upon  September  11,  1879, 
it  was  canceled.  On  July  6,  1882,  the  rail- 
road company  filed  a  plat  of  the  definite  lo- 
cation of  that  portion  of  its  line  adjacent  to 
the  premises,  and  thereafter  duly  construct- 
•d  its  road  on  that  line.    The  land  is  with- 

Sin  40  miles  of  the  line  of  general  route,  and 
also  within  20  miles  of  the  line  of  definite 
*  location  and*con8truction.  McLean  died  in 
August,  1882,  leaving  a  will  by  which  he  d»- 
Tised  tiie  tract  to  his  widow.  This  will  wss 
duly  admitted  to  probate. 

do  April  21,  1870,  Congress  passed  an  act 
(19  SUt.  at  L.  35,  chap.  72),  the  1st  sec- 
tion of  which  is — 

''I  1.  That  all  pre-emption  and  homestead 
•■tries,  or  entries  in  compliance  with  any 
law  of  the  United  States,  of  the  public  lands, 
made  in  ffood  faith,  by  actual  settlers,  upon 
trmeta  of  land  of  not  more  than  one  hundred 
•ad  sixty  aeres  each,  within  the  limits  of 
«gr  land  grant,  prior  to  the  time  when  notice 


of  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands  embraced  ia 
such  grant  was  received  at  the  local  land  of> 
fice  or  the  district  in  which  such  lands  are 
situated,  or  after  their  restoration  to  mar- 
ket by  order  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and 
where  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws 
have  been  complied  with,  and  proper  proofs 
thereof  have  been  made  by  the  parties  hold- 
ing such  tracts  or  parcels,  they  shall  be  con* 
firmed,  and  patents  for  the  same  shall  ia- 
sue  to  the  parties  entitied  thereto." 

And  on  June  15,  1880,  it  passed  another 
act  (21  Stat  at  L.  237,  chap.  227),  the  sec- 
ond section  of  which  is— 

"That  persons  who  have  heretofore  under 
any  of  the  homestead  laws  "entered  lands 
properly  subject  to  such  entry,  or  persons  to 
whom  the  riffht  of  those  having  so  entered 
for  homesteads,  may  havs  been  attempted  to 
be  transferred  by  bona  fide  instrument  in 
writing,  may  entitle  themselves  to  said  lands 
by  paying  the  government  price  therefor, 
and  in  no  case  less  than  one  dollar  and  twen- 
ty-five cents  per  acre,  and  the  amount  here- 
tofore paid  the  government  upon  said  lands 
shall  be  taken  as  part  payment  of  said  prices 
Provided,  this  shall  in  nowise  interfere  with 
the  rights  or  claims  of  others  who  may  have 
Bubsequentlv  entered  such  lands  under  the 
homestead  laws." 

On  March  15,  1883,  the  widow  of  William 
McLean  applied  under  this  last  act  for  the 
purchase  of  the  tract.    Her  application  was 
made  as  widow   and   not  by  virtue  of  any 
right  given  by  the  will  of  her  husband.    Her 
application   was  contested  by  the   railroad 
company,  but  sustained  by  the  Commissioner  |, 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  afterwards  S 
by  the*Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  on  his  « 
decision  a  patent  was  duly  issued  to  her. 
Whereupon  this  suit  was  brought  to  test  the 
title  conveyed  by  such  patent. 

Messrs,  James  B.  Kerr  and  C.  W.  Buwn 

for  plaintiff  in  error. 
No  counsel  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  contest  in  this  case  is  between  one 
claiming  under  a  homestead  entry  and  a 
companv  claiming  under  a  grant  in  aid  of  a 
railroad.  It  was  lonff  aco  said  by  this  court 
that  "the  polity  of  the  {"ederal  government 
in  favor  of  settlers  upon  public  lands  has 
been  liberal.  It  recognizes  their  superior 
equity  to  become  the  purchasers  of  a  limited 
extent  of  land,  comprehending  their  im- 
provements, over  that  of  any  other  person" 
{Clements  ▼.  Warner,  24  How.  804,  307,  18 
L.  ed.  605,  696),  and  in  a  later  case,  that 
"the  law  deals  tenderlv  with  one  who,  in 
good  faith,  goes  upon  the  public  lands  with 
a  view  of  niaking  a  home  thereon."  Ard  ▼. 
Brandon,  150  U.  8.  537,  543,  39  L.  ed.  524» 
526,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  406. 

There  is  no  real  hardship  in  enforcing  this 
rule,  for  if  the  individual  seeking  to  main- 
tain his  homestead  entry  fails  by  reason  of 
any  defect  he  has  no  recourse  on  the  govern- 
ment for  the  fees  he  has  paid  or  for  any  com- 
pensation for  the  time  and  labor  he  has  ex- 
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p«nded,  while,  on  the  pther  hand,  the  general 
provision  of  railroad  land  grants  is  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  title  to  any  tract  within 
the  place  limite  fails  the  company  may  re- 
imhurse  itself  by  a  selection  within  the  in- 
demnity limits.  It  is  not  therefore  strange 
that  the  rulings  of  the  land  department,  as 
well  as  of  the  courts,  have  been  uniformly 
favorable  to  the  individual  contesting  with 
a  railroad  company  tiie  right  to  a  particular 
trnct  of  land. 

Yet  this  would  never  justify  an  ignoring 
of  the  clear  rights  of  the  company,  for  the 
purpose  of  Congress  in  the  grant  must  be 
-Q  recognized  and  made  effective  in  every  case 
« to  which  the  grant  applies. 
•  •On  October  6,  1868,  and  prior  to  the  filing 
of  the  map  of  general  route,  there  was,  as 
appears  from  the  agreed  statement,  a  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  made  by 
William  M.  Scott.  In  1869  he  settled  upon 
the  tract*  built  a  house,  and  resided  in  it, 
but  in  the  fall  of  that  year  abandoned  the 
land,  moved  to  Helena,  and  never  returned. 
On  October  14,  1872,  he  filed  an  amended 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  wholly 
excluding  the  land  in  controversy  and  sub- 
stituting other  land.  Whatever  right  Scott 
may  have  acquired  by  his  original  declara- 
tory statement  was  clearly  lost  by  his 
amended  declaratory  statement.  Indeed,  it 
had  undoubtedly  lapsed  long  before.  North- 
0m  P.  R.  Co,  V.  D€  Looey,  174  U.  S.  622,  43 
L.  ed.  1111,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  791. 

We  need,  therefore,  only  concern  ourselves 
with  the  action  of  McLean.  He  did  not  make 
his  homestead  entry  prior  to  the  filing  of  the 
map  of  general  route,  but  did  before  notice 
thereof  was  received  in  the  local  land  office, 
and  it  is  not  disputed  by  counsel  for  the 
railroad  company  that  if  he  had  perfected 
that  entry  the  act  of  1876  would  have  oper- 
ated to  confirm  his  title.     But  the  conten- 
tion is  that  the  act  only  applies  when,  as  it 
reads,  "the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws 
have  been  complied  with,  and  proper  proofs 
thereof  have  been  made  by  the  parties  hold- 
ing such  tracts  or  parcels;"  and  it  is  urged 
that,  as  the  agieed  statement  shows  that 
McLean  abandoned  the  land   in    1873,   and 
thereafter  never  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  homestead  law,  he  was  not  in 
a  condition  to  claim  any  right  to  the  land, 
because  under  the  law  in  force  at  the  time 
he  made  his  original  entry  the  land  was  not 
subject  to  entry   {Buttz  v.  Tforthem  P.  B, 
Co.  119  U.  S.  55-72,  30  L.  ed.  330.  336,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  100),  and  he  could  claim  noth- 
ing under  the  act  of  1876,  because  he  did 
not  comply  with  the  homestead  laws  or  file 
proper  proofs  of  any  compliance  therewith. 
In  other  words,  it  is  said  that  the  land  was 
not  subject  to  homestead  entry  when  he  en- 
tered it,  and  that  his  entry  was  not  made 
valid  by  the  act  of  1876;  and  therefore  that 
the  act  of  1880  has  no  application  to  this 


case.  . 

©      The  writer  of  this  opinion  is  much  im- 
g  pressed  with  the  force  of  these  contentions, 
•  but  a  majority  of  the  court  hold  that* they 
give  too  much  force  to  the  letter  of  the  stat- 
utes, and  do  not  carry  out  their  real  spirit. 


They  are  of  opinion  that  the  effect  of  tbm 
act  of  1876  was  to  validate  all  otherwise 
regular  pre-emption  and  homestead  entries 
made  prior  to  the  time  when  the  notice  of 
the  withdrawal  was  received  at  the    local 
land  office,  although  such  entries  were  mad« 
after  the  time  when  the  map  of  general  route 
was  filed  in  the  oflSce  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  order  of  withdrawal  made; 
that  the  withdrawal  authorized  by  the  6th 
section  of  the  act  making  the  land  grant 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway    Company 
(13  Stat,  at  L.  365,  369,  chap.  217)  did  not 
vest  in  the  company  any  title  to  the  lands 
within  the  withdrawal  limits,  but  only  oper- 
ated by  legislative  declaration  and  subse- 
quent executive  action   to   withdraw   those 
lands  from  homestead   or    pre-emption  en- 
tries; that  the  right  of  the  railroad  company 
to  any  tract  only  became  vested  when  the 
line  of  definite  location  was  filed,  and  that 
up  to  that  time  Congress  had  full  power  to 
order  a  cancelation  of  the  withdrawal  or  U> 
make  any  disposition  of  lands  within  those 
limits  which  it  saw  fit;  and  that  this  act  of 
1876,  rightfully  construed  and  in  accordance 
with  the    spirit  of    congressional    dealinga 
with    individual    homesteaders    and     pre^ 
emptors,  is  to  be  taken  as  a  legislative  en-^ 
actment  that  no  entry  was  to  be  considered 
invalidated  by   reason  of    the  filing   of  the 
map  of  general  route  if  it  was  made  before 
notice  of  the  withdrawal  was  received  at  the 
local  land  office.    If   this  be  the   true  con- 
struction of  this  act,  then  McLean  had  all 
the  rights  which  attached  to  a  valid  entry, 
and  might  have  proceeded  under  the  act  of 
1880  to  make  the  purchase  thereby  author- 
ized. 

Before,    however,    the   act   of  1880    waa 
passed  his  entry  had  been  canceled  by  rea- 
son of  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  homestead  law  in  occupation, 
§  roofs,  and  payment  of  the  final  fees.    In- 
eed,  he  could  not  have  made  the  proofs  be- 
cause he  had  abandoned  the  land.    But  the 
act  of  1880  was  passed  before  the  railroad 
was  definitely  located  adjacent  to  this  land, 
and  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals,  which  is  approved  by  a  majority  of  g 
this  court,  that  its  effect  was  to  except  theift 
tract  from  the  grant^to  the  Northern  Pacific* 
That  grapt  was  of  land  to  which  "the  Unit- 
ed States  have  full  title,  not  reaeivcd.  sold, 
granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  free 
from  pre-emption  or  other  claims  or  rights 
at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definite* 
ly  fixed."    Counsel  for  the  railroad  company^ 
contend  that  this  right  of  McLean  to  pur- 
chase this  tract  was    no  other   or  different, 
than  the  right  of  any  duly  qualified  citizen 
of  the  United  States  to  purchase  any  tract  of 
public  lands,  and  that  as  this  right  had  not 
been  exercised  at  the  time  the  line  of  definite 
location  was  fixed,  it  could  not  be  said  that 
at  that  time  any  right  had  attached.     But 
we  think  it  is  not  a  true  construction  of  the- 
land  laws  that  a  specified  right  given  to  a 
limited  class  to  take  by  purchase  particular 
tracts  is  in  any  just  sense  the  equivalent  of 
the  general  right  of  all  citizens  to  purchaee 
public  lands.     It  is  not  a  strainea,  but  a 
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reasonable,  conBtruction  to  hold  that  Con- 
gress by  this  act  of  1880  "appropriated" 
these  particular  tracts,  thus  covered  by 
homestead  entries,  even  of  an  outlawed  dass, 
for  the  benefit  of  those  homesteaders,  and 
that  they  were  no  longer  to  be  counted 
among  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
subject  to  the  grant  to  th«  railroad  com- 
pany. 

One  other  question  is  presented  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff  m  error.  The  right  given  by 
the  act  of  1880  is  to  the  entrymen  and  per- 
sons  to  whom  their  rights  have  been  trans- 
ferred by  "bona  fide  instruments  in  writ- 
ing." It  is  contended  that  a  widow  cannot 
avail  herself  of  the  benefit  of  that  statute 
because  she  does  not  take  by  any  bona  fide 
instrument  in  writing. 

It  is  true  that  the  application  to  the  land 
office  upon  which  the  patent  was  issued  was 
based  upon  her  right  as  widow,  and  it  maybe 
questionable  whether  a  widow  is  within  the 
scope  of  that  act;  but  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts  shows  that  McLean  by  will  devised  this 
tract  to  her,  and  that  the  will  was  duly  pro- 
bated ;  so  that  she  held  a  right,  not  simply 
as  widow,  but  as  devisee,  taking  under  a 
bona  fide  instrument  in  writing,  and  it  cer- 
tainly cannot  operate  to  defeat  tier  risht  un- 
der th&t  instrument  that  the  land  depart- 
ment recognized  her  right  aa  widow. 

For  these  reasons  the  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  is  affirmed. 

(175  U.  8.  609) 

CANADA  SUGAR  REFINING  COMPANY, 
limited^  Petitioner, 

V, 

INSURANCE     COMPANY     OP     NORTH 
AMERICA. 

Marine  ineurance — insurance  (m  profits  on 
cargo — total  lou — abandonment  of  cargo 
— portion  saved  hy  insurers  and  delivered 
to  former  owners  as  part  payment, 

k  recovery  of  Inaaranee  on  profits  of  a  cargo 
nnder  a  policy  insuring  against  total  loss 
only,  and  valuing  the  profits  at  the  sum  In- 
sured, win  not  be  prevented,  where  the  cargo 
was  absadoned  as  a  total  loss,  by  the  fact 
that  other  Insurers  of  the  cargo  subsequently 
saved  a  portion  of  It  and  then  delivered  It 
to  the  former  owners  In  part  payment,  on  a 
settlement  of  their  liability  for  the  total  loss 
of  the  cargo. 

[No.  69.] 

Argued  October  26,  J899.    Decided  January 
8,  1900. 

ON  WRIT  of  Certiorari  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  revers- 
ing a  decree  of  a  District  Court  in  favor  of 
a  libel lant  for  insurance  on  the  profits  of  a 
cargo  of  sugar.     Reversed. 

See  .same  caae  below.  58  U.  S.  App.  22,  87 
Fed.  Rep.  401,  31  C.  C.  A.  C5. 

<        Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  SHlraai 
*     "The  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Company,  a 
Canadian    corporation,    on     November     27, 


1894,  filed  m  libel  mud  complaint  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  for  the  h 
southern  district  of  New  York  against  theg 
Insurance  Company* of  North  Americana* 
Pennsylvania  corporation,  to  recover  insur- 
ance effected  by  the  libellant  with  the  re- 
spondent in  the  amount  of  $15,000  on  profits 
on  a  cargo  of  sugar  shipped  on  board  the 
British  ship  John  E.  Sayre,  at  and  from 
Iloilo  to  Montreal,  Canada.  The  respondent 
answered,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard 
upon  the  pleadings,  proceedings,  and  proofs, 
and  resulted,  June  15,  1807,  in  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  libellant  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  insurance,  with  interest  and  costs.  The 
case  was  taken  on  appeal  to  the  United 
States  circuit  court  of  appeals,  where,  on 
April  23,  1808,  a  final  decree  was  entered 
reversing  the  decree  of  the  district  court, 
and  ordering  that  the  libel  be  dismissed, 
with  costs  in  both  courts  to  the  appellant. 

On  the  libellant's  petition,  on  May  10, 
1808,  a  ^vrit  of  certiorari  was  granted,  un- 
der which  the  cause  and  the  record  and  pro- 
ceedings therein  were  removed  into  this 
court. 

The  material  facta  of  the  case  were  as 
follows : 

On  April  29,  1893,  the  respondent  com- 
pany insured  for  the  libellant's  benefit: 

"$15,000  on  profits  on  cargo  sugar;  against 
total  loss  omy;  valued  at  sum  insured; 
shipped  on  board  the  British  ship  John  E. 
Sayre  at  and  from  Iloilo  to  Montreal." 

At  that  time  the  Sayre  was  at  sea  prose- 
cuting the  voyage.  The  libellant  had  2,462 
tons  of  sugars  on  board  of  her,  amounting 
in  value  to  $181,000,  and  had  just  com- 
pleted insurance  of  the  sugars  to  the  amount 
of  $166,145  in  the  Atlantic  Mutual,  of  which 
insurance  the  respondent  was  informed  be- 
fore its  insurance  on  profits  was  made.  In 
July  following  the  Sayre  stranded  on  the 
coast  of  Newfoundland,  and  all  the  cargo 
was  lost  excepting  about  300  tons,  which 
was  saved  by  the  aid  of  salvors,  of  which  one 
half  went  to  them  as  their  agreed  compensa- 
tion. The  agreement  was  originally  made 
by  the  master  soon  after  the  stranding;  but 
a  few  days  afterwards  the  agent  of  the  At- 
lantic Mutual  appeared,  to  whom  the  master 
turned  over  the  salvage  operations.  He  con- 
firmed the  previous  agreement  with  the 
salvors;  reimbursed  to  the  master  the  ex- 
penses already  incurred  by  him,  and  thence-  n 
forward,  with  the  libellant's  consent  and  the  S 
defendant's  ^knowledge  and  acquiescence,* 
took  the  complete  control  and  disposition  of 
the  cargo.  The  agent  eventually  bought 
from  the  salvors  the  moieties  of  the  sugars 
allotted  to  them  under  the  agreement,  and 
then  shipped  all  the  sugar  saved  to  the  or- 
der of  the  insurers  to  Montreal.  The  value 
of  all  the  sugar  that  reached  Montreal  was 
alx)ut  $20,000,  and  the  expenses  and  salvage 
charges  paid  by  the  Atlantic  Mutual  thereon, 
and  the  additional  freight  to  Montreal,  ex- 
ceeded $11,000,  so  that  out  of  the  whole 
cargo  worth  $181,000,  less  than  $9,000  net 
was  saved.  The  Atlantic  Mutual  settled 
with  the  libellant  as  for  a  total  loss,  under 
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ita  policy  of  $166,145,  and  it  turned  OTer  th6 
sugars  saved  in  part  settlement  of  that  sum, 
on  about  the  basis  of  the  average  pro  rata 
policy  valuation.  The  respondent  contested 
its  liability  upon  the  policy  on  profits  on 
the  ground  chiefly  that  the  receipt  by  the 
libellant  of  a  portion  of  the  sugars,  viz., 
about  $20,000  in  value,  prevents  the  loss 
from  being  "total"  within  the  terms  of  its 
policy. 

Mr,  WUHelmiM  Mynderse  for  peti- 
tioner. 

Mr,  Clifford  A.  Hand  for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Shiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  district  court  held  that,  by  the  strand- 
ing of  the  vessel  John  E.  Sayre,  there  had 
been  caused,  under  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract of  insurance  between  the  Canada 
Sugar  Refining  Company  and  the  Insurance 
Company  of  North  America,  a  total  loss  of 
profits,  and  accordingly  entered  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  libellant  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  insurance,  with  interests  and  costs.  82 
Fed.  Rep.  767. 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals,  being  of  the 
opinion  that  there  had  not  been  a  total  loss 
of  profits  within  the  meaninf  of  the  con- 
tract, reversed  the  decree  of  the  district 
court,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  libel. 
68  U.  S.  App.  22,  87  Fed.  Rep.  491,  31  C.  C. 
A.  65. 
eo  This  diiTerence  of  opinion  arose  from  oppo- 
S  site  views  of  the  legal  conclusion  to  be  dra^^'n 
•  from  the  evidence  of  the  facts^attending  the 
loss  of  the  vessel  and  its  cargo.  Did  those 
facts  disclose  a  total  loss  of  the  cargo,  and, 
oonsequently,  a  total  loss  of  profits?  Or 
did  they  disclose  that,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  contract,  a  portion  of  the  cargo  was 
delivered  to  and  received  by  the  insured  at 
the  port  of  destination,  and  that,  therefore, 
there  was  not  a  total  loss  of  profits? 

On  February  10,  1803,  the  ship  John  E. 
Bayre,  having  on  board  a  cargo  of  sugar  be- 
longing to  the  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany, sailed  from  Iloilo  for  Montreal.  By 
several  contracts  of  insurance  between  the 
refining  company  and  the  Atlantic  Mutual 
Insurance  Company  the  latter  had  insured 
the  former  against  the  loss  of  the  cargo  in 
the  sum  of  $166,145.  On  April  20,  1893,  the 
ship  being  still  on  her  voyage,  the  refining 
company  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
Insurance  Company  of  North  America,  of 
which  the  material  terms  were  as  follows: 

"This  to  certify  that,  on  the  29th  day  of 
April,  1893,  this  company  insured  under  pol- 
icy 117,407,  made  for  Robert  Hampson,  fif- 
teen thousand  and  ^  dollars  on  profits  on 
cargo  sugar  against  total  loss  only,  valued 
at  sum  insured,  shipped  on  board  of  the 
Br.  ship  John  E.  Sajrre  at  and  from  Iloilo  to 
Montreal,  and  the  loss,  if  any,  subject  to 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  policy,  has 
been  made  payable  to  the  order  of  Canada 
Suger  Refg.  Co.  Ltd.  on  surrender  of  this 
certificate." 

It  was  provided  in  the  policy  referred  to 


in  the  eertifleate  that  ''the  acts  of  the  in- 
sured or  assurers,  or  of  their  joint  or  re- 
spective agents,  in  preserving,  securing,  or 
saving  the  property  insured,  in  case  of  dam* 
age  or  disaster,  shall  not  be  considered  or 
held  to  be  a  waiver  or  acceptance  of  aban- 
donment;" and  likewise,  ^'it  is  further 
agreed  that  if  the  said  assured  shall  have 
made  anv  other  insurance  upon  the  premises 
aforesaid,  prior  in  date  to  this  policy,  then 
this  insurance  company  shall  be  answerable 
only  for  so  much  of  the  amount  as  such  prior 
insurance  may  be  deficient  towards  fully 
covering  the  premises  hereby  insured,  with- 
out any  deduction  for  the  insolvency  of  all 
or  any  of  the  underwriters,  and  shall  return 
the  premium  upon  so  much  of  the  sum  by 
them  insured  as  they  shall  be  by  such  priori 
insurance  exonerated  from."  S 

*It  is  admitted  that  notice  of  the  prior  in** 
surance  was  given  to  the  Insurance  Com- 
pany of  North  America  at  the  time  when  it 
entered  into  its  contract  with  the  refining 
company;  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  in- 
surance company,  before  the  libel  was  filed, 
clain)ed  that  it  was  exonerated  from  any 
portion  of  its  liability  by  reason  of  such 
prior  insurance,  or  ever  tendered  a  return 
of  any  part  of  the  premium  by  reason  of  any 
such  alleged  exoneration. 

On  July  6,  1893,  the  ship  stranded  on  the 
coaat  of  Newfoundland,  and  ultimcutely  be- 
came a  total  wreck.  The  crew  left  the  ves- 
sel, but  the  master  remained,  and,  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  as  agent  of  all  whom  it 
might  conicern,  made  an  arrangement  with 
the  local  fishermen  for  the  saving  of  cargo 
by  them  at  one  half  of  what  was  saved.  This 
resulted  in  removal  from  the  ^vreck  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  oai'co  until  July  8,  when  the  work 
was  finally  f£a>ndoned.  On  that  day  an 
agent  of  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance 
C^pany  arrived  in  the  interest  of  that  com- 
pany. He  at  once  took  charge,  and  relieved 
tlie  master,  who,  under  instructions  oi  the 
owner  of  the  vessel,  turned  over  the  rescued 
portion  of  the  cargo  to  the  agent.  The  pre- 
vious disbursements  made  by  the  master, 
amountJng  to  $200,  were  paid  to  him  by  the 
agoEnt  of  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance 
cSnipany. 

The  a^ent  thereupon  adjuf^ted  the  claims 
of  the  salvors,  in  pursuance  of  Uie  a^eement 
made  by  the  master.  The  portion  saved 
from  the  wreck  weiffhed  about  320  tons,  of 
which  about  one  half  was  apportioned  and 
set  off  to  the  salvors;  but  nearly  all  of  the 
sugars  so  assigned  to  the  salvors  were  subse- 
quently purchased  from  Uiem  by  the  agent. 

The  .<igent  likewise  paid  to  the  shipowner 
his  ocean  freight,  and  reconditioned  the  su- 
gars saved  from  the  wreck,  placed  them  in 
new  bags,  and  then  shipped  them  to  Mon- 
treal on  tlie  coasting  steamer  Tiber.  The 
total  expenditures  of  the  Atlantic  Mutual 
Insurance  Company,  in  respect  of  the  sal- 
vage, the  care,  reconditioning,  and  forward- 
ing of  the  su^rs,  amounted  to  upwards  of 
$10,000— not  including  the  ocean  freight,  nor 
the  freight  from  Newfoundland  to  Montreal,  g 

Thus  far,  in  the  history  of  the  transac-© 
tions,  there  seems  to* be  a  substantial  agree-  * 
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ment  between  the  statements  of  the  ooorts 
below  of  the  facts  upon  which  they  based 
their  respective  judgments.  But  we  here 
meet  with  a  difference,  which,  in  the  view  we 
take  of  the  case,  is  of  controlling  importance. 

The  district  court,  in  the  opinion  07  Judse 
Brown,  states  that  the  agent  of  the  Atlantic 
Mutual  Insurance  Company,  after  having 
settled  with  the  master  and  with  the  salv- 
ors, "shipped  all  the  sugar  saved  to  the  or- 
der of  the  insurers  to  Montreal;"  and  that 
"none  of  the  sugar  ever  came  to  the  libellant 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  voyage,  or 
through  any  delivery  to  the  libellant  as  con- 
eiffnee  by  the  carrier;  but  only  through  a 
delivery  by  the  insurer  of  cargo,  after  a 
practical  abandonment  to  the  Tatter,  and 
through  a  settlement  by  the  insurer  as  upon 
a  totsu  loss,  in  whioh  the  sugar  was  received 
by  the  libellant  upon  an  equitable  basis  in 
part  payment,  ana  as  the  equivalent  of  its 
value  in  cash,  as  any  other  property  might 
have  been  received." 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals,  in  its  narra- 
tion of  events,  states  that  "the  master  was 
about  to  arrange  for  the  transportation  to 
Montreal  of  the  part  not  going  to  the  salv- 
ors, when  \he  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance 
Company,  which  meantime  had  been  in- 
formed of  the  diMister,  intervened  and  took 
entire  control.  That  company  carried  out 
the  agreement  made  by  the  master  with  the 
salvors,  paying  them  an  equivalent  in  lieu 
of  one  half  of  the  suear  saved,  and  caused 
the  sugar  saved  to  oe  reconditioned  and 
shipped  to  Montreal  on  the  steamer  Tiber, 
and  delivered  upon  arrival  there  to  the  libel- 
lant" 

Referring  to  the  pleadings,  we  find  it 
averred  in  the  libel  that  the  sugar,  after  hav- 
ing been  brought  to  Montreal  by  the  Atlantic 
Mutual  Insurance  Company,  "was  received 
by  the  libellant  on  account  of  and  in  part 
payment  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  said 
libellant,  under  its  insurance  with  the  At- 
lantic Mutual  Insurance  Company,  and  that 
«  credit  was  given  therefor  to  the  said  Atlan- 
g  tic  Mutual  Insurance  Company  in  the 
•  amount  at  which  the  said  325  tons  of*sugar 
were  insured  with  the  said  the  Atlantic  Mu- 
tual Insurance  Company;  and  that  the  mar- 
ket value  of  the  said  325  tons  of  sugar  in 
Montreal  at  the  time  it  was  received  by  the 
libellant  was  about  $20,000." 

The  responsive  allegations  of  the  answer 
were  as  follows:  "This  respondent  further 
admits  and  avers,  upon  information  and  be- 
lief, that  from  the  wreck  of  said  ship  John 
E.  Sajrre  there  were  forwarded  to  Montreal, 
the  place  of  destination,  and  there  delivered 
to  and  received  by  the  libellant,  about  nine 
thousand  nine  hundred  mats  of  the  said  su- 
gar of  about  three  hundred  and  twenty-five 
toofl  net  weight,  and  of  the  value  of  about 
twenty  thousand  dollars,"  and  "this  respond- 
ent, upon  information  and  belief,  denies  that 
the  sugar  so  delivered  to  the  libellant  was 
a  payment  by  any  underwriter  on  account 
of  a  supposed  total  loss." 

The  evidence  under  this  issue,  on  the  part 
of  the  libelknt,  consisted  ehiefiy  of  the  bills 
of  lading,  three  in  number,  and  dated  Aa- 
20a;  0.— 16. 


gust  4,  1893,  given  by  the  matter  of  tlio 
steamer  Tiber  to  Harvey  Jb  Co.  of  St  Johns, 
N.  F.,  and  calling  for  the  delivery  of  the 
saved  sugar  to  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insur- 
ance Conipany  at  Montreal;  and  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Drummond,  of  Harvey,  and  of  Pike. 
Drummond  testified  that  ho  was  president 
of  the  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Company; 
that,  as  such,  he  made  a  settlement  with  a 
representative  of  the  Atlantic  Mutual  In- 
surance Company  at  Montreal,  whereby 
about  300  tons  of  sugar  were  accepted  by 
the  refining  company  from  the  Atlantic  In- 
surance Company,  at  market  rates  of  value, 
in  part  payment  of  the  claim  of  the  refining 
company  against  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insur- 
ance Company  for  total  loss  of  cargo;  that 
the  sugar  was  shipped  from  Newfoundland 
to  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company 
at  Montreal,  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the  wit- 
ness, belonged  to  the  insurance  company  at 
the  time  of  the  settlement. 

Harvey  testified  that  he  was  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  Harvey  &  Co.,  commission  mer- 
chants, St  Johns,  Newfoundland;  that  in 
July  and  August,  1893,  his  firm  acted  for 
the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company,  un- 
der instructions  from  that  company;  that 
his  firm  acted  through  Robert  G.  Pike  as 
their  representative;  that  the  sugar  saved 
from  the  wreck  of  the  John  E.  Sayre  wasH 
forwarded  to  Montreal  to  the  order  of  the® 
^Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company;  that* 
for  expenses  incurred  by  his  firm  in  paying 
the  salvors,  the  master's  expenses,  and  for 
storing,  weighing,  reconditioning,  and  ro- 
shipping  the  sugar,  their  firm  received  pay- 
ment from  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance 
Company  in  the  sum  of  $10,066.07 ;  that  at 
no  time,  either  before  or  after  the  wreck  of 
the  John  E.  Sayre,  did  his  firm  have  any 
connection  with  or  receive  any  instructions 
from  the  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Company, 
or  any  of  its  officers  or  agents,  or  with  the 
owners  of  the  John  E.  Sayre. 

Pike  testified  that  he  was  sent  by  Harvey 
A  Co.  to  the  scene  of  the  wreck;  that  he 
there,  on  July  8,  1893,  took  entire  charge  of 
the  sugar  that  had  been  saved;  that  ho 
settled  with  the  master  and  with  the  salvors ; 
that  he  reconditioned  the  sugar  and  shipped 
it  to  Montreal,  to  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insur- 
ance Company ;  that  everything  he  did  was  in 
pursuance  of  instructions  from  Harvey  ft 
Co.,  as  agents  of  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insur- 
ance Company  of  New  York;  that  he  never 
at  any  time  had  any  communication  with 
the  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Company,  or 
their  ofiicers  or  agents. 

In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  offered  un- 
der this  issue  by  the  Insurance  Company  of 
North  America  we  think  it  clear  that  the 
saved  remnants  of  the  sugar  were  taken  ex- 
clusive possession  of  by  the  agents  of  the 
Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company,  were 
by  them  forwarded  on  account  of  that  com- 
pany to  Montreal,  and  were  finally  turned 
over  to  the  Canadian  Sugar  Refining  Coui- 
pany,  at  an  agreed  valuation,  in  part  pay- 
ment of  the  claim  of  the  latter  for  total  lost 
of  cargo. 

It  is  also  evident,  as  we  think,  that  the 
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facts  diBclose  an  actual  abandonment  by 
the  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Company  to  the 
Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company,  and 
the  acceptance  by  the  latter  of  such  aban- 
donment. Owing  to  the  prompt  action  of 
the  insurance  company  in  taking  charge  and 
control  of  the  cargo,  and  in  adopting  the 
agreement  of  the  master  with  the  salvors, 
it  was  not  necessary  for  the  assured  to  go 
through  with  all  the  usual  forms  of  an  aban- 
donment. Neither  of  the  parties  seem  to 
have  acted  upon  the  supposition  thai  any 
gg  other  or  more  formal  act  of  abandonment 
2  was  necessary. 

f  •In  Columbian  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Catlett,  12 
Wheat.  304,  6  L.  ed.  669,  where  the  effect  of 
actual  abandonment,  as  dispensing,  if  ac- 
cepted, with  formal  notice,  was  considered. 
Justice  Story  said: 

''The  letter  gives  notice  of  an  intention  to 
abandon,  because,  in  its  terms,  it  includes 
an  actual  abandonment.  It  has  a  tacit  ref- 
«rence  to  the  clause  in  the  policy,  and  must 
be  deemed  as  a  notice  to  abandon,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  a  declaration  that  it  shall 
operate  as  an  abandonment  in  the  case,  as 
soon  as  by  law  it  may.  In  our  judgment,  it 
was  a  continuing  act  of  abandonment,  and 
became  absolute  at  the  end  of  the  sixty  days. 
It  was  an  abandonment  in  prcssenti,  to  take 
effect  in  future.  Neither  the  form  of  the 
notice  nor  the  abandonment,  is  prescribed 
in  the  cause.  They  may  be  in  one  or  two 
instruments;  they  may  be  in  direct  terms, 
or  by  fair  and  natural  inference.  It  matters 
not  how  they  are  given  or  executed;  it  is 
sufficient,  in  point  of  fact,  that  they  have 
been  given  or  executed." 

**If  an  abandonment  is  wanting  in  any 
formality,  the  insured  may  waive  all  objec- 
tion; and  they  do  this  by  calling  for  the 
proof  and  acting  as  if  the  abandonment  were 
altogether  sufficient"  2  Parsons,  Maritime 
Law,  398. 

"The  rule  dispensing  with  any  particular 
form  of  abandonment  amounts  substantially 
to  the  rule  that  it  is  sufficient  for  the  assured 
to  signify  distinctly  that  he  abandons,  and  he 
could  not  signify  this  more  distinctly  than 
by  claiming  a  total  loss.  I  therefore  eon- 
olude  that  the  claiming  of  total  loss  is  a 
sufficient  expression  of  an  intention  to  aban- 
don."   2  Phillips,  Ins.  387. 

As  the  Canada  Sugar  Refining  Company 
and  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company 
agreed  upon  an  actual  abandonment  and  set- 
tled on  the  basis  of  a  total  loss,  it  is  not 
perceived  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  allega- 
tion or  proof  of  fraud,  the  Insurance  Com- 
pany of  North  America  can  be  heard  to  raise 
any  question  as  to  the  formality  of  the  pro- 
ceedingr?. 

It  was  suggested,  but  apparently  was  not 

pressed  at  the  argument,  that  there  ought 

a  to  have  been  abandonment  to  the  Insurance 

5  Company   of   North    America.     In  Mumford 

•  r.*  llallett,  1  Johns.  433,  where  there  were 

separate  contracts  of  insurance  on  cargo  and 

on  profits,  and  where  it  was  contended  that 

the  assured,  by  ha  vine  abandoned  the  goods 

io  the    underwriter,    had    disabled    himself 


from  recovering  the  insurance  on  profit,  it 
was  said: 

"But  admitting  that  this  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  valued  policjr»  it  is  said  that  Uie  as- 
sured, by  abandoning  the  cargo  to  its  under- 
writers, has  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  th« 
defendant  to  receive  any  salvage  on  the 
profits,  and  that,  therefore,  he  has  no  right 
to  recover  in  this  suit,  lliis  is  a  dilenuna 
which  the  defendant  ought  to  have  foreseen 
at  the  time  of  his  subscription.  Ho  niust 
have  supposed  there  was  a  policy  on  the 
car^o,  which,  in  case  of  disaster,  would  nat- 
ural! v  be  abandoned  to  those  who  had  in- 
sured it.  It  is  idle  to  complain  of  what 
must  have  been  clearly  his  own  understand- 
ing of  the  contract;  nor  is  it  reasonable  in 
him  to  expect  that  for  the  purpose  of  recov- 
ering on  a  small  policv,  on  profits,  a  mer> 
chant  should,  by  not  abandoning  the  cargo, 
forego  his  insurance  on  that  subiect." 

\\^  shall  content  ourselves  in  this  respect 
by  Quoting  the  conclusion  expressed  in  2 
Phillips  on  Insurance,  §  1503: 

*'A  policy  upon  expected  profits  does  not 
seem  to  offer  anything  upon  which  an  aban- 
donment can  operate,  and  it  does  not  appear 
from  any  speculation  or  any  judicial  opinion 
relating  to  this  subject,  which  has  come  to 
my  knowledge,  that  an  abandonment  of  this 
interest  can  be  of  any  importance  to  the  un- 
derwriters, otherwise  than  as  a  notice  that 
a  total  loss  is  claimed;  and  if  this  is  its  only 
effect,  an  abandonment  is  not  necessary. 
.  .  .  Under  an  abandonment  of  freight 
the  underwriters  may,  in  some  instances, 
avail  themselves  indirectly  of  what  has  been 
done  towards  earning  freight.  They  muj  re- 
ceive the  freight  pro  rata  for  the  part  of  the 
voyage  performed  previously  to  the  event 
on  account  of  which  the  abandonment  ia 
made.  But  not  so  of  profits:  there  is  no 
profit,  or  anythinff  like  a  profit,  pro  rata 
itineris  peracti,  which  can  oe  assigned,  or 
prove  to  be  of  any  value  to  the  insurers.  It 
does  not  appear,  therefore,  that  an  abandon- 
ment of  profits  can  be  anything  more  than  < 
a  nugatory  ceremony.  .  .  .It  has  never  | 
been  hinted  that  the  assured* can  make  any  * 
claim  upon  the  insurers  for  the  profits  on 
goods  abandoned  to  them,  and  if  he  has  no 
such  right,  he  cannot  transfer  it  to  the  un- 
derwriters on  profits,  or  to  any  other  per- 
sons." 

To  briefly  rehearse  the  facts,  this  is  a  ease 
where  the  owners  of  a  cargo  of  sugar  had  in- 
sured the  same  in  the  Atlantic  Mutual  In- 
surance Company,  on  and  before  April  29, 
1893,  at  and  for  the  sum  of  $166,143;  had, 
on  April  29,  1893,  insured  the  profits  on  the 
cargo  against  total  loss  only  in  the  sum  of 
$15,000  in  the  Insurance  Company  of  North 
America ;  on  July  6,  1893,  the  ship,  while  on 
her  voynpe,  stranded  on  the  coast  of  New- 
foundland, became  a  totul  loss,  and  the  voy- 
age came  to  an  end;  the  master,  represent 
ing  all  concerned,  contracted  with  local  fish- 
ermen to  give  them  one  half  of  the  sugar 
they  could  save;  on  July  5.  1893,  the  in- 
surers of  the  cargo,  having  been  notified  of 
the  disaster,  took  charge  and  possession  of 
the  remnants  of   the   cargo,  and  purchased 
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from  the  ealvora  the  portion  which,  under 
the  agreement  with  the  master,  waa  theirs ; 
the  sugar  was  then  transportea  by  a  vessel 
chartered  bv  the  insurers,  and  on  their  ae* 
count,  to  Montreal;  the  value  of  the  sugar 
that  reached  Montreal  was  about  $20,000, 
and  the  expenses,  salvage  charges,  and  the 
additional  freight  from  Newfoundland  to 
Montreal,  paid  by  the  Atlantic  Mutual  In- 
surance Company,  exceeded  $11,000;  the  in- 
surers on  the  cargo  settled  with  the  refiulng 
company  as  for  a  total  loss  under  its  policy 
for  $166,145,  and  the  sugar  saved  was  turned 
over  to  the  refining  comnany  in  part  settle- 
ment of  that  sum  on  the  basis  of  the  averase 
pro  rata  policy  valuation.  The  value  of  the 
entire  cargo  on  April  20,  1803,  when  the  in- 
surance on  profits  was  effected,  was  alleged 
in  the  libel  and  admitted  in  the  answer  to 
have  been  about  $181,000. 

The  error  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
as  we  view  the  case,  was  in  regard! da;  the 
portion  of  the  cargo  that  was  saved  and 
paid  for  by  the  Atlantic  insurance  Company 
as  havinff  been  carried  to  Montreal  and  there 
delivered  to  the  refining  company  as  the 
owner  thereof,  and  as  renpects  which,  in  that 
state  of  facts,  the  refinins  company  should 

H  be  deemed  to  have  received  profits  on  a  part 

g  of  the  cargo. 

•  *  Without  finding  it  necessary  to  enter  into 
a  discussion  of  refined  distinctions,  consid- 
ered in  some  of  the  cases,  between  an  actual 
and  a  technical  total  loss,  we  think  it  evi- 
dent that  the  refining  company  would  not 
receive  the  indemnity  for  which  it  bargained 
and  paid  unless  it  is  permitted  to  recover  in 
the  present  case.  By  such  recovery  it  will 
■ot  receive  more  than  will,  with  what  it  has 
received  from  the  Atlantic  Mutual  Insur- 
ance Company,  make  up  its  whole  loss. 

It  certainly  cannot  be  successfully  claimed 
that,  in  order  to  recover,  the  refining  com- 
pany was  bound,  in  this  suit  on  a  valued  pol- 
icy on  profits,  to  put  in  evidence  to  show 
that  it  would  have  received  profits  if  the 
voyage  had  been  oompleted,  and  the  entire 
cargo  had  arrived  safely.  Such  a  conten- 
tion was  considered  and  determined  in  Pa- 
tapseo  Ins.  Oo.  v.  C<>ulier,  3  Pet  222,  7  L. 
ed.  650.  That  was  a  case  where  the  ship 
Mary  was  proceeding  on  a  voya^  from 
Philadelphia  to  Gibraltar  and  ulterior  ports 
with  a  cargo  of  fiour.  There  was  an  insur- 
ance on  profits  in  the  sum  of  $5,000.  While 
the  vessel  lay  at  Qibraltar,  before  the  dis- 
charge of  her  cargo,  she  and  her  cargo  were 
totally  lost  by  fire.  In  an  action  brought 
on  the  policy  of  insurance  on  profits  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Maryland,  the  court  was  asked 
to  instruct  the  Jury  that  as  the  assured  had 
offered  no  evidence  that  the  flour,  if  deliv- 
ered and  sold  at  Gibraltar,  would  have 
yielded  a  profit,  they  were  not  entitled  to 
recover.  The  refusal  of  the  court  so  to 
charge  was  approved  in  this  court,  in  an 
opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Johnson,  from  which 
we  quote,  as  follows: 

"The  third  prayer  for  instructions  is  in 
these  words:  'That  the  plaintiffs  had  of- 
iered  no  evidence  that  the  sales  of  the  fiour 


at  Gibraltar  would  have  yielded  the  plain- 
tiffs a  jprofit,  and  that,  therefore,  they  were 
not  entitled  to  recover.'  This  was  refused, 
and  the  question  is  whether  the  defendants 
were  entitied  to  it,  as  prayed. 

"This  instruction  presents  two    proposi- 
tions:    I.  lliat  it  was  necessary  to  prove 
loss  of  profits,  otherwise  than  by  the  loss  of 
the  cargo.    2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  limited  ei 
to  proof  of  profits  on  a  sale  at  Gibraltar.  § 
With  regard  to  the  second,  it  is  clear*that* 
the  ins^uction   was   properly   refused,  for 
there  was  nothing  in  the  policy  to  prevent 
the  assured  from  proceeding  with  the  orig- 
inal cargo  to  the  Pacific,  although  the  course 
of  trade  would  have  sanctioned  him  in  sell- 
ing and  replacing  it.     But  the  first  proposi- 
tion is  one  of  more  difficulty. 

"Courts  of  justice  have  got  over  their  dif- 
ficulties on  the  question  whether  profits  are 
insurable  interest;  but  how  and  where  that 
interest  must  be  established  by  proof,  in 
case  of  loss,  is  not  well  settled.  Here,  again, 
there  appears  to  be  a  conflict  between  the 
British  and  American  decisions. 

"The  earliest  of  British  decisions,  that  of 
Barclay  v.  Cousins,  2  East,  544,  certainlv 
supports  the  doctrine  that  the  profits  sink 
with  the  cargo,  or,  at  least,  that  the  loss  of 
one  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  loss  of  the 
other,  and  throws  the  onus  probandi  upon 
the  defendant  Such  is  the  intimation  of 
the  court  (page  651),  and  the  recovery  was 
had  in  tiiat  case  witliout  proof  that  profit 
would  have  been  made  had  the  carco  arrived 
at  the  destined  port.  In  the  case  of  Henriok' 
son  V.  Margetson,  2  East,  540,  of  which  a 
note  is  given  in  that  case,  the  recovery  was 
also  had  without  proof  that  the  profits 
would  have  been  made,  or  any  other  proof 
than  an  interest  in  and  loss  of  the  cargo; 
and  Lord  Mansfield  seems  to  have  suggested 
the  true  ground  for  dispensing  with  such 
proof,  to  wit,  the  utter  impracticability  of 
making  it,  without  the  spirit  of  prophecy 
to  determine  the  precise  time  when  the  vee* 
sei  would  arrive  at  her  destined  port. 

"The  two  subsequent  cases  which  are 
cited  in  the  elementary  books  to  sustain 
the  contrary  doctrine  are  not  full  to  the 
point.  In  that  of  Hodgson  v.  Glover,  0 
East,  BIG,  there  was  another  question  of  aa 
great  difficulty,  to  wit,  whether,  in  a  clear 
case  of  average  loss,  the  plaintiff  could  re-  . 
oover  as  for  a  total  loss,  or  recover  any- 
thing, without  evidence  to  determine  the 
average.  Of  the  four  judges  who  sat,  two 
decid^  against  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  one 
ground,  and  two  upon  the  other. 

"In  the  second  ease,  that  of  Egre  v.  Glover, 
16  East,  218,  although  the  point  was  touched 
upon  in  argument,  yet  the  court  neither  ex- 
pressly affirm  nor  deny  it;  it  was  not  thecs 
leading  question  in  the  cause;  and,  at  last,^ 
judgment  is  rendered  for*  plaintiff,  without* 
requiring  such  proof.     But  the  case  of  Mum' 
ford  V.  HalleUi  1  Johns.  430,  goes  further. 
It  was  a   ease   of    insurance  on  profits,  in 
which  there  was  no  evidence  given  that  prof- 
its would  have  been  made  upon  an  arrival, 
nor  was  any  other  loss  proved  than  as  inei- 
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dent  to  the  loss  of  the  goods.  On  that  state 
of  facts,  Livingston,  Justice,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  remarks,  'It  does 
not  follow  that  m  profit  will  be  made,  if  the 
cargo  arrived,  yet  its  loss  would  give  a  right 
to  recover  on  such  a  policy.'  There  are  other 
questions  in  the  case;  but  after  all  were 
settled,  this  principle  was  essential  to  the 
plaintiiT's  right  to  recover.  In  the  case  of 
Foadich  v.  Iforwioh  W.  Ins,  Co,  [3  Day,  108], 
decided  in  the  supreme  court  of  errors  of 
Connecticut,  the  question  was  moved  in  ar- 
gument that  to  Justify  a  recovery  the  plain- 
tiff must  show  that  profits  would  have  ac- 
crued upon  safe  arrival  of  the  goods;  but 
the  lang^uage  of  the  court,  in  expressing 
their  decision,  is  not  so  explicit  as  to  enable 
us  to  determine  whether  it  was  intended  to 
apply  as  well  to  the  proof  of  loss  as  to  the 
insurable  interest.  Yet  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  being  affirmed  in  that 
case,  without  other  proof  than  the  loss  of  the 
goods,  it  would  seem  to  be  an  authority  for 
the  doctrine  that  no  other  was  necessary. 

"The  report  furnishes  no  other  proof  of 
loss  of  profits  than  what  was  implied  in  the 
loss  of  the  cargo  in  which  the  insured  had 
an  interest.  And  on  the  ouestion  of  insur- 
able interest,  which  was  the  main  question 
in  the  cause,  the  Chief  Justice  asks,  'if 
profits  are  anything  more  than  an  excres- 
cence upon  the  value  of  goods,  beyond  the 
prime  cost.' 

"As  to  the  American  cases,  Mr.  Phillips 
quotes  that  of  Loomis  ▼.  Shaw  (if  I  under- 
stand his  language  as  he  meant  to  use  it) 
as  going  farther  than  the  case  warrants.  2 
Johns.  Cas.  36.  The  court  waives  the  ques- 
tion now  under  consideration  by  suggesting 
that  the  defendant  had  waived  it  by  mn  act 
of  his  own. 

"In  the  case  of  Ahhott  ▼.  Sehor,  8  Johns. 
Cas.  39,  2  Am.  Dec.  139,  which  was  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  the  decision  turned  chiefiy 
^  on  the  question,  whether  the  court  had  mis- 
g  directed  the  jury  in  instructing  them  that 
•  the  plaintiff  must  recover  the  whole^sum  in- 
sured on  profits,  or  nothing — ^that  is,  that 
he  could  not  recover  for  an  average  loss. 
The  question,  if  proof  that  profits  would 
have  been  made,  bad  the  vessel  arrived  in 
safety,  was  necessary  to  his  recovery,  was 
not  touched.  Yet  the  right  to  recover  is 
affirmed  in  that  case,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  proof  to  that  effect  had  been  offered 
or  required  beyond  the  loss  of  the  goods  on 
which  the  profit  was  expected.  But  the  au- 
thority amounts  to  no  more  than  mn  implica- 
tion. 

"We  must  now  dispose  of  the  question 
upon  reason  and  principle;  and  here  it  seems 
difficult  to  perceive  why,  if  profit  be  a  mere 
excrescence  of  the  principle,  as  some  judges 
have  said,  or  an  incident  to  or  identified 
with  it,  as  others  have  said,  the  loss  of  the 
cargo  should  not  carry  with  it  the  loss  of  the 
profits.  This  rule  has  convenience  and 
certainty  to  recommend  it,  of  which  this  case 
presents  a  striking  illustration.  Here  was 
a  voyage  of  many  thousand  miles  to  be  per- 
formed, the  final  profits  of  which  must  have 


been  determined  bj  ft  ebsAement  <4  aooounti 
passing  through  several  cfaanees,  some  of 
which  might  have  resulted  in  Toes,  some  in 
gain;  and  in  each  case  the  good  or  ill  fortune 
of  the  adventure  turning  on  the  gain  or  loss 
of  a  day  in  the  voyage.  What  human  calcu- 
lation or  human  imagination  could  have 
furnished  testimony  on  a  fact  so  speculative 
and  fortuitous?  To  have  required  testi- 
mony to  it  would  have  been  suojecting  the 
ri^ts  of  the  plaintiff  to  mere  mockery.** 

The  conclusion  thus  reached  has  never 
been  disturbed  in  this  court,  and  is  the 
prevalent  doctrine  in  the  United  States. 
The  American  rule  and  the  reason  for  it  are 
thus  stated  in  2  Phillips  on  Insurance,  30: 

"Under  a  policy  on  the  profits  of  a  cargo 
on  a  voyage  from  Philadelphia  to  the  Medi- 
terranean, and  thence  to  South  America, 
.  .  .  the  ship  and  cargo  were  destroyed 
by  fire  at  Gibraltar.  It  was  held  that  the 
assured  was  entitled  to  recover  the  whole 
amount  of  the  valuation  against  the  under^ 
writers,  without  proving  Siat  there  would 
have  been  any  ultimate  profit  on  the  voyage 
if  it  had  been  pursued  without  interruption 
or  disaster.  Patapsoo  Ins.  Co.  v.  Coulter,  3  ^ 
Pet  222.  7  L.  ed.  659.  And  this  is  the  preva- 1 
lent  doctrine  in  the^United  States.  .  .  •• 
The  profit,  then,  which  is  the  subject  of  a 
policy  upon  this  interest,  is  the  excess  of  the 
value  of  the  subject  at  the  port  of  destina- 
tion over  its  value  at  the  shipping  port.  It 
is  only  in  case  of  loss  that  the  policy  is  of 
any  avail  to  the  assured,  and  he  wishes  that 
it  may  avail  him  in  a  total  as  well  as  partial 
loss.  In  the  latter  case,  the  loss  may  be  ad- 
justed, under  an  open  policy,  on  the  English 
doctrine,  by  ascertaining  how  much  less  the 
profit  is  than  it  would  bSive  been  if  the  goods 
had  arrived  sound. 

"But  in  ease  of  a  total  loss  by  the  ship 
never  arriving.  It  is  very  difficult  to  say  what 
the  profits  would  have  been  had  the  ship 
arrived,  since  it  is  not  possible  to  determine 
when  she  would  have  arrived;  and  if  this 
difficulty  is  ffot  over  by  assuming  some  protn 
able  time,  there  must  be  often  a  long  delay 
in  hearing  from  a  distant  port  of  destination, 
and  learning  the  state  of  the  markets.  The 
prompt  return  of  his  capital  to  the  assured  in 
case  of  loss,  which  is  a  very  important  con* 
sideration  in  insuring,  requires  a  valuation 
of  the  profits,  in  preference  to  an  open  poller 
subject  to  an  adjustment  upon  the  English 
doctrine  of  determining  the  amount  by  the 
state  of  the  market  at  the  port  of  destinap 
tion.  The  same  difficulty  does  not  arise  in 
case  of  a  loss  on  goods,  which  is  adjusted  on 
the  invoice  value.  There  does  not  appear  to 
be  any  way  of  avoiding  this  difficulty  but  by 
a  valuation,  and  this  is  felt  in  practice,  since 
policies  on  profits  are  usually  valued." 

Agreeing,  as  we  do,  with  the  view  of  the 
evidence  taken  by  the  district  oourt»  to  wit, 
that  none  of  the  sugar  ever  came  to  the  libel- 
lant  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  voyage,  or 
through  any  deliveiT  to  the  libellant  as  con- 
signee by  the  carrier,  but  only  through  a 
delivery  by  the  insurer  of  caroo,  afUr  m 
practical  abandonment  to  the  latter,  and 
through  ft  settlement  l^  the  insurer  ae  apoa 
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A  total  loss,   in   which   the  sugar  was  re- 
eeired  hj    the  libellant  upon  an  equitable 
iMuis  in  part  payment,  and  as  the  equiva- 
lent of  the  value  in  cash,  as  any  other  prop- 
ttiy  might  have  been  received,  the  legal  con- 
clusion that  we  reach  is  that  the  libellant  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  profits 
o  as  valued  in  the  policy, 
g      The  appellees  claim  that  they  took  no  part 
*  in  tlW^settlement  between  the  car^  insurers 
and  the  libellant,  and  the  doctrine  of  res 
inter  alios  is  invoiced. 

But  they  had  knowledge  of  the  prior  insur- 
ance, and  were  bound  to  know  that,  in  case 
of  disaster,  there  was  the  right  to  abandon. 
There  is  evidence  that  they  were  informed  of 
what  was  going  on  between  the  other  parties 
concerned.  They  do  not  impugn,  by  allega- 
tion or  evidence,  the  fairness  and  ^od  faith 
of  that  transaction,  nor  do  they  daim  that  it 
was  conducted  with  a  view  to  prejudice 
them. 

They  plant  their  defense  solely  on  the 
proposition  of  fact  that  a  sound  portion  of 
the  cargo  reached  the  port  of  destination  in 
due  course,  and  was  tnere  delivered  to  the 
libellant  as  consignee— a  pronosition  of  fact, 
as  we  have  seen,  not  sustainea  but  refuted  by 
the  evidence. 

Accordingly,  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  must  be  reversed,  with 
ecsts,  and  the  decree  of  the  District  Court 
for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  is 
aiDrmed. 


<176  U.  S.  <8») 

TELLURIDE     POWER    TRANSMISSION 
COMPANY  et  al,  Plffs,  in  Mhr., 

V. 

WO     GRANDE     WESTERN     RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

Writ  of  error  to  state  court — suppUmental 
transcript — authority  exercised  under  the 
United  States—claim  under  statute  set  up 
in  state  court — Federal  question  as  to  pes- 
session  of  mining  olotm. 

1.  A  supplemental  transcript  filed  after  a  case 
was  argued  and  decided  In  the  supreme  court 
et  a  state,  with  nothing  to  show  how  It  came 
to  be  filed,  when  no  certiorari  has  been  Issued 
to  bring  It  up,  or  any  motion  made  for  leave 
to  file  It,  or  any  order  permitting  It  to  be 
filed.  Is  a  mere  excrescence  on  the  record, 
whldi  cannot  be  considered  In  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

%  Ifferely  setting  up  a  general  rlftlit  under  a 
FMeral  statute  does  not  present  a  case  with- 
in the  first  category  of  eases  specified  in  U.  8. 
Rev.  Stat.  I  709,  of  ''an  authority  exercised 
under  the  United  States,"  where  the  validity 
of  the  statute  Is  not  In  question. 

t.  The  questions  of  priority  of  possession  of  a 
water  rl^t  and  of  conformity  to  local  cus- 
toms, laws,  and  decisions  do  not  constitute 
FMeral  questions  under  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat  | 
2839.  which  will  give  Jurisdiction  to  a  Fed- 
eral court,  but  are  merely  preliminary  to  or 
the  possible  basis  of  a  Federal  question. 

[No.  70.] 

Argued  December  8,  11,  1899,    Decided  Jan- 
uary 8,  1900. 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Utah  to  review  a  Judgment  af- 
firming the  decision  of  the  District  Court  of 
Utah  confirming  and  quieting  title  to  puhlie 
lands  against  an  adverse  claimant.  Dis- 
missed. 

See  same  case  helow,  16  Utah,  126.  51  Pae. 
14f5. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 

This  was  a  suit  brought  by  the  Rio  Grande 
Western  Railway  Company,  a  corporation  of 
Utah,  in  the  di^ict  court  of  the  fourth  ju- 
dicial district  of  Utah,  against  the  Telluride 
Power  Transmission  Company  and  two  indi- 
vidual defendants,  named  Nunn  and  Hoi- 
brook,  to  confirm  and  quiet  the  titie  of  tlie 
plaintiJOr  company  to  certain  unsurveyed  pub- 
lic lands  of  the  united  States  in  the  county 
and  state  of  Utah. 

The  bill  of  complaint  was  filed  Septem- 
ber 12,  1896,  and  set  forth  that  the  railway 
company  was  authorized  to  construct  and 
operate  a  railway  in  Provo  Cafion,  Utah,  on 
either  of  two  routes  described;  that  in 
March,  1896,  it  commenced  the  survey  and 
location  of  a  line  of  railroad  through  the 
cation,  which  line  passed  over  certain  tracts 
of  unsurveyed  lands  of  the  United  States,  of 
which  one  Murphy  was  in  possession,  prior  ^ 
to  the  survey;  that  it  became  the  owner  of  J 
this  right  of  way,*under  an  act  of  Congress* 
affirming  such  rights,  subject  only  to  ito  ob- 
ligation to  pay  the  occupant  the  damages 
to  his  possessory  right,  which  he  subsquent- 
ly  released.  The  plaintiff  further  alleged 
that,  while  lawfully  in  possession  of  the 
land,  the  defendants  set  up  an  adverse 
claim,  and  by  threats  and  force  stopped  its 
work  and  denied  its  right  to  use  the  land 
for  railway  purposes.  A  judgment  was  de- 
manded that  the  adverse  daim  be  decreed  un- 
founded; that  the  rieht  of  the  plaintiff  be 
confirmed,  and  the  defendants  be  enjoined 
from  asserting  their  adverse  claim  or  inter- 
fering with  the  plaintiff's  possession. 

It  would  appear  from  a  supplemental 
transcript  of  the  record  filed  in  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah,  after  its  judgment  upon  the 
merits,  that,  prior  to  any  further  action 
being  taken,  and  on  or  about  December  6, 
1896,  the  defendants,  the  Telluride  Power 
Transmission  Company,  and  the  individual 
defendant  Nunn,  filed  a  petition  for  a  re- 
moval of  the  case  to  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States^  on  account  of  diversity  of 
citizenship,  except  as  to  defendant  Hoi- 
brook,  who  was  charged  with  having  no  in- 
terest in  the  controversy,  and  with  being  a 
mere  nominal  party,  and  made  such  for  the 
purpose  of  ousting  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Federal  court.  U]>on  hearing  the  arguments 
of  counsel,  the  petition  was  denied. 

After  filing  an  objection  to  the  further 
exercise  of  jurisdiction  by  the  state  court, 
the  defendants  demurred  to  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  mo- 
tion. The  demurrer  was  overruled.  No  ex- 
ception was  taken  by  the  defendants  who 
united  in  an  answer  in  which  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  defendant  Holbrook  had  no 
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interest  in  the  subject-matter  in  oontrover- 
•▼.  The  answer  further  denied  the  materi- 
al allegations  of  the  complaint,  as  well  as 
the  existCDce  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  corpora- 
tion, and  averred  that  the  greater  part  of 
the  bed  of  the  caflon  was  unsurvejea  public 
land;  that  the  defendants  took  possession 
of  a  lar^e  portion  of  these  lands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  constructing  a  reservoir,  and  of 
other  lands  for  canals,  flumes,  and  small 
^dams,  in  order  to  carnr  out  the  purpose  of 
J  the  enterprise  for   which   they   were   char- 

•  tered;  that,  in  1894,*  they  entered  upon 
Provo  Cafion  and  made  surveys  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  whether  water  power 
could  be  obtained  for  the  production  of  elec- 
tric current,  and  whether  by  storage  in  res- 
ervoirs water  could  be  obtained  for  agricul- 
tural and  mining  purposes;  and  that  there- 
after the^  took  possession  of  a  large  part  of 
the  public  domain  lyinff  in  the  said  cafion, 
including  the  land  in  dispute,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  constructing  a  reservoir  thereon; 
that,  in  order  to  complete  this  enterprise, 
they  would  require  the  whole  of  the  cafion, 
and  that^  if  the  plaintiff  or  anyone  else 
should  construct  a  railroad  through  the 
cafion,  this  enterprise  would  be  defeated; 
that  in  1895  they  began  the  construction  of 
a  flume,  in  order  to  obtain  power  with  which 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  dam  85  feet 
high  at  Hanging  Rock,  the  latter  dam  being 
intended  to  retain  water  for  power  and  irri- 
gation purposes;  that  they  made  surveys  of 
the  contour  of  the  reservoir  to  be  formed  by 
the  dam;  that  in  the  spring  of  1896  they 
prosecute  the  work  upon  the  said  surveys 
and  flume;  that  prior  to  the  plaintiff's  en- 
try into  Provo  C&fion  they,  the  defendants 
the  Telluride  Company  and  Nunn,  had  en- 
tered upon  the  unoccupied,  unsurveyed  pub- 
lic land  therein,  with  the  purpose  of  con- 
structing an  expensive  dam  and  reservoir; 
and  that,  on  September  12,  1896,  when  this 
suit  was  commenced,  and  for  more  than  two 
▼ears  prior  thereto,  they  were  and  had  been 
in  actual  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute. 

The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a 
iury.  Findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law  were  made  by  the  court  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintiff  had  prior  possession  of  tiie 
land,  and  that  the  adverse  claim  of  the  de- 
fendants was  unfounded.  A  judgment  was 
thereupon  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff; 
its  title  to  the  lands  in  question  confirmed 
and  quieted ;  the  adverse  claim  adjudged  in- 
valid, and  the  defendants  enjoined  from  set- 
ting up  claims  or  exercising  rights  adv.erse 
to  those  of  the  plaintiff.  From  this  judg- 
ment, defendants,  the  Telluride  Company, 
and  Nunn,  took  an  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah,  which  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  district  court.  Whereupon  these  de- 
eifendants  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from  this 
3  court,  assigning,  amongst  other  things,  as 

*  error,  the  failure  of  the^district  court  to  re- 
move the  case  to  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States. 

Messrs.  Artlmr  Brown,  H.  P,  Henderson^ 
and  William  Story  for  plaintiff  in  error. 


Messrs.  Jamea  H.  Hayden,  Joseph  JC 
McCammim,  and  R,  Harkness  for  HAfArw<^n| 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

1.  The  question  of  the  removal  of  the  case 
to  the  Federal  oourt  may  be  disposed  of 
without  difficulty.  The  facts  are  that,  on 
January  21,  1898,  four  months  after  the  ease 
was  argued  in  the  supreme  court,  and  six 
weeks  after  it  was  decided,  there  was  filed 
in  the  supreme  court  of  Utah  a  supplemental 
transcript  containing  the  original  petition 
for  removal  to  the  circuit  court,  the  bond  of 
the  petitioners,  the  order  of  the  court  deny- 
ing the  petition,  and  a  protest  of  the  defend- 
ants against  the  further  exercise  of  juris- 
diction by  the  state  court.  But  it  does  not 
appear  how  this  supplemental  record  came 
to  be  filed.  No  certiorari  was  issued  to 
brinff  it  up.  No  motion  was  made  for  leave 
to  file  it.  No  order  was  entered  permitting 
it  to  be  filed,  and,  for  aught  that  appears,  it 
was  procured  by  some  unauthorized  person 
and  thrust  upon  the  files  without  notice  to 
either  party,  without  consultation  with  the 
court,  and  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  de- 
fense which  was  never  called  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  supreme  court.  The  transcript, 
upon  which  the  case  was  heard  in  the  su- 
preme court,  was  stipulated  by  the  attorneys 
for  the  respective  parties  to  be  "a  full,  cor- 
rect, true,  and  complete  transcript  of  the 
proceedings  in  said  cause  on  appeal,  and  of 
all  the  pleadings  in  said  cause,  of  all  orders 
on  demurrer,  of  the  findings  of  the  court  and 
conclusions  therefrom,  and  of  the  judgment^ 
and  of  notice  of  intention  to  move  for  a  new 
trial,  and  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  of  the 
bill  of  exceptions  and  statement  of  motion 
for  new  trial."  In  short,  this  supplemen- 
tal transcript  is  a  mere  excrescence.  It  it 
scarcely  necessary-  to  say  tha^  under  sudi 
circumstances,  it  cannot  be  considered  here. 
Goodenough  Horse-Shoe  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Rhode 
Island  Horse-Shoe  Co.  154  U.  S.  635,  24  L.^^ 
ed.  368,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  1180.  J 

*2.  If  there  be  any  Federal  question  in  the* 
case,  it  arises  from  Rev.  Stat.  {  2339,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

"Whenever,  by  priority  of  possession^ 
rights  to  the  use  of  water  for  mining,  agri- 
cultural, manufacturing,  or  other  purposes 
have  vested  and  accrued,  and  the  same  are 
recognized  and  acknowledged  by  the  local 
customs,  laws,  and  the  decisions  of  courts, 
the  possessors  and  owners  of  such  vested 
rights  shall  be  maintained  and  protected  in 
the  same;  and  the  right  of  way  for  the  con- 
struction of  ditches  and  canals  for  the  pur- 
poses herein  specified  is  acknowledged  and 
confirmed;  but  whenever  any  person,  in  the 
construction  of  any  ditch  or  canal,  injurea 
or  dama^  the  possession  of  any  settler  on 
the  public  domain,  the  party  committing 
such  injury  or  damage  shall  be  liable  to  the 
party  injured  for  sucn  injury  or  damage/' 

It  is  insisted  that  the  case  falls  within  th» 
first  category  of  cases  specified  in  Rev.  Stst. 
8  709,  "wbere  is  drawn  in  question  the  valid* 
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Hj  of  a  treaty  or  statute  of,  or  an  authority 
exercised  under ,  the  United  States,  and  the 
decision  is  against  their  validity."  But  the 
cases  in  which  this  clause  has  been  applied 
are  those  wherein  the  validity  of  a  statute, 
or  of  an  authority  exercised  by  a  public  of- 
ficial of  the  United  States,  has  been  called 
in  question,  and  not  those  where  a  general 
right  is  set  up  under  a  statute.  hIcOuire 
▼.  MasaachuseiU,  3  Wall.  387.  13  L.  ed.  1(54 ; 
MiUingar  v.  Hartupee,  6  Wall.  258,  18  L.  ed. 
«29;  Daniels  v.  Tearney,  102  U.  S.  41.5,  26  L. 
«d.  187 ;  Sharpe  v.  Doyle,  102  U.  S.  686,  26 
I*,  ed.  277;  Buck  v,  Colhath,  3  Wall.  334,  18 
L.  ed.  257.  The  use  of  the  word  "authority" 
in  the  third  clause  in  connection  with  the 
word  "commission"  favors  the  theory  that  a 
personal  authority  was  intended,  and  not 
the  assertion  of  an  abstract  right  created 
by  a  statute. 

We  think  the  case  falls  more  properly 
within  the  third  dauae,  as  one  wherein  a 
title  or  riffht  is  claimed  under  a  statute  of 
the  United  States.  In  such  case  such  title 
or  right  must  be  "specially  set  up  and 
claimed"  before  judgment  in  the  state  court. 
This  was  not  done  in  the  case  under  conaid- 
eration«  In  its  complaint,  the  plaintiff  rail- 
way company  makes  no  allusion  to  this  act, 
but  relies  upon  an  act  of  Congress  respecting 
^  a  right  of  way  for  railroads  through  publie 
3  lands  of  the  United  States  (18  Stat,  mt  U 
•  482,  chap.  152),  and  upon^oertain  proviaioni 
of  the  local  laws  of  Utab.  The  statute  is 
not  set  up  in  the  answer  of  the  defendaota, 
who  relied  upon  their  priority  of  poasesaioa. 
So,  also,  in  the  tbirty-tbree  aasig^nmenta  of 
error,  filed  by  the  defendants  in  the  state 
supreme  court,  no  reference  is  made  to  an 
act  of  Congress  as  the  basis  of  their  right, 
and  no  intimation  is  made  that  the  district 
court  erred  in  the  construction  or  applica- 
bility of  any  such  act. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  supreme  court  it  is 
«tated  that  the  errors  alleged  raised  the 
questions,  first,  whether  there  waa  not  a 
statutory  forfeiture  of  the  plaintiff's  char- 
ier, in  consequence  of  a  failure  to  complete 
And  put  its  road  in  operation;  second, 
whether  plaintiff  had  the  lawful  right  to  lo- 
jcate  its  right  of  way  in  the  cafion,  and  had 
located  it  over  the  land  in  dispute,  and  was 
in  actual  possession  thereof,  when  defend- 
Jtnt  interfered;  third,  whether  the  law  re- 
quired the  plaintiff  to  file  with  the  register 
of  the  land  office  a  profile  of  its  route ;  and, 
fourth,  whether  the  defendants  made  such 
appropriation,  or  had  such  possession  of  the 
land  in  dispute  as  authorized  them  to  hold 
it  against  the  plaintiff.  After  discussing 
ihe  validity  of  the  plaintiff's  charter,  the 
powers  granted  by  it,  and  the  possession  of 
ihe  plaintiff,  the  opinion  proceeds  to  con- 
sider wheUier  the  defendants  had  any  right 
to  the  land  in  dispute,  and  in  this  connec- 
tion finds  that  they  might  have  obtained  a 
Tested  right  to  own  unappropriated  waters 
•of  the  Provo  river  for  the  purposes  specified 
in  their  charter,  and  that  such  right  is  rec- 
ognised and  adcnowledged  by  Rev.  Stat.  I 
m9,  above  cited,  but  professed  itself  "un- 
jMe  to  find  from  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 


dence in  the  record,  that  the  defendants  or 
either  of  them,  had  appropriated  the  land  in 
dispute,  and  that  they  were,  or  that  either 
of  them  waa,  in  actual  possession  of  it  when 
the  plaintiff  located  its  right  of  way,  took 
actual  possession,  and  engaged  in  trading 
it.  We  cannot  regard  the  plaintiff  as  a 
mere  intruder  on  the  defendants'  possession, 
nor  can  we  hold  that  they  had  a  right  to 
prevent  the  plaintiff's  employees  from  grad- 
ing it  and  to  eject  plaintiff  from  actual  pos- 
session. It  is  true  that  defendanta  had  sur- 
veyed for  dams  and  reservoirs  at  different 
points  on  the  river,  but  they  had  not  taken 
and  did  not  hold  actual  possession  of  the» 
land  in  dispute."  J 

•  The  petition  in  error  for  the  first  time  set* 
up  a  right  and  authority  under  the  minins 
laws  of  the  United  States  (Rev.  Stat.  § 
2339),  and  charged  that  the  decision  of  the 
trial  court,  as  well  as  of  the  supreme  court 
of  the  state,  was  against  the  authority  and 
validity  of  the  claim  of  the  defendants.  The 
assiffnments  of  error  turn  principally,  if  not 
wholly,  upon  the  finding  of  prior  possession 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  refusal  of 
the  court  to  remove  the  cause,  and  its  ruling 
that  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  under  its 
charter  to  construct  the  road. 

From  tbis  r49uin4  of  the  proceedings,  it  is 
evident  tiiat  there  was  no  denial  to  the  de- 
fendanta of  any  right  they  maj  have  pos- 
sessed by  virtue  of  a  priority  of  possession. 
The  statute  (Rev.  Stat  8  2339)  provides 
that  ''whenever,  by  priority  of  possession, 
rights  to  the  use  of  water"  for  certain  pur- 
poses "have  vested  and  accrued,  and  the 
same  are  recognized  and  acknowledged  by 
the  local  customs,  laws,  and  the  decisions," 
the  owners  of  such  vested  rights  "  shall  be 
maintained  and  protected  in  the  same,"  and 
their  right  of  way  for  tbe  construction  of 
ditches  and  canals  acknowledged  and  con- 
firmed. But  in  order  to  establish  any  rights 
under  the  statute  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
defendants  to  prove  their  priority  of  posses- 
sion, or  at  least  to  disprove  priority  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  question.  Who  had 
acquired  this  priority  of  possession?  was  not 
a  Federal  question,  but  a  pure  question  of 
fact,  upon  which  the  decision  of  the  state 
court  was  conclusive.  No  construction  was 
put  upon  the  statute;  no  question  arose  un- 
der it;  but  a  preliminary  question  was  to  be 
decided  before  the  statute  became  material, 
and  that  was  whether  defendants  were  first 
in  possession  of  the  land.  Even  if  priority  of 
possession  had  been  shown,  it  would  still 
have  been  necessary  to  prove  that  defend- 
ants' right  to  tbe  use  of  the  water  was  rec- 
ognized and  acknowledged  by  the  local  cus- 
toms, laws,  and  decisions,  all  of  which  were 
questions  of  state  law. 

In  this  connection,  an  attempt  is  made  to 
distinguish  between  the  findings  of  fact  and 
the  conclusions  of  law.    Defei^ants  concede 
that  they  are  bound  by  the  findings  of  facte 
upon  the  subject  of  possession,  but  that  theyj 
are  not*  bound  by  the   conclusions   of  law»* 
which  are  as  follows :     First,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
bad  the  possession,  right  of  poosesalon,  and 
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the  inchoftte  title  of  the  lands  described;  sec- 
ond, that  the  defendant  company  had  no 
power  in  Utah  to  engace  in  generating  elec- 
tric power  for  sale;  third,  tiiat  defendants 
never  had  the  title,  possession,  or  risht  of 
possession,  to  the  lands,  or  acquired  any 
▼ested  right  in  accordance  with  the  lews  or 
customs  of  the  country,  or  any  right  to  flow 
or  otherwise  occupy  said  lands,  or  prevent 
the  use  and  occupation  thereof  by  the  plain- 
tiff railroad  company,  and  that  their  adverse 
claim  was  unfounded ;  fourth,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  judgment. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  these  findings  in- 
volved either  questions  of  fact  or  questions 
of  local  law,  and  that  while  the  finding  of 
the  ultimate  fact  of  prior  possession  may 
possibly  have  been  a  legal  conclusion,  it  was 
not  a  Federal  question.  In  this  particular 
the  case  is  covered  by  Eilera  v.  Boatman, 
111  U.  S.  356,  28  L.  ed.  454,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
432,  which  was  an  action  for  the  settlement 
of  adverse  claims  to  mineral  lands.  The 
case  turned  upon  the  priority  of  location, 
which  the  court  held  was  a  matter  of  fact, 
although  the  court  below  called  it  a  conclu- 
aion  of  law. 

The  case  under  consideration  in  its  mate- 
rial aspects  resembles  that  of  Bushnell  v. 
Crooke  Min.  d  Smelting  Co.  148  U.  S.  682, 
37  L.  ed.  610,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  771,  which 
was  an  action  of  ejectment  growing  out  of 
conflicting  and  interfering  locations  of  min- 
ing claims.  As  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Jack- 
son, "the  question  presented  on  the  trial  of 
the  controversy,  under  the  pleadings,  was 
purely  one  of  fact,  and  had  reference  to  the 
true  direction  which  the  Monitor  lode  or  vein 
took  after  encountering  a  fault,  obstruction, 
or  interruption  at  a  point,  south  of  the  dis- 
covery shaft  sunk  thereon.  .  .  .  After 
the  decision  had  been  rendered  by  the  an* 
preme  court  of  the  state  a  petition  tor  re- 
hearing was  presented  by  the  plaintiffs  in 
error,  whichj  for  the  first  time,  sought  to 
present  a  question  whether  ft  2322  of  the  Re- 
viscKi  Statutes  of  the  United  States  gave  to 
the  appellants  * "  the  exclusive  right  of  poa- 
session"  and  enjoyment  of  all  other  veins  or 
lodes  having  their  apexes  within  the  Moni- 
I. tor's  surface  ground.'"  The  court  held  it 
3  to  be  ''plainly  manifest  that  neither  the 
•  pleadings  nor  the  instructions  given  and  re- 
fused present  any  Federal  question,  and  an 
examination  of  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  affirming  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
as  to  instructions  given,  as  well  as  its  re- 
fusal to  giv^  instructions  asked  by  the  de- 
fendants below,  fail  to  disclose  the  presence 
of  any  Federal  question."  In  this  connec- 
tion Mr.  Justice  Jackson  quotes  the  remark 
of  the  chief  justice  in  Cook  County  v.  Cal- 
umet dC.  Canal  d  Dock  Co.  138  U.  S.  635, 
653,84  L.ed.  1110,llSup.CtRcp.435:  "The 
validity  of  a  statute  is  not  drawn  into  ques- 
tion every  time  rights  claimed  under  such 
statute  are  controverted,  nor  is  the  validity 
of  an  authority  every  time  an  act  done  by 
such  authority  is  disputed."  See  also  Doe 
em  dem.  Barharie  v.  Mohilet  9  How.  45 1^  13 
U  ed.  212. 


The  position  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  Is 
that,  as  their  whole  case  depended  upon  the 
rights  asserted  by  them  under  ft  2339,  and 
that,  as  th«  courts  decided  adversely  to  tho 
rights  claimed  hv  them,  there  was  no  neces- 
sity of  a  special  reference  to  that  statute^ 
relying  in  this  connection  upon  such  oases 
as  Miller  ▼.  Nioholla,  4  Wheat.  311,  4  L.  ed. 
578;  Batterlee  ▼.  Matthewaon,  2  Pet  880, 
410,  7  L.  ed.  468,  468,  and  others  cited  in 
Columbia  Water  Power  Co.  ▼.  Columbia 
Electric  Btreet  B,  Light,  d  Power  Co.  172 
U.  8.  475,  488,  48  L.  ed.  621,  526,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  247,  in  which  we  have  held  that,  if 
it  sufficiently  appear  from  the  record  that  the 
validity  of  a  state  statute  was  drawn  in 
question  as  repugnant  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  question  was 
decided,  or  such  decision  was  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  ease,  and  the  case  could  not 
have  been  determined  without  deciding  such 
question,  the  fact  that  it  was  not  in  terms 
specially  set  up  and  elaimed  in  the  record  is 
not  conclusive  against  a  review  of  the  ques- 
tion here.  But  the  difficulty  in  this  case  is 
that,  before  it  could  be  said  that  any  right 
or  title  under  a  statute  of  the  United  States 
had  been  denied,  it  was  necessary  to  estab- 
lish as  a  question  of  fact  priority  of  poases- 
sion  on  the  part  of  the  Tellnride  0>mpany, 
as  well  as  conformity  to  local  customa,  laws, 
and  decisions.  These  were  local  and  not 
Federal  questions.  The  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  in  this  class  of  cases  does  not  extend 
to  questions  of  fact  or  of  local  law,  which 
are  merely  preliminary  to,  or  the  possible 
basis  of,  m  Federal  question. 

The  writ  of  error  must  therefore  be  die- 
mieeed. 

(175  U.  S.  635) 

HENRT  P.  WHITCOMB  and  Howard  Mor- 
ris, as  Receivers  of  the  Wisconsin  Central 
Company,  Plffa.  in  Err., 

V. 

JOHN  A.   SMITHSON. 

Writ  of  error  to  etate  court — review  of  or^ 
der  remanding  cause  after  removal — color 
for  motion  to  dismiea — ruling  on  merits  a» 
affecting  right  of  removal, 

1.  The  action  of  a  circuit  court  In  remanding 
a  cause  to  a  state  court  after  its  removal  is 
not  open  to  revision  on  writ  of  error  from 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  to 
the  state  oourt. 

2.  The  question  of  the  effect  of  an  order  re- 
manding a  cause  from  a  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  to  a  state  court.  In  which  the 
contention  was  made  that  the  cause  was  still 
pending  In  the  Federal  court,  gives  color  for 
a  motion  to  dismiss  a  writ  of  error  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  to  the 
state  court. 

8.  A  ruling  on  the  merits  instructing  the  Jury 
to  return  a  verdict  in  favor  of  one  defendant, 
which  is  adverse  to  plaintiff  and  without  his 
assent,  when  made  on  the  trial  after  the  right 
to  a  removal  of  the  cause  to  a  Federal  court 
on  the  ground  that  such  defendant  had  been 
fraudulently  made  a  party  in  order  to  prevent 
removal  had  been  denied,  cannot  operate  to 
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make  the  eaiue  tlm  remoTftble,  and  tfaerebj 
enable  the  other  defendanta  to  prtTent  plain- 
tiff from  taking  a  verdict  agalnat  them. 

[Na  160.] 

SubmUted  December  4, 1899.    IhoidedJtma- 
ary  8, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  tha  Sttpr«ma  Oourt  of  tha 
State  of  Minneaota  to  review  a  deciaion 
affirming  a  judgment  entered  on  a  verdict  in 
a  atate  oourt  after  the  cause  had  been  re- 
moved to  a  Federal  oourt  and  remanded 
again  to  the  atate  court  On  motion*  to  dia- 
miaa  or  affirm.    Afflrmed, 

See  aame  caae  below,  71  Minn.  216,  78  N. 
W.  858. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fullert 
This  was  an  action  broujrht  in  the  district 
oourt  of  Ramsay  county,  ifnneaota,  by  John 
A.  Smiihson  against  the  Chicago,  Qreat 
Western  Railway  Company,  and  H.  P.  Whit- 
<»mb  and  Howard  Morris,  receivers  of  the 
Wisconsin  Central  Company,  to  recover  for 
personal  injuries  while  he  was  scarring  the 
Chicago,  Great  Weatem  Railway  Company 
aa  a  locomotive  fireman,  in  a  coUiaion  be- 
tween the  locomotive  on  which  he  waa  at 
work  and  another  locomotive  operated  by 
Whitcomb  and  Morris,  aa  receivers  of  the 
Wisconsin  Railway  Company,  appointed  by 
the  United  States  circuit  courts  for  the 
eastern  district  of  Wisconsin  and  the  district 
of  Minnesota.  The  Chicago,  Qreat  Waatern 
Railway  Company  answered  the  complaint, 
and  tlie  receivers  filed  a  petition  for  the 
removal  of  the  cause  into  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the^district  of  Minne- 
sota, setting  up  diverse  citizenship,  and  that 
they  were  officers  of  the  United  States 
courts;  that  the  controversy  waa  separable; 
and  that  the  railway  company  was  fraudu- 
lently made  a  party  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
pi  eventing  the  removal  of  the  cause.  Plain- 
tiff answered  the  petition  and  asserted  that 
the  company  was  made  party  defendant  in 
good  faith,  and  not  for  that  purpose.  An 
order  of  removal  was  entered  and  the  cause 
sent  to  the  circuit  oourt,  and  thereafter- 
wards  that  oourt,  on  hearing  on  rule  to  show 
cause,  remanded  it  to  the  district  court  of 
Ramsay  county.  Defendants  Whitcomb  and 
Morris  being  in  default,  it  was  stipulated 
between  plaintiff  and  themselves  that  in  con- 
sideration that  plaintiff  allowed  them  to 
answer,  plaintiff  should  have  a  trial  of  the 
cause  at  the  Juno  term,  1S96,  of  the  court, 
and  further  "in  case  of  a  final  judgment  in 
said  action  in  favor  of  said  plaintiff  against 
said  receivers,  that  the  receivers  will  not 
oppose  the  allowance  of  the  same  before  the 
master  in  chancery."  Whitcomb  and  Morris 
thereupon  filed  their  answer. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  on  the  morning 
of  April  20,  1897,  when  Whitcomb  and 
Morris  asked  leave  to  file  an  amended  answer, 
setting  up  that  the  court  was  without  juris- 
diction because  the  cause  was  pending  in  the 
circuit  court.  The  application  was  denied, 
and  said  defendants  excepted.  The  trial 
proceeded,    and    after    the    testimony    was 


dosed,  on  April  21,  wamd  tor  Him  Chicago^ 
Great  Western  Railway  Company  moved 
that  the  jury  be  instructed  to  return  a  ver- 
dict in  behalf  of  that  defendant^  which 
motion  the  court  granted.  Thereupon  the 
receivers  asked  permission  to  file  a  petition 
for  removal  supplemental  to  the  petition 
alreadv  on  file,  and  proffer  of  petition  and 
bond  being  treated  as  made,  the  court  de- 
nied the  application,  and  exception  was 
taken.  On  the  morning  of  April  22  the 
court  instructed  the  jury  to  return  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  Chicago,  Oreat  Western 
Railway  Company,  which  was  done,  and 
thereupon  the  eese  went  to  the  jury,  which 
rotumed  a  verdict  on  April  28  againat 
Whitcomb  and  Morris  as  receivers,  and 
assessed  plaintiff's  damagea.  Motion  for 
new  trial  having  been  made  and  overruled,!? 
judgment  waa  entered  on  the  verdiet,  andS 
was  subsequently  affirmed* by  the  supreme* 
oourt  of  Minnesota  on  appeal.  71  Minn. 
216,  78  N.  W.  868.  The  pending  writ  of 
error  having  been  issued,  motions  to  dismiss 
or  affirm  were  submitted. 

Messra.  Howard    Monls  and  Thanuu 
E,  Oill  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Mr.  9&bM  A.  XioToly  for  defendant  in  «r^ 


Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllev  delhrered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  action  ol  the  circuit  court  in  remand- 
ing  the  cause  after  its  removal  on  the  firat 
application  ia  not  open  to  revision  on  this 
writ  of  error.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Fite- 
gtrald,  160  U.  S.  666,  40  L.  ed.  680,  16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  380.  And  if  the  state  court  did  not 
err  in  denying  the  second  application  the 
motion  to  affirm  must  be  sustained,  as  we 
think  the  question  of  the  effect  of  that  re- 
manding order  gave  odor  for  the  motion  to 
dismiss. 

The  record  shows  that  the  circuit  court 
granted  the  motion  to  remand  on  the  author- 
ity  of  Thompaon  v.  Chicago,  8i.  P.  dK.O.R. 
Co.  60  Fed.  Rep.  773,  in  which  ease  it  waa 
ruled  that  there  was  no  separable  oontrover- 
sy;  and  its  judgment  covered  the  queationof 
fact  as  to  the  good  faith  of  the  joinder.  The 
contention  here  ia  that  when  the  trial  court 
determined  to  direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
Chicago,  Qreat  Western  Railway  Company, 
the  result  was  that  the  case  stood  as  if  the 
receivers  had  been  sole  defendants,  and  that 
they  then  acouired  a  rirht  of  removal  which 
was  not  concluded  by  tne  previous  action  of 
the  circuit  court.  This  mieht  have  been  so 
if  when  the  cause  was  calleS  for  trial  in  the 
state  court  plaintiff  had  discontinued  his 
action  aniinat  the  railway  company,  and 
thereby  elected  to  prosecute  it  against  the 
receivers  solely,  instead  of  prosecuting  it  on 
the  joint  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  com- 
plaint against  all  the  defendants,  i-'oi^erav. 
Chesapeake  d  0.  R.  Co,  169  U.S. 92, 42  L.  ed. 
673,  18  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  264.  But  that  is  not 
this  case.  The  joint  liability  was  insisted 
on  here  to  the  close  of  the  trial,  and  the  non- 
liability of  the  railway  company  waa  ruled 
in  inviium. 
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•P  *Ai  stated  by  the  supreme  court  of  Min- 
neeota,  "it  waa  alleged  In  the  complaint  that 
both  of  these  defendants  operated  locomo- 
tiyes  and  trains  over  tracks  owned  by  the 
Chicago  &  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, in  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  it  \ras  on 
this  track  that  the  collision  occurred.  The 
negligence  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  receiv- 
ers was  in  allowing  their  locomotive  to  stop 
and  remain  standinf^  in  the  night-time  at  a 
certain  place  on  their  track,  and  when  there 
was  imminent  danger  of  a  collision,  without 
giving  proper  or  any  signals  of  having  so 
stopped ;  while  the  no^ligence  on  the  part  of 
the  Chicago,  Great  Western  Company  was 
alleged  to  be  an  omission  and  failure  on  its 
part  to  adopt  or  establish  proper  or  any 
rules  for  the  giving  of  warning  signals  by  its 
own  or  other  locomotives  or  trains  while 
being  operated  on  said  track."  The  case  was 
prosecuted  by  plaintiff  accordingly,  and  at 
the  dose  of  the  evidence  a  motion  was  made 
to  instruct  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  in 
bebalf  of  the  railway  company  because  the 
evidence  did  not  sustain  the  aOegations  of 
the  eomplaiiit  as  to  the  negligence  of  that 


defendant,  and  the  court  granted  the  motion 
on  that  ground  in  view  of  the  rules  of  the 
company,  which  it  found  "to  amply  cover  all 
the  contingencies  arising  in  the  prosecution 
of  the  various  duties  incident  to  railroad 
service  at  the  point.*' 

This  was  a  ruling  on  the  merit <>.  and  not 
a  ruling  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  It 
was  adverse  to  plaintiff,  and  without  his 
asiwnt,  and  the  trial  court  rightly  held  that  it 
did  not  operate  to  make  the  cause  then  remov- 
able and  thereby  to  enable  the  otlier  defend- 
ants to  prevent  plaintiff  from  taking  a  ver- 
dict against  them.  The  right  to  remove  was 
not  contingent  on  the  aspect  the  case  may 
iiave  assumed  on  the  facts  developed  on  the 
merits  of  the  issues  tried.  As  we  have  said, 
the  contention  that  the  railway  company 
was  fraudulently  joined  as  a  defendant  had 
been  disposed  of  Ir^  the  circuit  court.  But 
assuming,  without  oeciding,  that  that  conten- 
tion could  have  been  properly  renewed  under 
the  circumstances,  it  is  sufficient  to  saj  thai 
the  record  before  us  does  not  sustain  it 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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STATE  OF  TEXAS  et  at. 

Controversies  hettoeen  states — original  fu- 
risdiction  of  Huprenie  Court — suit  against 
state  by  citi:::ens  of  ether  state — political 
^estions, 

t,  A  controversy  between  two  itates,  of  which 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  caa 
take  original  Jurisdiction  under  the  Constltu- 
tloo,  art.  S,  I  2,  is  not  created  by  the  enforce- 
mcnt  of  rules  and  regulations  established  by 
a  health  officer,  which  the  state  has  not  an- 
thorised  or  conflrmed,  but  which  the  goTemor 
permits  to  be  executed,  although  he  has  power 
to  modify  or  change  them,  whereby  an  em- 
bargo is  pat  on  interstate  commerce  from  an- 
other state,  with  a  yiew  to  benefit  the  former 
state,  and  one  city  thereof  in  particular,  at 
the  expense  of  the  other  state,  and  especially 
of  a  certain  city  therein. 

9.  A  mere  maladministration  of  the  laws  of  a 
state,  to  the  Injury  of  the  citizens  of  another 
state,  does  not  constitute  a  controversy  be- 
tween states,  which  is  Justiciable  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States. 

t.  A  controversy  between  a  state  and  cltisens 
of  another  state,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution,  art.  3.  |  2,  is  not  created  by  the 
enforcement  of  quarantine  regulations  by  the 
health  officer  of  one  state,  acting  under  valid 
laws,  to  the  damage  of  the  citizens  of  an- 
other state. 

4.  The  original  Jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  over  controversies 
between  states  does  not  embrace  the  determl- 
nation  of  political  qnestlona 

1.  An  original  bill  by  one  state  against  another 
cannot  be  maintained  as  against  a  health  of- 
floer  of  the  latter  state  alone,  on  the  theory 
that  his  conduct  is  in  violation  or  In  excess 
of  a  valid  law  of  the  state,  when  there  Is  no 
rafoaal  of  the  state  authorities  to  fnlfll  their 
doty  In  regard  to  a  remedy. 

[No.  6,  Original.] 

Submitted  October  24, 1899,    Decided  Janu- 
ary IS,  1900. 

BILL  of  complaint  filed  by  the  State  of 
Louisiana  by  her  governor  aeainst  the 
State  of  Texas,  her  governor,  and  her  health 
officer.  Demurrer  to  the  bill  sustained  and 
hiU  dismissed. 

^  Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllort 
•  *  The  state  of  Louisiana  by  her  governor  ap- 
plied to  this  court  for  leave  to  file  a  bill  of 
complaint  against  the  state  of  Texas,  her 
foremor,  and  her  health  officer.  Argument 
was  had  on  objections  to  granting  leave,  bu^ 
It  appearing  to  the  court  the  better  course 
In  this  instance,  leave  was  granted  and  the 
bill  filed,  whereupon  defendants  demurred, 
And  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  oral  ar- 
gument already  had  and  printed  briefs. 

The  bill  allesed :  "That  the  city  of  New 
Orleans,  one  of  the  g^reat  commercial  cities 
«f  titis  Republic,  and  the  second  export  city 
ef  this  continent,  containing  about  275,000 
inhabitants,  many  of  whom  are  largely  en- 


caged in  interataie  nonuneree  with  the  in* 
habitants  of  the  state  of  Texaa,  is  situated 
vrithin  the  territory  of  your  orator;  that 
said  city  contains  nearly  one  fourth  of  all 
the  inhabitants  of  your  orator,  and  the  as- 
sessed va!ue8  of  her  properly  are  more  than 
one  half  the  assessed  values  of  the  whole 
state,  and  she  contributes  by  taxee  and  U* 
censes  more  than  five  eighths  of  your  ora- 
tor's revenue.  ^ 
•'That  two  lines  of  railroad,  the  Southern* 
Pacific  and  the  Texas  A,  Pacific,  run  directly 
from  the  city  of  New  Orleans  through  toe 
states  of  T^uisiana  and  Texas,  and  into  the 
states  and  territories  of  the  United  States 
and  of  Mexico,  beyond  the  state  of  Texas, 
with  the  inhabitants  of  which  states  and  ter- 
ritories the  citizens  of  New  Orleans  are  also 
engaged  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce, 
sucli  commerce  largely  following  the  lines  of 
said  railroads  and  their  many  connections. 

"That  the  state  of  Texas,  by  her  Revised 
Civil  Statutes,  adopted  at  the  regular  ses- 
sion of  the  Twenty- fourth  Le^slature,  held 
in  the  year  1805,  being  Title  XCIl.  thereof, 
has  gianted  to  her  governor  and  her  health 
officer  extensive  powers  over  the  establish- 
ment and  maintenance  of  quarantines 
a^inst  infectious  or  contagious  diseases, 
with  authority  to  make  rules  and  regula- 
tions for  the  detention  of  vessels,  persons, 
and  property  cominff  into  the  state  from 
places  infected,  or  deemed  to  be  infected, 
with  such  diseases. 

"That  Joseph  D.  Sayera,  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of  Texas,  is  now,  and  has  been  for  some 
time  past,  governor  of  said  state. 

"That  William  F.  Blunt,  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of  Texas,  is  now,  and  has  been  for  some 
time  past,  the  state  health  officer  of  the  state 
of  Texas. 

"That  the  porta  of  said  state,  situated  on 
the  Qulf  coast,  are  engaged  in  commerce  with 
the  ports  of  Mexico,  Central  and  South 
America,  and  Cuba,  known  to  be  permanent- 
ly infected  ^ith  yellow  fever;  said  com- 
merce being  largely  competitive  with  similar 
commerce  coming  to  the  port  of  New  Orleans. 

"That  on  the  Ist  day  of  March,  1890,  Jo- 
seph D.  Sayers,  governor  of  the  state  of  Tex- 
as, under  the  provisions  of  the  said  laws,  is- 
sued his  proclamation  establishing  quaran- 
tine on  the  Gulf  coast  and  Rio  Grande  border 
against  all  places,  persons,  or  things  coming 
from  places  infected  l^  yellow  fever,  etc,  a 
copy  of  which  proclamation  is  hereto  an- 
nexed and  made  part  of  this  bill  and  marked 
Exhibit  'A.' 

"That  the  rules  and  regulations  estab- 
lished in  said  quarantine  proclamation  per- 
mit trade  and  commerce  between  such  in- 
fected ports  and  the  state  of  Texas,  and  pro- 
vide for*  the  fumigation  and  reasonable  de-? 
tention  of  ships  and  cargoes  from  infected 
ports. 

"That  on  or  about  the  31st  day  of  August, 
1809,  a  case  of  yellow  fever  was  officially  de- 
clared to  exist  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans, 
in  a  part  of  the  city  several  miles  away 
from  the  commercial  part  thereof,  and  from 
that  time  to  this    several  other  sporadie 
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cases  hare  been  reporte4  in  similar  parts  of 
the  city. 

"That  as  soon  as  said  first  case  was  re- 
ported the  said  William  F.  Blunt,  health  olfi- 
•er  of  the  state  of  Texas,  claiming  to  act 
under  the  provisions  of  article  4324  of  the 
Revised  Civil  Statutes,  under  the  pretense 
of  establishing  a  quarantine,  placed  an  em- 
bargo on  all  interstate  commerce  between 
the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  the  state  of 
Texas,  absolutely  prohibiting  all  common 
carriers  entering  the  state  of  Texas  from 
bringing  into  the  state  any  freight  or  pas- 
sengers, or  even  the  mails  of  the  United 
States,  coming  from  the  city  of  New  Orleans; 
and  to  enforce  these  orders  he  immediately 
placed,  and  now  maintains,  armed  guards, 
acting  under  the  authority  of  the  state  of 
Texas,  on  all  the  lines  of  travel  from  the 
state  of  Louisiana  into  the  state  of  Texas, 
with  instructions  to  enforce  the  embargo  de- 
clared by  him  in  et  armis,  which  instructions 
these  armed  guards  are  carrying  out  to  the 
letter;  that  about  six  days  later  he  modi- 
fied his  order  so  as  to  permit  the  government 
of  the  United  States  to  carry  and  deliver 
the  mails,  and  also  modified  his  order  so  as 
to  permit  persons  and  their  baggage  to  enter 
the  state  of  Texas,  after  ten  days'  detention 
at  the  quarantine  detention  camps  estab- 
lished by  him,  and  after  fumigation  of  their 
baggage;  but  that  he  now  maintains,  and 
announces  his  intention  to  maintain  indefinite- 
ly, his  absolute  prohibition  of  all  interstate 
commerce  between  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
and  the  state  of  Texas ;  that  he  has  refused 
to  permit  the  introduction  of  sulphuric  acid 
in  iron  drums,  unpacked  hardware,  machin- 
ery, and  other  articles  coming  from  locali- 
ties in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  far  removed 
from  the  places  where  the  sporadic  cases  of 
fever  have  occurred,  and  which  by  their  na- 
tt  ture  are  concededly  incapable  of  conveying 
*  infection ;  that  he  had*established  no  system 
of  classification  or  inspection  of  the  arti- 
cles of  interstate  commerce  coming  from  the 
city  of  New  Orleans,  to  determine  whether 
they  are  or  may  be  infected,  or  whether  they 
are  capable,  or  not,  of  conveying  infection, 
no  period  of  detention  for  such  articles,  no 
place  or  method  of  disinfection  thereof;  his 
only  method  being  absolute  and  uncondition- 
al prohibition  of  such  interstate  commerce; 
that  it  is  a  notorious  fact,  and  well  known 
to  said  Blunt,  that  all  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce between  New  Orleans  and  Texas  is 
carried  on  by  railroads,  and  none  by  water 
communication  between  the  port  of  New 
Orleans  and  the  Texas  ports,  and  that  the 
effect  of  his  orders  is  to  destroy  all  such 
commerce,  to  take  away  the  trade  of  the  mer- 
chants and  business  men  of  the  city  of  New 
Orleans,  and  to  transfer  that  trade  to  rival 
business  cities  in  the  state  of  Texas. 

"That  while  Joseph  D.  Saycrs,  governor 
of  the  state  of  Texas,  has  issued  no  formal 
proclamation  of  quarantine,  as  provided  by 
law,  to  wit,  article  4324  of  the  Revised  Civil 
Statutes,  defining  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  such  quarantine  so  declared  by  said 
Blunt,    your  orator  charges  that  the  rules 


and  regulations  established  by  said  Blunt 
have  the  full  force  of  law  until  modified  or 
changed  by  the  proclamation  of  the  govern- 
or, and  that  the  governor  knows  all  thet«> 
facts,  and  approves  and  adopts  the  same, 
and  permits  these  rules  and  regulations  to- 
stand  and  to  be  executed  in  full  force  and 
effect  as  established  by  said  Blunt. 

"Now,  your  orator  recognizes  the  right 
and  power  of  the  state  of  Texas  and  the  pub- 
lic officials  thereof,  to  take  prudent  and  rea- 
sonable measures  to  protect  the  people  of 
said  state  from  infection,  to  establish  quar- 
antine and  reasonable  inspection  laws,  but 
your  orator  denies  that  said  state,  or  its 
officials  acting  under  its  laws,  under  the  cov- 
er of  exercising  its  police  powers,  can  pro- 
hibit or  so  burden  interstate  comincrco  as 
to  make  such  commerce  impossible. 

"Your  orator  avers  that  it  is  a  recognized 
and  acknowledged  fact  by  all  the  sanitarians 
and  health  officials  of  the  various  states  ex- 
posed to  infection  Inr  yellow  fever,  and  by 
the  health  officials  of  the  United  States,  and^ 
by  all  scientific* students  of  infection  and* 
sanitation,  Uiat  commerce  can  be  conducted 
between  infected  and  noninfected  points, 
with  small  inconvenience  and  without  any 
danger  of  infection,  by  classifying  the  arti- 
cles of  commerce,  and  by  pursuing  certain 
well-recognized  rules  and  precautions  with 
reference  to  the  articles  and  vehicles  of  com- 
merce. 

"That  after  the  yellow  fever  outbreak  of 
1897  a  quarantine  convention  was  held  in 
Mobile,  Ala.,  and,  on  the  advice  of  that  con- 
vention, a  conference  of  the  health  officials 
of  Virginia,  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Flor- 
ida, Alabama,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  and  the 
United  States  Marine  Hospital  Service  met 
at  Atlanta,  Ga.,  and  formulated  such  regu- 
lations, which  were  adopted  by  the  boards  of 
health  of  all  said  states,  and,  as  subsequent- 
ly revised,  are  now  in  full  force  and  effect 
between  the  said  states;  that  additional  ex- 
perience having  been  gained  by  the  reap- 
pearance of  yellow  fever  in  the  fall  of  1898, 
a  revising  conference  was  held  in  the  city  of 
New  Orleans  on  February  9,  1899,  at  which 
conference  the  Atlanta  regulations  were  in 
some  respects  modified.  A  copy  of  the  said 
regulations,  original  and  as  modified,  are 
hereto  annexed,  and  made  part  of  this  bill, 
and  marked  Exhibit  *B.' 

"Your  orator  avers  that  said  William  F. 
Blunt,  or  his  predecessor  in  office,  was  health 
officer  of  the  state  of  Texas  at  the  time  these 
conferences  were  held,  that  he  and  his  pred- 
ecessor in  office  refused  or  neglected  to  at- 
tend them  in  person  or  by  representative, 
and  he  has  continually  refused  to  adopt  the 
Atlanta  r^^lations,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
regulations  similar  to  them,  and  insists,  as 
his  predecessor  in  office  insisted,  upon  being 
a  law  to  himself,  and  upon  using  no  means 
of  dealing  with  yellow  fever  infection  in  the 
city  of  New  Orleans,  or  elsewhere  in  the 
state  of  Louisiana,  real  or  imaginary,  except 
an  absolute  embargo  upon  interstate  com- 
merce, to  be  established  at  his  pleasure  and 
to. last  as  long  as  he  chooses  to  maintain  Ic 
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"That  in  punuance  of  this  policy,  in  the 
year  1897,  hit  predeceBwr  in  offioe  estab- 
Uflhed  a  Bimilar  embargo  on  interstate  com- 
merce between  New  Orleans  and  other  points 
^  in  Louisiana,  supposed  !»7  him  to  be  infect- 

•  ed,  and  the  state  oX«Texas,  on  the  10th  day 
of  September;  and  refused  to  remove  or  to 
modify  said  embargo  until  the  -^—  day  of 
December,  1897,  during  which  period  he 
eren  refused  to  permit  railroad  cars  that 
had  been  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  to  enter 
or  even  pass  through  the  state  of  Texas,  on 
their  way  to  the  countries,  states,  and  terri- 
tories beyimd. 

"That  in  pursuance  of  the  same  policy,  in 
the  year  1898,  the  said  William  F.  Blunt, 
health  officer,  and  the  governor  of  the  state 
of  Texas,  established  a  similar  embargo  on 
all  interstate  commerce  between  the  state 
of  Louisiana  and  the  state  of  Texas,  on  the 
18th  day  of  September,  and  refused  to  re- 
move or  modify  the  same  until  the  1st  day 
of  November. 

"That  in  pursuance  of  the  same  policy,  the 
•aid  William  F.  Blunt,  because  a  single  case 
of  yellow  fever  was  declared  in  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  did  on  May  30,  1899,  estab- 
iisu  a  similar  embargo  on  interstate  com- 
merce between  the  city  of  New  Orleans  and 
the  state  of  Texas,  which  he  refused  to  modi- 
fy or  to  remove  until  June  9,  1899,  and  then 
only  under  sreat  pressure,  although  he  was 
advised  on  June  2d,  1899,  by  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  health  authorities  of  the  states 
of  Alabama  and  Mississippi,  of  the  United 
States  Marine  Hospital  Service,  and  of  the 
Louisiana  state  board  of  health,  who  had 
been  for  some  days  in  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans, makinff  a  personal  inspection  of  her 
sanitary  ana  health  conditions,  that  they 
deemed  it  'unnecessary  and  unwise  for  any 
state  or  city  to  quarantine  against  New  Or- 
leans under  present  conditions.' 

"Your  orator  avers  that  the  state  of  Tex- 
as, her  governor,  and  her  health  officer,  as 
shown  by  the  rules  and  regulations  estab- 
lished by  them  in  the  proclamation  aforesaid 
for  the  quarantine  on  the  Qulf  coast,  admit 
the  truthfulness  of  the  claim  of  your  orator 
that  commerce  can  be  carried  on  with  in- 
fected places  and  ports,  under  reasonable 
rules  and  regulations  as  to  inspection,  fumi- 
gation, and  detention,  and  admit  that  there 
are  artiden  of  commerce  incapable  of  convey- 
ing infection,  and  actually  permit  such  com- 
merce in  all  articles  to  be  so  carried  on  to 
the  advantage  and  benefit  of  the  commerce 
of  the  ports  of  Texas  and  her  merchants  en- 
gaged in  commerce  in  said  ports. 

•  •"Your  orator  avers  that  the  effect  of  the 
embargoes  imposed  by  the  state  of  Texas 
upon  Uie  commerce  of  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans with  Texas  is  to  build  up  and  benefit 
the  commerce  of  the  city  of  Galveston,  in 
lexas,  and  the  commerce  of  other  cities  in 
Texas,  all  of  which  are  conunercial  rivals  of 
the  city  of  New  Orleans  for  the  large  com- 
merce of  the  state  of  Texas  and  the  adjoin- 
ing states  and  territories. 

'^hat  prior  to  the  embargoes  aforesaid  of 
the  years  1897  and  1898  the  dty  of  New  Or- 


leans was  the  greatest  cotton  exporting  port 
of  the  United  States,  and  a  very  large  portion 
of  the  cotton  grown  in  Texas  was  exported 
through  the  port  of  New  Orleans;  for  in- 
stance, for  the  season  of  1894-5  more  than 
31  per  cent  thereof;  for  the  season  1895--6 
more  than  30  per  cent  thereof;  for  the  sea- 
son 1S9G-7,  26  per  cent  thereof. 

"That  as  consequence  of  the  two  trade 
embargoes  aforesaid  the  percentage  of  the 
Texas  cotton  crop  exported  through  the  port 
of  New  Orleans  for  the  season  of  1897-8  was 
only  19  per  cent;  and  for  the  season  of  1898- 
9  was  only  15  per  cent;  and  for  the  season 
of  1898-9,  ending  September  1, 1899,  the  city 
of  Galveston  handled  more  export  cotton 
than  the  city  of  New  Orleans. 

"That  the  effect  of  said  embargoes  is  all 
the  more  disastrous  to  the  commerce  of 
your  orator  and  of  her  cities  and  towns,  be- 
cause declared  and  made  operative  during 
the  months  of  September,  October,  Novem- 
ber, and  the  early  part  of  December,  the  pe- 
riod of  the  greatest  activify  and  the  largest 
movement  of  commerce  among  the  states  of 
the  south,  and  between  the  state  of  Louisi- 
ana, the  city  of  New  Orleans,  and  the  state 
of  Texas. 

"Now  your  orator  avers  that  in  view  of  the 
unreasonable,  harsh,  prohibitive,  and  dis- 
criminating character  of  the  pretended  quar^ 
antines  declared  and  maintained  by  the  state 
of  Texas  and  her  health  officer  against  the 
city  of  New  Orleans  and  other  localities  in 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  is  nothing  less  than 
a  commercial  war  declared  asainst  your  ora- 
tor, her  ports,  cities,  and  citizens;  not  for 
the  bona  fide  purpose  of  protecting  the 
health  of  the  state  of  Texas,  but  for  the  pur-  a 
pose  orincreasing  the  trade  and  commerce  of  * 
the  state  of  Texas  and  of  her  ports,  cities* 
and  citizens,  to  the  great  damage  and  in- 
jury of  your  orator  and  her  citizens;  that 
such  embargoes  on  interstate  commerce  in- 
jure and  impoverish  your  orator's  citizens, 
reduce  the  value  of  her  taxable  property,  di- 
minish her  revenues,  retard  immigration,  re- 
duce the  value  of  her  public  lands,  and  d^ 
prive  her  citizens  of  their  rights  and  privi- 
leges as  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

"Your  orator  avers  that  the  embargo  upon 
interstate  commerce  between  the  city  of  New 
Orleans,  in  the  state  of  Louisiana,  and  the 
state  of  Texas,  established  by  said  Blunt  on 
or  about  the  1st  day  of  September,  1899, 
and  now  maintained  by  him  and  the  other 
officials  of  the  state  of  Texas,  will  be  contin- 
ued by  them  for  an  indefinite  period,  to  the 
great  damage  and  injury  of  your  orator's 
ports,  commerce,  and  revenues,  and  to  the 
commerce  of  her  citizens  and  to  the  rights  of 
her  citizens  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  unless  they  be  enjoined  and 
restrained  by  order  of  this  court. 

"Your  orator  avers  that,  from  the  past 
conduct  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and  of  her  gov- 
ernors and  health  officers,  your  orator  ii 
justified  in  averring  and  charging,  and  does 
aver  and  charge,  that  it  is  the  fixed  purpose 
and  intention  of  the  said  state,  and  of  her 
governors  and  health  officers,  whenever  in 
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the  future  any  case  of  yellow  fever,  or  other 
infectiouB  disease,  occurs  in  any  parish,  city» 
or  town  within  your  orator's  borders,  to  im- 
mediately declare,  set  up,  and  maintain  an 
absolute  prohibition  of  interstate  commerce 
between  said  supposed  infected  parish,  city, 
or  town,  and  the  state  of  Texas,  and  to  keep 
the  same  in  force  during  the  pleasure  of  such 
officials,  or  to  make  and  establish  discrimina- 
tive rules  and  regulations  coving  quaran- 
tines on  such  interstate  commerce,  different 
from  and  more  burdensome  than  the  rules 
and  regulations  concerning  quarantines  on 
interstate  commerce  with  other  states  and 
foreini  commerce  with  countries  also  in- 
fected with  yellow  fever,  or  other  infectious 
diseases,  and  thereby  to  injure  and  oppress 
your  orator  and  her  citizens. 
2  "Now,  your  orator  avers  that  the  absolute 
•  prohibition«against  the  movement  and  opera- 
tion of  interstate  commerce  between  the  city 
of  New  Orleans  and  the  inhabitants  thereof 
and  the  state  of  Texas  and  the  inhabitants 
thereof,  established  by  said  William  F.  Blunt, 
health  officer  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and  now 
maintained  and  enforced  by  him,  the  governor, 
and  the  other  officials  of  the  state  of  Texas,  is 
in  direct  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  par- 
ticularly of  that  clause  thereof  which  grants 
to  the  Congress  power  to  regulate  commerce 
with  foreign  nations,  among  the  several 
states,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes,  and  is 
null,  void,  and  of  no  effect,  and  the  continu- 
ance thereof  ought  to  be  restrained  by  the 
order  of  this  honorable  court. 

"Your  orator  further  avers  that  the  va- 
rious cities,  counties,  and  towns  in  the  state 
of  Texas  have  authority,  under  the  statutes 
aforesaid,  to  establish  quarantines,  but  all 
fuch  quarantines  are  by  statute  subordinate 
to,  suDJect  to,  and  reflated  by  the  rules 
and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  governor 
and  the  state  health  officer,  and  that  there- 
fore all  such  quarantines  are  dirigible  and 
controllable  by  the  governor  and  the  health 
officer  of  Texas. 

"Your  orator  is  informed  and  believes,  and 
•0  charges,  that  it  is  the  intention  of  certain 
counties,  cities,  and  towns  along  the  lines  of 
the  railroads  aforesaid,  in  case  your  honors 
should  restrain  the  operation  of  the  embargo 
established  as  aforesaid  by  William  F.  Blunt, 
state  health  officer,  to  severally  establish  the 
same  embargo  on  their  own  account,  and 
to  prevent  the  passage  of  trains  on  said  rail- 
roads carrying  interstate  commerce  from  the 
oity  of  New  Orleans  through  them  to  other 
parts  of  the  state  of  Texas  and  to  other 
states,  and  to  so  hinder,  obstruct,  and  delay 
the  transportation  of  said  commerce  along 
the  lines  of  railroad  running  through  their 
limits  as  to  render  its  conduct  impossible; 
that  in  case  it  should  be  considered  that  the 
public  authorities  of  such  counties,  towns, 
and  cities  are  not  personally  bound  by  any 
order  your  honors  may  issue  in  this  cause, 
find  in  case  they  should  attempt  to  carry  out 
any  such  illegal  plan,  your  orator  reserves 
the  right  hereafter  to  make  such  officials 
paities  to  this  bill,  so  as  to  subject  them  to 
the  control  of  the  court." 


*The  bill  then  prayed  for  anawirs 
oath ;  that  the  court  decree  ''that  neith«r  tht 
state  of  Texas,  nor  her  flovemor»  nor  her 
health  offioer,  haw  the  riAt,  under  the  eor* 
er  of  an  exercise  of  poliee  or  qnaraatbie 
powers,  to  declare  and  enforee  againat  in- 
terstate commerce  between  the  state  of  Lon- 
isiana,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  state  of 
Texas,  an  absolute  embargo,  prohibiting  tlie 
movement  and  conduct  of  said  commerce,  or 
to  make,  declare,  and  enforce  against  placse 
infected  with  yellow  fever,  or  other  mfeo* 
tious  diseases,  in  the  state  of  Louisiana,  die* 
criminative  quarantine  rules  and  regula* 
tions  affecting  interstate  commerce  between 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  the  state  of  Texas,  different  from  and 
more  burdensome  than  the  quarantine  rules 
and  regulations  affecting  Interstate  or  foi^ 
eign  commerce  between  the  state  of  Tezaa 
and  other  states  and  countries  infected  with 
yellow  fever,  or  other  infectious  diseasea, 
and  that  the  embargo  and  prohibition  noon 
interstate  commerce  between  the  city  of  New 
Orleans  and  the  state  of  Texas,  declared  by 
William  F.  Blunt,  health  officer  of  the  state 
of  Texas,  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1899,  and  now  maintained  and  enforced 
by  the  state  of  Texas  under  the  guise  of  a 
quarantine  against  yellow  fever,  is  contrary 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  SUtea, 
null,  void,  and  of  no  effect  and  validity;" 
that  a  preliminary  injunction  be  issued 
"prohibiting,  enjoixdng,  and  restraining  the 
state  of  Texas  and  all  of  her  officers  and  pub- 
lic officials,  and  prohibiting,  enjoining,  and 
restraining  Joseph  D.  Sayers,  governor  of 
the  sUte  of  Texas,  and  William  F.  Blunt, 
health  officer  of  the  state  of  Texas,  their  sue- 
cessors  in  office,  and  all  of  their  subordin- 
ates,  assistants,  agents,  and  emnloyees,  from 
establishing,  maintaining,  and  enforcing, 
or  attempting  to  establish,  maintain,  and 
enforce,  under  the  guise  of  a  quarantine 
against  yellow  fever,  any  embargo  or  abso- 
lute prohibition  upon  interstate  commerce 
between  the  state  of  Louisiana,  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  the  state  of  Texas,  or  from  es- 
tablishing, maintaining,  and  enforcing,  or 
attempti^g  to  establish,  maintain,  and  en- 
force  against  interstate  commerce  between 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  the  state  of  Texas,  discriminative  andJJ 
burdensome^ quarantine  regulations  other* 
and  different  from  the  relations  estab- 
lished by  such  authorities  against  foreign 
and  interstate  commerce  between  the  state 
of  Texas  and  other  countries  and  states  in- 
fected with  yellow  fever,  or  other  infectious 
diseases,  and  particularly  enjoining,  prohib- 
iting, and  restraining  them,  and  each  of 
them,  from  maintaining  or  enforcing,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  the  prohibitory  embargo 
on  interstate  commerce  established  affainst 
the  city  of  New  Orleans  on  or  about  the  1st 
day  of  September,  1899,  under  the  guise  and 
pretense  of  a  quarantine  regulation;"  and 
that  such  injunction  be  made  perpetual  on 
final  hearing;  for  oosts;  and  for  general  r» 
lief. 
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Tha    demviTer    Mugned    the    following 


"First.  That  this  court  has  no  Jurisdio- 
tion  of  either  the  parties  to  or  of  the  subject^ 
matter  of  this  suit,  because  it  appears  from 
the  face  of  said  bill  that  the  matters  com- 
plained of  do  not  constitute,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Ck>nstitution  of  the  United 
States,  any  controversy  between  the  states 
of  Louisiana  and  Texas. 

"Second.  Because  the  allegations  of  said 
bill  show  that  the  only  issues  presented  by 
said  bill  arise  between  the  state  of  Texas,  or 
her  oflScers,  and  certain  persona  in  the  city 
of  New  Orleans,  in  the  state  of  Louisiana, 
who  are  engaged  in  interstate  commerce, 
and  which  do  not  in  any  manner  concern  the 
state  of  Louisiana  aa  a  corporate  body  or 
state. 

"Third.  Because  said  bill  shows  upon  its 
face  that  this  suit  is  in  reality  for  and  on 
behalf  of  certain  indiTiduals  engaged  in  in- 
terstate commerce,  and  while  the  suit  is  at- 
tempted to  be  prosecuted  for  ai^  in  the  name 
of  the  state  of  Louisiana,  said  state  is  in  ef- 
fect loaning  ite  name  to  said  individuals, 
and  is  only  a  nominal  party,  the  real  parties 
at  interest  being  said  individuals  in  the  said 
city  of  New  Orleans,  who  are  engaged  in  in- 
terstate  commerce. 

"Fourth.  Because  it  appears  from  the 
face  of  said  bill  that  the  state  of  Louisiana, 
in  her  right  of  sovereignty,  is  seeking  to 
maintain  this  suit  for  the  redress  of  the  sup- 
posed wrongs  of  her  citizens  in  regard  to  in- 
terstate commerce,  while  under  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws  the  said  state  possesses  no 
•aeh  sovereignty  aa  empowers  her  to  bring 
an  original  suit  in  this  court  for  such  pur- 


'  "Fifth.  Because  it  appears  from  the  face 
of  said  bill  that  no  property  right  of  the 
state  of  Louisiana  is  in  any  manner  affected 
Igy  the  quarantine  complained  of,  nor  is  any 
auch  property  right  involved  in  this  suit  as 
would  give  this  court  original  jurisdiction  of 
this 
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Car  H.  Farrar,  Benjamin  F.  Jonas, 
nmest  B.  Knittseliiiltt,  and  B«  Howard 
MoCaleb  for  complainant. 

MessTB.  Thomas  S.  Smitk  and  Robert 
H.  Ward  for  defendants. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  9th  of  the  Articles  of  Confederation 
of  1778  provided  that  the  Congress  should 
be  "the  last  resort  on  appeal  in  all  disputes 
and  differences  now  subsisting,  or  that  here- 
after may  arise  between  two  or  more  states 
concerning  boundary,  lurisdiction,  or  any 
other  cause  whatever;'^  the  authority  to  be 
exercised  through  a  tribunal  to  be  created  by 
the  Congress  as  prescribed,  and  whose  juds- 
ment  should  be  final  and  conclusive;  and  al- 
so that  "all  controversies  concerning  the  pri- 
vate right  of  soil  claimed  under  different 
grants  of  two  or  more  states"  should  be  de- 
termined in  the  same  manner. 


In  the  Constitutional  Convention,  the 
committee  of  detail,  composed  of  Rutledge, 
Bandolph,  Gorham,  Ellsworth,  and  Wilson, 
to  which  the  resolutions  arrived  at  ^y  the 
Convention  and  sundrv  propositions  had 
been  referred,  reported:  on  tne  6th  of  Au- 
gust, A.  D.  1787,  a  draft  of  a  constitution, 
consisting  of  twenty- three  articles. 

The  Sd  section  of  the  9th  article  provided 
that  as  to  "all  disputes  and  controversies 
now  subsisting,  or  that  may  hereafter  sub- 
sisty  between  two  or  more  states,  respecting 
Jurisdiction  or  territory,"  the  Senate  should 
have  power  to  designate  a  special  tribunal 
to  finally  determine  the  same  by  its  judg- 
ment; and  b^  the  8d  section,  "  all  controvert 
sies  concerning  lands  claimed  under  differ- 
ent ffrants  of  two  or  more  states"  were  to  be 
similarly  determined.  ^ 

•The  3d  section  of  the  proposed  11th  art!-  • 
cle  provided,  among  other  things,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  should 
extend  "to  controversies  between  two  or 
more  states,  except  such  as  shall  regard  ter- 
ritory or  jurisdiction;  between  a  state  and 
citisens  of  another  state;  between  citixens  of 
different  states;  and  between  a  state,  or  the 
citisens  thereof,  and  foreign  states,  citizens» 
or  subjects." 

On  the  25th  of  August  Mr.  Rutledge  said 
in  respect  to  sections  2  and  3  of  article  9; 
"This  provision  for  deciding  controversies  be- 
tween the  states  was  necessary  under  the 
Confederation,  but  will  be  rendered  unneces- 
sary by  the  national  judiciary  now  to  be  es- 
tablished;" and  on  his  motion  the  sections 
were  stricken  out. 

The  words  "between  citizens  of  the  same 
state  claiming  lands  under  grants  of  differ- 
ent states"  were  subsequently  inserted  in  the 
3d  section  of  the  11th  article,  and  the  words 
"except  such  as  shall  regard  territory  or  ju- 
risdiction" omitted.  1  Elliot,  223,  224, 
261,  262,  267,  270;  5  Elliot,  471;  Meigs, 
Growth  of  the  Constitution,  244,  249. 

Clauses  1  and  2  of  the  2d  section  of  arti- 
cle 3  of  the  Constitution  as  finally  adopted 
read: 

"The  judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all 
cases,  in  law  and  equity,  arising  under  this 
Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States^ 
and  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made, 
under  their  authority;  to  all  cases  affectins 
ambassadors,  other  public  ministers,  and 
consuls;  to  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  mari- 
time jurisdiction;  to  controversies  to  which 
the  United  States  shall  be  a  party;  to  con- 
troversies between  two  or  more  states;  be- 
tween a  state  and  citizens  of  another  state; 
between  citisens  of  different  states ;  between 
citisens  of  the  same  state  claiming  lands 
under  grants  of  different  states;  and  between 
a  state,  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign 
states,  citizens,  or  subjects. 

"In  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other 
public  ministers,  and  consuls,  and  those  in 
which  a  state  shall  be  party,  the  Supreme 
Court  shall  have  original  jurisdiction.  In 
all  the  other  cases  before  mentioned,  the 
Supreme  Court  shall  have  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion, both  as  to  law  and  fact,  with  such  ex* 
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eeptions  and  under  lueh  regulations  at  the 
ifi  Congress  shall  make." 

•  *  The  reference  we  hare  made  to  the  deriTa- 
tion  of  the  words  ^'controTersies  between  two 
or  more  states'*  manifestly  indicates  that 
the  framers  of  the  ConstituUon  intended 
that  they  should  include  something  more 
than  controversies  over  "territory  or  juris- 
diction," for  in  the  original  draft  as  reported 
the  latter  controversies  were  to  he  disposed 
of  by  the  Senate,  and  controversies  other 
than  those  by  the  judiciary,  to  whicn  by 
amendment  all  were  finally  committed.  Bui 
it  is  apparent  that  the  jurisdiction  is  of  so 
delicate  and  grave  a  character  that  it  was 
not  contemolated  that  it  would  be  exercised 
save  when  the  necessity  was  absolute  and  the 
matter  in  itself  properly  justiciable. 

Undoubtedly,  as  remarked  by  Mr.  Justice 
Bradley  in  Hans  ▼.  Louisiana,  134  U.  8.  1, 
15,  33  L.  ed.  842,  847,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  607, 
the  Constitution  made  some  things  "justicia- 
ble which  were  not  known  as  such  at  the 
common  law;  such,  for  example,  as  contro- 
versies between  states  as  to  boundary  lines, 
and  other  questions  admitting  of  judicial 
solution.  .  .  .  The  establishment  of 
this  new  branch  of  jurisdiction  seemed  to  be 
necessary  from  the  extinguishment  of  diplo- 
matic relations  between  the  statc:!t.  'r#f 
other  controversies  between  a  state  and  an- 
other state  or  its  citizens,  which*  on  the  set- 
tled principles  of  public  law,  are  not  sub- 
jects of  judicial  cognizance,  this  court  has 
often  declined  to  take  jurisdiction.  See 
Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins,  Co.  127  U.  S.  263, 
288,  289,  32  L.  ed.  239,  242,  243,  8  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  1370,  and  cases  there  cited." 

By  the  judiciary  act  of  1789  the  judicial 
system  was  organized  and  the  powers  of  the 
different  courts  defined.  Its  13th  section, 
carried  forward  as  §  087  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  provided  that  "the  Supreme  Court 
shall  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  con- 
troversies of  a  civil  nature  where  a  state  is 
a  party,  except  between  a  state  and  its  citi- 
zens, or  between  a  state  and  citizens  of  other 
states,  or  aliens,  in  which  latter  cases  it  shall 
have  original,  but  not  exclusive,  jurisdic- 
tion." 

The  language  of  the  2d  clause  of  the  2d 

section  of  article  3,  "in  all  cases  in  which  a 

state  shall  be  party,"  means  in  all  the  enu- 

merated  cases  m  which  a  state  shall  be  a  par- 

S  ty,  and  this  is  stated  expressly  when  the 

*  clause  speaks* of  the  other  cases  where  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  is  to  be  exercised.  This 
2d  clause  distributes  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred in  the  previous  one  into  original  and 
appellate  jurisdiction,  but  does  not  profess 
to  confer  any.  The  original  jurisdiction  de- 
pends solely  on  the  character  of  the  parties, 
and  is  confined  to  the  cases  in  which  are 
those  enumerated  parties,  and  those  only. 
California  v.  Southern  P.  R,  Co.  157  U.  S. 
229,  259,  30  L.  ed.  683,  694,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
591;  United  States  v.  Texas,  143  U.  S.  621, 
86  L.  ed.  285,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  488.  And 
by  tiie  Constitution  and  according  to  the 
statute,  the  original  jurisdiction  of  this 
tourt  is  exclusive  over  suits  between  states. 


though  not  eKclnsive  over  those  between  a 
state  and  eitizens  of  another  state. 

On  the  8th  of  January,  1798,  the  Eleventh 
Amendment  waa  ratified,  as  follows:  "TIm 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall  not 
be  construed  to  extend  to  any  suit  in  law  or 
equity,  commenced  or  prosecuted  against  one 
of  the  United  States  by  citizens  of  another 
state,  or  by  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  for- 
eign state." 

Referring  to  this  amendment^  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Waite,  in  Vew  Hampshire  v.  Louisp- 
ana  and  Vew  York  y.  Louisiana,  108  U.  S. 
76,  91«  27  L.  ed.  656,  662,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
176,  184,  said :  "The  evident  purpose  of  the 
amendment,  so  promptly  proposed  and  final-* 
ly  adopted,  was  to  prohibit  all  suits  against 
a  state  by  or  for  citizens  of  other  states,  or 
aliens,  without  the  consent  of  the  state  to  be 
sued,  and,  in  our  opinion,  one  state  cannot 
create  a  controversy  with  another  state, 
within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in 
the  judicial  clauses  of  the  Constitution,  by 
assuming  the  prosecution  of  debts  owing  by 
the  other  states  to  its  citizens." 

In  order,  then,  to  maintain  jurisdiction  of 
this  bill  of  complaint  as  against  the  state  of 
Texas,  it  must  appear  that  the  controversy 
to  be  determined  is  a  controversy  arising 
directly  between  the  state  of  Louisiana  and 
the  stete  of  Texas,  and  not  a  controversy  in 
vindication  of  the  grievances  of  particular 
individuals. 

By  the  Constitution  the  states  are  forbid- 
den te  "enter  inte  any  treaty,  alliance,  or 
confederation;  grant  letters  of  marque  and 
reprisal;"  or,  without  the  consent  of  Con* 
gress,  "keep  troops  or  ships  of  war  in  timsj; 
of  peace,  enter  into  any^agreement  or  com** 
pact  with  another  stete  or  with  a  foreign 
power,  or  engage  in  war,  unless  actually  in- 
vaded or  in  such  imminent  danger  ma  will 
not  admit  of  delay."    Art  1,  S  10. 

Controversies  between  them  arising  out  of 
public  relations  and  intercourse  cannot  be 
settled  either  by  war  or  diplomacy,  though, 
with  the  consent  of  Congress,  they  may  be 
composed  by  agreement  As  pointed  out  by 
Mr.  Justice  Field  in  Virginia  v.  Tennessee, 
148  U.  S.  503,  510,  37  L.  ed.  537,  543,  18 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  728,  734,  there  are  many  mat- 
ters on  which  the  different  stetes  may  agree 
that  can  in  no  respect  concern  the  United 
Stetes,  while  there  are  other  oompacte  or 
agreemente  to  which  the  prohibition  of  the 
Constitution  applies.  And  as  to  this  he 
quotes  from  Mr.  Justice  Story  as  follows: 
"Story,  in  his  Commenteries  (t  1403),  re- 
ferring to  a  previous  part  of  the  same  sec- 
tion of  the  Constitution  in  which  the  clause 
in  question  appears,  observes  that  ite  Ian* 
guage  'may  be  more  plausibly  interpreted 
from  the  terms  used,  "treaty,  alliance,  or 
confederation,"  and  upon  the  ground  that 
the  sense  of  each  is  best  known  by  ite  asso- 
ciation {nosoitur  a  sooiis),  to  apply  to 
treaties  of  a  political  character;  such  as 
treaties  of  alliance  for  purposes  of  peace  and 
war ;  and  treaties  of  confederation,  in  which 
the  parties  are  leagued  for  mutual  govern- 
ment, political  co-operation,  and  the  exercise 
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of  political  sovereignty,  and  treaties  of  ctM- 
sion  of  sovereignty,  or  conferring  internal 
political  Jurisdiction,  or  external  political 
dependence,  or  general  commercial  privileg- 
es;' and  that  'the  latter  clause,  "compeuctB 
and  agreements/'  might  then  very  properly 
apply  to  such  as  regarded  what  might  M 
deemed  mere  private  rights  of  sovereignty, 
such  as  questions  of  boundary,  interests  in 
lands  situate  in  the  territory  of  each  other, 
and  other  internal  regulations  for  the  mu- 
tual comfort  and  convenience  of  states  bor- 
dering on  each  other.'  And  he  adds:  In 
such  cases  the  consent  of  Congress  may  be 
properly  required^  in  order  to  check  any  in- 
fringement of  the  rights  of  the  national  gov- 
ernment; and,  at  the  same  time,  a  total  pro- 
hibition to  enter  into  any  compact  or  agree- 
ment might  be  attended  with  permanent  in- 
oonvenienco  or  public  mischief .' "  But  it  was 
also  there  ruled  that  where  the  consent  of 
S  Ck>ngre8S  was  requisite,  it  might  be  given 
*  subsequently  or  might  be*implied  from  sub- 
sequent action  of  Congress  itself  towards 
the  two  states. 

In  the  absence  of  agreement  it  may  be 
that  a  controversy  mi^ht  arise  between  two 
states  for  the  determination  of  which  the 
original  jurisdiction  of  this  court  could  be 
invoked,  but  there  must  be  a  direct  issue  be- 
tween them,  and  the  subject-matter  must 
be  susceptible  of  judicial  solution.  And  it 
ie  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  direct  issue  be- 
tween two  states  in  respect  of  a  matter  where 
no  effort  at  accommodation  has  been,  made; 
nor  can  it  be  conceded  that  it  is  within  the 
judicial  function  to  inquire  into  the  motives 
of  a  state  legislature  in  passing  a  law,  or  of 
the  ehiet  magistrate  of  a  state  in  enforcing 
it  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  and  judg- 
ment. Public  poli<^  forbids  the  imputation 
to  authorized  official  action  of  any  other 
than  leffitimate  motives. 

As  might  be  expected  in  view  of  the  nature 
of  the  jurisdiction,  the  cases  are  few  in 
which  the  aid  of  the  court  has  been  sought 
in  ''controversies  between  two  or  more 
states."  They  are  cited  in  Wisconsin  v. 
Pelican  Ins,  Co.  127  U.  S.  265,  32  L.  ed.  239, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1370,  and  are  chiefly  contro- 
versies as  to  boundaries. 

In  South  Carolina  v.  Oeorgia,  93  U.  8.  4, 
14,  23  L.  ed.  782,  785,  a  bill  was  flled  for  an 
injunction  against  the  state  of  Georgia,  the 
Secretary  of  War,  and  others  from  "ob- 
structing or  interrupting"  the  navigation  of 
the  Savannah  river  in  violation  of  the  com- 
pact entered  into  between  the  states  of  South 
Carolina  and  Georgia  on  the  24th  day  of 
April,  1787.  The  bill  was  dismissed  because 
no  unlawful  obstruction  of  navigation  was 
proved,  but  the  question  was  expressly  re- 
■erved  whether  "a  state,  when  suing  in  this 
eourt  for  the  prevention  of  a  nuisance  in  a 
navigable  river  of  the  United  States,  must 
not  aver  and  show  that  it  will  sustain  some 
special  and  peculiar  injury  therefrom,  such 
as  would  enable  a  private  person  to  main- 
tain a  similar  action  in  another  court." 

So  in  Wisconsin  v.  Duluth,  96  U.  8.  879, 
882,  24  L.  ed.  668,  670,  the  contention  that 
20  S.  C— 17. 


the  eourt  oonld  "lake  eognlzance  of  no  qnee- 
tion  which  concerns  alone  the  rights  of  a 
state  in  her  political  or  sovereign  character, 
that  to  sustain  the  suit  she  must  have  some 
proprietarr  interest  which  is  affected  by  the 
defendant,"  was  not  passed  upon.  ^ 

*In  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling  d  B.  Bridge  * 
Co.  18  How.  518,  14  L.  ed.  249,  the  court 
treated  the  suit  as  brought  to  protect  the 
property  of  the  state  of  JPennsylvania. 

But  in  Re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  564,  39  L.  ed. 
1092,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900,  involving  a  case 
in  the  circuit  court  in  which  the  United 
States  had  sought  relief  by  injunction,  it 
was  observed:  "That  while  it  is  not  the 
province  of  the  government  to  interfere  in 
any  mere  matter  of  private  controversy  be- 
tween individuals,  or  to  use  its  great  pow- 
ers to  enforce  the  rights  of  one  against  an- 
other, yet,  whenever  the  wrongs  complained 
of  are  such  as  affect  the  public  at  large,  and 
are  in  respect  of  matters  which  by  the  Con* 
stitution  are  intrusted  to  the  care  of  the  na- 
tion, and  concerning  which  the  nation  owes 
the  duty  to  all  the  citizens  of  securing  to 
them  their  common  rights,  then  the  mere 
fact  that  the  government  has  no  pecuniary 
interest  in  the  controversy  is  not  sufficient 
to  exclude  it  from  the  courts,  or  prevent  it 
from  taking  measures  therein  to  fully  dis- 
charge those  constitutional  duties." 

It  is  in  this  aspect  that  the  bill  before  us 
is  framed.  Its  gravamen  is  not  a  special 
and  peculiar  injury  such  as  would  sustain 
an  action  by  a  private  person,  but  the  state 
of  Louisiana  preeents  nerself  in  the  atti- 
tude of  parens  pairim,  trustee^  guardian,  or 
representative  of  all  her  citizens. 

She  does  this  from  the  point  of  view  that 
the  state  of  Texas  is  intentionally  absolute* 
ly  interdicting  interstate  commerce  as  re- 
spects the  state  of  Louisiana  by  means  of 
unnecessary  and  unreasonable  quarantine 
regulations.  Inasmuch  as  the  vindication  of 
the  freedom  of  interstate  commeroe  is  not 
committed  to  the  state  of  Louisiana,  and 
that  state  is  not  engaged  in  such  commerce, 
the  cause  of  action  must  be  regarded,  not  as 
involving  any  infringement  of  the  powers 
of  the  sUite  of  Louisiana,  or  any  special  in- 
jury to  her  proper^,  but  as  asserting  that 
the  state  is  entitled  to  seek  relief  in  this 
way  because  the  matters  complained  of  affect 
her  citizens  at  large.  Nevertheless,  if  the 
case  stated  is  not  one  presenting  a  contro- 
versy between  these  states,  the  exercise  of 
original  jurisdiction  by  this  court  as  against 
the  state  of  Texas  cannot  be  maintained,  ei 
*By  Title  XCU.  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  * 
the  State  of  Texas  of  1895,  "The  governor  is 
empowered  to  issue  his  proclamation  declar- 
ing quarantine  on  the  coast,  or  elsewhere 
within  this  state>  whenever  in  his  judgment 
quarantine  may  become  necessary,  and  such 
quarantine  may  continue  for  any  length  of 
time  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  governor  the 
safety  and  security  of  the  people  may  re- 
quire." Art.  4321.  It  is  made  the  gover- 
nor's duty  "to  select  and  appoint,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate, 
from  the  most  skilful  physicians  of  the  state 
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•f  Texas,  one  phyeielaa,  who  shall  be  known 
at  health  officer  of  the  state,  and  shall  from 
previous  and  active  practice  be  familiar  with 
jellow  fever  and  pledged  to  the  importance 
of  both  quarantine  and  sanitation."  Art. 
4322.  It  was  also  provided  that  "whenever 
the  governor  has  reason  to  believe  that  the 
state  of  Texas  is  threatened  at  any  point  or 
place  on  the  coast,  tiorder,  or  elsewhere  with- 
in the  state  with  the  introduction  or  dissemi- 
nation of  yellow  fever  contagion,  or  any 
other  infectious  and  conta^ous  disease  that 
can  and  should,  in  the  opinion  of  the  state 
health  officer,  be  guarded  against  by  state 

Suarantine,  he  shall,  by  proclamation,  imme- 
iately  declare  such  quarantine  against  any 
and  all  such  places,  and  direct  the  state 
health  officer  to  promptly  establish  and  en- 
force the  restriction  sand  conditions  proposed 
and  indicated  by  said  quarantine  proclama- 
tion, and  when  from  any  cause  the  governor 
cannot  act,  and  the  exigencies  of  the  threat- 
ened danger  require  immediate  action,  the 
■tate  health  officer  is  empowered  to  declare 
quarantine  as  prescribed  in  this  article,  and 
maintain  the  same  until  the  governor  shall 
officiallv  take  such  action  as  he  may  see 
proper/'  Art  4324.  And,  further,  that  the 
laws  in  reffard  to  state  quarantine  should  re- 
main and  be*  in  full  force  and  operation  on  the 
coast  or  elsewhere  in  the  state  as  the  gover- 
nor or  health  officer  might  direct,  and  be  en- 
forci^  as  heretofore,  *'with  such  additional 
ebanra  in  station  and  general  management 
as  the  governor  may  think  proper.''  Art. 
4825.  Differences  and  disputes  in  regard  to 
local  quarantine  were  to  oe  determined  by 
the  governor,  and  all  county  and  municipal 
quarantine  was  made  subordinate  to  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  might  be  prescribed 
Jj  by  the  governor  or  state  health  officer.  It 
•  was  made  the  duty  of  any  county,  town,  or 
city  authority  on  the  coast  or  elsewhere  in 
the  state,  on  the  promulgation  of  the  gover- 
nor's proclamation  declaring  quarantine,  to 
proviae  suitable  stations  and  employ  com- 
petent physicians  as  health  officers  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  governor ;  and  in  the  case 
of  the  failure  of  the  authorities  to  do  so,  the 
governor  was  empowered  to  act.  Provision 
was  made  for  the  detention  of  persons  and 
vessels,  and  for  the  disinfection  of  vessels 
and  their  cargoes  and  passengers  arriving  at 
the  ports  of  Texas  from  any  infected  port  or 
dintrict,  and  for  rules  and  regulations  in  re- 
gard thereto,  ''the  object  of  such  rules  and 
regulations  being  to  provide  safety  for  the 
public  health  of  the  state  without  unneces- 
sary restrictions  upon  commerce  and  travel." 
Art  4342. 

It  is  not  charged  that  this  statute  is  in- 
valid, nor  could  it  be  if  tested  by  its  terms. 
While  it  is  true  that  the  power  vested  in 
Congress  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
states  is  a  power  complete  in  itself,  acknowl- 
edging no  limitations  other  than  those  pre- 
scribed in  the  Constitution,  and  that  where 
the  action  of  the  states  in  the  exercise  of 
their  reserved  powers  comes  into  collision 
with  it,  the  latter  must  give  way,  yet  it  is 
also  true  that  quarantine  laws  belong  to  that 
dass  of  state  legislation  which  is  valid  until 


displaced  by  Oongress,  and  that  such  legis- 
lation has  been  expressly  recognized  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  almost  from  ths 
beginning  of  the  government 

In  Morgan's  L.  dT.R.d  B.  B,  Co.  v.  Loui9^ 
ana  Bd.  of  Heaiih,  118  U.  8.  455,  30  L.  ed. 
237,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1114,  this  was  so  held; 
and  Mr.  tiustice Miller,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said :  The  matter  is  one  in  which 
the  rules  that  should  goyem  it  may  in  many 
respects  be  different  In  different  localities, 
ana  for  that  reason  be  better  understood  and 
more  wisely  established  by  the  local  author^ 
ities.    The  practice  which  should  control  a 

?uarantine  station  on  the  Mississippi  river, 
00  miles  from  the  sea,  may  be  wiaely  and 
wisely  different  from  that  which  is  best  for 
the  harbor  of  New  York."  Hence,  even  if 
Congress  had  remained  silent  on  the  subject, 
it  would  not  have  followed  that  the  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  state  in  this  re-  g 
gard,  although  necessarily  operating  on«in** 
terstate  commerce,  would  be  therefore  in- 
valid. Although  from  the  nature  and  sub- 
jects of  the  power  of  regulating  commerce  it 
must  be  ordinarily  exercised  by  the  national 
ffovemment  exclusively,  this  has  not  been 
held  to  be  so  where  in  relation  to  the  partic- 
ular subiect-matter  different  rules  might  be 
suitable  m  different  localities.  At  the  same 
time,  Congress  could  by  affirmative  action 
displace  the  local  laws,  substitute  laws  of 
its  own,  and  thus  correct  any  unjustifiable 
and  oppressivs  exercise  of  power  by  state 
legislation. 

The  complaint  here,  however,  is  not  that 
the  laws  of  Texas  in  respect  of  quarantine 
are  invalid,  but  that  the  health  officer,  by 
rules  and  regulations  framed  and  put  in 
force  by  him  thereunder,  places  an  embargo 
in  fact  on  all  interstate  commerce  between 
the  state  of  Louisiana  and  the  state  of 
Texas,  and  that  the  governor  permits  these 
rules  and  regulntions  to  stana  and  be  en- 
forced, although  he  has  the  power  to  modify 
or  change  them.  The  bill  is  not  rested 
merely  on  the  ground  of  the  imposition  of 
an  embargo  without  regard  to  motive,  but 
charges  that  the  rules  and  regulations  are 
more  stringent  than  called  for  by  the  partic- 
ular exigency,  and  are  purposely  framed 
with  the  view  to  benefit  the  state  of  Texas, 
and  the  city  of  Qalveston  in  particular,  at 
the  expense  of  the  state  of  Louisiana,  and 
eftpecially  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans. 

But  in  order  that  a  controversy  between 
states,  justiciable  in  this  court,  can  be  held 
to  exist,  something  more  must  be  put  for- 
ward than  that  the  citizens  of  one  state  are 
injured  by  the  maladministration  of  the  laws 
of  another.  The  states  cannot  make  war, 
or  enter  into  treaties,  though  they  may,  with 
the  consent  of  Congress,  make  compacts  and 
agreements.  When  there  is  no  agreement 
whose  breach  might  create  it,  a.  controversy 
between  states  does  not  arise  unless  the  ac- 
tion complained  of  is  state  action,  and  acta 
of  state  officers  in  abuse  or  excess  of  their 
powers  cannot  be  laid  hold  of  as  in  them- 
selves committing  one  state  to  a  distinct  col- 
lision with  a  sister  state. 

In  our  judgment  this  bill  does  not  set  up 
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fMli  wliieh  show  that  the  state  of  Texas  has 
■D  authorised  or  confirmed  the  alleged  action 
9  of  her  health  officer  as  to  make  it  her  own, 
•  or^from  which  it  necessarily  follows  that 
tho  two  states  are  in  controversy  within 
tike  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

Finally,  we  are  unable  to  hold  that  the  bill 
may  be  maintained  as  presenting  a  case  of 
oontroversy  "between  a  state  and  citizens 
of  another  state." 

Jurisdiction  over  controversies  of  that 
sort  does  not  embrace  the  determination  of 
political  questions,  and,  where  no  contro- 
vert exists  between  states,  it  is  not  for  this 
court  to  restrain  the  governor  of  a  state  in 
the  discharge  of  his  executive  functions  in  a 
matter  lawfully  confided  to  his  discretion 
and  judgment.  Nor  can  we  accept  the  sug- 
gestion that  the  bill  can  be  maintained  as 
against  the  health  officer  alone  on  the  theory 
that  hia  conduct  is  in  violation  or  in  excess 
of  a  valid  law  of  the  state,  as  the  remedv  for 
that  would  clearly  lie  with  the  state  auuiori- 
ties,  and  no  refusal  to  fulfil  their  dutv  in 
that  regard  is  set  up.  In  truth  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  on  this  reoord  there  could  be  a 
oontroversy  between  the  state  of  Louisiana 
and  the  individual  defendants  without  in- 
volving a  controversy  between  the  states,  and 
such  a  controversy,  as  we  have  said,  is  not 
presented. 

Demurrer  tuatained  and  hW  diamisBed. 

lir  Justice  Wl&ito  concurred  in  the  ro- 
sitlt 

3iT.  Justice  Harlan  concurring: 
Taking  the  allegations  of  the  bill  to  be 
true— -as  upon  demurrer  must  be  done — this 
suit  cannot  be  regarded  as  one  relating  only 
to  local  regulations  that  incidentally  affect 
interstate  commerce  and  which  the  state  may 
adopt  and  maintain  in  the  ai>8ence  of  nation- 
al regulations  on  the  subject  On  the  con- 
trary, if  the  alle^tions  of  the  bill  be  true, 
the  Texas  authorities  have  gone  beyond  the 
necessities  of  the  situation,  and  established 
a  quarantine  system  that  is  absolutely  sub- 
versive of  all  commerce  between  Texas  and 
Louisiana,  particularly  commerce  between 
Texas  and  I^ew  Orleans.  This  court  has 
often  declared  that  the  states  have  the  power 
M  to  protect  the  health  of  their  people  by  po- 
*  lice  regulations  directed  to  that  ^ end,  and 
that  regulations  of  that  character  are  not 
to  be  disregarded  because  they  may  indirect- 
ly or  incidentally  affect  interstate  commerce, 
But  when  that  principle  has  been  announced 
it  has  always  been  said  that  the  police  power 
of  a  state  cannot  be  so  exerted  as  to  obstruct 
foreign  or  interstate  conunerce  beyond  the 
necessity  for  its  exercise,  and  that  the  courts 
must  guard  vigilantly  against  needless  in- 
trusion upon  the  field  committed  to  Con- 
gress. Bannihal  d  St.  J,  R.  Go.  v.  Husen, 
95  U.  S.  465,  470-473,  24  L.  ed.  527,  529-531 ; 
Bennington  v.  Georgia,  163  U.  S.  299,  313, 
818,  41  L.  ed.  166,  172,  174,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1080;  Mieeouri,  K.  d  T.  R,  Co.  v.  Haber,  160 
U.  &  613,  628,  630,  42  L.  ed.  878,  883,  884, 
18  8np.  Ct  Hep.  488.  The  present  suit  pro- 
'  \  distinctly  on  the  ground  that  the  regu- 


lations established  by  tho  authorities  of 
Texas  under  its  statute  go  beyond  what  It 
neeessaiy  to  protect  the  people  of  that  stato 
against  the  introduction  of  infectious  dis- 
eases, and  destroys  the  possibility  of  any 
commerce  between  New  Orleans  and  Texas. 
Now,  if  Texas  has  no  right,  by  its  officers,  to 
establish  regulations  that  imreasonably  or 
unnecessarily  burden  commerce  between  that 
state  and  Louisiana,  and  if  the  state  of 
Louisiana  is  entitled,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, to  have  the  validity  of  such  rec^ulations 
tested  in  a  judicial  tribunal,  then  this  court 
should  put  the  defendants  to  tiieir  answer, 
and  the  cause  should  proceed  to  a  final  decree 
upon  its  merits. 

But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  state  of 
Louisiana,  in  its  sovereign  or  corporate  ca- 
pacity, cannot  bring  any  action  in  this  court 
on  account  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  its 
bill.  The  case  involves  no  property  interest 
of  that  state.  Nor  is  Louisiana  cliarged 
with  any  duty,  nor  has  it  any  power,  to  regu- 
late interstate  commerce.  Congress  alone 
has  authority  in  that  respect  When  the 
Constitution  gave  this  court  jurisdiction  of 
controversies  between  states,  it  did  not  there- 
by authorize  a  state  to  bring  another  state 
to  the  bar  of  this  court  for  the  purpose  of 
testing  the  constitutionality  of  local  stat- 
utes or  regulations  that  do  not  affect  the 
property  or  the  powers  of  the  complaining 
state  in  its  sovereign  or  corporate  capacity, 
but  which  at  most  affect  only  the  rights  of 
individual  citizens  or  corporations  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce.  The  word  "contro-JJ 
versies"  in  the  clauses  extending  the^judicial  *■ 
powers  of  the  United  States  to  controversies 
"between  two  or  more  states,"  and  to  con- 
troversies "between  a  state  and  citizens  of  an- 
other state,"  and  the  word  "party"  in  the 
clause  declaring  that  this  court  shall  have 
original  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  "in  which  a 
state  shall  be  a  party,"  refer  to  controver- 
sies or  cases  that  are  justiciable  as  between 
the  parties  thereto,  and  not  to  controversies 
or  cases  that  do  not  involve  either  the  prop- 
erty or  powers  of  the  state  which  complains 
in  its  sovereign  or  corporate  capacity  that 
its  people  are  injuriously  affected  in  their 
rights  by  the  legislation  of  another  state. 
The  citizens  of  the  complaining  state  may,  in 
proper  cases,  invoke  judicial  protection  of 
their  property  or  rights  when  assailed  by  the 
laws  ana  authorities  of  another  state ;  but 
their  state  cannot,  even  with  their  consent, 
make  their  case  its  case  and  compel  the  of- 
fending state  and  its  authorities  to  appear  as 
defendants  in  an  action  brought  in  this 
court  If  this  be  not  so,  we  were  wrong  in 
Tfevo  Eampahire  v.  Louisiana,  108  U.  S.  76, 
27  L.  ed.  656,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  176,  in  which 
case  it  was  held  that  one  state  could  not,  by 
taking  charge  of  demands  or  debts  held  by 
its  citizens  against  another  state,  acquire  the 
right  to  bring  a  suit  in  its  name  in  this  court 
against  the  debtor  state. 

I  must  express  my  inability  to  concur  in 
that  part  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  relating 
to  the  clause  of  the  Constitution  extending 
the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  to 
controversies  "between  a  state  and  citizens 


260 


20  SUPREME  COUBT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Tbrm, 


of  another  state."  In  reference  to  a  contro- 
versy of  that  sort  the  court  says  Uiat»  where 
none  exist  between  states,  it  is  not  for  this 
court  to  restrain  the  governor  of  a  state  in 
the  discharge  of  his  executive  functions  in  a 
matter  confided  to  his  discretion  and  judg- 
ment. But  how  can  the  governor  of  a  state 
be  said  to  have  an  executive  function  to  dis- 
regard the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States?  How  can  his  state  authorize  him  to 
do  that?  It  is  one  thinff  to  compel  the  gov- 
ernor of  a  state,  by  Judicial  order,  to  take 
affirmative  action  upon  a  designated  subject. 
It  is  quite  a  different  thinff  U>  say  that,  be- 
ing directly  chaj-ged  with  the  execution  of  a 
statute,  he  may  not  be  restrained  by  judicial 
orders  from  taking  such  action  as  he  deems 
J  proper,  even  if  what  he  is  doing  and  proposes 
A  to  ao*is  forbidden  by  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land.  His  official  character  gives  him  no 
immunity  from  judicial  authority  exerted 
for  the  protection  of  the  constitutional 
rights  of  others  against  his  illegal  action. 
He  cannot  be  invested  by  his  state  with  any 
discretion  or  judgment  to  violate  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States. 

The  court  also  says  that  it  cannot  accept 
the  suggestion  that'  the  bill  can  be  main- 
tained as  against  the  health  officer  alone  on 
the  theory  that  his  conduct  is  in  violation 
or  in  excess  of  a  valid  law  of  the  state,  as  the 
remedv  for  that  would  lie  with  the  state  au- 
thorities, and  no  refusal  to  fulfil  their  duty 
in  that  regard  is  set  up;  and  that  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  how  on  this  record  there  could  be 
a  controversy  between  the  state  of  Louisi- 
ana and  the  individual  defendants  without 
iuvolving  a  controversy  between  the  states. 
But  the  important  question  presented  in 
this  case — if  the  state  of  Louisiana  '  in  its 
sovereign  capacity  can  sue  at  all  in  respect 
of  the  matters  set  out  in  the  bill — ^is  whether 
the  regulations  bein^  enforced  by  the  health 
officer  are  in  violation  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  The  opinion  of  the 
court  will  be  construed  as  meaning  that  even 
If  Louisiana  be  entitled,  in  her  sovereign  ca- 
pacity, to  complain  of  those  regulations  as 
repugnant  to  tne  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  it  could  not  proceed  in  this  court 
against  the  defendant  health  officer,  and  that 
its  only  remedy  is  to  appeal  to  the  authori- 
ties of  Texas,  that  is,  to  the  governor  of  that 
state,  who  has  power  to  control  his  codefend- 
ant,  the  health  officer,  and  who  has  approved 
the  regulations  in  question.  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  decision  supporting  this  view.  If  the 
regulations  in  question  are  in  violation  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the 
defendant  health  officer,  I  submit,  may,  with- 
out any  previous  appeal  to  the  governor  of 
Texas,  be  restrained  from  enforcing  them, 
either  at  the  suit  of  individuals  injuriously 
affected  by  their  being  enforced,  or  at  the 
suit  of  Louisiana  in  its  corporate  capacity, 
provided  that  state  could  sue  at  all  in  re- 
spect of  such  matters. 
Although  unable  to  assent  to  the  grounds 
Jj  vpon  which  the  court  rests  its  opinion,  I  con- 
*  eur  in  the  judgment  dismissing  the  suit  sole- 
ly upon  the  ground  that  the  state  of  Louisi- 
ana in  its  sovereign  or  corporate  capacity 
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Mr.  Justice  Bvowm  eoneiinlng  in  the  r^ 

suit: 

I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  if  the  state 
of  Texas  had  placed  an  embargo  upon  the 
entire  oommeroe  between  Louisiana  and 
Texas  the  state  of  Louisiana  would  not  be 
sufficiently  representative  of  the  ffreat  body 
of  her  eitizens  to  maintain  this  bill. 

In  view  of  the  solicitude  which  from  time 
immemorial  states  have  manifested  for  the 
interest  of  their  own  citizens;  of  the  fact 
that  wars  are  frequently  waged  by  states  in 
vindication  of  individual  rights,  of  which 
the  last  war  with  England,  the  opium  war 
of  1840  between  Great  Britain  and  China, 
and  the  war  which  is  now  being  carried  on 
in  South  Africa  between  Great  Britain  ana 
the  Transvaal  Republic,  are  all  notable  exam- 
ples ;  of  the  further  fact  that  treaties  are  en- 
tered into  for  the  protection  of  individual 
rights,  that  international  tribunals  are  con- 
stantly being  established  for  the  settlement 
of  rights  of  private  parties, — it  would  seem 
a  strange  anomaly  if  a  state  of  this  union, 
which  is  prohibited  by  the  Constitution  from 
levying  war  upon  anotiier  state,  could  not 
invoke  the  authority  of  this  court  by  suit 
to  raise  an  embargo  which  had  been  estab- 
lished by  another  state  against  its  citizens 
and  their  property. 

An  embargo,  though  not  an  act  of  war,  is 
frequently  resorted  to  as  preliminary  to  a 
declaration  of  war,  and  may  be  treated  un- 
der certain  circumstances  as  a  sufficient 
casus  belli.  The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  the 
extreme  one  of  a  total  stoppage  of  all  com- 
merce between  the  most  important  city  in 
Louisiana  and  the  entire  state  of  Texas;  and 
while  I  fully  agree  that  resort  cannot  be 
had  to  this  court  to  vindicate  the  rights  of 
individual  citizens,  or  any  particular  num- 
ber of  individuals,  where  a  state  has  as- 
sumed to  prohibit  all  kinds  of  commerce 
with  the  chief  city  of  another  state,  I  think 
her  motive  for  doing  so  is  the  proper  sub- 
ject of  judicial  inquiry.  ^ 
*  It  is  true  that  individual  citizens  whose  • 
rights  are  seriously  affected  by  a  system  of 
nonintercourse  might,  perhaps,  maintain  ■ 
bill  of  this  kind;  but  to  make  the  remedy 
effective  it  would  be  necessary  to  institute 
a  multiplicity  of  suits,  to  carry  on  a  litiga- 
tion practically  against  a  state  in  the  courts 
of  that  state,  and  to  assume  the  entire  pe- 
cuniary burden  of  such  litigation,  when  all 
the  inhabitants  of  the  complaining  state  are 
more  or  less  interested  in  the  result. 

But  the  objection  to  the  present  bill  is 
that  it  does  not  allege  the  stoppage  of  all 
commerce  between  the  two  states,  but  be- 
tween the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  the  state 
of  Texas,  llie  controversy  is  not  one  in 
which  the  citizens  of  Louisiana  generally 
can  be  assumed  to  be  interested,  but  only  the 
citizens  of  New  Orleans,  and  it  therefore 
seems  to  me  that  the  state  is  not  the  proper 
party  complainant. 
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OREGON  ft  CALIFORNIA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  John  A.  Harlbttrt»  azid 
Thomas  L.  EvaoA. 

Railroad  land  grant — effeet  of  filing  map  of 
aeneral  route — suhsequent  grant  of  tame 
landa. 

1*  The  grant  of  public  lands  made  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  by  tbe 
act  of  Congrees  of  July  2,  1864,  was  In  tbe 
nature  of  a  float,  and  excluded  all  lands  that 
had  been  reseryed,  sold,  or  otherwise  appro- 
priated before  the  filing  of  a  map  showing 
the  definite  location  of  the  line  of  the  road. 

t.  The  filing  of  a  map  of  the  general  route  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  did  not,  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location, 
constitute  such  a  disposal  of  lands  within  the 
exterior  lines  of  that  route  as  to  preclude  a 
subsequent  grant  of  the  lands  to  another  com- 
pany. 

[No.  9.] 

Argued  April  H,  1890,    Decided  January  8, 
1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  reversing  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  canceling  a  grant  of  public  lands 
to  a  railroad  company  and  certain  deeds  exe- 
cuted by  the  company.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  48  U.  S.  App.  1.  77 
Fed.  Rep.  67,  23  C.  C.  A.  15. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Solicitor  General  Richards  for  ap- 
pellant. 

Messrs.  Xiewis  E.  Payson,  Joseph  H. 
Ohoate,  and  Charles  H.  Tweed  for  appellees. 

*  ^  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
•f  the  court: 

This  suit  involves  the  title  to  a  large  body 
of  lands  in  the  state  of  Oregon,  covered  by 
Datents  issued  by  the  United  States  to  the 
Oregon  &  California  Railroad  Company,  a 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  Ore- 
gon. Its  object  is  to  obtain  a  decree  cancel- 
ing those  patents  as  well  as  certain  convey- 
ances made  by  the  company. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  the  Attorney 
Ckneral  in  1808«  under  the  auUiority  of  the 
act  of  March  3,  1887,  entitled  *^Aii  Act 
to  Provide  for  the  Adjustment  of  Land 
Grants  Made  by  Congress  To  Aid  in  the  Con- 
struction of  Railroads,  and  for  the  Forfeit- 
ure of  Unearned  Lands,  and  for  Other  Pur- 
poses." By  that  act  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior was  directed  to  adjust,  in  accordance 
with  the  decisions  of  this  court,  each  of  the 
railroad  land  grants  made  by  Congress  to  aid 
In  the  construction  of  railroads  and  thereto- 
fore unadjusted.  Its  2d  section  provided 
that  ^if  it  shall  appear,  upon  the  completion 
of  such  adjustments  respectfully  [respective- 
ly], or  sooner,  that  lands  have  been,  from 
any  cause,  heretofore  erroneously  certified  or 
patented,  by  the  United  States,  to  or  for  the 
use  or  banefit  of  any  company  claiming  by, 
through,  or  under   grant  from  the   United 
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States  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  ndl- 
road,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  S 
of  the  Interior  to  thereupon*  demand  from* 
such  eompanv  a  relinquishment  or  reconvey- 
ance to  tne  United  States  of  all  such  lands, 
whether  within  granted  or  indemnity  lim- 
its; and  if  such  companT  shall  neglect  or  fail 
to  so  reconvey  such  lands  to  the  United 
States  within  ninety  davs  after  the  afore- 
said demand  shall  have  been  made,  it  shall 
thereupon  be  the  duly  of  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral to  commence  and  prosecute  in  the  prop- 
er courts  the  necessary  proceedings  to  oan(»l 
all  patents,  certification,  or  other  evidence  of 
title  heretofore  issued  for  such  lands  and  to 
restore  the  title  thereof  to  the  United 
SUtes."      24  SUt  at  L.  556,  chap.  376. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  bill  for 
want  of  equity,  but  the  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled. 57  Fed.  Rep.  800.  They  then  laied  a 
joint  and  several  answer,  and  proofs  were 
taken  by  the  parties.  By  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court,  patents  of  May  0th,  1871,  July 
12th,  1871,  June  22d,  1871,  and  June  18th, 
1877,  purporting  to  convey  to  the  Or^on  & 
California  Railroad  Company  the  lands  in 
dispute  ( which  are  fully  described  by  metet 
and  bounds  in  the  decree),  were  canceled  as 
being  null  and  void.  By  the  same  decree  a 
warranty  deed  of  February  26th,  1880,  to 
the  defendant  John  A.  Hurlburt,  a  deed  of 
November  5th,  1870,  to  Jacob  Goldstrap, — 
each  of  which  deeds  were  executed  by  the 
railroad  company, — a  deed  by  Goldstrap  to 
Sylvester  Evans,  and  a  deed  from  the  latter 
to  Thomas  L.  Evans  of  July  13th,  1883,  were 
also  canceled  as  null  and  void.  60  Fed.  Rep. 
800.  The  case  was  then  carried  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals,  where  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  was  reversed,  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  bill.  48  U.  S.  App.  1,  77  Fed. 
Rep.  67,  23  C.  C.  A.  15. 

The  facts  necessary  to  a  clear  understand- 
ing of  the  questions  raised  by  the  pleadings 
are  as  follows: 

By  an  act  approved  July  25th,  1866,  Con* 
gross  authorized  the  California  k  Oregon 
Railroad  Company,  a  California  corporation* 
and  such  company  as  the  legislature  of  Ore- 
gon should  thereafter  designate,  to  lay  out, 
locate,  construct,  finish,  and  maintain  a  rail* 
road  and  telegraph  line  between  Portland, 
Or^n,  and  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  in 
California;  tha  Oregon  company  to  construct 
that  part  of  the  line  in  Or^;on,  beginning  at 
Portland  and  running  thence  southerly 
through  the  Willamette,  Umpqua,  and  Rogue  JJ 
river  vsJleys  to  the*  southern  boundary  of  * 
Oregon,  where  it  was  to  connect  with  the 
part  constructed  in  California  by  the  Cali- 
fornia corporation.  14  Stat  at  L.  230,  240, 
241,  chap.  242. 

For  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construe 
tion  of  such  railroad  and  telegraph  line,  and 
to  secure  the  safe  and  speedy  transportation 
of  the  mails,  troops,  munitions  of  war,  and 
public  stores  over  the  line  of  the  railroad, 
ev«ry  alternate  section  of  public  land,  not 
mineral,  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the 
amount  of  twenty  alternate  sections  per  mile 
(ten  on  each  side)  of  the  railroad  line,  were 
granted  to  those  companies,  their  successors 
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and  ftBsigns.  If  the  alternate  eections  or 
parts  of  sections  so  granted  were  found  to 
faave  been  "granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied 
1^  homestead  settlers,  pre-empted,  or  other- 
wise disposed  of"  other  lands,  designated  as 
aforesaia,  were  to  be  selected  by  the  compa- 
nies in  lieu  thereof,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  alternate 
sections  designated  by  odd  numbers,  nearest 
to  and  not  more  than  10  miles  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  first-named  alternate  sections. 
It  was  made  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  as  soon  as  the  companies,  or  either 
of  them,  filed  in  his  office  a  map  of  the  survey 
of  the  railroad  or  any  portion  thereof,  not 
less  than  60  continuous  miles  from  either 
terminus,  to  withdraw  from  sale  the  lands 
granted  on  either  side  of  the  railroad  as  far 
as  located  and  within  the  limits  specified.  { 
2. 

Whenever  the  companies,  or  either  of 
them,  had  20  or  more  consecutive  miles 
of  any  portion  of  the  railroad  and  telegraph 
line  ready  for  service,  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  President  to  appoint  three  commissioners 
to  examine  the  same,  and  when  it  appeared 
that  20  consecutivemilesof  rail  road  and  tele- 
graph had  been  completed  and  equipped  in  all 
respects  as  required,  the  commissioners  were 
to  report  the  fact  under  oath  to  the  Presi- 
dent, whereupon  patents  were  to  issue  for 
the  lands  granted,  to  the  extent  of  and  con- 
terminous with  the  completed  section  of  the 
railroad  and  telegraph  line;  and  from  time 
to  time  whenever  20  or  more  consecutive 
miles  of  road  and  telegraph  were  completed 
and  equipped,  patents  were  to  be  issued  upon 
the  report  of  the  commissioners,  and  so  on 
until  the  entire  railroad  and  telegraph  au* 
2  thorized  were  constructed.  §  4. 
•  'The  companies  were  required  to  file  their 
assent  to  the  act  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  within  one  year  after  its  passage, 
and  complete  the  first  section  of  20  miles 
ef  the  railroad  and  telegraph  within  two 
years,  and  at  least  20  miles  in  each  year 
thereafter,  and  the  whole  on  or  before  the 
Ist  day  of  July,  1876;  the  railroad  to  be  of 
the  same  gauge  as  the  Central  Pacific  Rail* 
road  of  California,  and  connect  therewith. 
<  6. 

In  case  the  companies  failed  to  comply 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  required  by 
not  filing  their  assent  thereto  as  provided  in 
9  6  of  the  act,  or  by  not  completing  the 
same  as  provided  in  that  section,  the  act  was 
to  be  null  and  void,  and  all  the  lands  not 
conveyed  by  patent  to  the  company  or  com- 
panies, as  the  case  might  be,  at  the  date  of 
such  failure,  should  revert  to  the  United 
States;  and  if  the  road  and  telegraph  line 
were  not  kept  in  repair  and  fit  for  use  after 
the  same  were  completed.  Congress  oould 
pass  an  act  to  put  them  in  repair  and  use 
and  direct  the  income  therefrom  to  be  de- 
voted to  the  United  States  to  repay  all  ex- 
penditures caused  by  the  default  or  neglect 
of  the  companies  or  either  of  them,  or  fix 
pecuniary  responsibility  not  exceeding  the 
value  of  the  lands  granted  by  the  act.  fi  8. 
It  appears  from  the  bill  filed  by  the  United 


States  that,  by  Joint  resolution  of  October 
20th,  1868,  the  legislature  of  Oregon  desig- 
nated the  Oregon  Central  Railroad  Company 
to  receive  the  privileges  and  franchises  and 
to  perform  the  duties  mentioned  in  the  act 
of  July  25th,  1866;  that  on  the  29th  day  of 
October,  1869,  that  company,  having  pre- 
viously accepted  the  grant  contained  in  Uiat 
act,  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
its  map  of  "definite  location"  opposite  to 
the  lands  in  suit;  that  this  map  was  accepted 
by  the  Secretary  on  January  29th,  1870; 
that  in  February,  1870,  the  lands  in  dispute 
were  all  withdrawn  in  pursuance  of  orders 
issued  by  that  officer ;  that  on  or  about  April 
4th,  1870,  the  Oregon  &  California  Railroad 
Company,  a  corporation  of  Oregon,  became 
the  successor  and  assignee  of  the  Oregon 
Central  Railroad  Company;  that  the  road 
of  that  company  was  duly  constructed  op- 
posite  the  lands  in  dispute  within  the  time  5 
limited*  by  law  for  the  completion  of  that  * 
portion;  and  that  two  sections  of  20  miles 
each  were  examined  by  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  President,  and,  their  report 
having  been  accepted  by  him,  patents  for 
the  lands  conterminous  with  those  sections 
were  ordered  to  be  and  were  issued. 

The  bill  contained  these  averments; 
"Your  orator  shows  that  all  the  lands  here- 
inbefore described  are  icithin  the  limits  of 
the  grant  as  prescribed  in  said  act  of  Julv 
25th,  1866,  tchether  place  or  indemnity.  And 
your  orator  shows  that  the  entire  line  of 
railroad  of  the  said  Oregon  d  California 
Railroad  Company  has  been  fully  constructed 
and  been  duly  accepted  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States  after  due  reports  by  com- 
missioners  on  the  several  sections  thereof, 
and  has  been  continuously,  and  stiU  is,  oper* 
ated  by  said  company;  but  a  portion  of  said 
road,  to  wit,  163  miles,  was  constructed  aft- 
er July  1st,  1880." 

Referring  to  the  conveyances  made  by  the 
railroad  company  to  the  individual  defend- 
ants, the  bill  admits  that  the  purchasers 
went  into  actual  possession,  made  valuable 
and  permanent  improvements,  and  remained 
thereafter  in  possession.  It  then  alleges 
that  "John  A.  Hurlburt  and  Thomas  L. 
Evans  each  claim  the  title  to  said  lands  re- 
spectively in  fee  simple,  and  your  orator 
concedes  that  they  were  severally  purchased 
and  granted  from  the  said  Oregon  &  Cali- 
fornia Railroad  Company  in  good  faith  for 
value,  relying  on  the  apparent  title  to  said 
lands  under  said  patent  from  orator  to  said 
railroad  company,  and  without  actual  no- 
tice of  any  defect  in  the  title  of  said  company 
to  said  lands,  as  set  forth  in  this  bill.  But 
orator  insists  that  they  were  chargeable  with 
constructive  notice  of  the  several  acts  of 
Congress,  and  that  under  the  said  acts  of 
Congress  and  the  acts  and  doings  of  the  said 
railroad  company  no  title  could  pass  to  said 
Hurlburt  and  Evans,  and  that  said  patent 
should  be  canceled  as  to  them,  as  well  as  to 
the  grantee  therein,  the  said  Oregon  &.  Cali- 
fornia Railroad  Company." 

In  view  of  these  facts,  if  the  case  depended 
alone  on  the  act  of  July  25th,  1866,  the  title 
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of  the  defendants  to  these  lands^  as  against 
the  United  States,  could  not  be  <jue8tioned. 
g  The  government,  however,  has  insisted  in 
»  its  bil]  that  the* issuing  of  the  patents  to 
the  Oregon  &  California  Railroad  Company 
was  without  authority  of  law.  This  con- 
tention rests  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
lands  80  patented— although  within  the 
limits  of  the  grant  contained  in  the  act  of 
July  25th,  18G6«  and  within  the  line  of  the 
Oregon  Company  as  definitely  located — were 
excluded  from  that  grant  hecause  Included 
in  the  grant  previously  made  to  the  North 
em  Pacific  Railroad  Company  by  the  act  of 
July  2,  1864  (13  Stat  at  L.  365,  chap.  217) ; 
in  which  case  it  is  insisted  that  they  were 
forfeited  to  the  United  States  by  the  act  of 
September  29th,  1890,  and  should  be  so  ad- 
judged.   26  SUt  at  L.  496,  chap.  1040. 

I^  the  last-named  act  it  was  among  other 
thinffs  provided:  "8  1*  That  there  is  here- 
by n>rfeited  to  the  IJnited  States,  and  the 
United  States  hereby  resumes  the  title 
thereto,  all  lands  heretofore  granted  to  any 
state  or  to  any  corporation  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  con- 
terminous with  the  portion  of  any  such  rail- 
road not  now  completed  and  in  operation, 
for  the  construction  or  benefit  of  which  such 
lands  were  eranted;  and  all  such  lands  are 
declared  to  be  a  part  of  the  public  domain; 
Provided,  That  this  act  shall  not  be  con- 
strued as  forfeiting  the  right  of  way  or 
station  grounds  of  any  railroad  company 
heretofore  granted."  "fi  6.  That  no  lands 
declared  forfeited  to  the  United  States  by 
this  act  shall  by  reason  of  such  forfeiture 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  state  or  corpora- 
tion to  which  lands  may  have  been  granted 
by  Congress,  except  as  herein  otherwise  pro- 
vided; nor  shall  this  act  be  construed  to  en- 
large the  area  of  land  originally  covered 
by  any  such  grant,  or  to  confer  any  right 
upon  any  state,  corporation,  or  person  to 
lands  which  were  excepted  from  such  grant 
Nor  shall  the  moiety  of  the  lands  granted  to 
any  railroad  company  on  account  of  a  main 
and  a  branch  line  appertaining  to  uncom- 
pleted road,  and  hereby  forfeited,  within  the 
conflicting  limits  of  the  grants  for  such  main 
and  branch  lines,  when  but  one  of  such  lines 
has  been  completed,  inure  by  virtue  of  the 
forfeiture  hereby  declared  to  the  benefit  of 
the  completed  line."  26  SUt  at  L.  496, 
chap.  1040. 
9  The  contention  of  the  government  renders 
f  it  necessary  to*  ascertain  what  interest,  if 
any,  was  acquired  by  the  Northern  Pacillc 
Railroad  Company  in  these  lands  by  virtue 
of  the  act  of  July  2d,  1864. 

By  that  act  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  was  created  a  corporation,  with 
authority  to  build  a  railroad  and  telegraph 
line  from  a  point  on  Lake  Superior  in  Wis- 
consin or  Minnesota,  westerly  by  the  most 
eligible  route,  aa  should  be  determined  by  the 
eonipany,  on  a  line  north  of  the  45th  degree 
of  latitude,  to  some  point  on  Puget's  sound, 
''with  a  branch  via  the  valley  of  the  Colum- 
bia river  to  a  point  at  or  near  Portland,  in 
the  state  of  Oregon,  leaving  the  main  trunk 


line  at  the  most  suitable  place,  not  more  than 
300  miles  from  its  western  terminus."  The 
grant  to  that  company  was  of  "every  alter- 
nate section  of  public  land,  not  mineral, 
designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the  amount  of 
twenty  alternate  sections  per  mile  on  each 
side  of  said  railroad  line  as  said  company 
mav  adopt  through  the  territories  of  the 
United  States,  ana  ten  alternate  sections  of 
land  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  railroad 
whenever  it  passes  through  any  state,  and 
whenever,  on  the  line  thereof,  the  United 
States  have  full  title,  not  reserved,  sold, 
granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  free 
from  pre-emption,  or  other  claims  or  rights, 
at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely 
fixed  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  Commissioner  of  the  Chnerdl  Land  Of' 
flee;  and  whenever,  prior  to  said  time,  niow 
of  said  sections  or  parts  of  sections,  shall 
have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied 
by  homestead  settlers,  or  pre-empted,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of,  other  lands  shall  be 
selected  by  said  oompany  in  lieu  thereof,  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  Secretarv  of  the  In- 
terior, in  alternate  sections,  and  designated 
by  odd  numbers,  not  more  than  10  miles  be- 
yond the  limits  of  said  alternate  sections." 

By  other  sections  of  the  act  it  was  pro- 
vided: fi  6.  **That  the  President  of  the 
United  States  shall  cause  the  lands  to  be  sur- 
veyed for  40  miles  in  width  on  both  sides  of 
the  entire  line  of  said  road,  after  the  general 
route  shall  be  fixed,  and  as  fast  as  may  be 
required  by  the  construction  of  said  rail- 
road; and  the  odd  sections  of  land  hereby 
granted  shall  not  be  liable  to  sale,  or  entry, 
oi-  pre-emption  before  or  after  they  are  sur-  g 
veyed,^except  by  said  company,  as  provided  • 
in  this  act;  but  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
September,  eighteen  hundred  and  forty-one, 
grsnting  pre-emption  rights,  and  the  acts 
amendatory  thereof,  and  of  the  act  entitled 
'An  Act  To  Secure  Homesteads  to  Actual 
Settlers  on  the  Public  Domain,'  approved 
May  twenty,  eighteen  hundred  andsixty^two, 
shall  be,  and  the  same  are  herebv,  extended 
to  all  other  lands  on  the  line  of  said  road 
when  surveyed,  excepting  those  hereby 
granted  to  said  company.  And  the  reserved 
alternate  sections  snail  not  be  sold  by  the 
government  at  a  price  less  than  two  dollars 
and  fiftv  cents  per  acre  when  offered  for 
sale.''  {  8.  "That  each  and  every  grant, 
right,  and  privilege  herein  are  so  made  and 
given  to,  and  accepted  by,  said  Northern 
Pscific  Railroad  Company,  upon  and  subject 
to  the  following  conditions,  namely:  That 
the  said  company  shall  commence  the  work 
on  said  road  within  two  years  from  the  ap- 
proval of  this  act  by  the  President  and  shall 
complete  not  less  than  50  miles  per  year  after 
the  second  year,  and  shall  construct,  equip, 
furnish,  and  complete  the  whole  road  by  the 
fourth  day  of  July,  anno  Domini  eighteen 
hundred  and  seventy-six."  By  %  20  it  was 
declared  that  "Congress  may  at  any  time, 
having  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  said 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  add  to, 
alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  act"  13  Stat  at 
L.  365,  chap.  217. 

On  the  6th  day  of  March,  1865,  Josiah 
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Perh&m,  president  of  the  Northern  Padllo 
Railroad  Company,  addressed  to  Mr.  Usher, 
then  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  following 
communication:  'IJnder  authority  from  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Northern  Paciflo 
Railroad  Company,  I  have  designated  on  the 
accompanying  map  in  red  ink  the  general 
line  of  their  railroad  from  a  point  on  Lake 
Superior,  in  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  to  a 
point  on  Puget  sound,  in  Washington  terri- 
tory, via  the  Columbia  river;  adopted  by  said 
company  as  the  line  of  said  railroad,  subject 
only  to  such  variations  as  may  be  found 
necessary  after  more  specific  surveys,  and  I 
respectfully  ask  that  tne  same  may  be  filed 
In  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  toother  with  a  copy  of  the 
charter  and  organization  of  said  company, 
g  and  that  under  your  directions  the  lands 
•  granted  to  said  company^mav  be  marked  and 
withdrawn  from  sale  In  conformity  to  law.** 
Under  date  of  March  0th,  1865,  Secretary 
Usher  wrote  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office  as  follows:  "Herewith 
I  transmit  a  map  upon  which  the  'general 
line'  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad,  as 
adopted  by  the  board  of  directors  of  that 
railroad  company,  is  delineated ;  also  a  copy 
of  the  letter  of  the  president  of  said  com- 
pany, dated  the  6th  instant,  requesting  that 
the  granted  lands  alons  said  line  be  with- 
drawn  from  market,  in  view  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  8d  and  6th  sections  of  the  act 
of  Congress,  approved  July  2d,  1864,  should 
you  perceive  no  objection,  I  think  that  the 
odd-numbered  sections  alone  the  line  for  10 
miles  in  width  on  each  side  in  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin,  and  for  20  miles  in  width  on  each 
side  along  that  part  of  the  line  extending 
through  the  territories  westward  to  Puget 
sound,  may  be  withdrawn  as  requested,  as 
preliminary  to  the  final  survey  and  location 
of  said  railroad.  The  even-numbered  sec- 
tions alone  the  line  will,  however,  be  subject 
to  disposal  by  the  United  States,  as  provided 
in  the  6th  section  of  said  act  of  Congress." 

No  immediate  reply  seems  to  have  been 
made  to  the  letter  of  Secretary  Usher.  But 
on  June  22d,  1866,  Mr.  Wilson,  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  addresed 
to  Mr.  Harlan«  then  Secretary  of  the  In* 
terior,  a  communication  in  which  he  referred 
to  the  above  letter  of  Secretary  Usher,  and 
in  which  he  assigned  many  reasons  why  the 
Perham  map  was  wholly  inadequate  for  the 
purposes  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  it; 
namely,  the  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  all 
the  public  lands  within  the  exterior  lines  in- 
dicated by  that  map.  Among  other  things 
Mr.  Wilson  said  in  his  communication :  "Of 
course,  no  withdrawal  can  now  be  made  on 
account  of  the  road  in  the  region  of  country 
extending  across  that  part  of  the  continent  be- 
tween the  west  boundary  of  Minnesota  to  the 
eastern  surveys  of  Washington  territory,  be- 
cause over  that  territory  the  lines  of  the 
public  surveys  have  not  yet  been  established. 
In  this  extended  locality  the  withdrawal 
j  should  only  be  ordered  as  the  public  surveys 
o  are  advanced  and  survey*of  railroad  estab- 
lished, in  like  manner  as  indicated  under  first 


head.  A  general  withdrawal  upon  oonjeet- 
ural  or  uncertain  basis  might  result  in  snnt- 
ting  out  from  settlement  large  bodies  ol 
land  which  an  actual  survey  would  show  not 
within  the  grant,  while  lands  would  b« 
omitted  from  the  withdrawals  which  the  sur- 
vey might  require  to  be  included.  Then,  it 
is  not  sound  policnr  nor  is  there  any  warrant 
in  our  land  legislation  for  doing  any  act 
the  tendency  of  which  would  give  preference 
to  satisfy  a  grant  on  such  a  stupendous 
scale  as  this,  while  individual  claims  under 
our  general  system  of  land  laws,  homestead, 
pre-emption,  and  sales  would  be  unaided  by 
any  such  preliminary  discriminating  pro- 
ceeding. The  result  of  a  premature  with- 
drawal on  uncertain  basis  woufd  be  unjust 
to  the  pioneer  settler,  detrimental  to  the  pub- 
lic interests  in  arresting  the  progress  of  se^ 
tlement  and  disposal  in  that  direction  of  tht 
public  domain,  and  to  that  extent  checking 
the  growth  and  prosperity  of  our  frontier, 
and  that»  too,  in  the  vicinity  of  a  colonial 
dependence  of  a  powerful  nation;  would  be 
a  prejudice  to  the  interest  of  the  railroad 
grant  itself  in  excluding  settlers  and  im- 
migrants, whose  labor  and  means  would  en- 
hance the  value  of  such  lands  as  in  the  ordi- 
nary progressive  operations  of  the  land 
system  would  in  due  time  fall  to  the  grant. 
The  land  system  should  be  so  administered 
that  all  the  different  acts  of  land  legislation 
may  be  at  the  same  tim«  In  full  operation, 
giving  precedence  to  no  one  law  over  an- 
other, unless  where  the  term  of  the  law  indi- 
cate the  public  will  to  be  otherwise,  leaving 
corporate  or  other  grantees  and  individuals 
respectively  to  have  the  benefit  of  thoir 
superior  diligence  in  establishing  and  com- 
pleting their  several  claims  according  to  law. 
For  these  considerations  this  office  declines 
ordering  a  withdrawal  until  authenticated 
maps  of  the  actual  survey  of  the  several  por- 
tions of  the  route  shall  be  successively  filed 
from  time  to  time  to  completion,  showing 
the  connection  of  said  portions  with  the  lines 
of  the  public  surveys,  yet  respectfully  sub- 
mits the  foregoing  considerations  for  sudi 
directions  as  the  Secretary  may  be  pleased 
to  give  in  the  premises  for  the  government 
of  this  office."  % 

*0n  the  10th  day  of  April,  1869,  Congress  • 
passed  a  joint  resolution  granting  a  right  of 
way  for  tne  construction  of  a  railroad  from  a 
point  at  or  near  Portland,  Oregon,  to  a  point 
west  of  the  Cascade  mountains  in  Wasninff- 
ton  territory.  That  resolution  provided: 
''That  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany be,  and  hereby  is,  authorized  to  extend 
its  branch  line  from  a  point  at  or  near  Port- 
land, Oregon,  to  some  suitable  point  on 
Puget  sound,  to  be  determined  by  said  com- 
pany, and  also  to  connect  the  same  with  its 
main  line  west  of  the  Cascade  mountains, 
in  the  territory  of  Washington;  said  exten- 
sion being  subject  to  all  the  conditions  and 
provisions,  and  said  company  in  respeet 
thereto  being  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and 
privileges  conferred  by  the  act  incorporating 
said  company,  and  all  acts  additional  to 
and  amendatory  thereof;     Provided,    lliat 
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■aid  compftny  shall  not  be  entitled  to  anj 
subsidy  in  money,  bonds,  or  additional  lands 
of  the  United  States,  in  respect  to  said  ex- 
tension of  its  branch  line  as  aforesaid,  except 
such  lands  as  may  be  included  in  the  right 
of  way  on  the  line  of  such  extension  as  it 
may  be  located:  And  provided,  further. 
That  at  least  twenty-five  miles  of  said  ex- 
tension  shall  be  constructed  before  the  sec- 
ond day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and 
seventy-one,  and  forty  miles  per  year  there- 
after until  the  whole  of  said  extension  shall 
be  completed."  16  Stat,  at  L.  57.  No  ac- 
tion was  taken  under  that  resolution  because 
it  contained  no  grant  of  lands;  and  it  is  not 
contended  that  it  has  any  material  bearing  on 
this  case.  It  is  referred  to  merely  as  part 
of  the  history  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad. 

After  the  map  of  the  definite  location  of 
the  Oregon  Company  had  been  filed  and  ac- 
cepted,— ^namely,  on  the  31st  of  May,  1870, — 
Congress  passed  a  joint  resolution  authoriz- 
ing the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
to  issue  bonds  to  aid  in  the  construction  and 
equipment  of  its  road,  "and  to  secure  the 
same  by  mortgage  on  its  property  and  rights 
of  property  of  all  kinds  and  descriptions, 
real,  personal,  and  mixed,  including  its 
franchise  as  a  corporation;  .  .  .  and 
also  to  locate  and  construct,  under  the  pro- 
visions and  with  the  privileges,  grants,  and 
J  duties  provided  for  in  its  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, its  main* road  to  some  point  on  Puget 
sound,  via  the  valley  of  the  Columbia  river, 
with  the  right  to  locate  and  construct  its 
branch  from  some  convenient  point  on  its 
main  trunk  line  across  the  Cascade  moun- 
tains to  Puget  sound;  and  in  the  event  of 
there  not  being  in  any  state  or  territory  in 
which  said  main  line  or  branch  may  be  lo- 
cated, at  the  time  of  the  final  location  there- 
of, the  amount  of  lands  per  mile  granted  by 
Congress  to  said  company,  within  the  limits 
prescribed  by  its  charter,  then  said  company 
■hall  be  entitled,  under  the  directions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  receive  so  many 
sections  of  land  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  and  designated  by  odd  numbers,  in 
such  state  or  territory,  within  ten  miles  on 
each  side  of  said  road,  beyond  the  limits  pre- 
scribed in  said  charter,  as  will  make  up  such 
deficiency,  on  said  main  line  or  branch,  ex- 
cept mineral  and  other  lands  as  excepted  in 
the  charter  of  said  company  of  1864,  to  the 
amount  of  the  lands  that  have  been  granted, 
sold,  reserved,  occupied  by  homest^^  set- 
tlers, pre-empted,  or  otherwise  disposed  of 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July 
2,  1864.  And  that  twenty-five  miles  of  said 
main  line  between  its  western  terminus  and 
the  city  of  Portland,  in  the  state  of  Oregon, 
shall  be  completed  by  the  first  day  of  Janu- 
ary, anno  Domini  eighteen  hundred  and 
seventy- two,  and  forty  miles  of  the  remain- 
ing portion  thereof  each  year  thereafter,  until 
the  whole  shall  be  completed  between  said 
points."  16  Stat,  at  L.  378.  As  said  by  Mr. 
Justice  Lamar,  when  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior: ''By  this  resolution  the  designa- 
of  the  lines  of  the  road  was  changed; 


that  which  by  the  mnting  act  [July  2d 
1864]  was  known  as  uie  branch  line  (via  the 
valley  of  the  Columbia  river  to  a  point  at  or 
near  Portland,  in  the  state  of  Oregon)  was 
changed  to  main  road  or  main  line,  and  that 
which  had  been  designated  as  main  lint 
(crossing  the  Cascade  mountains  to  Puget 
sound)  was  changed  to  branch  line."  6  U. 
S.  Land  Dec  400;  United  States  v.  North- 
ern P.  R.  Co.  152  U.  8.  284,  299,  88  L.  ed. 
443,  449,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  598. 

On  the  4th  day  of  August,  1870,  two  maps 
constituting  a  map  of  general  route  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  were 
presented  to  Uie  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
The  bill  alleged  that  those  maps  designated  % 
a  route  following  the* Columbia  river  from* 
Wallula,  Washington  territory,  to  a  point 
on  the  north  side  of  that  river  opposite  Port- 
land, Oregon,  and  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  on  the  13th  day  of  August,  1870, 
in  due  form  accepted  them  and  directed  the 
withdrawal  of  lands  opposite  that  line.  With- 
drawals were  accordingly  made  August  ISth, 
1870,  and  October  27th,  1870,  and  they  em* 
braced  the  lands  here  in  controversy.  The 
bill  referred  to  these  maps  as  maps  of  "gen- 
eral route,"  but  in  an  amended  bill  the  gov- 
ernment reserved  the  right  to  insist,  if  it 
should  be  thereafter  advised  to  do  so,  that 
the  map  filed  August  4th,  1870,  and  the  one 
filed  March  6th,  1865,  ''were  maps  of  definite 
location  of  said  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
of  its  line  from  Wallula  Junction  to  Port- 
land, Oregon." 

There  never  was  any  withdrawal  of  in- 
demity  lands  on  the  proposed  line  between 
Wallula  and  Portland,  nor  any  definite  )oc«- 
tion  or  oonetruotion  of  the  road  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  opposite 
to  the  lands  in  suit. 

Proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  the 
case  upon  its  merits,  we  observe  that  many 
questions  of  difficulty  and  importance  have 
been  discussed  by  learned  counsel  both  at  the 
bar  and  in  their  printed  arguments,  which 
we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  determine. 
In  our  judgment  the  case  is  within  a  very 
narrow  compass. 

What  was  the  extent  of  the  grant  of  public 
lands  made  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  by  the  act  of  July  2d,  18647  That 
grant  did  not  embrace  all  the  odd-numbered 
sections  within  the  exterior  lines  of  any  sen- 
eral  route  that  might  have  been  adopted  by 
the  company,  nor  all  within  the  40  miles  in 
width  that  might  have  been  surveyed  imder 
the  order  of  the  President  {%  6)  on  each  side 
of  the  entire  line  of  the  road  after  such  gen- 
eral route  had  been  designated.  It  was  in 
the  nature  of  a  "float,"  no  right  or  title  to 
any  particular  sections  becoming  certain  un- 
til a  definite  location  of  route.  Missouri,  K, 
d  T.  R.  Oo.  V.  Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  97  U.  S.  491, 
24  L.  ed.  1095;  GrinneU  v.  Ohioago,  R,  L  d 
P.  R.  Co.  103  U.  S.  739,  742,  26  L.  ed.  456, 
457;  Van  Wyck  v.  Knevais,  106  U.  S.  360, 
366,  27  L.  ed.  201,  203,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  336; 
Kansas  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Dunmeyer,  118  U.  S.  629, 
634,  28  L.  ed.  1122,  1123,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
566;  Wisconsin  C.  R.  Oo.  v.  Prtoe  County, 
133  U.  S.  496, 83  L.  ed.  687, 10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
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•  341;  Deaerei  Salt  Co.  v.  Tarpey,  142  U.  8. 
241,  35  L.  ed.  999,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  158; 
Sioux  City  d  I.  P.  Town  Lot  d  Land  Co.  v. 
Griffey,  143  U.  S.  32,  38,  36  L.  ed.  64,  65,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  362;  United  States  r.  South- 
em  P.  R.  Co,  146  U.  S.  670,  694,  36  L.  ed. 
1091,  1097,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  162;  Menotti  v. 
Dillon,  167  U.  S.  703,  719,  42  L.  ed.  333,  338, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  945;  Southern  P.  R.  Co,  v. 
United  States,  168  U.  S.  1,  42  L.  ed.  355,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  18. 

In  Butt;i  T.  Northern  P.  R.  Co,  119  U.  S. 
«5,  71,  72.  30  L.  ed.  330,  336,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
107,  108,  this  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice 
Tield,  referred  to  the  act  of  1864,  and  said 
that  it  contemplated  "  the  filing  by  the  com- 
pany, in  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Office,  of  a  map  showing  the 
•definite  location  of  the  line  of  its  road,  and 
•limits  the  grant  to  such  alternate  odd  sec- 
tions as  have  not,  at  that  time,  been  re- 
«erved,  sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  apropri- 
-ated,  and  are  free  from  pre-emption,  grant, 
•or  other  claims  or  rights.  .  .  .  Nor  is 
there  anything  inconsistent  with  this  view 
of  the  6th  section  as  to  the  general  route,  in 
the  clause  in  the  3d  section  making  the  grant 
fpperative  only  upon  such  odd  sections  at 
have  not  been  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or 
otherwise  appropriated,  and  to  which  pre- 
emption and  other  rights  and  claims  have 
not  attached,  when  a  map  of  the  definite  lo- 
cation  has  been  fUed." 

In  United  States  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co,l52 
U.  S.  284,  290,  38  L.  ed.  443,  448,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  603,  it  was  held  that  "the  act  of  1864 
granted  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  only  public  land  to  which  the 
United  States  had  full  title,  not  reserved, 
sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated, 
and  free  from  pre-emption  or  otner  claims 
or  rights  at  the  time  its  line  of  road  was 
definitely  fixed  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office."  Subsequently  in  Northern  P. 
B.  Co.  V.  Sanders,  166  U.  S.  620,  629,  41  L. 
od.  1)39,  1142,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  674,  it  was 
taid  that  "the  act  of  July  2d,  1864,  under 
which  the  railroad  company  claims  title,  ex- 
eluded  from  the  grant  made  by  it  all  lands 
that  were  fiof,  at  the  time  the  line  of  the 
road  UHU  definitely  fixed,  free  from  pre- 
emption *or  other  claims  or  rights.'  *' 

If,  therefore,  the  Perham  map  of  1865  were 
oonc^ded  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  dis- 
cussion to  have  been  sufficient  as  a  map  of 
^general  route," — and  nothing  more  can 
^  possibly    be   claimed     for    it, — ^these    lands 

•  eould  not  be  regarded  as  having  been  brought 
by  that  map  (even  if  it  had  been  accepted) 
within  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  and  thereby  have  become 
to  segregated  from  the  public  domain  as  to 
preclude  the  possibility  of  their  being  earned 
iff  other  railroad  companies  under  statutes 
enacted  by  Congress  after  the  filing  of  that 
map  and  before  any  definite  location  by  the 
eompany  of  its  line. 

There  are  some  general  expressions  in 
Butt»  ▼.  Norihcm  P.  B,  Co.  above  cited, 
which,  counsel  insists,  indicate  a  different 
▼iew.    In  that  ease  Mr.  Justice  Field  said 


that  when  the  general  route  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  was  fixed  and  information' 
thereof  given  to  the  Land  Department  by 
filing  the  map  of  such  route,  **the  law  with- 
di*aws  from  sale  or  pre-emption  the  odd  sec- 
tions to  the  extent  of  40  miles  on  each  side. 
The  object  of  the  law  in  this  particular  is 
plain :  it  is  to  presence  the  land  for  the  com- 
pany to  which,  in  aid  of  the  construction  of 
the  road,  it  is  granted."  This  language  was 
too  broad  if  it  is  construed  to  express  the 
thought  that  public  lands  when  within  the 
exterior  lines  of  a  '^general  route"  are  ''ap- 
propriated" from  the  time  the  map  of  such 
route  is  filed,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  be- 
ing granted  by  Congress  to,  and  from  being 
earned  by,  another  railroad  corporation 
prior  to  the  filing  of  a  map  of  definite  loca- 
tion by  the  company  designating  such  gener^ 
al  route.  In  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sanders, 
166  U.  S.  620,  634,  635,  636,  41  L.  ed.  1139, 
1144,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  676,  677,  this  court, 
referring  to  the  act  of  July  2d,  1864,  said: 
"The  company  acquired,  by  fixing  its  general 
route,  only  an  inchoate  right  to  uie  odd-num- 
bered sections  granted  by  Congress,  and  no 
right  attached  to  any  specific  section  until 
the  road  was  definitely  located  and  the  map 
thereof  filed  and  accepted.  Until  such  defi- 
nite location  it  was  competent  for  Congress 
to  dispose  of  the  public  lands  on  the  general 
route  of  the  road  as  it  saw  proper.  Provi- 
sion for  the  indemnification  of  tne  company 
in  such  an  emergency  was  made  by  a  clause 
in  the  act  of  1864,  providing  that  wherever, 
prior  to  the  date  of  definite  location,  'any  of 
said  sections  or  parts  of  sections  shall  have 
been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  bj 
homestead  settlers,  or  pre-empted,  or  other-  $ 
wise  disposed  of,  other  lands  shall^be  selected  * 
bv  said  company  in  lieu  thereof,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in 
alternate  sections,  and  desi^ated  by  odd 
numbers,  not  more  than  10  miles  beyond  the 
limits  of  such  alternate  sections.'  13  Stat 
at  L.  368,  chap.  217.  Hence  it  was  said  in 
Bardcn  v.  Northern  P.  R,  Co.  154  U.  S.  288, 
320,  38  L.  ed.  992,  099,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1030, 
in  which  case  the  act  of  1864  was  construed, 
that  the  privilege  of  exploring  for  mineral 
lands  was  in  full  force  at  the  time  of  the  lo- 
cation of  the  definite  line  of  the  road,  and 
was  a  right  reserved  and  excepted  out  of  the 
grant  at  that  time."  In  the  same  case  it 
was  also  observed:  "Much  was  said  at  the 
bar  as  to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Butt9 
V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  119  U.  S.  65,  80  L.  ed. 
330,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  100.  On  one  side  it  is 
said  that  thnt  case  construes  the  6th  section 
of  the  act  of  1804  an  excluding  the  possibil- 
ity of  any  right  being  acquired  adversely  to 
the  railroad  company  to  an  odd-numbered 
section  embraced  by  the  exterior  lines  of  the 
general  route  after  that  route  had  been  ee- 
tablished.  On  the  other  side  it  is  contended 
that  the  only  point  necessary  to  be  deter- 
mined and  tilie  only  one  judicially  determined 
in  that  case  was  that  the  defendant  could 
not  initiate  a  pre-emption  right  to  the  land 
there  in  dispute  so  long  as  the  Indian  title 
referred  to  in  the  opinion  waa  unextin- 
guished.   Without     stopping     to     examine 


1888. 


UNITED  STATES  Y.  OBSQON  4  GALIFOHNIA  R.  CO. 


m 


eontentiona,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  Butte  due  inyolred  no  inquiry  as  to  the 
respective  rights  of  the  railroad  company 
under  the  act  of  1864,  and  of  parties  making 
applications  in  due  form  prior  to  the  definite 
location  of  its  road  to  purchase  lands  as 
mineral  lands  that  were  within  the  exterior 
lines  of  its  general  route.  Mr.  Justice 
Field  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  Buttz 
Case,  and,  speaking  for  the  court  in  Barden 
V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co,,  above  cited,  stated 
that  the  grant  in  that  act  excepted  the  privi- 
lege of  exploring  for  mineral  lands.  For  the 
reasons  stated  we  adjudge  that  the  lands  in 
question  were  excluded  from  the  grant  of 
1864  by  reason  of  the  pendency  of  record,  at 
the  time  of  the  definite  location  of  the  plain- 
tiff's road,  of  application  to  purchase  them 
as  mineral  lands,  such  applications  being  in 
the  form  prescribed  by  tne  acts  of  Congress 
that  related  to  such  lands  and  undetermined 
when  the  eompany  filed  its  map  of  definite 
I  location." 

*We  take  it,  then,  to  be  indisputable  that 
even  if  the  Perham  map  of  1805  were  re- 
garded as  a  sufficient  map  of  the  "general 
route"  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad,  and 
not,  to  use  the  language  of  Judge  Ross  in 
this  case,  a  mere  sketch  or  diagram  unau- 
thenticated  by  any  engineer  or  officer  charged 
with  the  duty  of  designating  such  a  route, 
nothing  stood  in  the  way  of  Congress  grant- 
ing to  another  railroad  eompany  any  lands 
within  the  exterior  lines  of  that  route,  by  a 
statute  passed  after  such  map  was  filed'  in 
the  Land  Department  and  before  a  definite 
location  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad. 
Such  a  statute  was  that  of  July  25th,  18G6, 
granting  lands  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
a  railroad  from  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad 
In  California  to  Portland,  Oregon.  That  the 
lands  here  in  dispute — even  if  within  the 
general  route  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road as  defined  by  the  Perham  map  of  1865 — 
are  within  the  exterior  limits  of  the  grant 
to  the  Oregon  Company,  contained  in  the  sub- 
sequent act  of  1866,  is  expresslv  averred  in 
the  bill  filed  by  the  United  States. 

Upon  the  question  whether  it  was  within 
the  power  of  Congress  to  have  granted  to  the 
Oregon  Company  in  1806  lands  enibraced 
within  the  exterior  lines  of  the  general  route 
as  defined  by  the  Perham  map  of  1865,  ref- 
erence need  only  be  made  to  United  States  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  160  U.  8.  1,  33,  40  L.  ed. 
819,  330,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  190,  and  Menotti 
V.  Dillon,  167  U.  S.  703,  719,  720,  42  L.  ed. 
833,  338,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  946. 

In  Uenotti  v.  Dillon  the  principal  question 
was  as  to  the  righto  acquired  by  a  railroad 
eompany  in  virtue  of  its  -  having  filed  ito 
map  of  general  route  and  the- Withdrawal  by 
executive  order  of  certain  lands  within  the 
exterior  lines  of  that  route  from  pre-emption, 
private  entry,  and  sale, — all  before  the  pas- 
sage of  a  subsequent  act  under  which  one  of 
tlie  parties  claimed  title  to  the  land  in  dis- 
pute, the  other  claiming  under  the  railroad 
company.  This  court  said:  "It  is  said 
that  the  railroad  company  filed  ito  map  of 
Mneral  route  on  the  8th  day  of  December, 
1864*  and  that  these  lands  having  been  with- 


drawn from  pre-emption,  private  entry,  and 
sale  by  the  executive  order  of  January  80th, 

1865,  they  were  not  embraced  by  the  act  of 

1866.  In  our  opinion  this  is  not  a  proper  in- 
terpretation of  that  act.  The  proviso  of  ij 
the  1st  section  distinctly  indicates  •certain  7 
cases  to  which  the  act  should  not  apply; 
and,  distinctly  excluding  those  cases,  but  n<^ 
others,  from  ito  operation,  the  act  in  express' 
words  confirmed  to  the  state,  'in  all  cases,'' 
lands  which  the  state  had  theretofore  se- 
lected in  satisfaction  of  any  grant  bv  Con- 
gress and  sold  to  purchasers  in  good  faith 
under  ito  laws.  No  exception  is  made  of 
lands  which,  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of 
the  act,  were  withdrawn  from  pre-emption, 
private  entry,  and  sale  pursuant  to  the  fil- 
ing by  the  railroad  company  of  ito  map  of 
general  route.  And  the  court  should  not 
construe  the  act  as  excluding  lands  in  that 
condition,  unless  it  is  prepared  to  hold  that 
Congress  had  no  power  to  confirm  to  the 
state  lands  which,  at  the  time,  were  simply 
withdrawn  from  pre-emption,  private  enUy, 
or  sale  for  railroad  purposes.  We  cannot  so 
adjudge.  The  withdrawal  order  of  Jani»- 
ary  30th,  1865,  did  not,  in  our  judgment, 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  passage  of  such  an 
act  as  that  of  1866;  first,  because  the  acto 
of  1862  and  1864  by  necessary  implication 
recognized  the  right  of  Congress  to  dispoa* 
of  Uie  odd-numbered  sections,  or  anv  of  thenv 
within  cei-tain  limito  on  each  side  of  the  road, 
at  any  time  prior  to  the  definite  location  of 
the  line  of  the  railroad ;  second.  Congress  re> 
served  the  power  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal 
each  act;  third,  the  filins  of  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route  gave  the  railroad  company  no 
claim  to  any  specific  lands  within  the  exterior 
limito  of  such  route  on  either  side  of  the 
road,  the  rule  being  that  a  grant  of  public 
lands  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  a  railroad 
is,  until  ito  route  is  established,  in  the  na- 
ture of  'a  float,'  and  title  does  not  attach  to 
specific  sections  until  they  are  Identified  by 
an  accepted  map  of  definite  loeation  of  tbe 
line  of  road  to  be  constructed.  The  railroad 
companjr  accepted  the  grant  subject  to  the 
possibility  that  Congress  might,  in  ito  dis- 
cretion and  prior  to  the  definite  location  of 
ito  line,  sell,  reserve,  or  dispose  of  enumer- 
ated sections  for  other  purposes  than  those 
originally  contemplated.  Kansas  P.  R,  Cow 
V.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.  629,  639,  644,  28  L. 
ed.  1122,  1125,  1127,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  566; 
United  States  v.  Southern  P,  R,  Co.  146  U. 
S.  670,  693,  36  L.  ed.  1091,  1097,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  152.  In  Vorthem  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Sanders, 
166  U.  S.  620,  634,  41  L.  ed,  1139,  1144,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  676,  we  said:  'The  company 
acquired,  by  fixing  ito  general  route,  onl^  an  Q 
inchoate  right  to  thA*odd-n umbered  sectiona* 
granted  by  Congress,  and  no  right  attached 
to  any  specific  section  until  the  road  was  defi* 
nitely  located  and  the  map  thereof  filed 
and  accepted.  Until  such  definite  loeatioxk 
it  was  competent  for  Congress  to  dispose  of 
the  public  lands  on  the  general  route  of  the 
road  as  it  saw  proper/  " 

Again,  in  the  same  case:     "It  is  true,  aa 
said  in  inany  cases,  that  the  object  of  an  i 
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vtive  order  withdrawing  from  pre-emption, 
private  entry,  and  sale  lands  witiiin  the  gen- 
eral route  of  a  railroad  is  to  preserve  the 
lands  unencumbered  until  the  completion 
and  acceptance  of  the  road.  But  where  the 
grant  was,  as  here,  of  odd-numbered  sections, 
within  certain  exterior  lines,  'not  sold,  re- 
served, or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the 
United  States^  and  to  which  a  pre-emption 
or  homestead  claim  may  not  have  attached, 
at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely 
fixed,'  the  filing  of  a  map  of  general  route 
and  the  issuing  of  a  withdrawal  order  did 
not  prevent  the  United  States,  by  legisla- 
tion, at  any  time  prior  to  the  definite  loca- 
tion of  the  road,  from  selling,  reserving,  or 
otherwise  disposing  of  any  of  the  lands 
which,  but  for  such  legislation,  would  have 
become,  in  virtue  of  such  definite  location, 
the  property  of  the  railroad  company.  Es- 
pecially must  this  be  true  where  the  grant 
is  made  subject  to  the  reserved  power  of 
Congress  to  add  to,  alter,  amend,  or  repeal 
the  act  containing  such  grant.  The  act  of 
1866  did  not  take  from  the  railroad  company 
any  lands  to  which  it  had  then  acquired  an 
absolute  right.  The  right  it  acquired  in 
virtue  of  the  act  making  the  grant,  and  of 
the  accepted  map  of  its  general  route,  was 
to  earn  such  of  the  lands  within  the  exterior 
lines  of  that  route  as  were  not  sold,  reserved, 
or  disposed  of,  or  to  which  no  pre-emption 
or  homestead  claim  had  attached  at  the 
time  of  the  definite  location  of  its  road.  That 
act  did  not  violate  any  contract  between  the 
United  States  and  the  railroad  company, 
for  the  reason  that  the  contract  itself  recog- 
nized the  right  of  Ck)ngres3,  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  line  of  road  was  definitely  located, 
to  dispose  of  odd-numbered  sections  granted. 
It  was  one  that  disposed  of  the  lands  in 
question  before  the  definite  location  of  the 
road.  It  dedicated  these  and  like  lands,  part 
J  of  the  public  domain,  to  the  specific  purposes 
•  stated  in  its  provisions,  and  to*  that  extent 
removed  the  restrictions  created  by  the  with- 
drawal order  of  1865,  leaving  that  order  in 
full  force  as  to  other  lands  embraced  by  it. 
Bullard  v.  Des  Moinea  A  Ft.  D.  R.  Oo.  122  U. 
S.  167,  174,  30  L.  ed.  1123,  1125,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1140.  That  order  took  these  lands  out 
of  the  public  domain  as  between  the  rail- 
road company  and  individuals,  but  they  re- 
mained public  lands  under  the  full  control 
of  Congress,  to  be  disposed  of  by  it  in  its 
discretion  at  any  time  before  they  became 
the  property  of  the  company  under  an  ac- 
cepted definite  location  of  its  road.  We  can- 
not doubt  that  the  act  of  1866  was  a  legal 
exertion  of  the  power  of  Congress  over  the 
public  domain." 

As  the  grant  contained  in  the  act  of  July 
2d,  1864«  did  not  include  any  lands  that  had 
been  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  ap- 
propriated at  the  time  the  line  of  the  North- 
em  Pacific  Railroad  was  ''definitely  fixed;" 
as  the  route  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road had  not  been  definitely  fixed  at  the  time 
the  act  of  July  25th,  1866,  was  passed,  or 
when  the  line  of  the  Oregon  Company  was 
definitely  located;  as  the  lands  in  dispute 


are  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  contained 
in  the  act  of  1866 ;  as  the  route  of  the  Ormm 
Railroad  was  definitely  fixed,  at  least  when 
the  map  showing  that  route  was  accepted  bT 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the  29th 
day  of  January,  1870,  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  having  done  nothing 
prior  to  the  latter  date  except  to  file  the 
Perham  map  of  1865;  and  as,  prior  to  the 
forfeiture  act  of  September  29th,  1890,  there 
had  not  been  any  definite  location  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  opposite  the  lands 
in  dispute, —  there  is  no  escape  from  the  con- 
elusion  that  these  lands  were  lawfully  earned 
by  the  Oregon  Company  and  were  rightly 
patented  to  it.  Of  course,  if  the  route  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  road  had  been  definitely 
located  before  the  act  of  1890  was  passed, 
and  had  unbraced  the  lands  in  dispute,  dif- 
ferent questions  would  have  been  presented. 

In  opposition  to  the  views  we  have  ex- 
pressed it  may  be  said  that  the  clause  in  the 
act  of  July  25th,  1866,  providing  for  the  se- 
lection under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  of  lands  for  the  Oregon  Com- 
pany in  lieu  of  any  that  should  "be  found  to 
have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  g 
by^homestead  settlers,  pre-empted,  or  other-  • 
wise  disposed  of,"  shows  that  Congress  did 
not  intend  to  include  in,  but  intended  to  ex- 
clude from,  the  grant  to  that  company  any 
lands  that  could  have  been  earned  by  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  by  defi- 
nitely fixing  its  route  and  filing  its  map 
of  definite  location.  Undoubtedly  those 
lands  would  be  regarded  as  having  been  ap- 
propriated when  the  route  of  the  Oreson 
road  was  definitely  located,  if  prior  to  l£at 
date  the  route  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road had  been  definitely  fixed,  and  if  such 
lands  were  within  the  exterior  lines  of  that 
route.  But,  as  we  have  said,  these  lands 
were  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  of  July 
25th,  1806,  and  had  not,  at  that  time,  or 
when  the  route  of  the  Oregon  road  was  defi- 
nitely located,  been  appropriated  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Northern  Facifio  Railroad 
Company,  for  the  reason  that  the  latter 
company  had  not  then  filed  any  map  of  defi- 
nite location.  The  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  could  take  no  lands  except 
such  as  were  unappropriated  at  the  time  its 
line  was  definitely  fixed.  It  accepted  the 
grant  of  1864  subject  to  the  possibility  that 
Congress  might,  before  its  line  was  definitely 
fixed,  authorise  other  railroad  corporations 
to  appropriate  lands  within  its  general 
route,  allowing  it  to  select  other  lands  in 
lieu  of  any  so  appropriated.  The  lands  here 
in  dispute  were  consequently  subject  to  be 
disposed  of  by  Congress  when  the  act  of  1866 
was  passed;  and  (the  line  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  not  having  been  definitely 
located  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  forfeiture 
act  of  1890)  the  Oregon  Company  became 
entitled  to  take  the  lands  and  to  receive  pat- 
ents therefor  in  virtue  of  its  accepted  map  of 
definite  location. 

Touching  the  Joint  resolution  of  May  Slst, 
1870,  it  is  clear  that,  whatever  may  be  its 
scope,  no  previously  vested  right  of  the  Ore- 
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gon  Company  was  affected  or  was  intended 
to  be  afrected  by  that  resolution.  On  the 
contrary,  the  resolution  on  its  face  indicates 
that  some  of  the  lands  whidi  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  may  have  been 
entitled  to  earn  had  been  or  might  have  been 
granted  or  otherwise  disposed  of  "subse- 
quent to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2d, 
2  1864,"  and  in  lieu  thereof  that  company  was 
*  authorized  under  the  direction*of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  to  receive  other  lands. 
The  only  effect,  therefore,  of  the  joint  reso- 
lution, as  between  the  Xortbern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  and  the  Or^on  Company,  was 
to  confer  upon  the  former  company  the  right 
to  receive  other  lands  in  lieu  of  those  ap- 
propriated by  the  latter  company  under  the 
authority  of  the  act  of  1866. 

Passiug  by,  as  unnecessary  to  be  deter- 
mined, other  questions  discussed  by  coun- 
sel, we  adjudge  that  the  circuit  court  erred 
in  canceling  the  patents  referred  .to  in  the 
bill,  and  that  the  reversal  by  the  circuit 
oourt  of  appeals  of  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
court,  and  the  remanding  of  the  cause  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  bill,  was  right. 

The  decree  of  the  Cirouit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals ie  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  MeKenna  did  not  partici- 
pate in  the  decision  of  this  case. 


<176  U.  S.  61) 

JOHN  D.  WILCOX,  Appt,, 

V, 

SA8TERN    OREGON    LAND    COMPANY. 

PvhUo  lande — ffrant  to  Pacifio  Railroad  Com- 
pany— effect  of  filing  map  of  general 
route. 

Land  wlthlD  the  exterior  lln«8  of  the  general 
route  of  tbe  Northern  Paetfle  Railroad  was 
not  reserved,  sold  granted,  or  otherwise  ap- 
propriated by  the  grant  to  that  company 
made  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  Jaly  2,  1864, 
00  as  to  pirevent  Congress  from  otherwise  dis- 
posing of  It  at  any  time  before  the  map  of 
definite  location  was  filed. 

[No.  23.] 

Submitted    November    15,    1897.    Decided 
January  8, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  reversing  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  dismissing  a  bill  for  the  cancela- 
tion of  a  patent  for  lands.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  48  U.  S.  App.  330, 
79  Fed.  Rep.  719,  25  C.  C.  A.  164. 

Hie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  John  M.  Gearin  for  appellant. 

Meears,  James  K*  Kelly  and  Niwon  d 
Dolph  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
•f  the  oourt: 

This  case  depends  in  part  upon  the  con- 
•Iruetion  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2d, 


1864  (18  8Ut  at  L.  ZW,  chap.  217),  III  aid  of  S 
tht*  construction  of  the  Northern  Paelflc* 
Railroad.  The  provisioBS  of  that  act,  so 
far  as  they  are  material  to-  the  present  con- 
troversy, are  fully  set  forth  in  the  opinion 
in  United  States  v.  Oregon  d  0,  R.  Co,,  just 
decided,  I76  U.  S.  28»  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  261. 
44  L.  ed.  — . 

By  an  act  of  February  25th,  1867,  Con- 
gress, in  aid  of  the  construction  of  a  mili- 
tary wagon  road  in  Oregon  from  Dalles  City 
on  the  Columbia  river,  by  way  of  Camp  Wat- 
son, Canyon  City,  and  Mormon  or  Humboldt 
basin,  to  a  point  on  Snake  river  opposite 
Fort  Boise  in  Idaho  territory,  granted  to  the 
state  of  Oregon  ''alternate  sections  of  pub- 
lic lands,  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the 
extent  of  three  sections  in  width  on  each 
side  of  said  road :  Proi}id€d,  That  •  •  .  any 
and  all  lands  heretofore  reserved  to  the 
United  States,  or  otherwise  appropriated  by 
act  of  Congress  or  other  competent  authority, 
be,  and  the  same  are/  hereby  reserved  from 
the  operation  of  this  act,  except  so  far  as.it 
may  be  necessary  to  locate  the  route  of  s&id 
road  through  the  same,  in  which  case  the 
right  of  way  to  the  width  of  one  hundred  feet 
is  granted:  And  pfovided  further,  That 
the  grant  hereby  made  shall  not  embrace 
any  mineral  lands  of  the  United  States." 
14  SUt  at.  L.  409,  chap.  77. 

Other  sections  of  that  act  are  as  follows: 
''§  2.  That  the  lands  hereby  granted  to  said 
state  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  le^slature 
thereof  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  for 
no  other;  and  the  said  road  shall  be  and  re- 
main a  public  highway  for  the  use  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  free  from 
tolls  or  other  charges  upon  the  transporta- 
tion of  any  property,  troops,  or  mails  of  the 
United  SUtes.'^  «'S  4.  That  the  state  of 
Oregon  is  authorized  to  locate  and  use  in 
the  construction  of  said  road  an  additional 
amount  of  public  lands,  not  previously  re- 
served to  the  United  States  nor  otherwise 
disposed  of,  and  not  exceeding  ten  miles  in 
distance  from  it,  equal  to  the  amount  re- 
served from  the  operation  of  this  act  in  the 
first  section  of  the  same,  to  be  selected  in  al- 
ternate odd  sections  as  provided  in  section 
first  of  this  act.  S5.  That  lands  hereby 
granted  to  said  state  shall  be  disposed  of 
only  in  the  following  manner,  that  is  to  say: 
when  the  governor  of  said  state  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  ten  cOn-^ 
tinuous  miles  of  said  road  are  completed,  lo 
then  a  quantity  of  the*land  hereby  erantedj* 
not  to  exceed  thirty  sections,  may  be  sold, 
and  so  on  from  time  to  time  until  said  road 
shall  be  completed;  and  if  said  road  is  not 
completed  within  five  years,  no  further  sales 
shall  be  made,  and  the  lands  remaining  unsold 
shall  revert  to  the  United  States.  §6.  That 
the  United  States  surveyor  general  for  the 
district  of  Oregon  shall  cause  said  lands  so 
granted  to  be  surveyed  at  the  earliest  prac- 
ticable period  after  said  state  shall  have 
enacted  the  necessary  legislation  to  carry 
this  act  into  effect." 

Subsequently,  by  an  act  approved  October 
20th,  1868,  the  state  of  Oregon  granted  to 
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the  DallM  Militaiy  Boad  Compaiiy  all  the 
UindB,  riffht  of  way,  rights,  pnvilegea,  and 
immunitieB  granted  or  pledged  hy  the  above 
act  of  February  25th,  1867,  "for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  said  company  in  oonstrueting  the 
road  mentioned  ana  described  in  said  act  of 
Congress,  upon  the  conditions  and  limita- 
tions therein  prescribed."  The  state  also, 
by  the  same  act,  granted  and  pledged  to  that 
company  ''all  moneys,  lands,  rights,  priy- 
fleges,  and  immunities  which  mav  be  here- 
after granted  to  this  state  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  such  road  for  the  purposes  and 
upon  the  conditions  mentioned  in  said  act 
ox  Congress,  or  which  may  be  mentioned  in 
any  further  ^ants  of  monev  or  lands  to  aid 
in  constructing  said  road,'"^  and  authorized 
it  to  locate  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  4th 
■eetion  of  the  act  of  Congress,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  governor.  Sess.  Laws  1868, 
p.  3. 

The  material  facts  out  of  which  the  pres- 
ent suit  arises  are  alleged  in  the  bill,  and 
are  substantially  admitted  in  the  answer. 
They  are  as  follows: 

Prior  to  June  23d,  1869,  the  Dalles  Mill- 
laiy  Road  Company  had  dulv  surveyed  and 
dtfiniUly  looaied  its  line  of  road  between 
the  points  designated  by  Congress  and  the 
state;  had  fully  constructed  and  completed 
its  road,  and  had  filed  in  the  ofRce  of  the 
governor  a  plat  or  map  upon  which  was 
tra<^  and  shown  the  definite  location  of  the 
road  from  Dalles  City  to  its  terminus  on 
Bnake  river,  as  well  as  the  limits  of  the  place 
and  indemnity  lands  embraced  by  the  act 
of  Congress. 
^  (hi  the  23d  day  of  June,  1869,  the  eover- 
f  nor  certified  that*such  plat  or  map  had  been 
duly  filed  in  his  office,  and  that  it  showed  the 
route  upon  which  the  road  was  constructed 
in  accordance  with  the  above  acts  of  Con- 
gress and  of  the  legislature  of  Oregon;  also, 
that  he  had  made  a  careful  examination  of 
the  road  since  its  completion,  and  that  the 
same  had  been  built  in  all  respects  as  re- 
quired by  those  acts,  and  had  been  accepted. 

The  above  map  and  the  certificate  of  the 
governor  were  filed  by  the  company  in  tiie 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and 
on  December ,  18th,  1869,  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  bv  order  of  the 
Secretary,  withdrew  from  sale  in  favor  of 
the  company  the  odd-numbered  sections 
within  3  miles  from  each  side  of  the  wagon 
road,  as  delineated  and  shown  on  the  maps 
so  filed. 

By  an  act  of  Congress  approved  Junel8th» 
1874,  it  was  provided  that "  in  all  cases  when 
the  roads  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  which 
said  lands  were  granted  are  shown  by  the 
certificate  of  the  governor  of  the  state  of 
Oregon,  as  in  said  acts  provided,  to  have 
been  constructed  and  completed,  patents  for 
said  lands  shall  isRue  in  due  form  to  the 
state  of  Oregon  as  fast  as  the  same  shall,  un- 
der said  grants,  be  selected  and  certified, 
unless  the  state  of  Oregon  shall  by  public 
act  have  transferred  its  interests  in  said 
landa  to  any  corporation  or  corporations, 
in    which    case    the   patents    shall    issue 


from  the  Qeneral  Land  Office  to  such  oorpor- 
ation  or  corporations  upon  their  payment  of 
the  necessary  expenses  thereof:  Pr^fMed^ 
That  this  shall  not  be  construed  to  revive 
any  land  grant  already  expired,  nor  to  cre- 
ate any  new  rights  of  any  kind  except  to  pro- 
vide for  issuing  patents  for  lands  to  which 
the  state  is  already  entitled.**  18  Stat,  at  I^ 
80,  chap.  305. 

On  the  31st  dar  of  May,  1876,  Edward 
Martin,  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, $125,000,  purchased  from  the 
Military  Road  Oompanv  all  the  lands  em- 
braced in  the  grant  to  it,  except  sudi  as  it 
had  previously  sold,  and  received  a  convey- 
ance therefor.  Bad  faith  is  not  imputed  to 
Martin,  and  it  is  only  claimed  that  when  he 
purchased  those  lands  he  was  eharfeable 
with  constructive  notice  of  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress, and  that  no  title  could  pass  to  the  9 
Military  Road  Company^ consistently  with? 
the  above  act  of  July  2d,  1864,  granting 
lands  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Oom- 
pany. 

By  different  mesne  conveyances,  beginning 
with  a  deed  from  Edward  Martin  dated  Jan- 
uary 31st,  1877,  and  ending  wiUi  a  convey- 
ance to  it  of  date  August  11th,  1884,  the 
Eastern  Oregon  Land  Company,  a  California 
corporation,  became  the  owner — if  the  origi- 
nal tale  by  the  Militerv  Road  Company 
passed  any  title-H>f  all  the  lands  pnrehased 
by  Martin  in  1876. 

Among  the  lands  in  place  that  had  been 
selected  by  the  Militery  Road  Company 
were  the  northeast  quarter  and  the  southeast 
quarter  of  section  15  in  township  5  south  of 
range  17  east  of  the  Willamette  meridian, 
which  was  situated  in  Sherman  county,  and 
within  the  limite  of  the  grant  of  land  in 
place  to  the  stete  by  the  above  act  of  Febm* 
ary  25th,  1367.  That  particular  body  of 
land  was  on  the  south  side  of  the  line  of 
"general  route"  of  the  Northern  Pacifie  Rail- 
road asdelineatedonamap  filed  by  Uiat  com- 
pany on  the  13th  day  of  August,  1870,  and 
more  than  20  and  less  than  40  miles  from 
that  line.  There  never  was  any  definite  locap 
tion  of  the  line  of  that  road  opposite  this 
land. 

The  above  tract  of  land  was  opened  for  se^ 
tlement  and  sale  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior,— that  officer,  the  bill  alleged,  being 
of  opinion  that  it  was  excepted  from  the 
frrant  to  the  stete  of  Oregon  in  the  act  of 
February  25th,  1867,  and  was  embraced  by 
the  act  of  July  2d,  1864,  and  by  the  map  of 
general  route  filed  by  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  on  the  13th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1870.  In  opening  this  land  to  settle- 
ment and  sale  the  Secretary  proceeded,  as  he 
supposed,  by  authority  of  the  forfeiture  act 
of  September  29th,  1890,  by  which  the  United 
States  resumed  title  to  and  restored  to  the 
public  domain  all  lands  theretofore  granted 
in  aid  of  the  construction  of  railroads,  and 
which  were  opposite  to  and  conterminous 
with  the  portion  of  the  railroad  not  then 
completed  and  in  operation,  for  the  oon« 
struction  or  ben3fit  of  which  such  lands  wera 
granted.    26  SUt  at  L.  496,  chap.  1040. 

Thereupon  John  D.  Wilcox  aettled  upon 
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tk«  particular  land  above  described,  and 
madt  application  to  purchase  the  same  under 
«  tht  act  of  Congress  of  April  24th,  1820,  mak- 
P  ing  furUier^provision  for  the  sale  of  public 
landa.  3  SUt.  at  L.  506,  chap.  51.  Such 
proceedings  were  thereafter  had  on  his  ap- 
plication that  the  President  on  the  28th  of 
September,  1884,  issued  a  patent  to  him  for 
that  tract.  Of  the  application  of  Wilcox  for 
the  purchase  of  the  land,  the  Eastern  Oregon 
Laud  Company  had  no  notice,  and  therefore, 
even  if  its  title  were  not  good,  it  could  not 
have  availed  itself  of  the  privilege  given  by 
the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3d,  1887  (24 
Stat,  at  L.  556,  chap.  376)  to  purchase  the 
land. 

The  present  suit  was  brought  aeainst  Wil- 
cox hy  the  Eastern  Oregon  Land  Company 
in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  Oregon.  The  bill  alleged 
that  a  patent  having  been  issued  to  Wilcox, 
the  Interior  Department  had  no  longer  juris- 
diction to  give  to  it  a  patent  as  required  by 
the  above  act  of  June  18tb,  1874,  until  the 
patent  to  the  defendant  has  been  canceled 
and  set  aside.  As  the  patent  to  Wilcox  was 
therefore  a  doud  upon  its  title,  the  plaintiff 
•onght  a  decree  setting  it  aside,  declaring 
the  company  to  be  the  owner  of  the  land  in 
Wilcox's  possession,  and  ordering  the  defend- 
ant to  convey  the  land  to  it.  The  dreuit 
court  dismissed  the  bill.  Upon  appeal  to 
the  drcnit  court  of  appeals  tnat  decree  was 
reversed,  and  a  decree  ordered  to  be  entered 
in  favor  of  the  land  company.  Thereupon 
Wiloox  appealed  to  this  court. 

We  adjudge,  as  in  United  Btatea  v.  Oregon 
d  O.  R.  Co.,  Just  dedded,  176  U.  S.  28,  20 
SaiK  Ct.  Rep.  261,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  that  the  act 
of  Jnlv  2d,  1864,  relating  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Northern  Pacifie  Railroad,  only 
granted  lands  that  were  not  reserved,  told, 
cranted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and 
me  from  pre-emption  or  other  daim  or 
righto,  at  lie  time  the  line  of  that  road  was 
definitely  fiaed  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office;  that  Congress  had  power  to  dis- 
poae  of  or  appropriate,  in  ito  discretion,  any 
lands  within  the  exterior  lines  of  the  general 
route  of  that  road  by  statute  passed  for  the 
benefit  of  another  company  before  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  Company  filed  a  map  of 
^definite  location,"  and  that  such  lands,  if 
not  otherwise  identified  at  the  date  of  the 
g  passage  of  the  later  act  than  by  a  plat  dr 
•  map  of  "general* route,"  were  not  exduded 
from  the  operation  of  such  an  act  as  lands 
previously  ''reserved,  sold,  granted,  or  other- 
wise appropriated,''  by  the  act  of  1864. 

As  the  lands  here  in  dispute  are  embraced 
by  the  granting;  clause  of  the  act  of  February 
25th.  1S07,  pvinsr  lands  to  the  state  of  Ore- 
gon, nnd  are  within  the  lines  of  the  definite 
Location  of  the  Dalles  Military  Road  as 
shown  by  its  map  filed  in  the  Land  Depart- 
ment and  approved  by  that  Department  De- 
cember 18th,  18G0,  and  as  the  route  of  the 
Koitheni  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  not 
then  and  was  not  thereafter  definitely  fixed 
opposite  the  lands  in  dispute,  they  were 
•amed  and  appropriated   oy  the  Military 


Boad  Company  under  the  aet  of  February 
25th,  1867,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  em« 
braced  bv  the  act  of  July  2d,  1864,  for  tha 
benefit  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com* 
pany,  which  could  take  under  ito  grant  onljf 
sncn  lands  as  had  not  been  appropriated  un* 
der  the  authority  of  Congress  when  ito  lint 
was  definitely  fixed. 

This  conclusion  Is  inevitoble,  unless  it  be 
adjudged  that  it  was  bevond  the  power  of 
Congress  to  appropriate  for  the  Dalles  Mili- 
tory  Road  lands  within  the  general  route, 
but  not  within  any  line  of  definito  location 
estoblished  by  the  Northern  Pacifie  railroad. 
For  the  reasons  stotod  in  United  States  r. 
Oregon  d  C,  R,  Co,  we  cannot  so  adjudge. 

Upon  the  authority  of  that  case  the  de- 
cree of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  this 
case,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  with  instructions  to  entor  a  deeree  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  Eastern  Oregon 
Land  Company,  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  did  not  partidpato 
in  the  decision  of  this  < 


(176  U.  8.  68) 
E.  I.  MESSINQER,  Appt., 

V, 

EASTERN  OREGON  LAND  COMPANY. 

Public  lands — grant  to  Pacific  Raihroad 
Company — effect  of  fiUng  map  of  gcnerai 
route. 

Land  within  the  exterior  lines  of  the  general 
route  of  the  Northern  Padfle  Railroad  was 
not  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  ap- 
propriated by  the  grant  to  that  oompanj 
made  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  Jaly  8,  1804, 
so  as  to  prevent  Congress  from  otherwise  dis- 
posing o<  It  at  any  time  before  the  map  of 
definite  location  was  filed. 

[No.  84.] 

Submitted    Vovemher    15,    1897.    Decided 
January  8, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  dedsion  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  tha 
Ninth  Circuit  reverdng  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  dismissing  a  bill  for  the  cancela- 
tion of  a  patent  for  lands.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  4S  U.  8.  App.  SSO, 
70  Fed.  Rep.  710,  25  C.  G.  A:  164. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  M.  Gearin  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  James  K*  Kelly  and  tJixon  d 
Dolph  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  parties  in  this  case  and  in  Wiloow  v. 
Eastern  Oregon  Land  Co.  stipulated  that 
the  bills,  answers,  decrees,  assignments  of 
error,  and  all  other  papers  and  proceedings 
iik  both  causes  were  exactly  alike,  with  the 
exception  that  in  this  case  it  is  alleged  that 
the  land  patented  to  the  defendant,  Messin- 
ger,  was  patented  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of   Congress  approved   May   20th, 
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1862,  entitled  "An  Act  to  Secure  Homesteada 
to  Actual  Settlen  on  the  Public  Domain" 
(12  Stat,  at  L.  392,  chap.  76),  and  the  acta 
supplemental  thereto;  that  the  lands  pat- 
ented were  the  south  half  of  the  northwest 
quarter  and  lots  8  and  4  of  section  3, 
township  2  soutii,  of  ranse  16  east  of  the 
Willamette  meridian,  in  Oregon,  and  were 
situated  witiiin  20  miles  of  the  line  of  the 
genieral  route  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road  Ck)mpany's  road  as  designated  on  its 
map  of  August  17  th,  1870,  and  that  the  pat- 
ent was  dated  the  17  th  day  of  August,  1894. 
a  It  is  also  stipulated  by  the  parties  to  the 
?  two  suits,  by  their  •  respective  attorneys, 
that,  unless  this  court  otherwise  ordered, 
only  the  record  in  the  Wilcox  suit  should  be 
printed,  and  that  the  appeal  in  this  case 
might  be  heard  and  submitted  without 
printing  the  record  thereof. 

Upon  the  authority  of  United  States  v. 
Oregon  d  (7.  R.  Co.,  176  U.  S.  28,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  261,  44  L.  ed.  — ^,and  Wilcox  v.Ewtem 
Oregon  Land  Co,,  just  decided,  176  U.  S.  51, 
20  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  269, 44  L.  ed.  — ,  the  decree 
of  the  Circuit' Court  of  Appeals,  reversing 
the  Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  and  di- 
recting a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
Eastern  Oregon  Land  Company,  is  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  did  not  partici- 
pate in  the  decision  of  this  case. 


(176  U.  S.  68) 

STERLING  R.  HOLT,  Joel  A.  Baker, 
Thomas  Taggart,  George  Wolf,  William 
A.  Bell,  and  Charles  A.  Stuckmeyer, 
Appts,, 

V. 

INDDU^A  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY. 

Courts — Federal — jurisdiction    of    suits    to 
restrain  taxes  on  patent  rights. 

1.  A  suit  to  enjoin  state  taxes  as  Illegal  be- 
cause levied  In  effect  on  patents  or  patent 
rights  Is  not  one  "arising  under  the  patent 
laws,"  of  which  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  can  take  Jurisdiction  under  U.  B.  Rev. 
Stat,  i  629,  cl.  9. 

5,  The  rights  for  the  deprivation  of  which 
suits  may  be  brought  In  a  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  under  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  § 
629,  el.  16,  for  the  protection  of  rights  se- 
cured by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  or  by  any  law  providing  for  e<2ual 
rights  of  citizens,  include  civil  rights  only, 
as  the  provisions  of  that  section  were  brought 
forward  from  the  act  of  Congress  of  April 
20,  1871,  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  14th 
Amendment. 

6.  A  suit  to  restrain  the  collection  of  taxes 
not  exceeding  $2,000  In  amount,  though  aris- 
ing under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  Is  not  within  the  Jurisdiction 
o<  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  August  13,  1888,  f  1 ; 
and  future  taxes  which  may  be  affected  by 
the  decision  cannot  be  included  in  determln- 
kig  the  value  ot  the  matter  In  dispute. 

[No.  80.1 


Argued   December  19,   tO,   1899.    Deeidei 
January  IS,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Indiana^  enjoining  the  collection  of 
taxes  on  capital  stock  the  value  of  which 
was  deriyed  from  patent  rights.    Reversed. 

Statement  hj  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllert  g 
*Thi8  suit  was  brought  in  the  circuit  court  • 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  In- 
diana by  the  Indiana  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  and  wsting 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Indiana, 
against  Sterling  R.  Holt  and  others,  taxing 
officers  of  Marion  county,  Indiana,  and  of  a 
township  in  said  county,  and  some  others, 
constituting  the  board  of  review  of  that 
county,  all  of  whom  were  citizens  of  Indi« 
ana,  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  certain  per- 
sonal taxes  for  the  years  1892,  1893,  1894, 
and  1895,  assessed  upon  the  capital  stock 
and  tangible  property  of  the  company.  Tht 
bill  alleged  that  the  larger  part  of  the  as- 
sessment made  by  the  taxing  authorities  was 
for  the  supposed  value  of  certain  rights  un- 
der letters  patent  from  the  United  States 
owned  by  the  company,  and  which  the  com- 
pany insisted  were  not  subject  to  taxation 
by  the  state  authorities;  that  the  capital 
stock,  aside  from  the  tangible  property,  rep- 
resented solely  the  supposed  value  of  the  let- 
ters patent;  and  that  the  taxes  in  respect  of 
the  tangible  property  had  been  paid  by  the 
company.  Complainant  charged  that  the 
assessment  was  illegal,  unconstitutional,  and 
void,  and  averred  that  the  suit  was  insti- 
tuted "to  redress  the  deprivation,  under 
color  of  a  law  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  of  a 
right  secured  by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and,  further,  that  it  is  a  suit  arisins 
under  the  patent  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  circuit  court  entered  a  decree,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  perpetu- 
ally enjoining  the  collection  of  the  taxes 
claimed  to  be  due  in  respect  of  the  capital 
stock,  in  so  far  as  the  value  thereof  was  de- 
rived from  patent  rights  or  letters  patent 
owned  by  complainant.  An  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the 
seventh  circuit,  and  dismissed  by  that  court 
for  want  of  jurisdiction.  46  U.  S.  App.  717, 
80  Fed.  Rep.  1,  25  C.  C.  A.  301. 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals  held  that  the 
suit  was  not  one  arising  under  the  patent 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  that,  as  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  could  rest 
only  on  the  ground  that  the  constitutional 
rights  of  complainant  were  infringed  by  ths 
laws  of  the  state  of  Indiana  which  were  re* 
pugnant  to  and  in  contravention  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  an  appeal 
would  not  lie  to  that  court,  and  could  only 
be  taken  directly  to  this  court  under  S  5  of 
the  judiciary  act  of  March  3,  1891. 

Thereupon  this  appeal  was  taken. 

Messrs.  William  Ii.  Taylor,  Solicitor 
General  Jolm  K.  Richards,  MerriU 
Moores,  Cassius    C.    Eadley,   Williofn    A. 
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Ketcham,  and  Alfred  R.  Hovey  for  appel* 
lants. 

Meaara,  ClLester  Bradford  and  Aloneo 
Greene  Smith  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  was  entered 
in  March,  1896,  and  the  appeal  to  this  court 
was  not  taken  until  somewhat  over  one  year 
and  six  months,  though  within  two  years, 
thereafter.  In  January,  1898,  a  motion  to 
diamiss  was  made  on  the  ^ound  that  $  1008 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  giving  two  years  for 
the  bringing  of  a  writ  of  error  or  the  taking 
of  an  appeal  to  review  the  judgments  or  de- 
crees of  the  circuit  or  district  courts,  was  re- 
"pealed  by  the  judiciary  act  of  March  3, 1891. 
We  did  not  concur  in  that  view,  and  the  mo- 
tion was  denied,  though  without  an  opinion. 
But  in  Allen  ▼.  Bouthem  P.  R.  Co.  173  U.  S. 
;;  479,  43  L.  ed.  775,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  618,  the 
•  reasons  will  be  found  for  our  conclusion 
that  the  limit  of  two  years  remained  un- 
changed. 

In  this,  as  in  all  cases,  if  it  appears  that 
the  circuit  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  it  is 
the  duty  of  this  court  to  so  declare  and  en- 
ter judgment  accordingly. 

Complainant  rested  the  jurisdiction  on 
clauses  9  and  16  of  $  629  of  the  Revised 
Statutes. 

( 1 )  Section  629  provides  that  "the  circuit 
courts  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  as  fol- 
lows: .  .  .  Ninth.  Of  all  suits  at  law 
or  in  equity  arising  under  the  patent  or  copy- 
right laws  of  the  United  States." 

The  complaint  that  the  assessment  of  these 
taxes  waa  illegal  because  in  effect  levied  on 
patents  or  patent  rights  did  not  involve  the 
construction,  or  the  validity,  or  the  infringe- 
ment of  the  patents  referred  to,  or  any  other 
question  under  the  patent  laws.  This  was 
not,  therefore,  a  suit  "arising  under  the  pat- 
ent laws,"  and  the  circuit  court  had  no  juris- 
diction on  that  ground.  Dale  Tile  Mfg.  Co. 
▼.  Hyatt,  125  U.  S.  46,  31  L.  ed.  683,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  750;  Walter  A.  Wood  Mowing  d 
Reaping  Mach.  Co.  v.  Skinner,  139  U.  S.  293, 
35  L.  ed.  193,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  628;  Wade  v. 
Latcder,  165  U.  S.  624,  41  L.  ed.  851, 17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  425. 

(2)  Tlie  16th  clause  of  f  629  reads  thus: 
"Of  all  suits  authorized  by  law  to  be  brought 
by  any  person  to  redress  the  deprivation,  un- 
der color  of  any  law,  statute,  ordinance,  reg- 
ulation, custom,  or  usage  of  any  state,  of 
any  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  secured  by 
tiie  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  or  of 
any  right  secured  by  any  law  providing  for 
equal  riehta  of  citizens  of  the  United  Stotea, 
or  of  all  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States." 

Similar  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  dis- 
trict  courts  by  the  12th  clause  of  S  563  of  the 
Revised  Statutes. 

Section  1979  of  the  Revised  Statutes  pro- 
vides: "Every  person  who,  under  color  of 
any  statute,  ordinance,  regulation,  custom, 
or  usage  of  any  state  or  territory,  subjects, 
or  causes  to  be  subjected,  any  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  otiier  person  within  the  ju- 
20  S.  C— 18; 


risdiction  thereof  to  the  deprivation  of  any 
rights,  privileges,  or  immuniUea  secured  by 
the  Constitution  and  laws,  shall  be  liable  to 
the  party  injured  in  an  action  at  law,  suit  in 
equity,  or  other  proper  proceeding  for  ro* 
dress."  {! 

*  ^11  these  provisions  were  brought  forward  * 
from  the  act  of  April  20,  1871,  entitled  "An 
Act  To  Enforce  the  Provisions  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  for  Other  Purposea." 
17  Stat  at  L.  13,  chap.  22. 

Assuming  that  they  are  still  in  force,  it  ia 
sufficient  to  sav  that  they  refer  to  civil  rights 
only,  and  are  inapplicable  here. 

If  state  legislation  impairs  the  obligations 
of  a  contract,  or  deprives  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  or  denies  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  as  asserted  by  coun- 
sel in  respect  of  the  statutes  of  Indiana, 
remedies  are  found  in  the  let  section  of  the 
act  of  August  13,  1888  (26  Stat  at  L.  433, 
cha^.  866),  giving  to  the  circuit  courts  juris- 
diction of  all  cases  arising  under  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States ;  and  in 
S  709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  gives  a 
review  on  writ  of  error  to  the  judgmenta  of 
the  state  courts  whenever  thev  sustain  the 
validity  of  a  state  statute  or  of  an  authority 
exercised  under  a  state,  alleged  to  be  repug- 
nant to  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States.  Carter  v.  Oreenhow,  114  U. 
S.  317,  29  L.  ed.  202,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  928, 
962;  Pleasanta  v.  Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  323, 
29  L.  ed.  204,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  931,  962. 

(3)  Treating  this  bill  as  setting  up  a  case 
arising  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States  on  the  ground  that  the 
laws  of  Indiana  authorized  the  taxation  in 
question,  and  were  therefore  void  because 
patent  rights  granted  by  the  United  States 
could  not  be  subjected  to  state  taxation,  or 
because  the  obligation  of  the  contract  exist- 
ing between  the  inventor  and  the  general  pub- 
lic would  be  thereby  impaired,  or  for  any 
other  reason,  the  difficulty  is  that  the  pecun- 
iary limitation  of  over  $2,000  appliea,  and 
the  taxes  in  question  did  not  reach  that 
amount.  And  the  effect  on  future  taxation 
of  a  decision  that  the  particular  taxation  ia 
invalid  cannot  be  availed  of  to  add  to  the 
sum  or  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute.  Kew 
England  Mortg.  Security  Co.  v.  Oay,  145  U. 
S.  123,  36  L.  ed.  646,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  815; 
Clay  Center  v.  Farmera'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  145 
U.  S.  224,  36  L.  ed.  685, 12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  817 ; 
Citizena'  Bank  v.  Cannon,  164  U.  8.  819,  41 
L.  ed.  451,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  89. 

The  language  of  the  1st  section  of  the  aet 
of  March  3,  1887,  as  corrected  by  the  act  of 
August  13,  1888,  is:  "That  the  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States  shall  have  origi- 
nal cognizance,  concurrent  with  the  courts  eo 
of  the  several  states, •of  all  suits  of  a  civil  •* 
nature,  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  where 
the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds,  exclusive  of 
interest  and  costs,  the  sum  or  value  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  and  arising  under  the  Con- 
stitution or  laws  of  the  United  States,  or 
treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under 
their  authority."  25  Stat,  at  L.  433,  484, 
chap.  866.    This  was  carefully  considered  in 
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United  States  y,  Saytcard,  160  U.  8.  403,  40 
L.  ed.  508,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  371,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  sum  or  value  named  was  juris- 
dictional,  and  that  the  circuit  court  could 
not,  under  the  statute,  take  original  co^- 
zance  of  a  case  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  States  unless  the 
sum  or  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclu- 
sive of  coHts  and  interest,  exceeded  $2,000. 
That  decision  was  reaffirmed  in  Fishhook  v. 
Western  V,  Teleg.  Co.  161  U.  S.  96,  99,  40 
li.  ed.  630,  031,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  606.  And 
the  conclusion  reached  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  operation  of  the  act  of  March 
8,  1891,  was  to  do  away  with  any  pecuniary 
limitation  on  appeals  directlv  from  the  cir- 
cuit courts  to  this  court.  The  Paquete  Hch 
hana,  175  U.  S.  677,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep«  290, 
44  L.  ed.  — . 

We  are  therefore  constrained  to  hold  that 
the  circuit  court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

Decree  reversed,  with  costs,  and  cause  re- 
manded to  the  Circuit  Court  with  a  direction 
io  dismiss  the  bill. 


^176  U.  S.  97) 

THE  NEWFOUNDLAND. 

J^rize — order  for  further  proof  because  of 
suspicion — sufficiency  of  evidence  to  justi' 
fy  forfeiture — attempt  to  run  hlookade. 


-1.  An  order  for  further  proof  In  case  of  the 
libel  of  a  Yessel  as  a  prise  for  trying  to  yIo- 
late  a  blockade  Is  not  an  abuse  of  discretion, 
where  tbe  circumstances  created  a  suspicion 
of  an  intention  to  enter  tbe  blockaded  port. 

ft.  The  forfeiture  of  a  vessel  as  a  prise  for  at- 
tempting to  run  a  blockade  should  not  be 
made  on  evidence  which  consists  of  suspicious 
eircumstances  merely,  although  they  make 
probable  csuee  for  the  capture  of  the  ship  and 
Justification  of  her  captors. 


[No.  166.] 

J.rgued    yovemher    S,    B,    1899. 
January  IS,  1900. 


Decided 


APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  South  Carolina  condemning  and  for- 
feiting a  ship  and  cargo  as  prizes  of  war. 
Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  89  Fed.  Rep.  90  and 
610. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Theodore  O*  Barker  and  O.  A. 
R.  Rowlings  for  appellant. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Koyt  and 
Ifessrs.  Joseph  K.  McCammon  and  James  H. 
Uaydcn  for  appellees. 

'*    *  Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  Newfoundland,  a  British  steamship, 
trns  seized  off  the  coast  of  Cuba  on  10th  July, 
1898,  by  the  United  States  ship  of  war  May- 
flower, on  tlie  ground  that  she  was  trying  to 
violate  the  blockade  of  Havana.  She  was 
,sent  to    Charleston,    South    Carolina,    and 


there  libeled  with  her  cargo  as  prisse  of  war. 
Testimony  waa  taken  in  preparatorio,  and 
the  court  determined  It  to  be  insufficient  for 
condemnation,  and  on  motion  of  the  attor- 
ney for  the  United  States  ordered  further 
proof. 

Upon  that  proof  a  decree  was  entered  eon* 
demning  and  forfeiting  the  ship  and  cargo, 
and  they  were  orderS  to  be  sold.  From 
the  decree  this  appeal  is  prosecuted.  The  as- 
signments of  error  may  be  reduced  to  two 
contentions: 

1.  That  the  court  erred  in  making  an  or- 
der for  further  proof  because  the  testimony 
taken  in  preparatorio  afforded  no  legal 
foundation  for  doubt,  or  proof  of  any  overt 
act  to  justify  the  condemnation  of  the  ship. 

2.  That  the  additional  testimony  taken 
still  left  the  evidence  insufficient  for  con« 
demnation. 

(1)  Of  the  testimony  taken  in  prepara- 
torio the  court  said: 

"Taking  the  testimony  which  alone  is  now 
before  the  court,  there  is  nothing  in  it  which 
shows  or  tends  to  show  that  the  Newfound- 
land, at  the  time  of  capture  or  at  any  other 
time,  was  heading  for  the  port  of  Havana 
or  any  other  port/' 

And,  further: 

"So  far  as  its  examination  has  extended, 
no  case  has  been  found  where  a  sentence  of 
condemnation  was  passed  upon  such  a  state 
of  facts  as  is  presented  in  this  record.  How  a 
far^short  the  cases  cited  fall  in  showing? 
cause  for  condemnation,  the  eircumstances 
hereinabove  recited  demonstrate.  These 
circumstances  do  no  more  than  create  a  sus- 
picion that  there  was  an  intention  to  enter 
a  Cuban  port  in  violation  of  the  blockade; 
but  suspicion,  however  well  founded,  is  not 
proof,  and  cannot  be  accepted  in  any  court 
in  place  of  evidence. 

"There  must  be  some  overt  act  denoting 
an  attempt  to  do  the  thing  forbidden,  some 
fact  in  addition  to  the  proved  intention  to 
commit  the  infraction,  which  shows  that  the 
unlawful  intent  is  persisted  in  and  is  being 
carried  into  execution. 

"As  this  court  has  in  a  recent  case  had 
occasion  to  remark,  the  testimony  in  preporo* 
torio  rarely  affords  opportunity  for  such 
proof.  From  the  master's  testimony  it  ap- 
pears that  Commander  Mackenzie  informed 
him  that  he  had  information,  throus^  a  let* 
ter  from  the  American  consul  at  Halifax, 
that  the  Newfoundland  sailed  with  inten- 
tion to  run  the  blockade.  The  court  can  form 
no  opinion  as  to  the  probable  weight  of  such 
testimony.  It  also  appears  that  Comman* 
der  Mackenzie  thought  the  movements  and 
conduct  of  the  Newfoundland  on  the  night  of 
the  capture  suspicious.  The  conrt  has  per- 
sonal acquaintance  with  Commander  Mac- 
kenzie, and  knows  that  in  character.  Intelli- 
gence, and  attainments  he  is  the  peer  of  any 
officer  of  the  navy;  but,  highly  as  it  values 
his  opinion,  it  cannot  accept  it  in  lieu  of 
proof;  it  furnishes  ground  for  ordering  fur- 
ther evidence." 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  appellants  that 
the  court,  therefore,  based  its  order  for  fur- 
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ther  proof  npoa  Cominander  Mackenzie'^ 
opinion,  whlch^  even  if  otherwise  competent, 
was  not  in  evidence.  We,  however,  do  not 
■0  interpret  the  remarks  of  the  court.  It  is 
cKplieitfy  stated  that  the  circumstances  cre- 
ated a  suspicion  of  an  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  ship  to  enter  a  Cuhan  port,  but  that 
the  suspicion  was  insufficient  lor  condemna- 
tion,  without  some  proof  in  addition  show* 
ittg  an  overt  act,  which,  as  testimony  in  pre- 
paratorio  rarely  afforded,  further  proof  was 
ordered. 

This  was  not  an  abuse  of  discretion,  and  is 

dearly  within  the  ruling  of  The  Sir  William 

Peel,  5  Wall.  684,  etih  nam.  United  States  y. 

p  The  Sir  William  Peel,  18  L.  ed.  699.    In 

o  that  case  the  court  said  the  preparatory 

•  proof,  whidi*  consisted  of  the  depositions  of 

the  master  of  the  ship,  the  mate,  and  one 

seaman,  "clearly  required  restitution"  of  the 

ship,  and,  declaring  the  rule,  said,  through 

Chi^    Justice    Chase,    that   "regularly    in 

eases  of  prise  no  evidence  is  admissible  on 

the  first  hearing,  except  that  which  oomes 

from  the  ship,  either  in  the  papers  or  the 

testimony  of  persons  found  on  board. 

"If  upon  this  evidence  the  case  is  not 
suffleieiitly  clear  to  warrant  condemnation 
or  restitution,  opportunity  is  given  by  the 
eourt,  either  of  its  own  accord  or  upon  mo- 
tion and  proper  grounds  shown,  to  introduce 
additional  evidence  under  an  order  for  fur- 
ther proof." 

(2)  For  a  statement  of  the  case  we  may 
quote  from  the  opinions  of  the  district  court. 
They  clearly  marshal  and  review  all  inculpa- 
ting and  exculpating  circumstances,  and 
give  the  impressions  of  the  court  of  the 
character  of  witnesses  the  most  important 
of  whom  testified  in  its  presence.  From 
the  first  opinion  rendered  on  the  testimony 
taken  in  preparatorio,  as  follows :  The  New- 
foundland "cleared  from  Halifax,  Nova 
Scotia,  July  8,  1898,  for  Kingston,  Jamaica, 
and  Vera  Crux,  Mexico.  She  carried  a  car- 
go of  flour,  pork,  com,  wheat,  and  canned 
goods  shipped  by  David  Robertson  &  Co. 
Bills  of  lading  were  issued  to  them  for  4,- 
886  packages  for  Kingston,  and  3,747  for 
Vera  Cruz.  These  bills  of  lading  are  in- 
dorsed by  them  in  blank.  The  charter  party 
was  for  a  voyage  of  three  months  to  ports  of 
the  United  States,  West  Indies,  Central  and 
South  America,  etc.,  in  the  customary 
printed  form;  and  written  therein  was,  *in- 
cluding  open  Cuban  ports,  no  contraband  of 
war  to  be  shipped;'  and  was  to  terminate  at 
Halifax.  Musgrave  ft  Co.  were  the  char- 
to-ers." 

"It  appears  from  the  master's  testimony 
that  he  was  instructed  by  the  charterers  to 
follow  the  directions  of  the  shippers  of  the 
cargo,  and  he  received  from  Robertson  ft  Co., 
through  the  former  captain,  verbal  instruc- 
tions to  clear  for  Kingston  and  Vera  Cruz, 
and  to  proceed  with  all  haste  to  the  north 
^  coast  of  Cuba,  and  to  enter  either  the  port 
o  of  Sagua  la  Grande  or  Caibairien,  but  on  no 
r  account  to  enter  any* blockaded  port;  and, 
if  he  found  the  ports  of  Sagua  and  Caibairien 
Uoekaded,  to  proceed  to  Kingston  and  wire 


for  instructions.  It  seems  clear  from  this 
testimony  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
shippers  that  the  cargo  was  to  be  landed  at 
Sagua  or  Caibairien,  where  the  master  was 
instructed  that  he  would  be  met  by  pilots; 
and  that  Kingston  and  Vera  Cruz  were  'con- 
tingent' or  provisional  destinations.  Nei- 
ther Sagua  nor  Caibairien  were  included 
among  the  Cuban  ports  in  either  of  the  Pres- 
ident's proclamations  notifying  a  blockade. 

"The  Newfoundland  sailed  from  Halifax 
«n  July  9.  Her  speed  is  about  8  knots ;  her 
registered  tonnage,  667  tons.  She  steered 
for  the  'Crooked  Inland  Passage'  in  the  Ba- 
hamas, passing  thence  into  the  *Old  Bahama 
Channel,'  and,  going  in  the  direction  of 
Sagua  and  Caibairien,  she  reached  a  point 
northwestwardly  from  Neuvitas,  on  the 
north  coast  of  Cuba^  where  she  was  stopped 
by  the  United  States  ship  of  war  Badger  at 
12:45  A.  M.,  on  Monday,  July  18th.  Her  pa- 
pers were  examined  by  the  boarding  officer, 
who  informed  the  master  that  the  whole  is- 
land of  Cuba  was  blockaded,  and  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  upon  her  course. 

"The  island  of  Jamaica  lies  almost  due 
south  from  Nuevitas,  which,  being  about  200 
miles  from  the  eastern  end  of  the  island  of 
Cuba,  it  is  contended  that  the  Newfoundland 
should  at  that  point  have  changed  her 
course,  and  proceeded  eastward  around  Cape 
Maysi,  and  thence  to  Kingston.  This  un- 
doubtedly would  have  been  the  shortest 
course,  and,  if  Kingston  was  the  destination, 
the  sailinff  westward'  from  Nuevitas  would 
have  carried  the  ship  many  hundreds  of 
miles  out  of  her  course.  It  may  be  here  ob- 
served that  on  tlie  log  book  kept  by  the  mate 
the  line  at  the  head  of  each  page  up  to  and 
including  Monday,  18th  July,  is,  'Journal 
from  Huifax,  N.  S.,  towards  Kingston  and 
Vera  Cruz.'  On  Tuesday,  19th  July,  the 
head  line  is,  'Journal  from  Halifax,  N.  S., 
towards  Vera  Cruz  and  Kingston.'  If,  aft- 
er reaching  Nuevitas,  there  was  an  intention 
to  go  to  Vera  Crus,  the  westwardly  course 
would  be  the  most  direct." 

From  the  second  opinion  on  final  hearing, 
as  follows:  ei 

"Lieutenant  Bvans,  in  command  of  the  U.^ 
S.  8.  Tecumseh,  •  testifies  that  about  6» 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  July  19th,  while 
on  his  station  in  the  blockading  squadron,  6 
or  8  miles  to  the  north  and  eastward  of  Ha- 
vana light,  and  about  3Vi  miles  from  the 
nearest  shore,  he  sighted  the  Newfoundland 
moving  towards  him  on  a  westerlv  course; 
that  he  immediately  stood  towards  her  at  full 
speed, — about  10  knots, — and  overhauled  her, 
sending  his  mate  aboard  to  examine  her  pa* 
pers.  He  estimates  his  position  at  the  time 
as  being  latitude  23**  15'  N.,  longitude  82* 
13',  and  on  a  diagram  prepared  by  the  navi- 
gating officer  of  the  Mayflower,  and  offered 
in  evidence,  he  fixes  her  position  as  being  un- 
questionably within  a  dotted  circle,  thinks 
that  it  was  about  the  center  of  the  circle, 
but,  having  taken  no  measurements  at  the 
time,  would  not  undertake  to  fix  it  closer 
than  within  3  miles.  He  fixes  the  hour  of 
boarding  at  5:35,  and  says  that  he  left  her 
'in  the  Tidnity  of  6  o'clock,'  she  bearing  off 
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on  ft  course  about  west  hj  one-hftlf  north. 
Mate  Nickerson,  of  the  Teeunuieh,  fixes  her 
position  at  the  time  of  sighting  the  New- 
foundland at  6  to  8  miles  from  Monro  lights 
and  about  3^  to  4  miles  from  the  nearest 
shore,  the  Newfoundland  being  at  that  time 
about  0  miles  to  the  northward  and  east- 
ward, sailing  west;  the  Tecumseh  sailing 
about  4  miles  to  overhaul  her.  He  fixes  the 
hour  of  boarding  at  5:35  exactly,  and  says 
that  he  returned  aboard  his  ship  about  5:50. 
He  failed  to  enter  upon  the  log  of  the  New- 
foimdland  the  hour  of  boarding,  as  is  usual- 
ly, and  always  should  be,  done.  He  locates 
the  point  of  boarding  upon  the  diagram  as 
does  Lieutenant  Evans;  saw  the  Newfound- 
land for  about  10  minutes  alter  she  stood  off 
one  or  two  points  to  the  north  of  west;  and 
says  'it  began  to  settle  down  dusk  then.' 

"Ensign  Pratt,  of  the  Mayflower,  whose 
watch  begB.n  at  8  o'clock,  testifies  that  about 
8:20  he  picked  up  a  small  light  bearing 
north  by  west  from  him;  reported  the  same 
to  the  commanding  officer,  who  ordered  the 
ship  headed  for  it  north  by  west,  and  the  en- 

fines  rung  ahead  full  speed.  Shortly  after 
eading  for  it,  the  light  was  lost,  but,  stand- 
ing on  the  same  course  about  i20  minutes, 
I  and  putting  on  forced  draft,  the  light  was 
I  picked  up  again  a  little  to  the  westward.  Al- 
tering* his  course,  and  heading  north-north- 
west, the  light  shortly  disappeared  again. 
He  gradually  changed  his  course  to  the  west- 
ward until  he  headed  about  northwest, 
standing  on  that  course  about  30  minutes, 
still  not  seeing  the  light,  when  about  9 :  10  he 
sighted  it  again,  bearinsp  southwest  on  his 
port  beam,  and  inshore;  headed  for  it  amn, 
and  stood  on  until  about  0 :30,  when  the  Tight 
was  seen  outshore  of  him  on  his  starboard 
beam,  and  headed  for  it  again,  alid  came  up 
with  her  at  10  o'clock.  From  subseouent 
developments  it  is  probable  that  the  light 
thus  described  was  that  of  a  lantern  hang- 
ing on  the  wall  of  the  oompanionway  in  the 
after  deck-house  of  the  Newfoundland,  visi- 
ble only  when  nearly  abeam  through  the 
doors  on  either  side.  It  would  be  open  only 
to  about  three  fourths  of  a  point  of  the  com- 
pass, and  the  Mayflower,  at  full  speed,  mak- 
ing at  times  IC  miles  an  hour,  would  pass 
the  point  of  visibility,  until,  by  changing  her 
course,  it  would  again  become  visible  and  be 
picked  up  first  on  one  quarter,  then  on  the 
other.  When  the  light  was  first  seen,  the 
Mayflower  was  heading  east-northeast,  and 
the  light  was  bearing  north  by  west  from 
her,  a  point  forward  of  the  port  beam,  and 
estimated  to  be  from  2  to  3  miles  distant. 
No  other  lights  were  seen  on  the  Newfound- 
land imtil  she  was  overhauled.  At  that 
time  all  of  the  regulation  lights  were  found 
to  be  burning  brightly. 

"Lieutenant  Culver,  navigating  officer  of 
the  Mayflower,  describes  the  chase  substan- 
tially as  above,  and  exhibits  a  tracing  made 
on  July  20th,  showing  the  estimated  posi- 
tions of  the  respective  vessels  at  the  time 
when  the  light  was  first  discovered  and  at 
the  time  of  the  capture,  and  the  course 
•aUed  by  each. 
''Commander  Mackensie,  of  the  Mayflower, 


was  the  senior  officer  of  the  blockade  off  Ha- 
vana. The  Mayflower  covered  about  five 
S lints  of  the  compass  on  the  bearing  from 
orro  light,  and  had  been  on  that  station 
during  the  month  of  July.  He  says  thatabout 
8:30  a  faint  light  was  reported  about  north 
by  west  of  him,  which  he  tnought  was  a  plain 
lantern.  He  describes  the  ehase,  and  locates 
the  positions  of  the  two  vessels  on  the  trao-  j 
inff  prepared  by  Lieutenant  Culver.  From^ 
this* testimony  and  upon  this  diagram  it  • 
would  appear  that  the  Newfoundland,  when 
boarded  dj  the  Tecumseh,  was  at  a  point 
within  a  cirde  whose  center  is  10%  miles 
from  Morro  light,  whose  bearing  was  south- 
west V^  west. ' 

''The  testimony  from  the  Newfoundland, 
relating  to  the  same  matter,  will  now  be 
stated. 

"Captain  Malcolm,  the  master,  says  that 
he  was  boarded  by  the  mate  of  the  Tecumseh 
14  miles  off  shore— -off  the  nearest  land — 
while  sailing  on  a  westvrard  course;  that  the 
boarding  officer,  after  examining  his  papers, 
advised  him  not  to  go  any  nearer  the  land, 
lest  he  should  get  a  shell  into  him,  and  left 
him  at  6:30;  tnat  thereafter  he  stood  on  a 
course  one  point  north  of  west  until  8 
o'clock,  when  the  Havana  light  bore  about 
south  by  west,  and  from  that  time  he  put  his 
ship  back  on  a  course  due  west,  which  he  fol- 
lowed until  boarded  by  the  Mayflower.  He 
exhibits  a  chart  on  which  he  has  marked  his 
course,  and  says  that  at  8:80  he  passed  Ha- 
vana light,  being  17Vi  miles  from  it;  that  at 
10  o'clock,  when  boarded  by  the  Mayflower, 
he  was  21  miles  from  Havana  light,  which 
bore  then  southeast  by  south  one-half  south. 

"Salkus,  the  mate  of  the  Newfoundland, 
testifies  to  the  boarding  by  the  Tecumseh  at 
6:10,  and  that  the  Havana  lighthouse  and 
Morro  Castle  were  not  visible;  that  they 
started  on  their  course  at  6:30,  and  at  8:30 
were  abreast  of  Havana  light,  which  bore 
south  about  16  or  17  miles.  In  explanation 
of  the  entry  in  his  log  he  says  that  he  took 
no  bearings  at  the  time  of  the  entry,  and 
knew  that  the  ship  was  farther  off  than  10 
miles.  He  savs  that  at  the  time  of  the  cap- 
ture Morro  light  was  not  visible  from  the 
bridge,  but  that  he  saw  it  from  the  compass 
pole,  15  feet  above  the  bridge.  , 

"Payne,  the  engineer,  testified  to  the 
boarding  by  the  Tecumseh  at  6:10,  and  his 
log  con&ins  an  entry  showing  that  the  en- 
gines stopped  at  6:10,  and  started  again  at 
6:80. 

"It  thus  appears  that  there  is  a  wide  diver- 
gence in  the  testimony  as  to  the  point  at 
which  the  Newfoundland  was  when  boarded 
by  the  Tecumseh,  and  some  divergence  as  to 
the  time  of  such  boarding.  ^ 

''Lieutenant  Evans  and  his  mate  fixed  this  § 
location  within*  a  circle  whose  radius  is  8* 
miles.  They  say  that  they  are  certain  as  to 
her  location  within  3  miles,  and  believe  that 
she  was  about  the  center  of  that  circle,  which 
is  lOVl^  miles  from  Morro  light.  Captain 
Malcolm  and  his  mate  fix  the  location  at  a 
point  24  miles  from  Morro  light,  IZ% 
miles  from  the  center  of  the  circle  above  re- 
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ferred  to,  and  lO^i  mnes  from  that  point  of 
the  circle  nearest  to  the  Newfoundland. 

"There  is  marked  discrepancy,  and  the 
first  point  to  be  decided  is,  which  is  correct! 
Applying  the  usual  tests  by  which  testimony 
is  weighed, — the  intelligence  of  the  witness- 
es, their  ODportunities  for  knowing  the 
truth,  the  likelihood  of  error  arising  from 
considerations  of  interest,  and  other  influ- 
enees  which  commonly  sway  men's  minds, — 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  there  is  a  prepon- 
derance of  probability  in  favor  of  that  side 
which,  having  no  interest  in  the  controversy, 
has  the  greater  opportunity  of  knowledge. 

"Lieutenant  Evans  and  his  mate  were  on 
oruising  grounds  with  which  they  were  fa- 
miliar. There  could  be  no  difficulty  in  as- 
eertainine  their  position  from  the  bearing  of 
Monro,  which  was  in  plain  sight,  day  and 
night.  They  were  within  3  or  4  miles  of  the 
shore,  with  well-defined  objecte  from  which 
bearings  could  be  had.  It  was  their  mani- 
fest duty  to  know  where  they  were,  for  they 
had  to  keep  within  certain  prescribed  limite. 
They  are  men  of  education,  character,  and 
intelliffence,  and  their  testimony  cannot  be 
discredited  without  imputing  to  them  a  reck- 
less carelessness  for  wnich  there  is  no  war- 
rant. 

"Neither  Captein  Malcolm  nor  his  mate 
were  familiar  with  the  locality.  The  former 
had  once  before  been  to  Havana,  the  latter, 
never.  Their  interest  Is  obvious.  I  have  no 
difficulty  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  preponderance  of  evidence  fixes  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Newfoundland  within  the  de- 
scribed circle  when  boarded  by  the  Tecum- 
seh.  I  am  not  so  dear  as  to  the  time.  The 
mate  Nickerson  fixes  it  at  5:35  precisely,  and 
says  that  he  returned  to  the  Tecumseh  at 
6:50;  but  he  says  that  he  watehed  the  New- 

Sfoundland  for  about  ten  minutes  after  she 
left,  when  'it  began  to  settle  down  dusk.' 
r    *"The  sun  set  in  that  latitude  on  that  day 
about  6:80,  and  there  is  little  twilight. 

"The  officers  of  the  Newfoundland  fix  the 
hour  of  boarding  at  6:10  and  the  time  of  de- 
parture at  6 :30,  and  these  figures  are  entered 
upon  the  engineer's  log.  This  log  has  been 
in  possession  of  the  claimant  since  the  cap- 
ture, and  some  erasures  appear  in  another 
part  which  may  hereafter  call  for  comment, 
and  it  therefore  cannot  be  accepted  as  abso- 
lute verity,  but  giving  the  ship  the  benefit  of 
the  reasonable  doubt  which  the  testimony 
warranto,  assuming  that  she  sailed  at  6:30, 
the  is  next  seen  by  Ensifm  Pratt  about  8:20, 
when  he  sighted  a  small  light  bearing  north 
by  west  from  the  Mayflower,  whose  stetion  on 
tha  cruising  ground  lay  next  west  of  the  Te- 
cumseh, and  whose  position  at  that  time  was 
about  6  miles  north  by  west  from  Morro 
light  This  small  light  was  estimated  to  be 
about  2  or  3  miles  from  the  Mayflower.  The 
mate  of  the  Newfoundland  made  this  entry 
upon  her  log:  '8:30  Havana  light  bearing 
south  10  miles.'  If  this  testimony  is  taken 
as  true,  this  would  place  the  Newfoundland 
at  a  point  7  miles  from  the  center  of  the  cir- 
cle aaopted  as  the  point  of  departure,  and  10 
miles  from  the  extreme  western  circumfer- 
I  of  it,  and  it  would  follow  that  she  had 


consumed  two  hours  in  making  that  distenoe. 
As  her  speed  during  her  voyage  was  on  an 
average  nearly  8  knoto  an  hour,  there  is  a 
considerable  margin  of  time  to  be  accounted 
for,  which  she  endeavors  to  do  by  fixing  her 
location  at  8:30  at  a  point  17  miles  from  Ha« 
vana.  This  is  the  testimony  of  her  master, 
and  the  mate  concurs  in  it,  saying  that  the 
entry  in  his  loff  was  not  an  accurate  stete- 
ment  of  the  ship's  position  at  that  time; 
that  it  was  only  intended  to  show  that  she 
was  at  least  10  miles  from  Havana  liffht.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  discuss  nor  decide  now 
how  far  a  ship  is  concluded  by  the  entries  in 
her  log.  If  the  party  making  such  entry  is 
shown  to  have  been  drimk  at  the  time,  or 
habitually  careless,  or  if  made  in  a  perfunc- 
tory way,  without  observations  or  the  op- 
portunity of  observation,  little  weight  might 
be  given  it;  but,  the  log  being  intended  to 
be  a  correct  record  of  the  facte  conteined  k. 
therein,  an  entry  made  with  full  knowledge  ^ 
and  opportunity  of  •  ascerteining  the  truth  • 
must  be  accepted  as  the  truth  if  it  tells 
against  the  party  making  it,  and  can  be  de- 
nied no  more  than  a  deed.  If  it  is  the  result 
of  a  misteke,  there  must  be  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  misteke.  It  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  such  evidence  has  not  been  adduced 
here,  and  the  entry  upon  the  log,  confirmed 
as  it  is  by  the  testimony  from  the  Mayfiower, 
fixes  the  position  of  the  Newfoundland  at 
8:30  at  a  point  about  10  miles  from  the  Ha- 
vana light.  From  that  point  to  the  point  of 
seizure  her  course  can  be  marked  with  suffi- 
cient accuracy.  That  she  sailed  on  a 
straight  course  from  8:30  to  10  o'clock,  and 
that  such  course  led  her  away  from  the  en- 
trance into  the  port  of  Havana,  is  entirely 
clear,  whether  the  point  was  17  miles  from 
Morro  light,  as  claimed  by  the  Mayfiower,  or 
21  miles,  as  dsimed  by  the  Newfoundland, 
or  18  miles,  as  agreed  upon  by  her  master 
and  Ensign  Pratt  as  the  point  from  which 
they  took  their  departure  after  the  seizure, 
when  they  stertea  upon  their  voyage  to 
Charleston. 

'TThe  next  incriminating  charge  is  that  the 
Newfoundlsnd  was  sailing  without  lighte. 
Ensign  Pratt,  who  first  sighted  her,  says  he 
picked  up  a  small  light.  All  the  witnesses 
from  the  Mayflower  describe  this  light  as 
that  from  an  ordinary  lantern,  and  not  the 
masthead  light.  None  of  these  witnesses 
saw  any  of  the  regulation  lighte  until  they 
came  up  with  her  about  10  o'clock,  when  they 
were  all  brightly  burning.  After  the  chase 
began,  these  regulation  running  lighte,  being 
visible  only  two  pointe  abaft  the  b^m,  wotdd 
naturally  not  be  seen. 

"Coming  westward  from  the  point  where 
she  left  the  Tecumseh  to  the  point  where  the 
faint  light  was  sighted,  her  masthead  light, 
whose  visibility  by  the  regulations  is  at  least 
5  miles,  should  certeinly  have  been  seen  if 
there  was  proper  vigilance  aboard  the  May- 
flower. Tliat  Ensign  Pratt  was  vigilant  is 
demonstrated  by  the  fact  that  he  picked  up 
the  dim  light  2  or  3  miles  off  at  8:20.  He 
went  on  duty  at  8  o'clock.  The  officer  who 
had  the  watch  before  that  hour  was  not  ex- 
amined, nor  were  the  lookoute,  who  are  dc- 
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00  tcribed  br  CoznmAnder  Mackenzie  m  unoom- 
2  monly  emcient  men.    As  it  la,  the  testimony 

•  leaves  this  question  open  to  reasonableMoubt. 
while  it  is  probable  tnat  the  masthead  light, 
if  burning,  and  not  screened,  would  have  been 
visible  to  Ensiffn  Pratt  at  the  time  he  de- 
scried the  small  light,  he  does  not  say  with 
eertainty  that  it  would  hare  been,  there  be- 
ins  but  a  narrow  limit  of  visibility. 

''The  \iitne8ses  from  the  Newfoundland, 
Including  the  sailor  who  lit  them,  all  testi- 
fy that  Uie  lights  were  lit  at  the  usual  hour, 
and  they  were  all  burning  when  she  was 
overhauletl. 

''Commander  Mackenzie  and  other  witness- 
es from  the  Mayflower  all  testify  that  the 
small  light  already  described  was  the  only 
one  seen;  that  there  were  no  stray  lights, 
such  as  are  commonly  seen  aboard  a  steamer 
in  the  night-time. 

"Taking  the  point  of  departure  to  be  some- 
where within  the  circle  already  described, 
and  tho  time  of  departure  at  6:30,  and  the 
rate  of  speed  at  nearlv  8  knots,  and  following 
the  courses  described, — ^west  by  north  until 
8  o'clock,  and  then  due  west  until  10  o'clock, 
— and  plotting  it  upon  the  chart,  I  must  con- 
clude that  she  would  have  been  some  miles 
farther  west  than  either  the  point  claimed  by 
her  or  the  point  testified  to  by  the  officers 
of  the  Mayflower,  at  the  point  of  capture  at 
10  o'clock,  unless  she  had  loitered  some- 
where upon  her  route. 

"Outside  the  domain  of  the  exact  sciences, 
absolute  certainty  is  rarely  attainable,  and 
there  must  always  be  an  element  of  doubt  as 
to  every  transaction  the  proof  of  which  rests 
upon  fallible  human  testimony,  nowhere 
more  fallible  than  in  estimates  of  location 
and  distances  upon  water. 

•  .         .      '    •         •         •         • 

'^e  will  now  look  into  the  character  and 
conduct  of  the  Newfoundland,  to  see  whether 
.  her  presence  ojfT  Havana  is  consistent  with 
innocent  intent. 

"She  is  a  small  steamship,  lately  employed 
in  the  sealing  business.  She  sailed  from 
Halifax  July  Otb,  loaded  with  a  cargo  of 
provisions,  under  command  of  Captain  Mal- 
colm, who  was  employed  for  that  voyage. 
She  had  two  clearances,  one  for  Kingston  and 
one  for  Vera  Cruz.  Commander  Mackenzie 
Q  testifies  that  it  is  not  the  practice  of  any 
2  American  customhouse  to  give  two  dearan- 

•  ces.  Captain  Malcolm  says  that  this^is  not 
unusual  in  Halifax,  and  that  he  has  gener- 
ally had  separate  clearances  for  separate 
ports,  sometimes  5  or  6,  whenever  he  had  car- 
ffo  for  each.  We  have  no  statute  prescrib- 
ing any  regulation  on  this  subject,  and  wher- 
ever a  ship  has  separate  cargo  for  separate 
ports  I  can  see  no  reason  why  she  should  not 
nave  a  clearance  for  each,  and  I  am  informed 
that  it  is  the  custom  at  this  port  to  give 
such  separate  clearances.  While  I  cannot 
hold  that  separate  clearances  for  Kingston 
and  Vera  Cruz  were  in  themselves  suspi- 
cious, it  is  a  cause  of  grave  and  just  suspicion 
that  her  real  and  primary  destination  was 
to  neither  of  those  ports,  as  subsequent 
events  proved.  Captain  Malcolm,  in  his  tes- 
timony in  preparatario,  said  that  his  verbal 


instructions  were  to  sail  for  Caibairien  or 
Sagua  la  Qrande,  and,  if  those  ports  were 
blockaded,  to  go  to  Kingston  and  cable  for 
orders.  For  reasons  into  which  it  is  not  the 
province  of  this  court  to  inquire,  neither 
Sagua  nor  Caibairien  were  included  among 
the  ports  blockaded  under  the  proclamation 
of  the  President,  and  he  had  the  right  to  go 
to  either.  Wlxether  in  so  doing  without 
proper  clearances  he  would  have  incurred 
penalties  under  the  municipal  regulations  of 
Great  Britain  or  of  Spain  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  this  inquiry;  certain  it  is  that  he 
would  have  committed  no  offense  cognizable 
here. 

"Taking  his  course  to  the  southward,  he 
next  appears  oflT  Nuevitas,  where  he  is  board* 
ed  by  Lieutenant  Titus,  of  the  U.  S.  S.  Bad- 
ger,  and  is  informed  by  him  that  the  whole 
coast  of  Cuba  is  blockaded.  The  case  is  not 
presented  in  an  aspect  which  requires  any 
determination  of  the  question  whether  that 
sort  of  a  blockade  was  effective  or  legal,  as 
he  did  not  go  to  either  Sagua  or  Caibairien 
for  the  purpose  of  testing  its  validity,  which 
he  might  well  have  done.  According  to  his 
testimony  in  preparatorio,  and  it  is  re- 
peated on  this  hearing,  he  abandoned  all 
thought  of  entering  either  of  those  ports  up- 
on hearing  that  they  were  blockaded.  His 
course  then  should  have  been  around  the 
eastern  end  of  the  island  of  Cuba  to  Kings- 
ton, by  way  of  Cape  Maysi,  for  the  course 
around  the  western  end,  by  Cape  An- 
tonio, was  nearlv  a  thousand  miles  further,  q 
In  these  days  of  sharp  competition,  intelli-  ^ 
gent^men  do  not  make  such  long  detours  in  • 
the  prosecution  of  legitimate  business.  The 
explanation  given  is  that  he  wanted  to  satis- 
fy his  charterers  by  showine  them  that  he 
had  passed  by  the  port  to  which  he  was  di- 
rected to  go,  and,  further,  that  he  apprehend- 
ed that  he  would  subject  himself  to  suspi- 
cion by  changing  his  course  at  that  time. 
The  answer  to  this  is  obvious.  His  charter- 
ers did  not  instruct  him  to  go  by  the  ports 
of  Sagua  and  Caibairipn,  but  to  go  to  tnem; 
and  ii  he  did  not  intend  to  do  that  his  pro- 
ceeding in  that  direction  was  such  a  futile, 
time-consuming,  and  coal -consuming  venture 
that  it  staggers  credulity  to  accept  it  as  the 
true  reason.  Nor  does  the  other  reason  giv- 
en seem  much  more  satisfactory.  There  was 
nothing  unlawful  in  his  settinj?  out  for  Sa- 
gua, or  any  other  open  port  in  Cuba ;  and  if, 
after  information  of  the  blockade,  it  became 
necessary  to  change  his  course  in  order  to  go 
by  the  shortest  route  to  Kingston,  his  con- 
tingent destination,  there  would  have  been 
no  risk  in  disclosing  the  truth.  In  this,  as 
in  most  of  the  affairs  of  life,  the  straightfor- 
ward course  would  have  been  the  wisest 
course.  That  it  was  not  taken  suggests  the 
conclusion  that  neither  Sagua  nor  Caibairien 
was  the  real  destination.  It  appears  from 
the  testimony  that  neither  at  the  time  of  cap- 
ture nor  afterwards  was  anything  ever  heard 
about  Sagua  or  Caibairien  until  it  came  out 
in  the  examination  of  Captain  Malcolm  be- 
fore the  prize  commissioners.  None  of  the 
other  officers  of  the  ship  appear  to  hare 
known  about  it.    The  mate  seems  to  have 
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tlioiigbt  that  thej  were  going  to  Vera  Cruz. 
Ib  the  engineer's  log  there  appears  every  day 
from  Jnly  Dth  to  July  1 8th,  inclusive,  a  line 
at  the  top  of  the  page  containing  the  words 

*from  Halifax  to  Vera  Cruz  and ,  Cuba.* 

The  word  'Kingston'  is  written  over  and  par- 
tially obliterates  the  word  'Cuba.*  Tliere  is 
a  blank  space  before  the  word  'Cuba'  evi- 
dently intended  to  be  filled  in.  'Havana' 
would  about  fill  it.  The  engineer  appeared 
to  be  the  most  intelligent  man  on  the  ship, 
after  the  master.  From  this  entrv  on  his 
log  it  is  plain  that  he  knew  that  the  ship's 
dmination  was  Cuba,  and  there  would  seem 
I  to  be  no  good  reason  why  the  name  of  the 
j  m>rt  should  have  been  left  blank  if  it  was 
Bagna,  or  any  other  open  port.  In  the*ab- 
sence  of  any  testimony  oonfinning  the  mas- 
ter's statement  that  his  instructions  were  to 
go  to  Saf[ua  or  Caihairien,  and  there  beins 
nothing  in  his  conduct  showing  that  thai 
was  his  real  destination,  I  must  hold  it  to 
have  been  a  pretensive  destination,  and  his 
appearance  l>efore  Havana  is  therefore  not 
satisfactorily  explained. 

"Lieutenant  Culver,  of  the  Mayflower,  who 
boarded  her,  says  that  when  he  aslced  Cap- 
tain Malcolm  where  he  was  bound,  he  was 
very  vague  in  hia  replies,  sometimes  saying 
Kingston  and  sometimes  saying  Vera  Cruz; 
and  when  asked  whether  he  was  shaping  his 
course  by  way  of  Cape  San  Antonio  he  re- 
plied that  he  had  not  made  np  his  mind.  In 
the  same  conversation  he  said  that  he  had 
been  making  8  knots  an  hour  from  the  time 
ho  was  boaraed  by  the  Tecumaeh  to  time  of 
overhauling.  To  Commander  Mackwide,  on 
the  Mayflower,  he  said  he  was  making  for 
Vera  Cruz,  if  he  had  ooal  enough,  and  then 
to  Kingston  if  he  did  not  have  enough  ooal. 
He  was  goine  to  Kingston  in  order  to  take 
on  coal.  To  Lieutenant  Pratt,  the  prize  mas- 
ter on  the  voyage  up  to  Charleston,  he  said 
that  he  was  bound  for  Vera  Cruz, 

''Captain  Malcolm  says  in  his  testimony 
that  his  instructions  were  to  go  to  Kingston 
if  he  found  the  ports  of  Sagua  and  Caibairien 
blodcaded,  and  from  there  he  was  to  cable  for 
instructions,  and  that  Kingston  was  his  des- 
tination ;  that  he  had  plenty  of  eoal  to  get  to 
Kingston,  but  not  enough  to  go  to  Vera  Cruz 
and  then  Kingston. 

"It  must  be  conceded  that  there  is  no 
proof  of  any  attempt  to  enter  the  port  of 
Havana;  that  is  to  sa^,  no  witness  has  testi- 
fied to  seeing  her  heading  that  way.  It  must 
also  be  admitted  that  the  testimony  as  to 
loitering  falls  very  far  short  of  the  proof  of- 
fered in  The  Neutralitet,  6  C.  Rob.  30;  The 
Apollo,  3  C  Rob.  308;  The  Charlotte  Ohris- 
tine,  6  C.  Hob.  101 ;  The  Chute  Ertoartung,  6 
C.  Rob.  182, — ^the  cases  lelied  on  by  the  gov- 
ernment." 

The  application  of  a  more  stringent  rule 
to  the  Newfoundland  than  was  applied  in 
those  cases  was  justified  by  the  court  on  the 
ground  that  steam  vessels  have  ^eater  pow- 
er of  eluding  blockades  than  sailing  vessels 


The  conclusion  of  the  court  was  that  the 
eridenoe'cstablished  that  the  ship  was  loiter^ 
ing  about  the  coast  seeking  an  opportunity 


to  violate  the  blockade.  Conceding,  arguoi^ 
do,  that  this  was  enough  for  her  oondemn»> 
tion,  we  think  the  fact  is  very  disputable. 
It  is  based  upon  the  ship's  nearness  to  the 
coast,  the  slowness  of  her  movements  de- 
duced from  her  position  when  the  Tecumseh 
boarded  her  and  when  the  Mavflower  cap- 
tured her,  and  the  taking  of  a  longer  route 
to  Kingston  than  might  have  been  selected. 

These  circumstances  may  be  explained 
consistently  with  innocence.  Against  them 
the  fact  remains  that  she  made  no  attempt 
to  enter  anv  Cuban  port.  She  sailed  by  Cai- 
bairien. She  sailed  bv  Sagua,  although  a 
railroad  connected  it  with  SStvana,  and  made 
it  inviting  to  contraband  enterprise.  And 
she  had  sailed  beyond  Havana  when  she  was 
captured.  But  it  is  urged  she  must  have  loi- 
tered, and  with  guilbr  intention,  because 
she  ran  only  12  miles  in  three  hours,  when 
she  ouffht  to  have  run  24  miles. 

In  tibis  conclusion  there  are  disputes  of 
fact  as  well  as  disputes  of  inference.  It  de- 
pends upon  the  time  it  was  and  where  she 
was  when  the  Tecumseh  boarded  her,  the 
time  it  was  and  where  she  was  when  the  May- 
flower seized  her;  and,  granting  a  decision  of 
these  as  contended  for  by  the  government, 
there  are  the  elements  of  a  varying  course  in 
the  night  and  the  retarding  influence  of  the 
current  to  account  for  the  time. 

The  fact  of  going  around  Cuba  to  Kings- 
ton, instead  of  turning  back  after  the  was 
boarded  l^  the  Tecumseh,  is  from  our  pres- 
ent view  not  completely  accounted  for.  But 
our  situation,  it  must  be  remembered,  was 
not  Captain  Malcolm's  situation.  It  was  his 
view,  he  testified,  of  his  duty  to  his  employ- 
ers. It  was  his  way  to  avoid  exciting  the 
suspicion  of  the  officers  of  the  Tecumseh; 
and,  in  another  place,  without  peril  or  re- 
sponsibility for  that  or  some  other  decision, 
we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  is  neces- 
sarily proof  of  guilt.  After  experience  it  is 
often  easy  to  see  that  something  else  should 
have  been  done  than  that  whidi  was  done, 
but.  Judging  Captain  Malcolm  in  his  situa- 
tion, was  there  not  presented  to  him  a  fair  < 
conflict  of  reasons  t  It  is  very  certain,  if  ] 
doubt  came  to  him  what*  to  do,  he  would  * 
avoid  the  hazard  of  the  seizure  of  his  ship  at 
the  comparatively  small  sacrifice  of  the  ooal 
and  time  which  would  be  consumed  by  going 
to  Kingston  the  longvr  way. 

It  is  further  urged  that  when  the  New- 
foundland was  seen  and  pursued  by  the  May- 
flower she  had  not  her  usual  lights  displayed. 
This,  the  district  court  said,  the  testimony 
left  in  reasonable  doubt  "While  it  is  prob- 
able," it  was  said,  "that  the  masthead  light, 
if  burning  aud  not  screened,  would  have  ^n 
visible  to  Knsign  Pratt  at  thetime  he  descried 
the  small  light,  he  does  not  say  with  certain- 
ty that  it  would  have  been,  there  being  but 
a  narrow  limit  of  possibility."  The  limit 
was  as  narrow  to  all  other  officers  of  the  pur- 
suing vessel,  and  the  possibilities  it  aflTorded 
must  be  considered  as  at  least  balanced  by 
the  positive  testimony  of  all  on  board  of  the 
Newfoundland,  including  the  sailor  who  lit 
them  at  the  usual  hour,  and  the  faet  that 
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tbcj  mm  all  barning  when  she  wm  over- 
haiued. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  ship  has  too 
many  suspiciouB  circumstances  to  account 
for,  and  that  we  overlook  the  probative 
strength  arising  from  their  number  and  their 
concurrence;  that,  if  each  one  standing  alone 
can  be  explained,  all  together  unerringly 
point  to  the  guilt  of  the  ship.  We  appre- 
ciate the  force  of  the  argument,  but  cannot 
cariy  it  so  far.  And  yet  we  have  no  desire 
to  impair  the  effectiveness  of  blockades  by 
declaring  a  more  indulgent  rule  than  that 
of  prior  cases,  nor  permit  experiment  with 
opportunities  to  break  into  blockaded  ports. 
But  there  should  be  some  tangible  proof  of 
such  intention — a  more  definite  demonstra- 
tion than  this  record  exhibits.  As  we  have 
already  seen,  the  learned  trial  judge  was 
constrained  to  say  "that  the  testimony  as  to 
loitering  falls  very  far  short  of  the  proof  of- 
fered in  The  Keutralitet,  6  C.  Rob.  30;  The 
Apollo,  3  C.  Hob.  308;  The  Charlotte  Chris- 
tine,  6  C.  Rob.  101 ;  The  Oute  Ertvartung,  6 
C.  Rob.  182, — the  cases  relied  on  by  the  gov- 
ernment." Their  application,  however,  to 
the  case  at  bar,  whose  facts  "fall  far  short" 
of  their  facts,  is  insisted  on  because  of  the 
diiference  between  the  power  of  steam  ves- 
sels and  the  power  of  sailing  vessels.  Un- 
^  doubtedly  there  is  a  difference,  but  if  steam 
S  has  increased  the  power  of  blockade  run- 
*  ners,  it  has  increased  in  greater  degree*when 
conjoined  with  the  range  of  modern  ord- 
nance, the  ]>ower  of  blockade  defenders.  We 
recently  had  occasion  to  consider  their 
power,  and  decide  that  a  single  modem 
cruiser  might  make  a  blockade  effective. 
The  OUnde  Rodrigues,  174  U.  S.  610,  43  L. 
ed.  1065,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  861. 

The  question  m  this  case,  then,  Is  as  to  the 
adequacy  of  the  proof,  and  we  do  not  think 
it  attains  that  degree  which  affords  a  reason- 
able assurance  of  the  justice  of  the  sentence 
of  forfeiture.  It  raises  doubts  and  suspi- 
eions, — makes  probable  cause  for  the  capture 
of  the  ship  and  justification  of  her  captors, 
but  not  forfeiture.  The  OUnde  Rodngues, 
174  U.  S.  610,  43  L.  ed.  1066,  19  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  8.51. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  decree  of  the 
Diatrict  Court  muist  he  reversed  and  the 
eause  remanded,  with  directions  to  enter  a 
decree  restoring  the  vessel  and  cargo,  or  if 
they  have  been  sold,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
but  without  damages  or  costs. 
So  ordered. 

(176  U.  S.  92) 

CITY  OF  NEW  ORLEANS 

V. 

JOHN  G,  WARNER. 
Rehearing — decree  nuno  pro  tuna. 


A  decree  nune  pro  tune  Is  properly  entered  on 
rehearing  In  lien  of  the  former  decree,  which 
Is  set  aside  because  a  fact  was  overlooked, 
when  the  petitioner  has  died  in  the  meantime. 

[No.  172.1 


Leave  granted  to  file  petition  for  rehearing 
Deoemher  11,  1899.  Decided  January  iL 
1900. 


0 


N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fifth  Circuit.  On  motion  for  a  rehearing 
on  briefs  filed  and  npon  an  affidavit  of  the 
death  of  the  petitioner,  John  G.  Warner,  on 
March  21,  1809.  Decree  set  aside  and  new 
decree  entered  nunc  pro  tunc. 

See  same  case  beIow«  69  U.  S.  App.  131, 
87  Fed.  Rep.  829,  31  C.  C.  A.  238. 

Messrs.  8.  L.  GUmore  and  BranoH  K* 
Miller  for  city  of  New  Orleans. 

Messrs.  Riohard  Do  Gray,  J.  D.  Boiue« 
Wm.  Grant,  and  Wheeler  SL  PeoklLaiB 
for  John  G.  Warner. 

5 

*Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion  * 
of  the  ooiirt: 

It  appearing  in  this  case  that  the  court 
overlooked  the  fact  that  the  drainage  war- 
rants which  formed  the  basis  of  this  suit 
were  duly  presented  for  payment  on  June  6, 
1876,  it  is  ordered  that  the  decree  heretofore 
entered  in  this  case  be,  and  is  hereby,  vacated 
and  set  aside,  and  that  a  new  decree  be  en- 
tered nuno  pro  tunc  as  of  March  13,  1899, 
affirming  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  in  all  respects. 


(176  U.  8.  73) 
WILLIAM  J.  CRUICKSHANK,  Montague 
Hope,  Rowe  Harris,  Russell  Bleecker,  and 
Mark  Bagalley,  Appts., 

V. 

GEORGE  R.  BIDWELL,  Collector  of  Cus- 
toms for  the  Port  of  New  York. 

Injunction  against  enforcement  of  act  of  Con- 
gress — unconstitutionality  of  act— ad- 
equaoy  of  legal  remedy. 

A  salt  to  restrain  the  collector  of  customs  for 
a  port  from  enforcing  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  2,  1897,  to  prevent 
the  Importation  of  Impure  end  unwholesome 
tea,  on  the  gi-ound  that  the  act  Is  nnconsti- 
tutfonsl,  cannot  be  maintained  where  the  sole 
ground  of  equity  Jurisdiction  put  forward  is 
the  Insdequscy  of  the  remedy  at  law,  while 
the  matter  in  dispute  Is  averred  to  be  the 
?alue  of  tess  in  the  collector's  hands,  which 
Is  known,  and  the  right  to  import  teas,  since 
a  judgment  against  the  collector  would  be  en- 
forceable, and  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  tlie 
right  to  import  any  teas  except  those  which 
are  below  the  standard  fixed  by  the  law. 

[No.  232.] 

Argued   "November  10,   IS,   1899.    Decided 
January  15,  1900. 

APPEIAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  South- 
ern District  of  New  York  denying  an  Injono- 
tion  against  the  collector  of  customs.  Af- 
firmed. 

See  same  case  below,  86  Fed.  Rep.  7« 
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^  Statement  by  Kr.  Chief  Justice  Fnnert 
•  *Thi8  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  eir^ 
enit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  south- 
em  district  of  New  York  dismissing  on  de- 
murrer a  bill  in  equity  brought  by  Cruick- 
■hank  and  others,  copartners  doinff  business 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  against  George  R. 
Bidwell^  collector  of  customs  for  the  port  of 
New  York. 

The  bill  averred  that  complainants  were 
engaged  in  importing  teas  from  Japan  into 
the  United  States;  that  during  the  month  of 
November,  1897,  they  imported  into  the 
United  States  and  entered  at  the  custom 
house  in  the  port  of  New  York  several  in- 
voices of  tea  of  the  aggregate  value  of 
something  over  $4,100;  that  they  applied  to 
defendant  as  collector  of  customs  for  per- 
mission to  take  possession  of  the  goods,  and 
the  collector  refused  to  permit  them  to  do 
•o,  but  retained  the  same  in  his  own  posses- 
cion,  claiming  that  he  was  thereunto  author- 
ised by  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress 
Approved  March  2,  1897,  entitled  "An  Act  to 
I^event  the  Importation  of  Impure  and  Un- 
wholesome Tea/'  This  act  is  printed  in  the 
margin.t 


*That  defendant  pretends  that  he  Is  en- 
titled "so  to  refuse  to  permit  your  orators  to 
take  possession  of  said  teas  and  to  dispose  of 
the. same,  on  the  ground  that  samples  of  said 
teas,  of*each  of  said  several  invoices  herein- 
after set  forth,  have  been  taken  by  examin- 
ers appointed  under  the  alles^  authority  of 
the  said  act  of  Congress,  and  compared  with 
certain  other  samples  of  other  teas  selected 
by  the  Secretary  of  the*Treasunr  of  the 
United  States,  and  set  up  as  standard  sam- 
ples of  teas  under  the  alleged  authority  of 
the  said  act  of  Congress,  and  that  the  sam- 
ples so  taken  from  the  said  teas  hereinafter 
set  forth  were  inferior  in  some  or  all  of  the 
respects  designated  in  said  act  of  Congress, 
either  as  to  purity,  quality,  or  fitness  for 
consumption,  to  the  standards  so  prescribed 
by  said  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States." 

That  defendant  claims  the  right  to  retain 
the  teas  for  six  months,  and  then  cause  them 
to  be  destroyed,  and  demands  that  complain- 
ants shall  give  security  satisfactory  to  him 
that*  if  said  teas  shall  be  released  to  them 
they  will  forthwith  export  said  teas  out  of 
the  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  will 


tTbat  from  and  after  May  flnt,  eiflrtateen  hun- 
dred and  nlnety-eereB,  It  shall  be  anlawfal  for 
any  person  or  persons  or  corporation  to  Import 
or  bring  Into  tbe  United  States  any  merchan- 
dise as  tea  which  Is  Inferior  In  parity,  quality, 
and  fitness  for  consumption  to  the  standards 
provided  in  section  three  of  this  act  and  the 
Importation  of  all  snch  merchandise  Is  hereby 
prohibited. 

Sec.  2.  That  Immediately  after  the  passage 
ef  this  act  and  on  or  before  Febmary  fifteenth 
of  each  year  thereafter,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  appoint  a  board,  to  consist  of 
•even  members,  each  of  whom  shall  be  an  ex- 
pert in  teas,  and  who  shall  prepare  and  submit 
to  him  standard  samples  of  tea ;  that  the  i;>er- 
•on  BO  appointed  shall  be  at  all  times  subject 
to  removal  by  the  said  Secretary,  and  shall 
«erve  for  the  term  oi  one  year ;  that  vacancies 
In  the  said  board  occurring  by  removal,  death, 
rseignatlon,  or  any  other  cause  shall  be  forth- 
with filled  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  by 
appointment,  such  appointee  to  hold  for  the 
onexplred  term ;  that  said  board  shall  appoint 
a  presiding  ofBcer,  who  shall  be  the  medium  of 
all  communications  to  or  from  such  board ;  that 
each  member  of  said  board  shall  receive  as  com- 
pensation the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  per  annum, 
which,  together  with  all  necessary  expenses 
while  engaged  upon  the  daty  herein  provided, 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  "ex- 
penses of  collecting  the  revenne  from  customa.'* 

8e&  8.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
«pon  the  recommendation  of  the  said  board, 
shall  fix  and  establish  uniform  standards  of 
parity,  quality,  and  fitness  for  consumption  of 
all  kinds  of  teas  imported  Into  the  United 
States,  and  shall  procure  and  deposit  in  the  cos- 
torn  houses  of  the  ports  of  New  York,  Chicago, 
San  Francisco,  and  such  other  ports  as  he  may 
determine,  duplicate  samples  of  such  standards ; 
that  said  Secretary  shall  procure  a  sufficient 
number  of  other  duplicate  samples  of  such 
standards  to  supply  the  importers  and  dealers 
In  tea  at  all  ports  desiring  the  same  at  cost. 
All  teas,  or  merchandise  described  as  tea,  of  in- 
ferior purity,  quality,  and  fitness  for  consump- 


tion to  such  standards  shall  be  deemed  within 
the  prohibition  of  the  first  section  hereof. 

Sec.  4.  Tbat  on  making  entry  at  the  custom 
house  of  all  tesa,  or  merchsndlse  described  as 
tea.  Imported  into  the  United  States,  the  Im- 
porter or  consignee  shall  give  a  bond  to  the  col- 
lector of  the  port  that  such  merchandise  shall 
not  be  removed  from  the  warehouse  until  re- 
leased by  the  collector,  after  It  shall  have  been 
duly  examined  with  reference  to  Its  purity, 
quality,  and  fitness  for  consumption ;  that  for 
the  purpose  of  such  examination  samples  of 
each  line  In  every  invoice  of  tea  shall  be  sub- 
mitted by  the  importer  or  oonsignee  to  the  ex- 
aminer, togetber  with  the  sworn  statement  of 
such  importer  or  consignee  that  audi  samples 
represent  the  true  quality  of  each  and  every 
part  of  the  Involoe  and  accord  with  the  specifi- 
cations therein  contained ;  or.  In  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  of'  the  Treasury,  snch  samples 
shall  be  obtained  by  the  examiner  and  compared 
by  him  with  the  standards  establlsbed  by  this 
act;  and  in  cases  where  said  tea,  or  merchan* 
dise  described  as  tea.  Is  entered  at  ports  where 
there  Is  no  qualified  examiner  as  provided  tn 
section  seven,  the  consignee  or  Importer  shall 
in  the  manner  aforesaid  furnish  under  oath  a 
sample  of  each  line  of  tea  to  the  collector  or 
other  revenue  ofllcer  to  whom  Is  committed  the 
collection  of  duties,  and  said  officer  shall  also 
draw  or  cause  to  be  drawn  samples  of  each  line 
in  every  invoice,  and  shall  forward  the  same 
to  a  duly  qualified  examiner  as  provided  In  sec- 
tion seven :  Provided,  however.  That  the  l)ond 
at>ove  required  sball  also  be  conditioned  for  tha 
payment  of  all  custom-bouse  charges  which  may 
attach  to  such  merchandise  prior  to  its  being 
released  or  destroyed  (as  the  case  may  be)  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  act 

Sec.  5.  That  If,  after  an  examination  as  pro- 
vided In  section  four,  the  tea  Is  found  by  the 
examiner  to  be  equal  in  purity,  quality,  and  fit- 
ness for  consumption  to  the  standards  herein- 
before provided,  and  no  re-exam Inat Ion  shall 
be  demanded  by  the  collector  as  provided  In 
section  six,  a  permit  shall  sit  once  be  granted 
to  the  Importer  or  consignee  declaring  the  tea 
free  from  the  control  of  the  customs  authorl- 
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submit  the  invoices  and  yaripus  papers  Te- 
latlng  to  said  teas  to  be  marked  by  defend- 
ant as  teas  "condemned  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States." 

The  bill  then  specifically  enumerated  the 
entries  of  the  teas,  the  warehouses  in  which 
they  were,  and  their  value  respectively,  and 
charged  that  said  act  of  Congress  was  in  all 
respects  null  and  void  and  of  no  effect,  be- 
cause contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  in  that  the 
act  "purports  to  delegate  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  power  and  authority  to  legis- 
late as  to  the  quality,  purity,  and  fitness  for 
consumption  of  the  teas  imported  by  your 
orators,  and  to  authorize  the  defendant  to 
seize,  hold,  and  destroy  said  teas,  and  deprive 
your  orators  of  their  property  in  the  same 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  that  in  this 
suit  the  matter  in  dispute,  to  wit,  the  value 


of  the  said  teas,  and  the  right  to  import  teas,, 
exclusive  of  interest  and  costs,  exceeds  thr 
sum  or  value  of  $2,000  and  the  suit  arises- 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  ths 
United  States." 

It  was  further  alleged  that  by  reason  of 
the  matters  set  forth  and  the  insi;«tence  of 
defendant  that  he  is  entitled  to  hold  posses* 
sion  and  control  of  the  goods  under  author^ 
ity  of  the  act  of  Congress,  "for  the  reasonr 
that  the  said  examiners,  after  examination 
made  pursuant  to  said  statute,  have  declared 
the  said  teas  to  be  inferior  in  the  respects- 
set  forth  in  the  said  act  of  Congress,  or  some- 
of  tiiera,  to  the  standards  fixed  and  selected 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  your  ora- 
tors will  suffer  irreparable  damage;  that  the 
insistence  of  the  defendant  of  his  right  to- 
stamp  the  invoices  and  papers  relating  'to 
the  importation  of  said  teas  as  condenmed 


ties;  bat  tf  on  examtnatlon  saoli  tea,  or  mer- 
chandise deserlbsd  as  tea.  Is  found,  In  the  opln* 
Ion  of  the  examiner,  to  be  Inferior  In  purity, 
quality,  and  fltness  for  eonsumpdoo  to  the  said 
standards,  the  importer  or  oonslgnee  shall  be 
Immediately  notified,  and  the  tea,  or  merchan- 
dise described  as  tea,  shall  not  be  released  by 
the  cuatom  house,  unless  oo  a  reexamination 
called  for  by  the  Importer  or  consignee  the  find- 
ing of  the  examiner  shall  be  found  to  be  errone> 
OQs:  Provided,  That  should  a  portion  of  the 
InTolce  be  passed  by  the  examiner,  a  permit 
Shall  be  granted  for  that  portion  and  the  re- 
mainder held  for  further  examination,  as  pro- 
vided In  section  six. 

8e&  6.  That  In  case  the  collector,  Importer, 
or  consignee  shall  protest  against  the  finding 
of  the  examiner,  the  matter  In  dispute  shall  be 
referred  for  decision  to  a  board  of  three  Unit- 
ed States  general  appraisers,  to  be  designated 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  If  such 
board  Shall,  after  due  examination,  find  the  tea 
In  question  to  be  equal  In  purity,  quality,  and 
fltness  for  consumption  to  the  proper  standards, 
a  permit  shall  be  Issued  by  the  collector  for  Its 
release  and  delivery  to  the  Importer;  but  If 
upon  such  final  re-examlnatlon  by  such  board 
the  tea  shall  be  found  to  be  Inferior  In  purity, 
quality,  and  fitness  for  consumption  to  the  said 
standards,  the  Importer  or  consignee  shall  give 
a  bond,  with  security  satisfactory  to  the  collect- 
or, to  export  said  tea,  or  merchandise  described 
as  tea,  out  of  the  limits  of  the  United  States 
within  a  period  of  six  months  after  such  final 
re-examinatlon ;  and  If  the  same  shall  not  hare 
been  exported  within  the  time  specified,  the 
collector,  at  the  expiration  of  that  time,  shall 
cause  the  same  to  be  destroyed. 

Sec.  7.  That  the  examination  herein  pro- 
vided for  shall  be  made  by  a  duly  qualified  ex- 
aminer at  a  port  where  standard  samples  are 
established;  and  where  the  merchandise  Is  en- 
tered at  ports  where  there  is  no  qualified  exam- 
iner, the  examination  shall  be  made  at  that 
one  of  saJd  ports  which  Is  nearest  the  port  of 
entry ;  snd  that  for  this  purpose  samples  of  the 
merchandise,  obtained  In  the  msnner  prescribed 
by  section  four  of  this  act,  shsll  be  forwarded 
to  the  proper  port  by  the  collector  or  chief  of- 
ficer at  the  port  of  entry;  that  In  all  esses  of 
examination  or  re-examlnatlon  of  teas,  or  mer- 
chandise described  as  tea,  by  examiners  or 
boards  of  United  States  general  appraisers  un- 
der the  proTlslons  of  this  act,  the  purity,  qual- 
ity, and  fltness  for  consumption  of  the  same 
Shall  be  tested  according  to  the  ussges  and  cus- 


tonui  of  the  tea  trade.  Including  the  testing  of 
an  Infusion  of  the  same  In  bolHng  water,  and. 
If  necessary,  chemical  analysis. 
.  Sec.  8.  That  In  cases  of  re-ezaminatlon  of 
teas,  or  mercbsndlse  described  as  teas,  by  a 
board  of  United  States  general  appraisers  In 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  hereof,  samples  of 
the  tea,  or  merchandise  described  as  tea.  In  dis- 
pute, for  transmission  to  such  board  for  Its  deci- 
sion, shall  be  put  op  and  sealed  by  the  examiner 
In  the  presence  of  the  Importer  or  consignee  If 
he  so  desires,  and  transmitted  to  such  board, 
together  with  a  copy  of  the  finding  ot  «^e  ex- 
aminer, setting  forth  the  cause  of  condemna- 
tion and  the  claim  or  ground  of  the  protest  of 
the  Importer  relating  to  the  same,  such  samples, 
and  the  papers  therewith,  to  be  distinguished 
by  such  mark  that  the  same  may  be  identified; 
that  the  decision  of  such  board  shall  be  In  writ* 
Ing,  signed  by  them,  and  transmitted,  together 
with  the  record  and  samples,  within  three  days 
after  the  rendition  thereof,  to  the  collector, 
who  shall  forthwith  furnish  the  examiner  and 
the  Importer  or  consignee  with  a  copy  of  said 
decision  or  finding.  The  board  of  United  States 
general  appraisers  herein  provided  for  shall  be 
authorized  to  obtain  the  advice,  when  necessary, 
of  persons  skilled  In  the  examination  of  teas, 
who  shall  each  receive  for  his  services  In  any 
particular  case  a  compensation  not  exceeding 
five  dollars. 

Sec.  9.  That  no  Imported  teas  which  hsvs 
been  rejected  by  a  customs  examiner  or  by  a 
board  of  United  States  general  appraisers,  and 
exported  under  the  provisions  of  this  act.  shall 
be  relmported  Into  the  United  States  under  the 
penalty  of  forfeiture  for  a  tiolation  of  this 
prohibition. 

Sec.  10.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  have  the  power  to  enforce  the  provisions 
of  this  set  by  appropriate  regulations. 

Sec.  11.  That  teas  actually  on  shipboard  for 
shipment  to  the  United  States  at  the  time  of 
the  psssage  of  this  act  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  prohibition  hereof,  but  the  provisions  of  the 
act  entitled  **An  Act  To  Prevent  the  Importa- 
tion of  Adulterated  and  Spurious  Teas.'*  ap- 
proved March  second,  eighteen  hundred  snd 
eighty-three,  shall  be  applicable  thereto. 

Sec  12.  That  the  act  entitled  "An  Act  Tb 
Prevent  the  Importation  of  AduJtersted  and 
Spurious  Teas,**  spproved  March  second,  eigh- 
teen hundred  snd  eighty-three.  Is  hereby  re- 
pealed, such  repeal  to  take  effect  on  the  date 
on  which  this  act  goes  Into  effect.  29  Stst  at 
L.  604,  chap.  858. 
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under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  renders 
the  sftid  teas  worthless  for  export  and  entry 
«r  sale  in  the  markets  of  otner  countries; 
And  that  the  said  claim  of  the  defendant  that 
the  said  teas  cannot  be  lawfully  taken  from 
the  said  warehouses  renders  the  said  teas  un- 
salable and  worthless  in  the  market,  for  the 
reason  that  dealers  will  not  purchase  or 
2  handle  the  said  goods  under  tne  cloud  or 
•  threat  of  illegality  regarding  the  same^cre- 
ated  by  such  insistence  and  claim  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant." 

The  bill  continued :  ''Your  orators  further 
•how  that  your  orators  purpose  and  intend 
to  import  from  time  to  time  other  invoices 
of  teas  into  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
■aid  defendant  threatens  and  intends  to  seize 
and  hold  such  teas,  and  take  possession  and 
control  of  the  same,  and  refuse  your  orators 
possession  of  tlic  same,  in  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  same  claim  of  authority  of 
•aid  act  of  Ck>ngress  as  the  said  defendant 
has  heretofore  niade  and  set  up  with  regard 
to  the  teas  hereinbefore  set  forth  and  that 
your  orators'  ri^ht  to  import  and  deal  in 
tean  is  thereby  destroyed  and  taken  away." 

That  complainants  *'do  not  set  up  or  allege 
as  ground  for  denying  the  right  of  the  de- 
fendant so  to  hold  and  deal  with  said  teas, 
as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  any  defect,  omis- 
sion, or  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  by 
the  examiners  and  appraisers  Nvith  regard  to 
•aid  teas,  but  solely  on  the  ground  that  the 
met  of  Congress  hereinbefore  referred  to 
...  is  imconstitutional  and  void,  and 
confers  no  authority  upon  the  defendant,  and 
creates  no  right  in  the  defendant  to  refuse 
to  permit  your  orators  to  take  possession  of 
the  said  teas  and  introduoe  them  into,  and 
•ell  them  in,  the  United  States.''  And,  fur- 
ther, that  complainants  had  complied  in  all 
respects  with  the  requirementa  ox  law  aa  to 
the  entry  of  the  teas  in  the  custom  house  at 
the  port  of  New  York;  that  there  waa  no 
further  act  required  by  law  of  oomplainanta 
to  entitle  them  to  take  possession  and  dispose 
of  the  same;  and  that  complainants  "arc 
without  any  adequate  remedy  at  law." 

The  bill  prayed  for  injunction  restraining 
jlcfendant  "from  continuing  to  hold  posses- 
sion of  the  said  teas,  as  hereinbefore  set 
forth,  and  from  refusing  to  permit  your  ora- 
tors to  take  possession  of  the  same  and  with- 
^aw  the  same  from  the  said  warehouses, 
and  from  marking  or  stamping  the  invoices 
and  papers  relating  to  the  importation  there- 
of with  the  words,  'Condemned  under  the 
laws  of  tlie  United  States,'  or  any  words  to 
that  effect,   and  from  destroying  the  said 

fteas,  and  fiom  exercising  any  alleged  right, 
possession,  or  authority*relating  to  or  con- 
cerning the  said  teas,  purporting  to  be  con- 
ferred or  created  or  authorized  by  the  said 
Mt  of  Congress;"  and  for  general  relief. 

Me»tr9>  Jolia  8.  DaTcnport,  Jame9  L, 
BUhop,  and  Edward  B.  MerriU  for  appel- 
lants. 

Mr,  Sdward  B.  Whitney  and  SolMUkr 
Gm^erol  Riohardt  for  appellee. 


Mr.  Chief  Justice  FnUer  delivered  the 
opinion  of  f he  court: 

Complains nts  sought  by  this  bill  to  enjoin 
an  officer  of  the  United  States  from  the  dis- 
charge of  duties  expressly  imposed  upon  him 
by  an  act  of  Congress  on  the  sround  of  its 
unconstitutionalitT.  We  are  dear  that  its 
averments  did  not  Justify  such  an  interfer- 
ence with  executive  action. 

In  Nohle  y.  Union  River  Logging  B.  Co, 
147  U.  S.  165,  37  L.  ed.  123, 13  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
271,  the  jurisdiction  was  sustained;  but  tiie 
government  raised  no  point  as  to  the  form  of 
the  remedy,  and  deprivation  of  a  vested  le- 
gal right  of  property,  acquired  before  any 
suggestion  thst  it  could  be  taken  away,  was 
there  threatened,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
only  remedy  was  through  equity  interposi- 
tion. Neic  Orleans  v.  Paine,  147  U.  S.  261, 
264,  37  L,  ed.  162,  163,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  303. 
But  we  are  unwilling  to  extend  that  prece- 
dent. 

It  is  settled  that  the  mere  fact  that  a  law 
is  unconstitutional  does  not  entitle  a  party 
to  relief  by  injunction  against  proceedings  in 
compliance  therewith,  but  it  must  appear 
that  he  has  no  adequate  remedy  by  the  ordi- 
nary processes  of  the  law,  or  that  the  case 
falls  under  some  recognized  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  Shelton  v.  Piatt,  139  U.  S.  691, 
35  L.  ed.  278,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  646;  Allen 
V.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  658, 
35  L.  ed.  303,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  682;  Paoifio 
Exp.  Co.  V.  Seihert,  142  U.  S.  839,  35  L.  ed. 
1035,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  810,  12  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  250;  Pittebwrgh,  C.  C.  d  Bt.  L.  B.  Co. 
V.  West  Virginia  Public  Worka,  172  U.  S.  32, 
43  L.  ed.  354,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  90;  Arkanaae 
Bldg.  d  L.  A880.  y.  Madden,  175  U.  S.  269,  s| 
20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  119,  44  L.  ed.  — .  As*re-  f 
marked  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  in  New  York 
Guaranty  d  Indemnity  Co.  y.  Mempkie  We^ 
ter  Co,  107  U.  S.  205,  214,  27  L.  ed.  484,  487. 
2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  286,  287,  the  16th  section  of 
the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  now  §  723  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  declaring  "that  suits  in 
equity  shall  not  be  sustained  in  either  of  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  in  any  case  where 
a  plain,  adequate,  and  complete  remedy  may 
be  had  at  law,"  "certainly  means  something; 
and  if  only  declaratory  of  what  was  always 
the  law,  it  must,  at  least,  have  been  intended 
to  emphasize  the  rule  and  to  impress  it  upon 
the  attention  of  the  courts." 

Inadequacy  of  remedy  at  law  exists  where 
the  case  made  demands  preventive  relief,  as, 
for  instance,  the  prevention  of  nuiltiplicity 
of  suits,  or  the  prevention  of  irreparable  in- 
jury. The  one  head  is  well  illustrated  by 
Union  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Cheyenne,  113  U.  8.  616, 
28  L.  ed.  1098,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  601,  and 
Bmyth  V.  Amea,  169  U.  S.  466,  517,  42  L.  ed. 
819,  838,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418,  and  the 
other  by  ^yat8on  v.  Sutherland,  6  Wall.  74, 
18  L.  ed.  580;  cited  by  counsel. 

But  this  bill  does  not  aver,  nor  does  it  ap- 
pear, that  there  would  be  any  multiplicity  of 
suits  if  complainants  were  left  to  their  rem- 
edy at  law. 

llie  sole  ground  of  equity  Jurisdiction  nut 
forward  is  the  inadequacy  of  remedy  at  law 
in  that  the  injury  threatened  is  not  suscep- 
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tible  of  complete  eompensation  In  damages. 
The  mere  assertion  tliat  the  apprehended 
acts  will  inflict  irreparable  injury  is  not 
enough.  Facts  must  be  alleged  from  which 
the  court  can  reasonably  infer  that  such 
would  be  the  result,  and  in  this  particular  we 
think  the  bill  fatally  defectiye. 

The  matter  in  dispute  was  arerred  to  be 
"the  value  of  the  said  teas,  and  the  right  to 
import  teas." 

Confessedly  the  value  of  these  teas  was 
known,  and  their  destruction  capable  of  be- 
inff  compensated  bv  recovery  at  law.  The 
ofScial  character  of  the  collector,  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act,  and  the  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  execution  there- 
of would  not  oonstitute  a  defense  if  the  act 
were  unoonstitutionaL  There  was  no  inti- 
mation that  the  collector  would  be  unable  to 
respond  in  judgment,  and,  moreover,  fi  989 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that  when 
JJ  a  recovery  is  had  in  any  suit  or  proceeding 
•  against  a  collector*for  any  act  done  by  him, 
probable  cause  being  certified,  "the  amount 
so  recovered  shall,  upon  final  judgment,  be 
provided  for  and  paid  out  of  the  proper  ap- 
propriation from  the  Treasury."  The  Con' 
queror,  166  U.  S.  110, 124,  41  L.  ed.  937,  944, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  516. 

Nor  was  there  any  averment  of  injury  by 
reason  of  the  condenimition  of  these  teas 
other  than  the  loss  of  the  teas  themselves. 

The  allegations  in  respect  of  apprehended 
deprivation  of  the  right  to  import  and  deal 
in  teas  were  that  complainants  intended  to 
import  from  time  to  time  other  invoices  of 
teas,  and  that  the  collector  threatened  to 
take  possession  of  and  hold  them,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  authority  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, in  the  same  manner  as  the  particular 
teas  in  question.  This  was  in  effect  to  as- 
sert a  vested  right  to  import  and  deal  in  teas 
which  might  be  impure  and  unwholesome, 
and  which  were,  at  all  events,  inferior  to  the 
uniform  standards  "of  purity,  quality,  and 
fitness  for  consumption"  fixed  by  the  Secre- 
tary. The  law  does  not  prohibit  the  impor- 
tation of  teas  coming  up  to  the  standards, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  the  elements  of 
irreparable  injury  in  the  denial  of  permis- 
sion to  import  inferior  teas. 

Manifestly  the  seizure  of  importations  of 
teas  purchased  after  the  approval  of  the  act 
and  the  estaiblishment  of  regulations  and 
standards  thereunder,  publicly  promulgated 
and  known  to  complainants,  because  falling 
below  the  standards  prescribed,  could  inilict 
no  other  injury  than  what  it  must  be  as- 
sumed was  anticipated,  and  the  interposition 
of  a  court  of  equity  cannot  properly  be  in- 
voked, under  such  circumstances,  to  determine 
in  advance  whether  complainants,  if  they  im- 
ported teas  of  that  character,  could  escape 
the  consequences  on  the  ground  of  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  law. 

As  no  tenable  basis  for  equity  interposition 
was  shown,  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court 
dismissing  the  bill  was  rightly  entered. 

Deoree  affirmed* 


(176  U.  S.  114) 

S.  H.  H.  CLARK,  Oliver  W.  Mink,  E.  Ellery 

Anderson,  J.  W.  Doane,  and  F.  R.  Couder^ 

as  Receivers  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway 

Company,  Plffe.  in  Err.^ 

V, 

CITY  OF  KANSAS  CITY,  Kansas;  Board 
of  Education  of  the  City  of  Kansas  City» 
Kansas,  et  ak 

Appeal — right  to  raise  eonaiiiutiondl  giMs- 
iiork-~^i8oritnination  against  oorporation 
— discrimination  between  agricultural  and 
other  lands,  in  statute  as  to  annexation  to 
oity, 

1.  The  discrimination  between  Indlvldaals  and 
corporations  In  respect  to  annexation  to  a 
city  of  lands  held  for  siprlcultural  purposes 
cannot  be  attacked  as  imconstitutlonal,  to 
defeat  the  annexation  of  lands  of  a  corpora- 
tion which  are  not  held  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses. 

2.  A  discrimination  between  agricultural  lands 
and  other  lands  In  respect  to  the  right  of  a 
city  to  annex  them  Is  not  In  violation  of  con- 
stitutional guaranties  of  due  process  of  law 
and  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  as  It  Ig 
within  the  power  of  the  state  to  classli;j  ob- 
jects of  legislation. 

[No.  268.] 

Argued  Novemher  IS,  1899,    Decided  Jansh 
ary  IS,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tli* 
State  of  Kansas  to  review  a  judgment  af- 
firming a  decision  denying  an  injunction 
against  the  collection  of  city  taxes  on  Umdt 
alleged  to  be  illegally  annexed  to  the  city* 
Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  59  Kan«  427^  6S  Paa 
468,  —  L.  R.  A.  — • 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKennat 
This  case  was  here  once  before  on  writ  of 
error  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas  reversing  a  judgment  of  the 
nisi  prius  court  sustaining  a  demurrer  to 
the  petition  of  plaintiffs.  172  U.  S.  384,  43  ^ 
li.  ed.  467,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207.  J 

*The  writ  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  that* 
the  judgment  was  not  final.  On  the  return 
of  the  case  to  the  supreme  court  of  tiie  state 
such  proceedings  were  had  there  and,  by  its 
direction,  in  Uie  trial  court,  that  a  final 
judgment  was  entered,  denying  the  relief 
prayed  for,  which  judgment  the  supreme 
court  affirmed,  and  the  case  was  then  brought 
here. 

The  question  presented  is  the  eonstitution- 
ality  of  a  statute  of  the  state,  and  the  valid- 
ity of  an  ordinance  passed  by  Kansas  City 
under  the  statute.  The  statute  (Qen.  Stat. 
1897,  chap.  32,  §  15)  is  as  follows: 

Cities  of  the  First  Class. 
An  Act  Relating  to  Certain  Cities  of  tha 
First  Class,  and  the  Adding  Thereto  Cer- 
tain Adjoining  Territorv. 
Be  it  snooted  by  the  Legislature  of  tho 
State  of  Kansas;  Sec.  1.  That  whenever  any 
territory  adjoining  or  touching  the  citylimita 
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of  any  city  of  the  first  clam. having  a  popula- 
tion of  30^000  iuhabitants  or  more  siiall  be 
fubdivided  into  lots  and  blocks,  or  when- 
ever any  unplatted  tract  of  land  shall  lie  up- 
on or  mainly  within  any  such  city,  or  is  so 
situated  as  to  be  bounded  on  three  fourths  of 
its  boundary  line  bv  platted  territory  of  or 
adjacent  to  such  city,  or  by  the  boundary 
line  of  such  city,  or  by  both,  the  same  may 
be  added  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  city  by 
ordinance  duly  passed;  which  ordinance 
shall  describe  the  territory  by  giving  the 
name  of  the  subdivision  or  addition  as  plat- 
ted, and  by  giving  the  metes  and  bounds  of 
such  unplatted  tract,  or  by  giving  the  metes 
and  bounds  of  each  tract  and  plat  so  taken 
in  separately,  or  of  the  entire  tract  or  tracts 
■o  taken  in,  with  the  section,  town,  range, 
and  county  in  which  the  same  is  located, 
witbout  further  proceedings;  lut  nothing  in 
this  <iot  shall  be  taken  or  held  to  apply  to 
any  trad  or  treats  of  land  used  for  agrioul- 
turdl  purposes  when  the  same  is  not  owned 
by  any  railroad  or  other  oorporation, 

•  •>•••« 

(      The  following  is  the  ordinance: 
I 

*  Ordinance  No.  2163. 

An  Ordinance  Adding  Certain  Lands  There- 
in Described,  Known  as  the  Union  Pacific 
Lands,  to  and  Making  the  Same  a  Part  of 
the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas. 
Whereas,  A    certain   unplatted    territory 
belonging  to  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
panylies  upon  and  mainly  within  the  city  of 
Kansas  City,  Kansas,  and  is  so  situated  as 
to  be  bounded  on  three  fourths  {%)  of  its 
boundary  line  by  platted  territory  of  and  ad- 
joining to  said  city;  which  said  railroad  land, 
t^  virtue  of  its  location,  enjoys  the  benefits 
of  said  city  without  sharing  its  burdens,  now 
therefore. 

Be  it  ordaineil  by  the  mayor  and  eounoiU 
hen  of  the  city  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas: 
See.  1.  That  the  following  described  terri- 
tory, to  wit:  .  .  •  Said  tracts  being 
contiguous  and  containing  in  the  aggregate 
one  hundred  and  seventy-two  (172)  acres,  be 
and  hereby  is  added  to  and  made  a  part  of 
the  dty  of  Kansas  City,  ICansas. 

Sec.  2.  This  ordinance  shall  take  effect  and 
be  in  force  from  and  after  its  passage  and 
publication  in  the  Kansas  City  Gazette. 

After  passage  of  the  ordinance  the  dty 
levied  taxes  on  the  lands,  and  this  suit  was 
brought  to  restrain  their  collection.  The 
petition  presented  the  facts  and  contained 
the  following  allegations: 

"Nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person 
of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  person  within 
its  jurisdiction  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

''And  plaintiffs  are  advised  and  so  charge 
the  fact  to  be  that  in  so  far  as  said  statute 
attempts  to  authorize  the  taking  of  said 
lands  within  the  limits  of  Kansas  City,  Kan- 
sas, as  attempted  in  said  ordinance,  'Ex- 
hibit A,'  it  is  unconstitutional,  null,  and 
void.  In  this,  to  wit: 

'^That  by  reason  of  that  portion  of  the  act 
which  excepts  from  its  operation  any  tract 


or  tracts  of  land  used  for  agrleultural  pur- 
poses, when  the  same  is  not  owned  by  any 
railroad  or  other  corporation,  it  is  in  viola« 
tion  of  that  part  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- h 
ment  to  the    Constitution  of    the  United^ 
^States,  which  reads  as  follows:  ITor  shall* 
any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law,  nor 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
equal  protection  of  the  laws.' 

"Plaintiffs  further  allege  upon  informa- 
tion  and  l>elief  that  there  was  not,  at  the 
time  of  the  passase  of  said  chapter  74  of  the 
Session  Laws  of  Kansas  for  1891,  any  city 
of  thirty  thousand  (30,000)  inhabitants  or 
more  in  the  state  of  Kansas  where  the  con* 
ditions  referred  to  in  the  first  part  of  the 
said  act  permitting  the  adding  of  additional 
territory  to  a  city  hy  the  passage  of  an  ordi- 
nance merely  exist;  and  plaintiffs  are  ad- 
vised,  and  so  charge  the  fact  to  be,  that  said 
act  of  the  legislature,  while  purporting  to  be 
a  general  act,  was  intended  solely  to  apply 
to  the  lands  attempted  to  be  taken  within 
the  limits  of  said  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  by 
said  ordinance,  'Exhibit  A.' " 

The  property  over  which  the  extension  was 
made  was  actually  used  in  part  for  railroad 
puri)oses,  and  consisted  of  roadbed  and  right 
of  way,  main  and  side  tracks,  buildings,  and 
improvements.  The  portion  not  actually 
used  for  railroad  purposes,  the  petition  al- 
leged, were  vacant  and  unoccupied  lands, 
which  were  held  and  possessed  by  the  rail- 
road company  for  railroad  purposes. 

Messrs,  N.  SL  XioomiB,  Winslow  8.  Pieroe, 
and  A.  L.  Williams  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs,  T,  A^  Pollock  and  F.  D.  Hnteli* 
ins*  for  defendants  in  error, 

Mr.  Justice  McKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  statute  excepts  from   its  operation 
lands  used  for  agricultural  purposes  if  owned 
by  individuals.    It  includes  such  lands  if 
owned   by   corporations.    It  is   hence   con- 
tended by  plaintiff  in  error  that  the  statute 
discriminates  between  the  owners  of  agricul-  oo 
^ural  lands,  and  between  them  again  and  the  ^ 
owners   of   all   other   lands,   and   infringes « 
thereby  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  which  guarantees  to  all 
persons  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Of  the  discrimination  between  owners  of 
agricultural  lands  the  supreme  court  of  Kan- 
sas said  the  defendants  in  error  (plaintiffs 
here)  cannot  be  heard  to  complain.  "Their 
lands  are  not  agricultural  lands.  At  least 
they  do  not  allege  them  to  be  such  lands,  but 
on  the  contrary  allege  that  parts  of  them  are 
used  for  railroad  purposes,  and  that  the  re- 
maining portions  are  vacant  and  unoccupied 
lands  held  and  possessed  for  railroad  pur^ 
poses.  Owning  no  agricultural  land,  the  de- 
fendants in  error  are  not  affected  by  the  dis- 
crimination which  the  statute  makes  between 
the  different  classes  of  owners  of  such  kind 
of  land,  and  they  cannot,  therefore,  be  heard 
to  complain  on  that  score.  'A  court  will  not 
listen  to  an  objection  made  to  the  constitu- 
tionality of  an  act  by  a  party  whose  rights 
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it  does  not  afTeet  and  wlw  hM  th«r«fora  no 
interest  in  defeatinff  it'  Oool«7,  Oonst 
lam.  6th  ed.  196."  lUKiny  Oauniif  Supen. 
r.  Stanley,  105  U.  8.  305,  26  L.  ed.  1044. 

We  eoncnr  in  this  view,  and  it  would  be 
difficult  to  add  anything  to  its  expression. 
The  discrimination  occurs  only  in  a  particu- 
lar use  of  the  lands,  and  it  would  seem  ob- 
vious that  such  use  must  be  shown  to  make 
a  cause  of  action, — a  right  infringed  and  to 
be  redressed.  If  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff 
belonged  to  an  indiyidual  they  woula  be  sub* 
Ject  to  the  statute.  Where,  then,  is  the  dis- 
crimination t  In  that,  it  is  claimed,  if  the 
lands  were  used  for  agriculture,  being  owned 
by  a  corporation,  they  would  be  subiect  to 
tlie  statute,  but  would  not  be  if  owned  by  an 
indiTidual.  But  that  is  not  a  discrimination 
immediate  and  actual  against  plaintiff  in 
error.  It  does  not  now,  and  there  is  noth- 
inff  in  the  record  to  show  that  it  ever  will, 
exist.  Not  a  law  alone,  but  a  law  and  its 
incidence,  are  necessary  to  a  Justiciable  right 
or  injury;  and  it  therefore  follows  if  plain- 
tiff has  a  grievance  under  the  statute  which 
this  court  can  redress  it  comes  from  the  dis« 
crimination  between  agricultural  lands  and 
other  lands, — a  cause  of  action,  not  because 
the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation,  but  because  it 
is  an  owner  of  such  lands,  and  one  which  it 
would  have  even  if  it  were  an  individual. 
*The  answer  to  that  charge  depends  upon 
the  Dower  of  the  state  to  classify  objects  of 
legislation;  necessarily  a  broad  power,  and 
one  which  this  court  has  so  manv  times  de- 
cided exists,  and  so  many  times  has  defined 
and  illustrated  the  limits  upon  it  of  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  invoked  by  plaintiff  in  error,  that 
farUier  definition  would  seem  impossible,  and 
any  new  instance  of  its  application  not  with- 
out exact  or  analogous  example  in  some  de- 
cided case. 

The  reasoning  of  the  eases  we  need  not  re- 
peat. It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  rule  of 
the  Constitution  leaves  to  the  discretion  and 
wisdom  of  the  state  a  wide  latitude  as  far  as 
interference  by  this  court  is  concerned.  It 
la  not  a  substitute  for  municipal  law;  it  does 
not  invest  power  in  this  court  to  correct  the 
impolicy  and  injustice  of  state  laws,  and  the 
equality  it  prescribes  is  not  for  persons  mere- 
ly as  such,  but  according  to  their  relations. 
"In  some  circumstances  it  ma^  not  tax  A 
more  than  B.  but  if  A  be  of  a  different  trade 
or  profession  than  B,  it  may.  And  in  mat^ 
ters  not  of  taxation,  if  A  be  a  different  kind 
of  corporation  than  B,  it  may  subject  A  to 
a  different  rule  of  responsibility  to  servants 
than  B  {Missouri  P.  B.  Co,  v.  Maokey,  127 
U.  8.  205,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1161),  to  a  different  measure  of  damages 
than  B  ( Minneapolis  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Beck- 
icith,  129  U.  S.  20,  82  L.  ed.  685,  9  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  207 ) ,  and  it  permits  special  legislation 
in  all  its  varieties.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mackey,  127  U.  8.  205,  82  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1161;  Minneapolis  d  Si.  L.  R,  Co, 
V.  HerricK  127  U.  8.  210,  32  L.  ed.  100,  8 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1176;  Duncan  v.  MiBSOuri,  152 
U.  S.  377^  38  L.  ed.  485,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
670."    Magaun  t.   /Utnoif    Tru9t    d  Ba/o. 


Bank,  170  U.  &  t89,  4S  L.  ed.  1037, 18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  60i. 

And  these  prindplea  have  been  affirmed  In 
later  cases,  and  a  eiaaaiflcation  baaed  on  the 
difference  between  fire  insuraaea  and  utiier 
insurance  haa  been  sustained;  also  <m  a  dif- 
ference between  railroad  and  other  corpora^ 
tions  and  of  persona.  Orient  Ina.  Co,  t. 
Daggs,  172  U.  8.  557,  43  L.  ed.  552,  10  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  281;  TuUis  r.  Lake  Brie  d  W.  k 
Co.,  175  U.  8.  848,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  186^  44 
L.  ed.  — . 

In  Atchison,  T.  dB.F.B.  Co.  v.  Matihewt, 
174  U.  8.  96,  43  L.  ed.  909,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
609,  the  majority  of  the  court  decided  that,  o 
in  consequence  of  the  great  peril  and  possi-  JJ 
bility  of  fires  being  conmmnicated  l^fHne  lo-  • 
comotives  of  railroad  corporations,  it  was  in 
the  power  of  the  state  of  Kansas  to  impose 
on  tnem,  in  a  suit  successful  against  them, 
an  attorney's  fee,  and  not  impose  it  on  an  un- 
successful plaintiff.    It  was  said  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Brewer^  after  a  review  of  the  eases 
that  — 

'*It  is  the  essence  of  a  classification  that 
upon  the  class  are  cast  duties  and  burdens 
different  from  those  resting  upon  the  general 
public.  Thus,  when  the  legislature  imposes 
on  railroad  corporations  a  double  liability 
for  stock  killed  by  passing  trains  it  says,  in 
effect,  that  if  suit  be  brought  against  a  imil- 
road  company  for  stock  killed  by  one  of  its 
trains  it  must  enter  into  the  courts  under 
conditions  different  from  those  resting  on 
ordinary  suitors.  If  it  is  beaten  in  the  suit 
it  must  pay,  not  onlv  the  damage  whieb  it 
haa  done,  but  twice  that  amount  If  it  sue- 
ceeds  it  recovers  nothine.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  it  should  sue  an  individual  for  de- 
struction of  its  live  stock  it  could  under  no 
dreumstances  recover  any  more  than  tlie 
value  of  that  stock.  So  that  it  may  be  said 
that  in  matter  of  liability,  in  ease  of  litiga- 
tion, it  is  not  placed  on  an  equality  with 
other  corporations  and  individuals;  yet  this 
court  haa  unanimously  said  that  this  differ- 
entiation of  liability,  this  inequality  of  right 
in  the  eourta,  is  of  no  significance  upon  the 
question  of  constitutionality.  Indeed,  the 
very  idea  of  classification  is  that  of  inequal- 
ity, so  that  it  goes  without  sayinff  that  the 
fact  of  inequality  in  no  manner  aeterniines 
the  matter  of  constitutionality."  174  U.  8. 
106,  43  L.  ed.  913,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  613. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  distinction  is  be- 
tween tracts  of  agricultural  lands  in  a  cer- 
tain relation  to  cities  and  lands  used  for 
other  purposes  in  such  relation. 

We  think  the  distinction  is  justified  by  the 
principle  of  the  cases  we  have  cited.    That 
principle  leaves  to  the  state  the  adaptation 
of  its  laws  to  its  conditions.    The  growth  of 
cities  is  inevitable,  and  in  providing  for  their 
expansion  it  mav  be  the  judgment  of  an  agri- 
cultural state  that  they  should  find  a  limit 
in  the  lands  actuaUv  used  for  agriculture. 
Such  use,  it  could   be  taken   for   granted, 
would  only  be  temporary.    Other  uses,  cer- 
tainly those  to  which  the  plaintiff  puts  its  vj 
lands,  can   receive   all   the   benefita  of  tbeJJ 
growth  of  a  city,  and  not  bt^moved  to  submit  * 
to  the  burdena.    Besides,  such  uses  or  nuuiu- 
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iMiaring  mes  adjacent  to  a  is^ty..mavy  for  its 
order  aiM  health,  need  eontroK  Affecting  it 
differoit^  from  what  farming  ueee  do  ma/ 
Juatify,  if  not  require,  their  inclusion  within 
the  municipal  jurisdiction. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  within  the  lati- 
tude which  local  government  must  he  al- 
lowed the  distinction  is  not  arhitrary,  and 
infringes  no  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  SUtes. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  8S) 

HENRY  BOLLN,  Plff.  In  Brr., 

STATE  07  NEBRASKA. 

Due  proeeee  of  Umd  Vy  informatUm  for  feUmy 
— adoption  of  ConaUtution  of  United 
Btatea  ae  condition  of  admieeion  of  etate — 
failure  to  raise  Federal  queetion  in  etate 
court. 

1.  A  proceeding  by  InfonnatleB  fbr  a  felony 
Is  not  Insufficient  to  conatitnte  due  process 
of  law  tmder  U.  8.  Const.  14th  Amend. 

S.  The  admission  into  the  Union  of  the  state 
of  Nebraska  **apon  an  equal  footing  with  the 
original  states  In  all  respects  wbatsoever," 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  9,  1867. 
thongb  made  subject  to  the  condition  that 
the  people  adopt  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  did  not  make  the  Fifth  Amend- 
ment of  that  Constitution,  requiring  sb  In- 
dictment of  a  grand  Jury  for  a  felony  case, 
applicable  to  procedure  In  the  oourts  of  that 
state. 

8.  The  right  of  trial  by  Jury  upon  the  quea- 
tlon  of  waiver  of  preliminary  examination  la 
not  claimed  as  a  Federal  right  In  a  state 
court  by  a  plea  In  abatement  alleging  that 
the  prosecution  Is  In  contravention  of  the 
14th  Amendment,  where  this  evidently  re- 
ferred to  prior  paragraphs  which  dealt  only 
with  the  necessity  of  an  Indictment  to  consti- 
tute due  process  of  law. 

[No.  89S.] 

Arcued  December  4,  5, 1899,    Decided  Janu- 
ary 15, 1900. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska  to  review  a  judgment 
affirming  a  conviction  for  the  crime  of  em- 
bezzlement.   Affirmed. 

Same  case  below,  51  Neb.  681,  71  N.  W. 
444. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  review  a  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  of  Nebraska,  af- 
firming a  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
by  the  district  court  of  Douglaa  county,  for 
the  crime  of  embezzlement. 

The  proceedings  in  the  case,  so  far  as  thev 
are  disclosed  by  the  record  before  ua,  which 
was  agreed  upon  under  subdivision  9  of  rule 
10  of  this  court,  are  aa  follows: 

On  April  2,  1896,  an  information  was  filed 
bj  the  coont/  attomqr  for  the  oounty  of 
Douglas  against  the  j^aintiff  in  error,  both 


M  eitgr  treasurer  of  the  eitj  of  Omaha  and 
as  treaaurer  of  the  board  of  education,  for 
onbessling  moneys  belonging  to  the  city,  aa 
well  M  moneys  belonging  to  the  school  dia^ 
trict. 

On  April  4  a  motion  to  ^uash  was  filed  up- 
on four  grounds:  (1)  Ihut  there  was  no 
authority  of  law  to  file  an  information  for 
a  felony;  (2  and  3)  because  the  prosecution 
was  in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  state;  and  (4)  because  it  was  in  contra- 
vention of  Article  Fourteen  of  the  Gonsti* 
tution  of  the  United  States,  and  was  with- 
out due  process  of  law. 

On  the  same  day  a  paper  was  filed,  en- 
titled  a  plea  in  abatement,  which  prayed 
judgment  that  the  information  might  be 
quashed  for  the  same  reasons,  and  in  precise- 
qr  the  words  of  the  motion  to  quash.  H^ 

*  On  the  same  day,  a  demurrer  was  filed  to 
the  "eighteen  paragraphs"  of  the  plea  in 
abatement,  upon  the  ground  that  these  para- 
graphs did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  eon- 
sUtute  a  defense  or  to  raise  an  issue  upon 
the  plea. 

Upon  the  same  day,  an  order  was  entered 
overruling  the  motion  to  quash,  to  which 
the  defendant  excepted. 

On  April  6  another  order  was  entered, 
sustaining  the  demurrer  as  to  the  eighteen 
''reasons  therein  set  forth,"  except  the 
ninth ;  and  "the  court  doth  overrule  the  said 
demurrer  as  to  the  ninth  reason  therein  set 
forth,  with  leave  to  the  state  to  reply  in- 
stanter."  The  state  duly  excepted  to  the 
ruling  as  to  the  ninth  reason. 

On  the  same  day  a  ''reply  to  the  ninth  par- 
agraph of  the  defendant's  plea  in  abate- 
ment" was  filed  by  the  state,  admitting  that 
the  defendant  had  had  "no  preliminary  ex- 
amination for  said  crime  referred  to  in  said 
ninth  paragraph,"  but  alleging  that  he 
waived  such  preliminary  examination  and 
his  right  thereto,  as  shown  by  the  records  of 
the  court. 

On  April  8,  1896,  a  demurrer  was  filed  to 
the  information,  and  upon  the  same  day  both 
parties  appeared  in  court,  and  announced 
their  readiness  to  proceed  to  trial  upon  the 
ninth  paragraph  in  defendant's  plea  in 
abatement.  Thereupon  the  defendant  de- 
manded a  trial  by  jury,  and  the  court,  on 
consideration,  overruled  the  demand,  to 
which  ruling  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 
After  introduction  of  evidence,  pro  and  con, 
and  upon  due  consideration,  the  court  found 
that  the  defendant  had  waived  a  preliminary 
examination,  and  therefore  found  against 
him,  and  overruled  the  ninth  paragraph  of 
the  plea  in  abatement.  By  the  same  order 
the  demurrer  was  also  overruled.  The  de- 
fendant being  arraigned,  refused  to  plead, 
whereupon  the  court  entered  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  and  the  trial  proceeded,  and  resulted 
in  a  verdict  finding  the  defendant  guilty 
upon  the  fourth  count  of  embezzling  $2,500, 
upon  the  ninth  oount  of  embezzling  $3,000, 
and  npon  the  eleventh  eount  of  embezzling 
$100,000. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  being  overruled, 
defendant  was  sentenced  to  fine  and  impris- 
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'onment  upon  the  fourth,  ninth,  and  eleventh 
^  counts. 

•  *  The  case  was  carried  to  the  supreme  court 
of  Nebraska  and  the  Judgment  affirmed. 
The  court  delivered  an  opinion,  in  which  it 
stated  that  ''a  plea  in  abatement  was  filed, 
to  which  the  county  attorney  interposed  a 
demurrer,  which  was  overruled  as  to  the 
ninth  ground  of  the  plea  and  sustained  as  to 
the  other  seventeen  grounds  therein  set 
forth."  The  petition  in  error,  it  was  stated, 
contained  270  assignments,  the  only  ones  of 
which  could  be  said  to  involve  a  Federal 
question  being,  first,  that  the  state  had  no 
authority  to  prosecute  by  information,  and 
second,  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  call  a  jury 
to  pass  upon  the  issue  tendered  by  the  ninth 
paragraph  of  the  plea  in  abatement,  that 
the  defendant  waived  a  preliminary  exami- 
nation before  the  magistrate.  This  opinion 
was  filed  May  18,  1807.  51  Neb.  681,  71  N. 
W.  444. 

On  September  20,  1807,  plaintiff  in  error 
filed  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  assign- 
ments of  error  which  appear  to  have  been  in- 
tended for  this  court,  and  on  September  18, 
1800,  served  upon  the  attorney  general  a  pe- 
tition to  this  court  for  the  allowance  of  a 
writ  of  error  upon  the  ground,  first,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  convicted  upon  an  information, 
and,  second,  because  he  had  been  denied  a 
jury  trial  upon  the  issue  tendered  by  special 
plea,  that  he  had  had  no  preliminary  eiutmi- 
nation  and  had  not  waived  the  same. 

Mr,  Joel  W.  West  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Ur»  C.  J.  Smyth  for  defendant  in  error« 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Two  questions  were  raised  in  the  briefs  and 
argument  of  the  plaintiff  in  error:  First, 
that  a  proceeding  by  information  for  a 
felony  was  not,  so  far  as  the  state  of  Ne- 
braska is  concerned,  due  process  of  law,  un- 
der the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  Second, 
that  the  trial  by  the  court  without  a  jury, 
of  the  issue  raised  by  the  ninth  plea  in 
abatement,  whether  the  defendant  had 
waived  a  preliminary  examination,  was  not 
9  due  process  of  law. 

•  *1.  The  first  question,  so  far  as  it  applies 
to  states  in  general,  was  settled  adversely 
to  the  insistence  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  in 
Hurtado  v.  California,  110  U.  S.  516,  28  L. 
ed.  232,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Ill,  202,  in  which  it 
was  held  that  a  prosecution  for  murder  did 
not  necessarily  require  an  indictment  by  a 
grand  jury,  where  the  Constitution  of  the 
state  authorized  prosecutions  for  felonies  by 
information.  Subsequent  cases  have  done 
nothing  to  weaken  or  qualify  the  force  of 
Ihis  decision.  Its  principle  was  applied  in 
Re  Kemmler,  136  U.  S.  436,  34  L.  ed.  510,  10 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  030,  to  a  law  of  New  York 
providing  for  the  punishment  of  death  by 
•leetricity;  in  Dent  v.  Weei  Virginia,  120 
tJ.  8. 114,  32  L.  ed.  623,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  231, 
to  a  statute  subjecting  phvsicians  to  pun- 
Ishmtnt  who  practised  medicine  without  a 


certificate  as  to  their  competency;  in  OaH- 
weU  r.  Tewaa,  137  U.  S.  602,  34  L.  ed.  816, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  224,  to  a  statutorv  indict- 
ment for  murder  under  the  laws  of  Texas; 
and  in  Eallinger  v.  Davie,  146  U.  S.  314,  36 
L.  ed.  086,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  105,  to  a  state 
statute  conferring  upon  one  charf^ed  with 
crime  the  right  to  waive  a  trial  by  jury,  and 
to  elect  to  be  tried  by  the  court,  it  was  also 
cited  witii  approval  in  Balden  y.  JTansos, 
120  U.  8.  52,  32  L.  ed.  640,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
103;  Leeper  v.  Texae,  130  U.  S.  462,  35  L.  ed. 
225,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  577;  McNulty  v.  Col- 
ifomia,  140  U.  S.  645,  37  L.  ed.  882,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  050;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  160  U.  S. 
383,  42  L.  ed.  788,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383,  and 
in  Hagar  v.  Reclamation  Diet.  No,  108,  111 
U.  S.  701,  28  L.  ed.  560,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  663. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  April  10,  1864  (13  Stat,  at 
L.  47,  chap.  50),  enabling  the  people  of  Ne- 
braska to  form  a  Constitution  and  a  state 
government  for  admission  into  the  Union, 
the  power  given  to  that  state  is  restricted  in 
that  particular.  After  authorizing  the  in- 
habitants to  form  for  themselves  a  Constitu- 
tion and  state  government,  and  providing  for 
a  constitutional  convention,  the  4th  section 
of  the  act  required  "that  the  members  of  the 
convention  .  .  .  shall  declare,  on  behalf 
of  the  people  of  said  territory,  that  they 
adopt  the  Conetitution  of  the  United  8tatee; 
whereupon  the  said  convention  shall  be,  and 
it  is  hereby,  authorized  to  form  a  Constitu- 
tion and  state  government."  We  are  in- 
formed, however,  as  a  matter  of  history,  in 
Brittle  v.  People,  2  Neb.  108,  that  the  people 
of  the  territory  being  at  that  time  opposed 
to  becoming  a  state,  the  convention  ad- 
journed eine  die  without  taking  action  be- 
yond its  own  organization. 

Subsequently,  however,  the  territorial  leg-  g 
islature,  without  *  calling  a  convention,* 
framed  a  Constitution  which  was  submitted 
to  and  adopted  by  the  people  at  an  election 
held  June  21,  1866.  This  Constitution  con- 
tained the  following  provision  (schedule,  | 
6) :  "This  Constitution  is  formed,  and  the 
state  of  Nebraska  asks  to  be  admitted  into 
the  Union  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  oriffi- 
nal  states,  on  the  condition  and  faith  of  the 
terms  of  the  proposition  stated  and  specified 
in  an  act  of  Congress  approved  April  10th, 
1864,  authorizing  the  people  of  the  territory 
to  form  a  CJonstitution  and  state  govern- 
ment; the  people  of  the  state  of  Neoraska 
hereby  accepting  the  conditions  in  said  act 
specified." 

At  its  following  session  and  on  February 
0,  1867  (14  Stat,  at  L.  301,  chap.  36),  Con- 
gress passed  another  act  admitting  the  state 
of  Nebraska  into  the  Union  "upon  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  states  in  all  re- 
spects whatsoever,"  though  the  2d  section  of 
this  act  declared  "that  the  said  state  of  Ne- 
braska shall  be,  and  is  hereby  declared  to  be, 
entitled  to  all  the  rights,  privileges,  grants, 
and  immunities,  and  to  be  subject  to  all  the 
conditions  and  restrictions,  of  an  act  entitled 
'An  Act  to  Enable  the  People  of  Nebraska  to 
Form  a  Constitution  and  State  Government, 
and  for  tite  Admission  of  Such  State  into  th« 
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Union  on  an  Equal  Footing  with  the  Original 
States.'" 

The  argument  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  in 
thia  connection  is  that,  by  these  acts,  the  peo- 
ple of  Nebraska  adopted  the  Conetitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  thereby  the  first  eight 
amendments  containing  the  Bill  of  Eights  oe- 
came  incorporated  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
state,  and  that  the  right  to  proceed  for  felo- 
nies, other  than  by  an  indiclinent  of  a  grand 
Jury  (as  required  by  the  Fifth  Amendment) , 
iras  taken  away  from  such  state. 

But  conceding  all  that  can  be  claimed  in 
this  connection,  and  that  the  state  of  Ne- 
braska did  enter  the  Union  under  the  condi- 
tion of  the  enabling  act,  and  that  it  adopted 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  as  ite 
fundamental  law,  all  that  was  meant  by  these 
words  was  that  the  state  acknowledged,  as 
every  other  state  has  done,  the  supremacy  of 
the  Federal  Constitution.  The  1st  section  of 
the  act  of  1867,  admitting  the  state  into  the 

*  Union,  declared  "that  it  is  hereby  admitted 

•  Into  the  Union  upon  an  equal  footing  with 
the  original  states  in  all  respecte  whatso- 
ever." It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that,  by 
such  indefinite  langua^  as  was  used  in  the 
enabling  act.  Congress  intended  to  differenti- 
ate Nebraska  from  her  sister  states,  even  if 
it  had  the  power  to  do  so,  and  attempt  to  im- 
pose more  onerous  conditions  upon  tier  than 
upon  them,  or  that  in  cases  arising  in  Ne- 
braska a  different  construction  should  be  giv- 
en to  her  Constitution  from  that  given  to  the 
eonstitutions  of  other  stetes.  But  this  court 
has  held  in  many  cases  that,  whatever  be  the 
limitations  unon  the  power  of  a  territorial 
government,  they  cease  to  have  any  operative 
force,  except  as  volunterily  adopted  after 
sueh  territory  has  become  a  steto  of  the 
Union.  Upon  the  admission  of  a  state  it  be- 
comes entitled  to  and  possesses  all  the  righte 
of  dominion  and  sovereignty  which  belonged 
to  the  original  states,  and,  in  tiie  language 
of  the  act  of  1867  admitting  the  state  of  ti^ 
braska,  it  stands  "upon  an  equal  footing  with 
the  original  states  in  all  respecte  wnatso- 
ever.'*  Eacanaha  d  L.  M,  Transp.  Co,  ▼.  Chu 
eago,  107  U.  S.  678,  27  L.  ed.  442,  2  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  185;  Cardwell  v.  American  Bridge  Co. 
113  U.  S.  205,  28  L.  ed.  959,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
423;  Willamette  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch, 
125  U.  S.  1,  31  L.  ed.  629,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
811;  Ward  v.  Race  Horse,  163  U.  S.  504,  41 
L.  ed.  224,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1076.  Indeed, 
the  legislation  of  Congress  connected  with 
the  admission  of  Nebraska  into  the  Union, 
so  far  as  it  bore  upon  the  question  of  citizen- 
ship, was  fully  considered  by  this  court  in 
the  case  of  Boyd  v.  Nebraska  eo  rel  Thayer, 
143  U.  S.  135,  36  L.  ed.  103,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
875,  and  the  conclusion  reached  that  upon  ita 
admission  into  the  Union  the  citizens  of 
what  had  been  the  territory  became  citizens 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state. 

This  court  has  also  repeatedly  held  that 
the  first  eight  amendmenta  to  the  Constitu- 
tion applied  only  to  the  Federal  oourta,  and 
it  eertainly  could  never  have  been  intended 
that  these  amendments  should  be  imposed 
upon  Nebraska,  and  thereby  a  hard  ana  fast 
rule  made  for  that  state  that  would  forever 
20  &  a— 19. 


preclude  amendments  inconsistent  with  the 
Bill  of  Righte  of  the  Federal  Constitution^ 
and  which  this  court  has  held  to  be  applicsr 
ble  only  to  Federal  coorte.  As  we  have  re- 
peatedly held,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
was  not  intended  to  curtail  the  powers  of  the 
states  to  so  amend  their  laws  as  to  make 
them  conform  to  the  wishes  of  their  citizens,  3 
to^ehanji;ed  views  of  administration,  or  to  the* 
exigencies  of  their  social  life.  It  may  be 
readily  supposed  that  the  inhabitanto  of  each 
state  understand  perfectly  their  own  local 
needs  and  interests,  and,  with  the  facilities 
with  which  the  constitutions  of  the  several 
states  may  be  amended,  it  is  scarcely  possible 
that  any  evil  whidi  might  be  occasioned  by 
an  improvident  amendment  would  not  be 
readily  redressed.  Not  only  did  Congress  ia 
the  act  of  1867  declare  that  Nebraska  waa 
admitted  upon  an  equal  footing  with  tht 
original  states,  but  the  whole  Federal  system 
is  based  upon  the  fundamental  principle  of 
the  equality  of  the  states  under  the  Constitu- 
tion. The  idea  that  one  state  is  debarred, 
while  the  others  are  granted,  the  privil^^ 
of  amending  their  organic  laws  to  conform 
to  the  wishes  of  their  inhabitante,  is  so  re- 
pugnant to  the  theory  of  their  equality  un- 
der the  Constitution  that  it  cannot  be  enter- 
tained even  if  Congress  had  power  to  miJce 
such  discrimination.  We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Nebraska,  permitting  prosecutions 
for  felony  by  information,  does  not  conflict 
with  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States. 

2.  We  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  consider 
the  question  whether  the  court  denied  to  the 
defendant  due  process  of  law,  in  refusing  a 
jury  trial  upon  the  question  whether  he  had 
waived  a  preliminary  examination  before 
the  magistrate.  The  statute  of  Nebraska 
(Consol.  Stat  fi  6220),  providing  for  the 
prosecution  of  offenses  by  information  re- 
quires that  "no  information  shall  be  filed 
against  any  person  for  any  offense  until 
such  person  shall  have  had  a  preliminary 
examination  therefor,  .  .  .  unless  such 
person  shall  waive  his  right  to  such  exami- 
nation." A  plea  in  abatement  is  said  to 
have  been  filed  upon  that  ground;  but  the 
only  plea  in  abatement  which  appears  in  the 
transcript  of  the  record  before  us  seta  forth 
but  four  grounds:  First,  that  there  was.no 
authority  of  law  for  the  filing  of  an  infor- 
mation charging  the  defendant  with  a 
felony;  second,  because  the  defendant,  under 
the  state  Constitution,  was  granted  immun- 
ity from  answering  to  a  criminal  charge, 
except  upon  presentment  or  indictment  by 
a  grand  jury;  third,  because  this  prosecu- 
tion is  in  contravention  of  the  state  Coni9ti-§ 
tution,*guaranteeing  that  no  person  shall  be* 
deprived  of  life  or  liberty  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law;  fourth,  because  this  prosecution 
is  in  contravention  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  true  that,  in  the  denrarrer  to 
this  plea  and  in  the  order  sustaining  such 
demurrer  it  would  appear  that  there  were 
eighteen  grounds  for  the  plea  in  abatement, 
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and  that  as  to  the  ninth  around,  the  demur- 
rer was  overruled,  with  leave  to  the  state 
to  reply  instanter.  From  the  reply  to  the 
plea  in  abatement  it  would  appear  that  the 
ninth  paragraph  of  the  plea  set  up  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  did  not  have  a  prelim- 
inary examination  as  required  by  law,  the  re- 
ply alleging  that  he  waived  it;  but  nowhere 
in  the  plea  in  abatement  does  it  appear  what 
this  ninth  paragraph  was,  although  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  "that  the  defend- 
ant waived  a  preliminary  examination  be- 
fore the  examining  magistrate,  and  there- 
fore finds  against  the  defendant,  and  over- 
rules the  said  ninth  paragraph  of  the  said 
plea  in  abatement."  As  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Ck>urt  also  discusses  the  ruling  of 
the  court  below  denying  to  the  defendant  a 
Jury  trial  upon  this  ninth  paragraph,  we 
may,  perhaps,  be  at  liberty  to  take  notice  of 
it;  although  in  subdivision  9  of  rule  10,  un- 
der which  this  record  was  printed,  it  Is  said 
that  the  court  will  consider  nothing  but 
those  parts  of  the  record  designated  by  the 
parties,  and  the  errors  so  stated. 

But,  without  expressing  a  decided  opinion 
upon  this  point,  we  are  confronted  by  an- 
other difiieulty  in  the  fact  that  it  is  nowhere 
alleged  in  the  record  that  a  denial  to  the  de- 
fendant of  a  jury  trial  of  this  issue  was  vio- 
lative of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States*  It  is  true  that  in  the  fourth  para- 
graph of  the  plea  in  abatement  it  is  said 
that  **tbiB  prosecution  is  in  the  contraven- 
tion" of  the  Foiarteenth  Amendment,  but  this 
evidently  refers  to  the  prior  paragraphs, 
which  deal  only  with  a  prosecution  by  in- 
dictment. In  the  opinion  of  the  court  dis- 
cussing this  question,  no  allusion  is  made  to 
the  denial  of  this  jury  trial  being  in  con* 
flict  with  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and 
it  is  only  in  the  assignments  of  error  filed 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  four 
months  after  its  judgment  of  affirmanoe, 
^  that  the  defendant  sets  it  up  as  the  denial 
•  of  a  Federal  right.  Indeed,  it  nowhere  ap- 
pears in  the  record  or  in  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  that  the  denial  of  a  jury  trial 
of  this  issue  was  claimed  to  be  in  contra- 
vention even  of  the  state  Constitution.  The 
question  is  discussed  by  the  court  as  one  of 
general  law,  and  it  is  only  the  prosecution 
by  information  that  the  court  discusses  as  a 
constitutional  question. 

On  NovemlH'r  10,  18W9,  the  chief  justice  of 
the  supremo  court  of  Nebraska  certifies  that 
the  only  reference  made  by  the  plaintiflT  in 
error  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  is  set  forth  in  certain  language 
quoted  from  his  brief.  From  this  brief  it 
would  appear  that  the  denial  of  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  waiver  of  preliminary  exami- 
nation was  set  up  as  a  violation  of  the 
constitutional  provision  of  Nebraska  that 
"the  right  of  a  trial  by  jury  shall  remain  in- 
violate;" but  it  nowhere  appears  that  it 
was  claimed  to  be  in  violation  of  any  other 
provision  of  the  Constitution,  or  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution 
«f  the  United  States- 


Upon  this  state  of  the  record  wa  are  un- 
able to  say  that  the  decision  of  the  court  be- 
low was  against  a  title,  right,  privilege, 
or  immunity  specially  set  up  or  claimed  oy 
either  party  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

We  have  repeatedly  decided  that  an  ap- 
peal to  the  Jurisdiction  of  this  court  must 
not  be  a  mere  afterthought,  and  that  if  any 
right,  privilege,  or  immunily  is  asserted  un- 
der the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States  it  must  be  specially  set  up  and 
claimed  before  the  final  adiudication  of  the 
case  in  the  court  from  which  the  appeal  is 
sought  to  be  maintained.  It  is  true  that 
this  court  has  sometimes  held  that,  if  a  Fed- 
eral question  appear  in  the  record  and  was 
decided,  or  such  decision  was  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  case,  and  that  such  case  could 
not  have  been  determined  without  deciding 
such  question^  the  fact  that  it  was  not  spe- 
cially set  up  and  claimed  is  not  conclusive 
against  a  review  here;  but  such  cases  have 
usually,  if  not  always,  arisen  under  the  1st 
or  2d  clauses  of  fi  709,  and  have  involved  the 
validity  of  a  treaty,  statute,  or  authority 
exercised  under  the  United  States,  or  the 
validity  of  a  statute  or  authority  exercised  o 
under  a  stateii^where  such  statute  or  author-* 
ity  is  alleged  to  ba  repugnant  to  the  Consti- 
tution or  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  ( Co- 
iHfnhia  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Columbia  EleO" 
trie  Street  R,  Light  d  Power  Co.  172  U.  S. 
47ft,  43  li.  ed.  521,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  247.)  In 
the  case  under  consideration  the  right  to  a 
trial  bv  jury  is  claimed  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States;  but,  as  it  was 
never  set  up  or  claimed  prior  to  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state,  it  is  too 
late  to  raise  the  question  here. 

The  fact  that  the  defendant  did  set  up  in 
his  plea  in  abatement  his  immunity  from 
prosecution  upon  an  information  of  the 
county  attorney  clearly  appears,  but  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  consider  other  constitu- 
tional questions  which  might  have  becL  in- 
volved if  they  had  been  properly  set  up  and 
claimed.  The  observations  of  this  court  in 
Dewey  v.  Des  Moinee,  173  U.  S.  193,  43  L. 
ed.  005,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  379,  are  conclusive 
against  our  consideration  of  this  question. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska  is  therefore  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  dissented. 


(176  U.  S.  677) 
THE  PAQUETE  HABANA. 


THE  LOLA. 

Appellate  jurisdiction  in  prize  case — amount 
in  dispute — exemption  of  fishing  vesseU 
from  capture  as  prize — consulting  records 
of  Navy  Department — sources  of  tntervM- 
tional  law — reference  to  authorities — ju- 
dicial  nfitioe  of  international  law. 

1.  No  peconlary  limit  upon  the  appellate  ju- 
risdiction, either  of  the  Supreme  Court  or  of 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  from  a  district 
or  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  is  Ins- 
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bf  tb«  act  of  Congren  of  Ifardi  8, 

mi. 

%  Jnrlfldlctloiii  of  appeals  from  all  final  wft- 
tenott  and  decrees  In  prise  cases  may  bt 
talrao  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  without  regard  to  the  amount  In  dis- 
pute and  wiUKMit  anj  certificate  of  the  dis- 
trict Judge  as  to  the  Importance  of  the  par- 
ticular case. 

•.  The  records  of  the  Navy  Department  may 
be  consulted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  upon  the  question  of  the  recog- 
nition of  the  exemption  of  coast  fishing  boats 
from  capture. 

4.  The  works  of  Jurists  and  commentators  on 
the  subject  of  International  law  are  resorted 
to  by  Judicial  tribunals,  not  for  the  specula- 
tions of  their  authors  concerning  what  the 
law  ought  to  be,  but  for  trustworthy  erldence 
of  what  the  law  really  Is. 

5.  Coast  fishing  Tessels,  with  their  Implements, 
supplies,  cargoes,  and  orews,  when  unarmed 
and  honestly  pursuing  their  peaceful  calling 
of  catching  and  bringing  In  fresh  llsh,  and 
not  employed  for  a  warlike  purpose  or  In 
such  a  way  as  to  give  aid  or  Information  to 
the  enemy,  are  exempt  from  capture  as  prise 
of  war  by  the  general  oonsent  of  the  clrlllsed 
nations  of  the  world,  and  Independently  of 
any  express  treaty  or  other  public  act 

%.  Prise  courts  administering  the  law  of  na- 
tions are  bound  to  take  Judicial  notice  of 
and  give  eflTect  to  a  rule  of  International  law 
exempting  fishing  ressels  from  capture  as  a 
prise,  when  there  Is  no  treaty  or  other  pub- 
lic act  of  their  own  gorenunent  In  relation 
to  the  matter. 

T.  A  Tessel  of  86  tons  burden,  with  a  enew  of 
six  men,  engaged  in  coast  fishing,  and  on 
which  the  fish  caught  by  the  crew  from  the 
sea,  amounting  to  about  10.000  pounds,  are 
kept  alive  on  board,  two  thirds  of  which  be- 
long to  the  crew  and  the  other  third  go  to 
the  owner  of  the  vessel  as  compensation  for 
her  use, — Is  to  be  regarded  as  engaged  in 
coast  fishery,  and  not  In  a  commercial  ad- 
venture, within  the  rule  of  International  law 
exempting  coast  fishing  vessels  from  capture 
as  prise. 

[Nos.  395,  396.] 

Argued  November  7,  8, 1899.    Decided  Janu- 
ary 8,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  decrees  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Florida  condemning 
Tessels  as  prize  of  war.    Reversed. 

The  facts  aro  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  Parker  Kirlin  for  appellants. 

Aeaistant  Attorney  General  stoyt,  SoliO" 
UoT  General  Rioharde,  and  Meesre,  Joseph 
K.  MoCammon,  James  H,  Hayden,  Oeorge  A. 
King,  and  William  B.  King  for  appellees. 

m      Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of 

%  the  court: 

•  •These  are  two  appeals  from  decrees  of  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
southern  district  of  Florida  condemning  two 
fishing  vessels  and  their  cargoes  as  prize  of 
war. 

Each  vessel  was  a  fishing  smack,  runninff 
in  and  out  of  Havana,  and  regularly  engaged 
in  fishing  on  the  coast  of  Cumi;  sailed  under 


the  Spanish  fiag;  was  owned  ky  a  Spudth 
subject  of  Cuban  birth,  living  hi  the  eit^  of 
Harana;  was  commanded  \ff  a  subjeot  ei, 
Spain,  alao  residing  in  Havana;  and  her 
master  and  crew  had  no  interest  in  the  vea- 
sely  but  were  entitled  to  shares,  amounting 
in  all  to  two  thirds,  of  her  eatdi,  the  other 
third  belonging  to  her  owner.  Her  cargo 
consisted  of  fresh  fish,  caught  by  her  crew 
from  the  sea.  put  on  board  as  they  were 
caught,  and  kept  and  sold  alive.  Until 
stooped  by  the  blockading  squadron  she  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  war  or 
of  any  blockade.  She  had  no  arms  or  am* 
munition  on  board,  and  made  no  attempt  to 
run  the  blockade  after  she  knew  of  its  exis- 
tence, nor  any  resistance  at  the  time  of  the 
capture.  « 

The  Pa<]uete  Habana  was  a  sloop,  43  feet^ 
long  on  the  keel,*and  of  25  tons  burden,  and* 
had  a  crew  of  three  Cubans,  including  the 
master,  who  had  a  fishing  license  from  the 
Spanish  government,  and  no  other  commis- 
sion or  license.  She  left  Havana  March  25, 
1898 ;  sailed  along  the  coast  of  Cuba  to  Capo 
San  Antonio,  at  the  western  end  of  the  is- 
land, and  there  fished  for  twenty-five  days, 
Iving  between  the  reefs  off  the  cape,  within 
the  territorial  waters  of  Spain;  and  then 
started  back  for  Havana,  with  a  cargo  of 
about  40  quintals  of  live  fish.  On  April  25, 
1898,  about  2  miles  off  Mariel,  and  11  miles 
from  Havana,  she  was  captured  by  the 
United  States  gunboat  Castine. 

The  Lola  was  a  schooner,  51  feet  long  on 
the  keel,  and  of  35  tons  burden,  and  had  a 
crew  of  six  Cubans,  including  the  master, 
and  no  commission  or  license.  She  left  Ha« 
vana  April  U,  1898,  and  proceeded  to  Cam- 
peachy  sound,  off  Yucatan,  fished  there  eight 
days,  and  started  back  for  Havana  with  a 
cargo  of  about  10,000  pounds  of  live  fish. 
On  April  20,  1898,  near  Havana,  she  was 
stopped  by  the  United  States  steamship 
Cincinnati,  and  was  warned  not  to  oo  into 
Havana,  but  was  told  that  she  would  be  al- 
lowed to  land  at  Bahia  Honda.  She  then 
changed  her  course,  and  put  for  Bahia  Honda, 
but  on  the  next  morning,  when  near  that 
port,  vnu  captured  by  the  United  States 
steamship  Dolphin.  < 

Both  tne  fisning  vessels  were  brought  by 
their  captors  into  Key  West.  A  libel  for 
the  condemnation  of  each  vessel  and  her  car- 
go as  prize  of  war  was  there  filed  on  April  27, 
1898;  a  claim  was  interposed  by  her  master 
on  behalf  of  himself  ana  the  other  members 
of  the  crew,  and  of  her  owner ;  evidence  was 
taken,  showing  the  facts  above  stated;  and 
on  May  30,  1898,  a  final  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  sale  waA  entered,  "the  court  not  be- 
ing satisfied  that  as  a  matter  of  law,  with- 
out any  ordinance,  treaty,  or  proclamation, 
fishing  vessels  of  this  class  are  exempt  from 
seizure." 

Each  vessel  was  thereupon  sold  by  auo> 
tion;  the  Paquete  Halmna  for  the  sum  of 
$490;  and  the  Lola  for  the  sum  of  $800. 
There  was  no  other  evidence  in  the  record  of 
the  value  of  either  vessel  or  of  her  cargo.       ^ 

It  has  been  suggested,  in  behalf  of  thef 
United  States,  that*this  court  has  no  juris-* 
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diction  to  hear  and  determine  these  appeals, 
because  the  matter  in  dispute  in  either  ease 
does  not  exceed  the  sum  or  value  of  $2,000, 
and  the  district  judge  has  not  certified  that 
the  adjudication  involves  a  question  of  gen- 
eral importance. 

The  suggestion  is  founded  on  |  605  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  that  "an 
appeal  shall  be  allowed  to  the  Supreme  Court 
from  all  final  decrees  of  any  district  court 
in  prize  eauses,  where  the  matter  in  dispute, 
azclusive  of  costs,  exceeds  the  sum  or  value 
of  two  thousand  dollars;  and  shall  be  al- 
lowed, without  reference  to  the  value  of  the 
matter  in  dispute,  on  the  certificate  of  the 
district  judge  that  the  adjudication  involves 
a  question  of  general  importance." 

The  judiciary  acts  of  the  United  States, 
for  a  century  after  the  organization  of  the 
government  under  the  Constitution,  did  im- 
pose pecuniary  limits  upon  appellate  juris- 
diction. 

In  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity  the 
pecuniary  limit  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  from  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States  was  for  a  long  time  fixed  at 
$2000.  Acts  of  September  24,  1780,  chap. 
20,  I  22;  1  Stat,  at  L.  84;  March  3,  1803, 
chap.  40;  2  Stat,  at  L.  244;  Gordon  v.  Og- 
den,  3  Pet  33,  7  L.  ed.  692;  Rev.  Stat.  SS 
601,  692.  In  1875  it  was  raised  to  $5,000. 
Act  of  February  16,  1876,  chap.  77,  §  3 ;  18 
Stat,  at  li.  310.  And  in  1889  this  was  modi- 
fied by  providing  that,  where  the  judgment 
or  decree  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
this  court  should  have  appellate  jurisdiction 
upon  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court,  and  upon  that  question  only. 
Act  of  February  25,  1889,  chap.  236,  §  1 ;  25 
Stat  at  L.  693 ;  Parker  v.  Ormahy,  141  U.  S. 
81,  35  L.  ed.  654,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  912. 

As  to  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction,  including  prize  causes,  the  judi- 
ciary act  of  1780,  in  S  9,  vested  the  original 
jurisdiction  in  the  district  courta,  without 
regard  to  the  sum  or  value  in  controversy; 
and  in  §  21  pennitted  an  appeal  from  them 
to  the  circuit  courta  where  the  matter  in  dis- 

Suta  exceeded  the  sum  or  value  of  $300.  1 
tat  at  L.  77,  83,  chap.  20;  The  Betsey,  3 
Dall.  6,  16,  8uh  nom.  Olass  v.  The  Betsey,  1 
L.  ed.  485,  489;  The  Amiable  ^anoy,  3  Wheat 
546,  4  L.  ed.  456;  Stratton  v.  Jarvia,  8  Pet 
4,  11.  8  L.  ed.  846,849.  By  the  act  of  March 
H  8,  1803,  chap.  40,  appeals  to  the  circuit  court 
gwcre  pennitted  from  all  final  decrees  of  a 
•  district  court  where^the  matter  in  dispute  ex- 
ceeded the  sum  or  value  of  $50 ;  and  from  the 
circuit  courta  to  this  i ourt  in  all  cases  "of  ad- 
miralty and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  of 
prize  or  no  prize"  in  which  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute exceeded  the  sum  or  value  of  $2,000.  2 
Stat,  at  L.  244 ;  Jenke  v.  Lewis,  3  Mason,  503, 
Fed.  Cas.  No. 7,279;  Stratton  v.  Jarvis,  above 
cited;  The  Admiral,  3  Wall.  603,  612,  aub 
nom.  The  Admiral  v.  United  States,  18  L. 
ed.  68,  59.  The  acta  of  March  3,  1863,  chap. 
86,  S  7,  and  June  30, 1864,  chap.  174,  S  13,  pro- 
vided that  appeals  from  the  district  courta  in 
prize  causes  should  lie  directly  to  this  court, 
where  the  amount  in  controversy  exceeded 
^,000,  or  "on  the  certificate  of  the  district 


judge  that  the  adjudication  involves  a  ques- 
tion of  difficulty  and  general  importanoe.** 
12  Stat  at  L.  760;  18  Stat  at  L.  310.  Th« 
provision  of  the  act  of  1803,  omitting  the 
words  "and  of  prize  or  no  prize,"  was  re-en- 
acted in  9  692  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and 
the  provision  of  the  act  of  1864,  oonoeming 
prize  causes,  was  substantially  re-enacted  in 
§  695  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  already 
quoted. 

But  all  this  has  been  changed  by  the  act 
of  March  8,  1891,  chap.  517,  establishing  the 
circuit  courta  of  appeals,  and  creating  a 
new  and  complete  scheme  of  appellate  juris- 
diction, depending  upon  the  nature  of  the 
different  cases,  rather  than  upon  the  pecun- 
iary amount  involved.    26  Stat,  at  L.  826. 

By  that  act,  as  this  court  has  declared, 
the  entire  appellate  jurisdiction  from  the 
circuit  and  district  courta  of  the  United 
States  was'  distributed,  "according  to  the 
scheme  of  the  act,"  between  this  court  and 
the  circuit  courta  of  appeals  thereby  estab- 
lished, "by  designating  the  classes  of  cases" 
of  which  each  of  these  courta  was  to  have 
final  jurisdiction.  McLish  v.  Roff,  141  U. 
S.  661,  666,  35  L.  ed.  893,  894,  12  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  118;  American  Constr,  Co,  v.  Jackson* 
ville,  T.  d  K.  W.  /e.  Co.  148  U.  S.  372,  382. 
37  h.  ed.  486,  490,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  758; 
Carey  v.  Houston  d  T.  C.  R,  Co,  150  U.  S.  170, 
179,  37  L.  ed.  1041,  1043,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
63. 

The  intention  of  Congress,  by  the  act  of 
1891,  to  make  the  nature  of  the  case,  and 
not  the  amount  in  dispute,  the  test  of  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  from  the 
district  and  circuit  courta,  clearly  appears 
upon  examination  of  the  leading  provisions 
of  the  act. 

Section  4  provides  that  no  appeal,  whether  :i 
by  writ  of  error  or  otherwise,  shall  hereafter |J 
be  taken  from  a  district  court* to  a  circuit* 
court ;  but  that  all  appeals,  by  writ  of  error 
or  otherwise,  from  the  district  courta,  "shall 
only  be  subject  to  review"  in  this  court  or 
in  the  circuit  court  of  appeal  "as  is  herein- 
after provided,"  and  "the  review  by  appeal, 
by  writ  of  error,  or  otherwise"  from  the  cir- 
cuit courta,  "shall  be  had  only"  in  this  court 
or  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  "according 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act  regulating  the 
same." 

Section  5  provides  that  "appeals  or  writa 
of  error  may  be  taken  from  the  district 
courta,  or  from  the  existing  circuit  courts, 
direct  to  the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  follow- 
ing cases:" 

First  "In  any  case  in  which  the  jurisdte- 
tion  of  the  court  is  in  issue;  in  such  cases 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  alone  shall  be  cer- 
tified to  the  Supreme  Court  from  the  court 
below  for  decision."  This  clause  includes 
"any  case,"  without  regard  to  amount,  in 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  is 
in  issue ;  and  differs  in  this  respect  from  the 
act  of  1889,  above  cited. 

Second.  "From  the  final  sentences  and  de- 
crees in  prize  causes."  This  clause  Includes 
the  whole  class  of  "the  final  sentences  and 
decrees  in  prize  causes,"  and  omita  all  provi- 
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sions  of  former  acts  regarding  amount  in  con* 
troversy,  or  certificate  of  a  district  judge. 

Third.  "In  cases  of  conviction  of  a  capital 
or  otherwise  infamous  crime."  This  clause 
looks  to  the  nature  of  the  crime,  and  not  to 
the  extent  of  the  punishment  actually  im- 

C>sed.  A  crime  which  might  hare  been  pun* 
bed  by  imprisonment  in  a  penitentiary  is 
an  infamous  crime,  even  if  the  sentence  actu- 
ally pronounced  is  of  a  small  fine  only.  Ea 
parte  WiUon,  114  U.  S.  417,  426,  29  L.  ed. 
89,  92,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  935.  Consequently, 
such  a  sentence  for  such  a  crime  was  subject 
to  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
under  this  clause,  until  this  jurisdiction,  so 
far  as  regards  infamous  crimes,  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  by  the 
act  of  January  20,  1897,  chap.  68.  29  Stat 
at  L.  492. 

Fourth.  *^n  any  case  that  involves  the 
construction  or  application  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States." 

Fifth.  "In  any  case  in  which  the  consti- 
tutionality of  any  law  of  the  United  States, 
or  the  validity  or  construction  of  any  treaty 
«e  made  under  its  authority,  is  drawn  in  ques- 
8  tion." 

♦  •Sixth.  "In  any  case  in  which  the  Consti- 
tution or  law  of  a  state  is  claimed  to  be  in 
contravention  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States." 

Each  of  these  last  three  clauses,  again,  in- 
cludes "any  case"  of  the  class  mentioned. 
They  all  relate  to  what  are  commonly  called 
Federal  questions,  and  cannot  reasonably  be 
construed  to  have  intended  that  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  this  court  over  such  ques- 
tions should  be  restricted  by  any  pecuniary 
limit, — especially  in  their  connection  with 
the  succeeding  sentence  of  the  same  section : 
"Nothinc  in  this  act  shall  affect  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Supreme  Court  in  cases  appealed 
from  the  highest  court  of  a  state,  nor  the 
eonstruction  of  the  statute  providing  for  re- 
view of  such  cases."  Writs  of  error  from  this 
court  to  review  the  judgments  of  the  highest 
eourt  of  a  state  upon  such  questions  have 
never  been  subject  to  any  pecuniary  limit. 
Act  of  September  24,  1789,  chap.  20,  S  25; 
1  Stat  at  li.  86 ;  Buel  v.  Van  Ness,  8  Wheat 
812,  5  L.  ed,  624;  Act  of  February  6,  1867, 
chap.  28,  S  2;  14  SUt  at  L.  386;  Rev.  SUt 
i  709. 

By  9  6  of  the  act  of  1891  this  court  is  re- 
lieved of  much  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
that  it  had  before;  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
from  the  district  and  circuit  courts  "in  all 
eases  other  than  those  provided  for  in  the 
preceding  section  of  this  act,  unless  other- 
wise provided  by  law,"  is  vested  in  the  cir- 
enit  court  of  appeals;  and  its  decisions  in 
admiralty  cases,  as  well  as  in  cases  arising 
under  the  criminal  laws,  and  in  certain  other 
classes  of  cases,  are  made  final,  except  that 
that  court  may  certify  to  this  court  ques- 
tions of  law,  and  that  this  court  may  order 
up  the  whole  case  by  writ  of  certiorari.  It 
U  settled  that  the  words  "unless  otherwise 
provided  by  law,"  in  this  section,  refer  only 
to  provisions  of  the  same  act,  or  of  contem- 
poraneous or  subsequent  acts,  and  do  not  iu« 
elude  provisions  of  earlier  statutes.    Lou  Ow 


Bew  V.  United  States,  144  U.  S.  47,  57,  86  L. 
ed.  340,  843,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  517 ;  Bubhard 
V.  Sohy,  146  U.  S.  56,  86  L.  ed.  886,  13  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  13;  American  Oonstr,  Co,  v.  Jaof> 
sonville,  T.  d  K.  W,  B.  Co.  148  U.  S.  872, 
883,  37  L.  ed.  486,  491,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  758. 

The  act  of  1891  nowhere  imposes  a  pec\m- 
iarv  limit  upon  the  appellate  jurisdiction* 
either  of  this  court  or  of  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals,  from  a  district  or  circuit  courts 
of  the  United  States.    The  only  pecuniary  $ 
limit  imposed  is  one  of*$l,000  upon  the  ap-* 
peal  to  this  court  of  a  case  which  has  been 
once  decided  on  appeal  in  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals,  and  in  which  the  judgment  of 
that  court  is  not  made  final  by  §  6  of  the  act. 

Section  14  of  the  act  of  1891,  after  specifi- 
cally repealine  S  691  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
and  §  3  of  the  act  of  February  16,  1873, 
further  provides  that  "all  acts  and  parts  of 
acts  relating  to  appeals  or  writs  of  error,  in- 
consistent with  the  provisions  for  review  by 
appeals  or  writs  of  error  in  the  precedins 
§§5  and  6  of  this  act,  are  hereby  repealed. 
26  Stat  at  L.  829«  830.  The  object  of  the 
specific  repeal,  as  this  eourt  has  declared, 
was  to  get  rid  of  the  pecuniary  limit  in  the 
acts  referred  to.  MoLish  v.  Roff,  141  U.  8. 
661,  667,  35  L.  ed.  893,  895,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
118.  And,  although  neither  S  692  nor  §  605 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  repealed  by  name, 
yet,  taking  into  consideration  the  general  re- 
pealing clause,  together  with  the  affirmative 
provisions  of  the  act,  the  case  comes  within 
the  reason  of  the  decision  in  an  analogous 
case,  in  which  this  court  said:  "The  pro- 
visions relating  to  the  subject-matter  under 
consideration  are,  however,  so  comprehen- 
sive, as  well  as  so  variant  from  those  of  for- 
mer acts,  that  we  think  the  intention  to  sub- 
stitute the  one  for  the  other  is  necessarily 
to  be  inferred,  and  must  prevail."  Pish  v. 
Henarie,  142  U.  8.  459,  468,  35  L.  ed.  1079, 
1083,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  207. 

The  decision  in  this  court  in  the  recent 
case  of  United  States  v.  Rider,  163  U.  S.  132, 
41  L.  ed.  101,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  983,  affords 
an  important,  if  not  controlling,  precedent 
From  the  beginning  of  this  century  until  the 
passage  of  ^e  act  of  1891,  both  in  civil  and 
in  criminal  cases,  questions  of  law  upon 
which  two  judges  of  the  circuit  court  were 
divided  in  opinion  might  be  certified  by 
them  to  this  court  for  decision.  Act  of  April 
29,  1802,  chap.  31,  §  6;  2  Stat  at  L.  159; 
June  1,  1872,  chap.  255,  §  1;  17  Stat  at  L. 
19G;  Rev.  Stat  §S  650-652,  693,  697;  Vew 
England  M,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Dunham,  11  Wall.  1, 
21,  20  L.  ed.  90,  96;  United  States  v.  Sanges, 
144  U.  S.  310,  320,  36  L.  ed.  445,  449,  12  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  609.  But  in  United  States  v.  Rider 
it  was  adjudged  by  this  court  that  the  act  of 
1891  had  superseded  and  repealed  the  earlier 
acts  authorizing  questions  of  law  to  be  cer- 
tified from  the  circuit  court  to  this  court; « 
and  the  grounds  of  that  adjudication  suffi-^ 
ciently  appear  by*the  statement  of  the  effect* 
of  the  act  of  1891  in  two  passages  of  that 
opinion :  "Appellate  jurisdiction  was  given 
in  all  criminal  cases  by  writ  of  error  either 
from  this  court  or  from  the  circuit  courts  of 
appeals,  and  in  all  civil  cases  by  appeal  or 
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error,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in  con- 
trorersy,  except  as  to  appeals  or  writs  of  er- 
ror to  or  from  the  circuit  courts  of  apoeals 
In  cases  not  made  ihial  as  specified  in  3  6." 
'^t  is  true  that  repeals  hj  implication  are 
not  favored,  hut  we  cannot  escape  the  con- 
clusion that,  tested  by  its  scope,  its  obvious 
purpose,  and  its  terms,  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891,  covers  the  whole  subject-matter  under 
eonsideration,  and  furnishes  the  exclusive 
rule  in  respect  of  appellate  Jurisdiction  on 
appeal,  writ  of  error,  or  certificate."  163 
U.  8.  138-140,  41  L.  ed.  104, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
080. 

That  Judgment  was  thus  rested  upon  two 
successive  propositions:  First,  that  the  act 
of  1891  gives  appellate  Jurisdiction,  either 
to  this  court  or  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals, in  all  criminal  cases,  and  in  all  civil 
cases  "without  regard  to  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy/'second,  that  the  act,  by  its  terms, 
its  scope,  and  its  obvious  purpose,  "fur- 
nishes the  exclusive  rule  in  respect  of  appel- 
late jurisdiction  on  appeal,  writ  of  error, 
or  certificate." 

As  was  long  ago  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  "the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of 
a  statute  must  be  respected,  and  where  the 
whole  context  of  the  law  demonstrates  a 
(Mirticular  intent  in  the  legislature  to  effect 
a  certain  object,  some  degree  of  implication 
may  be  called  in  to  aid  that  intent."  Du- 
rousaeau  v.  United  States,  6  Cranch,  307, 
314,  3  L.  ed.  232,  234.  And  it  is  a  well-set- 
tled rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes, 
often  affirmed  and  applied  by  this  court, 
that,  "even  where  two  acts  are  not  in  express 
terms  repugnant,  yet  if  the  latter  act  covers 
the  whole  subject  of  the  first,  and  embraces 
new  provisions,  plainly  showing  that  it  was 
intended  as  a  substitute  for  the  first  act,  it 
will  operate  as  a  repeal  of  that  act"  United 
States  V.  Tynen,  11  Wall.  88,  92,  20  L.  ed. 
153,  154;  King  v.  Cornell,  106  U.  S.  305, 
390,  27  L.  ed.  60,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  312; 
Traey  v.  Tuffly,  134  U.  S.  200,  223,  33  L.  ed. 
879,  884,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  627  j  Fiak  v.  Hen- 
arte,  142  U.  S.  459,  468,  35  L.  ed.  1079,  1083, 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  207 ;  Diatriot  of  Columbia 
T.  Button,  143  U.  8.  18,  27,  36  L.  ed.  60,  62, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  369;  United  States  v. 
Healey,  160  U.  S.  136, 147,  40  L.  ed.  369,  373, 

>  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  247. 

\  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  1891, 
upon  its  face,  read*  in  the  light  of  settled 
rules  of  statutory  construction  and  of  the 
decisions  of  this  court,  clearly  manifests 
the  intention  of  Congress  to  cover  the  whole 
subject  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction  from 
the  district  and  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States,  so  far  as  regards  in  what  cases,  as 
well  as  to  what  courts,  appeals  may  be  tak- 
en, and  to  supersede  and  repeal,  to  thi.s  ex- 
tent, all  the  provisions  of  earlier  acts  of  Con- 
gress, including  those  that  imposed  pecun- 
iary limits  upon  such  jurisdiction,  and,  as 
part  of  the  new  scheme,  to  confer  upon  this 
court  jurisdiction  of  appeals  from  all  final 
sentences  and  decrees  in  prize  causes,  with- 
out regard  to  the  amount  in  dispute,  and 


without  any  certificate  of  the  district  Judge 
as  to  the  importance  of  the  particular  case. 

We  are  then  brought  to  the  consideration 
of  the  question  whether,  upon  the  facts  ap- 
pearing in  these  records,  the  fishing  smacks 
were  subject  to  capture  by  the  artP<^  tessels 
of  the  United  States  during  the  recent  war 
with  Spain. 

By  an  ancient  usage  among  civilized  na- 
tions, beginning  centuries  ago,  and  gradual- 
ly ripening  into  a  rule  of  international  law, 
coast  fishing  vessels,  pursuing  their  vocation 
of  catching  and  bringing  in  fresh  fish,  have 
been  recognized  as  exempt,  with  their  cargoes 
and  crews,  from  capture  as  prize  of  war. 

This  doctrine,  however,  has  been  earnestlv 
contested  at  the  bar;  and  no  complete  col- 
lection of  the  instances  illustrating  it  is  to 
be  found,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  in  a  single 
published  work,  although  many  are  referred 
to  and  discussed  by  the  writers  on  interna- 
tional law,  notable  in  2  Ortolan,  Ragles  In« 
ternationales  et  Diplomatic  de  la  Mer  (4th 
ed.)  lib.  3,  chap.  2,  pp.  51-56;  in  4  Calvo, 
Droit  International  (5th  ed.)  $§2307-2373; 
in  De  Boeck,  Propri€t€  Privfie  Ennemie  sous 
Pavilion  Ennemi,  S9  191-196;  and  in  Ilall, 
International  Law  (4th  ed.)  (  14S.  It  is 
therefore  worth  the  while  to  trace  the  his- 
tory of  the  rule,  from  the  earliest  accessible 
sources,  through  the  increasing  recognition 
of  it,  with  occasional  setbacks,  to  what  we 
may  now  justly  consider  as  its  final  estab- 
lishment in  our  own  country  and  generally 
throughout  the  civilized  world.  h 

The  earliest  acts  of  any  government  on  theg 
subject,* mentioned  in  the  books,  either  em** 
anated  from,  or  were  approved  bj,  a  King 
of  England. 

In  1403  and  1400  Henry  IV.  issued  orders 
to  his  admirals  and  other  officers,  entitled 
"Concerning  Safety  for  Fishermen — De  fife- 
curilate  pro  Piscatoribua."  By  an  order  of 
October  2G,  1403,  reciting  that  it  was  made 
pursuant  to  a  treaty  between  himself  and 
the  King  of  France;  and  for  the  greater 
safety  of  the  fldiermen  of  either  country,  and 
so  that  they  could  be,  and  carry  on  their  in- 
dustry, the  more  safely  on  the  sea,  and  deal 
with  each  other  in  peace;  and  that  the 
French  King  had  consented  that  Bnglish  fish- 
ermen should  be  treated  likewise, — it  was  or- 
dained that  French  fishermen  might,  during 
the  then  pending  season  for  the  herring  fish- 
ery, safely  fish  for  herrings  and  all  other 
fish,  from  the  harbor  of  Oravelines  and  the 
island  of  Thanet  to  the  mouth  of  the  Seine 
and  the  harbor  of  Hautoune.  And  by  sn  or- 
der of  October  5,  1406,  he  took  into  his  safe 
conduct  and  under  his  special  protection, 
guardianship,  and  defense,  all  and  singular 
the  fishermen  of  France,  Flanders,  and  Brit- 
tany, with  their  fishing  vessels  and  boats, 
everywhere  on  the  sea,  through  and  within 
his  dominions,  jurisdictions,  and  territories, 
in  regard  to  their  fishery,  while  sailing,  com- 
ing, and  goinff,  and,  at  their  pleasure,  freely 
and  lawfully  fishing,  delaying,  or  proceeding, 
and  returning  homeward  witn  their  catch  of 
fish,  without  any  molestntion  or  hindrance 
whatever;  and  also  their  fish,  nets,  and  other 
property  and  goods  soever;  and  it  was  there- 
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fore  ordered  tluit  sneh  fishermen  should  not 
be  interfered  with,  provided  they  should  com- 
port themselves  well  and  properly,  Mid 
should  not,  by  color  of  these  presents,  do  or 
attempt,  or  presume  to  do  or  attempt,  any- 
thing that  could  prejudice  the  Kin^,  or  his 
Kingdom  of  England,  or  his  subjects.  8 
Kymer's  Foedcra,  33G,  451. 

'The  treaty  made  October  2,  1621,  between 
the  Emperor  Charles  V.  and  Francis  I.  of 
France,  through  their  ambassadors,  recited 
that  a  great  and  fierce  war  had  arisen  be- 
tween them,  because  of  which  there  had  been, 
both  by  land  and  by  sea,  frequent  depreda- 
J^tions  and  incursions  on  either  side,  to  the 
o  grave  detriment  and  intolerable  injury  of 
*  the  innooeut^subjects  of  each;  and  that  a 
suitable  time  for  the  herring  fisherr  was  at 
hand,  and,  by  reason  of  the  sea  beinff  beset 
by  the  enemy,  the  fishermen  did  not  dare  to 
go  out,  whereby  the  subjeet  of  their  indns* 
try.  bestowed  by  heaven  to  allay  the  hunger 
of  the  poor,  whould  wholly  fail  for  the  year, 
unless  it  were  otherwise  provided, — Quo  fit, 
ut  piscatura  commoditaa,  ad  pauperum  lev- 
cndam  famen  a  caslefii  numine  coneeaaa,  oea* 
eare  hoc  anno  omnino  deheat,  fim  alitor 
provideatur.  And  it  was  therefore  agreed 
that  the  subjects  of  each  sovereign,  fishing 
in  the  sea,  or  exercising  the  calling  of  fish- 
ermen, could  and  might,  until  the  end  of  the 
next  January,  without  incurring  any  attack, 
depredation,  molestation,  trouble,  or  hin- 
drance soever,  safely  and  freely,  everywhere 
in  the  sea,  take  herrings  and  every  other 
kind  of  fish,  the  existing  war  by  land  and 
■ea  notwithstanding;  and,  further,  that  dur- 
ing the  time  aforesaid  no  subject  of  either 
sovereign  should  commit,  or  attempt  or  pre- 
sume to  commit,  any  depredation,  force,  vio- 
lence, molestation,  or  vexation  to  or  upon 
such  fishermen  or  their  vessels,  supplies, 
equipments,  nets,  and  fish,  or  other  goods  so- 
ever truly  appertaining  to  fishing.  The 
treaty  was  made  at  Calais,  then  an  English 
possession.  It  recites  that  the  ambassi^ors 
of  the  two  sovereigns  met  there  at  the  earnest 
request  of  Henry  VIII.  and  with  his  counte- 
nance, and  in  the  presence  of  Cardinal  Wol- 
sey,  his  chancellor  and  representative.  And 
towards  the  end  of  the  treaty  it  is  agreed 
that  the  said  King  and  his  said  representa- 
tive, "by  whose  means  the  treaty  stands  con- 
cluded, shall  be  conservators  of  the  agrees 
ments  therein,  ss  if  thereto  by  both  parties 
elected  and  chosen."  4  Dumont,  Corps  Di- 
plomatique, pt.  1,  pp.  352,  363. 

The  herring  fishery  was  permitted,  in  time 
of  war,  by  French  and  Dutch  edicts  in  1636. 
Bynkershoek,  Qusestiones  Juris  Publics,  lib. 
1,  chap.  3;  1  Emerigon  des  Assurances,  chap. 
4,9  9;  chap.  12,  S  10,9  8. 

France,  from  remote  times,  set  the  exam- 
ple of  alleviating  the  evils  of  war  in  favor 
of  all  coast  fishermen.     In  the  compilation 
entitled  "Us  et  Coutumes  de  la  Mer,"  pub- 
lished by  Cleirac  in  1661,  and  in  the  third 
e  part  thereof,  containing  "Maritime  or  Ad- 
S  miralty  Jurisdiction, — la  Jurisdiction  do  la 
*  Marino  ou  d'  Admiraut^ — ^as  well  in  time  of 
peaoe»  as  in  time  of  war,"  article  80  is  as  fol- 


lows: "The  sdmiral  may  in  time  of  war 
accord  fishing  truces — tresvoa  pesohorooooo 
— ^to  the  enemy  and  to  his  subjects ;  provided 
that  the  enemy  will  likewise  accord  them  to 
Frenchmen."  Cleirac,  644.  Under  this  ar- 
ticle, reference  is  made  to  articles  49  and  79 
respectively  of  the  French  ordinances  con- 
cerning the  admiralty  in  1543  and  1584,  of 
whieh  it  is  but  a  reproduction.  4  Pardes- 
sns,  Collection  de  Lois  Maritimes»  319;  2 
Ortolan,  61.  And  Cleirae  adds,  in  a  nota^ 
this  quotation  from  Froissart's  Chronielas: 
"Fishermen  on  the  sea,  whatever  war  tiiere 
were  in  France  and  England,  never  did  harm 
to  one  another;  so  they  are  friends,  and 
help  one  another  at  needr^-Poaohouro  out 
mor,  quelque  guorro  qui  ooit  en  Franco  ei 
Anglotorro,  jamaio  no  oo  fiirent  mai  Vun  d 
Vautro;  ainooio  oont  amia,  et.o*aydent  Vun 
d  Vautro  au  5esoin." 

The  same  custom  would  seem  to  have  pre- 
vailed in  Franco  until  towards  the  end  of  the 
seventeenth  century.  For  example,  in  1676, 
Louis  XIV.  and  the  States  General  of  Hol- 
land by  mutual  agreement  granted  to  Dutch 
and  French  fishermen  the  liberty,  undis- 
turbed by  their  vessels  of  war,  of  fishing 
along  the  coats  of  France,  Holland,  and  Eng- 
land. D'Hauterive  et  De  Cussy,  Traites  de 
Commerce,  pt.  1,  vol.  2,  p.  278.  But  by  the 
ordinances  of  1681  and  1692  the  practice 
was  discontinued,  because,  Valin  says,  oi 
the  faithless  conduct  of  the  enemies  of 
France,  who,  abusing  the  good  faith  with 
which  she  had  always  observed  the  treaties, 
habitually  carried  off  her  fishermen,  while 
their  own  fished  in  safety.  2  Valin  sur  I'Or- 
donnance  de  la  Marine  (1776)  689,  690;  2 
Ortolan,  52;  De  Boeek,  f  192. 

The  doctrine  whieh  exempts  coast  fisher- 
men, with  their  vessels  and  cargoes,  from 
capture  as  prize  of  war,  has  been  familiar 
to  the  United  States  from  the  time  of  the 
War  of  Independence. 

On  June  5,  1779,  Louis  XVI.,  our  ally  in 
that  war,  addressed  a  letter  to  his  admiral, 
informing  him  that  the  wish  he  had  always 
had  of  alleviating,  as  far  as  he  could,  theo 
hardships  of  war,  had  directed  his  atten-§ 
tion  to  that  class  of  his  subjects* which  de-* 
voted  itself  to  the  trade  of  fishing,  and  had 
no  other  means  of  livelihood;  tluit  he  had 
thought  that  the  example  which  he  should 
give  to  his  enemies,  and  which  could  have 
no  other  source  than  the  sentiments  of  hu- 
manity which  inspired  him,  would  determine 
them  to  allow  to  fishermen  the  same  facili- 
ties which  he  should  consent  to  grant;  and 
that  he  had  therefor^  given  orders  to  the 
commanders  of  all  his  ships  not  to  disturb 
English  fishermen,  nor  to  arrest  their  ves- 
sels laden  with  fresh  fish,  even  if  not  caught 
by  those  vessels;  provided  they  had  no  offen- 
sive arms,  and  were  not  proved  to  have  made 
any  signals  creating  a  suspicion  of  intelli- 
gence with  the  enemy;  and  the  admiral  was 
directed  to  communicate  the  King's  inten- 
tions  to  all  officers  under  his  control.  By  a 
royal  order  in  council  of  November  6,  1780» 
the  former  orders  were  confirmed;  and  the 
capture  and  ransom,  by  a  French  cruiser. 
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of  The  John  and  Sarah,  an  English  Tessely 
coming  from  Holland,  laden  witn  fresh  fish, 
were  pronounced  to  be  illegal.  2  Code  des 
Prises  (ed.  1784)  721,  001,  003. 

Among  the  standing  orders  made  by  Sir 
James  Marriott,  Judge  of  the  English  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  was  one  of  April  11, 
1780,  by  which  it  was  ''ordered  ttiat  all 
causes  of  prize  of  fishing  boats  or  vessels 
taken  from  the  enemy  may  be  consolidated 
in  one  monition,  and  one  sentence  or  interloc- 
utory, if  under  60  tons  burthen,  and  not 
more  than  6  in  number."  Marriott's  For- 
mulary, 4.  But  by  the  statements  of  his 
successor,  and  of  both  French  and  English 
writers,  it  apears  that  England,  as  well  as 
France,  during  the  American  Revolutionary 
War,  abstained  from  interfering  with  the 
coast  fisheries.  The  Young  Jacob  and  Jo* 
hanna,  1  C.  Rob.  20;  2  Ortolan,  53;  Hall,  9 
148. 

In  the  treaty  of  1786  between  the  Unit* 
cd  States  and  Prussia,  article  23  (which 
was  proposed  by  the  American  Commission- 
ers, John  Adams,  Benjamin  Franklin,  and 
Thomas  Jefferson,  and  is  said  to  have  been 
drawn  up  by  Franklin),  provided  that,  if 
war  should  arise  between  the  contracting 
jj  parties,  "all  women  and  children,  scholars 
Sof  every  faculty,  cultivators  of  the  earth, 
*  artisans,  manufacturers,  and  fishermen,*  iin« 
armed  and  inhabitinff  unfortified  towns,  vil- 
lages, or  places,  and  in  general  all  others 
whose  occupations  are  for  the  common  sub- 
sistence and  benefit  of  mankind,  shall  be  al- 
lowed to  continue  their  respective  employ- 
ments, and  shall  not  be  molested  in  their 
persons,  nor  shall  their  houses  or  goods  be 
burnt  or  otherwise  destroyed,  nor  their 
fields  wasted  by  the  armed  force  of  the  en- 
emy, into  whose  power,  by  the  events  of  war, 
they  may  happen  to  fall;  but  if  anything 
is  necessary  to  be  taken  from  them  for  ^e 
use  of  such  armed  force,  the  same  shall  be 
paid  for  at  a  reasonable  price."  8  Stat,  at 
L  06;  1  Kent,  Com.  91,  note;  Wheaton,  His- 
tory of  the  Law  of  Nations,  306,  308.  Here 
was  the  clearest  exemption  from  hostile  mo- 
lestation or  seiziire  of  the  persons,  occupa- 
tions, houses,  and  goods  of  unarmed  fisher- 
men inhabiting  unfortified  places.  The  arti- 
cle was  repeated  in  the  later  treaties  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Prussia  of  1700 
and  1828.  8  SUt.  at  L.  174,  384.  And 
Dana,  in  a  note  to  his  edition  of  Wheaton's 
International  Laws,  says:  "In  many  trea- 
ties and  decrees,  fishermen  catching  fish  as 
an  article  of  food  are  added  to  the  class  of 
persons  whose  ocupation  is  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed in  war."  Wheaton,  International 
Law  (8th  ed.)  i  846,  note  168. 

Since  the  United  States  became  a  nation, 
the  only  serious  interruptions,  so  far  as  we 
are  informed,  of  the  general  recognition  of 
the  exemption  of  coast  fishing  vessels  from 
hostile  capture,  arose  out  of  the  mutual  sus- 
picions and  recriminations  of  England  and 
France  during  the  wars  of  the  French  Revo- 
lution. 

In  the  first  years  of  those  wars,  England 
having   authorized   the   capture  of  French 


fishermen,  a  decree  of  the  French  National 
Convention  of  October  2,  1703,  directed  the 
executive  power  "to  protest  against  this  con- 
duct, theretofore  without  example;  to  re- 
claim the  fishing  boats  seized;  and,  in  cose 
of  refusal,  to  resort  to  reprisals."  But  in 
July,  1706,  the  Committee  of  Public  Safe^ 
ordered  the  release  of  English  fishermen 
seized  under  the  former  decree,  '^t  consid- 
ering them  as  prisoners  of  war."  La  Nodtra 
Segnora  de  la  Piedad  (1801)  cited  below;  2 
De  Cussy,  Droit  Maritime,  164,  166 ;  1  Mass^  oi 
Droit  Commercial  (2d  ed.)  266,  267.  S 

•On  January  24,  1708,  the  English  govern-* 
ment  by  express  order  instructed  the  com- 
manders of  its  ships  to  seize  French  and 
Dutch  fishermen  with  their  boats.  6  Mar- 
tens, Recueil  dee  Trait^s  (2d  ed.)  606;  6 
Schoell,  Histoire  des  Trait^s,  110;  2  Ortolan, 
63.  After  the  promulgation  of  that  order. 
Lord  Stowell  (then  Sir  William  Scott)  in 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England  con- 
demned small  Dutch  fishing  vessels  as  pHse 
of  war.  In  one  case  the  capture  was  in 
April,  1798,  and  the  decree  was  made  Novem- 
ber 13,  1798.  The  Young  Jacob  and  Johan^ 
na,  1  C.  Rob.  20.  In  another  case  the  decree 
was  made  August  23, 1799.  The  Noydt  GM- 
aeht,  2  C.  Rob.  137,  note. 

For  the  year  1800  the  orders  of  the  Eng- 
lish and  French  governments  and  the  corre- 
spondence between  them  may  be  found  in 
books  already  referred  to.  6  Martens,  603- 
612;  0  Schoell,  118-120;  2  Ortolan,  63,  64. 
The  doings  for  that  year  may  be  summed  up 
as  follows:  On  March  27,  1800,  the  French 
government,  unwilling  to  resort  to  reprisals, 
re-enacted  the  orders  given  by  Louis  XVI.  in 
1780,  above  mentioned,  prohibiting  any 
seizure  by  the  French  ships  of  Engli»i  fish- 
ermen, unless  armed  or  proved  to  have  made 
signals  to  the  enemy.  On  May  30,  1800,  the 
English  government,  having  received  notice 
of  that  action  of  the  French  government^  re- 
voked its  order  of  January  24,  1798.  Bnt 
soon  afterward  the  English  government  com- 
plained that  French  fishing  boats  had  been 
made  into  fireboats  at  Flushing,  as  well  as 
that  the  French  government  had  impressed 
and  had  sent  to  Brest,  to  serve  in  its  flotilla, 
French  fishermen  and  their  ixyats,  even  those 
whom  the  English  had  released  on  condition 
of  their  not  serving;  and  on  January  21, 
1801,  summarily  revoked  its  last  order,  and 
again  put  in  force  its  order  of  January  24, 
1798.  On  February  16,  1801,  Napoleon  Bo- 
naparte, then  First  Consul,  directed  the 
French  commissioner  at  London  to  return  at 
once  to  France,  first  declaring  to  the  English 
government  that  its  conduct,  "contrary  to  all 
the  usages  of  civilized  nations,  and  to  the 
common  law  which  governs  them,  even  in 
time  of  war,  gave  to  the  existing  war  a  char- 
actor  of  rage  and  bitterness  which  destroyed  eo 
even  the  relations  usual  in  a  loyal  war,"S 
and  "tended  only  to  exasperato  the  two  na- 
tions, and  to  put  off  the  term  of  peace;"  and 
that  the  French  government,  having  fldways 
made  it  "a  maxim  to  alleviate  as  much  as 
possible  the  evils  of  war,  could  not  tibink,  on 
its  party  of  rendering  wretohed  fishermen  vie* 
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tims  of  a  prolongation  of  hostilities^   and 
would  abstain  from  all  reprisals." 

On  March  16,  1801,  the  Addington  Minis- 
try, having  come  into  power  in  England,  re- 
Toked  the  orders  of  its  predecessors  against 
the  French  fishermen;  maintaining,  however, 
that  "the  freedom  of  fishing  was  nowise 
founded  upon  an  agreement,  but  upon  a  sim- 
ple concession;"  that  "this  concession  would 
be  always  subordinate  to  the  convenience  of 
the  moment,"  and  that  "it  was  never  extend- 
ed to  the  great  fishery,  or  to  commerce  in 
oysters  or  in  fish."  And  the  freedom  of  the 
coast  fisheries  was  again  allowed  on  both 
sides.  6  Martens,  514;  6  Schoell,  121;  2 
Ortolan,  54;  Manning,  Law  of  Nations 
(Amos's  ed.)  206. 

Lord  Stowell's  judgment  in  The  Young 
Jacob  and  Johanna,  I  C.  Kob.  20,  above  cited, 
was  much  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the 
United  States,  and  deserves  careful  consid- 
eration. 

The  vessel  there  condemned  is  described  in 
the  report  as  "a  small  Dutch  fishing  vessel 
taken  April,  1798,  on  her  return  from  the 
Dogger  bank  to  Holland;"  and  Lord  Stowell, 
in  delivering  judgment,  said:  "In  former 
wars  it  has  not  been  usual  to  make  captures 
of  these  small  fishing  vessels;  but  this  rule 
was  a  rule  of  comity  only,  and  not  of  legal 
decision;  it  has  prevailed  from  views  of  mu- 
tual accommodation  between  neighboring 
countries,  and  from  tenderness  to  a  poor  and 
industrious  order  of  people.  In  the  present 
war  there  has,  I  presume,  been  sufficient  rea- 
son for  changing  this  mode  of  treatment; 
and  as  they  are  brought  before  me  for  my 
judgment  they  must  l^  referred  to  the  gen- 
eral principles  of  this  court;  they  fall  under 
the  character  and  description  of  the  last 
class  of  cases;  that  is,  of  ships  constantly 
and  exclusively  employed  in  the  enemy's 
trade."  And  he  added:  "It  is  a  further 
satisfaction  to  me,  in  giving  this  judgment, 
^  to  observe  that  the  facts  also  bear  strong 
g  marks  of  a  false  and  fraudulent  transaction." 
•  *Both  the  capture  and  the  condemnation 
were  within  a  year  after  the  order  of  the 
English  government  of  January  24,  1798,  in- 
structing the  commanders  of  its  ships  to 
seize  French  and  Dutch  fishing  vessels,  and 
before  any  revocation  of  that  order.  Lord 
Stoweirs  judgment  shows  tiiat  his  derision 
was  based  upon  the  order  of  179-^,  as  well  as 
upon  strong  evidence  of  frauds  Kctliing 
more  was  adjudged  in  the  case. 

But  some  expressions  in  his  opinion  have 
been  given  so  much  weight  by  English  writ- 
ers that  it  may  be  well  to  examine  them  par- 
ticularly. The  opinion  begins  by  admitting 
the  known  custom  in  former  wars  not  to 
eapture  such  vessels;  adding,  howev^,  "but 
this  was  a  rule  of  comity  only,  and  not  of 
legal  decision."  Assuming  the  phrase  "legal 
decision"  to  have  been  there  used,  in  the 
sense  in  which  courts  are  accustomed  to  use 
it,  as  equivalent  to  "judicial  decision,"  it  is 
true  that,  so  far  as  appears,  there  hsd  been 
no  such  decision  on  the  point  in  England. 
The  word  "comity"  was  apparently  used  by 
Lord  Stowell  as  synonymous  with  courtesy 
or  goodwilL    But  the  period  of  a  hundred 


years  which  haa  slnee  elapsed  is  amply  sol- 
fident  to  have  enabled  what  originally  may 
tiave  rested  in  custom  or  oomi^*  courtesy 
or  concession,  to  grow,  by  the  ffeneml  assent 
of  civilized  nations,  into  a  settled  rule  of  in* 
temational  law.  As  well  said  by  Sir  James 
Mackintosh:  "In  the  present  century  a 
slow  and  silent,  but  very  substantial,  mitiga* 
tion  has  taken  place  in  the  practice  of  war; 
and  in  proportion  as  that  mitigated  practice 
has  received  the  sanction  of  time  it  is  raised 
from  the  rank  of  mere  nsaffe,  and  becomes 
part  of  the  law  of  nations."  Discourse  on 
the  Law  of  Nations,  38;  1  Miscellaneous 
Works,  860. 

The  French  prize  tribunals,  both  before 
and  after  Lord  StoweH's  decision,  took  a 
wholly  different  view  of  the  general  question. 
In  1780,  as  already  mentioned,  an  order  in 
council  of  Louis  XVI.  had  declared  illegal 
the  capture  by  a  French  cruiser  of  The  John 
and  iSarah,  an  Ii<nglish  vessel  coming  from 
Holland,  laden  with  fresh  fish.  And  on  May 
17,  1801,  where  a  Portugruese  fishing  vessel, 
with  her  cargo  of  fish,  having  no  more  crew 
than  was  needed  for  her  manageraout  and^ 
for  serving  the  nets,  on  a  trip  of  several  days,g 
had  been*  captured  in  April,  1801,  by  a* 
French  cruiser,  3  leagues  off  the  coast  of 
Portugal,  the  Council  of  Prizes  held  that  the 
capture  was  contrary  to  "the  principles  of 
humanity  and  the  maxims  of  international 
law,"  and  decreed  that  the  vessel,  with  the 
fish  on  board,  or  the  net  proceeds  of  any 
that  had  been  sold,  should  be  restored  to  her 
master.  La  Nostra  Segnora  de  la  Piedad, 
25  Merlin,  Jurisprudence,  Prise  Maritime,  f 
3,  arts.  1,  3;  £f.  a  1  Pistoye  et  Duverdy, 
Prises  Maritimes,  331;  2  De  Cussy,  Droit 
Maritime,  166. 

The  English  government,  soon  afterwards, 
more  than  once  unqualifiedly  prohibited  the 
molestation  of  fishing  vessels  employed  in 
catching  and  bringing  to  market  fresh  fish. 
On  May  23,  1806,  it  was  "ordered  in  council 
that  aU  fishing  vessels  under  Prussian  and 
other  colors,  and  engaged  for  the  purpose 
of  catching  fish  and  conveying  them  fresh  to 
market,  with  their  crews,  cargoes,  and 
stores,  shall  not  be  molested  on  their  fishing 
voyaees  and  bringing  the  same  to  market; 
and  Uiat  no  fishing  vessels  of  this  description 
shall  hereafter  be  molested.  And  the  Rieht 
Honorable  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  His 
Majesty's  Treasury,  the  Lords  Commission- 
ers of  the  Admiralty,  and  the  Judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  are  to  give  the 
necessary  directions  herein  as  to  them  may 
respectively  appertain."  6  C.  Rob.  408. 
Again,  in  the  order  in  council  of  May  2, 1810, 
which  directed  that  "all  vessels  which  shall 
have  cleared  out  from  any  port  so  far  under 
the  control  of  France  or  her  allies  as  that 
British  vessels  may  not  freely  trade  thereal^ 
and  which  are  employed  in  the  whale  fishery, 
or  other  fishery  of  any  description,  save  as 
hereinafter  excepted,  and  are  returning,  or 
destined  to  return  either  to  the  port  from 
whence  they  cleared,  or  to  any  other  port  or 
place  at  which  the  British  fiag  may  not  free- 
ly trade,  shall  be  captured  luid  condemned, 
together  with  their  stores  and  cargoes,  as 
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prize  to  tlie  captors,"  there  were  excepted 
^'vessele  employed  in  catching  and  convey- 
ing fish  fresh  to  market,  such  vessels  not  be- 
in^  fitted  or  provided  for  the  curing  of  fish." 
Edw.  Adm.  appz.  L. 
e  Wheaton,  in  his  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Mar- 
eitime  Captures  and  Prizes,  published  in  1815, 

•  wrote:  "It  has  been  usual  •in  maritime 
wars  to  exempt  from  capture  fishing  boats 
jind  their  cargoes,  both  from  views  of  mutual 
Accommodation  between  neighboring  coun- 
tries, and  from  tenderness  to  a  poor  and  in- 
dustrious order  of  people.  This  custom,  so 
lionorable  to  the  humanity  of  civilized  na- 
tions, has  fallen  into  disuse;  and  it  is  re- 
tnarkable  that  both  France  and  England  mu- 
tually reproach  each  other  with  that  breach 
<of  good  faith  which  has  finally  abolished  it" 
tVheaton,  Captures,  chap.  2,  8  18. 

This  statement  clearly  exhibits  Wheaton's 
opinion  that  the  custom  had  been  a  general 
•one,  as  well  as  that  it  ought  to  remain  so. 
His  assumption  that  it  had  been  abolished  by 
the  differences  between  France  and  England 
st  the  close  of  the  last  century  was  hardly 
Justified  by  the  state  of  things  when  he 
wrote,  and  has  not  since  been  borne  out 

During  the  wars  of  the  French  Empire,  as 
both  French  and  English  writers  agree,  the 
coast  fisheries  were  left  in  peace.  2  Ortolan, 
64;  De  Boeck,  9  103;  Hall,  i  148.  De  Boeck 
quaintly  and  truly  adds,  "and  the  incidents 
of  1800  and  of  1801  had  no  morrow, — 
n'eurent  paa  de  lendemain." 

In  the  war  with  Mexico,  in  1846,  the 
United  States  recognized  the  exemption  of 
coast  fishing  boats  from  capture.  In  proof 
of  this,  counsel  have  referred  to  records  of 
the  Navy  Department,  which  this  court  is 
clearly  authorized  to  consult  upon  such  a 
question.  Jones  v.  United  Statea,  137  U.  S. 
202,  34  L.  ed.  691,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  80;  C7fi- 
derhill  ▼.  Hernandez,  168  U.  S.  250,  253,  42 
L.  ed.  456,  457,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  83. 

By  those  records  it  appears  that  Commo- 
dore Conner,  commanding  the  Home  Squad- 
ron blockading  the  east  coast  of  Mexico,  on 
May  14,  1846,  wrote  a  letter  from  the  ship 
Cumberland,  off  Brazos  Santiago,  near  the 
•outhom  point  of  Texas,  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  inclosing  a  copy  of 
the  commodore's  "instructions  to  the  com- 
manders of  the  vessels  of  the  Home  Squad- 
ron, showing  the  principles  to  be  observed  in 
the  blockade  of  the  Mexican  ports."  one  of 
which  was  that  "Mexican  boats  engaged  in 
fishing  on  any  part  of  the  coast  will  be  al- 
lowed to  pursue  their  labors  unmolested;" 
and  that  on  June  10, 1S46,  those  instructions 
were  approved  by  the  Navy  Department,  of 
»<  which  Mr.  Bancroft  was  still  the  head,  and 
S  eontinued  to  be  until  he  was  appointed  Min- 

•  ister  to* England  in  September  following. 
Although  Commodore  Conner's  instructions 
aad  the  Department's  approval  thereof  do 
not  appear  in  any  contemporary  publication 
of  the  government,  they  evidently  became 
ffeneraJly  known  at  the  time,  or  soon  after ; 
for  it  is  stated  in  several  treatises  on  inter- 
natSonal  law  (beginning  with  Ortolan's  sec- 
ond edition,  published  in  1853)  that  the 
United  States  in  the  Mexican  war  permitted 


the  coast  fishermen  of  the  enemy  to  contimie 
the  free  exercise  of  their  industry.  2  Orto- 
lan (2d  ed.)  49,  note;  (4th  ed.)  55;  4  Calvo 
(5th  ed.)  9  2372;  De  Boeck,  |  194;  HaU  (4th 
ed.)  9  148. 

As  qualifying  the  effect  of  those  state- 
ments, the  counsel  for  the  United  States  re* 
lied  on  a  proclamation  of  Commodore  Stock- 
ton, commanding  the  Pacific  Squadron,  dated 
August  20,  1840,  directing  officers  under  his 
command  to  proceed  immediately  to  blockaae 
the  ports  of  Mazatlan  and  San  Bias,  on  the 
west  coast  of  Mexico,  and  saying  to  them, 
"All  neutral  vessels  that  you  may  find  there 
you  will  allow  twenty  days  to  depart;  and 
you  will  make  the  blockade  absolute  against 
all  vessels,  except  armed  vessels  of  neutral 
nations.  You  will  capture  all  vessels  under 
the  Mexican  fiag  that  you  may  be  able  to 
take."  Navy  Reports  of  1846,  pp.  673,  674. 
But  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  Commodore 
Stockton  intended,  or  that  the  government 
approved,  the  capture  of  coast  fishing  ves* 
sels. 

On  the  contrary,  General  Halleck,  in  the 
preface  to  his  work  on  International  Law, 
or  Rules  Regulating  the  Intercourse  of 
States  in  Peace  and  War,  published  in  1861, 
says  that  he  began  that  work,  during 
the  war  between  the  United  States  and  Mex- 
ico, "while  serving  on  the  staff  of  the  com- 
mander of  the  Pacific  Squadron"  and  "often 
required  to  ffive  opinions  on  questions  of  in- 
ternational law  growing  out  of  the  opera- 
tions of  the  war."  Haa  the  practice  of  the 
blockading  squadron  on  the  west  coast  of 
Mexico  during  that  war,  in  regard  to  fishing 
vessels,  differed  from  that  approved  by  the 
Navy  Department  on  the  east  coast.  General 
Halleck  could  hardly  liave  failed  to  mention 
it,  when  stating  the  prevailing  doctrine  upon  ao 
the  subject  as  follows:  § 

*"Fisbing  boats  have  also. as  a  general  rule,* 
been  exempted  from  the  effects  of  hostilitiea. 
As  early  as  1521,  while  war  was  raging  be- 
tween Charles  V.  and  Francis,  ambassadors 
from  these  two  sovereigns  met  at  Calais, 
then  English,  and  agreed  that,  whereas  the 
herring  fishery  was  about  to  commence,  the 
subjects  of  both  belligerents  engaged  in  this 
pursuit  should  be  safe  and  unmolested  by  the 
other  partv,  and  should  have  leave  to  fish  as 
in  time  of  peace.  In  the  war  of  1800,  the 
British  and  French  governments  issued  for- 
mal instructions  exempting  the  fishing  boats 
of  each  other's  subjects  from  seizure.  This 
order  was  subsequently  rescinded  by  the 
British  government,  on  the  alleged  ground 
that  some  French  fishing  boats  were 
equipped  as  ffunboats,  and  that  some  French 
fishermen  who  had  been  prisoners  in  Eng^ 
land  had  violated  their  parole  not  to  serve, 
and  had  gone  to  join  tne  French  fieet  at 
Brest.  Such  excuses  were  evidently  mere 
pretexts;  and  after  some  angry  discussions 
had  taken  place  on  the  subject  the  British 
restriction  was  withdrawn,  and  the  freedom 
of  fishing  was  again  allowed  on  both  sides. 
French  writers  consider  this  exemption  as 
an  established  principle  of  the  modem  law 
of  war,  and  it  has  been  so  recognized  in  the 
French  courts,  which  have  restored  such  y««- 
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■da  when  captured  by  French  cruiflers."  Hal- 
leek  dated.)  chap.  20,  §  23. 

That  edition  was  the  only  one  sent  out 
under  ^he  author's  own  auspices,  except  an 
abridgment,  entitled  "Elements  of  Interna- 
tionnl  Law  and  the  Law  of  War,"  which  he 
published  in  ISGO,  as  he  said  in  the  preface, 
to  supply  a  suitable  text-book  for  instruction 
upon  the  subject,  "not  only  in  our  colleges, 
but  also  in  our  two  great  national  schools, — 
the  Military  and  Naval  Academies."  In 
that  abridgment  the  statement  as  to  fishing 
boats  was  condensed  as  follows:  "Fishing 
boats  have  also,  as  a  general  rule,  been  ex- 
empted from  the  effects  of  hostilities. 
French  writers  consider  this  exemption  as  an 
established  principle  of  the  modern  law  of 
war,  and  it  has  been  so  recognized  in  the 
French  courts,  which  have  restored  such  ves- 
sels when  captured  by  French  cruisers." 
a  Halleck's  Elements,  chap.  20,  |  2L 
§  In  the  treaty  of  peace  between  the  United 
•  States  an4*Mexioo,  in  1848,  were  inserted  the 
very  words  of  the  earlier  treaties  with  Prus- 
sia, already  quoted,  forbidding  the  hostile 
molestation  or  seizure  in  time  of  war  of  the 
persons,  occupations,  houses,  or  goods  of  fish- 
ermen.    0  Stat,  at  L.  939,  940. 

Wharton's  Digest  of  the  International 
Law  of  the  United  States,  published  by  au- 
thority of  Congress  in  1886  and  1887,  em- 
bodies General  Halleck's  fuller  statement, 
above  quoted,  and  contains  nothing  else  up- 
on the 'subject  3  Whart.  Int.  Law  Dig.  | 
845,  p.  315;  2  Halleck  (Eng.  eds.  1873  and 
1878)  p.  151. 

France  in  the  Crimean  war  in  1854,  and 
In  her  wars  with  Italy  in  1859  and  with 
Germany  in  1870,  by  general  orders,  forbade 
her  cruisers  to  trouble  the  coast  fisheries, 
or  to  seize  any  vessel  or  boat  engaged  there- 
in, unless  naval  or  military  operations 
should  make  it  necessary.  Calvo,  |  2372; 
Hall,  9  143;  2  Ortolan  (4th  ed.)  449;  10 
Revue  de  Droit  International  (1878)  399. 

Calvo  says  that  in  the  Crimean  war,  not- 
withstanding her  alliance  with  France  and 
Italy,  England  did  not  follow  the  same  line 
of  conduct :  and  that  her  cruisers  in  the  Sea 
of  Azof  destroyed  the  fisheries,  nets,  fishing 
implements,  provisions,  boats,  and  even  the 
cabins  of  inhAl)itants  of  the  coast.  Calvo,  S 
2372.  And  a  Russian  writer  on  prize  law 
remarks  that  those  depredations,  "having 
brought  ruin  on  poor  fishermen  and  inofTen- 
sive  traders,  could  not  but  leave  a  painful 
impression  on  the  minds  of  the  population, 
without  impairing  in  the  least  the  resources 
of  the  Ruspian  government."  Katchenov- 
sky  (Pratt's  ed.)  148.  But  the  contempo- 
raneous reports  of  the  English  naval  officers 
put  a  different  face  on  the  matter,  by  stat- 
ing that  the  destruction  in  question  was  part 
of  a  military  measure,  conducted  with  the 
eo-operation  of  the  French  ships,  and  pursu- 
ant to  instructions  of  the  English  admiral 
^to  dear  the  8eal)oard  of  all  fish  stores,  all 
flaheries  and  mills,  on  a  scale  beyond  the 
wants  of  the  neighboring  population,  and  in- 
deed of  all  things  destined  to  contribute  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  enemy's  army  in  the 
Crimea;"  and  that  the  property  destroyed 


oonsiated   of   largo  flshing    eatabliiluneiiti 
and  storehouses  of  the  Eussian  sovernment, 
numbers  of  heavy  launches,  ana  enormous  g 
quantities  of  nets  and  gear,  salted  fish,  com,  ^ 
ud  other  provisions  intended  for  the  supply  • 
of  the  Russian  army.     United  Service  Jour- 
nal of  1855,  pt.  3,  pp.  108-112. 

Since  the  English  orders  in  council  of  1800' 
and  1810,  before  <][uoted,  in  favor  of  fishing 
Tessels  employed  m  catching  and  bringing- 
to  market  fresh  fish,  no  instance  has  beexr 
found  in  which  the  exemption  from  capture- 
of  private  coast  fishing  vessels  honestly  pur^ 
suing  their  peaceful  industry  has  been  denied 
by  Englana  or  by  any  other  nation.  And 
the  Empire  of  Japan  (the  last  state  admit- 
ted inio  the  rank  of  civilized  nations),  by 
an  ordinance  promulgated  at  the  beginning 
of  its  war  with  China  in  August,  1894,  estab- 
lished prize  courts,  and  ordained  that  "the 
following  enemy's  vessels  are  exempt  from 
detention,"  including  in  the  exemption 
"boats  engaged  in  coast  fisheries,"  as  well  as 
"ships  engaged  exclusively  on  a  voyage  ol 
scientific  discovery,  philanthrophy,  or  reli- 
gious mission."  Takahashi,  International 
Law,  11,  178. 

International  law  is  part  of  our  law,  and 
must  be  ascertained  and  administered  by  the 
courts  of  justice  of  appropriate  jurisdiction 
as  often  as  questions  of  right  depending  up- 
on it  are  duly  presented  for  their  determina- 
tion. For  this  purpose,  where  there  is  no 
treaty  and  no  controlling  executive  or  l^s* 
lative  act  or  judicial  decision,  resort  must  be 
had  to  the  customs  and  usages  of  civilized 
nations,  and,  as  evidence  of  these,  to  the 
works  of  jurists  and  commentators  who  by 
years  of  labor,  research,  and  experience  have 
made  themselves  peculiarly  well  acquainted 
with  the  subjects  of  which  they  treat.  Such 
works  are  resorted  to  by  judicial  tribtmals, 
not  for  the  speculations  of  their  authors  con- 
cerning what  the  law  ought  to  be,  but  for 
trustworthy  evidence  of  \vhat  the  law  really 
is.  Bilion  v.  Ouyot,  159  U.  S.  113,  163,  164, 
214,  215,  40  L.  ed.  95,  108,  125,  126,  16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  139, 

Wheaton  places  among  the  principal  souro- 
es  international  law  "text-writers  of  au- 
thority, showing  what  is  the  approved  usage 
of  nations,  or  the  general  opinion  respecting 
their  mutual  conduct,  with  the  definitions 
and  modifications  introduced  by  general  con- 
sent." As  to  these  he  forcibly  observes; 
"Without  wishing  to  exaggerate  the  import- 
ance of  these  writers,  or  to  substitute,  in  any^ 
case,  their  authority  for  the  principles  ofg 
reason,  it  may  be  affirmed  that  they  areVea-* 
erally  impartial  in  their  judgment.  Aey 
are  witnesses  of  the  sentiments  and  usages  ol 
civilized  nations,  and  tlie  weight  of  their  tes- 
timony increases  every  time  that  their  an^ 
thority  is  invoked  by  statesmen,  and  eyery 
year  that  passes  without  the  rules  laid  down 
in  their  works  being  impugned  by  the  avow- 
al of  contrary  principles."  WheatoBy  Ib- 
temational  Law  (8th  ed.),  I  15. 

Chancellor  Kent  says :  "In  the  absence  of 
hicher  and  more  authoritative  sanetions,  the 
ordinanees  of  foreign  states,  the  opinions  of 
eminent  statesmen,  and  the  writings  of  dis* 
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tinguiehed  jurists,  are  regarded  as  of  sreat 
eonsideration  on  questions  not  settled  by 
oonrentional  law.  In  cases  where  the  prin- 
cipal jurists  a£pree,  the  presumption  will  be 
very  great  in  favor  of  the  solidity  of  their 
maxims;  and  no  civilized  nation  that  does 
not  arrogantly  set  all  ordinary  law  and  jus- 
tice at  defiance  will  venture  to  disregard  the 
uniform  sense  of  the  established  writers  on 
international  law."    1  Kent,  Com.  18. 

It  will  be  convenient,  in  the  first  place,  to 
refer  to  some  leading  French  treatises  on  in- 
ternational law,  which  deal  with  the  ques- 
tion now  before  us,  not  as  one  of  the  law  of 
France  only,  but  as  one  determined  by  the 
general  consent  of  civilized  nations. 

"Enemy  ships,"  say  Pistoye  and  Duverdy, 
in  their  Treatise  on  Maritime  Prizes,  pub- 
lished in  1855,  "are  good  prize.  Not  all, 
however;  for  it  results  from  the  unanimous 
accord  of  the  maritime  powers  that  an  ex- 
ception should  be  made  in  favor  of  coast 
fishermen.  Such  fishermen  are  respected  by 
the  enemy  so  long  as  they  devote  themselves 
exclusively  to  fishing."  1  Pistoye  et  Duv- 
erdy, tit.  6,  chap.  1,  p.  314. 

De  Cussy,  in  his  work  on  the  Phases  and 
Leading  Cases  of  the  Maritime  Law  of  Na- 
tions,— Phases  et  Causes  CSUhres  du  Droit 
Maritime  dea  Nations, — ^published  in  1856, 
affirms  in  the  clearest  language  the  exemp- 
tion from  capture  of  fishing  boats,  saying,  in 
lib.  1,  tit  3,  8  36,  that  "in  time  of  war  the 
freedom  of  fishing  is  respected  by  belliger- 
ents; fishing  boats  are  considered  as  neu- 
tral; in  law,  as  in  principle,  they  are  not 
ei  subject  either  to  capture  or  to  confiscation;" 
gand  that  in  lib.  2,  chap.  20,  he  will  state 
•  ''several  facts  and  several  decisions « which 
prove  that  the  perfect  freedom  and  neutral- 
ity of  fishing  boats  are  not  illusory."  1  De 
Cussy,  p.  291.  And  in  the  chapter  so  re- 
ferred to,  entitled  De  la  Liherti  et  dela  Neu- 
traliti  Parfaite  de  la  Piche,  besides  refer- 
ences to  the  edicts  and  decisions  in  France 
during  the  French  Revolution,  is  this  gen- 
eral statement:  "If  one  consulted  only  pos- 
itive international  law," — le  droit  des  gens 
positift — (by  which  is  evidently  meant  in- 
ternational law  expressed  in  treaties,  de- 
crees, or  other  public  acts,  as  distinguished 
from  what  may  be  implied  from  custom  or 
usage)  "fishing  boats  would  be  subject,  like 
all  other  trading  vessels,  to  the  law  of  prize; 
a  sort  of  tacit  agreement  among  all  Europe- 
an nations  frees  them  from  it,  and  several 
official  declarations  have  confirmed  this  priv- 
ile£[e  in  favor  of  'a  class  of  men  whose  Iiard 
and  ill-rewarded  labor,  commonly  performed 
by  feeble  and  aged  hands,  is  so  foreign  to  the 
operations  of  war."    2  De  Cussy,  164,  165. 

Ortolan,  in  the  fourth  edition  of  his  Ragles 
Internationales  et  Diplomatic  de  la  Mer, 
published  in  1864,  after  stating  the  general 
rule  that  the  vessels  and  cargoes  of  subjects 
of  the  enemy  are  lawful  prize,  says: 
"Nevertheless,  custom  admits  an  exception 
in  favor  of  boats  engaged  in  the  coast  fish- 
erji  these  boats,  as  well  as  their  crews,  are 
free  from  capture  and  exempt  from  all  hostil- 
liiea.  The  coast-flshinff  industry  is,  in 
truth,  wholly  pacific,  and  of  much  less  im- 


portanoe  in  regard  to  the  national  wealth 
that  it  mav  produce  than  maritime  com* 
merce  or  the  great  fisheries.  Peaceful  and 
wholly  inoffensive,  those  who  carry  it  on, 
among  whom  women  are  often  seen,  may 
be  called  the  harvesters  of  the  territorial 
seas,  since  they  confine  themselves  to  gath- 
ering in  the  products  thereof;  they  are  for 
the  most  part  poor  families  who  seek  in  this 
calling  hardly  more  than  tiie  means  of  gain- 
ing their  livelihood."  2  Ortolan,  51.  Again, 
after  observing  that  there  are  very  few  sol- 
emn public  treaties  which  make  mention  of 
the  immunity  of  fishine  boats  in  time  of  war, 
he  says:  "From  another  point  of  view  the 
custom  which  sanctions  this  immunity  is  not 
so  general  that  it  can  be  considered  as  mak- 
ing an  absolute  international  rule;  but  it 
has  been  so  often  put  in  practice,  and,  be-g 
sides,  it  accords  so  well  with  the  rule  in  usei. 
in  wars^oh  land,  in  regard  to  peasants  and* 
husbandmen,  to  whom  coast  fishermen  may 
be  likened,  that  it  will  doubtless  continue  to 
be  followed  in  maritime  wars  to  come."  2 
Ortolan,  55. 

No  international  jurist  of  the  present  day 
has  a  wider  or  more  deserved  reputation 
than  Calvo,  who,  though  writing  in  French, 
is  a  citizen  of  the  Argentine  Republic,  em- 
ployed in  its  diplomatic  service  abroad.  In 
the  fifth  edition  of  his  great  work  on  inter- 
national law,  publish^  in  1896,  he  oh* 
serves,  in  I  2366,  that  the  international 
authority  of  decisions  in  particular  cases 
by  the  prize  courts  of  France,  of  England, 
and  of  the  United  States  is  lessened  by 
the  fact  that  the  principles  on  which  they  are 
based  are  largely  derived  from  the  internal 
legislation  of  each  country;  and  yet  the  pe- 
culiar character  of  maritime  wars,  with 
other  considerations,  gives  to  prize  jurispru- 
dence a  force  and  importance  reaching  be- 
yond the  limits  of  the  country  in  which  it 
has  prevailed.  He  therefore  proposes  here 
to  group  together  a  number  of  particular 
cases  proper  to  serve  as  precedents  for  the 
solution  of  grave  questions  of  maritime  law 
in  regard  to  the  capture  of  private  property 
as  prize  of  war.  Immediately^  in  9  2367,  he 
goes  on  to  say:  "Notwithstanding  the  hard* 
ships  to  which  maritime  wars  subject  pri- 
vate property,  notwithstanding  the  extent 
of  the  reooffnized  rights  of  belligerents,  there 
are  generally  exempted,  from  seizure  and 
capture,  fishing  vessels."  In  the  next  sec- 
tion he  adds:  "This  exception  is  perfectly 
justiciable, — Cette  exception  est  parfaite- 
ment  justioiahle/' — that  is  to  say,  belongring 
to  judicial  jurisdiction  or  cognizance.  Littr6, 
Dist.  voo.  Justiciable;  Hans  v.  Louisiana, 
134  U.  S.  1,  15,  33  L.  ed.  842,  847,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  504.  Calvo  then  quotes  Orto- 
lan's description,  above  cited,  of  the  nature 
of  the  coast-fishing  industry;  and  proceeds 
to  refer,  in  detail,  to  some  of  tlie  French  prec- 
edents, to  the  acts  of  the  French  and  English 
governments  in  the  times  of  Louis  XVI.  and 
of  the  French  Pevolution,  to  the  position  of 
the  United  States  in  the  war  with  Mexico, 
and  of  Franoe  in  later  wars,  and  to  the  ac- 
tion of  British  cruisers  in  the  Crimean  war. 
And  he  concludes  his  discussion  of  the  sub- 
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Ject,  in  8  2373,  by  affirming  tbe  exemption  of 
^  the  coast  fishery,  and  pointing  out  the  dis- 
g  Unction  in  this  regard  between  the  coast  flsh- 
•  ery  and*what  he  calls  the  great  fishery,  for 
cod,  whales,  or  seals,  as  follows:  'The  priv- 
ilege of  exemption  from  capture,  which  is 
generally  acquired  br  fishing  vessels  plying 
their  industry  near  the  coasts,  is  not  extend- 
ed in  any  country  to  ships  employed  on  the 
high  sea  in  what  is  called  the  great  fishery, 
such  as  that  for  the  cod,  for  the  whale  or  the 
sperm  whale,  or  for  the  seal  or  sea  calf, 
lliese  ships  are,  in  effect,  considered  as  de- 
voted to  operations  which  are  at  once  com- 
mercial and  industrial, — Cea  navires  sont  en 
effet  oonsid^is  oomme  adonnis  d  des  opSra- 
iicns  d  la  fois  oommcrciales  et  induatrielles." 
The  distinction  is  generally  recognized.  2 
Ortolan,  54;  De  Boeck,  §  196;  Hall,  §  148. 
See  also  The  Suea,  2  C.  Rob.  251 ;  The  Johan, 
Edw.  Adro.  275,  and  appx.  L. 

The  modem  German  books  on  internation- 
al law,  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  appel* 
lants,  treat  the  custom  by  which  the  vessels 
and  implements  of  coast  fishermen  are  ex- 
empt from  seizure  and  capture  as  well  estab- 
lished by  the  practice  of  nations.  Heffter,  | 
137;  2  Kalterbom,  S  237,  p.  480;  Bluntschli, 
I  667;  Perels,  |  37,  p.  217. 

De  Boeck,  in  his  work  on  Enemy  Private 
Property  under  Enemy's  Flag, — De  la  Pro- 
priitS  Priv4e  Ennemie  sous  Pavilion  Enne" 
mi, — ^published  in  1882,  and  the  only  conti- 
nental treatise  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the 
United  States,  says  in  S  191 :  "A  usage  very 
ancient,  if  not  universal,  withdraws  from 
the  right  of  capture  enemy  vessels  en^ged 
in  the  coast  fishery.  The  reason  of  this  ex- 
ception is  evident;  it  would  have  been  too 
hard  to  snatch  from  poor  fishermen  the 
means  of  earning  their  bread.  .  .  .  The 
exemption  includes  the  boats,  the  fishing  im- 
t»leiiient8,  and  the  cargo  of  fish."  Again,  in 
I  105:  "It  is  to  be  observed  that  very  few 
treatises  sanction  in  due  form  this  immuni- 
ty of  the  coast  fishery.  .  .  .  There  is,  then, 
only  a  custom.  But  what  is  its  character?  Is 
it  eo  fixed  and  general  that  it  can  be  raised  to 
the  rank  of  a  positive  and  formal  rule  of  in- 
ternational law?"  After  discussing  the 
statements  of  other  writers,  he  approves  the 
opinion  of  Ortolan  (as  expressed  m  the  last 
■entence  above  quoted  from  his  work),  and 
aaj'B  that,  at  bottom,  it  differs  by  a  shade 
ifi  only  from  that  formulated  by  Calvo  and  by 
S  MmM  of  the  German  jurists,  and  that  *'it  is 
*  more  exacts*  without  ignoring  the  imperative 
character  of  the  humane  rule  in  question, — 
elle  eet  pltu  ewacte,  eane  mioonnattre  le  oar» 
aetire  impiratif  de  la  r^gle  d^humaniU  dont 
il  s'agit:'  And  in  i  190  he  defines  the  lim- 
its of  the  rule  as  follows :  "But  the  immuni- 
ty of  the  coast  fishery  must  be  limited  by  the 
reasons  which  justify  it.  The  reasons  of  hu- 
manity and  of  harmlessness — lea  raiaona 
dhumaniti  et  d'innocuiU — which  militate 
in  ita  favor  do  not  exist  in  the  great  fisherv, 
such  as  the  ood  fishery;  ships  engaged  m 
that  fishery  devote  themselves  to  truly  com- 
mercial operations,  which  employ  a  large 
number  of  seamen.  And  these  same  reasons 
to  ba  applicable  to  fishing  vessels  em- 


ployed for  a  warlike  purpose,  to  those  which 
conceal  arms,  or  which  exchange  signals  of 
intelligence  with  ships  of  war;  but  only 
those  taken  in  the  fact  can  be  rigorously 
treated;  to  allow  seizure  by  way  of  preven- 
tive would  open  the  door  to  every  abuse,  and 
would  be  equivalent  to  a  suppression  of  the 
immunity." 

Two  recent  English  text-writers  cited  at 
the  bar  (influenced  by  what  Lord  Stowell 
said  a  century  since)  hesitate  to  recognize 
that  the  exemption  of  coast  fishing  vessels 
from  capture  has  now  become  a  settled  rule 
of  international  law.  Tet  they  both  admit 
that  there  is  little  real  difference  in  the 
views,  or  in  the  practice,  of  England  and  of 
other  maritime  nations;  and  that  no  civil- 
ized nation  at  the  present  day  would  molest 
coast  fishing  vessels  so  long  as  thev  were 
peaceably  pursuing  their  calling  and  there 
was  no  dan^r  that  they  or  their  crews 
might  be  of  military  use  to  the  enemy.  Hall, 
in  §  148  of  the  fourth  edition  of  his  Treatise 
on  International  Law,  after  briefly  sketch- 
ing the  history  of  the  positions  occupied  by 
Fi  ance  and  England  at  different  periods,  and 
by  the  United  States  in  the  Mexican  war, 
goes  on  to  say:  "In  the  foregoing  facts 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  much  real  dif- 
ference has  existed  in  the  practice  of  the 
maritime  countries.  England  does  not  seem 
to  have  lieen  unwilling  to  spare  fishing  ves- 
sels so  long  as  they  are  harmless,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  state  has  accorded  them 
immunity  under  circumstances  of  inconveni- 
ence to  itself.  It  is  likely  Uiat  all  nations » 
would  now  refrain  from  molesting  them  as  a^ 
general  rule,  and  would^capture  them  so  soon* 
as  any  danger  arose  that  they  or  their  crews 
might  be  of  military  use  to  the  enemy;  and 
it  is  also  likelv  that  it  is  impossible  to  grant 
them  a  more  distinct  exemption."  So,  T.  J. 
Lawrence,  in  f  206  of  his  Principles  of  In- 
ternational Law,  says:  "The  dinerence  be- 
tween the  English  and  the  French  view  la 
more  apparent  than  reid;  for  no  olvilisad 
belligerent  would  now  oaptore  the  boats  of 
fishermen  plying  tbeir  avooatlon  peaceably 
in  the  territorial  waters  of  their  own  state; 
and  no  jurist  would  seriously  argue  that 
their  immunity  must  be  respected  if  they 
were  used  for  warlike  purposes,  as  were  the 
smacks  belonging  to  tne  northern  ports  of 
France  when  Great  Britain  gave  the  order 
to  capture  them  in  1800." 

But  there  are  writers  of  various  maritime 
countries,  not  yet  cited,  too  important  to  bo 
passed  by  without  notice. 

Jan  Helenus  Ferguson,  Netherlands  Min- 
ister to  China,  and  previouslv  in  the  naval 
and  in  the  colonial  service  of  his  country,  in 
his  Manual  of  International  Law  for  the  Use 
of  Navies,  Colonies,  and  Consulates,  pub- 
lished in  I8S2,  writes:  "An  exception  to 
the  usage  of  capturing  enemy's  private  ves- 
sels at  sea  is  the  coast  fishery.  .  .  .  This 
principle  of  immunity  from  capture  of  fish- 
ing boats  is  generally  adopted  by  all  mari- 
time powers,  and  in  actual  warfare  they  are 
universally  spared  so  long  as  they  remain 
harmless.*^    2  Ferguson,  f  212. 

Ferdinand  Attlmayr,  captain  in  the  Aus- 
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tr!an  Navy,  f n  liU  Manual  for  Naral  Officen, 
published  at  Vienna  in  1872  under  the  aus- 
pices of  Admiral  Tegetthoff,  says:  Regard- 
ing the  capture  of  enemy  property,  an  excep- 
tion must  be  mentioned,  wliicn  is  a  universal 
custom.  Fishing  vessels  which  belong  to  the 
adjacent  coast,  and  whose  business  yields 
only  a  necessary  livelihood,  are,  from  consid- 
erations of  humanity,  universally  excluded 
from  capture."    1  Attlmayr,  61, 

Ignacio  de  Negrin,  First  Official  of  the 
Spanish  Board  of  Admiralty,  in  his  Elemen- 
tary Treatise  on  Maritime  International 
Law,  sdopted  by  royal  order  as  a  text-book 
in  the  naval  schools  of  Spain,  and  published 
at  Madrid  in  1873,  concludes  his  chapter 
"Of  the  lawfulness  of  prizes"  with  these 
words:     '^t  remains  to  oe  added  that  the 

S  custom  of  all  civilized  peoples  excludes  from 
^  capture  and  from  all  kind  of  hostility  the 
•  fisning  vessels  of  the  enemy's  coasts,  consid- 
ering this  industry  as  absolutely  inoffensive, 
and  deserving,  from  its  hardships  and  use- 
fulness, of  this  favorable  exception.  It  has 
been  thus  expressed  in  verv  many  interna- 
tional conventions,  so  that  it  can  be  deemed 
an  incontestable  principle  of  law,  at  least 
among  enlightenea  nations."  Negrin,  tit  3, 
ehap.  1,  S  310. 

C«.rlos  Testa,  captain  in  the  Portugese 
Navy  and  professor  in  the  naval  school  at 
Lisbon,  in  his  work  on  Public  International 
Law,  published  in  French  at  Paris  in  1886, 
when  discussing  the  general  right  of  captur- 
ing enemy  ships,  says:  "Nevertheless,  in 
tilus,  customary  law  establishes  an  exception 
of  immunity  in  favor  of  coast  fishing  vessels. 
Fishinff  is  so  peaceful  an  industrv,  and  is 
generally  carried  on  by  so  poor  and  so  hard* 
working  a  class  of  men,  tnat  it  is  likened, 
in  the  territorial  waters  of  the  enemy's  coun- 
try, to  the  class  of  husbandmen  who  gather 
the  fruits  of  the  earth  for  their  livelihood. 
The  examples  and  practice  generally  followed 
establish  this  humane  and  beneficent  excep- 
tion as  an  international  rule,  and  this  rule 
may  be  considered  as  adopted  by  customary 
law  and  by  all  civilized  nations."  Testa,  pt. 
8,  chap.  2,in  18Bib1ioth6que  International  et 
Diplomatique,  pp.  152,  153. 

No  less  clearly  and  decisively  speaks  the 
distinguished  Italian  jurist,  Pasquale  Fiore. 
in  the  enlarged  edition  of  his  exhaustive 
work  on  Public  International  Law,  pub- 
lished at  Paris  in  1885-6,  saying:  ''The 
vessels  of  fishermen  have  been  generally  de- 
clared exempt  from  confiscation,  because  of 
the  eminently  peaceful  object  of  their  humble 
industry,  and  of  the  principles  of  equity  and 
humanitv.  The  exemption  includes  the  ves- 
sel, the  implements  of  fishincr.  and  the  cargo 
resulting;  from  the  fiRhery.  This  usage,  emi- 
nently humane,  goes  back  to  very  ancient 
times;  and  although  the  immunity  of  the 
fishery  along  the  coasts  may  not  have  been 
sanctioned  by  treaties,  yet  it  is  considered 
to-day  as  so  definitely  established  that  the  in- 
violability of  vessels  devoted  to  that  fishery 
is  proclaimed  by  the  publicists  as  a  positive 
rule  of  international  law,  and  is  generally 
respected  by  the  nations.  Consequently  we 
shall   lay  down  the   following   rule:     (a) 
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Vessels  belonging  to  dtizena  of  the  enemy  { 

state,  and  devotea  to^fishing  along  the  coastSi* 
cannot  be  subject  to  capture;  (6)  Such  vee* 
sels,  however,  will  lose  all  right  of  exemp- 
tion, when  employed  for  a  warlike  purpose; 
(o)  there  mav,  nevertheless,  be  subjected  to 
capture  vessels  devoted  to  the  great  fishery 
in  the  ocean,  such  as  those  employed  in  the 
whale  fisheiy,  or  in  that  for  seals  or  sea 
calves."    3  Fiore,  |  1421. 

This  review  of  the  precedents  and  authori- 
ties on  the  subject  appears  to  us  abundantly 
to  demonstrate  that  at  the  present  day,  by 
the  general  consent  of  the  civilized  nations 
of  the  world,  and  independently  of  any  ex« 
press  treaty  or  other  public  ac^  it  is  an  es- 
tablished rule  of  international  law,  founded 
on  considerations  of  humanity  to  a  poor  and 
industrious  order  of  men,  and  of  the  mutual 
convenience  of  belligerent  states,  that  coast 
fishing  vessels,  with  their  implements  and 
supplies,  cargoes  and  crews,  unarmed  and 
honestly  pursuing  their  peaceful  calling  of 
catching  and  bringing  in  fresh  fish,  are  ex- 
enipt  from  capture  as  prize  of  war. 

The  exemption,  of  course,  does  not  apply  to 
coast  fishermen  or  their  vessels  if  employed 
for  a  warlike  purpose,  or  in  such  a  way  as  to 
give  aid  or  information  to  the  enemy;  nor 
when  military  or  naval  operations  create  a 
necessity  to  which  all  private  interests  must 
give  way. 

Nor  has  the  exemption  been  extended  to 
ships  or  vessels  employed  on  the  high  sea  in 
taking  whales  or  seals  or  cod  or  other  fish 
which  are  not  brought  fresh  to  market,  but 
are  salted  or  otherwise  cured  and  made  a 
regular  article  of  commerce. 

This  rule  of  international  law  is  one  which 
prize  courts  administering  the  law  of  nationa 
are  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of,  and  to 
give  effect  to,  in  the  absence  of  any  treaty  or 
other  public  act  of  their  own  government  in 
relation  to  the  matter. 

Calvo,  in  a  passage  already  quoted,  dis- 
tinctly affirms  that  the  exemption  of  coast 
fishinff  vessels  from  capture  is  perfectly 
justiciable,  or,  in  other  words,  of  judicial 
jurisdiction  or  cognizance.  Calvo,  i  2368. 
Nor  are  judicial  precedents  wanting  in  sup- 
port of  the  view  that  this  exemption,  or  a 
somewhat  analogous  one,  should  be  reoog*» 
nized  and  declare  by  a  prize  court.  ^ 

*By  the  practice  of  all  civilized  nations,* 
vessels  employed  only  for  the  purposes  of 
discovery  or  science  are  considered  as  ex- 
empt from  the  contingencies  of  war,  and 
therefore  not  subject  to  capture.  It  has 
been  usual  for  the  government  sending  out 
such  an  expedition  to  give  notice  to  other 
powers ;  but  it  is  not  essential.  1  Kent,  Com. 
91,  note;  Halleck,  chap.  20,  (  22;  Calvo,  | 
2376;  Hall,  S  138. 

In  1813,  while  the  United  States  were  at 
war  with  England,  an  American  vessel  on  her 
voyage  from  Italy  to  the  United  States  was 
captured  by  an  English  ship,  and  broucht 
into  Halifax,  in  Nova  Scotia,  and,  with  her 
cargo,  condemned  as  lawful  prize  by  the 
court  of  vice  admiralty  there.  But  a  peti- 
tion for  the  restitution  of  a  case  of  paintings 
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and  engraTingB  which  had  been  presented  to 
and  were  owned  hj  the  Academy  of  Arts  in 
Philadelphia  was  granted  by  Dr.  Croke,  the 
judge  of  that  court,  who  said:  'The  same 
law  of  nations,  which  prescribes  that  all 
property  belonging  to  the  enemy  shall  be  lia- 
ble to  confiscation,  has  likewise  its  modifica- 
tions and  relaxations  of  that  rule.  The  arts 
and  sciences  are  admitted  amongst  all  civil- 
ized nations,  as  forming  an  exception  t4)  the 
severe  rights  of  warfare,  and  as  entitled  to 
favor  and  protection.  They  are  considered, 
not  as  the  pcculium  of  this  or  of  that  nation, 
but  as  the  property  of  mankind  a.  large,  and 
as  belonging  to  the  common  interests  of  the 
whole  species."  And  he  added  that  there 
had  been  "innumerable  cases  of  the  mutual 
exercise  of  this  courtesy  between  nations  in 
former  wars."  The  Marquis  de  Somerueles, 
Stewart  Adm.    (Nova  Scotia)    445,  482. 

In  1S61,  during  the  %var  of  the  Rebellion, 
a  similar  decision  was  made  in  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern 
district  of  Pennsylvania,  in  regard  to  two 
eases  of  books  belonging  and  consigned  to  a 
university  in  North  Carolina.  Judge  Cad- 
walader,  in  ordering  these  books  to  be  liber- 
ated from  the  custody  of  the  marshal  and 
restored  to  the  agent  of  the  university,  6aid: 
''Though  this  claimant,  as  the  resident  of  a 
hostile  district,  would  not  be  entitled  to 
restitution  of  the  subject  of  a  commercial 
o  adventure  in  books,  the  purpose  of  the  ship- 
^  ment  in  question  gives  to  it  a  different 
•  character.  The  United  States,  in  prosecut- 
ing hostilities  for  the  restoration  of  their 
eonstitutional  authority,  are  compelled  in- 
ddentally  to  confiscate  property  captured  at 
sea,  oi  which  the  proceeds  would  otherwise 
increase  the  wealth  of  that  district.  But  the 
United  States  are  not  at  war  with  literature 
in  that  part  of  their  territory."  He  then  re- 
ferred to  the  decision  in  Nova  Scotia,  and  to 
the  French  decisions  upon  cases  of  fishing 
▼easels,  as  precedents  for  the  decree  which 
he  was  about  to  pronounce;  and  he  added 
that,  without  any  such  precedents,  he  should 
have  had  no  difficulty  in  liberating  these 
books.     The  AmeUa,i  4  phila.  417. 

In  Broum  ▼.  United  Statee,  8  Craneh,  110, 
S  L.  ed.  504,  there  are  ezpresaioni  of  Chief 
Jostioe  Marshall  which,  taken  by  them- 
■elves,  might  seem  Inconsistent  with  the 
position  above  maintained,  of  the  duty  of  a 
pri£e  court  to  take  Judicial  notice  of  a  rule 
of  international  law,  established  by  the  gen- 
«ral  usage  of  civilized  nations,  aa  to  the  Idnd 
of  property  subject  to  capture.  But  the 
actual  decision  in  that  case,  and  the  lead- 
ing reasons  on  which  it  was  based,  appear  to 
lis  rather  to  confirm  our  position.  The 
principal  question  there  was  whether  per- 
sonal property  of  a  British  subject,  found 
on  land  in  the  United  States  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  last  war  with  Great  Britain, 
eould  lawfully  be  condemned  as  enemy's 
property,  on  a  libel  filed  by  the  attorney  of 
the  United  States,  without  a  positive  act  of 
Congress.  The  conclusion  of  the  court  was 
*Hhat  the  power  of  confiscating  enemy  prop- 
mty  is  in  the  legislature,  and  that  the  legia- 
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lature  has  not  yet  declared  Its  will  to  eonflt- 
cate  property  which  was  within  our  territory 
at  the  declaration  of  war."  8  Cranch,  129, 
3  L.  ed.  510,  511.  In  showing  that  the  deo- 
laration  of  war  did  not,  of  itself,  vest  tha 
Executive  with  authority  to  order  such  prop- 
er^ to  be  confiscated,  the  Chief  Justice  re- 
lied on  the  modem  usages  of  nations,  say- 
ing: "The  universal  practice  of  forbearing 
to  seiie  and  confiscate  debts  and  credits,  the 
principle  universally  received  that  the  right 
to  them  revives  on  the  restoration  of  peace, 
would  seem  to  prove  that  war  is  not  an  ab- 
solute confiscation  of  this  property,  but  simply 
confers  the  right  of  confiscation,"  and  again:  ^ 
"The  modern  rule,  then,  would  seem  to  hew 
that  tangible  property  *  belonging  to  an  * 
enemy,  and  found  in  the  country  at  the  com- 
mencement of  war,  ought  not  to  be  immedi- 
ately confiscated;  and  in  almost  every  com- 
mercial treaty  an  article  is  inserted  stipu- 
lating for  the  right  to  withdraw  such  prop- 
erty.^ 8  Cranch,  128, 125,  3  L.  ed.  609.  The 
decision  that  enemy  property  on  land,  which 
by  the  modem  usage  of  nations  is  not  sub- 
ject to  capture  as  prize  of  war,  cannot  ba 
condemned  by  a  prize  court,  even  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Executive,  without  express  au- 
thority from  Congress,  appears  to  us  to  re- 
pel any  inference  that  coast  fishing  vessels, 
which  are  exempt  by  the  general  consent  of 
civilized  nations  from  capture,  and  which  no 
act  of  Congress  or  order  of  the  President  has 
expressly  authorized  to  be  taken  and  confis- 
cated, must  be  condemned  by  a  prize  court, 
for  want  of  a  distinct  exemption  in  a  treaty 
or  other  public  act  of  the  government. 

To  this  subject  in  more  than  one  aspect 
are  singularly  applicable  the  words  uttered 
by  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  speaking  for  this 
court:  "Undoubtedly  no  sin^  nation  can 
change  the  law  of  tne  sea.  The  law  it  of 
universal  obligation  and  no  statute  of  one  or 
two  nations  can  create  obligations  for  the 
world.  Like  all  the  laws  of  nations,  it  rests 
upon  the  common  consent  of  civilized  com- 
munities. It  is  of  force,  not  because  it  was 
prescribed  bv  any  superior  power,  but  be- 
cause it  has  been  generally  accepted  as  a  rule 
of  conduct.  Whatever  may  have  been  its 
origin,  whether  in  the  usages  of  navigation, 
or  in  the  ordinances  of  maritime  states,  or  in 
both,  it  has  become  the  law  of  the  sea  only 
by  the  concurrent  sanction  of  those  nations 
who  may  be  said  to  constitute  the  commer- 
cial world.  Many  of  the  usages  which  pre- 
vail, and  which  have  the  force  of  law,  doubt- 
less originated  in  the  positive  prescriptions 
of  some  single  state,  which  were  at  first  of 
limited  elfect.  but  which,  when  generally  ac- 
cepted, became  of  universal  obligation." 
"This  is  not  giving  to  the  statutes  of  any  na- 
tion extraterritorial  effect.  It  is  not  treat- 
ing them  as  general  maritime  laws;  but  it  is 
recognition  of  the  historical  fact  that  by 
common  consent  of  mankind  these  rules  have 
been  acquiesced  in  as  of  general  obligation,  e^ 
Of  that  fact,  we  think,  we  may  take  judicial  J^ 
notice.  Foreign  municipal  laws* must  in-* 
deed  be  proved  as  facts,  but  it  is  not  so  with 
the  law  of  nations.'*    The  Sootia,  14  WalL 
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170,  187,  188,  Mb  nam.  Bmn  T.  Tk9  Beoiia^ 

20  L.  ed.  822,  825,  826. 

The  position  taken  by  the  United  States 
during  the  recent  war  with  Spain  was  quite 
in  accord  with  the  rule  of  international  law, 
now  generally  recognized  b^  civilized  na- 
tions, in  regard  to  coast  fishing  vessels. 

On  April  21,  1898,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  gave  instructions  to  Admiral  Samp- 
son, commanding  the  North  Atlantic  Squad- 
ron, to  "immediately  institute  a  blockade  of 
the  north  coast  of  Cuba,  extending  from 
Cardenas  on  the  east  to  Babia  Honda  on  the 
west."  Bureau  of  Navigation  Report  of 
1808,  appx.  176.  The  blockade  was  immedi- 
ately instituted  accordingly.  On  April  22 
the  President  issued  a  proclamation  declar- 
ing that  the  United  States  had  instituted 
and  would  maintain  that  blockade,  "in  pur- 
suance of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  law  of  nations  applicable  to  such  cases." 
30  Stat,  at  L.  1769.  And  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  April  25,  1898,  chap.  189,  it  was  de- 
clared that  the  war  between  the  United 
States  and  Spain  existed  on  that  day,  and 
had  existed  since  and  including  April  21. 
30  Stat,  at  L.  364. 

On  April  26,  1898,  the  President  issued 
another  proclamation  which,  after  reciting 
the  existence  of  the  war  as  declared  by  Con- 
gress, contained  this  further  recital :  "It 
being  desirable  that  such  war  should  be  con- 
ducted upon  principles  in  harmony  with  the 
present  views  of  nations  and  sanctioned  by 
their  recent  practice."  This  recital  was  fol- 
lowed by  specific  declarations  of  certain  rules 
for  the  conduct  of  the  war  by  sea,  making 
no  mention  of  fishing  vessels.  30  Stat,  at  L. 
1770.  But  the  proclamation  clearly  mani- 
fests the  general  policy  of  the  government  to 
conduct  the  war  in  accordance  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  international  law  sanctioned  by  the 
recent  practice  of  nations. 

On  April  28, 1808  (after  the  capture  of  the 
two  fishing  vessels  now  in  question),  Admiral 
Sampson  telegraphed  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  as  follows:  "I  find  that  a  large  num- 
ber of  fishing  schooners  are  attempting  to 
get  into  Havana  from  their  fishing  grounds 
•J  near  the  Florida  reefs  and  coasts.  They  are 
k*  generally  manned  by  excellent  seamen,  be- 
*  longing^to  the  maritime  inscription  of  Spain, 
who  have  already  served  in  the  Spanish 
Dftvy,  and  who  are  liable  to  further  service. 
As  these  trained  men  are  naval  reserves, 
most  valuable  to  the  Spaniards  as  artillery- 
men, either  afloat  or  ashore,  I  recommend 
that  they  should  be  detained  prisoners  of 
war,  and  that  I  should  be  authorized  to  de- 
liver them  to  the  commanding  officer  of  the 
army  at  Key  West"  To  that  communica- 
tion the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  on  April  30, 
1898,  guardedly  answered:  "Spanish  fish- 
ing vessels  attempting  to  violate  blockade 
are  subject,  with  crew,  to  capture,  and  any 
such  vessel  or  crew  considered  likely  to  aid 
enemy  may  be  detained."  Bureau  of  Navi- 
gation Report  of  1898,  appx.  178.  The  admi- 
ral's despatch  assumed  that  he  was  not  au- 
thorized, without  express  order,  to  arrest 
eoast  fishermen  peaceably    pursuing    their 


oalllng;  aiid  the  neeeasMry  implication  and 
evident  intent  of  the  response  of  the  Navy 
Department  were  that  Spanish  coast  fishing 
vessels  and  their  crews  should  not  be  inter- 
fered with,  so  long  as  they  neither  attempted 
to  violate  the  blockade,  nor  were  considered 
likely  to  aid  the  enemy. 

The  Paquete  Habana,  as  the  record  shows, 
was  a  fishing  sloop  of  26  tons  burden,  sail- 
ing under  the  Spanish  flhag,  nmnin^  in  and 
out  of  Havana,  and  regularly  engaged  in  fish- 
ing on  the  eoast  of  Cuba.  Her  crew  con- 
sisted of  but  three  men,  including  the  mas- 
ter, and,  accordiiw  to  a  common  usage  in 
coast  fisheries,  had  no  interest  in  the  vessel, 
but  were  entitled  to  two  thirds  of  her  catch, 
the  other  third  belonging  to  her  Spanish 
owner,  who,  as  well  as  the  crew,  resided  in 
Havana.  On  her  last  voyage,  she  sailed 
from  Havana  along  the  coast  of  Cuba,  about 
200  miles,  and  fished  for  twenty-five  days 
off  the  cape  at  the  west  end  of  the  island, 
within  the  territorial  waters  of  Spain,  and 
was  going  back  to  Havana,  with  her  cargo  of 
live  fish,  when  she  was  captured  by  one  of 
the  blockading  squadron,  on  April  25,  1898. 
She  had  no  arms  or  ammunition  on  board; 
she  had  no  knowledge  of  the  blockade,  or 
even  of  the  war,  until  she  was  stopped  by  a 
blockading  vessel;  she  made  no  attempt  to^ 
run  the  blockade,  and  no  resistance  at  the^ 
time  of  the  capture;  nor  was  there  any*evi-* 
dence  whatever  of  likelihood  that  she  or  her 
crew  %Tould  aid  the  enemy. 

In  the  case  of  the  Lola,  the  only  differ- 
ences in  the  facts  were  that  she  was  a 
schooner  of  35  tons  burden,  and  had  a  crew 
of  six  men,  including  the  master;  that  after 
leaving  Havana,  and  proceeding  some  200 
miles  along  the  coast  of  Cuba,  she  went  on, 
about  100  miles  farther,  to  the  coast  of  Yu- 
catan, and  there  fished  for  eight  days;  and 
that,  on  her  return,  when  near  Bahia  Honda, 
on  the  coast  of  Cuba,  she  was  captured,  with 
her  cargo  of  live  fish,  on  April  27,  1898. 
These  differences  afford  no  ground  for  distin- 
guishing the  two  cases. 

Each  vessel  was  of  a  moderate  size,  such 
as  is  not  unusual  in  coast  fishing  smacks, 
and  was  regularly  engaged  in  fishing  on  the 
coast  of  Cuba.  The  crew  of  each  were  few 
in  number,  had  no  interest  in  the  vessel,  and 
received,  in  return  for  their  toil  and  enters 
prise,  two  thirds  of  her  catch,  the  other 
third  going  to  her  owner  by  way  of  compen- 
sation for  her  use.  Each  vessel  went  out 
from  Havana  to  her  fishing  ground,  and  was 
captured  when  returning  along  the  coast  of 
Cuba.  The  cargo  of  each  consisted  of  fresh 
fish,  caught  by  her  crew  from  the  sea,  and 
kept  alive  on  board.  Although  one  of  the 
vessels  extended  her  fishing  trip  across  the 
Yucatan  channel  and  fished  on  the  coast  of 
Yucatan,  we  cannot  doubt  that  each  was  en- 
gaged in  the  coast  fishery,  and  not  in  a  com- 
mercial adventure,  within  the  rule  of  inter- 
national law. 

The  two  vessels  and  their  cargoes  were 
condemned  by  the  district  court  as  prize  of 
war;  the  vessels  were  sold  under  its  aecrees; 
and  it  does  not  appear  what  became  of  the 
fresh  fish  of  which  their  cargoes  consisted. 
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Upon  the  facts  proved  in  either  ease,  it  Is 
the  duty  of  this  court,  sitting  as  the  highest 
prize  court  of  the  United  States,  and  amninr 
istering  the  law  of  nations,  to  declare  and 
adjudge  that  the  capture  was  unlawful  and 
without  probable  cause;  and  it  is  therefore, 
in  each  case,-* 

Ordered,  that  the  decree   of  the  Diatriot 

Court  he  reversed,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 

sale  of  the  vessel,  together  with  the  proceeds 

of  any  sale  of  her  cargo,  be  restored  to  the 

»  elaimant,  with  damages  and  costs. 

H 

•  *Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  with  whom 
concurred  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  and  Mr.  Jus- 
tice MoKenna,  dissenting : 

The  district  court  held  these  vessels 
and  their  cargoes  liable  because  not  "satis- 
fied that  as  a  matter  of  law,  without  any  or- 
dinance, treaty,  or  proclamation,  fishing  ves- 
sels of  this  dasB  are  exempt  from  seizure." 

This  court  holds  otherwise,  not  because 
such  exemption  is  to  be  found  in  any  treaty, 
legislation,  proclamation,  or  instruction 
granting  it,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  ves- 
sels were  exempt  by  reason  of  an  established 
rule  of  international  law  applicable  to  them, 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  enforce. 

I  am  unable  to  conclude  that  there  is  any 
such  established  international  rule,  or  that 
this  court  can  properly  revise  action  which 
must  be  treated  as  having  been  taJcen  in  the 
ordinary  exercise  of  discretion  in  the  conduct 
of  war. 

It  cannot  be  maintained  "that  modem  us- 
age constitutes  a  rule  which  acts  directly 
upon  the  thing  itself  by  its  own  force,  and 
not  through  the  sovereign  power."  That 
position  was  disallowed  in  Brown  v.  United 
States,  8  Cranch,  110,  128,  3  L.  ed.  510,  and 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  said:  "This  usage 
is  a  guide  which  the  sovereign  follows  or 
abandons  at  his  will.  The  rule,  like  other 
precepts  of  morality,  of  humanity,  and  even 
of  wisdom,  is  addressed  to  the  judgment  of 
the  sovereign;  and  although  it  cannot  be 
disregarded  by  him  without  obloquy,  yet  it 
may  be  disr^arded.  The  rule  is  in  its  na- 
ture flexible.  It  is  subject  to  infinite  modifi- 
cation. It  is  not  an  immutable  rule  of  law, 
but  depends  on  political  considerations 
which  may  continually  vary." 

The  question  in  that  case  related  to  the 
confiscation  of  the  property  of  the  enemy  on 
land  within  our  own  territory,  and  it  was 
held  that  property  so  situated  could  not  be 
confiscated  without  an  act  of  Congress.  The 
Chief  Justice  continued:  "Commercial  na- 
tions in  the  situation  of  the  United  States 
have  always  a  considerable  quantity  of  prop- 
erty in  the  possession  of  their  neighbors. 
2  When  war  breaks  out,  the  question,  What 
!•  shall  be  done  with  enemy  property  in  our 

•  country? — i8a*question  rather  of  policy  than 
of  law.  The  rule  which  we  apply  to  the 
property  of  our  enemy  will  be  applied  by  him 
to  the  property  of  our  citizens.  Like  all 
other  questions  of  policy,  it  is  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  a  department  which  can 
modify  it  at  will;  not  for  the  consideration 
ef  a  department  whieh  can  pursue  only  the 
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law  as  it  is  written.  It  is  proper  for  the  eoii- 
sideration  of  the  l^slature,  not  of  the  ezeo- 
ntive  or  judiciary.''^ 

This  case  involves  the  capture  of  enemy's 
property  on  the  sea,  and  executive  action, 
ana  if  the  position  that  the  alleged  rule  pro* 
prio  vigors  limits  the  sovereign  power  in 
war  be  rejected,  then  I  understand  the  con- 
tention to  be  that,  by  reason  of  the  existence 
of  the  rule,  the  proclamation  of  April  26 
must  be  read  as  if  it  contained  the  exemp- 
tion in  terms,  or  the  exemption  must  be  al- 
lowed because  the  capture  of  fishing  vessels 
of  this  class  was  not  specifically  authorized. 

The  preamble  to  the  piodamation  stated, 
it  is  true,  that  it  was  desirable  that  the  war 
"should  be  conducted  upon  principles  in  har- 
mony with  the  present  views  of  nations  and 
sanctioned  by  their  recent  practice,"  but  the 
reference  was  to  the  intention  of  the  govern- 
ment "not  to  resort  to  privateering,  but  to 
adhere  to  the  rules  of  the  Declaration  of 
Paris;"  and  the  proclamation  spoke  for  it- 
self. The  language  of  the  preamble  did  not 
carry  the  exemption  in  terms,  and  the  real 
question  is  whether  it  must  be  aUowed  be- 
cause not  aOirmatively  withheld,  or,  in  other 
words,  because  such  captures  were  not  in 
terms  directed. 

These  records  show  that  the  Spanish  sloop 
Paquetc  Habana  "was  captured  as  a  prize  of 
war  by  the  U.  S.  S.  Castine"  on  April  26,  and 
"was  delivered"  by  the  Castine's  commander 
"to  Rear  Admiral  Wm.  T.  Sampson  (com- 
manding the  North  Atlantic  Squadron)," 
and  thereupon  "turned  over"  to  a  prize  mas- 
ter with  instructions  to  proceed  to  Key  West. 

And  that  the  Spanish  schooner  Lola  "was 
captured  as  a  prize  of  war  by  the  U.  S.  S. 
Dolphin  "  April  27,  and  "was  delivered"  by 
the  Dolphin^s  commander  "to  Bear  Admiral 
Wm.  T.  Sampson  (commanding  the  North 
Atlantic  Squadron),"  and  thereupon  "turned 
over"  to  a  prize  master  with  instructions  to  |, 
proceed  to  Key  West.  h 

T  That  the  vessels  were  accordingly  taken  •" 
to  Key  West  and  there  libeled,  and  that  the 
decrees  of  condemnation  were  entered  against 
them  May  30. 

It  is  impossible  to  concede  that  the  Ad- 
miral ratified  these  captures  in  disregard  of 
established  international  law  and  the  procla- 
mation, or  that  the  President,  if  he  had  been 
of  opinion  that  there  was  any  infraction  of 
law  or  proclamation,  would  not  have  inter- 
vened prior  to  condemnation. 

The  correspondence  of  April  28,  30,  be- 
tween the  Admiral  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  quoted  from  in  the  principal  opinion, 
was  entirely  consistent  with  the  validity  of 
the  captures. 

The  ouestion  put  by  the  Admiral  related 
to  the  aet«ntion  as  prisoners  of  war  of  the 
persons  manning  the  fishing  schooners  "at- 
tempting to  get  into  Havana."  Noncombat- 
ants  are  not  so  detained  except  for  special 
reasons.  Sailors  on  board  enemy's  trading 
vessels  are  made  prisoners  because  of  their 
fitness  for  immediate  use  on  ships  of  war. 
Therefore  the  Admiral  pointed  out  the  value 
of  these  fishing  seamen  to  the  enemy,  and 
advised  their  detention.    The  Secretaiy  re- 
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plied  that  if  the  Tessels  referred  to  were  "at* 
tempting  to  violate  hlockade"  ther  were  sub- 
ject "with  crew"  to  capture,  and  also  that 
they  might  be  detained  if  "considered  likely 
to  aid  enemy."  The  point  was  whether 
these  crews  should  be  made  prisoners  of  war. 
Of  course  they  would  be  liable  to  be  if  in- 
volved in  the  guilt  of  blockade  running,  and 
the  Secretary  a^eed  that  they  might  M  on 
the  other  ground  in  the  Admiral's  fiscretlon. 

All  this  was  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
and  usages  of  international  law,  with  which, 
whether  in  peace  or  war,  the  naval  service 
has  always  ueen  necessarily  familiar. 

I  come  then  to  examine  the  proposition 
"that  at  the  present  day,  by  the  general  con- 
sent of  the  civilized  nations  of  the  world,  and 
Independently  of  any  express  treaty  or  other 
public  act,  it  is  an  established  rule  of  inter- 
national law,  founded  on  considerations  of 
humanity  to  a  poor  and  industrious  order  of 
^  men,  and  of  the  mutual  convenience  of  bellig- 
H  erent  states,  that  coast  fishing  vessels,  with 
^  their  imple*nents  and  supplies  *  cargoes  and 
crews,  unarmed,  and  honestly  pursuing  their 
peaceful  calling  of  catching  and  bringing  in 
of  fresh  fish,  are  exempt  from  capture  as 
prize  of  war." 

This,  it  is  said,  is  a  rule  "which  prize 
courts,  administering  the  law  of  nations,  are 
bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of,  and  to  give 
eflfect  to,  in  the  absence  of  treaty  or  other 
public  act  of  their  own  government." 

At  the  same  time  it  is  admitted  that  the 
alleged  exemption  does  not  apply  "to  coast 
fishermen  or  their  vessels,  if  employed  for  a 
warlike  purpose,  or  in  such  a  way  as  to  give 
aid  or  information  to  the  enemy;  nor  when 
military  or  naval  operations  create  a  neces- 
sity to  which  all  private  interests  must  five 
way;"  and,  further,  that  the  exemption  liaa 
not  "been  extended  to  ships  or  vessels  em- 
ploved  on  the  high  sea  in  taking  whales  or 
seals,  or  cod  or  other  fish  which  are  not 
brought  fresh  to  market,  but  are  salted  or 
otherwise  cured  and  made  a  regular  article 
of  commerce." 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  exceptions  re- 
duce the  supposed  rule  to  veiy  narrow  lim- 
its, requiring  a  careful  examination  of  the 
facts  in  order  to  ascertain  its  applicability; 
and  the  decision  appears  to  me  to  go  alto- 
gether too  far  in  respect  of  dealing  with 
captures  directed  or  ratified  by  the  officer  in 
command. 

But  were  these  two  vessels  within  the  al- 
leged exemption?  They  were  of  25  and  35 
tons  burden  respectively.  They  carried 
large  tanks,  in  wnich  the  fish  taken  were 
kept  alive.  They  were  owned  by  citizens  of 
Havana,  and  the  owners  and  the  masters  and 
crew  were  to  be  compensated  by  shares  of  the 
catch.  One  of  them  had  been  200  mile^  from 
Havana,  off  Cape  San  Antonio,  for  t-x'enty- 
five  days,  and  the  other  for  eight  days  off  the 
coast  of  Yucatan.  They  belonged,  in  short, 
to  the  class  of  fishing  or  coasting  vessels  of 
from  5  to  20  tons  burden,  and  from  20  tons 
upwards,  which,  when  licensed  or  enrolled  as 
prescribed  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  are  de- 
clared to  be  vessels  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  shares  of  whose  men,  when  the  ves- 


sels are  employed  in  fishing,  are  regulated 
by   statute.    Ijiey  were   engaged    in   what 
were  substantially  commercial  ventures,  and  ^ 
the  mere  fact  that  the  fish  were  kept  alive  h 
bv  contrivancet*for  that  purpose — a  practice* 
ox  considerable    antiquity--Hdid  not  render 
them  anv  the  less  an  article  of  trade  than  if 
they  had  been  brought  in  cured. 

I  do  not  think  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  considerations  which  have  oper- 
ated to  mitigate  the  evils  of  war  in  respect 
of  individual  harvesters  of  the  soil  can  prop- 
erly be  invoked  on  behalf  of  these  hired  ves- 
sels, as  being  the  implements  of  like  barvi^st- 
ers  of  the  sea.  Not  only  so  as  to  the  owners, 
but  as  to  the  masters  and  crews.  The  prin- 
ciple which  exempts  the  husbandman  and  his 
instruments  of  lat>or  exempts  the  industry  in 
which  he  is  engaged,  and  is  not  applicable  in 
protection  of  the  continuance  of  transactions 
of  such  character  and  extent  as  these. 

In  truth,  the  exemption  of  fishing  craft  is 
essentially  an  act  of  grace,  and  not  a  matter 
of  right,  and  it  is  extended  or  denied  as  the 
exigency  is  believed  to  demand. 

It  is,  said  Sir  William  Scott,  "a  rule  of 
comity  only,  and  not  of  legal  decision." 

The  modern  view  is  thus  expressed  by  Mr. 
Hall:  "England  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
unwilling  to  spare  fishing  vessels  so  long  as 
they  are  harmJess,  and  it  does  not  appeiir 
that  any  state  has  accorded  them  immunity 
under  circumstances  of  inconvenience  to  it- 
self. It  is  likely  that  all  nations  would  now 
refrain  from  molesting  them  as  a  general 
rule,  and  would  capture  them  so  soon  as  any 
danger  arose  that  they  or  their  crews  might 
be  of  military  use  to  the  enemy;  and  it  is 
also  likely  that  it  is  impossibla  to  grant 
them  a  more  distinct  exemption." 

In  the  Crimean  war,  1864-56,  none  of  the 
orders  in  council,  in  terms,  either  exempted 
or  included  fishing  vessels,  yet  the  allied 
squadrons  swept  the  Sea  of  Azof  of  all  craft 
capable  of  furnishing  the  means  of  transpor- 
tation, and  the  English  admiral  in  the  Gulf 
of  Finland  directed  the  destruction  of  all 
Russian  coasting  vessels,  not  of  sufficient 
value  to  be  detained  as  prizes,  except  "boats 
or  small  craft  which  may  be  found  empty  at 
anchor,  and  not  trafficking." 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  law  of  tha  d 
sea  of  universal  obligation  to  which  Great  ^ 
Britain    has  not   acceded.    And   I*am   not  • 
aware  of  adequate  foundation  for  imputing 
to  this  country  the  adoption  of  any  other 
than  the  English  rule. 

In  his  Lectures  on  International  Law  at 
the  Naval  Law  Collie  the  late  Dr.  Freeman 
Snow  laid  it  down  that  the  exemption  could 
not  be  asserted  as  a  rule  of  international  law. 
These  lectures  were  edited  by  Commodore 
Stockton  and  published  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  1895,  and, 
by  that  department,  in  a  second  edition,  in 
1808,  so  that  in  addition  to  the  well-known 
merits  of  their  author  they  possess  the 
weight  to  be  attributed  to  the  official  im- 
primatur. Neither  our  treaties  nor  settled 
practice  are  opposed  to  that  conclusion. 

In  view  of  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  breaking  out  of  the  Mexican  war,  Coni* 


1899 


BLAKE  ▼.  MoCLUKQ. 


90T 


modore  Conner,  oommanding  the  Hom« 
Squadron,  on  May  14,  184G,  directed  his  of- 
ficers, in  respect  of  blockade,  not  to  molest 
"Mexican  boats  engaged  exclusively  in  fish- 
ing  on  any  part  of  the  ooast,"  presumably 
small  boats  in  proximity  to  the  snore ;  while 
on  the  Pacific  coast  Commodore  Stockton  in 
the  succeeding  August  ordered  the  capture 
of  "all  vessels  under  the  Mexican  flag." 

The  treaties  with  Prussia  of  1785,  1799, 
and  1828,  and  of  1848  with  Mexico,  in  ex* 
empting  fishermen,  "unarmed  and  inhabiting 
unfortified  towns,  villages,  or  places,"  did 
not  exempt  fishing  vessels  from  seizure  as 
prixe;  and  these  captures  evidence  the  con- 
victions entertained  and  acted  on  in  the  late 
war  with  Spain. 

It  is  needless  to  review  the  speculations 
and  repetitions  of  the  writers  on  international 
law.  Ortolan,  De  Boeck,  and  others  admit 
that  the  custom  relied  on  as  consecrating 
the  immunity  is  not  so  general  as  to  create 
an  absolute  international  rule;  HefTter,  Cal- 
vo,  and  others  are  to  the  contrary.  Their 
lucubrations  may  be  persuasive,  but  not  au- 
thoritative. 

In  my  judgment,  the  rule  is  that  exemp- 
tion from  the  rigors  of  war  is  in  the  control 
of  the  Executive.  He  is  bound  by  no  im- 
mutable rule  on  the  subject.  It  is  for  him 
to  apply,  or  to  modify,  or  to  deny  altogether 

^  such  immunity  aa  may  have  been  usually  ex- 

ei  tended. 

•*  *  Exemptions  may  be  desi^ated  in  advance, 
or  granted  according  to  circumstances,  but 
earryinjg  on  war  involves  the  infliction  of  the 
hardships  of  war,  at  least  to  the  extent  that 
the  seizure  or  destruction  of  enemy's  prop- 
erty on  sea  need  not  be  specifically  author- 
ized in  order  to  be  accomplished. 

Being  of  opinion  that  these  vessels  were 
sot  exempt  as  matter  of  law,  I  am  con- 
strained to  dissent  from  the  opinion  and 
jndffment  of  the  court;  and  my  brothers 
Harlan  and  McKenna  concur  in  this  dissent. 

{January  S9, 1900.) 

The  court,  in  each  case,  on  motion  of  the 
Solicitor  Oeneral  in  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  and  after  argument  of  counsel 
thereon,  and  to  secure  the  carrying  out  of  the 
opinion  and  decree  of  this  court  according  to 
their  true  meaning  and  intent,  ordered  that 
the  decree  be  so  modified  as  to  direct  that 
the  damages  to  be  allowed  shall  be  compensa- 
tory only,  and  not  punitive. 
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CL  G.  BLAKE  and  Rogers,  Brown  &  Com- 
pany, PlffB.  in  Err^ 
t>. 
CALVIN  M.  McCLUNG,  William  P.  Smith, 
William  B.  Keener,  Franklin  H.  McClung, 
Jr.,  and  Charles  J.  McCIung,  Jr.,  Partners 
aa  C.  M.  McClung  k  Company,  H  al. 

€on8tituiional  law — equal  privilege9  and 
immunities  of  oitizene^-diaerimination  in 
favor  of  reeident  ae  against  nonresident 
oreditore  o/  insolpent  oorporation. 


OlTlng  priority  to  creditors  residing  la  tlie 
state  over  those  wbo  reside  oat  of  the  state. 
In  distributing  the  assets  of  an  Insolvent  cor- 
poration, Is  In  violation  of  U.  S.  Cooat.  art. 
4,  providing  far  equal  privileges  and  Immunl* 
ties  of  cltlsens  In  the  several  statea 

[No.  466.] 

Su^mUted  December  18, 1899.    Decided  Jan- 
uary  8,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Tennessee  to  review  a  decree 
with  respect  to  its  conformity  to  a  mandate 
on  former  writ  of  error  in  the  same  case. 
Reversed, 

See  same  ease  below,  52  S.  W.  1001. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  H.  J.  May  and  Tully  IL  Cor^ 
nick  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs.  John  W.  Chreen  and  8,  C.  WiU 
Hams  for  defendants  in  error. 


*Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered   the  opin-  * 
ion  of  the  court: 

This  case  has  been  heretofore  in  this  court 
upon  writ  of  error  brought  to  review  a  final 
decree  of  the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee. 
Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed. 
432,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165. 

That  decree  was  rendered  in  a  suit  insti- 
tuted by  C.  M.  McClung  &  Co.  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  property  and  affairs  of 
the  Embreeville  Freehold,  Land,  Iron,  & 
Railway  Company,  Limited, — an  insolvent 
British  mining  and  manufacturing  company 
doing  business  in  Tennessee.  Among  the 
creditors  who  filed  intervening  petitions  in 
the  suit  were  C.  6.  Blake,  a  citizen  of  Ohio; 
Rogers,  Brown,  &  Company,  the  members  of 
which  firm  were  also  citizens  of  Ohio;  and 
the  Hull  Coal  ft  Coke  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion of  Virginia. 

It  was  adjudged  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Tennessee  that  all  the  creditors  of  the  Brit- 
ish corporation  who  resided  in  Tennessee 
were  entitled  to  priority  of  payment  out  of 
its  assets,  real  and  personal,  over  all  other 
creditors  who  did  not  reside  in  Tennessee^ 
whether  they  were  residents  of  other  states 
of  the  United  States  or  of  the  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain;  and  that  all  creditors  resid- 
ing out  of  Tennessee,  whether  in  other  states 
of  the  Union  or  in  the  Kin^om  of  Oreat 
Britain,  had  the  right  and  must  share 
equally  and  ratably  in  the  distribution  of 
the  assets  of  the  company  after  the  residents 
of  Tennessee  should  have  been  first  paid  in 
full. 

The  decree  so  rendered  was  in  conformity 
with  a  statute  of  Tennessee  passed  March  19, 
1877,  the  5th  section  of  which  provided: 
"That  the  corporations,  and  the  property  of 
all  corporations  coming  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  shall  be  liable  for  all  the  debts, 
liabilities,  and  engagements  of  the  said 
corporations,  to  be  enforced  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law  for  the  application  of  the 
property  of  natural  persons  to  the  payment 
of  their  debts,  engagements,  and  eontracta. 
Nevertheless,  creditors  who  may  be  residents 
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of  ihi9  %taU  shall  havt  a  priority  in  the  ii^- 
irxbuiion  of  asseU,  or  whjtction  of  the  same, 
or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  payment  of  debts 
over  all  aimple'contraot  oreditora,  being  reel' 
dente  of  any  other  oountry  or  countries,  and 
9  also  over  mortgage  or  Judgment  creditors, 

*  for  all  debts/ engagements,  and  contracts 
which  were  made  or  owins  by  the  said  cor- 
porations previous  to  the  nlii^  and  registra- 
tion of  such  valid  mortgages,  or  the  rendi- 
tion of  such  valid  judgments.  But  all  such 
mortgages  and  judgments  shall  be  valid,  and 
shall  constitute  a  prior  lien  on  the  property 
on  which  they  are  or  may  be  charged  as 
against  all  debts  which  may  be  incurred  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  of  their  registration 
or  rendition.  The  said  corporations  shall 
be  liable  to  taxation  in  all  respects  the  same 
as  natural  persons  resident  in  this  state,  and 
the  property  of  its  citizens  is  or  may  be  lia- 
ble to  taxation,  but  to  no  higher  taxation, 
nor  to  any  other  mode  of  valuation,  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation;  and  the  said  corpora- 
tions shall  be  entitled  to  all  such  exemptions 
from  taxation  which  are  now  or  may  be  here- 
after granted  to  citizens  or  corporations  for 
the  purpose  of  encouraging  manufacturers 
in  this  state,  or  otherwise."  Acts  of  Ten- 
nessee 1877,  chap.  31,  p.  44. 

The  validity  of  that  statute  was  drawn  in 
question  by  Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown,  k 
Company,  as  well  as  the  Hull  Goal  &  Coke 
Company,  who  specially  claimed  that  the 
judgment  based  upon  the  statute  had  denied 
to  them  respectively  rights  secured  by  the 
2d  section  of  the  Fourth  Article  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  providing 
that  "the  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be  en- 
titled to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  in  the  several  states,"  as  well  as  by 
the  1st  section  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment, declaring  that  no  state  shall  "deprive 
any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  per- 
son within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws." 

The  supreme  court  of  the  state  sustained 
the  constitutionality  of  the  statute,  and  from 
its  final  judgment  Blake,  and  Rogers,  Brown, 
&  Company,  and  the  Hull  Coal  £  Coke  Com- 
pact prosecuted  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court. 

The  general  question  presented  for  deter- 
mination by  this  court  was  thus  stated  in 
its  opinion :  "Beyond  Question,  a  state  may 
through  judicial  proceedings  take  possession 
of  the  assets  of  an  insolvent  foreign  corpora- 
tion within  its  limits,  and  distribute  such 
assets  or  their  proceeds  among  creditors  ao- 
g  cording  to  their  respective  rights.  But  may  it 

•  exclude^eiUzens  of  other  states  from  such  dis- 
tribution until  the  claims  of  its  own  citi- 
zens shall  have  been  first  satisfied?  In  the 
administration  of  the  property  of  an  insol- 
vent foreign  corporation  by  the  courts  of  the 
state  in  which  it  is  doing  business,  will  the 
Constitution  of  the  Unit^  States  permit  dis- 
erimination  against  individual  creditors  of 
such  corporation  because  of  their  being  citi- 
zens of  other  states,  and  not  citizens  of  the 
state  in  which  such  administration  occurs? 

Upon  a  review  of  prior  decisiims  this  court 


said:  The  foundation  upon  which  the 
above  cases  rest  cannot,  however,  stand  if  it 
be  adjudged  to  be  in  the  power  of  one  state, 
when  establishing  regulations  for  the  con- 
duct of  private  business  of  a  particular  kind, 
to  give  its  own  citizens  essential  privileges 
connected  with  that  business  which  it  denies 
to  citizens  of  other  states.  By  the  statute 
in  question  the  British  company  was  to  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  corporation  of  Ten- 
nessee, with  authority  to  carry  on  its  busi- 
ness in  that  state.  It  was  the  right  of  citi- 
zens of  Tennessee  to  deal  with  it,  as  it  was 
their  right  to  deal  with  corporations  created 
by  Tennessee.  And  it  was  equally  the  right 
of  citizens  of  other  states  to  deal  with  that 
corporation.  The  state  did  not  assume  to 
declare,  even  if  it  could  legally  have  declared, 
that  that  company,  being  admitted  to  do 
business  in  Tennessee,  should  transact  busi- 
ness only  with  citizens  of  Tennessee,  or 
should  not  transact  business  with  citizens  of 
other  states.  No  one  would  question  the 
right  of  the  individual  plaintiffs  in  error,  al- 
though not  residents  of  Tennessee,  to  sell 
their  goods  to  that  corporation  upon  such 
terms  in  respect  of  payment  as  might  be 
agreed  upon,  and  to  ship  them  to  the  cor- 
poration at  its  place  of  business  in  tiiat 
state.  But  the  enjoyment  of  these  rights  is 
materially  obstructed  by  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion ;  for  that  statute,  by  its  necessary  opera- 
tion, excludes  citizens  of  other  states  from 
transacting  business  with  that  corporation 
upon  terms  of  equality  with  citizens  of  Ten- 
nessee. By  force  of  the  statute  alone,  citi- 
zens of  other  states,  if  they  contracted  at  sll 
with  the  British  corporation,  must  have  done 
so  subject  to  the  onerous  condition  that  if  ^ 
the  corporation  became  insolvent  its  assets  9 
in  Tennessee  should^first  be  applied  to  meet  * 
its  obligations  to  residents  of  that  state,  al- 
though liability  for  its  debts  and  engage- 
ments was  'to  be  enforced  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law  for  the  application  of  the  prop- 
erty of  natural  persons  to  the  payment  of 
their  debts,  engagements,  and  contracts.' 
But,  clearly,  the  state  could  not  in  that 
mode  secure  exclusive  privileges  to  its  own 
citizens  in  matters  of  business.  If  a  state 
should  attempt,  by  statute  regulating  the 
distribution  of  the  property  of  insolvent  in« 
dividuals  among  their  creditors,  to  ffive 
priority  to  the  claims  of  such  individual 
creditors  as  were  citizens  of  that  state  over 
the  claims  of  individual  creditors,  citizens 
of  other  states,  such  legislation  would  be 
repugrnant  to  the  Constitution  upon  the 
ground  that  it  withheld  from  citiaens  of 
other  states  as  such,  and  because  they  were 
such,  privileges  granted  to  citizens  of  the 
state  enacting  it.  Can  a  different  principle 
apply,  as  between  individual  citizens  of  the 
several  states,  when  the  assets  to  be  dis- 
tributed are  the  assets  of  an  insolvent  pri- 
vate corporation  lawfully  engaged  in  busi« 
ness  and  having  the  power  to  contract  with 
citizens  residing  in  states  other  than  t&e  one 
in  which  it  is  located?** 

Referrinff  to  the  established  rule  that  the 
property  of  a  corporation  was  a  trust  fund 
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for  the  parents  of  its  debts  in  the  sense 
that  wheh  it  is  lawfully  dissolved  and  its  af- 
fairs dosed,  or  when  it  is  insolvent,  all  its 
€1  editors  are  entitled  in  equity  to  have  their 
debts  paid  out  of  the  corporate  property  be- 
fore any  distribution  thereof  among  stock- 
holders, this  court  further  said:  "These 
principles  obtain,  no  doubt,  in  Tennessee, 
and  will  be  applied  by  its  courts  in  all  appro- 
priate cases  between  citizens  of  that  state, 
without  making  any  distinction  between 
them.  Yet  the  courts  of  that  state  are  for- 
bidden, by  the  statnte  in  question,  to  recog- 
nize the  right  in  equitv  of  citizens  residing 
in  other  states  to  participate  upon  terms  of 
equality  witli  citizens  of  Tennessee  in  the 
distribution  of  the  assets  of  an  insolvent  for- 
eign corporation  lawfully  doin^  business  in 
that  state.  We  hold  such  discrimination 
against  citizens  of  other  states  to  be  repug- 
nant to  the  2d  section  of  the  Fourth  Article 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  al- 
J  though,  <renerally  speaking,  the  state  has  the 
r  power  to^^prescribe  the  conditions  upon  which 
foreign  corporations  may  enter  its  territory 
for  purposes  of  business.  Such  a  power  can- 
not be  exerted  with  the  effect  of  defeating  or 
impairing  rights  secured  to  citizens  of  the 
several  states  by  the  supreme  law  of  the  land. 
Indeed,  all  the  powers  possessed  by  a  state 
must  be  exercised  consistently  with  the  privi- 
leges and  immunities  granted  or  protected 
by  the  Constitution  of  uie  United  States.'' 

Again:  "The  statute  of  Tennessee  did 
not  make  it  a  condition  of  the  right  of  the 
British  corporation  to  come  into  Tennessee 
for  purposes  of  business  that  it  should,  at 
the  outset,  deposit  with  the  state  a  fixed 
amount  to  stand  exclusively  or  primarily  for 
the  protection  of  its  Tennessee  creditors.  It 
allowed  that  corporation,  after  complying 
with  the  terms  of  the  statute,  to  conduct  its 
business  in  Tennessee  as  it  saw  fit,  and  did 
not  attempt  to  impose  any  restriction  upon 
its  making  contracts  with  or  incurring  lia- 
bilities to  citizens  of  other  states.  It  per- 
mitted that  corporation  to  contract  with  cit- 
izens of  other  states,  and  then,  in  effect,  pro- 
vided that  all  such  contracts  should  be  sub- 
ject to  the  condition  (in  case  the  corpora- 
tion became  insolvent)  that  creditors  resid- 
ing in  other  states  should  stand  aside,  in  the 
distribution  by  the  Tennessee  courts  of  the 
assets  of  the  corporation,  until  creditors  re- 
siding in  Tennessee  were  fully  paid — ^not  out 
of  any  funds  or  property  specifically  set 
aside  as  a  trust  fund,  and  at  the  outset  put 
into  the  custody  of  the  state,  for  the  exclu- 
sive benefit,  or  for  the  benefit  primarily,  of 
Tennessee  creditors,  but  out  of  whatever 
assets  of  any  kind  the  corporation  might 
liave  in  that  state  when  insolvency  occurred. 
In  other  words,  so  far  as  Tennessee  legisla- 
tion is  concerned,  while  this  corporation 
eonld  lawfully  have  contracted  with  citizens 
of  other  states,  those  citizens  cannot  share  in 
its  general  assets  upon  terms  of  equality 
with  citizens  of  that  state.  If  such  legisla- 
tion does  not  deny  to  citizens  of  other  states, 
in  respect  of  matters  growing  out  of  the  ordi- 
nary transactions  of  business,  privileges  that 
are  accorded  to  it  by  citizens  of  Tennessee,  it 


is  difficult  to  perceive  what  legislation  would 
effect  that  result.  We  adjudge  that  when 
the  general  property  and  assets  of  a  private  g 
corporation,  lawfully  doing  business  in  a  • 
state,  are  in  the  course  of  a!aministration  by 
the  courts  of  such  state,  creditors  who  are 
citizens  of  other  states  are  entitled,  under 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  to 
stand  upon  the  same  plane  with  creditors  of 
like  class  who  are  citizens  of  such  state,  and 
cannot  be  denied  equality  of  right  simply 
because  they  do  not  reside  in  that  state,  but 
are  citizens  residing  in  other  states  of  the 
Union.  Tlie  individual  plaintiffs  in  error 
were  entitled  to  contract  with  this  British 
corporation,  lawfully  doing  business  in  Ten- 
nessee, and  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  corpo- 
ration of  that  state;  and  no  rule  in  the  dis- 
tribution of  its  assets  among  creditors  could 
be  applied  to  them  as  resident  citizens  of 
Ohio,  and  I)ecau8e  they  were  not  residents  of 
Tennessee,  that  was  not  applied  by  the  courts 
of  Tennessee  to  creditors  of  like  character 
who  were  citizens  of  Tennessee." 

In  relation  to  the  Hull  Coal  &  Coke  Com- 
pany this  court  held  that  it  was  not  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning 
of  the  2d  section  of  the  Fourth  Article  of  the 
Constitution ;  and,  although  a  "person"  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment, that  company  was  not  deprived  of  its 
property  without  the  due  process  of  law 
guaranteed  bv  that  Amendment,  and  not  be- 
ing within  iJie  jurisdiction  of  Tennessee  it 
could  not  invoke  the  protection  of  the  clause 
forbidding  the  denial  by  a  state  of  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  to  persons  within  its 
jurisdiction. 

By  the  final  order  of  this  court  the  judg- 
ment of  the  state  court  was  affirmed  as  to 
the  Hull  Coal  &  Coke  Company,  upon  the 
ground  that  no  right,  privilege,  or  immunity 
secured  to  it  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  had  been  denied.  As  to  the 
other  plaintiffs  in  error — Blake  and  Rogers, 
Brown,  k  Company — the  judgment  was  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  farther 
proceedii]^  not  inconsistent  with  the  opin- 
ion of  this  court 

After  the  decision  here,  the  causa  was 
again  heard  in  the  supreme  court  of  Tennes- 
see on  the  motion  of  Blake  and  Rogers, 
Brown,  k  Company  for  a  decree  in  conformi- 
ty with  the  opinion  and  mandate  of  this 
court. 

That  court  adjudged:  ''I.  That  the  effect  S 
and  purpose  of  *the  opinion  and  mandate  of  * 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
respect  to  the  rights  of  C.  O.  Blake  and  Rog- 
ers, Brown,  ft  Company,  is  to  adjudge  and 
decree  that  the  said  C.  G.  Blake  and  Rogers, 
Brown,  &  Company  are  entitled  to  partici- 
pate in  the  assets  of  the  said  EmbreeviDa 
Freehold,  Land,  Iron,  k  Railway  Company, 
Limited,  upon  the  basis  of  a  broad  distribu- 
tion of  the  assets  of  said  corporation  among 
all  of  its  creditors,  without  preference  or 
priority,  as  though  the  act  of  1877,  chap.  81, 
had  not  been  passed;  and  it  is  ordered  that 
there  be  made  a  computation  of  the  aggre- 
gate indebtedness  due  from  the  said  insol- 
vent  corporation   to  its  creditors   of  every 
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dass,  wherever  residiiuu  and  that  there  shall 
be  paid  to  the  said  C  G.  Blake  and  the  said 
Rogers,  Brown,  &  Company  the  percentage 
and  proportion  which  is  found  to  be  due  to 
them  as  creditors  of  said  corporation  in  the 
aggregate  of  assets  thus  ascertained.  2.  It 
it  further  adjudged  and  decreed,  that  after 
thus  setting  apart  to  the  said  C.  G.  Blake 
and  Rogers,  Brown,  ft  Company  the  propor- 
tion and  percentage  thus  found  to  be  due  to 
them,  that  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  said  Embreeyille  Freehold,  Land, 
Iron,  and  Railway  Compsoiy,  Limited,  is  ap- 
plicable first  to  the  payment  of  the  indebt- 
edness due  to  the  creditors  of  said  corpora- 
tion residing  within  the  state  of  Tennessee, 
as  provided  in  S  6  of  chap.  81  of  the  Acts  of 
Tennessee,  1877,  and  that  the  residue  of  said 
estate,  if  any,  shall  then  be  applied  pro  rata 
to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  alien  and 
nonresident  creditors  of  said  corporation, 
other  than  the  said  C.  G.  Blake  ana  Rogers, 
Brown,  &  Company."  The  cause  was  re- 
manded to  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction 
for  the  collection  and  distribution  of  the 
fund  then  in  that  court,  and  for  the  nuikinff 
of  sncl)  further  orders  as  might  be  found 
necessary  to  the  final  settlement  of  the  cause. 
Mr.  Justice  Beard  dissented  upon  grounds 
stated  in  his  opinion,  which  is  published  in 
62  S.  W.  Rep.  1001. 

Blake  and  Rogers,  Brown,  ft  Company  ex- 
eepted  to  the  action  of  th«  state  court  "in 
determining  that  creditors  residing  in  Ten- 
nessee were  entitled  under  the  act  of  1877, 
H  ehap.  81,  f  6,  to  any  priority  or  preference, 
f  b^  way  of  increased*peroentages  in  distribu- 
tion,'' over  them,  on  the  ground  that  such 
priority  and  preference  was  in  violation  of 
f  2  of  Article  Four  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  was  not  consistent 
with  the  opinion  and  mandate  of  this  court. 
The  present  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  re- 
view the  last  judgment. 

We  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  Is 
not  in  conformity  with  the  opinion  and  man- 
date of  this  court.  The  thought  expressed 
in  our  former  opinion  was  that  Blake  and 
Rogers,  Brown,  ft  Companv,  citizens  of  Ohio 
ana  general  creditors  of  the  Embreeville 
Freehold,  Land,  Iron,  ft  Railway  Company, 
were  entitled,  in  the  distribution  in  Tennes- 
see of  the  assets  of  that  insolvent  corpora- 
tion, to  stand  upon  the  same  plane  with  cit- 
izens of  Tennessee  who  were  also  general 
creditors  of  the  same  corporation ;  and  that 
the  judgment  of  the  state  court  heretofore 
under  review  ( 172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed.  432, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  105)  so  far  as  it  gave  pri- 
ority to  citizens  of  Tennessee  over  citizens 
of  other  states,  was  inconsistent  with  the  2d 
section  of  the  Fourth  Article  of  the  Consti- 


tution of  the  United  States,  providing  that 
"the  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be  entitled 
to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens 
in  the  several  states." 

By  the  judgment  now  under  review  cer- 
tain creditors,  solely  because  of  their  being 
citizens  of  Tennessee,  are  accorded  advantages 
in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  in  questuin 
which  are  denied  to  other  creditors  solely 
because  of  their  being  citizens  of  another 
state  than  Tennessee.  That  judgment  gives 
to  the  plaintiffs  in  error  respectively  their 
percentage  of  the  entire  assets  of  the  insol- 
vent corporation  upon  the  basis  of  equality 
among  all  the  creditors,  u>herever  residing, 
and,  that  being  done,  the  court  in  effect  di- 
rects the  idea  of  equality  amonff  all  credit- 
ors to  be  abandoned,  and  "all  the  rest  and 
residue  of  the  estate"  of  the  insolvent  cor- 
poration to  be  applied  first  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts  due  to  citizens  of  Tennessee. 
Thus  the  decree  gave  a  decided  sdvantage  to 
Tennessee iTcditors  over  Ohio  creditors,  when, 
as  Mr.  Justice  Beard  correctly  said,  the 
cause  was  remanded  by  this  court  substan- 
tially with  direction  that  the  state  court  § 
should  see^to  it  that  no  advantage  accrued  * 
to  Tennessee  creditors  over  the  Ohio  credit- 
ors. 

It  is  not  within  the  province  of  this  court 
to  prescribe  the  form  of  a  decree  to  be  en- 
tered for  the  distribution  of  the  assets  in 
ouestion.  But  it  is  both  its  province  and 
duty  to  adjudge,  in  accordance  with  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land,  as  we  now  do,  that 
the  plaintiffs  in  error,  citizens  of  Ohio,  are 
entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution  of  the 
assets  of  this  insolvent  corporation  upon 
terms  of  eouality,  in  all  respects,  with  like 
creditors  wno  are  citizens  of  Tennessee.  No 
decree  giving  to  the  latter  privileges  or  ad- 
vantages that  are  denied  to  the  former  is, 
as  we  have  heretofore  adjudged,  consistent 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  distribution  of  what  is  called  in  the 
decree  "all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  Embreeville  Freehold,  Land,  Iron, 
ft  Railway  Comj>any,"  or  in  the  proceeds 
thereof,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  should  be 
placed  upon  the  same  PJano  of  e<|uality  with 
Tennessee  creditors.  The  plaintiffs  in  error 
cannot  be  denied  participation  in  any  of  the 
assets  of  the  insolvent  corporation  that  are 
taken  into  account  when  ascertaining  the 
rights  of  the  Tennessee  creditors  and  the 
amounts  to  be  paid  to  them  on  their  respec- 
tive demands.  Whatever  rule  is  applied  for 
the  benefit  of  the  latter  must  be  applied  in 
behalf  of  the  Ohio  creditors. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  tor  such  further  proceedings  as 
may  be  oonsistent  with  this  opinion.  £•- 
versed. 
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HARRY  W.  DICKERMAN,  Trustee,  et  ai., 
PetiticnerMf 

V. 

NORTHERN  TRUST  COMPANY  et  ol. 

Foreclosure  of  mortgage  against  corpora- 
tion— collusive  judgment  (m  excuse  for — 
declaring  whole  debt  due  for  default — ne- 
gotiability of  bonds  redeemable  by  instal- 
ments determined  by  drawings — illegality 
of  purpose  of  corporation  as  affecting 
validity  of  mortgage;  bonus  of  stock  given 
4o  bondholders — declaration  that  stook  is 
fully  paid — set-off  against  foreclosure  of 
bondholders^  liability  for  stock, 

1.  A  judgment  against  •  corporation  Is  not 
collusive  In  the  legal  sense,  so  as  to  prevent 
Its  nonpayment  from  oonstltutlng  a  default 
for  which  a  mortgage  debt  may  he  declared 
due  under  a  provision  of  tho  mortgage, 
merely  because  the  action  was  undertaken  for 
the  purpose  of  creating  such  default.  If  It 
was  brought  for  a  debt  that  was  due,  and 
was  properly  conducted. 

S.  An  Instant  declaration  bj  trustees  that 
both  principal  and  Interest  of  a  mortgage  are 
4ue  because  of  the  nonpayment  of  an  execu- 
tion on  a  Judgment  against  ths  mortgagor, 
which  is  a  corporatioo,  cannot  be  contested 
by  stockholders,  where  the  dlrseton  of  the 
company  do  not  make  any  objeetlmi,  en  the 
ground  that  the  provision  of  the  mortgage 
for  such  declaration  if  the  execution  was  not 
paid  "forthwith**  allowed  a  reasonable  time 
for  such  iMCfment. 

t.  Bonds  need  not  be  produced  in  evidence 
prior  to  a  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  in 
a  suit  by  trustees  under  a  mortgage  securing 
the  bonds,  where  the  evidence  is  sufllcient  to 
prove  that  the  bonds  were  valid  and  were 
outstanding  obligations. 

4.  The  negotiability  of  bonds  due  on  oir  before 
a  certain  date  is  not  defeated  by  a  provision 
making  them  redeemable  by  Instalments  de- 
termined by  drawings. 

•w  The  Illegality  of  the  purpose  tor  which  a 
corporation  was  originally  organised  eaaaot 
become  a  material  inquiry  In  a  suit  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  upon  the  property  of  the 
concern.  If  the  mortgage  was  made  while  the 
corporation  had  power  to  create  It,  and  the 
Illegality  was  wholly  extrhisic  to  the  mort- 
gege- 

4.  A  bonus  In  stock  given  to  purchasers  of  the 
bonds  of  a  corporation,  simply  as  an  Induce- 
ment to  take  the  bonds.  If  this  Is  done  In 
good  faith,  will  not  entitle  dissenting  stock- 
holders to  have  a  deduction  of  the  par  value 
•f  the  stock  made  from  the  bonds. 

T  A  declaration  that  shares  of  stock  Issued 
sj  a  bonus  to  purchasers  of  bonds  are  fully 
paid  up  and  unassessable  Is  conclusive  In 
favor  of  the  holders  as  against  the  corpora- 
tion and  Its  stockholders,  when  the  rights 
of  creditors  are  not  Involved. 

A  The  right  to  set  off  as  against  some  Indl- 
vldaal  boDdboIders  their  obligation  for  on- 
paid  stock  cannot  be  allowed  In  a  salt  by  a 
trustee  for  all  the  bondholders  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage,  In  which  the  bonds  must  be 
treated  as  an  entirety. 

[No.  33.] 

Argued  April  5,  6,  1899,    Decided  January 
tt,  1900. 


ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Seventh  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirm- 
ing a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  foreclos- 
ure of  a  mortgage.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  53  U.  S.  App.  270,  80 
Fed.  Rep.  450,  25  C.  C.  A.  540. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browni 
This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  in  the  circuit  01 
court  for  the  northern  district  of  Illinois  by  JJ 
the  Northern  Trust  Company,**  corporation  • 
oi^ganized  under  the  laws  of  Illixiois,  havim; 
its  principal  office  in  Chioaffo,  and  Ovid  B. 
Jameson,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Indiana, 
as  trustees,  against  the  Columbia  Straw- Pa- 
per Company,  a  corporation  organized  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  to  fore- 
close a  trust  deed  of  some  thirty-nine  paper- 
mill  properties,  leaseholds,  and  water  powers, 
situated  in  thirty-two  different  counties  and 
in  nine  different  statea.  This  deed,  which 
was  dated  December  31,  1802,  was  ffiven  to 
secure  the  payment  of  one  thousand  bonds  ol 
the  paper  company  of  $1,000  each,  with  cou- 
pons bearing  interest  at  6  per  cent  per  an- 
num, payable  half  yearly.  These  bonds  were 
issued  and  delivered  to  one  Emanuel  Stein, 
in  part  payment  for  the  properties  acquired 
by  It  from  him. 

The  bill,  which  was  in  the  ordinarr  form 
of  a  foreclosure  bill,  averred  that  oy  the 
terms  of  the  bonds  it  was  agreed  by  the  pa- 

Ser  company  that  it  would  redeem,  on  the  Ist 
ay  of  December,  1803,  one  hundred  of  such 
bonds,  and  annuallv  thereafter  until  Decem- 
ber 1,  1001,  a  similar  number,  and  that  the 
principal  of  such  bonds  should  become  due 
if  the  paper  company  should  make  default 
for  a  period  of  three  months  in  the  payment 
of  any  interest,  and  an  election  so  to  do  were 
given  in  writing;  that,  by  the  terma  of  the 
mortgage  or  deed  of  trust,  it  should  become 
enforceable,  provided  default  were  made  in 
the  payment  of  any  one  of  the  bonds  which 
had  Deoome  due  and  payable  for  one  month 
thereafter,  or,  if  default  should  be  made  in 
the  payment  of  interest  on  any  of  such  bonds, 
or  in  the  performance  of  any  of  the  covenants 
or  conditions  in  the  bonds  or  mortgager,  and 
such  default  should  continue  for  three 
months  after  written  demand  for  payment 
or  performance  by  the  trust  company,  or  if 
a  Judgment  or  order  should  be  made,  or  any 
effective  resolution  adopted  by  the  paper 
company  for  the  winding  up  of  such  com- 
pany, ''or  if  a  distress,  attachment,  garnish- 
ment^ or  execution  be  respectively  levied  or 
sued  out  aeainst  any  of  the  chattels  or  prop- 
erty of  eiuier  company,  and  such  company 
shall  not  forthwith  upon  such  distress,  at- 
tachment, garnishment,  or  execution  being 
levied  or  sued  out,  remove,  discharge,  or 
pay  such  distress,  attachment,  garnishment, 
or  execution." 

*The  bill  alleged  as  the  only  grounds  for  en- 
forcing the  security  of  the  mortgage,  (1) 
that  the  mortgagor  had  made  default  in  re- 
deeming or  discharging  the  several  amounts 
of  bonus  designated  in  the  mortgage  and 
bonds  for  redemption;  (2)  in  falling  to  pay 
certain  instalments  of  interest;  and  (3)  in 
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failing  to  pay  a  certain  execution  sued  out  on 
January  22, 1805,  against  the  property  of  the 
company  upon  a  judgment  obtained  against 
it  by  one  James  Flanagan  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  Cook  county,  Illinois.  That  by 
reason  of  such  default  complainants  had  de- 
clared the  principal  and  interest  of  the  bonds 
to  be  inunediatel^  due  and  payable. 

The  biU  contained  the  usual  prayer  for 
foreclosure  and  sale,  and  for  a  receiver  and 
an  injunction  against  disposing  of  any  of  the 
mortgaged  property.  The  trustees  having 
taken  possession  of  the  property,  a  receiver 
was  appointed  by  consent  of  toe  company 
upon  the  same  day  the  bill  was  filed. 

The  answer  of  the  paper  company  admitted 
the  material  allegtitions  of  the  bill,  averred 
its  inability  to  pay  its  debts,  and  asserted 
tbat  the  property  covered  by  the  mortgage 
was  worth  much  more  than  the  amount  of 
the  bonds  and  the  indebtedness  of  the  com- 
pany. 

A  few  days  thereafter  Bickerman,  to- 
gether with  others,  filed  a  petition  setting 
forth  that  they,  with  other  stockholders 
of  the  defendant  company,  had  been  injured 
by  the  wrongful  and  fraudulent  manner  in 
which  its  securities  had  been  issued ;  that  the 
defendiant  and  its  defense  were  under  the 
control  and  direction  of  the  bondholders  and 
their  trustees;  that  the  directors  were  not 
fitted  to  conduct  the  suit  by  reason  of  their 
adverse  interests,  and  prayed  to  be  made  de- 
fendants and  be  allowed  to  plead,  answer,  or 
demur  to  the  bill,  and  to  file  a  cross  bill.  This 
was  allowed. 

Thereupon  petitioners  filed  their  answer 
admitting  the  execution  of  the  bonds  and 
mortgage,  but  denying  that  the  bondholders 
were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  trust 
created  by  the  mortgage;  denied  that  all  of 
the  one  thousand  bonds  were  duly  issued,  ne- 
gotiated, and  sold,  or  that  they  were  out- 
I  standing  and  valid  oblirations  of  the  mortga- 
I  gor;  and  also  denied  tnat  all  of  such  bonds 
and  coupons  had  come  into  tha^possession  of, 
or  were  held  bv,  persons  who  had  become  the 
owners  thereof  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration. 

They  further  set  forth  in  great  detail  the 
nuinner  in  which  the  combination  had  been 
formed  in  the  sununer  of  1892,  to  purchase 
seventy  paper  mills  with  their  plants,  appli- 
ances, and  goodwill,  by  means  of  securing 
from  their  respective  owners  option  contracts 
whereby  each  owner  agreed  to  sell  his  prop- 
erty to  the  combination  for  a  stated  sum  in 
cash,  and  the  residue  in  the  capital  stock  of 
the  corporation  to  be  organized,  to  which  the 
seventy  paper  mills,  with  their  properties, 
etc.,  were  to  be  conveyed;  that  the  corpora- 
tion so  to  be  formed  was  to  be  capitalized  at 
$3,000,000  of  common  and  $1,000,000  of  pre- 
ferred stock,  to  be  issued  at  ^ar,  in  part  pay- 
ment for  the  mills  at  the  option  prices  so  ob- 
tained, until  the  whole  amount  was  ex- 
hausted, and  that  in  such  contingency  the 
corporation  so  to  be  organized  was  to  have 
the  power  to  issue  $1,000,000  of  its  bonds  to 
complete  the  paymeivt  for  said  mills;  that 
aftor  options  had  been  obtained  upon  thirty- 
nine  mills,  the  total  purchase  price  of  which 


was  $2,788,000  in  cash,  stock,  and  notes»  th« 
parties  met  to  consider  them,  and  decided 
that  it  would  be  necessary  to  provide  $1,000,« 
000  to  purchase  the  property  and  furnish  th« 
running  capital ;  that  the  combination  there- 
upon  caused  the  option  contracts  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  one  Emanuel  Stein,  and  then  ar^ 
ranged  to  divide  up  and  to  f raudulentlv  ap- 
propriate to  themselves  $2,113,000  of  th« 
capital  stock  of  the  proposed  corporation, 
which  would  not  be  required  to  pay  for  the 
thirty-one  mills  which  were  left  out  of  the 
combination. 

That  after  having  arranged  how  many  of 
the  one  thousand  mortgage  bonds  of  the  new 
corporation  each  member  of  the  combination 
was  to  receive  for  an  equal  amount  in  cash, 
and  how  many  shares  of  preferred  and  com- 
mon stock  each  was  to  receive  gratuitously 
with  bonds,  they  caused  articles  of  incorpora* 
tion  to  be  filed  December  6, 1802,  in  the  stete 
of  New  Jersey,  to  organize  the  paper  com- 
pany with  a  capital  stock  of  $4,000,000,  with 
themselves  ana  their  agente  as  directors. 
That  on  December  14,  1892,  they  procured^ 
Stein,  who  held  the  option  contracte  for  the  « 
purchase  of  the  thirty-nine  mills/ to  present  • 
to  the  stockholders  a  proposition  to  secure 
the  titles  to  the  thirty-nine  mills,  and  to  oon* 
vey  the  same  to  the  new  corporation  for  $5,* 
000,000,  as  follows:  $1,800  hi  cash;  $1,000,- 
000  in  first-mortgage  bonds;  $1,000,000  in 
preferred  and  $2,008,200  in  the  common  stock 
of  the  new  company;  that  this  proposition 
was  accepted  by  the  stockholders  and  also  by 
the  directors,  and  the  property  conveyed  to 
the  company;  the  bonds  and  capital  stock 
divided  among  the  members  of  the  combine^ 
tion,  as  had  been  previously  arranged,  and 
that  such  persons  still  owned  and  were  still 
liable  for  their  capital  stock  in  a  much  larger 
amount  than  the  bonds  of  the  company;  and 
that  the  latter  were  owned  by  the  same  per- 
sons, who  were  liable  on  their  stock.  That 
the  Columbia  Straw-Paper  Company,  having 
been  organized  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
such  conveyances,  and  thus  consolidating 
said  mill  plante,  their  contention  was  thai, 
by  reason  of  fraudulent  overvaluation  of  the 
various  mill  plante  and  properties  upon 
which  options  of  purchase  had  been  taken, 
a  defense  in  the  nature  of  a  set-off  existed 
in  favor  of  the  company  against  such  bond- 
holders as  were  also  stockholders  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  unpaid  part  of  the  stock  held  by 
them. 

The  answer  also  conteined  an  averment 
that  the  judgment  and  execution  in  favor  of 
Flanagan  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  was 
a  fraudulent  and  collusive  act  on  tne  part  of 
the  managers  of  the  defendant  company,  in 
order  to  give  the  trustees  the  right  to  b^n 
this  foreclosure  proceeding;  that  in  pursu- 
ance of  this  the  directors  had  fraudulently 
neglected  and  refused  to  pay  six  interest  cou- 
pons on  the  bonds  owned  by  Flanagan,  in 
order  that  a  suit  might  be  instituted  there- 
on ;  that  the  defendant  corporation  appeared 
upon  the  return  of  the  summons,  consented 
to  an  immediate  trial,  made  no  defense,  but 
allowed  judgment  to  be  entered  and  an  exe- 
cution to  issue  on  the  same  day,  and  that  the 
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firm  of  lawjera  who  had  devised  this  proceed- 
ixig  acted  as  solicitors  for  the  trustees  in  fil« 
log  the  bill  of  foredosure.     It  was  denied 
that  the  straw-paper  company  was  insolrent, 
and  was  averred  that  the  complainants  and 
o  others  had  combined  to  wreck  the  company 
2  and  defraud  the  defendant  stockholders  by 
«  withdrawing  from^the  treasurv  of  the  com- 
pany bonds  and  stock  to  the  vsJue  of  $8,000,- 
000,  which  the  complainants  held  in  trust  for 
the  companv,  and  that  the  same  are  assets 
and  not  liabilities,  as  in  the   bill   of  com- 
plaint alleged. 

Defendants  also  lUed  a  cross  bill  for  an 
accounting  in  respect  of  the  transactions 
complained  of,  especially  in  reference  to  the 
issue  of  the  alleged  mortgage  bonds  and  the 
preferred  and  common  st^;  and  if,  on  such 
accounting,  anything  should  appear  to  be 
due  from  any  of  the  defendants  to  th«  straw- 
caper  company,  a  decree  might  be  entered 
for  the  payment  of  the  same,  and  that  the 
receiver  theretofore  appointed  might  be  re- 
moved and  a  proper  and  practical  person  be 
appointed  receiver  in  his  stead,  with  power 
to  take  possession  of  the  property,  as  well  as 
of  the  books,  papers,  and  writings  of  the  Co- 
lumbia Straw-Paper  Company,  and  that  an 
Injunction  issue  restraining  the  officers  and 
directors  of  the  company  from  interfering 
with  his  possession.  The  cross  bill  was  suf 
■eouently  stricken  from  the  files. 

Defendants  later  amended  their  answer,  ai- 
ling that  the  bonds  and  mortgage  were 
put  of  an  illegal  seheme  to  ereate  a  monop- 
oly, regulate  prices,  and  prevent  competition 
among  the  mills  purchased,  who  had,  prior  to 
the  consolidation,  been  in  aetive  competition 
with  each  other. 

The  case  was  referred  to  a  master  to  take 
proofs  and  report  the  testimony.  He  re- 
ported that  the  material  allegations  of  the 
bill  were  sustained  by  the  proofs;  that  all 
of  the  one  thousand  bonds,  set  up  in  the  bill, 
were  negotiated  and  sold  and  were  outstand- 
ing and  valid  obligations  of  the  company; 
that  the  company  made  default  in  redeem^ 
Ing  the  first  one  hundred  bonds,  maturinff 
December  1, 1893,  as  well  as  one  hundred  and 
five  bonds  maturing  December  1,  1894;  that 
the  company  also  made  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  upon  its  bonds  due  June  1 
and  December  1,  1894,  though  the  same  was 
duly  demanded;  thst  by  reason  thereof,  and 
of  the  execution  obtained  by  Flanagan,  the 
complainants  declared  the  principal  and  in- 
terest of  the  entire  issue  to  be  immediately 
due  and  payable;  that  they  had  been  re- 
*•  quested  in  writing  by  the  holders  of  more 
nthan  one  third  of  the  bonds  to  enforce  the 
*  provisions  of*the  deed  of  trust;  that  the  com- 
pany had  been  for  some  time  and  was  still 
Insolvent;  that  at  the  date  of  the  report  there 
was  due  upon  the  bonds,  principal  and  inter- 
est, $1,249,632.86;  that  the  contention  of  the 
defendants,  that  the  bonds  were  not  issued 
and  outstanding,  was  not  supported  by  the 
testimony;  that  the  contention  that  the 
stock  of  the  company,  which  passed  into  the 
hands  of  Kmamiel  Stein  by  virtue  of  his  con- 
tract with  the  company,  was  not  fully  paid- 
up  stock,  was  also  not  supported;  that  as  a 


matter  of  fact  such  sto^  mm  recelTed  by 
Stein  as  fully  paid  stock,  and  that  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law  no  auestion  in  regard  to  it  be- 
tween the  stoddiolders  of  the  company  could 
be  inouired  into  in  this  proceeding.  He  fur- 
ther found  that  there  were  no  creditors  0(f 
the  company  except  those  represented  in  this 
suit. 

The  defendant  stockholders,  who  were  com- 
plainants in  the  cross  bill,  filed  exceptions  to 
this  report,  which,  upon  a  hearing  by  the 
court,  was  overruled,  and  a  decree  of  sale  nisi 
entered  in  favor  of  the  original  complainants. 
Northern  Trust  Oo.  v.  Columbia  Straw-Paper 
Co.  75  Fed.  Rep.  036.  On  appeal  to  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  seventh  circuit  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  was  affirmed.  63 
U.  S.  Add.  270,  80  Fed.  Rep.  450,  25  C.  C.  A. 
649.  Whereupon  the  appellants  applied  for 
and  were  granted  a  writ  of  certiorari  from 
this  court 

Mesert,  Otto  Ovesliaiii  and  Jolin  Ik 
Oooper  for  petitioners. 

Mesare.  l^uls  BCarsliAll,  Ctharlee  A» 
Dupee,  and  Monroe  L.  WiUard  for  respond* 
ents. 

Mr.  Justice  Browm  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  case  presents  primarily  the  question 
whether  a  minority  of  the  stockholders  of  a 
corporation  have  a  right  to  intervene  in  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  corporate 
property  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
property  was  sold  to  the  corporation  by  the 
connivance  of  the  mortgagees  at  a  fpross  over-  J 
valuation,  and  to  compel  the  bonds  held  hji 
them  to  be^sub jected  to  a  set-oif  of  their  In-  * 
debtedness   to   the   corporation   for  unpaid 
stock. 

It  should  be  borne  In  mind  in  connection 
with  the  several  defenses  set  up  by  the  inter- 
veners that  they  do  not  appear  here  in  the 
capacity  of  creditors,  but  as  stockholders  | 
that  their  rights  are  the  rights  of  the  cor^ 
poration  and  must  be  asserl^  and  enforced 
through  the  corporation,  and  upon  the  theory 
that  the  latter  nas  or  threatens,  by  collusion 
or  otherwise,  to  neglect  the  proper  defense  of 
the  foreclosure  suit.  Dodge  v.  Woolsey,  18 
How.  831,  341,  843,  15  L.  ed.  401,  405;  Koek- 
Ur  T.  Blaoh  River  FaUe  Iron  Co,  2  Black, 
715,  17  L.  ed.  839;  Bronaon  v.  La  Croaee  d 
M.  R.  Oo.  2  WalL  288, 17  L.  ed.  725;  Daoen- 
port  V.  Dowa,  18  Wall.  626,  21  L.  ed.  938; 
Dewing  v.  Perdioariea,  96  U.  S.  193, 24  L.  ed. 
654;  Bwioea  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  450,  460, 
26  L.  ed.  827.  832;  Greenwood  v.  Union 
Freight  R.  Co.  105  U.  S.  13,  26  L.  ed.  961; 
Detroit  v.  Dean,  106  U.  S.  637,  27  L.  ed.  800, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  500;  Cook,  Stock  dt  Stock- 
holders, ^i  045,  659,  750. 

There  are  several  preliminary  objections 
made  by  the  interveners  to  this  foreclosure 
which  require  to  be  disposed  of  before  enter- 
ing upon  the  proper  merits  of  the  case.  They 
are — 

1.  That  the  bonds  were  not  due.  This  in 
a  certain  sense  is  true.  The  bonds  were  pe- 
culiar in  this  respect.  There  was  no  date 
fixed  for  their  maturity,  but  there  was  a  pro- 
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▼isiOD  that  on  tha  let  day  of  December,  1893, 
and  upon  the  same  date  in  every  succeeding 
year,  the  company  would  redeem  a  certain 
number  of  bonds  to  be  ascertained  by  draw- 
ings made  under  the  direction  of  the  North- 
ern Trust  Company  in  the  month  of  Novem- 
ber in  each  year.  That  immediately  after 
such  drawing  the  company  should  cause  the 
numbers  of  the  bonds  drawn  for  redemption 
to  be  published  in  New  York  and  Chicago 
newspapers,  and  that  every  bond  so  drawn 
should  become  redeemable  on  the  let  day  of 
December  next  thereafter,  lliere  was  no 
evidence  that  any  such  drawing  was  ever 
made,  and  the  trust  company  did  not  insti- 
tute their  foreclosure  proceedings  upon  the 
theory  that  any  of  the  bonds,  by  their  terms, 
had  matured. 
^  There  was,  however,  a  provision  that  the 
QO  mortgage  should  become  enforceable,  if  the 
•  trustees  should  declare  the*principal  and  in- 
terest upon  the  bonds  to  be  immediately  pay- 
able, after  any  execution  ehould  be  levied 
or  sued  out  against  the  chattels  or  property 
of  the  company,  and  such  company  should 
not  forthwith,  upon  such  execution  being 
levied  or  sued  out,  remove,  discharge,  or  pay 
the  same. 

It  appears  that  one  Jamee  Flanagan,  who 
was  a  bondholder,  brought  suit  against  the 
company  on  January  22,  1896,  upon  six  cou- 
pons. The  action  appears  to  have  been 
brought  directly  or  indirectly  through  the 
l^gal  firm  who  were  also  counsel  of  uie  de- 
fendant company.  Summons  was  issued,  re- 
turnable January  28,  1896,  and  served  upon 
the  president  of  the  company  at  6  o'clock  p. 
K.  on  the  day  it  was  issued  (22d).  On  the 
same  afternoon,  the  president  appeared  be- 
fore the  justice  of  the  peace  and  consented 
to  an  immediate  trial,  which  resulted  in  a 
Judgment  for  $180.  Execution  being  sworn 
out,  it  was  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  constable  at  about  half-past  five 
o'clock  of  the  same  day.  Later  on  the  same 
day  the  trustees  gave  notice  to  the  company 
that  bv  reason  of  such  execution  having  oeen 
unpaid,  they  declared  the  principal  and  in- 
terest upon  the  one  thousand  bonds  named 
and  described  in  the  trust  deed  to  be  immedi- 
ately payable,  and  upon  the  same  night  the 
trusteee  took  possession  of  the  property  of 
the  company  in  the  vicinity  of  Chicago,  the 
ofiicers  and  agents  of  the  company  making 
BO  resistance.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
president  of  the  company  had  been  in  con- 
sultation with  the  attorneys  of  the  trustees 
about  foreclosing  the  mortgage  and  taking 
possession  of  the  property,  for  several  days 
prior  to  January  22. 

Upon  this  state  of  facta  the  master,  to 
whom  the  case  was  referred,  reported  that 
the  contention  of  the  defendants,  that  the 
procurement  of  the  Flanagan  judgment  was 
the  result  of  a  collusion  of  the  company,  was 
not  supported  by  the  testimony.  This  was 
also  the  opinion  both  of  the  circuit  court  and 
of  the  court  of  appeals. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  this  Judgment  was 
collusive  in  the  sense  that  it  was  obtained 
by  the  plaintiff  and  consented  to  by  the  de- 


fendant company  for  the  purpose  of  giving  o 
the  trustees  a  legal  excuse  for  declaring  the  ^ 
principal  and  interest  of 'the  mortgage  to  be  * 
due,  and  to  give  authority  for  a  foreclosure. 
But  this  did  not  constitute  collusion  in  the 
sense  of  the  law,  nor  does  it  meet  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  petitioners'  case.  Collusion  is 
deHned  by  Bouvier  as  **aa  agreement  between 
two  or  more  persons  to  defraud  a  person  of 
his  rights  by  the  forms  of  law,  or  to  obtain 
an  object  forbidden  by  law,''  and  in  similar 
terms  by  dther  legal  dictionarians.  It  im- 
plies the  existence  of  fraud  of  some  kind,, 
the  employment  of  fraudulent  means  or  of 
lawful  means  for  the  accomplishment  of  an 
unlawful  purpose;  but  if  tue  action  be 
founded  upon  a  just  judgment,  and  be  con- 
ducted according  to  the  forms  of  law  and 
with  a  due  regard  to  the  rights  of  parties, 
it  is  no  defense  that  the  plaintiff  may  have 
had  some  ulterior  object  m  view  beyond  the 
recovery  of  a  judgment,  so  long  as  such  ob- 
ject was  not  an  unlawful  one.  In  ilorris  r, 
TuthUl,  72  N.  Y.  676,  which  was  also  a  suit 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  court  observed! 
"The  facts  that  the  assignor  of  a  mortgage 
and  his  assignee  acted  in  concert  with  the 
view  unnecessarily  to  harass  and  oppress  the 
mortgagor,  and  with  intent  to  prevent  pay- 
ment, to  the  end  that  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion might  be  foreclosed,  and  they  become 
purchasers  for  less  than  the  value,  do  not 
constitute  a  defense  to  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage.  So,  also,  the  facts  that  the  as- 
signee took  title  from  motives  of  malice,  and 
solely  with  the  view  to  bring  an  acUon,  and 
that  the  assignor  assigned  from  a  like  mo- 
tive, and  without  consideration,  furnish  no 
defense,  and  do  not  impeach  plaintiff's  title. 
It  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action  that  the 
mortga^  debt  is  due,  has  been  transferred 
to  and  IS  owned  by  plaintiff;  and  the  mort- 
gagor can  only  arrest  the  action  by  paying 
or  tendering  and  bringing  into  court  the 
amount  due." 

Il  the  law  concerned  itself  with  the  mo- 
tives of  parties  new  complications  would  be 
introduced  into  suits  which  might  seriously 
obscure  their  real  merits.  If  the  debt  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  be  justly  due,  it  is  no 
defense  to  a  foreclosure  that  the  mortgagee 
was  animated  by  hostility  or  other  bad  mo- 
tive. Davia  v.  Flagg,  35  N.  J.  £q.  491 ;  Der- 
ing  ▼.  Winohelsea,  1  Cox,  Ch.  Cas.  318;  Mo- 
Mullen  V.  Ritokie,  64  Fed.  Rep.  263,  261; 
Toler  V.  East  Tennessee,  F.  d  G.  R,  Co,  67  h 
Fed.  Rep.  168.  3 

*Now,  in  this  case  there  is  no  doubt  that* 
Flanagan's  claim  was  an  honest  one;  that 
the  coupons  upon  which  he  brought  the  suit 
were  due  and  unpaid,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  he  would  not  have  been  en- 
titled to  a  judgment  upon  them  if  the  de- 
fendant had  made  a  contest.  The  company 
was  notoriously  insolvent.  Its  coupons  for 
1894  and  1896  were  unpaid.  All  its  prop- 
erty was  subject  to  the  mortgage  given  to 
secure  its  bonds.  It  could  no  longer  con- 
tinue its  business.  Flanagan  had  a  perfect 
right  to  bring  suit,  and  under  these  circum- 
stances the  president  of  the  company  was 
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guilty  of  no  wrong  in  consenting  to  a  Judg- 
ment and  to  the  immediate  issue  of  an  exe- 
cution. The  company  was  not  bound  to  de- 
fend if  there  were  no  defense.  The  forms  of 
law  were  complied  with.  It  would  doubt- 
less have  been  more  seemly  if  judgment  had 
not  been  entered  until  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  if  the  execution  had  not  issued  un- 
til the  expiration  of  the  twenty  days  allowed 
by  law«  and  if  the  trustees  had  not  been  so 
alert  in  seizing  upon  the  nonpayment  of  the 
Judgment  as   an   excuse   for   declaring   the 

Srincipal  and  interest  of  the  bonds  to  be  due. 
Sut  this  haste  did  not  render  the  judgment 
or  execution  void.  If  the  company  had  be* 
oome  insolvent  and  could  no  longer  carry  on 
its  business,  it  was  not  only  its  legal  obliga- 
tion, but  its  moral  duty,  to  surrender  the 
mortgaged  property  to  the  mortgagees,  !n  or- 
der that  the  latter  might  protect  their  in- 
terests. If  the  corporation  saw  fit  to  consent 
to  a  foreclosure,  a  minority  of  stockholders 
cannot  question  their  right  to  do  so.  The 
fact  that  the  Flanagan  action  was  under- 
taken for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  trustee 
to  declare  the  principal  and  interest  due  does 
not  invalidate  the  proceeding  so  long  as  there 
was  a  debt  due,  an  action  properly  conducted 
to  recover  it,  and  the  object  to  be  gained  was 
not  an  illegal  one. 

The  reports  of  this  court  furnish  a  num- 
ber of  analogous  cases.  Thus,  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  a  mere  colorable  conveyance  of 
property,  for  the  purpose  of  vesting  title  in 
a  nonresident  and  enabling  him  to  bring  suit 
in  a  Federal  court,  will  not  confer  jurisdic- 
^  tion;  but  if  the  conveyance  appear  to  be  a 
S  real  transaction,  the  court  will  not,  in  de- 
•  elding  upon  the^question  of  jurisdiction,  in- 
quire into  the  motives  which  actuated  the 
parties  in  making  the  conveyance.  M*Donald 
T.  Smalley,  1  Pet.  620,  7  L.  ed.  287 ;  Smith  v. 
Kemochen,  7  How.  198,  12  L.  ed.  666;  Bar- 
ney V.  Baltimore,  6  Wall.  280,  18  L.  ed.  825; 
Farmington  v.  Pillshury,  114  U.  S.  138,  29 
L.  ed.  114,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  807;  Crawford  r. 
Veal,  144  U.  8.  685,  36  L.  ed.  552, 12  Sup.  Ct. 
Sep.  759. 

The  law  is  equally  well  settled  that,  if  a 
person  take  up  a  bona  fide  residence  in  an- 
other state,  he  may  sue  in  the  Federal  court, 
notwithstanding  his  purpose  was  to  resort  to 
a  forum  of  which  he  could  not  have  availed 
himself  if  he  were  a  resident  of  the  state  in 
which  the  court  was  held.  Cheever  v.  Wt^ 
•on,  9  Wall.  108,  123,  19  L.  ed.  604,  608; 
Briggs  v.  French,  2  Sumn.  251,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
1,871;  Catlett  v.  Pacific  Ins.  Co.  1  Paine, 
694,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  2,517;  Cooper  v.  Oal- 
hraith,  3  Wash.  G.  C.  546,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  3,- 
193;  Johnson  v.  Monelly  Woolw.  390,  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  7,399.  So,  also,  in  cases  where  a 
surety  attacks  s  judgment  against  his  prin- 
cipal upon  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained 
for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  him,  it  must 
be  made  to  appear  either  that  no  debt  existed 
against  the  principal,  or  that  the  amount 
was  grossly  exaggerated  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  the  surety.  Parkhurst  v.  £fiim- 
mer,  23  Vt.  538.  56  Am.  Dec.  94;  Annett  v. 
Terry,  35  N.  Y.  256;  Dougherty's  Estate,  9 


Watts  &  8.  189^  48  Am.  Dec  826;  TJiomfh 
son's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  175;  Willard  v.  Whitney, 
49  Me.  235;  Pierce  v.  Jackson,  6  Mass.  242; 
Great  PalU  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Worster,  45  N.  H. 
110;  Berger  v.  Williams,  4  McLean,  577,  Fed, 
Gas.  No.  1,341 ;  Peaster  y.  Woodfill,  23  Ind. 
493.  So,  too,  it  has  been  held  that  a  person 
may  purchase  stock  in  a  corporation  n>r  the 
very  purpose  of  bringing  a  stockholder's  suit| 
and  that  the  law  will  not  inquire  into  the 
motive  which  actuated  his  purohase.  Blo»' 
am  V.  MctropoHtan  A*.  Co.  L.  R.  3  Gh.  337; 
fieaton  v.  Grant,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  459;  Elkins  ▼• 
Camden  d  A.  Ji.  Co.  36  N.  J.  Eq.  5. 

In  this  connection  it  is  claimed  that  the 
trust  company  was  premature  in  declaring 
the  principal  and  interest  of  the  mortgage  to 
be  due,  although  the  mortgage  provided  that 
such  declaration  might  be  made  if  the  com- 
pany should  not  "forthwith,"  upon  execution 
being  sued  out,  discharge  or  pay  it.  It  is  in- 
sisted that  the  company  was  entitled  to  a 
reasonable  time  in  analogy  to  certain  cases  ^ 
which  hold  that  in  insurance  companies  the  a 
word  "forthwrth"  carries  this  *  significance.  T 
But  "forthwith"  is  defined  by  Bouvier  as  in- 
dicating that  "as  soon  as  by  reasonable  exer* 
tion,  confined  to  the  object,  it  mav  be  accom- 
plished. This  is  the  import  of  the  term;  it 
varies,  of  course,  with  every  particular  case." 
In  matters  of  practice  and  pleading  it  is 
usually  construed,  and  sometimes  defined  by 
rule  of  court,  as  within  twenty-four  hours. 
Anderson  (Law.  Diet)  says  of  the  word  that 
it  "has  a  relative  meaning,  and  will  imply  a 
longer  or  shorter  period,  according  to  the  na* 
ture  of  the  thing  to  be  done."  There  are 
many  cases  which  turn  upon  the  question 
whether  a  person  was  not  too  late  in  comply- 
ing with  a  reouirement  that  a  thing  must  be 
done  forthwith,  but  we  can  recall  none  where 
he  has  been  held  in  default  for  doing  such  act 
too  speedily,  and  as  the  corporation  in  this 
case  made  no  objection  to  an  instant  dedara* 
tion  b^  the  trustees  that  they  would  treat 
the  principal  and  interest  of  the  mortgage  as 
due,  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  ap- 
pellants to  set  up  the  fact  that  tiiey  acted 
with  too  great  haste.  It  is  one  of  those 
matters  within  the  discretion  of  the  direct- 
ors, and  we  do  not  think  the  appellants  are 
in  a  position  to  impugn  their  judgment  Den- 
ver d  R.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Ailing,  99  U.  S.  463, 472, 
25  L.  ed.  438,  442;  Gook,  Stock  A  Stockhold- 
ers, (  750.  Possibly  the  mortgagor  or  the 
unsecured  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  might 
have  had  some  reason  to  complain,  but,  so 
far  as  the  mortgagees  are  concerned,  the  ac- 
tion seems  to  have  been  taken  in  their  inter- 
est, and  to  have  redounded  in  their  benefit 

2.  That  the  bonds  were  not  put  in  evidence 
prior  to  the  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale. 
This  objection  is  unsound.  The  foreclosure 
suit  was  by  mortgagees  in  possession.  The 
bill  averred  and  the  answer  of  the  company 
admitted  the  issue  of  one  thousand  bonds  of 
$1,000  eadi,  with  the  accompanying  interest 
coupons,  and  the  answer  of  the  interveners 
admitted  that  these  bonds  were  issued  and 
certified  by  the  trust  companv,  and  only  de- 
nied  that  aU  of  them  were  duly  issued,  n^o- 


816 


20  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Tebx» 


tiated,  and  sold,  and  that  th^  were  valid  and 
outstanding  obligations.  Hie  testimony  for 
both  parties  showed  that  the  entire  number 
were  certified  and  issued  hj  the  company, 
^  and  the  master  also  made  a  finding  to  the 
2  same  effect.     He  also  found  that  they  were 

•  valid^obligations  of  the  company,  and  that 
there  was  due  thereon  $1,249,632.86.  Given 
the  number  of  bonds  and  coupons,  the 
amount  due  was  a  simple  matter  of  mathe- 
matical commutation.  No  further  proof  was 
required  to  justify  a  decree  of  foreclosure 
and  sale.  Nothing  could  be  gained  by  an 
order  to  produce  the  bonds  before  the  master 
prior  to  such  decree.  The  complainants 
were  trustees  under  the  mortgage,  and  had 
no  personal  interest  in  the  bonds,  but  held 
the  legal  title  to  the  mortgage,  which  they 
were  foreclosing  for  the  benefit  of  others. 
This  power  was  expressly  given  them  by  the 
mortgage.  It  was  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
bonds  were  valid  and  were  outstanding  obli- 
gations of  the  company,  and  it  was  not  nec- 
essary to  show  in  whose  hands  they  were  or 
to  require  their  production.  Indeed,  an 
order  to  that  effect  could  only  result  in  de- 
laying a  decree  indefinitely,  since  in  cases  of 
corporate  mortgages  the  bonds  are  often 
widely  scattered,  owned  in  foreign  countries, 
or  by  persons  totally  ignorant  that  a  suit  for 
foreclosure  is  in  progress.  Months  and  even 
years  might  be  reouired  to  produce  them  all. 
The  practice  has  been  to  order  a  decree  for 
foreclosure  and  sale  without  their  produc- 
tion. Ouarantee  Trust  d  8.  D.  Co.  v.  Oreen 
Cove  Springs  d  M,  R.  Co.  139  U.  8.  137,  150, 
86  L.  ed.  116, 121, 11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  512 ;  Toler 
▼.  East  Tennessee,  V,  d  O,  R.  Co.  67  Fed.  Rep. 
168, 180. 

When,  after  a  sale,  the  case  is  referred  to 
a  master  for  proof  of  claims  against.the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale,  they  must,  of  course,  be  brought 
into  court  for  payment  and  cancelation,  ind 
the  title  of  each  holder  must  then  be  proved. 
3.  That  the  bonds  were  not  negotiable. 
This  objection  is  also  unsound.  The  bonds 
were  payable  "to  the  bearer,  or,  when  regis- 
tered, to  the  registered  owner  thereof,"  were 
declared  to  be  due  on  or  before  December  1, 
1901,  and  were  redeemable  by  annual  draw- 
ings conducted  under  the  supervision  of  the 
trust  company.  It  was  not  known  which 
bonds  it  would  redeem  in  any  one  year,  as 
this  was  to  be  determined  by  drawings;  but 
its  promise  was  to  redeem  all  of  them  before 
December  1,  1901.  Considering  the  nature 
of  corporate  bonds,  and  the  difficulty  of  re- 
ts deeming  so  large  a  number  and  amount  upon 
2  any  one  day,  we  do  not  think  the  fact  that 

•  they  were*redeemable  by  instalments,  deter- 
mined by  drawings,  impaired  their  negotia- 
bility. Promissory  notes  much  more  indefi- 
nite as  to  their  time  and  payment  have  been 
held  to  be  negotiable  {Stevens  v.  Blunt,  7 
Mass.  240;  Qoodloe  v.  Taylor,  10  N.  C.  (3 
Hawks)  458;  Cota  v.  Buck,  7  Met.  588,  41 
Am.  Dec  464)  and  in  Ooshen  d  M.  Tump. 
Road  V.  Hurtin,  9  Johns.  217,  6  Am.  Dec.  273, 
it  was  held  directly  "that  a  promise  in  writ- 
ing to  pay  a  certain  sum"  in  such  manner 
and  proportion,  and  at  such  time  and  place. 


as  he  shall  from  time  to  time  require,  is  » 
promissoiy  note. 

It  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  the  fact 
that  these  bonds  were  or  were  not  ncffotiabl* 
is  a  material  one;  but  assuming  it  to  oe  such, 
we  think  they  were  negotiable  within  the- 
meaning  of  the  law. 

4.  That  the  circuit  court  should  have  al* 
lowed  the  answer  to  be  amended  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  the  organization  of  the 
defendant  company,  and  the  execution  of  the 
bonds  and  mortgage,  were  parts  of  a  scheme 
to  form  a  trust  or  unlawful  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade.  After  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  company  and  the  original  answer 
of  the  appellants — who  had  been  admitted  aa 
defendants  by  leave  of  court — ^were  filed,  and 
all  the  proofs  had  been  taken,  appellants  filed 
an  amendment  to  their  answer,  setting  up 
that  the  bonds  and  mortgage  were  parts  of 
a  combination  or  trust  in  restraint  of  trade,, 
and  in  direct  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  July  2,  1890,  "to  protect  trade  and  com- 
merce against  unlawful  restraints  and  mo- 
nopolies," and  also  in  violation  of  the  act  of 
the  general  assembly  of  Illinois  "to  provide 
for  the  punishment  of  persons,  copartner- 
ships, or  corporations  forming  pools,  trusts, 
and  combines,  and  mode  of  procedure  and 
rules  of  evidence  in  such  cases,"  approved 
June  11,  1891.  The  answer  set  out  the  facts 
at  length,  averring  that  there  were  seventy 
mills  engaeed  in  the  manufacture  of  straw 
paper,  all  m  competition  with  each  other, 
and  that  the  company  obtained  control  of 
forty  of  the  mills  and  operated  sixteen* 
This  amended  answer  was  filed  without  ob- 
jection from  court  or  counsel,  and  still  re- 
mains   as  part  of  the  pleadings  in  the  case. 

Prior,  however,  to  this  amendment  being  g 
filed,  and  on  January  10,  1896,  Charles  A.  ih 
Miller  filed  his  petition  to*be  made  a  party  * 
defendant  and  to  set  up  the  trust  or  monopo- 
ly  defense.    His    petition,  which   sets    out 
with  great   particularity   his   theory   of   a 
trust,  was  with  its  affidavits  and  all  the  tes- 
timony in  the  case  submitted  to  the  court, 
carefully  examined,  and  finally  denied. 

But  admitting  everything  that  can  be 
claimed  for  the  combination  in  this  connec- 
tion, we  do  not  see  how  it  can  affect  materi- 
ally the  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage.  If 
this  were  a  proceeding  in  quo  uxirranto  to 
attack  the  organization  of  the  corporation, 
or  an  indictment  under  the  statute  of  Illi- 
nois, or  an  action  against  a  member  of  the 
combination  to  enforce  any  of  the  provisions 
of  the  original  contract,  the  validity  of  such 
contract  would  become  an  important  ques- 
tion. But  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
upon  the  property  of  the  concern,  it  is  dii- 
ficult  to  see  how  the  purpose  for  which  the 
corporation  was  originally  organized  can  be- 
come a  material  inquiry.  So  long  as  the  cor* 
poration  existed,  it  had  the  power  to  create 
a  mortgage,  and  when  that  mortgage  became 
due  the  trustee  had  a  right  to  foreclose.  This 
trustee  was  no  party  to  the  alleged  combina- 
tion, and  the  fraud,  if  any  existed,  was 
wholly  extrinsic  to  the  mortgage.  It  would 
seem  a  curious  defense  if  a  mortgagor  could 
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set  up  against  iha  mortgage  that  the  prop- 
erty covered  by  it  was  used  for  an  ill^al 
pnrpose  unknown  to  the  mortffagee,  as,  for 
Inatance,  gambling,  and  therefore  that  the 
mortgage  was  inralid. 

6.  That  the  court  erred  in  holdinf^  that  the 
evidence  did  not  support  the  contention  of  the 
petitioners,  that  there  is  a  liability,  en- 
forceable in  this  cause,  against  the  bondhold- 
ers holding  stock  that  is  not  paid  for,  to  the 
Columbia  Straw-Paper  Company,  amount- 
ing to  $2,113,000,  and  which  indebtedness 
should  be  set  off  against  the  indebtedness  on 
each  bond.  This  proposition  involves  the 
real  merits  of  the  case.  The  gravamen  ot 
the  petitioners'  contention  is  that  the  bond- 
holders should  be  held  for  the  difference  be- 
tween the  amount  paid  by  Stein  for  the 
thirty-nine  mill  properties,  namely,  $1,887,- 
000  of  stocky  and  the  amount  for  which  he 
subsequently  turned  them  over  to  the  paper 

^  company,  namely,  |4,000,000  in  stock,  the 

A  difference  being  12,113,000. 

•  *In  support  of  this  contention  i>etitioner8 
IniroduoiBd  evidence  of  the  following  facts: 
In  October,  1892,  there  were  about  seventy 
0traw-paper  mills  doing  business  in  the 
northwestern  states,  and  having  a  practical 
monopoly  of  the  manufacture  of  straw  paper. 
Some  efforts  had  been  made  to  combine 
them  in  a  single  corporation,  but  they  had 

? roved  unsuccessful,  when,  in  February, 
892,  the  scheme  was  revived  by  one  Stein, 
who  represented  a  Arm  of  New  York  capi- 
talists, certain  other  capitalists  in  Buffalo, 
who  were  represented  by  one  Beard,  and  still 
others  in  Chicago. 

As  the  result  of  certain  conferences  be- 
tween Stein  and  some  others  who  had  pre- 
viously endeavored  to  obtain  options,  Philo 
D.  Beard  and  Thomas  T.  Ramsdell  undertook 
to  obtain  options  for  the  purchase  of  these 
mills,  to  be  turned  over  to  a  corporation  to 
be  organized  by  Beard  and  Ramsdell  with  a 
capital  stock  of  $4,000,000.  The  options  did 
not  specify  the  number  of  mills  that  were  to 
join,  although  it  seems  to  have  been  un- 
derstood thsi  the  entire  seventy  were  to 
be  gotten  in  if  possible,  but  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  Beard  and  Ramsdell  oMained 
options  upon  only  thirty-nine.  The  op- 
tions show  clearly  that  it  was  intended 
to  turn  the  properties  over  to  the  new 
corporation.  For  these  properties  they 
agreed  to  pay  $2,788,000,  part  in  cash 
($766,000),  part  in  preferred  stock  ($629,- 
000),  part  in  common  stock  ($1,258,000), 
and  part  in  notes  ($135,000)  of  the  new  com- 
pany. The  stock  payments  thus  aggregated 
$1,887,000. 

Instead  of  calling  the  mill  owners  to- 
ffether  and  organizing  a  new  corporation, 
Beard  and  Ramsdell  turned  over  the  options 
to  Stein;  and  articles  of  incorporation  were 
drawn  by  a  member  of  the  New  York  firm 
under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  which  were 
executed  by  Beard,  one  Taylor,  a  derk  in  the 
office  of  the  New  York  firm,  and  one  Heppen- 
heimer,  a  New  York  lawyer  residing  in 
New  ersey,  each  of  these  subscribing  for  four 
aharesy  a^egating  twelve  shares  out  of  a 


total  issue  of  40,000  shares.    These  articles 
of  incorporation  were  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  state  on  December  6, 1892.    Tha 
three  incorporators  met  immediately  in  Ho- « 
boken   as   stockholders,  and   elected  them-g 
selves  as  directors  with  six* others,  two  of* 
whom  were  members  of  the  New  York  firm, 
and  the  others  derks  in  their  office.    Not  a 
single  mill  owner  who  expected  to  become 
a  stockholder  was  placed  on  the  board  at  this 
time,    although    representations    had    been 
made  by  the  syndicate  that  a  majority  of  the 
stockholders  would  be  mill  owners.    Philo 
D.  Beard  was  elected  president  and  Samuel 
H.  Quggenheimer  secretary. 

Immediately  thereafter,  and  on  December 
10,  1892«  Stein,  who  held  all  the  options,  as- 
suming to  act  as  an  independent  owner, 
though  he  had  obtained  the  options  for  the 
benefit  of  the  company,  and  had  prom- 
ised to  pay  for  them  in  the  stock  of 
the  company,  made  a  proposition  in  writ- 
ing drawn  by  a  member  of  the  New 
York  firm  to  this  board  of  directors 
to  sell  the  thirty-nine  mills  to  the  paper 
company  for  $5,000,000,  being  an  advance  of 
$2,113,000  over  what  he  had  agreed  to  pay 
for  them.  This  proposition  was  drafted  by 
the  New  York  firm,  and  the  stockholders  up- 
on the  day  the  proposition  was  received  had 
another  meeting  and  instructed  themselves 
as  directors  to  accept.  They  authorized 
Beard  as  president  to  enter  into  a  contract 
with  Stein,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
Stein  and  wife  acknowledged  it  before  a  clerk 
in  the  office  of  the  Chicago  firm. 

This  board  of  directors  served  for  only  two 
weeks,  when  they  were  succeeded  by  another 
board  composed  of  Beard,  Stein,  Heppen- 
heimer,  and  others  mostly  in  their  interest. 

For  the  next  month  the  members  of  the 
Chicago  firm  were  busy  in  gettins  the  mill 
owners  to  deposit  their  title  dee&  and  ab- 
stracts, but  nothing  appears  to  have  been 
said  to  them  of  what  had  occurred  in  New 
York.  The  New  York  firm  engaged  itself  in 
raising  money  to  pay  for  the  bonds,  and  de« 
posited  over  $800,000  with  the  trust  companv 
to  be  disbursed  to  the  mill  owners,  whi<A 
money  should  be  checked  out  by  its  personal 
agent,  who  proceeded  to  make  settlements 
with  the  mill  owners  and  take  over  their 
properties  by  giving  checks  payable  to  Stein, 
who  indorsed  them  over.  Stein  testified 
that  he  did  not  understand  the  plan,  but 
left  everything  to  the  agent  to  attend  to, 
though  it  involved  Stein  paying  out  one  ft 
million  in  cash  and  four  millions  in  stock.  S 
The*principal  parties  in  interest  did  not* 
seem  to  trust  Stein,  and  attended  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  themselves. 

It  appears  that  967  shares  of  preferred 
and  4,441  shares  of  common  stock  went  di- 
rectly into  the  hands  of  Beard;  859  shares  of 
the  preferred  and  4,357  shares  of  common 
stock  to  the  New  York  firm;  to  the  friends 
of  this  firm  420  shares  of  preferred  and  840 
shares  of  common  stock ;  to  the  Chicago  firm, 
172  shares  of  preferred  and  615  shares  of 
common;  to  a  trustee,  1,110  shares  of  pre- 
ferred and  2,232  shares  of  common;  to  Stein, 
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himeelf,  270  Bhares  of  preferred  ftnd  2,377 
shares  of  oommon.  No  money  consideration 
passed  from  Stein  or  from  any  ol  tliaae 
parties  to  the  company  for  any  of  this 
«tock. 

Tt  thus  appears  that  the  syndicate  received 
8,788  shares  of  preferred  and  14,751  shares  of 
common  stock  from  the  treasury  of  the  com- 
pany, aggregating  18,469  shares  of  the  par 
value  oni.854,900.  As  it  took  hut  91,887,- 
<KK)  of  the  stock  at  par  to  acquire  the  mills, 
this  leaves  $258,100  unaccounted  for.  This 
Is  explained  in  the  testimony  of  Sherwood, 
where  he  says  that  this  stodc  went  to  the 

fTomoters  and  their  friends.  Add  thiB  f258,- 
00  to  the  $1,854,900  ahove  stated,  and  it 
amounts  to  $2,113,000,  which  is  the  total 
capitalization  of  $4,000,000,  less  the  $1,887,- 
■000  that  went  to  the  mill  owners. 

As  thus  organized  the  corporation  began 
business.  It  raised  the  price  of  paper  $6  a 
ton,  which  invited  competition,  and  a  new 
corporation  was  organized  by  the  New  York 
Arm  under  the  laws  of  New  Jerscrv,  called 
the  Paper  Commission  Company.  The  sole 
function  of  this  company  was  to  sell  the 
product  of  the  straw-paper  company,  and  the 
other  paper  mills  which  had  not  givun  op- 
tions, the  straw-paper  company  paying  the 
new  company  a  commission  of  25  per  cent 
for  selling  all  its  paper,  reducing  the  net 
price  realized  by  the  straw-paper  company 
to  less  than  it  had  obtained  when  selling  its 
own  paper. 

The  mill  owners,  although  the  largest 
stockholders,  never  seem  to  have  been  treated 
as  a  factor  in  these  operations,  and  in  some 
way  or  other  the  syndicate  got  possession  of 
$2,113,000  in  stocks  and  bonds,  which  they 

e  appear    to   have   used    in    furtherance   of 

S  their  own  interests. 

**     *From  this  testimony  it  would  appear  t 

(1)  That  the  options  were  to  be  secured 
for  the  benefit  of  a  corporation  to  be  organ- 
ized by  Beard  and  Ramsdell,  and  that  the 
mill  owners  were  to  be  paid  principally  in 
the  stock  of  such  corporation; 

(2)  That  Stein,  the  successor  of  Beard 
and  Ramsdell,  had  no  title  personally  to  the 
property  he  pretended  to  sell,  but  that  ho 
held  it  as  trustee  for  the  corporation  to  be 
organized ; 

(3)  That  the  corporation  was  organized 
by  three  parties  who  held  but  twelve  shares 
out  of  forty  thousand  shares,  one  of  the 
three  being  a  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  New 
York  firm,  and  the  other  two  acting  in  their 
interest; 

(4)  That  a  member  of  the  New  York  firm 
drew  the  proposition  by  which  Stein  offered 
to  sell  these  properties  to  a  corporation,  in 
which  the  member  himself  was  tiie  only  re- 
sponsible stockholder; 

(6)  That  the  owners  of  the  mill  proper- 
ties knew  nothing  of  the  organization  of  the 
corporation,  or  of  its  acceptance  of  8tein*s 
proposition  to  sell  his  properties  to  the 
straw- paper  company; 

(0)  That  the  stock  was  fixed  at  $6,000,- 
•000  upon  the  idea  that  seventy  mills  would 
Join  in  ths  combination,  but  as  a  matter  of 


fact  only  thixty-nins  Joined;  that  but  $8,* 
788,000  was  paid  for  these  proporties,  and 
that  $2,113,000  of  stock  was  diatributsd 
among  the  parties  who  got  up  the  oorpon^ 
tion  without  any  distinct  consideration  be- 
ing received; 

(7)  That  the  mill  owners  received  stock 
which  was  worth  but  one  half  the  value  of 
that  which  they  supposed  they  would  x» 
ceive. 

Assuming  these  facts  to  have  made  out  a 
case  of  fraud  in  the  organization  of  ths 
straw-paper  company,  and  in  the  purchase 
of  the  mill  properties,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  they  affect  the  validity  of  the  bonds  as 
a  whole,  the  right  of  the  trustee  to  foreclose, 
or  how  they  can  entitle  the  complainant  to 
compel  the  bondholders,  so  far  at  least  as 
they  were  innocent  holders,  to  set  off  their 
indebtedness  to  the  paper  company  for  stock, 
against  the  indebtedness  of  the  company 
upon  the  bonds.  g 

The  company  did,  in  fact»  go  through  the  e« 
form  of  aa*organization  under  the  laws  of  the  * 
state  of  New  Jersey,  and  while  the  first  board 
of  directors  seem  to  have  been  mere  tools  in 
the  hands  of  the  New  York  firm  with  no  real 
interest  in  the  company,  they  appear  to  have 
conformed  to  the  letter  of  the  law,  and  until 
formally  dissolved  the  corporation  had  a  le- 
gal existence.  As  thus  organized  it  accepted 
a  proposition  from  Stein  to  purchase  ths 
mills  for  $5,000,000,  namely,  $1,800  in  cash; 
$1,000,000  in  bonds;  $1,000,000  in  preferred 
stock,  and  $2,998,200  in  conunon  stock  of  the 
>aper  company,  "all  of  which,"  both  pre- 
erred  and  common,  "shall  be  fully  paid  and 
unassessable,  and  so  expressed  on  the  face 
of  the  certificates."  It  thus  appears  thai 
the  entire  transaction  by  which  the  title  of 
the  thirty-nine  mills  was  finally  vested  in 
the  straw-paper  company  was  accomplished 
through  three  distinct  transfers:  First, 
from  the  several  owners  of  these  properties 
to  Beard  and  Ramsdell;  second,  by  assign- 
ment from  Beard  and  Ramsdell  to  Stein; 
and,  third,  from  Stein  to  the  paper  company. 
It  also  appears  that  when  the  mortgsge  was 
made  the  legs!  title  to  the  property  was  in 
the  straw-paper  company;  and  that,  what- 
ever be  the  circumstances  connected  with  the 
organization  of  the  company  and  the  trans- 
fer from  Stein,  it  had  the  legal  right  to 
make  this  mortgage.  The  master  found  that 
all  of  this  issue  of  $1,000,000  in  bonds  was 
neffotiated  and  sold,  and  is  now  outstanding, 
and  a  valid  obligation  of  the  paper  company; 
that  they  are  the  same  bonds  described  in 
the  mortgage,  and  that  thev  are  now  due  and 
unpaid.  Tne  original  options  given  by  the 
owners  of  the  mill  properties  provided  that 
$766,000  should  be  paid  in  cash,  and  in  the 
facts  above  stated  it  appears  that  a  mem- 
ber of  the  New  York  firm  engaged  himself 
in  raisins  money  to  pay  for  the  bonds, 
and  deposited  over  $800,000  with  t^e  trust 
company  to  be  disbursed  to  the  mill  own- 
ers. 

The  testimony  also  showed  that  the  bonds 
were  all  paid  for  in  full,  and  Uiere  is  no  tes- 
timony to  the  contrary.  The  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  also  found   that  all  of  the 
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bonds  werft  duly  isflutd,  negotiated,  and  aold^ 

And  were  outsiBtnding  and  valid  obligatiooa 

M  of  the  eompany,  and  the  affirmanoe  of  that 

S  decree  by  the  court  of  appeals  showed  that 

•  also  to  be  its*finding.  A  list  of  the  parties 
to  whom  the  bonds  were  delivered  by  the 
Northern  Tmst  Company  upon  the  request 
of  the  straw-paper  oompany  shows  that 
nearly  all  the  bonds  were  originally  issued 
to  Samuel  Untermeyer,  Philo  D.  Beard, 
John  D.  Hood,  to  members  of  the  Chicago 
firm,  and  others  moi*e  or  less  connected  with 
the  organization  of  the  oompany.  But  the 
testimony  shows  that  far  the  larger  part  of 
them  had  been  transferred  to  other  parties, 
presumably  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the 
$800,000  deposited  with  the  trust  company. 
There  is  nothing  to  impugn  the  good  faith  of 
most  of  these  holdings.  It  is  true  that  these 
parties  in  disposing  of  the  bonds  allowed 
to  each  purchaser  of  a  $l,00O-bond  $200  of 
preferred  and  $400  of  common  stock,  but 
they  did  not  seem  to  have  profited  by  this 
themselves.  And  if  it  were  necessary  to  the 
negotiation  of  the  bonds  to  sive  a  bonus  in 
BtS^k,  it  cannot  be  considered  in  the  light  of 
a  mere  donation.  Kor,  if  it  were  done  in 
good  faith,  would  it  necessarily  afford  a 
ground  of  complaint  to  dissenting  stodc- 
holders.  Graham  v.  La  Crane  d  M.  B.  Co, 
102  U.  8.  148,  26  L.  ed.  106.  Certainlv,  if 
this  bonus  were  received  in  ignorance  of  the 
fraud  practised  upon  the  original  mill  own- 
ors,  and  simply  as  an  inducement  to  take  the 
bonds,  the  dissenting  stockholders  could  not 
compel  the  bondholders  to  submit  to  a  deduc- 
tion from  their  bonds  of  the  par  value  of  the 
stock  received  as  a  bonus,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  stock  might  turn 
out  to  be  worthless. 

In  addition  to  this,  however,  the  contract 
with  Stein  provided  that  the  stock  to  be  is- 
sued to  him  should  declare  upon  the  face  of 
the  certificates  to  be  fully  paid  and  unassess- 
able, and  we  know  of  no  principle  upon  which 
it  can  be  held  that  innocent  bondholders  can 
be  required  to  deduct  from  the  face  of  their 
bonds  the  amount  unpaid  upon  their  stock. 
The  very  authorities  which  hold  that  the 
declaration  that  the  stock  is  fully  paid  and 
unassessable  is  not  binding  upon  creditors, 
also  hold  that  the  corporation  cannot  repudi- 
ate it  and  proceed  to  collect  either  from  the 
person  receiving  the  stock  or  his  transferee 
the  unpaid  part  of  the  par  value.    Thus  in 

ee  Scovill  v.  Thayer,  105  U.  S.  143,  153,  26  L. 

§  ed.  068,  073,  in  which  a  similar  declaration 

*  was* held  to  be  invalid  against  creditors,  it 
was  said:  "The  stock  held  by  the  defend- 
ant was  evidenced  by  certificates  of  full-paid 
shares.  It  is  conceded  to  have  been  the  con- 
tract between  him  and  the  company  that  he 
should  never  be  called  upon  to  pay  any  fur- 
ther assessments  upon  it.  The  same  con- 
tract was  made  with  all  the  other  sharehold- 
ers, and  the  fact  was  known  to  all.  As  be- 
tween them  and  the  company  this  was  a  per- 
fectly valid  agreement.  It  was  not  forbid- 
den by  the  charter  or  by  any  law  or  public 
policy,  and  as  between  tiie  company  and  the 
stockholders  was  just  as  binding  as  if  it 


expressly  authorized  by  the  char- 


There  is  no  doubt  that,  if  this  were  a  suit 
l^  creditors  to  enforce  payment  of  the  un- 
paid portion  of  the  stock  subscription,  the 
fact  that  the  stock  certificates  declared  that 
they  were  fully  paid  and  unassessable  would 
be  no  defense;  but  it  is  a  suit  of  stockhold- 
ers in  the  right  of  the  corporation,  and  as  be- 
tween the  corporation  and  its  stockholders 
the  declaration  that  the  shares  are  fully  paid 
up  and  unassessable  is  a  valid  one.  If  aa 
action  by  the  corporation  would  not  lie  to  re- 
cover the  unpaid  part  of  the  subscription^ 
then  such  unpaid  part  cannot  be  deducted 
from  the  bonds. 

Somewhat  different  considerations  apply 
to  those  who  took  part  in  the  organization  ol 
the  company,  and  in  the  purchase  of  the 
thirty-nine  millBy  and  who  received  the  bonds 
and  stock  of  the  paper  company  with  notice 
of  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  schenMi 
We  are  not  disposed  to  condone  the  offenses 
of  those  who,  through  Beard  and  RamsdeU 
and  their  assignee  Stein  as  their  agents, 
purchased  theae  plants  for  $2,788,000,  and 
immediately  thereafter  went  through  the 
form  of  repurchasing  of  their  own  agents  (in 
fact,  of  themselves)  the  same  properties  at 
$6,000,000.  These  men  stood  in  the  light  of 
promoters  of  the  straw-paper  oompany.  A 
promoter  is  one  who  ''brings  together  the 
persons  who  become  interested  in  the  enter- 
prise, aids  in  procuring  subscriptions,  and 
sets  in  motion  the  machinery  which  leads  to 
the  formation  of  the  corporation  itself." 
Cook,  Stock  dt  Stockholders,  S  651.  Or,  as 
defined  by  the  English  statute  of  7  ft  8  Vict « 
chap.  110,  S  3,  "every  person  acting,  by  wha^  g 
ever  name,  in  the^forming  and  establishing* 
of  a  company  at  any  period  prior  to  the  com- 
pany" becoming  fully  incorporated.  See  al- 
so Lloyd,  Corporate  Liability  for  Acts  of 
Promoters,  17.  He  is  treated  as  standing  la 
a  confidential  relation  to  the  proposed  com- 
pany, and  is  bound  to  the  exercise  of  the  ut- 
most good  faith.  Lloyd,  Corporate  Liabil- 
ity, 18;  Densmare  Oil  Co.  v.  Densmore,  64 
Pa.  43 ;  Bosher  v.  Richmond  d  H,  Land  Co. 
80  Va.  4«>d,  16  S.  E.  360.  The  promoter  is 
the  aflent  of  the  corporation  and  subject  ti> 
the  disabilities  of  an  ordinary  agent.  His 
acts  are  scrutinised  carefully,  and  he  is  pre- 
cluded from  taking  a  secret  advantase  of 
the  other  stockholders.  Cook,  Stodc  ft 
Stockholders,  S  651.  "Accordingly,  it  has 
been  held  that,  if  persons  start  a  company, 
and  induce  others  to  subscribe  for  shares, 
for  the  purpose  of  selling  property  to  the 
company  when  organized,  they  must  faithful- 
ly disclose  all  facts  relating  to  the  property 
which  would  influence  those  who  form  the 
company  in  deciding  upon  the  judiciousness 
of  the  purchase.  If  the  promoters  are  guilty 
of  any  misrepresentation  of  facts,  or  sup* 
pression  of  the  truth  in  relation  to  the  char- 
acter and  value  of  the  property,  or  their  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  proposed  sale,  the  oom* 
pany  will  be  entitled  to  set  aside  the  trans-^ 
action  or  recover  compensation  for  any  loss 
which   it  has   suffered/'    Morawetz,   Priv» 
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Oorp.  K  291,  294,  546;  Veto  Somhrero  PJi09- 
phat0  Co.  y.  Erlanger,  L.  R.  Gh.  Dir.  73; 
Bagndll  ▼.  Oarltan,  L.  R  6  Ch.  Div.  872; 
Emma  Silver  Jfin.  Co.  T.  QrfMt,  L.  R  11  Ch. 
Div.  918. 

In  those  cases  where  the  scheme  of  organi- 
sation gives  the  promoters  the  power  of  se- 
lecting the  directors  who  are  to  represent 
the  company  in  the  proposed  purchase,  they 
are  bound  to  select  competent  and  trust- 
worthy persons  who  will  act  honestly  in  the 
interest  of  the  shareholders.  A  purchase 
made  from  the  promoters  under  these  dr* 
eumstances  will  not  bind  the  company  unless 
it  was  a  fair  and  honest  bargain."  Morawetx, 
Priv.  Corp.  S  646;^eto  Samhrero  Phosphate 
Co.  T.  Erlanger,  L.  R  5  Ch.  Div.  73 ;  BretDB- 
ter  y.  Hatch,  122  N.  Y.  349,  26  N.  £.  505; 
Bimona  ▼.  Vulcan  Oil  d  Min.  Co,  61  Pa. 
202,  100  Am.  Dec  628;  TwyoroMa  ▼.  Grant, 
L.  R  2  C.  P.  DiT.  469,  503;  Whaley 
Bridge  Calico  Printing  Co,  ▼.  Oreen,  L.  R 

M  5  Q.  B.  DiT.  Ill;  Thompson,  Liability  of  Of- 

§  Hcers  dt  Agents,  218,  S  20. 

•  *It  is  true  that  the  options  were  taken 
from  each  owner  of  the  thirty-nine  mill 
plants  severally,  and  that  no  mention  was 
made  of  the  number  that  were  to  be  talcen 
into  the  new  corporation.  But  each  option 
contract  showed  that  it  was  the  purpose  of 
Beard  and  RamsdeU  to  organise  one  or  more 
eorporations  with  a  capital  of  one  million 
preferred  and  three  millions  of  common 
stock,  and  with  a  bonded  indebtedness  of 
$1,000,000.  This  disuse  of  itself,  as  well  as 
the  whole  scheme  of  the  contract,  indicates 
that  a  large  number  of  similar  options  were 
to  be  obtidned,  and  that  one  or  more  large 
corporations  was  to  be  organized  to  conduct 
the  business.  It  goes  without  sayins  that 
it  never  could  have  been  contemplated  that 
any  one  or  any  small  number  of  these  mills, 
which  were  comparatively  insignificant  af- 
fairs, were  to  be  reorganized  with  a  capital 
stock  of  14,000,000.  The  oral  testimony  in- 
dicates  that  it  was  the  understanding  that 
all  the  straw-paper  mills  in  that  section  of 
the  country,  some  seventy  in  number,  were 
to  be  consolidated  into  the  new  corporation, 
and  Budi  upon  the  testimony  before  us  would 
appear  to  oe  the  fact.  Now,  if  it  were  un- 
derstood by  the  owners  of  these  thirty-nine 
mills,  who  received  in  cash  and  stock  $2,788,- 
000  for  their  plants,  that  Beard  and  Rams- 
deU, who  held  themselves  out  in  the  option 
contracts  as  promoters  of  the  new  corporap 
tion,  were  to  transfer  these  options  to  Stein, 
and  that  the  latter  was  to  set  himself  up  as 
a  purchaser  and  resell  these  properties  to 
the  new  corporation  for  $5,000,000,  it  is  im- 
possible to  suppose  that  they  would  have 
consented  to  toe  arrangement  Bound  as 
these  promoters  were  to  deal  fairly  and  hon- 
estly with  the  stockholders  in  the  new  cor- 
poration, they  were  guilty  of  apparently  in- 
excusable coirauct  in  excluding  the  mill  own- 
ers from  all  partidpation  in  oi^nizing  the 
new  corporation,  putting  in  their  own  clerks 
as  directors,  and  paying  off  the  mill  owners 
in  stock  which  was  really  of  little  more  than 
half  the  value  th^y  must  have  expected  to 
rtoelTt.    If  they  were  onaUs  to  obtain  op- 


tions upon  only  thirtar-nine  out  of  ths  sevanty 
mills,  they  should  have  made  known  thia 
fact,  or  at  least  given  these  mill  owners  the  § 
benefit  of  the  surplus  stodc  Of  course,  th^  % 
were  entitled  to  charges  reasonable  sum  for  * 
their  services  and  expenses,  but  the  parties 
who  represented  the  substantial  interests  in 
the  new  corporation  were  entitled  to  be  in- 
formed of  tne  steps  taken.  We  think  that 
no  acquaintance  with  legal  prindples  was 
necessary  to  apprise  these  parties  that  th^ 
were  not  dealing  fairly  with  the  owners  of  the 
mills  in  concealing  from  them  tha  facts  con- 
nected with  this  purchase,  and  in  dealing 
with  the  property  as  if  they  themsdves  wen 
the  only  parties  in  interest 

It  is  difficult,  however,  to  see  how  justice 
can  be  done  by  a  reversal  of  the  decree  ap- 
pealed from.  This  is  a  decree  ordering  a 
foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  proper^  to  pay 
the  bonds,  to  whidi  the  bondholders  are 
dearly  entitled.  It  finds  that  all  the  bonds 
were  duly  issued,  negotiated,  and  sold,  sud 
that  they  are  outstandine  and  valid  obliga- 
tions of  the  company,  and  that  they  are  now 
held  by  a  large  number  of  persons  who  hare 
become  the  owners  thereof  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. These  bonds  must  ultimately  be 
presented  for  redemption  from  the  proceeds 
of  sale,  and  we  see  nothing  in  the  decree  ap- 
pealed from  to  prevent  an  inquiry  beinff  in- 
stituted as  to  their  validity  in  the  hands  of 
their  present  holders.  We  are  dearly  of 
opinion  that,  so  far  as  they  were  purchased 
for  a  valuable  consideration  by  innocent  hold- 
ers, they  are  not  subject  to  the  setoff 
claimed.  The  question  whether,  so  far  as 
they  are  held  by  pcu'ties  cognizant  of  the 
alleged  fraud,  they  are  subject  to  a  setoff,  is 
not  one  which  properly  arises  in  this  case, 
where  the  bonds  must  be  treated  as  an  en- 
tirety, but  is  a  defense  applicable  to  each  in- 
dividual bondholder.  Whether  the  corpora- 
tion, or  those  who  sue  in  its  behalf,  may  hold 
them  liable  for  the  par  value  of  the  stock 
or  are  confined  to  a  rescission  of  the  trans- 
action, is  a  question  upon  which  we  express 
no  opinion. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  (to* 
cree  of  foreclosure  and  sale  appealed  from 
muat  be  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Sldras  and  Mr.  Justice 
Peckl&am  concurred  in  the  result,  but  were 
of  opinion  that  the  question  of  fraud  was 
irrelevant  to  the  issue. 


(176  U.  S.  166) 
CHEW  HINQ  LUNG  A;  COMPANY,  Peti- 
iionerMg 

V, 

JOHN  H.  WISE,  Collector  of  Customs  for 
the  Port  of  San  Frandsoo. 

Dutiahiliiif  of  tapioca  flour — free  entry  M 
tapioca. 
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of  tapioca  known  to  eommdrea,  If  entitled  to 
tree  entry  under  the  tariff  act  of  1890,  para- 
graph 780,  as  tapioca,  even  If  It  ilioiild  be 
deemed  lit  for  nee  ae  starch,  lo  that.  If  not 
named  on  the  free  list.  It  would  haTO  been 
dutiable  under  paragraph  828,  aa  a  piepara- 
tlon  fit  fttf  u«e  ae  etarch. 

8.  The  oae  of  tapioca  flour  by  Chlneee  lann- 
drjmen  on  the  Pacific  coaet  as  starch,  and  ite 
use  by  calico  prlntere  and  carpet  mannfac- 
tnrera  to  thicken  colors,  and  In  the  manu- 
facture of  a  substitute  for  gum  arable  and 
other  gums,  as  well  as  for  slsing  cotton 
goods,  and  as  an  adulterant  In  the  menu- 
factore  of  candy  and  other  artlelea,  are  In- 
■offlclent  to  show  that  It  Is  *1lt  for  use  as 
starch,'*  within  the  meaning  of  the  tariff 
act,  as  the  article  Is  commercially  known  In 
the  markets  of  the  United  States  as  tapioca 
flour,  and  It  does  not  compete  with  American 
starch  for  any  of  the  purposes  for  which 
starch  Is  commonly  and  ordinarily  used  In 
this  country. 

t.  The  general  words,  "preparations  •  .  . 
fit  for  use  as  starch,'*  are  insufficient  to  show 
that  an  article  fit  for  such  use,  but  which  Is 
specially  named  on  the  free  list.  Is  '*other- 
wlse  specially  provided  for^'  so  as  to  prevent 
Its  exemption  from  duty. 

[No.  36.] 

Argued  Decemher    11,  12,  1899.    Decided 
January  22,  1900. 
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N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  reversing 
that  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  appeal  from  the 
board  of  general  appraisers  under  tiie  tariff 
act.    Beveraed. 

See  same  ease  below,  48  U.  S,  App.  hll^  88 
Fed.  "Rxf.  162,  27  C.  C.  A.  494. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

MeeerB.  A.  B.  Browne,  Albert  Ooaa- 
vtook,  Oharlee  Page,  and  A.  T.  Brittan  lor 
petitioners. 

Aseiatant  Attorney  General  Hojt  for  r» 
Bpondent. 

Mr.  Justice  PeeUiam  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  question  in  this  ease,  which  comes  be- 
fore us  on  certiorari,  is  whether  certain  mer- 
chandise imported  into  this  country  is  en- 
titled to  free  entry  or  is  subject  to  duty. 
The  merchandise  is  claimed  to  be  tapioca, 
and  the  question  arises  under  the  tariff  act 
of  1800.    20  Stat,  at  L.  567. 

Pararaph  323  (page  688)  of  the  tUtute 
reads  as  follows: 

"323.  Starch,  including  all  preparations, 
from  whatever  substance  produced,  fit  for 
use  aa  starch,  two  cents  per  pound." 

Paragraph  730  (page  610)  of  the  ''free 
list,"  reads  as  follows: 

'730.  Tapioca,  cassava,  or  cassady." 

The  government  claims  that  the  merchan- 
dise is  a  preparation  fit  for  use  as  starch, 
and  is  therefore  dutiable  at  2   cents   per 
w  pound  under  paragraph  323. 
S      The  imnorters  contend  that  the  substance 
*  Imported  oy  them  is*tapioca,  in  the  form  of 
tapioca  flour,  which  is  one  of  the  three  forms 
20  S.  C— 21. 


of  tapioca  known  to  oommerce,  and  Is  there- 
fore entitled  to  free  entrr  under  paragraph 
780.  r    -^    r 

The  merchandise  mm  imported  In  Novem* 
her,  1893,  at  the  port  of  San  Francisco,  and 
the  collector  of  that  port  imposed  a  duty  of 
2  cents  per  pound  upon  it  The  importers, 
claiming  that  it  was  entitled  to  free  entry, 
appealed  to  the  board  of  general  appraisers, 
and  that  board  decided  that  the  imported 
article  was  free  of  duly,  and  judgment  to 
that  effect  was  entered.  Upon  appeal  by  the 
collector  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  ninth  circuit,  northern  district 
of  California,  that  court  affirmed  the  deci- 
sion of  the  board  (77  Fed.  Rep.  734),  and 
the  collector  then  appealed  to  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit,  where 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  was  re* 
versed  (48  U.  S.  App.  617,  83  Fed.  Rep.  162, 
27  C.  C.  A.  494),  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  affirm  the  decision  of  the 
collector.  Upon  application  by  the  import- 
ers this  court  granted  a  writ  of  certiorari,  it 
being  alleged  that  there  were  inconsistent  de« 
cisions  in  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  on  thii 
question. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  case  before  the  cir- 
cuit court  the  parties  agreed  upon  certain 
facts,  and  evidence  was  given  in  regard  to 
the  character  of  the  substance  imported  and 
its  fitness  for  use  as  starch,  and  the  court 
found  that  the  merchandise,  though  entered 
at  the  customhouse  at  San  Francisco  by  the 
importers  under  various  names,  such  as  tap- 
ioca, sago,  and  root  flour,  is  all  the  same 
substance,  pie.,  the  starch  grains  contained 
in  and  derived  from  the  root  botanically 
Imown  asjatropha  manihot.  In  the  West  In- 
dies the  root  is  known  as  cassava  or  manioc; 
in  Brazil  as  mandioc;  but  all  these  names  in- 
dicate the  same  thing,  without  change  of 
condition  or  character. 

There  are  two  varieties  of  the  root,  one  of 
which  is  very  poisonous,  and  both  varieties 
contain  a  large  proportion  of  starch.  The 
starchy  substance  constituting  the  importa- 
tions involved  in  this  controversy  consists 
of  the  starch  grains  obtained  from  the  mani- 
hot root  by  washing,  scraping,  and  grating,  ce 
or  disintegrating  it  into  pulp,  which  in  the  S 
poiBonou8*variety  is  submitted  to  pressure  so  * 
as  to  separate  therefrom  the  deleterious 
juices.  The  starch  grains  settle  and  the 
juice  is  subsequently  decanted,  leaving  as  a 
deposit  a  powder,  which,  after  repeated 
washings  with  cold  water  and  after  being 
dried,  is  nearly  pure  starch,  and  is  insoluble 
in  cold  water.  This  is  the  substance  in  con- 
troversy. If  sufficient  heat  and  motion  are 
afterwards  applied  to  the  substance  a  me- 
chanical change  takes  place,  the  grains  be- 
coming fractured  and  thereby  agglutinated. 
The  latter  substance  is  partly  soluble  in  cold 
water,  and  is  the  granulated  tapioca  known 
as  "pearl"  and  "flake"  tapioca  of  commerce. 

The  importations  in  question  are  from 
China,  and  are  made  chiefly  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  Chinese  launirymen,  who  use 
the  flour  as  a  starch  and  to  a  slight  extent 
for  food  purposes.    Its  use  for  starch  pur<i 
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pOMi  in  the  laundry  la,  however,  limited  to 
the  Chinese,  except  that  in  some  instances  in 
San  Francisco  it  is  so  used  in  their  business 
hj  white  laundrjrmen  by  mixing  it  with 
wheat  or  corn  starch.  Wheat  and  corn  and 
potato  starch  are  the  starches  commonly 
used  in  the  United  States.  Tapioca  flour  is 
also  used  in  the  eastern  states  by  calico 
printers  and  carpet  manufacturers  to  thick** 
en  colors,  and  in  the  maniifucture  of  a  sub- 
stitute for  gum  arabic  and  other  gums.  It 
is  also  sometimes  used  for  sizing  cotton 
goods,  and  in  addition  as  an  adulterant  in 
the  manufacture  of  candy  and  other  articles. 

Among  the  white  people  dealing  with  the 
Chinese  on  the  Pacific  coast  the  substance  in 
question  is  commonly  known  as  ''Chinese 
starch."  In  the  general  importing  markets 
of  the  United  States  it  is  commercially 
known  as  tapioca  flour,  and  in  those  mar- 
kets the  term  "tapioca"  includes  that  article 
in  three  forms,  vie,,  flake  tapioca,  pearl  tap* 
ioca,  and  tapioca  flour.  The  substance  in 
question  !■  not  imported  into  San  Francisco 
by  others  than  Chinese. 

The  circuit  judge  also  found  that  the  ar- 
tide  in  question  Is  fit  for  use  as  starch  in 
laundry  work  in  the  sense  that  by  its  use 
clothes  can  be  starched,  but  it  is  not  com- 
monly used  in  such  work  as  starch,  through- 
out Uie  United  States,  and  is  not  known  to 
he  80  used  except  on  the  Pacific  coast. 
,  Judgment  was  therefore  ordered  for  the  im- 
I  porters. 

*  These  findings  of  facts  were  assumed  by 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  upon  them 
that  court  bfised  its  judgment,  reversing  the 
circuit  court  and  affirming  the  action  of  the 
eollector. 

Upon  these  facts  we  are  to  determine 
which  paragraph  in  the  tariff  act  is  to  gov- 
ern. The  findings  of  the  courts  below  that 
the  substance  in  question  is  included  in  the 
article  of  commerce  loiown  as  tapioca,  and  is 
tapioca  in  one  of  its  forms,  would  entitle  it 
to  free  entry  under  paragraph  730,  unless 
some  other  provision  of  the  act  nullifies  that 
language.  Paragraph  323  is  relied  on  for 
that  purpose.  We  think  it  does  not  have 
such  effect  Tliat  paragraph  is  general  in 
its  nature,  and  provides  for  a  duty  upon 
starch,  including  in  that  name  all  prepara- 
tions, from  whatever  substance  produced,  fit 
for  use  as  starch.  Any  preparation,  there- 
fore, which  is  fit  for  that  use  would  come 
within  that  ^rf^neral  designation.  What  is  a 
preparation  "fit  for  use  as  starch"  is  another 
question,  but  assuming  tapioca  flour  to  be 
thus  fit»  it  would  be  subject  to  duty  under 
that  paragraph,  if  there  were  not  another 
and  different  provision  in  the  statute  rela- 
tive to  that  same  substance. 

When  we  come  to  look  at  the  free  list  in 
the  same  statute  we  find  that  tapioca  is  to 
be  admitted  free,  and  the  finding  of  the  court 
is  that  tapioca  fiour  is  one  of  the  three  forms 
of  what  is  commercially  known  as  tapioca, 
and  under  that  provision  the  substance  in- 
volved in  this  case  would  be  entitled  to  free 
admission.  Attempting,  as  is  our  duty,  to 
give  effect  to  the  statute  in  all  its  parts,  we 


think  the  proper  construction  of  these  pro- 
visions is  that  under  paragraph  323  a  duty 
is  laid  upon  starch,  including  all  prepara* 
tions,  from  whatever  substuice  produced, 
fit  for  use  as  starch;  and  assuming  that  tap- 
ioca flour  is,  within  that  general  description* 
fit  for  such  use,  7et  by  virtue  of  paragraph 
730,  tapioca  is  placed  on  the  free  list,  and 
the  substance  tapioca  flour,  being  tapioca  in 
one  of  its  forms,  is  excepted  from  the  gen- 
eral language  of  paragraph  323,  and  is  en- 
titled to  free  entry. 

It  is  so  excepted,  because  although  assum- 
ing it  to  be  flt  for  use  as  starch,  it  is  never- 
theless tapioca,  and  tapioca  is  in  so  many 
words  put  on  the  free  list    Effect  is  thus  9 
given  to  the  general  language  of  the  para-^ 
graph  concerning  starch  and  all*  prepara- • 
tions  flt  for  use  as  such,  excepting  therefrom 
the  one  article  specially  named  in  paragraph 
730,  to  which  effect  is  given  by  allowing  the 
exception. 

This  eonstruction  is  in  strict  accordance 
with  the  rule  that  the  designation  of  an  ar- 
ticle, eo  nomine,  either  for  duty  or  as  exempt 
from  duty,  must  prevail  over  words  of  a  gen- 
eral description  which  might  otherwise  in- 
clude the  article  specially  designated.  Homer 
V.  The  CoUeotar,  1  Wall.  486,  sub  nom. 
Homer  v.  Austin,  17  L.  ed.  688;  Reiche  v. 
Smyihe,  13  Wall.  162,  20  L.  ed.  566;  Moviua 
V.  Arthur,  05  U.  8. 144, 24  L.  ed.  420;  Arthur 
V.  Lahey,  06  U.  8.  112,  24  L.  ed.  766;  Arthur 
V.  Rheime,  06  U.  S.  143,  24  L.  ed.  813 ;  Chung 
Yune  V.  KeUy,  14  Fed.  Rep.  630,  643.  The 
last  case  involves  this  particular  substance. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  provision 
relating  to  the  free  list  is  that  the  articles 
named  therein  shall  be  exempt  from  duty 
"unless  otherwise  specially  provided  for  in 
this  act"  (page  602,  "free  list"),  and  that 
tapioca  flour  is  otherwise  specially  provided 
for  in  the  act  by  paragraph  323.  We  cannot 
concur  in  this  view.  Tapioca  flour  is 
not  otherwise  specially  provided  for  in 
paragraph  323.  It  is  not  mentioned  spe- 
cially nor  is  it  named  at  all  in  that  par- 
agraph, which  uses  only  general  language 
relating  to  starch  and  all  preparations  from 
whatever  substance  produced,  fit  for  use  at 
starch.  If  tapioca  flour  be  such  a  prepara^ 
tion  it  would  be  included  in  that  general  de- 
scription if  not  otherwise  exempted.  But 
there  is  no  special  provision  for  tapioca 
flour,  making  that  substance,  in  terms,  duti- 
able under  that  paragraph,  while  in  the  free 
list  there  is  a  special  designation  of  tapioca, 
and  tapioca  flour  is  tapioca,  just  as  much  as 
either  of  its  other  forms,  "flake"  or  "pearl," 
is  tapioca. 

It  would  seem  that  the  language  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  provision  for  the  free  list, 
that  the  following  articles  shall  be  exempt 
from  duty,  "unless  otherwise  specially  pro- 
vided for  in  this  act,"  strengthened  the  ar- 
gument that  tapioca  flour,  being  in  fact  tap- 
ioca in  one  of  its  well-known  forms,  was  ex- 
empt from  duty,  because  in  order  not  to  be 
exempt  the  article  must  be  otherwise  spe- 
cially made  dutiable.  It  is  not  so  made  du- 
tiable, and  is  therefore  by  the  clear  provi- 
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S  eion  of  tbe  Mt  made  free  of  duly.    Being  In 

*  tmth  tapioca,  and^commercially  known  aa 
taeh,  it  does  not  come  under  the  description 
of  starch,  althotigh  in  g^eat  part  composed  of 
that  substance.  The  commercial  designa- 
tion of  an  article  is  the  first  and  most  im- 
portant  thing  to  be  ascertained,  and  governs 
in  the  construction  of  the  tarifif  law  when 
that  article  is  mentioned,  unless  there  is 
something  else  in  the  law  which  restrains 
the  operation  of  this  rule.  Arthur  v.  Jl/or- 
ri9on,  96  U.  S.  108,  24  U  ed.  764;  Arthur  v. 
Lahey,  96  U.  S.  112,  24  L.  ed.  766;  Arthur  v. 
Rheims,  96  U.  8.  143,  24  L.  ed.  813  ;Rohertson 
T.  Salomon,  130  U.  S.  412,  32  L.  ed.  095,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  559;  Bogle  v,  Magone,  152  U. 
8.  623,  38  L.  ed.  574,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  718. 

The  case  is  not  within  the  principle  de- 
cided in  Magone  y.  Heller,  150  U.  S.  70,  37 
L.  ed.  1001^  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  18.  There  the 
contest  was  between  a  clause  of  the  tariff 
act  of  1883,  providing  for  a  duty  upon  sul- 
phate of  potash,  eo  nomine,  and  a  clause  ez- 
emptine  from  a  duty  "all  substances  express- 
ly used  for  manure.'*  It  was  held  that  a 
kind  of  sulphate  of  potash,  the  only  common 
use  of  which,  either  by  itself  or  in  combina- 
tion with  other  materials,  was  for  manure 
or  in  the  manufacture  thereof,  was  entitled 
to  free  entry,  and  was  not  subjected  to  duty, 
as  sulphate  of  potash.  Whether  the  import- 
ed article  was  at  the  time  of  importation 
^'expressly  used  for  manure"  in  the  sense  de- 
fined in  the  opinion,  was  held  to  be  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  that  the  court  below  erred 
in  denying  the  collector's  request  to  submit 
the  case  to  the  jury  and  in  directing  a  ver- 
dict for  tiie  importer.  The  term  ''expressly 
used  for  manure,"  it  was  said,  was  equiva- 
lent to  "used  expressly"  or  "particularly" 
or  "especially"  for  manure,  and  if  it  were 
found  as  a  fact  that  the  article  was  so  used, 
it  was  exempt  from  duty. 

If  the  statute  in  this  case  had  said  that 
starch  was  dutiable,  including  all  prepara- 
tions from  whatever  substance  produced,  ex- 
pressly intended  and  fit  for  use  as  starch, 
then  tapioca  flour,  if  fit  and  intended  for 
such  use,  might  be  dutiable  under  the  para- 
graph in  question,  and  not  be  exempt  as  a 
form  of  tapioca.  But  when  the  language 
is,  fit  for  use  as  starch,  it  is  so  much  more 
general  that  it  is  properly  qualified  by  the 
subsequent  paragraph  which  exempts  tapi- 
oca, and  consequently  tapioca  flour,  one  of 

^  its  commercially  known  forms. 

2      Thus  far  we  have  proceeded  upon  the  as- 

•  sumption  that  tapioca*flour  was  a  prepara- 
tion fit  for  use  as  starch,  and  therefore  du- 
tiable under  paragraph  823,  unless  excepted 
therefrom  by  paragraph  730;  but  we  are  ot 
opinion  that  tapioca  flour  is  not  a  prepara- 
tion fit  for  such  use  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  The  substance  in  question  is 
not  commercially  known  as  starch,  nor  as 
any  preparation  fit  for  use  as  such.  In  the 
markets  of  the  United  States  it  is  commer- 
cially known  as  tapioca  flour,  while  the  term 
'Hapioca''  includes  precisely  the  same  sub- 
stance.   Ita  use  as  starch  for  laundry  pur- 


poses is  limited  to  the  Ohfnete  on  the  Paeillfl 
coast. 

It  Is  not  imported  into  San  Francisco  1^ 
any  other  than  Chinese^  nor  is  It  manufao> 
tured  in  this  country  into  the  article  com- 
monly known  as  starch,  nor  is  it  to  any  ex- 
tent used  as  a  substitute  therefor,  although 
it  is  chemically  a  starch  because  a  large  pul 
of  it  consists  of  a  starchy  substance. 

Upon  the  finding  and  the  proofs  in  this 
case  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  article  does 
not  come  within  paragraph  323.  We  think 
the  language  of  that  paragraph  means  any 
preparation  which  is  so  far  fit  for  use  as 
starch  as  to  be  commonly  used  or  known  as 
such  or  as  a  substitute  therefor.  This  sub- 
stance does  not  come  within  that  language 
as  thus  construed.  The  use  of  the  article 
by  the  Chinese  on  the  Pacific  coast  for  laun- 
dry purposes  is  so  infinitesimally  small  that 
it  wholly  fails  to  show  that  it  is  fit  for  that 
use  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The 
evidence  in  this  case  is  that  the  attempt  to 
use  it  for  laundry  purposes  bv  white  laun- 
drymen  in  California  gave  such  poor  results 
that  it  was  abandoned  as  a  failure. 

There  is  one  finding  by  the  circuit  Judge  in 
this  cose  in  which  it  is  said  that  the  sub- 
stance is  used  in  the  eastern  states  for 
starch  purposes  by  calico  printers  and  car^ 
pet  manufacturers  to  thidcen  colors;  also 
for  book  binding  and  in  the  manufacture  of 
paper;  also  for  filling  in  painting,  and  in 
the  manufacture  of  a  substitute  for  gum 
arable  and  other  gums,  sometimes  for  sizing 
cotton  goods,  and  also  as  an  adulterant  in 
the  manufacture  of  candy  in  some  cases  and 
in  other  articles.  The  expression  in  that 
finding,  that  the  substance  is  used  in  the 
eastern  states  for  starch  purposes,  is  an  in«M 
advertence,  because  the  finding,  although  itS 
rests  upon  the*evidence  as  well  as  upon  the* 
agreed  statement  of  facts  stipulated  between 
the  parties,  yet  there  is  notning  in  the  evi- 
dence or  in  the  stipulation  to  show  that  the 
enumerated  purposes  were  starch  purposes. 
In  the  stipulation  it  is  said  that  the  sub- 
stance in  controversy  is  used  in  the  eastern 
states  by  calico  printers,  etc.  The  expres- 
sion "for  starch  purposes"  does  not  appear 
in  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  and  in  nam- 
ing the  uses  for  which  the  substance  is  used 
it  would  appear  that  most  of  them  are  not 
what  would  be  ordinarily  understood  as  a 
starch  purpose. 

Sizing  cotton  ffoods  might  perhaps  be  re- 
garded as  somewhat  of  a  starch  purpose,  as 
starch  is  sometimes  used  in  that  way.  The 
evidence  does  not  show  that  this  use  is  gen- 
eral, and  the  expression,  fit  for  use  as  starch, 
would  not  in  our  judgment  include  that  use. 
We  think  it  would  not  in  the  ordinary  accep- 
tation of  tite  term  be  called  a  starch  purpose. 
Glue  would  accomplish  much  the  same  pur- 
pose and  might  lie  used  therefor.  The  use  by 
calico  printers  and  carpet  manufacturers  to 
thicken  colors  is  not  the  ordinary  use  of 
starch,  nor  is  it  a  starch  purpose.  Nor 
would  its  use  as  an  adulterant  in  the  manu- 
facture of  candy  and  other  articles  be  prop- 
erly described  as  such  a  purpose. 
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AMamlnffy  as  «ottiisel  for  the  goremment 
claims,  and  as  it  undoubtedly  entirdy  true, 
that  the  poli^  shown  in  the  tariff  act  is 
protection  to  American  industries,  yet  the 
article  here  in  controversy  does  not  and  can- 
not compete  with  American  starch,  for  any 
of  the  purposes  for  which  starch  is  common- 
ly and  ordinarily  used  in  this  crmntry.  The 
evidence  to  that  effect,  we  think,  is  conclu- 
sive. 

In  Chung  Tunn  v.  Kelly,  14  Fed.  Rep.  639, 
the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Oregon 
submitted  to  the  jury  whether  "the  article 
in  question'*  (which  was  in  fact  tapioca 
flour,  though  imported  as  saco  flour),  "im- 
ported and  entered  by  the  defendant,  is  a 
starch  known  to  commerce  as  such,  and  made 
and  intended  to  be  used  primarily  by  laun- 
drymen  in  the  stiffening  and  polishing  of 
clothes.''  The  Jury  returned  a  negative  an- 
^  swer  and  the  court  said:  "This  answer  is 
J2  undoubtedly  according  to  the  law  and  the 
•  fact."  The*snbstance  was  held  to  be  exempt 
from  duty  under  the  tariff  act  (Rev.  Stat. 
p.  488)  as  root  flour,  but  the  plaintiff  was 
not  allowed  to  recoA'er  back  the  duty  which 
he  had  paid,  because  having  claimed  in  his 
protest  that  the  article  was  sa^o  flour,  the 
court  felt  compelled  to  confine  him  to  his  spe- 
eiflc  ground  of  protest,  and  consequently  the 
government  kept  his  money,  although  the  im- 
porter had  in  fact  imported  an  article  en- 
titled to  free  entry  under  the  law. 

The  case  of  Totonsend  v.  United  States, 
14  U.  8.  App.  413,  56  Fed.  Rep.  222,  5  C.  O. 
A.  488,  holds  that  paragraph  323  of  the  tar- 
iff act  of  1890  includes  only  those  prepara- 
tions which  are  actuallv  and  not  theoreti- 
cally fit  for  use  as  starch,  and  which  can  be 
practically  used  as  such,  and  not  those 
which  can  be  made,  by  manufacture,  fit  for 
such  use.  Counsel  for  the  government  criti- 
cises that  case  as  not  decided  upon  the 
same  amount  of  evidence  that  has  been  given 
in  this  case  upon  the  question  whether  the 
article  is  or  is  not  fit  for  use  as  starch.  But 
in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  case  it  is  seen 
that,  while  not  precisely  identical,  the  facts 
are  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  case  at 
bar.  The  court  says  the  article  is  used 
mostly  by  calico  printers  and  carpet  manu- 
facturers to  thicken  colors  and  in  the  manu- 
facture of  a  substance  for  gum  arable  or 
other  gums;  also  for  the  sizing  of  cotton 
goods,  a  purpose  for  which  starch  is  also 
used  to  a  certain  extent,  but  the  weight  of 
the  testimony  was  In  the  opinion  of  the  court 
that  it  was  not  used  for  laundry  purposes. 
We,  think  the  same  facts  appear  in  the  case 
before  us,  the  use  for  laundry  purposes  by  a 
few  Chinese  on  the  Pacific  coast  not  being 
sufficient  in  extent  to  enable  us  to  say  that 
it  is  so  used  in  any  but  the  most  minute 
quantities.  It  seems  to  us  clear  from  the 
finding  and  from  the  evidence  that  the  sub- 
stance is  not  commercially  known  by  tiie 
people  in  this  country  as  starch  nor  as 
adapted  to  the  ordinary  purposes  of  that  ar- 
ticle, and  it  has  not  been  manufactured  into 
commercial  starch,  and  is  not  known  and  is 
not  fit  for  use  as  such. 


The  Treasury  Department  has  heretofore 
announced  decisions  whieh  are  entitled  to 
much  weight  upon  the  question  herein  pr^  is 
sented.  Prior  to  the  Uriff  act  of  1870  (1«S 
SUt.  at  L.  256,  268,  chap.  255), •both  sUreh  • 
and  tapioca  had  been  made  dutiable,  some- 
times at  the  same  and  sometimes  at  different 
rates  of  duty.  By  the  latter  act»  "tapioca, 
cassava,  or  cassada"  were  placed  in  the  free 
list,  while  "root  flour"  was  placed  in  the 
free  list  in  1872.  17  Stat  at  L.  230,  chap. 
315.  The  Treasury  Department  held  tapio- 
ca flour  entitled  to  free  entry  as  tapioca. 
The  Secretary  said:  "It  appears,  upon  in- 
vestigation, that  tapioca  is  prepared  in  three 
forms,  namely,  flake,  pearl,  and  flour,  and 
that  these  terms  do  not  indicate  any  sub- 
stantial difference  in  the  character  or  qual- 
ity of  the  article,  but  merely  indicate  its 
form  or  appearance."  Decisions,  Treasury 
Department,  1887-1890,  No.  3161,  March  23, 
1877. 

Under  the  act  of  1883  (22  Stot  at  L.  488, 
521,  chap.  121 ) ,  tapioca  was  continued  in  the 
free  list,  as  was  also  root  flour  (page  520), 
while  starch  was  made  dutiable  as  potato 
or  com  starch  at  a  certain  rate,  "other 
starch,  two  and  a  half  cents  per  pound" 
(page  503).  The  Treasury  Department 
held,  July  7,  1883,  that  tapioca  flour  was  to 
be  admitted  free  of  duty,  without  regard 
to  the  use  for  which  it  was  ultimately  in- 
tended, and  that  the  provision  in  that  act 
for  a  duty  upon  "other  starch"  than  potato 
or  corn  starch  did  not  cover  tapioca  flour. 
Decisions,  Treasury  Department,  No.  5802. 

Subsequently  to  that  time  various  import 
tations  had  been  made  of  this  article,  upon 
which  duties  had  been  assessed  at  the  rate 
of  2Vi  cents  per  pound,  as  starch,  although 
imported  under  various  names  as  "sag<^ 
sago  crude,  sago  flour,  tapioca,"  etc. 

Exemption  had  been  claimed  for  these  ar- 
ticles as  coming  under  the  provisions  of  the 
free  list  as  "root  flour,  sago  crude,  and  sago 
flour,"  and  "tapioca,  cassava,  or  cassada" 
The  article  had  been  classifled  by  the  collector 
under  the  tariff  act  as  "other  starch,"  for 
the  reason  that  it  was,  as  claimed,  imported 
and  was  actually  used  as  starch  by  the  Chi- 
nese laundries  throughout  the  states  and 
territories.  The  department,  under  date  of 
January  11,  1887,  again  held  that  "flour 
made  from  tapioca,  cassava,  or  cassada  root 
may  be  admitted  free  of  duties,  without  r^ 
gard  to  the  use  for  which  it  is  ultimately  in-« 
tended."  Samples  of  the  flour  had  been  sub- J 
mitted  to  Uie^United  States  chemist,  who  r^« 
ported  that  it  was  "chemically  a  starch,  ob- 
tained from  the  root  of  Janipha  manihut  or 
Jatropha  manihot,"  yet  it  was  considered  in 
its  commercial  character  to  be  tapioca;  it 
was  so  returned  by  the  appraiser,  and  it  was 
directed  that  the  merchandise  should  be  ad* 
mitted  free  of  duty.  Decisions,  Treasury 
Department,  1887-1890,  No.  7971,  January 
11,  1887. 

On  September  21,  1888,  certain  so-called 
flour  was  imported  which  the  importers 
claimed  to  be  free  of  duty,  and  upon  which 
the  collector  assessed  a  duty  of  2y^  cents  per 
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pound  under  the  provisions  of  the  met  al* 
ready  mentioned,  providing  for  such  a  dut^ 
on  "other  starch,"  etc.  Samples  of  the  mer- 
chandise in  question  were  submitted  to  the 
United  States  chemist  at  the  port  of  New 
York,  who  found  the  article  to  be  tapioca 
starch,  and  under  the  department's  decisions 
of  July  7,  1883,  and  January  11,  1887,  it 
was  held  that  flour  made  from  tapioca  al- 
though chemically  a  starch,  was  to  be  admit- 
ted free  of  duty  under  the  provisions  for 
tapioca,  without  regard  to  the  use  to  which 
it  was  ultimately  intended.  The  appeal  was 
allowed,  and  the  collector  directed  to  re- 
liquidate  the  entry  and  to  take  measures  for 
refunding  the  duties  exacted.  Treasury  De- 
partment Decisions,  tupra.  No.  0031. 

These  decisions  were  principally  based  up- 
on the  provisions  of  the  acts  which  related 
to  tapioca  (one  decision  being  exclusively 
upon  the  tapioca  provision),  and  alUiough 
in  some  cases  in  which  the  question  as  to 
tapioca  arose  the  act  also  provided  for  the 
free  entry  of  root  flour,  the  decisions  that 
tapioca  flour  was  entitled  to  free  entry  were 
substantially  founded  upon  the  tapioca  pro- 
vision in  the  act,  and  not  upon  the  root  flour 
item. 

Subsequently,  when  Congress  by  the  act  of 
1890  omitted  root  flour  fiom  the  free  list 
and  imposed  a  duty  upon  starch  and  all 

S reparations,  from  whatever  substance  pro- 
uced,  fit  for  use  as  starch,  we  do  not  think 
that  any  argument  can  be  drawn  therefrom 
in  favor  of  l£e  construction  which  would  im- 
pose a  duty  on  tapioca  flour  as  a  preparation 
fit  for  use  as  starch,  while  at  the  same  time 
there  is  a  clause  in  the  act  providing 
for  free  entry  of  tapioca,  the  substance 
^  tapioca  fiour  being  one  of  its  forms. 
JJ  Many  other  fiours  might  come  under 
•  the  denomination  of  root  fiour  which 
were  not  specially  declared  in  the  act  to 
be  free  from  duty,  and  the  dropping  of  the 
root  fiour  from  the  free  list  miffht  relegate 
such  flour  to  the  dutiable  list.  Not  so  as  to 
tapioca  flour  which  is  still  found  in  the  free 
list.  The  omission  of  root  flour  from  the 
free  list,  therefore,  had  no  effect  upon  tapi- 
oca flour,  and  if  there  had  been  an  intention 
to  include  it  in  the  dutiable  list,  especially 
after  these  repeated  decisions  of  the  Treas- 
ury that  it  was  entitled  to  free  admission 
as  tapioca,  we  cannot  but  believe  that  Con- 
gress would  have  expressed  that  intention 
with  reasonable  clearness. 

The  fudgment  of  the  Oirouit  Court  of  Ap' 
peaU  of  the  Ninth  Circuit  ehould  he  re- 
versed,  and  that  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
Northern  District  of  California  affirmed,  and 
the  case  remanded  to  that  court  with  such 
directions,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


(176  U.  S.  126)  

LINDSAY  ft  PHELPS  COMPANY,  Plff.  in 
Err.^ 

V, 

JOHN  H.  MULLEN  and  the  SUte  of  Min- 
nesota. 

Boom  ehartered  hy  law-4ien  on  lege  for 
eurveifing  and  eoaHng-^-eoale  bille  ae  evU 


denoe-'^eoord  of  eeale  lUU — lien  on  loge 
of  one  otoner  for  eoaUng  loge  of  another^ 
logs  out  in  another  etate — burden  on  in- 
teretate  oommeroe — charge  for  uee  of 
ioatenoaye* 

1.  A  boom  is  "chartered  bj  law**  within  Minn. 
Stat.  1894,  I  2400,  when  It  Is  owned  hj  a 
corporation  having  authority  to  maintain  a 
boom,  whether  it  is  incorporated  vnder  a  gen* 
era!  law  or  a  special  law. 

2.  A  lien  apoo  logs  of  private  parties  for  In- 
specting and  scaling  logs  ran  through  ehar> 
tered  booms  Is  given  to  the  surveyor  general 
b7  Minn.  Stat.  1894,  i  2400,  declaring  that 
he  "shall  sarvey  all  logs  and  timber  nixmlng 
out  ot  any  boom'*  now  chartered  or  which 
may  hereafter  be  chartered  by  law  in  his  die- 
trlct. 

8.  Scale  bills  accompanied  by  a  oertlflcate  of 
the  surveyor  general  stating,  as  required  by 
Minn.  Stat  1894,  i  2402,  the  amount  due  him 
thereon  and  that  he  scaled  the  logs,  timber, 
or  lumber,  relying  upon  the  lien,  and  that  he 
claimed  a  lien  thereon  for  the  amount 
thereof  and  costs  of  collection,  are  compe* 
tent  evidence. 

4.  A  record  of  scale  bills  in  the  books  of  the 
surveyor  general,  as  prescribed  by  Minn.  Stat. 
1894,  i  2400,  is  not  a  necessary  preliminary 
to  his  right  to  a  lien  under  f  2402. 

5.  Subjecting  the  logs  of  one  owner  In  a  log 
boom  to  a  statutory  lien  for  fees  due  the  sur- 
veyor general  for  surveying  and  scaling  all 
the  logs  in  the  boom,  including  those  of  other 
owners,  does  not  deprive  the  owner  of  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  when  he  haa 
chosen  to  avail  himself  of  the  boom. 

6.  A  lien  given  by  state  statute  on  logs  cut  la 
another  state  for  surveying  and  scaling  them 
by  the  surveyor  general  while  In  a  log  boom 
does  not  constitute  a  burden  on  Interstate 
commerce,  but  is  a  lawful  charge  Imposed  by 
the  state  for  furnishing  additional  facilities 
for  navigation  of  a  waterway. 

7.  The  extension  of  a  shear  boom  across  the 
navigable  channel  of  the  Mississippi  and  to 
near  the  Wisconsin  shore,  under  authority  of 
the  state  of  Minnesota,  cannot  be  complained 
of  as  an  obstruction  of  navigation  by  one  who 
has  chosen  to  avail  himself  of  its  advantages, 
in  order  to  escape  a  Hen  for  surveying  and 
scaling,  under  the  state  law,  after  the  logs 
are  within  the  limits  of  the  state  of  Minne- 
sota when  neither  the  state  of  Wisconsin  nor 
the  United  States  makes  any  complainL 

[No.  44.] 

Argued  April  6,  7,  1899.    Decided  January 
IS,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  th« 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Minne- 
sota to  review  a  decision  sustaining  a  lien 
for  surveying  and  sealing  all  logs  in  a  boom. 
Affirmed. 

Statement  bv  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  t  3 

*0n  August  1,  1893,  the  plaintiff  in  error* 
commenced  its  action  of  replevin  against  one 
of  the  defendants  in  error,  John  H.  Mullen, 
to  recover  possession  of  a  quantity  of 
logs  said  to  be  of  the  value  of  $15,000. 
Mullen  answered,  alleging  that  he  waa 
the    surveyor    general    of   logs    and   lum- 
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ber  for  tlie  fourtli  disirlet  of  Minnesota; 
that  as  such  surveyor  general  he  had  scaled 
and  surveyed  a  large  number  of  logs  in  a 
boom  belonging  to  the  Minnesota  Boom  Com- 
way,  for  which  service  he  was  entitled  to 
tees  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $n|088.92»  and 
had  seized  these  logs  under  the  statute  giv- 
ing him  a  lien,  to  enforce  payment  thereof, 
and  prayinff  for  a  return  of  the  property,  or, 
if  that  ootud  not  be  had,  for  judgment  for 
the  sum  of  $11,088.92,  together  with  10  per 
oent,  $1,108.89,  costs  of  collection  as  pro- 
vided bry  law,  and  interest.  To  this  answer 
tbe  plaintiff  filed  a  reply,  challenging  on  sev- 
eral grounds  the  validity  of  the  claim  for 
lees  and  lien.  Thereafter  tike  state  of  Min- 
nesota was,  on  its  application,  made  a  party 
defendant,  and  answered  setting  forth  in 
substance  that  since  the  filing  of  the  plead- 
ings the  defendant  Mullen  had  received  from 
the  state  of  Minnesota  the  full  amount  of 
bis  fees,  and  had  transferred  his  claim  to  the 
state,  and  adopting  the  answer  of  Mullen,  so 
far  as  it  was  applicable.  On  these  pleadings 
the  case  went  to  trial  before  the  court  with- 
out a  jury.  No  special  findings  of  fact  were 
made,  but  only  a  general  finding  for  defend- 
ants. A  bill  of  exceptions  was  preserved, 
reciting  the  testimony,  showing  that  at  the 
cJlose  the  plaintiff  requested  of  the  court  the 
to  following  declarations : 
^  "First.  That  it  has  not  been  shown  that 
•  tlie  logs  for  which^defendants  claim  fees  for 
scaling  in  this  case  ever  ran  into  or  through 
any  boom  chartered  by  law  and  therefore  the 
defeadants  have  no  right  to  the  fees  claimed 
or  to  any  lien  on  the  plaintiff's  logs  there- 
for; but  the  court  refused  to  make  such  dec- 
laration; to  which  ruling  and  order  the 
plaintiff  then  and  there  duly  excepted. 

"Second.  That  the  defendants  have  not 
shown  themselves  entitled  to  any  lien  upon 
the  plaintiffV  lofrs: 

"a.  Because  the  scale  bills,  defendants' 
Exhibits  3  and  4,  are  not  evidence  of  the 
scaling  of  the  logs  therein  described. 

"6.  Because  it  appears  affirmatively  that 
the  said  scale  bills  were  not,  nor  were  either 
of  them,  recorded  in  anv  book  in  the  office  of 
the  surveyor  general  of  that  district. 

"o.  Because  it  appears  that  a  very  great 
proportion  of  the  logs  mentioned  in  these 
scale  bills,  defendants'  Exhibits  3  and  4, 
were  not  the  plaintiff's  logs,  and  that  the 
work  done  was  not  done  at  the  request  of 
the  plaintiff  or  anybody  else. 

"a.  Because  the  pretended  records  of  said 
scale  bills  were  not  in  fact  any  record  what- 
ever. 

"e.  Because  It  does  not  appear  that  any 
of  the  log  marks  shown  on  defendants'  scale 
bills.  Exhibits  3  and  4.  were  ever  recorded 
In  the  office  of  the  surveyor  general  of  logs 
and  lumber  of  the  fourth  lumber  district  of 
the  state  of  Minnesota  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  title  3,  of  chapter  32,  Gen-^^hose 
oral  Statutes  of  1  he  state  of  Minnesota. 

"But  the  court  refused  to  make  such  dec- 
laration; to  which  ruling  and  order  the 
plaintiff  duly  excepted. 

'Third.  That  the  statute  under  which  the 


defendants  daim  a  right  to  scale  these  logs 
and  recover  fees  therefor,  and  to  a  lien  on 
the  plaintiff's  logs  therefor,  is,  as  applied  to 
the  place  and  business  where  this  scaling 
was  done,  an  attempted  regulation  by  tha 
state  of  interstate  commerce,  and  is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void,  being  in  contravention 
of  subdivision  4^  of  section  8  of  article  1  of 
the  Ck>n8titution  of  the  United  States.** 

Upon  tlie  general  flndin?  the  court  entered 
a  Judgment  for  the  defendants  for  a  return  g 
of  the  property  or  thepayment  of  the  fees,S 
costs,  and  interest.    Thereupon  the « plain-* 
tiff  brought  the  case  directly  to  this  court  by 
writ  of  error  on  the  ground  that  the  laws  of 
Minnesota,  under  which  these  fees  and  lien 
were  claimed,  were  in  contravention  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

The  facts  developed  on  the  trial,  and  upon 
which  the  questions  of  law  arise,  are  these: 
The  state  of  Minnesota  was  by  law  divided 
into  five  districts  for  the  inspection  of  logs 
and  lumber.  The  fourth  district  was  defined 
as  follows:  "The  Mississippi  river  and  its 
tributaries  below  the  outlet  of  Lake  Pepin 
to  the  southern  line  of  Wabasha  county.** 
The  defendant  Mullen  was  the  duly  appointed 
and  qualified  surveyor  general  of  logs  and 
lumber  for  this  district,  and  as  such  per- 
formed the  services  for  which  the  fees  and 
lien  were  claimed.  The  Minnesota  Boom 
Company  was  a  corporation  organized  under 
the  general  laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota 
in  April,  1889.  The  purposes  for  which  the 
corporation  was  organized  are  stated  in  ar* 
tide  1  of  its  charter: 

"The  general  nature  of  the  corporate  busi- 
ness shall  be  the  construction,  maintenance, 
and  u»e  of  booms,  dams,  and  all  other  struc- 
tures of  any  kind  necessary  or  advantageous 
for  the  performance  of  the  logging  and  lum- 
bering business  hereinafter  described,  up- 
on the  ^finftiflsippi  river,  or  either  bank 
thereof,  between  the  mouth  of  the  Chippewa 
river,  or  a  point  opposite  thereto,  and  the 
point  where  the  easterly  boundary  line  of  the 
city  of  Winona  meets  the  Mississippi  river 
or  a  point  opposite  thereto,  and  also  upon, 
or  on  any  side  or  bank  of,  any  slough,  bayon, 
branch,  or  part  of  the  Mississippi  river  be- 
tween or  connecting  with  said  nver  at  any 
point  between  the  extreme  limits  aforesaid. 
The  business  of  the  oorporation  beside  the 
construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of 
said  structures  shall  be  gathering,  drivinjf, 
boominc?,  storing,  assorting,  rafting,  brail- 
ing,  and  otherwise  handling  any  and  all  logs, 
lumber,  and  timber  of  any  kind,  between  the 
limits  and  upon  the  waters  and  territory 
above  stated,  for  any  and  all  persons  having 
any  logs,  lumber,  or* timber  upon  any  of  said 
waters  or  within  said  territory,  and  this  cor- 
poration <«ha  11  have  the  right  to  charge  and  re- 
ceive, and  shall  charge  and  receive,  from  any  o 
and  all  persons  upon  or  in  connection  with  2 
those  logs,  lumber,  or  timber  for  any  work* 
or  services  done  by  this  corporation,  a  proper 
sum  and  compensation  by  it  to  be  fixed  for 
such  work  or  services,  and  this  oorporation 
shall  also  do  any  other  business  incident  to 
any  part  of  the  general  business  aforesaid." 
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It  oonBtructed  a  boom  on  West  Nev/ton 
Slough,  within  the  limits  of  the  fourth  in- 
spection district,  above  defined.  This  slouch 
is  an  arm  or  niiuor  channel  of  the  Missis- 
sippi river,  bounded  on  its  southwestern  side 
by  the  main  land,  constituting  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  and  on  the  other  side  by  an  is- 
land, e.\ tending  up  and  down  the  river  about 
8  miles,  and  dividing  this  slough  from  the 
main  channel  of  the  river.  The  works  of 
the  boom  were  in  this  slough,  but  at  the  up- 
per end  of  the  island,  extending  diagonally 
across  the  river  to  the  Wisconsin  shore,  was 
a  structure  called  a  shear  boom,  so  arranged 
that  when  closed  it  turned  all  the  logs  com- 
ing down  the  river  into  the  upper  end  of  the 
boom.  When  one  end  of  it  was  released  it 
floated  down  the  stream  and  thus  allowed 
free  passage  up  and  down  the  main  channel. 
Above  the  head  of  this  boom  the  Chippewa 
river  empties  into  the  Mississippi.  The 
Chippewa  river  is  wholly  within  tJie  limits 
of  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  and  the  logs, 
which  this  boom  was  constructed  to  secure, 
and  which  in  fact  it  did  secure,  were  mainly 
logs  coming  out  of  that  river  and  which  had 
been  cut  within  the  limits  of  the  state  of 
Wisconsin. 

The  statutes  of  Minnesota,  so  far  as  they 
are  pertinent  to  this  inquiry,  in  reference  to 
booms,  scaling,  and  surveying,  are  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Any  corporation  formed  under  this  title, 
in  whole  or  in  part  for  the  improvement  of 
any  stream  and  driving  logs  therein,  or  for 
holding  or  handling  logs  therein,  which  shall 
have  taken  prior  possession  of  such  stream, 
or  any  considerable  portion  thereof,  upon 
which  portion  no  other  person  or  corporation 
has  erected  any  dams  or  other  improve- 
ments, and  whidi  may  have  need  of  improve- 
ment of  that  purpose  shall  have  power  to 
improve  such  streams  and  its  tributaries  by 
iM  clearing  and  straightening  the  channels 
S  thereof,  closing  sloughs,  erecting  sluiceways, 
•  booms  of  all  kinds,  side,  rolling,  sluicing,*and 
flooding  dams  or  otherwise  if  necessary,  but 
shall  in  no  case,  in  any  manner,  materially 
obstruct  or  impede  navigation  upon  such 
stream  or  erect  any  dam  or  other  obstruc- 
tion below  the  head  of  steamboat  navigation. 
Every  such  corporation  which  shall  so  im- 
prove a  stream  and  so  keep  in  repair,  and 
operate  its  works  so  as  to  render  driving  logs 
tnereon  reasonably  practicable  and  eertain, 
may  charge  and  collect  reasonable  and  uni- 
form tolls  upon  all  logs,  lumber,  and  timber, 
driven,  sluiced,  or  floated  on  the  same,  and 
may  take  possession  of  all  logs  put  into  such 
stream  or  upon  roUways,  so  as  to  impede 
the  drive  when  the  owners  thereof  or  their 
agents  shall  not  bave  come  upon  the  stream 
adequately  provided  with  men,  teams,  and 
tools  for  breaking  the  roll  ways  and  driving 
such  logs  in  season  for  making  a  thorough 
drive  down  such  stream  without  hindering 
the  main  drive;  and  shall  also,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  owner  of  any  logs  and  timber 
put  into  said  streams,  take  charge  of  the 
same,  and  drive  the  same  down  and  out  ol 
such  stream*  or  down  such  stream  so  far  as 


their  improvements  may  extend,  and  charge 
and  collect  thcrelor  of  the  owner  or  por^ 
controlling  said  logs  and  timber  reasonable 
charges  and  expenses  for  such  services.  And 
such  corporation  shall  for  all  such  tolla, 
costs,  ana  expenses  have  a  lien  on  the  logs  , 
for  which  same  was  incurred,  and  may  seize,  i 
in  whoever  possession  found,  and  hold  a 
BUificient  amount  thereof  to  pay  the  same^ 
and  make  sale  thereof  upon  givinff  ten  (10) 
daya'  notice  in  the  maxuier  provided  for  no- 
tifying sales  on  execution  upon  the  judg- 
ment of  justice  of  the  peace,  or  may  enforce 
such  liens  as  oUier  Uens  are  mforced  by  prop- 
er proceedings  for  that  purpose,  or  may  Mk» 
demand,  sue  for,  collect,  and  receive  from 
the  owner  or  owners  of  such  lo^s  the  amount 
due  for  any  such  tolls.  No  injunctional  or- 
der shall  be  granted  to  prevent  the  use  or  en- 
joyment of  any  such  improvement  or  abate 
any  such  dam  necessary  thereto  unless  such 
corporation  shall  fail  for  sixty  (60)  days 
after  judgment,  from  which  no  appeal  lias 
been  taken,  to  pay  any  damages  recovered 
for  any  injury  done  by  or  in  consequence  of 
its  works.  Any  corporation  formed  for  the 
improvement  of  a  stream,  which  is  in  whole  e« 
or  in  part  a  boundary  between  this  and  an  S 
adjoining  stat«^«and  authorised  to  drive  logs  * 
or  maintain  booms  or  dams  in  such  stream* 
shall  have  authority  to  purchase  and  hold 
stock  in  corporation  or  corporations,  in  such 
adjoining  state  created  for  similar  pur- 
poses upon  the  same  stream,  or  to  consoli- 
date or  otherwise  unite  with  such  corpora- 
tion or  corporations  in  such  adjoining  state, 
whenever  the  purposes  for  which  the  corpora- 
tion in  this  state  is  organized  can  be  better 
effected  thereby.  Provided,  That  no  such 
purchase  or  consolidation  or  other  union 
shall  be  made  without  the  assent  of  holders 
of  two  thirds  (|)  of  the  capital  stock  of 
such  first  (1st)  named  company.  Provided, 
That  all  dams  and  other  works  erected  under 
the  authority  given  by  this  act  shall  be  so 
constructed,  used,  and  operated  as  to  facili- 
tate and  expedite  the  driving  and  handling 
logs  and  lumber  upon  the  stream  upon  which 
the  same  may  be  erected,  and  the  corporation 
mn-lcing  such  improvements  hereunder  shall 
have  no  right  to  stop  logs  destined  for  points 
below  its  works  on  said  stream  except  where 
dams  have  been  constructed  to  accumulate 
water  for  sluicing  logs,  and  flushing  the 
river  below  the  same,  and  in  such  case  shall 
not  detain  logs  in  any  part  of  the  river  so 
as  to  form  a  jam  or  prevent  the  prompt  de- 
livery of  logs  destined  for  points  below  the 
works  constructed  under  authority  of  this 
act."  Section  2  of  chapter  221  of  the  Laws 
of  the  state  of  Minnesota  for  the  year  1889. 
"Each  surveyor  general,  by  himself  or 
deputy,  shall  survey  all  logs  and  timber  run- 
ning out  of  any  boom  now  chartered,  or 
which  may  hereafter  be  chartered  by  law  in 
his  district,  and  at  the  end  of  each  week, 
when  he  has  surveyed  any  such  logs  or  tim- 
ber, make  out  and  deliver  to  the  owner  of 
such  boom,  or  the  managing  agent  thereof, 
a  true  and  correct  scale  bill,  stating  the  date 
of  such  survey,  the  number  of  logs  and  pieces 


828 


80  SUPRBMB  OOURT  RBPORTEB. 


Oct.  Tbbi^ 


of  timber,  the  marlu  thereon  respeotiyelyy 
and  the  number  of  feet  of  eaeh  mark  eo  eur^ 
▼eyed  during  tha  week,  and  shall  sign  the 
same;  and  he  shall  immediately  reoord  sueh 
Ull  in  the  books  of  his  office,  and,  upon  being 
paid  his  fees  for  such  services,  shall  deliver 
the  original  bill  to  the  owner  or  managing 
QQ  agent  of  such  boom ;  and  all  boomage  or  fees 
M  of  such  boom  on  any  logs  or  timber  shall  be 

•  collected*  in  accordance  with  such  survey. 
And  all  scale  bills  heretofore  made  and  signed 
by  any  such  surveyor  general,  or  the  record 
thereof  in  the  respective  offices  of  such  sur- 
veyor generals,  or  copies  of  such  records, 
duly  certified,  shall,  in  all  courts  of  this 
state,  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  matters 
stated  in  such  scale  bill,  record,  or  copy." 
Section  14  of  chapter  32  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  Minnesota  for  the  year  ▲.  d.  1866, 
being  now  §  2400  of  the  Statutes  of  Minne- 
sota of  1894. 

'The  fees  of  surveyor  generals  shall  be: 
For  surveying,  scale  marking,  making  scale 
bills  and  recording  the  same  and  posting  in 
the  ledger,  five  cents  per  thousand  feet 
lor  all  logs  and  timber  required  to  be 
surveyed;  for  surveying  lumber,  twenty- 
five  cents  per  thousand  feet,  for  travel- 
ing to  perform  any  service  more  than  two 
mfles  irom  their  respective  officee,  five 
cents  per  mile  going  and  returning;  for  re- 
cording any  log-mark,  fifty  cents;  for  mak- 
ing and  certifying  a  copy  of  any  matter 
which  may  be  of  record  in  his  office,  or  for 
making  any  duplicate  scale  bill,  ten  cents 
per  folio;  for  recording  any  instrument  in 
writing  authorized  to  he  recorded  in  his  of- 
fice, other  than  scale  bills,  ten  cents  per 
folio,  payable  when  such  instrument  is  pre- 
sented for  record  and  before  it  is  recorded, 
and  no  such  instrument  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  recorded  until  it  is  entered  upon  the  index 
to  the  record.  And  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing to  the  surveyor  general  the  payment 
of  his  fees  whether  the  same  are  for  travel- 
ing, surveying,  making  scale  bills,  or  record- 
ing the  same  or  for  any  or  all  of  such  serv- 
ices such  surveyor  general  shall  have  a  lien 
upon  all  such  loes,  timber,  or  lumber  sur- 
veyed and  markd  by  him,  for  the  amount 
due  for  his  services  thereon,  and  may  retain 
such  lien  by  affixing  to  the  scale  bill  of  such 
logs,  timber,  or  lumber,  before  the  delivery 
thereof,  a  true  statement  of  the  amount  due 
him  thereon,  and  that  he  scaled  such  logs, 
timber,  or  lumber,  relying  upon  such  lien, 
and  that  he  claims  a  lien  thereon  for  such 
amount,  and  costs  of  collection;  and  there- 
upon such  surveyor  general  may  take  actu- 
al possession  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such 
logs,  timber,  or  lumber,  and  may  retain  the 
^  same  until  he  is  paid  the  amount  due  him 
M  thereon,  and  such  logs,  timber,  or  lumber 

•  shall  not  be  removed  or^taken  from  the  pos- 
session or  control  of  such  surveyor  general 
until  such  payment  is  made.  If  the  amount 
Is  not  paid  within  sixty  days  after  the  de- 
livery of  such  scale  bill,  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral may  sell  at  public  auction  enough  of 
sueh  logs,  timber,  or  lumber,  to  pay  the 
amount  due  him,  with  the  costs  ox  collec- 


tion, first  giving  ten  days'  notioe  of  such  salc^ 
by  posting  up  five  written  notices  thereof^ 
one  in  his  office,  and  one  in  each  of  the  f  oni 
most  public  places  in  the  town  or  tity  whart 
the  sale  is  to  be  made;  and  at  such  sale  tha 
surveyor  general  may  become  the  purchaser. 
The  sale  may  be  made  by  the  sheriff  or  any 
constable  of  the  county,  and  the  only  costs  ol 
collection  allowed  shall  be  ten  per  cent  on 
the  amount  due,  for  taking  care  of  the  prop- 
erty and,  to  the  officer  making  the  sale,  ten 
per  cent  on  the  amount  payable  to  the  sur- 
veyor general.''  Section  16  of  chapter  32  of 
the  General  Statutes  of  1866,  being  8  2408 
of  the  SUtutes  of  1804. 

"The  books  of  record  in  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral's office  in  each  district  shall  be: 

"First  A  book  in  which  shall  be  record- 
ed the  log-mark  of  any  person  desiring  to 
have  the  same  recorded. 

"Second.  A  book  in  which  shall  be  record- 
ed  all  bills  of  sale,  mortgages,  and  orders, 
and  other  instruments  in  writing  for  the 
sale,  transfer,  encumbrance,  or  delivery  of 
any  logs  or  timber  in  the  same  district. 

"Third.  A  book  in  which  shall  be  recorded 
the  scale  bills  of  all  the  logs,  timber,  and 
lumber  surveyed  bv  the  surveyor  general. 

"Fourth.  A  book,  to  be  kept  in  ledger 
form,  in  which  shall  be  posted  and  recorded* 
as  soon  as  any  logs  or  timber  is  surveyed* 
separately  and  under  their  respective  marks* 
all  the  logs  and  timber  of  each  particular 
mark  surveved,  together  with  the  data 
of  scale,  the  number  of  logs  and  tho 
number  of  pieces  of  timber,  to  whom  scaled* 
if  to  anyone,  and  the  number  of  feet,  which 
book  shall  be  kept  posted  up  so  that  it  will 
show  the  matter  above  stated  concerning 
each  mark  of  logs  scaled  during  each  month. 
And  the  surveyor  general  shall  make  and  do- 
liver  to  any  person  authorized  to  demands 
the  same,  a  certified  transcript  of  said  ree*H 
ord,  as  to  any  mark  oi^marks  of  logs  or  tim-  * 
ber,  upon  being  paid  the  fees  prescribed  in 
section  sixteen  of  this  chapter,  and  the  sum 
of  twenty-five  cents  for  his  certificate  of  the 
same;  and  an  index  of  the  names  and  marks 
contained  In  each  of  said  books  shall  also 
be  kept.  Any  books  of  the  description  be- 
fore named,  which  have  been  kept  m  the  of- 
fice of  any  such  surveyor  general  and  which 
belong  to  said  office,  are  hereby  declared  to 
be  the  records  of  said  office,  and  to  have  and 
be  of  the  same  validity,  force,  and  effect  as 
if  the  same  had  been  kept  by  express  author- 
ity of  law.  All  the  books  of  record  herein- 
before mentioned  and  authorized  to  be  kept 
in  the  office  of  any  surveyor  general  are  here* 
by  declared  to  be  public  records,  and  of  as 
high  degree  of  evidence  as  the  original  in^ 
strument  therein  recorded,  and  shall,  in  all 
courts  and  places  in  this  state,  be  taken  and 
held  to  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  mat- 
ters therein  stated;  and  such  books  shall  noil 
be  removed  from  the  surveyor  general's  office, 
but  any  paper  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of 
any  matter  or  thing  of  record  in  such  office, 
certified  under  the  hand  of  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral or  his  deputy  to  be  a  correct  transcript 
from  the  records  in  such  office,  shall,  in  all 
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the  eourta  of  this  state,  be  received  and  read 
as  prima  iade  evidenee  of  the  matten  and 
things  in  such  record  contained,  and  of  the 
matters  therein  stated."  General  Statutes 
1866,  chap.  32,  f  17.  As  amended  1877, 
chap.  18,  I  3,  being  now  i  2403  of  the  Stat- 
utes of  Minnesota  of  1804. 

In  addition  to  these  statutes  must  be  no- 
ticed chap.  401,  Laws  of  Minnesota,  1895, 
which  is  entitled  "An  Act  for  the  Relief  of 
John  H.  Mullen,  and  to  Appropriate  Money 
therefor,"  the  first  two  sections  of  which  are 
as  follows: 

**%  1.  That  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand 
eight  hundred  (15,800)  dollars  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  appropriated  out  of  any  mon- 
ey in  the  state  treasury  not  otherwise  appro- 
Sriated  for  the  relief  of  John  H.  Mullen  for 
isbursements  made  and  expenses  incurred 
1^  him  while  in  the  performance  of  his  duty 
as  surveyor  general  of  the  fourth  district  of 
the  state  of  Minnesota,  in  accordance  with 
the  instruction  of  the  j^vemor;   and  the 

•  state  auditor  is  hereby  instructed  to  draw 
JJ  his  warrant  upon  the  state  treasurer  for 

•  said  amount  and  deliver  the  same*  to  said 
Mullen,  and  the  state  treasurer  is  hereby  di- 
rected to  pay  the  same. 

"§  2.  Before  said  payment  is  made  said 
Mullen  shall  assign  to  the  state  of  Minnesota 
any  and  all  claims  which  he  may  have  for 
labor  performed  and  expenses  and  disburse- 
ments incurred  as  such  surveyor  general, 
and  thereupon  the  state  of  Minnesota  shall 
proceed  to  collect  the  same  in  the  name  of 
said  Mullen  or  otherwise,  as  the  attorney 
general  may  direct,  and  either  by  actions 
now  pending  or  which  may  hereafter  be 
bi  ought.  In  case  the  state  of  Minnesota 
shall  recover  more  than  the  amount  hereby 
appropriated  the  remainder  shall  be  paid 
over  to  said  Mullen  in  the  same  maimer  as 
provided  by  section  one  (1)  of  this  act.** 

Under  the  authority  of  this  statute  the  de- 
fendant Mullen  received  payment  of  the 
amount  charged  for  fees,  etc,  and  assigned 
his  claim  to  the  state,  and  under  and  by 
virtue  of  this  assignment  the  state  became 
a  party  to  this  litigation*  as  heretofore 
stated. 

Messrs.  Newel  H.  Clapp  and  Moses  E. 
Olapp  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Wallace  B.  Dovslas  and  H.  W. 
Childs  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts  the  plaintiff  con- 
tends: First.  That  the  boom  at  the  West 
Newton  Slough,  through  which  the  logs 
scaled  by  the  defendant  Mullen  passed,  was 
not  "any  boom  .  .  .  chartered  by  law" 
within  the  scope  of  %  2400  of  the  Statutes  of 
1894.  This  contention  cannot  be  sustained. 
The  words  "chartered  by  law"  are  not  to  be 
understood  as  referring  simply  to  corpora- 
tions incorporated  imder  special  acts.  A 
eorporation  which  is  organized  under  a  gen- 
eral law  is  as  much  "chartered  by  law"  as 
«ne  whose  organization  is  provided  for  by 


special  aet  So  that  on  the  face  of  thlTftai** 
ute,  and  giving  to  its  words  their  natural 
meaning,  it  includes  every  corporation, 
whether  incorporated  under  genersl  or  spe- 
cial law,  with  authority  to  maintain  a  boom. 
The  mere  fact  that  in  early  times  four  spe- 
cial charters  were  granted  to  boom  compan- 
ies cannot  work  any  limitation  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  words  used  in  this  statute. 
If  the  legislature  of  Minnesota  had  purposed 
any  such  distinction,  its  language  would 
have  been  more  apt.  It  would  not  nave  used 
words  broad  enough  to  have  included  any 
corporation  of  the  kind  described. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  corporation  was 
organized  some  eighteen  days  oefore  chap* 
ter  221  of  the  Laws  of  1889  was  passed. 
Prior  to  that  time  there  was  an  act  (Qeneral 
Statute  Minnesota,  1866,  chap.  34,  |  1,  aa 
amended  bv  chap.  13,  Laws  Minnesota,  1873) 
which  authorized  tbe  formation  of  corpora- 
tions for  various  purposes  named,  and  also 
"other  lawful  business."  Under  that  stat- 
ute this  corporation  was  formed.  That  the 
business  of  booming  logs  on  the  waters  of 
streams  running  through  the  forests  of  the 
west  is  a  lawful  business  cannot  be  doubted. 

In  The  City  of  Erie  v.  Canfield,  27  Mich. 
479,  482,  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan 
said: 

"It  isdearthat  on  ariverlike  theManistee, 
which  is  navigable  by  steamers  for  a  longdis- 
tance, but  down  which  logs  by  the  million 
are  floated  and  gathered  in  booms  every  sea- 
son— ^where  in  fact  the  principal  industry 
consists  in  cutting,  floating,  and  manufac- 
turing into  lumber  the  forests  in  its  vicini- 
ty, and  where  the  river  is  more  valuable  for 
this  floatage  than  for  any  other  navigation ; 
the  necessity  and  convenience  of  this  float- 
age must  be  considered  in  any  rules  laid 
down  for  the  public  use  of  the  stream,  and 
the  need  of  booming  facilities  to  render  the 
floatage  of  value.  Indeed,  to  take  away  the 
privilege  of  booming  would  be  to  strike  a  fa- 
tal blow  at  the  principal  commerce  on  the 
stream;  for  the  vessels  which  ply  between 
Manistee  and  other  ports  are  loaded 
principally  with  the  lumber  which  the 
mills  along  the  shores  of  Manistee  lake 
and  river  are  enabled,  by  means  of  the  privi-  m 
lege  of  floating  and  booming  logs  upon  these  g 
waters,  to  manufacture  and  plaoe*upon  the* 
market.  It  is  just  and  reasonable,  there- 
fore, and  conducive  to  the  best  interests  of 
commerce,  that  the  right  of  navigating  the 
river  should  be  exercised  with  due  regard  to 
the  necessity  for  booming  facilities,  and  the 
former  is  not  so  far  paramount  as  to  render 
the  latter  a  nuisance  whenever  and  wherever 
it  encroaches  upon  waters  navigable  by  the 
large  vessels  which  enter  this  stream." 

And  in  Pound  v.  Turek,  95  U.  S.  459,  24 
L.  ed.  625,  is  a  clear  recognition  of  the  law- 
fulness of  this  booming  industry,  as  appears 
from  the  following  quotation  from  page  464. 
L.  ed.  527: 

"There  are  within  the  state  of  Wisconsin, 
and  perhaps  other  states,  many  small 
streams  navigable  for  a  short  distance  from 
their  mouths  in  one  of  the  great  rivers  of  the 
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oouniry,  hy  steamboats,  but  wboBe  greatest 
▼alue  in  water  carriage  is  as  outlets  to  saw 
logs,  sawed  lumber,  coal,  salt,  etc  In  order 
to  develop  their  greatest  utility  in  that  re- 
gard, it  18  often  essential  that  such  struc- 
tures as  dams,  booms,  piers,  etc.,  should  be 
used,  which  are  substantial  obstructions  to 
general  navigation,  and  more  or  less  so  to 
rafts  and  barges.  But  to  the  legislature  of 
tho.  state  may  be  most  appropriately  confided 
the  authority  to  authorize  these  structures 
where  their  use  will  do  more  good  than  harm, 
and  to  impose  such  regulations  and  limita- 
tions in  their  construction  and  use  as  will 
t>est  reconcile  and  accommodate  the  interest 
«f  all  concerned  in  the  matter." 

Indeed,  it  would  strike  a  serious  blow  at 
ihe  legislation  of  many  of  the  northwestern 
-states,  and  an  immense  volume  of  business 
that  has  been  carried  on  under  the  authority 
'Of  that  legislation,  to  hold  that  the  booming 
«f  logs  was  not  a  lawful  business. 

That  those  words,  "other  lawful  business," 
MM  found  in  the  statute,  are  not  to  be  narrow- 
1y  construed,  but  are  broad  enough  to  in- 
lude  an  incorporation  for  this  purpose,  is 
made  clear  by  the  decision  of  the  supremo 
court  of  Minnesota  in  lirown  v.  Corhin,  40 
Minn.  508.  609,  42  N.  W.  481,  in  which  the 
court  said: 

"Defendants  invoke  the  rule  that  when 
particular  words  are  followed  by  general 
g  ones,  the  general  words  are  restricted  in 
^  meaning  to  objects  of  the  kind  particularly 
*  enumerated,*  and  therefore  that  the  phrase 
'or  other  lawful  business'  must  be  limited  to 
a  business  of  the  same  kind  as  those  pre- 
viously enumerated.  We  think  the  rule  in- 
voked  is  not  applicable,  at  least  in  the  nar- 
row and  restricted  sense  in  which  defend- 
ants seek  to  apply  it.  The  kinds  of  business 
specifically  enumerated  bear  no  common  an- 
alogy to  each  other  except  that  they  are  all 
for  pecuniary  profit,  and  of  strictly  private 
character  as  distinguished  from  those  to  be 
earned  on  by  quasi-public  corporations  au- 
thorized to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent 
domain.  Evidently  the  expression  'or  other 
lawful  business'  was  added  as  a  sort  of 
eatch-all,  for  the  purpose  of  including  any 
kind  of  business  for  pecuniary  profit  not 
elsewhere  provided  for,  and  which  might 
have  been  omitted  from  the  previous  partic- 
ular enumeration." 

The  corporation  then  having  a  legal  exist- 
«noe  at  the  time  the  act  of  1889  was  passed, 
S  3  of  the  act  expressly  provided  that  it 
should  apply  to  corporations  previously  or- 
ganized for  the  purposes  specified  in  f  2. 
In  other  words,  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and 
powers  conferred  by  the  act  of  1889  were  by 
this  section  given  to  existing  corporations. 
6o  that  we  have  the  case  of  a  corporation, 
organized  under  the  general  law  of  the  state, 
given  by  subsequent  statute  full  powers  in 
reference  to  the  maintenance  of  a  boom,  and 
In  fact  maintaining  a  boom;  and  the  case 
therefore  eomes  within  the  specific  descrip- 
tion in  f  2400  of  a  boom  chartered  by  law. 
Fnrtiier  than  that^  the  legislature  of  Min- 
aeoepted  the  claim  of  the  surveyor 


Mullen  as  valid  under  its  laws,  and  thus  im- 
pliedlv  recognised  the  boom  company,  in- 
volved in  this  controversy,  as  one  chartered 
by  law  within  the  scope  of  the  statutes  pro- 
viding for  inspection,  scaling,  and  charges 
therefor. 

The  second  contention  is  that  the  statutes 
of  Minnesota  were  not  intended  to  and  do 
not  in  fact  give  the  surveyor  general  any  lien 
upon  the  loes  of  private  parties  for  inspect- 
ing and  scaling  lo^  run  through  chartered 
booms.  Reference  is  made  by  counsel  to  sev- 
eral statutes  in  which  there  is  provision  for 
the  action  of  the  surveyor  general  in  sur-o 
veying  and  scaling  lumber  at  the  instance  X 
of  parties  interested.  We  deem  it*unneces-  • 
sary  to  investigate  those  statutes,  for  the 
sections  quoted  plainly  indicate  that  the  sur* 
vey  and  scaling  in  case  of  a  chartered  boom 
is  not  solely  at  the  instance  of  the  owner  or 
owners  of  the  logs,  but  is  compulsory.  Sec- 
tion 2400  declares  that  "the  surveyor  gen* 
eral,  by  himself  or  deputy,  shall  survey  all 
logs  and  timber  running  out  of  any  boom 
now  chartered  or  which  mav  hereafter  be 
chartered  by  law  in  his  district."  To  those 
unfamiliar  with  the  logging  business  as  car- 
ried on  in  the  timber  regions  of  the  north 
and  northwest  this  compulsory  surveying 
and  scaling  may  seem  unnecessary,  but  all 
legislation  may  rightfully  be  adjusted  to  the 
actual  operations  of  business,  being  intend- 
ed to  facilitate  those  operations  and  protect 
all  who  are  engaged  therein.  Many  are  en- 
gaged in  the  cutting  of  logs  in  these  lumber 
districts.  That  business  is  facilitated  by 
any  system  which  permits  those  parties  to 
turn  their  logs  into  an  adjacent  stream  and 
let  Uiem  float  down  to  some  place  where  they 
can  be  collected  and  brailed.  In  that  way 
each  individual  cutter  is  saved  the  necessity 
of  brail  ing  his  logs  at  every  place  where  he 
may  bring  them  to  the  water.  The  several 
states  in  which  these  lumber  districts  are 
situated  have  assumed  the  power  of  taking 
charge  of  these  logs  thus  put  singly  into  a 
stream,  collecting  them  at  one  place,  separat- 
ing them  to  their  respective  owners,  ana  thus 
facilitating  the  forwarding  in  raft  to  mar- 
ket Of  course,  such  work  entails  expense, 
and  the  expense  is  rightfully  charged  upon 
the  property  thus  separated  and  marked. 
The  thought  in  this  respect  is  well  expressed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  in  Oa- 
home  T.  Knife  Falls  Boom  Corp,  82  Minn. 
412,  419,  60  Am.  Rep.  590,  595, 21  N.  W.  704, 
707. 

"Now  it  appears  that  there  Is  a  largs 
number  of  persons    .    .    .    owninff  stand- 
ing timber  upon  the  upper  waters  of  the  St. 
Louis  and  upon  its  tributaries,  who  must 
float  their  logs  to  market  down  the  St  Lonis, 
some  to  Fond  du  Lac,  Duluth,  or  Superior, 
and  some  to  Cloouet,  or  other  points  above 
and  near  Ejiife  River  Falls.    The  interest 
of  the  latter  requires  that  their  logs  should 
be  stopped  before  passing  Knife  River  Falls ; 
the  interest  of  the  former  that  their  logs^ 
should  be  allowed  to  run  over  them  without  J 
interruption.    In*this  conflict  who  is  to  de-  • 
termine  how  the  right  of  floatage  upon  this 


1899. 


LINDSAY  &  PHELPS  CO.  t.  MULLBN. 


881 


comxiKm  highway  shall  bo  enjoyed!  Who  ia 
to  fix  upon  the  just  and  proper  compromiae 
of  their  conflicting  interests?  Obviously, 
the  legislature — that  department  of  govern- 
ment which,  in  the  exercise  of  a  lawmaking 
and  a  police  power,  prescribes  the  rules  by 
which  the  use  of  public  highways  in  general 
b  regulated  (Pound  ▼.  Turok,  95  U.  S. 
469,  24  L.  ed.  525;  Watta  v.  Tittahatoaaaee 
Boom  Co.  62  Mich.  203,  17  N.  W.  809) ;  and 
save  as  controlled  by  paramount  law — that 
is  to  say,  in  this  instance,  by  our  state  Con- 
stitution or  enabling  act — the  discretion  of 
the  legislature  in  the  premises  is  practical- 
ly unlimited.  It  may  enact  laws  prescrib- 
ing the  manner  in  which  the  common  right 
of  floatage  shall  be  enjoyed.  It  may  deter- 
mine what  means  shall  be  adopted,  and  by 
what  agency,  to  secure  results  whidi,  in  its 
Judgment,  are  the  best  and  fairest  practical 
compromises  of  conflicting  interests — the 
best  attainable  good  of  all  concerned.  Pound 
V.  Turck,  95  U.  8.  469,  24  L.  ed.  626;  Duluth 
Lumber  Co.  v.  8t.  Louis  Boom  d  Improv,  Co, 
17  Fed.  Rep.  419.  In  the  exercise  of  its  leg- 
islative discretion  it  may  authorize  suitable 
means  and  instrumentalities  to  secure  this 
end  to  be  provided  and  employed  by  a  pri- 
vate person  or  by  a  corporation,  and  it  may 
prescribe  what  these  means  and  instrumen- 
talities may  be, — as  booms»  dams,  piers, 
sluiceways, — and  what  use  may  be  made,  of 
them,  and,  in  general,  in  what  manner  the 
business  shall  be  conducted.  ...  On 
the  whole,  this  is  an  improvement  of  the 
river  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned  in  its 
use,  and  one  for  which  it  is  therefore  com- 
petent for  the  legislature  to  require  those 
using  the  river  to  make  compensation.'*' 

In  furtherance  of  the  thought  thus  ex- 
pressed the  legislature  of  Minnesota  has  giv- 
en the  right  to  boom  companies  duly  incor- 
porated to  take  possession  of  the  great  mass 
of  fioating  logs  coming  down  a  stream,  and 
requires  that  those  logs  thus  taken  posses- 
sion of  shall  be  inspected  and  scaled  under 
the  supervision  of  some  state  official.  In 
that  way  each  individual  owner  and  outter 
has  a  guaranty  of  safety  in  respect  to  his 
(H  logs,  and  the  general  interests  are  so  mani- 
2  festly  subserved  that  there  can  be  no  rea^ 
•  sonable  doubt  of  the  legislative  powei^of  su- 
pervision, inspection,  and  scaling.  And  the 
language  of  the  statute  beins  mandatory, 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  such  was  the  in- 
tent of  the  legislature,  and  that  such  legis- 
lation is  within  its  power. 

A  third  proposition  is,  that  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  defendant,  Mullen,  complied  with 
the  statutes  of  the  state  of  Minnesota  which 
give  a  lien  on  logs  so  as  to  be  entitled  to 
any  lien  on  these  logs,  or  any  right  of  pos- 
session thereof,  and  it  is  with  reference  to 
this  matter  that  the  second  declaration  of 
law  was  asked  by  the  plaintiff.  The  conten- 
tions of  the  plaintiff  in  this  respect  seem  to 
be,  first,  that  the  scale  bills  were  not  of  them- 
selves competent  evidence,  and  that  wittiout 
them  there  was  no  dear  and  satisfactory  evi- 
dence of  the  number  of  feet  surveyed  and 
scaled;  second,  that  because  they  were  not 


recorded  in  the  books  of  the  surveyor  gen* 
eral  the  right  to  a  lien  had  not  arisen;  and, 
third,  that  the  testimony  shows  that  the  logs 
in  fact  surveyed  and  scaled  and  for  whidi 
these  fees  and  lien  were  claimed  were  not 
all  the  property  of  this  plaintiff. 

With  reference  to  the  general  proposition 
that  the  defendant,  Mullen,  by  himself  and 
deputies,  was  busy  in  scaling  loss  in  that 
boom  during  the  months  named,  there  ie 
abundant  testimony,  and  when  the  question 
is  only  as  to  the  sufficient  of  testimony  to 
establish  a  given  fact,  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  this  court  does  not  inouire  into  the  mere 
matter  o|  sufficiency.  Miatters  of  fact  are 
settled  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  or  the  gen- 
eral finding  of  a  court,  and  if  there  be  tee- 
timony  fairly  tending  to  support  the  find- 
ing, it  is  conclusive  in  this  court. 

But  we  are  not  disposed  to  question  the 
competency  of  the  soale  bills  as  evidenee. 
Section  2408  provides  that  the  books  of  the 
surveyor  general's  office  "are  hereby  dedared 
to  be  public  records,  and  of  as  high  degrm 
of  evidence  as  the  original  instrument  there- 
in recorded,  and  shall,  in  all  courts  and 
places  in  this  state,  be  taken  and  held 
to  be  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  mat- 
ters therein  stated."  In  other  words,  the 
records,  like  the  original  instrument,  are 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  matters  stated 
in  them.  Clark  v.  C.  N.  Nelson  Lum* 
her  Co.  84  Minn.  289,  25  N.  W.  628; 
Olaepie  v.  Keator,  12  U.  S.  App.  281,  200,  n 
66  Fed.  Rep.  203,  6  0.  C.  A.  474.  In  both  Z 
of  those  cases  scale  billt^somewhat  defective  ** 
in  form  were  declared  under  the  statute  com- 
petent evidence.  Attached  to  the  scale  b4Ufr 
herein  was  a  certificate  of  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral stating,  as  required  by  §  2402,  the 
amount  due  him  thereon,  and  that  he  scaled 
the  logs,  timber,  or  lumber  rclyinff  upon  the 
lien,  and  that  he  claimed  a  lien  tnereon  for 
the  amount  thereof  and  costs  of  eollectioir.. 
The  scale  bills,  thus  certified,  were  delivered 
to  the  managing  agent  of  the  boom  company. 
Now,  whatever  suggestions  may  be  made  ae 
to  the  incompleteness  of  these  scale  billa, 
they  were,  as  thus  certified,  competent  evi- 
dence, and,  when  taken  in  connection  with 
the  other  evidence  of  work  actually  done  by 
the  surveyor  general  and  his  deputies,  waa 
testimony  fairly  tending  to  support  the  gen- 
eral finding  of  the  eouH,  and  we  are  not  at 
liberty  to  ignore  the  effect  of  that  finding. 

With  regard  to  the  second  contention,  we 
do  not  understand  that  a  record  in  the  hooka 
of  the  surveyor  genenal  is  preliminary  to  a 
right  to  any  lien.  By  $  2402  he  is  g^ven  a 
lien  for  certain  services ;  and  while  it  is  true 
that  by  9  2400  he  is  required  to  reconl  the* 
scale  bills  in  the  books  of  his  office,  an^  upon 
being  paid  his  fees  therefor  to  deliver  the* 
original  bill  to  the  owner  or  managing  agent 
of  the  boom,  yet  for  any  services  other  Sian 
the  mere  making  of  the  record  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  under  the  two  sections  re- 
ferred to  he  establishes  his  lien  by  the  ren- 
dering of  the  services  and  aflWng.to  tlie 
scale  bill  the  prescribed  certificate. 

With  respect  to  the  final  contention  ua- 


889 


20  SUPREME  COUBT  BSPORTEH. 


OOT.  Tbbm, 


d«r  thto  head,  that  the  logs  of  the  plaintiff^ 
seUed  bj  the  anrrmr  general,  were  to  seized 
nnder  a  claim  of  lien  for  seryiees  rendered 
in  inspecting  and  scaling  logs  other  than 
those  of  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  its  own,  the 
fact  is  as  claimed.  An  important  question 
is  thus  presented  whether  the  logs  of  one 
party  can  be  subjected  to  a  lien  for  survey- 
ing and  sealing,  not  only  his  own  logs,  but 
also  for  surreying  and  scaling  logs  belonff- 
ing  to  other  parties.  The  statement  natural- 
iy  suggests  a  negative  answer,  and  ordi- 
narily it  may  be  affirmed  that  no  man's 
pronerty  can  be  subject  to  a  lien  for  services 
^  renaered  upon  some  other  man's  property. 
^  And  yet,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
•  we*are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  lien  was 
good,  and  must  be  enforced  for  the  entire 
amount  claimed.  And  this  upon  the  propo- 
sition that  for  the  purposes  of  a  lien  the 
boom  company  must  be  considered  in  a  quali- 
fied sense  the  owner  of  all  logs  that  it  takes 
into  its  possession.  The  legislature  in  pro- 
viding for  a  lien  recognizes  only  the  boom 
eompany.  Bt  §  2  of  chapter  221  it  gives  the 
company  authority  to  establish  a  boom,  con- 
struct all  the  works  necessary  for  its  suc- 
cessful operation;  then  empowers  it  to  take 
possession  of  all  logs  floating  down  the 
stream  (with  certain  exceptions  not  neces- 
sarr  to  be  noted  in  this  connection),  and  in 
and  by  the  conveniences  of  said  boom  to  sort 
and  brail  all  logs  which  it  takes  possession 
of;  to  "charge  and  collect  reasonable  and 
uniform  tolls,"  and  have  a  lien  for  the  tolls, 
and  all  costs  and  expenses;  hold  a  sufficient 
amount  of  the  logs  received  to  pay  the  same, 
and  to  make  sale  thereof  in  default  of  pay- 
ment upon  ten  days'  notice.  Involved  in  the 
costs  and  expenses  is  the  fee  for  inspection 
and  scaling,  as  provided  by  the  laws  of  the 
state,  and  the  inspector  is  required  to  give 
at  the  end  of  each  month  to  the  owner  or 
managing  aeent  of  the  boom  a  true  and  cor- 
rect scale  bill  for  all  the  services  he  has  ren- 
dered. So,  while  the  owner  of  the  logs  may 
obtain  from  the  surveyor  general  a  certified 
copy  of  the  inspection  and  scaling,  yet  the 
inspector  deals  in  the  first  instance  with  the 
boom  company.    To  it  he  gives  his  scale  bill, 

Eroperly  certified,  and  by  virtue  thereof  he 
I  given  a  lien  upon  the  logs  in  the  custody 
of  the  boom  company.  The  boom  company, 
for  its  protection,  is  given  a  lien  on  the  logs 
of  each  owner.  Obviously  there  was  seen  to 
be  a  practical  difficulty  in  limiting  the  lien 
of  the  surveyor  general  for  his  services  in 
inspecting  and  scaling  to  the  logs  separately 
upon  which  the  services  were  rendered.  The 
logs  are  turned  into  the  custody  of  the  boom 
company.  It  arranges  for  their  separation 
and  brailing,  and  delivers  them,  when  thus 
brailed,  to  tne  owner  as  demanded.  The  fees 
for  the  surveyor  general's  services  were 
therefore  made  chargeable  to  the  boom  com- 
pany, and  under  its  charter  it  had  authority 
9  to  collect  from  each  log  owner  all  charges 
^  and  expenses,  including  therein  the  fees  due 
•  the  sttrv^or*general.  The  log  owner  dealt 
with  the  boom  company,  and  had  a  right  to 
call  from  that  company  for  a  delivery  of 
Ilia  logs  duly  brailed  or  rafted  whenever  he 


saw  fit  To  require  the  surveyor  general  to 
stand  watch  at  the  exit  of  the  boom  to  d» 
mand  of  each  log  owner  his  feesi  or  in  d» 
fault  of  payment  to  seize  the  logs  thus  ready 
for  their  future  transit  down  the  river» 
would  cast  upon  the  surveyor  general,  not 
merely  the  duty  of  inspecting  and  scaling, 
but  also,  for  his  own  protection,  the  duty  of 
keeping  an  additional  watch  to  secure  the 
pavment  of  his  fees.  It  was  not  unreasoD- 
abk  on  the  part  of  the  legislature,  when  it 
gave  the  boom  company  a  lien  upon  all  \an 
turned  into  the  boom,  to  require  that  it 
should  be  responsible  to  the  surveyor  general 
for  his  fees,  and  that  he,  lookins  to  the  boom 
company  for  payment  thereof,  should  have  a 
right  to  enforce  a  lien  upon  any  lo^s  turned 
into  the  boom.  It  cannot  be  said  that  there 
is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  such  an  inseparap 
ble  connection  between  services  renderea  and 
the  thing  upon  which  the  services  are  ren- 
dered that  a  lien  for  the  former  can  only  be 
enforced  upon  the  latter,  or  even  that  such 
lien  must  be  limited  to  the  owner  of  the  lat- 
ter, for  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  leg- 
islature to  determine  whether,  considering 
all  the  circumstances,  the  use  of  a  given  in- 
strumentality shall  not  subject  the  party 
seeking  that  use  to  a  lien  upon  his  property 
for  all  the  services  rendered  by  the  state  to 
the  instrumentality.  Take  the  ordinary 
case  of  a  warehouse  for  the  receipt  and  dis- 
charge of  grain.  Can  it  be  that  the  lien  for 
the  services  of  a  state  inspector  must  neces- 
sarily attach  separately,  and  only  separate- 
ly, to  each  bushel  of  grain  delivered  to  and 
received  therefrom  T  Is  it  not  within  the 
competency  of  the  legislative  power  to  de- 
clare that  the  owner  of  the  elevator,  like  the 
owner  of  a  boom,  stands,  as  to  all  property 
received  into  it,  as  pro  tanto  an  owner,  and 
to  ffive  to  any  official  charged  witii  the  duty 
of  inspection  a  lien  upon  any  and  all  of  the 
property  thus  received  for  his  services  in 
the  matter  of  inspection,— ^especially  when  it 
gives  to  the  owner  of  the  elevator  or  the 
boom  a  lien  upon  the  property  placed  in  his 
possession  for  all  services,  diarges,  and  ex-  • 
pensest  ^ 

^We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  within  the  * 
power  of  the  legislature  to  so  provide.  It  is 
not  for  the  courts  to  inquire  whether  any 
other  provision  would  have  been  wiser.  The 
only  question  for  us  to  consider  is  whether 
that  which  has  been  made  was  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature.  It  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  while  the  lien  is  given  for  the 
services  rendered,  the  use  of  the  facilities  of 
the  boom  is  not  compulsory.  We  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  a  log  cutter  may  throw  his 
logs  loosely  and  separately  into  the  river 
and  let  them  float  down,  trusting  to  Inek 
that  they  will  do  no  injury.  Doubtless  any^ 
one  may  make  his  own  raft  and  send  it  down 
the  stream,  provided  he  places  in  charge  of  it 
a  sufficient  number  of  men  to  suitably  pro- 
tect it  from  doing  injury  or  interfering  with 
others  in  their  use  of  the  stream.  A  main 
purpose  of  the  boom  is  to  stop  and  collect  the 
floating  loffs,  and  the  state  having  control 
I  over  the  river  as  a  highway  of  navigation 


1890. 


UNBSAT  4  PHELPS  CO.  T.  MULLEN. 


881 


may  make  sneh  proTitioiiB  for  the  uee  of  tlist 
highway  by  the  different  parties  seeking  to 
use  it  as  will  prevent  any  injury  b7  one  upon 
the  other.  Just  as  the  ordinary  land  high- 
ways are  free  to  the  use  of  the  publie,  yei  it 
is  within  the  competency  of  the  legislature 
to  make  such  proyisions  as  will  prevent  the 
use  by  one  working  injury  to  others;  and  if 
a  party  wishes  to  use  a  highway  in  a  manner 
whidi  may  tend  to  work  injury  to  others  he 
cannot  complain  if  the  legislature  Interferes 
and  provides  some  means  for  preventing 
such  mjury.  In  that  way  it  may  be  said 
that  any  log  ovmer  may  send  his  logs  down 
the  river  without  the  use  of  the  boom,  and 
when  he  decides  to  avail  himself  of  the  boom 
it  cannot  be  said  that  he  is  deprived  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law  if  he  is 
compelled  to  subject  it  to  the  conditions 
which  the  legislature  prescribes  lor  the  use 
of  such  boom. 

A  final  objection  is  that  even  if  this  boom 
was  one  chartered  by  law,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  §  2400,  and  although  the  defendant, 
Mullen,  had  performed  all  that  was  required 
of  him  by  the  statute  to  secure  a  lien  still 
the  law  as  applied  to  this  boom,  and  in  so  far 
as  the  logs  in  question  are  concerned,  is  a 
^  regulation  of  interstate  commerce  which  the 
H  state  of  Minnesota  has  no  authority  to  make. 
*  It  appears  that  these*  logs,  and  indeed  the 
bulk  of  the  logs  passins  into  this  boom,  came 
out  of  the  Chippewa  river,  a  stream  wholly 
within  the  limits  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin. 
The  boom  company  was  chartered  by  the 
state  of  Minnesota,  and  its  principal  works 
were  within  the  limits  of  that  state.  Coun- 
eel  for  plaintiff  refer  to  many  decisions  of 
this  court  in  which  the  general  power  of 
Congress  over  interstate  commerce  and  the 
inabili^  of  the  state  to  burden  in  any  direct 
way  such  coimnerce  have  been  affirmed. 
Passing  by  most  we  may  notice  these  quota- 
tions,  as  illustrating  the  scope  of  our  de- 
cisions. Thus  in  Mobile  County  v.  Kimhall^ 
102  U.  S.  691,  2C  L.  ed.  238,  it  is  held  that 
''commerce  with  foreign  countries  and  among 
the  states,  strictly  considered,  consists  in  in- 
tcorcourse  and  traffic, including  in  these  terms 
navigation  and  the  transportation  and  tran- 
sit of  persons  and  property ;"  and  in  Olouoes' 
ter  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennaylvaniaf  1 14  U.  S.  196, 
203,  29  L.  ed.  158,  161,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
882,  885,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820,  828:  "Com- 
merce among  the  states  consists  of  inter- 
course and  traffic  between  their  citizens,  and 
includes  the  transportation  of  persons  and 
property,  and  tiie  navigation  ofpublio  waters 
for  that  purpose;"  and  from  WahasKy  8t.  L. 
d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  IlUnoia,  118  U.  S.  657,  571,  30 
L.  ed.  244,  249,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  31,  36, 
7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  4,  10,  11,  this  paragraph  is 
quot^:  ''But  we  think  it  may  safely  be 
said  that  state  legislation  which  seeks  to  im- 
pose a  direct  burden  upon  interstate  com- 
merce, or  to  interfere  directly  with  its  free- 
dom, does  encroach  upon  the  exclusive  power 
of  Conffress.  The  statute  now  under  con- 
aideration,  in  our  opinion,  occupies  that  po- 
rtion; it  does  not  act  upon  the  business 
through  the  local  instruments   to  be  em* 


ployed  after  coming  Within  the  state,  bitt  di- 
rectly upon  the  bosineBs  as  it  comes  into  thfl 


state  from  without,  or  goes  out  from  within. 
While  it  pnrnorts  only  to  control  the  carrier 
when  engagea  within  the  state,  it  must  neces- 
sarily influence  his  ocMiduct  to  some  extent, 
in  the  manajiement  of  his  business  through- 
out his  entire  voyage.  ...  It  was  to 
meet  just  such  a  case  that  the  commercial 
clause  in  the  Constitution  was  adopted.  The 
river  Mississippi  passes  through  or  along  the 
rs  of  ten  different  states,  and  its  tri 
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borders  ( 

taries    reach    many   more, 
upon  these  waters  is  immense,  and  its  regu-  oo 
lation  clearly  a  matter  of  national  concern.  J 
If  each  state  was  at  liberty  to 'regulate  the  * 
conduct  of  carriers  while  within  its  juris- 
diction, the  confusion  likely  to  follow  could 
not  but  be  productive  of  great  inconvenienot 
and  unnecessary  hardship." 

Upon  these  authorities  it  is  contended 
that  the  navigation  of  these  logs  from  the 
place  of  cutting  in  Wisconsin  along  the 
navigable  waters  of  Minnesota,  to  their 
market,  wherever  it  may  be  i^  the  lower 
waters  of  the  Mississippi,  must  be  free.  If 
Minnesota  can  burden  the  transit  with  the 
expense  of  booming,  inspection,  or  scaling, 
why  may  not  Iowa,  Illinois,  Missouri,  and 
any  other  state  along  whose  borders  the  logs 
may  pass  before  reaching  their  destination  t 
Even  if  a  state  may  (as  would  seem  to  be  in- 
dicated by  the  dedsions  heretofore  referred 
to),  for  logs  cut  within  its  borders,  provide 
booms,  compel  their  use,  and  enforce  payment 
for  the  expenses  thereof,  because  for  those 
logs  no  interstate  commerce  has  commenced, 
yet  here  Minnesota  is  directly  regulating  the 
transit  of  logs  cut  in  another  state  and  pass- 
ing through  its  borders  on  their  way  to 
market.  This  is  undoubtedly  the  most  sig- 
nificant, if  not  perhaps  the  only,  distinctive 
Federal  question  presented  in  this  record. 

We  are  not  disposed  to  limit  in  the  slight- 
est degree  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  deci- 
sions referred  to.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that 
these  authorities  are  not  pertinent,  and  that 
the  matter  is  governed  by  another  line  of  de- 
cisions equally  clear  and  as  frequently  recog- 
nized. The  state  has  a  right  to  improve  the 
waterways  within  its  limits,  and  to  make 
reasonable  charffcs  for  the  use  of  such  im- 
provements, at  least  until  Congress  inter- 
feres, and  either  itself  assumes  control  of  the 
improvements  or  compels  their  removal. 
This  parallel  line  of  decisions  runs  back  to 
the  early  history  of  this  court.  In  WUlaon 
V.  Black-Bird  Creek  Marsh  Co,  2  Pet.  245,  7 
L.  ed.  412,  it  was  held  that,  inasmuch  as 
Congress  had  passed  no  act  bewaring  upon  the 
case,  the  state  of  Delaware  might  authorize 
the  building  of  a  dam  across  the  Black-Bird 
l^iarsh  Creek,  although  thereby  a  navigable 
waterway  was  obstructed.  In  Pound  v. 
Tvirok,  95  U.  S.  459^  24  L.  ed.  525,  the  right 
of  a  state  to  make  dams,  booms,  and  other 
instrumentalities  to  be  used  in  the  naviga-A 
tion  of  logs  and  lumber  was  adjudged.  Other  h 
decisions  affirmed  the  power*of  the  state  to  * 
build  bridges,  even  toll  bridges,  over  naviga- 
ble streams,  to  construct  wharves,  and  charge 
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wharlMe.  In  Hum  ▼.  Olov^r,  110  U.  & 
548,  548,  30  L.  ed.  487,  400,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
313,  815,  316,  the  riffht  of  the  ttote  ol  Illi- 
nois to  collect  tolls  K>r  the  passage  of  yes- 
sels  through  locks  in  the  Illinois  river  was 
sustained,  the  oourt  saying  i 

"The  exaction  of  tolls  for  passage  through 
the  locks  is  as  eompensution  for  the  use  of 
artificial  facilities  constructed,  not  as  an 
impost  upon  the  navigation  of  the  stream. 
The  provision  of  the  dause  that  the  naviga- 
ble streams  should  be  highways  without  any 
tax,  impost,  or  duty  has  reference  to  their 
navigation  in  their  natural  state.  It  did 
not  contemplate  that  such  navigation  might 
not  be  improved  by  artificial  means,  by  the 
removal  of  obstructions,  or  by  the  making 
of  dams  for  deepening  the  waters,  or  by  turn- 
ing into  the  rivers  waters  from  other  streams 
to  increase  their  depth.  For  outlays  caused 
by  such  works  the  state  may  exact  reasona- 
ble tolls.  Th^  are  like  charges  for  the  use 
of  wharves  and  docks  constructed  to  facili- 
tate the  landing  of  persons  and  freight,  and 
the  taking  them  on  ooard,  or  for  the  repair 
of  vessels?* 

In  8and9  t.  ManUtee  River  Improv,  Co, 
128  U.  S.  288,  205,  31  L.  ed.  140,  151,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  113,  116,  a  corporation  had  been  au- 
thorised by  the  state  of  Michigan  to  improve 
the  Manistee  river,  and  to  charge  tolls  for 
the  use  of  the  improvement.  An  action  to 
collect  tolb  was  resisted  on  the  ground  that 
the  imposition  was  a  taking  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  which  contention 
was  overruled,  and  in  the  course  of  the  opin- 
ion it  was  said: 

"The  Manistee  river  is  wholly  within  the 
limits  of  Michigan.  The  state,  therefore, 
can  authorize  any  improvement  which  in  its. 
judgment  will  enhance  its  value  as  a  means 
of  transportation  from  one  part  of  the  state 
to  another.  The  internal  commerce  of  a 
state — that  is.  the  commerce  which  is  wholly 
confined  within  its  limits — ^is  as  much  under 
its  control  as  foreign  or  interstate  commerce 
is  under  the  control  of  the  general  govern- 
ment; and,  to  encourage  the  growth  of  this 
commerce  and  render  it  safe,  the  states  may 
provide  for  the  removal  of  obstructions  from 
their  rivers  and  harbors,  and  deepen  their 
o  channels,  and  improve  them  in  other  ways, 
H  if,  as  is  said  in  MobiU  County  v.  Kinihall, 
*  the  free  navigation  of*those  waters,  as  per- 
mitted under  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
is  not  impaired,  or  any  system  for  the  im- 
provement of  their  navigation  provided  by 
the  general  government  is  not  defeated. 
102  U.  S.  601,  600,  26  L.  ed.  238,  240.  And 
to  meet  the  cost  of  such  improvements,  the 
states  may  levy  a  general  tax  or  lay  a  toll 
upon  all  who  use  the  rivers  and  harbors  as 
Improved.  The  improvements  are,  in  that 
respect,  like  wharves  and  docks  constructed 
to  facilitate  commerce  in  loading  and  un- 
loading vessels.  Huse  v.  Olover,  110  U.  S. 
543,  548,  30  L.  ed.  487,  400.  7  Sup.  Ct.  Ret). 
313.  Regulations  of  tolls  or  charges  in  such 
eases  are  mere  matters  of  administration, 
under  the  entire  control  of  the  state." 
Ma^y  other  cases  of  similar  import  might 


be  eited,  but  these  are  enough  to  disdose  thtt 
principle  which  is  clearly  recognised. 

The  principal  works  of  the  boom  company 
are  wholly  within  the  state  of  Minnesota. 
The  center  of  the  main  channel  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi river  is  northeast  of  the  island.  The 
state  of  Minnesota  had  therefore  the  un- 
doubted ri^ht  to  improve  this  portion  of  the 
Mississippi  river  lying  southwest  of  the  is- 
land for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  navi- 
gation of  logs.  It  could  do  the  work  itself^ 
or  could  authorise  a  corporation  to  do  the 
work,  and  it  could  prescribe  any  reasonable 
fees  for  the  use  of  the  improvement.  The 
power  of  the  state  to  authorize  the  construe* 
tion  of  these  works  did  not  depend  at  all  up* 
on  the  question  whence  all  or  most  of  the 
logs  likely  to  be  run  into  the  boom  should 
come.  It  is  enough  that  the  state  author* 
ized  this  improvement  and  prescribed  the 
conditions  upon  which  it  mignt  be  used  by 
any  owner  of  logs.  These  conditions  are  not 
shown  to  be  unreasonable.  It  is  a  legitimata 
exercise  of  power  on  the  part  of  a  state  to  pro-^ 
vide  state  supervision  of  what  is  done  in 
works  of  such  a  character,  and  to  require 
payment  of  reasonable  charges  for  such  su- 
pervision. It  does  not  appear  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  compelled  to  avail  itself  of  this 
boom;  that  its  logs  were  forcibly  seized  by 
the  boom  company,  and  against  its  wiU 
passed  through  the  boom.  On  the  contrary, 
it  would  seem  not  improbable  from  the  testi- 
mony that  the  persons  who  organized  and  ^ 
owned  the  boom  company  were  engaged  ia}^ 
the^business  of  cutting  logs  on  the  Cnippewa  • 
river,  and  that  this  litigation  sprang  from 
their  desire  to  get  all  the  benefits  of  the 
boom  without  submission  to  the  inspection 
laws  of  the  state,  which  gave  authority  for 
the  works.  At  any  rate,  if  this  plaintiff 
wanted  to  take  advantage  of  the  convenien- 
ces furnished  by  the  boom,  it  is  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  avoid  compliance  with  these  provi* 
sions  of  the  statutes  of  the  state  whicn  an* 
thorized  the  construction  of  the  works. 

It  is  true  that  that  which  is  called  a  "shear 
boom"  extended  across  the  naviffable  channel 
of  the  Alississippi  and  to  near  Uie  Wisconsin 
shore;  but  if  neither  the  state  of  Wisconsin 
nor  the  United  States  complained  of  this  as 
an  obstruction  of  the  navigation  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi, it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the 
plaintiff  to  complain.  Indeed,  its  complaint 
IS  not  that  the  shear  boom  interfered  with 
its  rights  of  navigation  in  any  way,  but  that 
after  its  logs  had  been  passed  into  the  works 
constructed  under  the  authority  and  within 
the  limits  of  the  state  of  Minnesota  it  was 
not  permitted  to  avail  itself  of  the  advan- 
tages furnished  thereby  and  repudiate  the 
charges  prescribed  by  the  state. 

Before  passing  from  a  consideration  of  the 
right  of  this  boom  company  under  its  char- 
ter to  place  the  shear  boom  across  the  main 
channel  of  the  Mississippi  it  may  not  be  in* 
appropriate  to  notice  a  decision  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Wisconsin  upon  a  like  ques* 
tion.  In  J,  B,  Keator  Lumber  Co.  v.  8K 
GroitB  Boom  Corp,  72  Wis.  62,  88,  38  N.  W. 
520,  530,  it  appeared  that  the  St.  Croix  Boom 
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Companr  vras  a  corporation  created  tgr  the 
state  of  Mixmesota,  and  that  it  had  oon- 
atruetod  its  boom  on  the  St.  Croix  river  at  a 
plaoe  where  the  river  was  the  boundary  line 
between  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin,  and  whol- 
ly occupied  the  river  with  its  works.  An  ac- 
tion was  brought  to  recover  damages  on  ac- 
count of  the  way  in  which  the  boom  was  con- 
structed and  operated.  The  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court,  by  Mr.  Justice  Cassoday,  is 
a  very  elaborate  discussion  of  the  rights  ol 
parties.  In  it  it  is  said: 
g  "The  obstructions  here  complained  of  were 
H  in  that  part  of  the  St.  Croix  river  constitut- 
*  ing  the  boundary  line  between*this  state  and 
Minnesota.  The  defendant  justifies  under 
corporate  authority  derived  solely  from  Min- 
nesota. We  are  here  confronted  with  the 
question  whether  such  authority,  so  granted 
by  that  state  alone  and  without  the  ooncur- 
renoe  of  this,  is  of  any  validity.  Our  Con« 
stitution  declares  that  the  state  shall  have 
eoncurrent  jurisdiction  on  all  rivers  and 
lakes  bordering  on  tiiis  state,  so  far  as  such 
rivers  or  lakes  shall  form  a  common  boun- 
dary to  the  state  and  any  other  state  or  ter- 
ritory now  or  hereafter  to  be  formed  and 
bounded  by  the  same.'  Bee.  1,  art.  0,  Const. 
Wis.  This  provision  is  substantially  the 
same  as  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  August  6,  1846,  enabling  the  organization 
of  this  state  preparatory  to  its  admission  in- 
to the  Union.  Substantially  the  same  provi- 
«ion,  as  applied  to  Minnesota,  is  found  in  9 
t  of  art.  2  of  the  Constitution  of  that  state, 
which  is  in  substance  the  same  as  f  2  of  the 
«nabling  act  for  the  organization  of  that 
atate  passed  by  Congress  in  1857.  Such 
'concurrent  jurisdiction,'  therefore,  is  fairly 
established  liy  the  combined  action  of  the 
general  government  and  each  of  these  two 
•states.  Its  significance  is  the  important  in- 
quiry present^.  Ko  one  will  deny  that  the 
-one  state  has  aa  much  jurisdiction  over  the 
commerce  of  the  river  as  the  other,  nor  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  eadi  and  both  must  be 
and  remain  subordinate  to  any  action  of 
Congress  under  the  commercial  dause  of  our 
national  Constitution.  The  ipestion  recurs 
whether  one  of  these  states,  without  the  oon- 
4!urrence  of  the  other,  can  legally  grant  the 
■booming  privileges  and  rights  authorized  by 
the  defendant's  charter." 

Without  attempting  fully  to  define  the 
rights  which  either  state  might  grant,  it  was 
•held  that  a  private  party  could  not  maintain 
.an  action  for  damages  on  the  ground  that 
Minnesota  had  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  in 
grantingrights  upon  waters  within  the  lim- 
its of  WiMonsin.  Referring  to  Rundle  v. 
DelaiJoar9  d  R.  Canal  Co.  14  How.  80,  14  L. 
ed.  335,  the  court  stated  the  facts  and  the 
rulings  in  that  oa^e,  and  summed  up  its  own 
views  in  these  wurds  (pages  98,  99,  38  N. 
W.  543,  544)  ; 
^  "The  plaintiffs  owned  certain  mills  in 
•«  Pennsylvania,  opposite  Trenton.  N.  J.,  sup- 
-T  plied  with  water  from  a  dam  in  the^Dela- 
ware  river,  by  a  title  running  back  prior  to 
1771.  In  that  year  the  two  provinces,  which 
subsequently  became  the  states  of*  Pennsyl- 


vania and  Kew  Jersey,  respectively  passed' 
acts  declitring  the  riVer  a  common  highway 
for  the  purposes  of  navigation,  and  appoint- 
ed commissioners  with  full  power  to  improve 
such  navigation  and  remove  any  obstructions. 
By  compact  in  1788  it  was  agreed  by  the 
two  states  that  the  river  should  continue  to 
be  and  remain  a  common  highway  in  its  whole 
length  and  breadth,  equally  fre«  and  open 
for  the  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  each 
of  the  two  states.  The  defendant  company 
was  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  New  Jer- 
sey in  1830,  and  was  thereby  authorized  to 
and  did  construct  a  canal  in  that  state,  with 
a  feeder  from  a  dam  in  that  river  above  the 
plaintiffs'.  The  action  was  brought  by  rea- 
son of  the  diversion  of  such  water,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  court  held,  in 
effect,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  grant  of 
the  usufruct  of  the  waters  of  the  river,  but 
onlv  a  license  to  draw  from  their  dam;  that 
such  license  was  revocable  and  in  subjection 
to  the  superior  rif^ht  of  the  state  to  divert 
the  water  for  public  improvements,  either  by 
the  state  directly  or  by  a  corporation  created 
for  that  purpose;  that  the  plaintiffs,  beinc 
but  tenants  at  sufferance  in  the  usufruct  <» 
the  water  of  the  two  states,  who  owned  the 
river  as  tenants  in  common,  were  not  in  a 
condition  to  question  the  relative  rights  of 
either  state  to  use  its  waters  without  the 
consent  of  the  other;  that  as,  by  the  laws  of 
their  own  stato,  the  plaintiffs  coulJ  have  bad 
no  remedy  against  a  corporation  authorized 
to  talce  the  whole  waters  of  the  river  for  the 
purpose  of  canals  or  improving  the  navigation, 
so  they  could  not  sustain  a  suit  against  a 
corporation  created  by  New  Jersey  for  the 
same  purpose,  which  had  taken  a  part  of  the 
waters.  The  principle  of  that  decision 
seems  to  be  that  a  mere  private  party  should 
not  be  heard  to  compbdn  that  one  of  two 
states,  divided  by  such  river,  had  invaded 
the  rightful  jurisdiction  of  the  other  by  di- 
verting more  than  its  share  of  the  waters. 
So  here,  we  think,  the  plaintiffs  are  not  enti- 
tled to  be  heard  as  to  whether  Minnesota  has 
infringed  the  rightful  jurisdiction  of  Wis-  J 
cousin.  This  state  is  not  a  party  to  this  h 
suit,  and  her  comparative  rights  inland  up-  * 
on  the  waters  of  the  river  at  the  points  m 
question  cannot  be  adjudicated  in  this  ai^ 
tion." 

Without  pursuing  this  subject  further,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  improvement  made 
in  the  Mississippi  river  by  the  construction 
of  the  boom  and  its  works,  and  the  exaction 
of  reasonable  charges  for  the  use  of  such 
works,  including  fees  of  state  officials  for  in- 
specting and  scaling,  if  done  under  state  au- 
thority, cannot  be  considered  in  any  just 
sense  a  burden  upon  interstate  commerce. 
It  is  nothing  more  than  action  upon  the  part 
of  a  state  in  furnishing  additional  facilities 
for  the  navigation  of  the  waterway,  and  for 
such  additional  facilities  reasonable  charges 
may  be  exacted.  The  "shear  boom,"  even 
though  it  extends  across  the  main  channel  of 
the  Mississippi  river  and  into  the  territory 
of  Wisconsin,  was  not  complained  of  by  that 
state,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  heard  to 
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raise  any  question  in  that  respaei.  Indeed, 
its  onlT  purpose  was  to  enable  the  boom  oom- 
pany  the  more  easily  to  eoUeet  the  logs  of 
plaintiff  and  others  floating  down  the 
stream.  The  work  of  separation  and  brail- 
ing  was  done  wholly  within  the  limits  of 
the  state  of  Minnesota  in  works  constructed 
therein.  For  these  reasons  we  are  of  onin- 
ion  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
was  right,  and  it  U  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Feeklianty  dissenting: 
I  dissent  from  that  portion  of  the  opinion 
of  the  court  which  determines  the  validity 
of  a  lien  upon  the  logs  of  one  owner  in  order 
to  secure  payment  of  the  fees  for  the  inspec- 
tion and  scaling  of  logs  owned  by  another. 
The  situation  in  which  the  log  owner  is 
plaoed  practically  compels  him  to  make  use 
of  the  boom  for  the  nurpose  of  having  his 
lof^B  inspected  and  scaled  as  required  by  the 
.  iw,  and  under  such  circumstances  be  cannot 
Le  properly  or  fairlv  held,  by  the  use  of  the 
boom,  to  consent  that  his  property  should 
M  be  taken  for   the  debt   of  another    person. 
IS  The  mere  inconvenience,   however   great  or 

•  small,  to  the  inspector,  of  havinff*  someone 
watch  at  the  exit  of  the  boom  to  demand  of 
each  loff  owner  the  fees  for  inspecting  and 
scaling  nis  particular  logs,  furnishes  no  an- 
swer to  the  objection  of  the  log  owner  to 
the  taking  of  bis  property  for  the  debt  of 
another.  This  act  accomplishes  that  result 
in  its  plainest  and  baldest  form.  It  reduces 
to  actual  practice  and  in  the  form  of  a  leg- 

•  islative  enactment,  sanctioned  by  judicial 
approval,  the  illustration  that  is  generally 
made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  there 
are  some  thin^  so  contrary  to  justice  as  to 
admit  of  no  doubt  of  their  utter  illegality; 
such  as  the  arbitrary  taking,  under  the  form 
of  a  legislative  enactment,  of  the  property  of 
one  man  and  bestowing  it  upon  another. 

If  an  owner  is  practioeJly  compelled,  in 
order  to  conform  to  a  statute,  to  use  a  ware- 
house for  the  receipt  of  his  grain,  I  think  it 
plain  that  it  would  be  utterly  illegal  to  per- 
mit a  lien  on  the  grain  of  such  owner  to  at^ 
tach,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment 
for  the  services  of  a  state  inspector  in  in- 
specting the  grain  of  another.  Whilst,  as 
now  decided  by  the  court,  a  state  regulation 
which  substantially  compels  the  sending  of 
logs  into  the  boom  to  be  there  inspected  and 
scaled  may  not  be  a  regulation  of  interstate 
commerce,  I  think  a  state  relation  which 
confiscates  the  logs  of  one  person  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another  clearly  constitutes  such  a 
direct  burden  upon  that  commerce  as  to 
cause  the  statute  making  the  regulation,  at 
least  to  that  extent,  to  be  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Without  enlarging  upon  what  seems  to  me 
a  very  great  inroad  made  upon  the  rights  of 
individual  property  by  the  opinion  of  the 
oourt  herein,  I  am  eontent  merely  to  record 
my  dissent  from  the  doctrine  therein  an- 
nounced. 

I  am  authorized  to  say  that  Mr.  Justice 
Bbirlan^  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  and  Mr.  Jus- 
tioe  WJ&ite  concur  in  this  dissent. 


Oct.  Tebm^ 
me  u.  &  167) 

k    ST.  PAUL 


CHIGAGO,  MELWAUEEB,  •  ox. 
RAILWAY  OOMPAKY,  Appt^ 
o. 
WILLIAM  H.  TOMPKINS,  W.  T.  La  ]r» 
lotte^  and  Alexander  Sirlraatriok,  Gonstl" 
tuting  the  Board  of  Railroad  Ck>mmi»- 
•loners  of  the  Stato  ol  South  Dakota, 
9taL 

BtatuU  flaring  eanrier*9    rate9 — reasonable' 
of  rates — insufficient  findings. 


1.  The  reaaonableness  of  a  schedule  of  ratee 
for  local  buslneBS  of  a  railroad  companj  must 
be  determined  by  a  comparison  between  the 
gross  receipts  and  the  costs  of  doing  the  but- 
nesB,  and  cannot  be  determined  until  the  coat 
of  doing  the  business  Is  ascertained. 

2.  The  especial  Importance  of  a  full  and  deaf 
Andln<  of  facts  bj  the  trial  court  on  an  le> 
sue  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule  of 
maximum  rates  for  a  railroad  company  makea 
It  proper  for  the  oourt  on  appeal,  when  there 
Is  no  finding  of  the  cost  of  doing  the  bnsl- 
ness,  to  remand  the  case,  with  instructions  to 
refer  the  case  to  some  competent  master  to 
report  fully  the  facts,  and  to  proceed  upon 
such  report  as  equity  shall  require,  In  order 
that  the  benefit  of  the  services  of  a  compe- 
tent master  and  an  approval  of  his  findings 
by  the  trial  court  may  be  had  In  the  determi- 
nation of  the  question. 

[No.  181.] 

Argued  October  SI  and  November  1,  1899. 
Decided  January  22,  1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  South  Dakota  dismissing  a  bill  to 
restrain  the  enforcement  of  a  schedule  ol 
maximum  charges  for  the  control  of  local 
railroads.  Reversed. 
See  same  case  below,  00  Fed.  Rep.  363. 
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Statement  bj  Mr.  Justice  Brewers  „ 

*  On  February  8,  1807,  the  legislatura  of* 
South  Dakota  passed  an  act  relating  to  com- 
mon carriers.  Laws  of  1807,  chap.  100.  The 
act  provided  for  the  appointment  of  a  board 
of  railroad  commissioners,  and  by  §  20  this 
board  was  authorized  to  make  a  schedule  ol 
reasonable  maximum  fares  and  charges  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers,  nreight» 
and  cars  on  the  railroads  within  the  state. 
There  was  a  proviso  in  the  section  that  tha 
maximum  charge  for  the  carriage  of  passen- 
gers on  roads  of  standard  gauge  should  not 
be  greater  than  3  cents  per  mile.  On  Au- 
gust 26,  1897,  the  board  of  railroad  oonunis« 
sioners,  having  taken  the  preliminary  stepg 
required  by  the  statute  in  respect  to  notioe, 
etc.,  made  and  published  its  schedule  of  max- 
imum charges  for  the  control  of  all  local 
railroads.  On  the  next  day  the  Chicago, 
Milwaukee,  &  St.  Paul  Railway  Company, 
plaintiff  and  appellant,  filed  its  bill  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  South  Dakota,  seeking  to  restrain 
the  enforcement  of  such  schedule.  Ue  bill 
alleged  generally  that  the  existing  rates 
were  fair  and.  reasonable;  that  those  eatab* 
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liihed  by  the  railroad  oommitsionen  were 
A  unjust  and  unreasonable;  would  not  only 
2  fail  to  afford  the  plaintiff  adequate  eompen^ 

•  sation  for* the  services  to  be  performed^  bat 
also  would  operate  to  deprive  it  of  its  prop* 
erty  without  just  compensation.  The  rail* 
roaa  eommissioners  filed  their  answer  on  Oc- 
tober 4,  1897,  in  which  they  alleged  that  the 
eadsting  rates  were  extortionate  and  unrea- 
■onably  high — in  many  instances  so  high  as 
to  prohibit  the  shipment  of  ordinary  prod* 
nets;  that  the  freight  rates  were  much 
higher  than  those  charged  by  the  complain* 
ant  company  for  similar  services  upon  its 
lines  of  railway  in  other  and  adjoining 
states,  being  about  90  per  cent  higher  than 
the  rates  cluirged  in  the  state  of  Iowa;  that 
the  passenger  rates  were  at  least  25  per  cent 
higher  than  those  charged  by  the  plaintiff 
over  its  lines  of  railway  in  other  states,  and 
much  higher  than  those  charged  by  other 
railway  companies  for  like  transportation  in 
other  states.  In  addition  to  these  matters 
the  answer  averred  that  the  plaintiff  and  the 
Chicago  ft  Northwestern  Railway  Company 
were  owners  of  competing  lines  of  railway, 
running  westerly  from  Chicago  and  traversing 
thestatiesof  Illinois,  Wisconsin,  Minnesota, 
and  Iowa ;  that  during  the  years  ifrom  1880  to 
1883  as  competing  companies  they  construct- 
ed their  lines  of  railway  into  and  through 
that  part  of  the  then  territory  of  Dakota, 
now  the  state  of  South  Dakota ;  that  at  that 
time  there  were  no  people,  business,  or  indus- 
try to  be  accommodated  or  served  by  the  con- 
struction of  said  lines  of  railway,  and  that 
the  construction  was  not  in  response  to  any 
existing  demand  for  the  same,  but  was  for 
the  purpose  of  pre-empting  and  occupying 
the  territory  in  anticipation  of  its  settle- 
ment and  development;  that  a  rapid  occupa- 
tion followed  such  extension  of  railroad 
lines,  and  a  large  immigration  flowed  into 
the  territory;  that  this  rapid  immigration 
ceased  in  1884,  and  that  many  of  the  settlers 
disappeared  in  the  years  following,  so  that 
in  certain  portions  of  the  territory  there  was 
almost  a  aepopulation ;  that  going  in  thus 
early  the  plaintiff  acquired  its  right  of  way, 
depots,  and  terminal  grounds  at  a  substan- 
tially nominal  cost;  that  the  capitalization 
of  the  railroad,  in  stocks  and  bonds,  was 
fixed  during  this  period  of  excitement  and 

e  rapid  immigration,  had  never  been  changed, 
^and  was  extravagantly  high.    The  answer 

•  also  contrasted  the  value  of*the  property  as 
shown  by  such  capitalization  in  stocks  and 
bonds  and  that  returned  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  the  state  for  the  purposes  of  taxa- 
tion. It  also  averred  that  the  Dakota  lines 
were  of  much  greater  earning  value  to  com- 
plainant than  the  mere  pro  rata  mileage  of 
the  lines  in  that  state  would  indicate,  and 
that  no  account  had  been  taken  or  allowance 
made  for  the  value  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
long-haul  business  done  on  other  parts  of  its 
lines  afforded  by  the  interstate  business  run- 
ning into  Dakota.  Upon  the  issue  thus  pre- 
sented by  these  pleadings  testimony  was 
taken  before  an  examiner.  This  testimony 
Is  preserved  in  the  record*  and  amounts  to 
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several  hundred  printed  pages.  Hie 
iner  simply  reported  the  testimony,  without 
any  findings  of  fact  or  oondusiona  of  law. 
The  ease  went  to  hearing  before  the  distriet 
Judge,  who,  without  the  aid  of  a  master,  ex* 
amined  the  pleadings  and  this  volume  of  tes- 
timony, and,  on  July  20,  1898,  rendered  a 
decree  dismissing  plaintiff's  bill.  90  Fed. 
Rep.  8G3.  Besides  delivering  an  opinion,  the 
court  made  the  following  findings  of  facta 
and  conclusion  of  law: 

''This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  the 
pleadings  and  proofs  at  this  term  and  was 
argued  by  counsel ;  and  thereupon,  upon  con- 
sideration thereof,  the  court  finds  the  follow 
ing  facts : 

''I.  That  the  value  of  complainant's  prop- 
erty in  the  state  of  South  Dakota  is  ten  mill* 
ion  dollars. 

''II.  That  the  fair  value  of  the  proportion 
of  complainant's  said  property  assignable  to 
local  traffic  was,  for  the  year  ending  June 
30,  1894,  $2,200,000,  and  for  the  year  ending 
June  30,  1895,  $2,600,000,  and  for  the  year 
ending  June  30,  1896,  $2,100,000,  and  for  the 
year  ending  June  30,  1897,  $1,900,000. 

"III.  That  the  gross  local  earnings  of  eom- 
plainant  in  the  state  of  South  Dakota  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1894,  was 
$407,606.36,  and  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 
180.5,  was  $330,642.85,  and  for  the  year  end* 
ing  June  30,  1806,  was  $328,105.95,  and  for 
the  year  ending  June  30, 1697,  was  $311,085.- 
42. 

"ly.  That  the  local  earnings  on  the  com-n 
plainant's  lines  under  existing  tariffs,  on  the^ 
same  proportion  of  the  total* value  of  the* 
roads  in  South  Dakota  as  the  local  earnings 
bear  to  the  gross  earnings  from  all  sources 
in  South  Dakota,  were:     For  the  year  1894, 
18.5  per  cent;  for  the  year  1895,  12.7  per 
cent;  for  the  year  1896,  15.6  per  cent;  for 
the  year  1897,  16.3  per  cent 

"V.  That  applying  the  schedule  of  rates 
sought  to  be  enjoined  in  this  action  to  the 
local  traffic  during  the  years  above  men- 
tioned, on  the  same  method  of  calculation, 
the  value  of  complainant's  property  assigna- 
ble to  local  traffic  would  be  for  the  years  end- 
ing June  30, 1894,  $1,900,000;  June  30,  1895, 
$2,300,000:  June  30,  1896,  $1,800,000;  June 
30,  1897,  $1,600,000. 

"VI.  Under  the  commissioners'  schedule 
the  gross  earnings  from  local  trafiSc  would 
have  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $342,381.98  for 
the  vear  ending  June  30, 1894,  and  $277,518.- 
40  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1895,  and 
$275,607.70  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 
1890,  and  $261,205.21  for  the  year  ending 
June  30, 1897. 

"VII.  That  these  earnings  for  the  fiscal 
year  1894  would  equal  18  per  cent  of  the 
value  thus  ascertained,  and  for  the  year  1895 
would  equal  12.1  per  cent  and  for  the  year 
1896  would  equal  15.3  per  cent  and  for  the 
year  1897  would  equal  16.2  per  cent. 

"VIXI.  That  owing  to  the  small  difference 
between  the  percentage  earned  under  the 
complainant's  schedule  of  rates  and  fares 
and  the  commissioners'  schedule  of  rates 
and  fares  for  the  four  years  prior  to  the  com- 
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mencement  of  thii  suit,  and  owing  further 
to  the  amount  of  the  percentages  which 
would  have  been  earned  during  eaid  four 
years  under  the  commissionerB'  schedule,  the 
court  is  unable  to  find  beyond  a  Teasonable 
doubt  that  the  local  earnings  under  said 
commiBsioners'  schedule  would  not  during 
the  years  aforesaid  have  earned  the  reason- 
able cost  of  earning  said  local  earnings  and 
some  reward  to  the  owner  of  the  property 
orer  and  above  said  cost  of  operation. 

"IX.  That  the  court  is  unable  to  find  from 
the  testimony  what  the  actual  cost  of  earn- 
inff  the  local  earnings  for  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  80,  1894,  1896,  1896,  and  1897 
was. 
g  "X.  As  a  conclusion  of  law  the  court  finds 
^  that  the  enforcement  of  the  proposed  sched- 

*  ule  of  reasonable  maximum  rates*  and  fares 
will  not  deprive  the  complainant  of  its  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  or  deprive 
it  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  or 
operate  to  take  the  property  of  complainant 
lor  public  use  without  just  compensation." 

From  the  decree  thus  entered  the  plaintiff 
took  its  appeal  to  this  court. 

ifessra,  A.  B.  Klttredse  and  Oeor^o  &• 
Peek  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  T.  H.  Null,  John  L.  Pyle,  and 

W.  O.  Temple  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Few  cases  are  more  difllcult  or  perplexing 
than  those  which  involve  an  inquiiy  whether 
the  rates  prescribed  by  a  state  legishiture  for 
the  carriage  of  passengers  and  freight  are 
unreasonable.  And  yet  this  difficulty  af- 
fords no  excuse  for  a  failure  to  examine  and 
solve  the  Questions  involved.  It  has  often 
been  said  tnat  this  is  a  government  of  laws, 
and  not  of  men;  and  by  this  court,  in  Tick 
Wo  V.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  356,  369,  30  L.  ed. 
220,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064:  "When  we  con- 
sider the  nature  and  the  theory  of  our  in- 
stitutions of  government,  the  principles  up- 
on which  they  are  supposed  to  rest,  and  re- 
view the  history  of  their  development,  we  are 
constrained  to  conclude  that  they  do  not 
mean  to  leave  room  for  the  play  and  action 
of  purely  personal  and  arbitrary  power.** 

When  we  recall  that,  as  estimated,  over 
ten  thousand  millions  of  dollars  are  invested 
in  railroad  property,  the  proposition  that 
such  a  vast  amount  of  property  is  beyond  the 
protecting  clauses  of  the  Constitution,  that 
the  owners  may  be  deprived  of  it  by  the  ar- 
bitrary enactment  of  any  legislature,  state, 
or  nation,  without  any  right  of  appeal  to  the 
courts,  is  one  which  cannot  for  a  moment 
be  tolerated.  Difficult  as  are  the  questions 
involved  in  these  cases,  burdensome  as  the 
labor  is  which  they  cast  upon  the  courts,  no 
tribunal  can  hesitate  to  respond  to  the  duty 
of  inquiry  and  protection  cast  upon  it  by 
the     Constitution.      Railroad     Commission 

g  Cases,  116   U.  S.    307.  suh   nom.   Stone   v. 

^  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  29  L.  ed.  636,  6  Sup. 

*  Ct.  Rep.  334,  388,  1101  ;*Dou7  v.  Beidelman, 
125  U.  S.  680.  31  L.  ed.  841,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1028;  Georgia  B.  d  Bkg,  Co,  t.  Bmiih,  128 


U.  S.  174.  32  L.  ed.  877,  0  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  47; 
Chicago,  M.  d  8i,  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  184 
U.  S.  418.  38  L.  ed.  970,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
462,  702;  Chioago  d  G.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Wellman, 
148  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  176,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
400;  Reagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  d  r.  Co.  164 
U.  S.  362.  38  L.  ed.  1014,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1047;  8t,  Louis  d  8.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Gitt,  156 
U.  S.  649,  39  L.  ed.  567,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
484;  Covington  d  L.  Tump,  Road  Co.  r, 
Satidford,  164  U.  8.  678,  41  L.  ed.  560,  17 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  198;  8myth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  8. 
466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418. 

It  is  often  said  that  the  legislature  is  pre- 
sumed to  act  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts 
upon  which  its  legislation  is  based.  This  is 
undoubtedly  true,  but  when  it  is  assumed 
from  that,  that  its  judgment  upon  those 
facts  is  not  subject  to  investigation,  the  in* 
ference  is  carried  too  far.  iSiubtless  upon 
mere  ouestions  of  policy  its  conclusions  ara 
beyona  judicial  consideration.  Courts  maj 
not  inquire  whether  any  given  act  is  wise  or 
unwise,  and  only  when  such  act  trespasses 
upon  vested  rights  may  the  courts  intervene. 
A  single  illustration  will  make  this  dean 
It  is  within  the  competency  of  the  legisla^ 
ture  to  determine  when  and  what  property 
shall  be  taken  for  public  uses.  That  ques- 
tion is  one  of  policy  over  which  the  courts 
have  no  supervision;  but  if  after  determin- 
ing that  certain  property  shall  be  taken  for 
public  uses  the  legislature  proceeds  further, 
and  declares  that  only  a  certain  price  shall 
be  paid  for  it,  then  the  owner  may  challenge 
the  validity  of  that  part  of  the  act,  may 
contend  that  his  property  is  taken  without 
due  compensation ;  and  the  legislative  deter* 
mi  nation  of  value  does  not  preclude  an  in* 
vestigation  in  the  proper  juaicial  tribunals. 
The  same  principle  applies  when  vested 
rights  of  property  are  disturbed  by  a  legis- 
lative enactment  in  respect  to  rates. 

In  approaching  the  consideration  of  a  case 
of  this  kind  we  start  with  the  presumption 
that  the  act  of  the  legislature  is  i^id,  and 
upon  any  company  seeking  to  challenge  its 
validity  rests  the  burden  of  proving  that  it 
infringes  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  pro- 
tection to  property.  The  case  must  be  a 
clear  one  in  behalf  of  the  railroad  company 
or  the  legislation  of  the  state  must  be  up- 
held. 2 

Such  being  unquestionably  the  law,  it  is^! 
obviously  of*the  utmost  importance  that  the  * 
facts  shall  be  clearly  and  accurately  found 
and  distinctly  stated  by  the  trial  court,  and 
that  those  facts  shall  sustain  the  conclusion 
reached. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  neither  the  findings 
made  by  the  court,  nor  such  facts  as  are 
stated  in  its  opinion,  are  sufi3cient  to  war- 
rant a  conclusion  upon  the  question  whether 
the  rates  prescribea  by  the  defendants  were 
unreasonable  or  not,  and  we  are  also  of  opin- 
ion that  the  process  by  which  the  court  eama 
to  its  concluflion  is  not  one  which  can  be  re- 
lied upon.  The  court  proceeded  upon  tha 
theory  that  a  oomparisoti  of  the  actual  groes 
receipts  of  the  company  from  its  South  Da* 
kota  local  business  with  those  whieh  it 
would  have  received  if  the  rates  prescribed 
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liy  the  defendants  had  been  ia  f<Nree  waa  snf* 
ficient  to  determine  the  question  of  the  reap 
BonablenesB  of  these  latter  rates,  aad  insti- 
tuted such  eomparison  with  respeet  to  the 
lour  years  preceding  the  oommenoement  of 
this  suit.  Mow«  it  is  obvious  that  the 
amount  of  sross  reoeipts  from  any  business 
does  not  of  itself  determine  whether  such 
business  is  profitable  or  not.  The  question 
of  expenses  incurred  in  producing  those  re- 
ceipts must  be  always  taken  into  account, 
and  only  by  striking  the  balance  between  the 
two  can  it  be  determined  that  the  business 
is  profitable.  The  gross  reoeipts  may  be 
large,  but  if  the  expenses  are  larger  surely 
the  business  is  not  profitable.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  the  ratee  which  a  legislature  pre- 
scribes are  reasonable  if  the  railroad  com- 
pany charging  only  those  rates  finds  the  nec- 
essary expenses  of  carrying  on  its  business 
greater  than  its  receipts. 

In  the  light  of  these  general  and  obyious 
propositions  we  proceed  to  examine  the  com- 
putations and  reasoning  of  the  court.  For 
reasons  which  will  be  apparent  hereafter  we 
do  not  stop  to  inquire  whether  its  findings 
are  correct  deductions  from  the  testimony, 
but  take  them  as  they  are  stated.  It  may  be 
premised  that  the  books  of  the  plaintiff, 
showing  its  business  for  the  four  years,  were 
examined,  and  so  much  as  was  deemed  neces- 
sary admitted  in  evidence.  From  those 
books  was  disclosed  with  mathematical  ae- 
ouracy  the  gross  receipts  of  the  company  on 
tt  all  its  business  in  all  the  states  during  each 
J;  of  the  four  years  and  the  actual  cost  of  doing 
•  that  businest*during  each  of  those  years ;  al- 
so the  grom  receipts  from  the  business  done 
in  South  Dakota,  and  separately  the  amount 
which  was  received  in  that  state  from  inter- 
state business  and  that  from  local.  If  the 
schedule  of  rates  prescribed  by  the  defend- 
ants had  been  in  force  during  the  four  years, 
and  the  same  amount  of  business  had  been 
done  by  the  company,  the  reduction  in  gross 
receipts  from  the  passenger  business  would 
have  been  15  per  cent,  and  from  the  freight 
business  17  per  cent.  Of  course,  the  cost  of 
doing  the  but-iness  would  be  substantially 
the  same.  The  court  found  the  value  of  the 
plaintifTs  property  in  South  Dakota  to  be 
$10,000,000,  although,  according  to  the  testi- 
mony, it  was  bonded  for  over  $19,000,000. 
It  held  that  it  \nM  not  fair  to  consider  that 
■am,  $10,000,000,  the  value  of  the  property 
employed  in  doing  local  business,  for  it  waa 
also  used  in  doii^  interstate  business;  and 
that  the  true  way  to  determine  the  value  of 
the  property  which  could  be  regarded  as  em- 
ployed in  local  business  was  by  dividing  the 
total  value  of  $10,000,000  in  the  same  pro- 
portion that  existed  between  the  .amouut  of 
gross  receipts  from  interstate  business  and 
that  from  local  business,  each  of  which 
amounts  was,  as  we  have  seen,  accurately 
shown  by  the  testimony.  Upon  that  basis  of 
division  it  found  that  the  value  of  the  com- 
pany's property  employed  in  local  biisiuens 
was  for  the  first  year,  $2,200,000;  the  second 
year.  $2,fl004M)0;  the  third  year,  $2,100,000, 
and  the  last  year,  $1,900,000,  and  also  that 


the  gross  reoeipts  from  local  business  wn% 
for  the  first  year,  18.5  per  cent  of  the  valu- 
ation; for  the  second  year,  X2.7  per  cent; 
for  the  third  year,  15.6  per  cent;  and  for  the 
last  year,  10  J  per  cent.  In  other  words,  for 
these  several  years  the  company  received  as- 
oompensation  for  doing  its  local  business  the 
per  cent  named  of  the  real  value  of  the  prop- 
erty used  in  doing  that  business.  Then, 
proceeding  on  the  supposition  that  the  de- 
fendants' schedule  had  been  in  force  and  the 
rates  reduced  as  therein  prescribed  during 
these  four  years,  it  divided  the  valuation  of 
$10,000,000  on  the  like  proportion  of  the  re- 
ceipts from  interstate  business  to  the  re- 
ceipts from  local  business  as  thus  dimin- 
ished, and  upon  such  division  found  that  the^ 
valuation  of  tho  plaintiif's  property  en»^ 
gaged  in  local* business  would  have  been,  for* 
the  first  year,  $1,000,000;  for  the  second 
year,  $2,300,000;  for  the  third  year,  $1,800,- 
000;  and  tlie  last  year,  $l,ti00,000;  and  upon 
such  basis  that  the  gross  reoeipts  from  local 
business  would  liave  amounted  to  18  per  cent 
of  the  value  of  the  property  for  the  first 
year,  12.1  for  the  seoond,  15.3  for  the  third, 
and  16.2  for  the  last.  Upon  this  it  held  that 
the  difference  between  the  per  cent  of  re- 
ceipts in  the  two  cases  was  slight,  and  that 
there  was  no  change  in  what  may  rightfully 
be  called  the  earning  capacity  of  the  proper- 
ty sufficient  to  justify  a  declaration  that  the 
reduced  rates  prescribed  were  unreasonable. 
In  other  words,  it  was  of  the  opinion  that 
the  earning  capacity  was  so  slightly  reduced 
that  it  could  not  be  affirmed  that  the  new 
rates  were  unreasonable. 

But  that  there  was  some  fallacy  in  this 
reasoning  would  seem  to  be  suggested  by  the 
fact  that  although  the  defendants'  schedule 
would  have  reduced  the  actual  receipts  15 
per  cent  on  the  passenger  and  17  per  cent  on 
the  freight  business,  the  earning  capacity  for 
the  last  year  was  diminished  only  ^  of  1 
per  cent  Sueh  a  result  indicates  that  there 
is  something  wrong  in  the  process  by  which 
the  oondusion  is  reached.  That  there  waa 
can  be  made  apparent  by  further  computa- 
tions, and  in  them  we  will  take  even  num« 
hers  as  more  easy  of  oomprehension.  Sup* 
pose  the  total  value  of  the  property  in  South 
Dakota  was  $10,000,000.  and  the  total  re- 
ceipts both  from  interstate  and  local  busi* 
ness  were  $1,000,000,  one  half  from  each* 
Then,  according  to  the  method  pursued  by 
the  trial  court,  the  value  of  the  property 
used  in  earning  local  receipts  would  be  $5,- 
000,000,  and  the  per  cent  of  receipts  to  value 
would  be  10  per  cent.  The  interstate  re* 
celpts  being  unchanged,  let  the  local  receipts 
by  a  proposed  schedule  be  reduced  to  one 
fifth  of  what  they  had  been,  so  that  instead 
of  receiving  $500,000  the  company  only  re- 
ceives $100,000.  The  total  receiptu  for  in- 
terstate and  local  business  being  then  $600,« 
000,  the  valuation  of  $10,000,000,  divided  be- 
tween the  two,  would  give  to  the  property  en- 
gaged in  earning  interstate  receipts  in  round 
numbers  $8,333,000,  and  to  that  engaged  in  ^ 
earning  local  receipts  $1,667,000.  But  11^ 
$1,667,000  worth*of  property  earns  $100,000  • 
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ft  earns  6  per  eeni.  In  otber  words,  although 
the  actual  reeeipte  from  local  business  are 
only  one  fifth  of  what  th^  were,  the  earn- 
ing capacity  is  three  fifths  of  what  it  was. 
And  turning  to  the  other  side  of  the  prob- 
lem, it  appears  that  if  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty engaged  in  interstate  business  is  to  be 
taken  as  $8,333,000,  and  it  earned  $500,000, 
its  earning  capacity  was  the  same  as  that 
employed  in  local  business — 0  per  cent.  Bo 
that  alihouffh  the  rates  for  interstate  busi- 
ness be  undisturbed,  the  process  by  which 
the  trial  court  readied  its  conclusion  dis- 
doses  the  same  reduction  in  the  earning  ca- 
padty  of  the  properly  employed  in  inter- 
state business  as  in  that  employed  In  local 
biuiness,  in  which  the  rates  are  reduced. 

Again,  in  another  way,  the  error  of  the 
court's  computation  is  manifeeted.  The  tes- 
timony discloses  that  the  operating  expen- 
ses of  the  entire  system  during  eada  of  the 
four  years  were  oyer  00  per  cent  of  the  gross 
receipts.  If  the  cost  of  doing  local  business  in 
South  Dakota  was  the  same  as  that  of  doing 
the  total  business  of  the  company,  then  the 
net  earnings  of  that  local  business  would  not 
exceed  40  per  cent  of  the  gross  receipts.  Re- 
duce the  gross  receipts  16  per  cent — and  the 
reduction  by  the  defendants'  rates  was  15 
per  cent  on  passengers  and  17  per  cent  on 
freight  business— it  would  leave  only  25  per 
eent  of  the  gross  recdpts  as  what  might  bo 
called  net  earnings,  to  oe  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  on  bonds  and  dividends  on 
stock.  But  the  testimony  shows  that  tlie 
cost  of  doing  local  business  is  much  greater 
than  that  of  doing  through  business.  If  it 
should  be  86  per  cent  of  the  gross  receipts 
(and  there  was  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  it  was  as  much  if  not  more)  then  a  re- 
duction of  16  per  cent  in  the  gross  reoeipts 
would  leave  the  property  earning  nothing 
more  than  expenses  of  operation.  These 
computations  show  that  the  method  which 
the  court  pursued  was  erroneous,  and  that 
without  a  finding  as  to  the  cost  of  doing  the 
local  business  it  is  impossible  to  determine 
whether  the  reduced  rates  prescribed  1^  the 
defendants  were  unreasonable  or  not. 
OD  But  here  we  are  confronted  by  the  ninth 
(;  statement  in  the  findings  of  fact,  to  wit, 
•  'that  the  court  is  unable  to  find  f  roik^the  tes- 
timony what  the  actual  cost  of  earning  the 
local  earnings  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June 
30,  1894,  1895,  1896,  and  1897  was."  If  the 
court  meant  by  that  to  say  that  there  was  no 
testimony  tending  to  show  what  was  the 
cost  of  doing  local  business,  we  are  con- 
strained to  say  that  the  statement  is  erro- 
neous, because  there  was  abundance  of  testi* 
mony  bearing  upon  that  question.  If  it 
meant  simply  that  it  could  not  determine 
that  fact  with  mathematical  accuracy,  bas- 
ing it  upon  testimony  of  the  exact  amount 
of  money  paid  out  for  doing  such  work,  it  is 
imdoubtedly  true,  but  there  are  many  Uiings 
that  have  to  be  determined  by  court  and 
Jury  in  respect  to  which  mathematical  ac- 
curacy is  not  possible.  Take  the  ordinary 
case  of  condemnation  of  real  estate,  the  value 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  trial   tribunal, 


whether  Jury  or  court;,  and  yet  no  oos 
to  state  the  exact  value.    In  this  vei 
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the  court  fixed  the  value  of  the  company's 
property  in  South  Dakota  at  $10,000,000, 
and  yet  It  is  impossible  from  the  testimony 
to  say  that  this  oondusion  was  absolutely 
accurate,  that  there  was  testimony  tending 
to  show  to  a  dollar  such  value.  Beyond  the 
figures  given  from  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany of  the  actual  cost  of  doing  the  total 
business  of  the  company  there  was  the  tes- 
timony of  several  experts  as  to  the  relative 
cost  of  doing  local  and  through  business. 
Such  testimony  is  not  to  be  disregarded 
simply  because  it  cannot  demonstrate  by 
figures  the  exact  amount  or  per  cent  of  the 
extra  cost.  It  is  obvious  on  a  little  refleo* 
tion  that  the  cost  of  moving  local  freight  is 
greater  than  that  of  moving  through  freight, 
and  equally  obvious  that  it  is  almost  if  not 
quite  impossible  to  determine  the  difference 
with  mathematical  accuracy.  Take  a  single 
line  of  100  miles,  with  ten  stations.  One  train 
starts  from  one  terminus  with  through 
freight  and  coes  to  the  other  without  stop, 
A  second  tnun  starts  with  freight  for  eadi 
intermediate  station.  The  mileage  is  the 
same.  The  amount  of  freight  hauld  per  mils 
may  be  th»  same,  but  the  time  taken  by  the 
one  is  greater  than  that  taken  by  the  other. 
Additional  fuel  is  consumed  at  eadi  station 
where  there  is  a  stop.  The  wear  and  tear 
of  the  locomotive  and  cars  from  the  increased  a 
stops  and  in  shifting  cars  from  main  to  side^ 
tracks^is  greater;  there  are  the  wsges  of  the* 
employees  at  the  intermediate  stations,  the 
cost  of  insurance,  and  these  elements  are  so 
varying  and  uncertain  that  it  would  seem 
quite  out  of  reach  to  make  any  accurate  oom- 
parison  of  the  relative  cost.  And  if  this  is 
true  when  there  are  two  separate  trains,  it 
is  more  so  when  the  same  train  carries  both 
local  and  through  freight.  It  is  impossible 
to  distribute  between  the  two  the  relative 
cost  of  carriage.  Yet  that  there  is  a  differ- 
ence in  manifest,  and  upon  such  difference 
the  opinions  of  experts  familiar  with  railroad 
business  is  competent  testimony,  and  cannot 
be  disregarded. 

We  think,  therefore,  there  was  error  In  th« 
failure  to  find  the  cost  of  doing  the  local 
business,  and  that  only  by  a  comparison  be> 
tween  the  gross  recdpts  and  the  cost  of  do> 
ing  the  business,  ascertaining  thus  the  net 
earnings,  can  the  true  effect  of  the  reduction 
of  ratee  be  determined. 

The  question  then  arises.  What  disposi- 
tion ox  the  case  shall  this  court  make? 
Ought  we  to  examine  the  teetimony,  find  the 
facts,  and  from  those  facts  deduce  the 
proper  conclusion? 

It  would  doubtiess  be  within  the  compe- 
tency of  this  court  on  an  appeal  in  equity  to 
do  this,  but  we  are  constrained  to  think  that 
it  would  not  (particularly  in  a  case  like  the 
present)  be  the  proper  course  to  pursue. 
This  is  an  appellate  court,  and  parties  have 
a  right  to  a  determination  of  the  facts  In 
the  first  instance  by  the  trial  court.  Doubt- 
less if  such  determination  is  challenged  on 
appeal  it  becomes  our  duty  to  examine  the 
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testimony  and  see  if  it  sustains  the  flndinn» 
but  if  the  facts  found  are  not  challenged  by 
either  party  then  this  court  need  not  go  be- 
yond its  ordinary  appellate  duty  of  consid- 
ering whether  such  facts  justified  the  de- 
cree. We  think  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in 
which  it  is  especially  important  that  thert 
should  be  a  full  and  clear  findinjg  of  the  facta 
by  the  trial  court.  The  questions  are  diffi- 
cult, the  interests  are  vast,  and  therefore 
the  aid  of  the  trial  court  should  be  had.  The 
waiter  of  this  opinion  appreciates  the  diffi- 
culties which  attend  a  trial  court  in  a  case 
like  this.  In  Smyth  r.  Ames,  169  U.  8.  466, 
c  42  L.  ed.  819, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418,  a  similar 
S  case,  he,  as  circuit  justice  presiding  in  the 
«  circuit  court  of  Nebraska,  undertook  the 
work  of  examining  the  testimony,*  making 
computations,  and  finding  the  tacts.  It  was 
Tery  laborious,  and  took  several  weeks.  It 
was  a  work  which  really  ought  to  have  been 
done  by  a  master.  Very  likely  the  practice 
pursued  by  him  induced  the  trial  judge  in 
this  case  to  personally  examine  the  testi- 
mony and  make  the  findings.  We  are  all  of 
opinion  that  a  better  practice  is  to  refer  the 
testimony  to  some  comjpetent  master,  to 
make  all  needed  computations,  and  find  fully 
the  facts.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  observe 
that  in  view  of  the  difficulties  and  import- 
ance of  such  a  case  it  is  imperative  that  the 
most  competent  and  reliable  master,  general 
or  special,  should  be  selected,  for  it  is  not  a 
light  matter  to  interfere  with  the  legisla- 
tion of  a  state  in  respect  to  the  prescribing 
of  rates,  nor  a  light  matter  to  permit  such 
legislation  to  wreck  large  property  interest*. 
We  are  aware  that  the  findings  made  by 
the  master  may  be  challenged  when  pre- 
sented to  the  trial  court  for  consideration, 
and  it  may  become  its  duty  to  examine  the 
testimony  to  see  whether  those  findings  are 
sustained,  as  likewise  if  sustained  by  the 
trial  court  it  may  become  our  duty  to  ex- 
amine the  testimony  for  the  same  purpose. 
But  before  we  are  called  upon  to  make  such 
examination  we  think  we  are  entitled  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  services  of  a  competent 
master  and  an  approval  of  his  findings  by 
the  trial  court.  As  we  have  said,  those  find- 
ings may  not  be  challenged  by  either  party, 
ftnd  if  so  a  large  burden  will  be  taken  from 
ihe  appellate  court. 

For  these  reasons  w«  not  merely  re- 
ifene  the  decree  of  the  trial  eourt,  but  also 
remand  the  case  to  that  court  with  instrue- 
tions  to  refer  the  ease  to  some  competent 
master  to  report  fully  the  facts,  and  to  pro- 
ceed upon  aueh  report  as  equity  shall  re- 
quire. 

(176  U.  S.  121)  """"" 

ROBERT  RAE,    Jr.,  and    Elizabeth    Rae, 
His  Wife,  Pllfa.  in  Err., 

V.  

HOMESTEAD  LOAN  k  GUARANTY  COM- 
PANY. 

Wrii  of  error  to  etate  oourt^Federal  quee- 
tUm — other  question  controlling, 

ne  contention  in  a  sUte  court,  that  a  eon- 
tract  tor  the  pajment  of  gold  coin  Is  Invalid, 


will  not  be  fvonnd  for  writ  of  error  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  tbe  United  States,  wlien 
the  decree  oC  the  state  eourt  la  for  payment 
of  a  certain  amouit  In  dollars  and  cents* 
without  specifying  any  particular  kind  of 
money,  and  this  is  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  oi  the  state  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
fendants have  not  been  prejudiced  by  merely 
requiring  them  to  respond  In  lawful  money. 

[No.  261.] 

Submitted    December    18,    1899.    Decided 
January  22,  1900, 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Ck>UTt  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  judgment  af« 
firming  a  decree  on  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage payable  in  gold  coin.    Affirmed. 

Same  case  below,  178  111.  369,  53  N.  B. 
220. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fvllert 

The  Homestead  Loan  &  Guaranty  Com«g 
pany  filed  its  bill  in  chancery  in  the  circuit  S 
court  of  Ck>ok  county,  Illinois,* against  Rob-  * 
ert  Rae,  Jr.,  and  his  wife,  for  the  foreclosure 
of  a  certain  mortgage  or  trust  deed  on  real 
estate  in  that  county,  given  by  them  to  se 
cure  a  bond  whereby  Rae  acknowledged  that 
he  was  bound  to  the  company  "in  the  sum  of 
ninety-eight  hundred  dollars  ($9,800)  in 
gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
of  the  present  standard  weight  and  fineness,'' 
and  which  recited  that  the  company  had  ad- 
vanced to  him  ''the  principal  sum  of  fortv- 
nine  hundred  dollars  ($4,900),  which  said 
sum,  together  with  interest  thereon,  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  amounting  in  the  ag- 
gregate to  the  sum  of  serenty-eight  hundred 
six^-seven  dollars  and  twenty  cents  ($7,867  .• 
20)  is  to  be  repaid  within  ten  years  from 
date  in  gold  coin  as  aforesaid,  in  monthly  in- 
stalments of  sixly-five  dollars  and  fifty-six 
cents  ($65.56)  each,  payable  on  the  first  day 
of  each  calen<kj'  month  during  the  said  term 
of  ten  years.    .    .    ." 

The  biU  alleged  default  in  the  payment  of 
certain  monthly  instalments,  and  that,  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  the  bond  and  trust 
deed,  the  company  had  declared  the  entire 
amount  of  the  loan  due  and  pavable,  and 
prayed  "that  upon  the  hearing  hereof  the 
court  will  ascertain  upon  an  accounting  how 
much  is  due  to  the  complainant  under  the 
terms  of  the  said  bond  and  trust  deed,  and 
will  decree  the  payment  of  anv  amount  so 
found  due,  by  a  short  day,  in  gold  coin  of  the 
United  States  of  the  present  standard 
weight  and  fineness;"  and  for  sale  and  fore- 
closure, if  the  amounts  decreed  were  not 
paid. 

Defendants  demurred  to  the  bill,  and  set 
forth  the  following  causes  of  demurrer: 

"(1)  Tbe  matters  and  things  set  out  in 
the  complainants'  bill  are  contrary  to  public 
policy  and  void.  (2)  Because  it  is  not  law- 
ful for  the  complainants  and  the  defendants 
to  make  any  money  but  gold  and  silver 
money  a  money  tender  in  payment  of  any 
debt  contracted  in  the  United  States  to  be 
paid  in  the  United  States.  (3)  Thatsomueh 
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of  the  act  of  OongreM  of  Febnuixy  28,  1878, 
entitled  'An  Aet  to  AuthoriEe  the  Coinage 
of  the  Standard  Silyer  Dollar,  and  to  Restore 
Its  Legal  Tender  Character,'  which  provides 
that  gold  and  silver  money  of  the  United 
»  States  shall  be  a  leeal  tender  for  payment 
JJ  and  discharge  of  debts   and    obligations,  is 

*  valid,  but  the  proviso* permitting  parties  to 
make  such  special  contracts  as  they  please 
as  to  the  payment  of  debts  and  obligations 
in  money  other  than  gold  and  silver  is  void. 
(4)  That  the  contract  or  mortgage  set  forth 
In  said  bill  and  the  relief  prayed  therein  is 
void,  as  against  public  pbliev.  (5)  That  by 
virtue  of  article  1,  section  8,  paragraph  6, 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
Congress  alone  has  'power  to  coin  money 
and  regulate  the  value  thereof,'  and  that  by 
article  1,  section  10,  parsgraph  1,  of  said 
Constitution  it  is  provided  that  'no  state 
•hall  coin  money,  emit  bills  of  credit,  or 
make  anything  but  gold  and  silver  coin  a 
tender"  in  payment  of  debts,  in  contracts 
made  in  the  United  States  to  be  performed 
in  the  United  States.  Said  defendajnts  claim. 
Jointly  and  severally,  the  benefit  of  said  con- 
stitutional provisions.  (0)  That  said  bill 
should  be  dismissed  for  want  of  equity." 

The  demurrer  was  overruled,  defendants 
excepted,  elected  to  abide  by  it,  and  refused 
to  answer  over.  The  bill  was  thereupon 
taken  as  confessed,  and  the  circuit  court  on 
the  evidence  entered  a  decree  of  foreclosure, 
finding  that  the  defendant  Rae,  Jr.,  "being 
indebted  to  the  complainant  in  the  sum  of 
$4,900  for  a  loan  made  by  the  complainant 
to  said  defendant,  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  complainant  his  bond,  bearing  date  the 
1st  day  of  August,  1805,  which  bond  is  cor- 
rectlv  set  out  at  length  in  complainant's 
bill;"  that  to  secure  the  bond  said  trust  deed 
was  duly  given  and  recorded,  and  was  a  valid 
and  first  lien  on  the  premises  therein  de- 
scribed; that  default  had  been  made  in  the 
payment  of  instalments  as  alleged,  and  that 
the  whole  amount  had  been  declared  due; 
and  that  there  was  due  from  defendant  to 
complainant,  for  principal  and  accrued  in- 
terest, the  sum  of  $5,850.76,  together  with 
some  other  items;  and  decreed  that  if  the 
sums  due  were  not  paid  within  five  days  the 
real  estate  mortgaged  should  be  sold  in  sat- 
isfaction. 

Defendants  appealed  to  the  appellate  court 
of  the  state  of  Illinois  for  the  first  district, 
and  assigned  for  error  the  action  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  in  overruling  the  demurrer,  etc., 
and  in  not  dismissing  the  bill  because  it 
^  claimed  there  was  due  the  sum  found  to  be 
H  due  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  the 

*  present  standard  in  weifi^ht  and  fineness. 
The  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  appellate 
court.  Rae  v.  Homestead  Loam  d  Oitaranty 
Co.  76  ni.  App.  548. 

From  that  decree,  defendants  appealed  to 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  by  which  it 
was  affirmed.  Rae  v.  Homeetead  Loan  d 
Guaranty  Co.  178  111.  360,  53  N.  B.  220.  The 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court  was  as  follows: 
"The  elaborate  and  able  argument  for  appel- 
lants cannot  be  considered  on  what  appears 
from  this  record,  as  the  decree  does  not  find 


or  require  iudgment  in -any  particular  kind 
of  money,  but  finds  the  sum  due  in  dollars 
and  cents.  E^en  if  it  were  assumed  that 
contracts  of  this  character  could  not  be  sus- 
tained, still,  by  the  final  decree  the  appel- 
Ifuits  are  not  prejudiced, — they  cannot  be 
heard  to  complain  in  an  appellate  tribunaL 
If  the  charactier  of  money  in  which  payment 
is  contracted  to  be  made  be  rejected  from  the 
contract,  still  the  liability  for  payment  in 
some  kind  of  legal  tender  would  exist,  hence 
by  the  decree  no  prejudice  resulted  to  ap- 
pellants in  overruling  their  demurrer." 

The  present  writ  of  error  was  thenbrought» 
and  defendants  in  error  moved  to  dismiss  or 
affirm* 

Mr.  Robert  Bae  for  plaintiffs  In  error. 
Mesara.  John  P.  Wilson  and  WilliAa 
B.  Mcllvaine  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  Um 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  drcuit  court  of  Cook  county  did  not 
find  the  sums  due  as  due,  nor  decree  their 
payment,  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States. 
The  record  does  not  show  that  when  the  in- 
stalments matured  any  demand  was  made 
for  their  pavment  In  gold,  nor  that  a  tender 
of  money  other  than  gold  was  made,  or,  if 
made,  that  such  tender  would  not  have  been 
accepted.  The  presumptions  are  entirely  to 
the  contrary.  The  circuit  court  decreed 
that  the  liability  be  discharged  in  any  law-ie 
ful  money  of  the  United  States,  and  tiie  su-S 
preme court  held  that*defendants below  could* 
not  be  heard  to  complain  of  a  decree  by  which 
they  were  not  prejudiced.  This  was  a 
ground  broad  enough  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment without  reference  to  any  Federal  ques- 
tion supposed  to  be  involved. 

Accoraing  to  the  terms  of  {  700  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  we  exercise  iurisdiction  over 
the  final  judgnjcnts  and  decrees  of  state 
courts,  where  the  validity  of  a  treaty  or 
statute  of,  or  authority  exercised  under,  the 
United  States,  is  drawn  in  ouestion,  and  the 
decision  is  against  their  validity;  or  where 
the  validity  of  a  statute  of,  or  an  authority 
exercised  under,  any  state,  is  drawn  in  ques- 
tion on  the  ground  of  repugnancy  to  the 
C/onstitution,  treaties,  or  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  decision  is  in  favor  of  their 
validity ;  or  where  any  title,  right,  privilege^ 
or  immunity  fs  claimed  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, or  any  treaty  or  statute  of,  or  commis- 
sion held,  or  authority  exercised  under,  the 
United  States,  and  the  decision  is  against 
the  title,  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  spe- 
cially set  up  or  claimed  by  either  parly,  tia- 
der  such  Constitution,  treaty,  statute,  oom- 
mission,  or  authority. 

The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Illi- 
nois was  not  against  the  validity  of  a  treaty 
or  statute  of,  or  authority  exercised  under, 
the  United  States;  nor  was  it  in  favor  of  the 
validity  of  anv  statute  of,  or  authority  exer- 
cised under,  tne  state  of  Illinois,  asserted  to 
be  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States;  nor  was  it  against  any 
title,  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  specially 
set  up  or  daimed  by  plaintiffs  in  error. 


1809. 


UNITED  STATES  t.  BELLlNQHAM  BAY  -BOOM  CO. 


848 


The  validity  of  part  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  February  28,  1878  (20  Stat,  at  L.  25, 
chap.  20),  \7a8  questioned,  but  plaintiflTs  in 
MTor  cannot  bring  the  case  here  on  the  ob- 
jection that  that  contention  was  not  sus- 
Uined. 

The  benefit  of  clause  5,  section  8,  article 
1  of  the  Constitution,  empowering  Congress 
to  coin  money  and  regulate  the  value  there- 
of, and  of  clause  1,  section  10.  of  article  1, 
providing  that  no  state  shall  coin  money,  emit 
bills  of  credit,  or  make  anything  but  gold 
and  silver  coin  a  tender  for  the  payment  of 
e  debts,  was  claimed ;  but  the  state  courts  did 
JJ  not  deny  to  Congress  any  power  granted,  nor 
•  assert*]]!  respect  of  the  state  any  power  pro- 
hibited, and  it  did  not  appear  that  plaintiffs 
in  error  were  deprived  of  any  benefit  secured 
by  either  of  those  provisions. 

Plaintiffs  in  error  pointed  out  no  provision 
of  the  Constitution,  or  of  any  law  of  the 
United  States,  forbidding  the  nmking  of  eon- 
tracts  payable  in  gold  coin  of  the  United 
States,  but  contend^  that  contracts  so  made 
payable  were  void  because  opposed  to  public 
poucT.  The  state  drcnit  court,  however, 
sfanply  held  plaintiffs  In  error  to  respond  in 
lawnu  money,  and  entered  its  decree  accord* 
logly,  and  the  supreme  court  decided  that 
plaintiffs  in  error  could  not  complain  of 
that  decree,  because  not  prejudiced  therel^. 
This  was  not  a  decision  against  any  right  se- 
cured by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States  specially  set  up  or  claimed  by 
plaintiffs  in  error  in  those  courts. 

Writ  of  error  dismtsted. 


m*  u.  8.  ni) 

UNITED  STATES,  AppU 
BELUKGHAM  BAY  BOOM  COBfPANY. 

Vavigahle  waiera-^-ohatruotion  of,  by  boom 
— boom  auihcriged  by  law. 

1.  A  log  boom  constmcted  ta  a  manner  con- 
formable to  a  state  statute  at  a  time  wben 
Oonfress  had  not  assumed  jurisdiction  over 
the  waters  In  question  Is  "affirmatively  an- 
ther Ised  by  law,'*  within  the  meaning  of  the 
river  and  harbor  act  of  1800,  |  10  (26  Stat 
at  L.  426),  which  prohibited  any  obstruction, 
**not  affirmatively  authorized  by  law,  to  the 
navigable  capacity  of  any  waters  In  respect 
to  which  the  United  States  has  jorisdlction.*' 

S.  A  log  boom  which  completely  blocks  up  the 
channel  of  a  navigable  river,  leaving  no 
space  for  the  free  passage  of  boats  and  ves- 
■els,  although  It  has  what  is  termed  a  "trip," 
which  may  be  opened  foor  the  passage  of  ves- 
sels Is  not  aothorlzed  by  1  Hill  (Wash.)  Ann. 
Stat,  i  1592.  which  provides  that  a  boom 
shall  be  so  constructed  as  to  allow  the  free 
passage  between  It  and  the  opposite  shore 
for  all  vessels  or  for  ordinary  purposes  of 
navigation,  and  such  boom  Is  therefore  not 
esempt  from  the  prohibition  ol  the  river  and 
harbor  act  of  1890,  i  10,  prohibiting  obstruc- 
tions to  navigation  If  not  affirmatively  au- 
thorized by  law. 

:S>  The  conformity  of  a  log  boom  to  the  pro- 
visions oi  a  state  statute  so  as  to  exempt  It 
from  prohibition  under  the  river  and  harbor 


act  of  1890.  I  10.  Is  not  a  (juestlon  for' the 
state  courts  alone,  but  must  be  decided  by  a 
Federal  court  when  suit  Is  broogiht  for  an  tn- 
jonctton  against  the  boom  as  an  obstruction 
to  navigation  prohibited  by  the  Federal  law. 

[No.  21,J 

Submitted  January  18,  189$.  Ordered  for 
oral  (M-gument  March  IS,  1899.  Reeubmit* 
ted  December  IS,  1899.  Decided  Jam/uory 
29, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  affirming  a  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  dismissing  a  bill  for  injuno- 
tion  against  a  log  boom  as  an  obstruction  to 
navigation.    Befm^eed. 

See  same  case  below,  48  U.  8.  App.  443,  81 
Fed.  Eep.  G58,  20  C.  C.  A.  647. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

BoHoitor  G^eiierol  Riohards  for  appellant. 

No  counsel  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Peokham  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  suit  was  oommenoed  in  the  eireuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  stats  of 
Washington,  northern  division.  The  govern- 
ment brought  it  under  the  direction  of  the 
Attorney  Qeneral,  to  obtain  an  injuncUoa 
enjoining  the  defendant  from  further  contin- 
uing a  oertain  boom  which  it  had  constructed 
across  the  Nooksack  river  in  that  state,  and 
to  obtain  the  removal  of  the  same  as  an  ob- 
struction to  the  navigation  of  that  river. 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation  orsanized 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Washington, 
and  in  its  answer  it  denied  that  the  boomJJ 
was  an  obstruction  to  the  navigation  of  the  m 
river,  and*alleged  that  it  was  duly  author-* 
ixed  to  construct  and  maintain  it  by  virtue 
of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  state,  and 
that  it  had  completed  the  structure  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Federal  river  and  har- 
bor bill  on  the  19th  of  September,  in  the  year 
1890. 

The  authority  under  which  this  suit  was 
commenced  is  the  river  and  harbor  act  of 
1890,  approved  September  19  of  that  year 
(26  Stat,  at  L.  426,  454,  chap.  907),  the  10th 
section  of  which  reads  as  follows : 

"Sec.  10.  That  the  creation  of  any  obstruc- 
tion, not  affirmatively  authorized  by  law,  to 
the  navigable  capacity  of  any  waters,  in  re- 
spect of  which  tne  United  States  has  juris- 
diction, is  hereby  prohibited.  The  oontinu* 
anoe  of  any  such  obstruction,  except  bridged, 
piers,  docks,  and  wharves,  and  similar  struc- 
tures erected  for  business  purposes,  whether 
heretofore  or  hereafter  created,  shall  consti- 
tute an  oifcnse,  and  each  weelc's  continuance 
of  any  such  obstruction  shall  be  deemed  a 
separate  offense.  Every  person  and  every 
corporation  which  shall  be  guiltv  of  creating 
or  continuing  any  such  unlawful  obstruction 
in  this  act  mentioned,  or  who  shall  violate 
the  provisions  of  the  last  four  preceding  sec- 
tions of  this  act,  shall  be  deemed  guiltv  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and  on  conviction  thereof  shall 
be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  thou<' 
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■and  dollars,  or  by  imprifonxnent  (in  the 
case  of  a  natural  person)  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  such  punishments,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  the  creating  or  con- 
tinuing of  any  unlawful  obstruction  in  this 
act  mentioned  may  be  prevented  and  such 
obstruction  may  be  caused  to  be  removed  by 
the  injunction  of  any  circuit  court  exercising 
Jurisdiction  in  any  district  in  which  such  oIh 
struction  may  be  threatened  or  may  exist; 
and  pro]per  proceedings  in  equity  to  this  end 
may  be  instituted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States." 

On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  Nooksack 
river  is  a  navigable  stream  having  its  source 
in  Whatcom  countv,  state  of  Washington, 
and  runs  through  Whatcom  county  to  Bel- 
lingham  bay,  emptying  into  that  bay,  and 
thence  into  the  Pacific  ocean.  The  waters  of 
2  the  river  lie  wholly  within  Whatcom  county, 
eland  they  are  navigable  from  its  mouth  for 
*  a  di8tanc«f*of  several  miles  towards  its  source 
by  light  water  craft.  The  boom  in  question, 
built  by  the  defendant  company  at  a  point 
just  above  where  the  river  empties  into  the 
bay,  is  frequently  an  obstruction  to  the  navi- 
gation  of  the  river  by  steamboats  and  other 
craft,  as  the  boom  crosses  the  channel  of  the 
river  and  entirely  fills  it,  excepting  that 
there  is  what  is  termed  a  "trip,"  which  may 
be  opened  and  vessels  pass  through  the  same 
on  tneir  way  up  and  down  the  river.  This 
''trip"  is,  however,  frequently  so  choked  and 
blocked  up  by  logs  and  driftwood  coming 
down  the  river  as  to  render  it  impossible  to 
open  it. 

The  defendant  during  the  continuance  of 
the  boom  has  from  time  to  time  expended 
moneys  for  the  improvement  of  the  naviga- 
tion of  the  river  by  removing  brush,  trees, 
and  drift  from  the  mouth  thereof,  and  it  has 
removed  trees,  snags,  and  drift  from  the  chan- 
nel  for  a  distance  of  from  15  to  20  miles  from 
the  mouth  of  the  river.  Navigation  for 
boats  and  water  craft  has  thereby  been  con- 
siderably facilitated,  but  at  the  same  time 
the  obstruction  to  the  navigation  of  the  river 
by  reason  of  the  existence  of  the  boom  is  ma- 
terial and  at  times  total.  The  river  is  used 
for  navigation  by  steamboats  and  small 
craft  for  a  distance  of  some  miles  from  its 
mouth.  One  of  the  chief  purposes  fpr  which 
the  river  is  used  is  as  an  outiet  for  floating 
saw  logs  and  timber  products  to  the  mills  and 
to  market. 

The  circuit  court  was  of  opinion  that  as 
the  chief  value  of  the  Nooksack  river  as  a 
highway  is  for  the  floating  of  saw  logs,  that 
persons  and  corporations  having  to  use  it  for 
that  purpose  have  rights  equal  to  the  rights 
of  others  to  use  the  river  for  a  highway  for 
boats  and  vessels,  and  that  a  boom  at  the 
mouth  of  the  river  being  necessary  for  gath- 
ering and  holding  logs  is  to  be  regarded  as 
an  aid  to  the  use  of  the  river  for  a  lawful 
purpose,  and  entitled  to  protection,  the  same 
as  a  wharf  or  pier  constructed  at  a  place  for 
the  convenience  of  vessels;  that  the  boom 
was  constructed  under  the  authority  of  the 
state  l^slature,  and  it  was  for  that  reason 
excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the  10th  sec- 


tion of  the  aet  of  Gonffress.  The  court  ther^  J 
fore  dismissed  the  biU.  72  Fed.  Rep.  686.  e« 
*The  government  appealed  to  the  circuit* 
co>urt  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit,  and 
that  court  held  that  as  at  the  time  of  the 
building  of  the  boom  there  was  no  act  of  Con- 
gress on  the  subject,  and  a  state  statute  au^ 
thorized  the  building,  it  was  affirmatively 
authorized  by  law  witiun  the  meaning  of  the 
10th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress.  It  also 
held  that  whether  or  not  the  boom  was  con- 
structed in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  the  state  statute  could  not 
be  considered,  as  that  was  a  question  to  be 
determined  by  the  state,  and  not  by  the  Fed- 
eral court.  On  these  grounds  it  affirmed  the 
judgment  48  U.  S.  App.  443,  81  Fed.  Rep. 
668,  26  C.  C.  A.  647. 

It  is  evident  that  the  first  sentence  of  the 
10th  section  of  the  Federal  act  refers  to  an 
obstruction  created  after  the  passage  of  the 
act.  The  obstruction  prohibited  is  one  that 
is  "not  affirmatively  authorized  by  law,"  and 
the  section  then  provides  that  "the  continu- 
ance of  any  such  obstruction,  .  .  • 
whether  heretofore  or  hereafter  created, 
shall  constitute  an  offense,'*  and  authority 
is  given  to  the  Attorney  General  to  cause  a 
suit  of  this  character  to  be  commenced. 

At  the  time  when  the  boom  was  construct- 
ed, Congress  had  not  by  any  legislation  as- 
serted its  authority  over  nor  taken  into  its 
own  jurisdiction  the  subject  of  obstructions 
to  the  navigation  of  this  river.  The  appro- 
priations made  by  Congress  in  different  years 
since  1884,  for  improvements  in  the  Nook- 
sack, among  other  rivers  in  the  territory  ol 
Washington,  did  not  constitute  such  an  as- 
sumption of  jurisdiction  over  the  navigation 
of  the  Nooksack  river  as  to  prevent  the  state 
from  legislating  upon  the  subject.  Willom- 
etie  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch,  125  U.  S- 
1,  81  L.  ed.  629,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811.  As 
CoDgress  had  not  assumed  such  jurisdic- 
tion either  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  by  the  le^slature  of  Washington  permit- 
ting the  construction  of  a  boom  by  the  de- 
fendant, nor  at  the  time  of  its  actual  con- 
struction, then,  if  it  were  constructed  in  a 
manner  conformable  to  the  state  statute,  it 
was  affirmatively  authorized  by  law  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress. 
It  is  contended  by  the  government  that  this 
term  refers  to  a  law  of  Congress,  and  does 
not  include  any  law  of  a  state  legislature. « 
We  do  not  so  construe  |  10.  Jj 

*  Congress,  it  must  be  assumed,  was  aware* 
of  the  fact  that  until  it  acted  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  navigable  streams,  which  were  entire- 
ly within  the  confines  of  a  single  state,  al- 
though connecting  with  waters  beyond  its 
boundaries,  that  such  state  had  plenary  pow- 
er over  the  subject  of  that  navigation,  and 
it  knew  that  when,  in  the  absence  of  any 
statute  of  Congress  on  the  subject,  an  ob- 
struction to  such  a  navigable  river  had  been 
built  under  the  authority  of  an  aet  of  the 
legislature  of  the  state,  such  obstruction  was 
legal  and  affirmatively  authorized  by  law, 
because  it  was  so  authorized  by  the  law 
of  a  state  at  a  time  when  Congress  had 


1699. 


UNITBD  8TATB8  ▼.  BBLLINGHAM  BAT  BOOM  CO. 


S45 


pMMd  BO  act  upon  the  lubjeet  When  Oon- 
ms8,  in  1890^  pused  the  riyer  and  harbor 
Sill  we  think  the  expression  contained  in  9 
10  in  regard  to  obstructions  'iiot  afflrmatiTe^ 
ly  authorized  by  law/'  meant,  not  only  a  law 
of  Congress,  but  a  law  of  the  state  in  which 
the  river  was  situated,  which  had  been 
passed  before  Congress  had  itself  legislated 
upon  the  subject.  An  obstruction  created 
under  the  authority  of  a  state  statute  under 
•such  circumstances,  we  cannot  doubt,  was 
jm  obstruction  ''affirmatively  authorized  by 
law."  When,  therefore,  the  section  contin- 
ues, and  provides  that  "any  such  obstruc- 
tion, .  .  .  whether  heretofore  or  here- 
after ereated,**  shall  constitute  an  offense,  it 
referred  to  an  obstruction  as  described  in  the 
iirst  sentence  of  the  section,  namely,  an  ''ob- 
etruction  not  affirmatively  authorized  by 
law."  If  the  obstruction  were  affirmatively 
authorized  by  a  law  of  the  state,  it  did  not 
•come  within  the  condemnation  of  the  section, 
and  its  continuance  was  therefore  valid. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  pass  laws  for  the 
fegulation  of  the  navigation  of  public  rivers, 
and  to  prevent  any  and  all  obstructions 
therein,  cannot  be  questioned.  When  Con- 
gress chooses  to  act,  it  is  not  concluded  by 
anytiiing  that  tiie  states  or  that  individuals 
by  their  authority  or  acquiescence  have  done, 
from  assuming  entire  control  of  the  matter, 
and  abating  any  obstructions  that  may  have 
been  made,  and  preventing  any  others  from 
being  made  except  in  coniormi^  with  sudi 
e  rcgmations  as  it  may  impose.  The  ultimate 
JJ  power  of  Congress  over  the  whole  subject  is 
«  undoubted.  This  has  been*decided  in  numer- 
•ous  cases,  and  in  the  case  of  WiUametie  Iran 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch,  120  U.  S.  1,  31  L.  ed. 
4129,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811,  many  of  them  are 
referred  to  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradlev  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court.  If,  however. 
In  exercising  its  right  in  regard  to  the  regu- 
lation and  control  of  commerce,  private  prop- 
•erty  must  be  taken,  the  government  » 
•obliged  to  make  compensation  to  the  owner. 
Uonongahel4i  Vav,  Co,  v.  United  States,  148 
V.  6.  312,  336,  37  L.  ed.  463,  471, 13  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  622.  Whether  ordering  the  removal  of 
the  obstruction,  unaccompanied  by  the  actual 
taking  of  the  property,  would  under  other 
•circumstances  affect  the  question  of  compen- 
sation, it  is  not  necessary  to  here  decide,  as, 
im  the  reason  hereafter  given,  the  boom  was 
m  unauthorized  obstruction,  and  subject  to 
abatement  as  such  under  the  act  of  Congress. 
As  this  defendant  claims  that  the  obstruc- 
tion in  the  river  was  affirmatively  authorized 
by  an  act  of  the  state  legislature,  we  must 
look  at  that  act  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  validity  of  the  claim.  The  act  under 
which  the  boom  was  created  Is  entitled  ''An 
Aet  to  Declare  and  Begulate  the  Powers, 
Bights,  and  Duties  of  Corporations  Organ- 
iz<3  to  Build  Booms  and  to  Catch  Logs  and 
Timber  Products  Therein."  The  3d  section 
provides:  "Such  corporations  shall  have 
the  power,  and  are  hereby  authorized,  in  any 
•f  the  waters  of  this  state,  or  the  diriding 
waters  thereof,  to  construct,  maintain,  and 
«M  all  necessary  sheer  or  receiving  booms. 


dolphins,  piers,  pilet,  or  other  stmctnre  ne^ 
essary  or  convenient  lot  carrying  on  tiia 
business  of  such  corporations:  PrwHd/ed^ 
That  such  lioom  or  booms,  sheer  booms  or  re- 
ceiving booms,  shall  be  so  constructed  as  to 
allow  the  free  passage  between  any  of  sudk 
booms  and  the  opposite  shoivs  for  all  boats, 
vessels,  or  steam  crafts  of  any  kind  whatso- 
ever, or  for  ordinary  purposes  of  naviga- 
tion." 1  Hill,  Anno.  Stat  (Wash.)  chap.  7t 
I  1592. 

The  reading  of  this  section  shows  that  the 
boom  authorized  to  be  constructed  was  one 
which  should  allow  the  free  passage  between 
the  boom  and  the  opposite  shore  of  boats,  ves- 
sels, etc  The  eridence  shows  that  this  boom 
was  not  so  constructed,  because  it  crossed 
the  channel  of  the  river,  completely  blodduff  h 
it,  and  left  no  space  for  the  free  passage  oleJ 
noats  and  vessels  between  the  end  of  the  boom* 
and  the  opposite  shore.  The  building  of  the 
so-called  ''trip"  was  no  compliance  with  the 
act.  By  the  passage  of  the  river  and  harbov 
bill,  containing  the  above-mentioned  10th 
section,  Congress  had  acted  upon  the  subject, 
and  has  provided  for  the  removal  of  any  ob- 
struction to  a  navigable  river  with  the  excep- 
tions named  in  the  section.  When  the  At* 
tomey  General,  therefore,  acts  under  the  au- 
thority conferred  by  this  statute,  he  has  the 
right  to  call  upon  the  court,  upon  proper 
proofs  being  made,  to  enjoin  the  continuance 
of  any  obstruction  not  authorized  by  the 
statute,  and  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  and 
it  is  its  duty,  to  decide  the  question  whether 
the  existing  obstruction  is  or  is  not  affirma- 
tively authorized  by  law.  In  such  inquiry 
the  court  is  bound  to  decide  whether  the 
boom  as  existing  is  authorized  by  any  law 
of  the  state,  when  such  law  is  claimed  to  be 
a  justification  for  its  creation  or  continu- 
ance. That  question  is  not  for  the  state 
alone,  but  must  necessarily  be  decided  by  the 
Federal  court  in  the  course  of  exerdsinff  the 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it  by  the  Federal 
statute.  We  therefore  cannot  concur  with 
the  views  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  upon 
this  subject. 

The  authority  cited  by  that  court  for  ita 
position  was  Willamette  Iron  Bridge  Co,  v. 
EatcK  125  U.  S.  1,  31  L.  ed.  629,  8  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  811.  In  that  case,  however,  there  had 
been  no  act  of  Congress  upon  the  subject  of 
the  navigation  of  the  Willamette  river,  and 
without  such  statute  it  was  held  that  the 
United  States  could  not  bring  within  the 
scope  of  its  laws,  obstructions  and  nuisances 
in  navigable  streams  within  a  state,  such  ob- 
structions and  nuisances  being  offenses 
against  the  laws  of  the  state  within  which 
the  navigable  waters  lie,  and  constitute  no 
offense  against  the  United  States,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  statute.  The  court  used  the  fol- 
lowing language: 

"There  must  be  a  direct  statute  of  the 
United  States  in  order  to  bring  within  ths 
scope  of  its  laws,  as  administered  by  ths 
courts  of  law  and  equity,  obstructions  and 
nuisances  in  navigable  streams  within  the 
states.  Such  obstructions  and  nuisances  are 
offenses  against  the  laws  of  the  states  irithin 
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S  which  the  iMvlgable  waters  lie^  and  may  be 
*  indicted  or* prohibited  as  such;  but  they  are 
not  offenses  against  the  United  States  laws 
which  do  not  exist;  and  none  such  exist  except 
what  are  to  be  found  on  the  statute  booK. 
•  .  .  The  usual  ease,  of  course,  is  that  in 
which  the  acts  complained  of  are  clearly  sup- 
ported by  a  dtatc  statute;  but  that  really 
makes  no  difference.  Whether  they  are  con- 
formable, or  not  conformable,  to  the  state  law 
relied  on,  is  a  state  question,  not  a  Federal 
one.  The  failure  of  the  state  functionaries  to 
prosecute  for  breaches  of  the  state  law  doea 
not  confer  power  upon  United  States  func- 
tionaries to  prosecute  under  a  United  States 
law,  when  there  is  no  such  law  in  existence." 

If  there  were  here  no  Federal  law  in  exist- 
ence, then  the  question  whether  the  boom 
was  authorized  by  a  state  law,  or  complied 
with  its  proYisions,  would  be  a  state  ques- 
tion, as  is  clearly  set  forth  in  the  above  ex- 
tract But  the  Federal  law  having  been 
passed,  the  question  then  is  whether  the 
structure  is  permitted  fay  that  law,  and  when 
that  law  says  it  may  continue,  if  affirmative- 
ly authorized  by  a  state  law,  the  question 
whether  it  is  so  authorized  becomes  in  effect 
A  question  whether  the  Federal  law  does  or 
does  not  permit  it.  If  it  is  authorized  by 
the  state  law,  then  the  Federal  law  provides 
that  it  may  continue;  and  whether  it  is  or  is 
not,  becomes  a  question  for  the  Federal 
court  to  decide. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  boom  In  ques- 
tion in  this  case  violates  the  statute  under 
which  it  was  built,  because  it  does  not  allow 
free  passage  between  the  boom  and  the  oppo- 
site shore  for  boats  or  vessels  as  provided 
for  in  the  state  law.  For  this  reason  the 
government  was  entitled  to  a  decision  in  its 
favor,  and  toe  therefore  reverse  the  decrees 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth 
Circuit  and  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Washing- 
ton, Northern  Division,  and  remand  the  case 
to  the  Circuit  Court  for  further  proceedings 
in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

So  ordered. 


(176  U.  S.  207) 

WILLIAM  C.  GLASS,  Plff.  In  Err^ 

V, 

POLICE  JURY  OF  THE  PARISH  OF  CON- 
CORDIA. 

Federal  jurisdiction — diverse  eitisfenship  in 
cctse  of  <usignment — purchaser  at  judMal 
sale  as  assignee, 

A  pordiaser  of  warrants  at  a  Jodicial  sale  on- 
der  autliarlty  of  an  order  of  the  probate 
court  Is  an  aaalgnee  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  oif  Congress  of  March  8,  1875,  which 
allows  an  assignee  of  such  contracts  to  sue 
In  the  Federal  court  only  when  suit  might 
have  been  brought  in  that  court  if  no  assign- 
ment had  been  made. 

[No.  229.] 

Submitted  January  8, 1900.    Decided  Janu- 
ary 29,  1900. 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Louisiana  to  review  a  decision  dismissing 
a  suit  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller » 
This  was  a  suit  brought  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern 
district  of  Louisiana  by  William  C.  Glass,  a 
citizen  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  against  the 
parish  of  Concordia,  to  recover  on  certain 
warrants  or  orders  for  levee  work ;  and,  hav- 
ing been  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction^ 
came  to  this  court  on  the  following  certifi- 
cate: 

"This  cause  was  tried  at  the  present  term 
of  the  court  solely  on  the  defendant's  ex- 
ception to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
it  appearing  from  the  jurisdictional  facts  al- 
leged in  plaintiff's  petition,  admitted  to  be 
true  by  said  exception,  that  the  warrant* 
and  orders  sued  on  were  payable  to  the  order 
of  Matthew  Carr,  deceased,  who  was  a  citi- 
zen of  the  state  of  Louisiana,  and  were  as> 
sets  of  his  estate,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ac- 
quired title  thereto  through  a  judicial  sale 
made  by  the  sheriff  of  the  parish  of  Concordia 
on  the  22d  day  of  May,  1808,  under  authority 
of  an  order  of  the  probate  court  of  said  par^  vt 
ish  having  the  administration  of  said  estate;  § 
that  plain  tiff  *at  the  date  of  his  said  pur-  * 
chase  and  at  the  date  of  nling  his  original 
petition  herein,  on  the  2d  day  of  November, 
1877,  was  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
and  that  the  defendant  was  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of  Louisiana.  Under  the  state  of  facte 
the  only  question  at  issue  upon  the  trial  of 
said  exception  was  whether  the  case,  for  the 
purpose  of  jurisdiction,  comes  within  the 
following  restriction  imposed  by  8  I  of  the 
act  of  Congress  approved  March  3,  1876; 
'Nor  shall  any  circuit  or  district  court  have 
cognizance  of  any  suit  founded  on  contract 
in  favor  of  an  assignee,  unless  a  suit  might 
have  been  prosecuted  in  such  court  to  re- 
cover thereon  if  no  assignment  had  heeik 
made,  except  in  cases  of  promissory  notee,. 
negotiable  by  the  law  merchant,  and  bills  of 
exchange.'  And  the  court,  for  the  reason* 
set  forUi  in  the  written  opinion  hereto  an- 
nexed and  made  part  hereof,  has  this  day 
maintained  the  defendant's  exception  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  dismissed 
plaintiff's  petition,  with  leave  to  amen^  if 
so  advised,  and  without  prejudice,  and  w^ 
grants  this  certificate  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a  review  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  said  jurisdictional  ques- 
tion under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  Con» 
gross  approved  March  3,  1801." 

Messrs,  J.  D.  Rouse  and  Wm*  Chrant 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  Edffar  H.  Farrar,  Benjamla 
F.  Jonas,  Ernest  B.  Krnttsclinitt,  and 
Henry  L.  Itasams  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  state  in  their 
argument:     '^e  concede  that  neither  Carr» 
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his  heirs,  nor  the  administrator  of  his  estate, 
nor  the  sheriif  who  made  the  sale,  nor  the 
Judge  who  ordered  the  sale,  possessed  the 
necessarr  citizenship  to  sue  on  the  warrants 
in  the  circuit  court  at  the  time  this  action 
^  was  brought.     But  we  assert,  on  principle, 
e  that  a  purchaser  at  a  sale  made  by  authority 
«  of  a  probate  court*derives  title  from  none  of 
these  sources,  but  takes  title  by  the  adjudica- 
tion of  the  law  acting  directly,  in  rem,  upon 
the  property  itself." 

The  11th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of 
1789  provided:  "Nor  shall  anv  district  or 
circuit  court  have  cognizance  of  any  suit  to 
recover  the  contents  of  any  promissory  note 
or  other  chose  in  action  in  favor  of  an  as- 
signee, unless  a  suit  might  have  been  prose- 
cuted in  such  court  to  recover  the  said  con- 
tents if  no  assignment  had  been  made,  ex- 
cept in  cases  of  foreign  bills  of  exchange." 
in  fiferd  v.  Pitot,  6  Cranch,  332,  3  L.  ed. 
240,  the  assets  of  an  insolvent  partnership 
passed  to  syndics  appointed  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  under  the  laws  of  the  territory 
of  Orleans,  and  this  court  held  that  the 
syndics  could  not  sue  in  the  Federal  courts 
if  the  insolvents  could  not  have  done  so.  Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  said:  "The  circum- 
stance that  the  assignment  was  made  by 
operation  of  law,  and  not  by  the  act  of  the 
party,  might  probably  take  the  case  out  of 
the  policy  of  the  act,  but  not  out  of  its  letter 
and  meaning.  The  legislature  has  made  no 
exception  in  favor  of  assignmenlts  so  made. 
It  is  still  a  suit  to  recover  a  chose  in  action 
in  favor  of  an  assignee,  which  suit  could  not 
have  been  prosecuted  if  no  assignment  had 
been  made;  and  is  therefore  within  the  very 
terms  of  the  law.  The  case  decided  in  4 
Cranch  was  on  a  suit  brought  by  an  adminis- 
trator, and  a  residuary  legatee,  who  were 
both  aliens.  The  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased person  are  not  usually  designated  by 
the  term  'assignees,'  and  are  therefore  not 
e  within  the  words  of  the  act." 
2  The  applicable  language  of  the  1st  section 
•  of  the  act*of  March  3,  1876  (18  Stat  at  L. 
470,  chap.  137),  which  regulated  the  juris- 
diction of  the  circuit  courts  when  this  suit 
was  instituted,  was  as  follows:  "Nor  shall 
any  circuit  or  district  court  have  cognizance 
of  any  suit  founded  on  contract  in  tavor  of 
an  assignee,  unless  a  suit  might  have  been 
prosecuted  in  such  court  to  recover  thereon 
if  no  assignment  had  been  made,  except  in 
eases  of  promissory  notes  negotiable  by  the 
law  merdiant  and  bills  of  exchange." 

The  differences  between  this  provision  and 
that  of  the  act  of  1789  are  not  material  here. 
Beri  V.  Pitot  was  decided  in  1810;  has  been 
cited  nmny  times ;  frequently,  with  approval, 
on  analogous  points  (Smith  v.  Port  Soott  d 
A.  R,  Co,  99  U.  S.  398,  25  L.  ed.  437 ;  Oorhin 
v.  Black  Bawk  County,  105  U.  S.  659,  26  L. 
ed.  1136;  Mexican  Nat.  R,  Co.  v.  Davidson, 
157  U.  S.  201,  39  L.  ed.  672,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
563) ;  though  criticised  in  Bitshnell  v.  Ken- 
nedy,  9  Wall.  387,  19  L.  ed.  736,  has  never 
been  overruled,  and  is  decisive  of  the  present 
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death  to  his  heirs.  La.  Rev.  Civil  Code,  arts. 
040  et  seq.  These  warrants  were  sold  at  a 
judicial  sale  under  authority  of  an  order  of 
the  probate  court  of  the  parish,  having  th« 
administration  of  tiie  estate,  bjf  the  sheriff 
of  that  parish.  Glass  became  the  purchascTi 
and  the  adjudication  made  and  recorded  bf 
the  sheriff  gave  him  titie.  Rev.  Civil  Code, 
arts.  2622,  2623.  And,  moreover,  the  Code 
provided  that  "all  the  warranties  to  which 
private  sales  are  subject  exist  against  the 
heir  in  judicial  sales  of  the  property  of  suc- 
cessions." Art.  2624;  Deloach  v.  Elder,  14 
La.  Ann.  673.  The  title  thus  obtained  did 
not  devolve  on  Glass  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  law  devolves  title  by  its  own  operation 
on  an  executor,  an  administrator,  an  heir,^  a 
universal  legatee,  or  a  receiver,  but  was 
transferred  by  the  sale  and  the  adjudication. 
The  purchaser  at  sales  on  judgment  and  exe- 
cution similarly  obtains  titie  through  the  act 
of  the  executive  ofiiccr. 

Conceding  that  proceedings  in  settlement 
of  estates  in  probate  courts  are  in  themselves 
proceedings  in  rem,  yet  the  titie  to  property 
ordered  to  be  sold  in  sucu  proceedings  is 
not  transferred  by  the  mere  order  of  sale, 
bat  1^  the  sale  taking  place  as  prescribed. 
Its  validity  depends  on  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  probate  court;  its  transfer  is  accom- 
plished in  the  designated  way  through  the 
designated  instrumentality. 

In  our  opinion  Glass  came  within  the  re- 
striction of  the  statute,  and  the  circuit  court 
correctiy  held  that  jurisdietion  could  not  be 
sustained. 

Judgment  afjtrmed. 


(176  U.  S.  267) 
SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY.  Appt., 

o. 
CARNEGIE  STEEL  COMPANY,  Limited. 

Reoeivere — priority  of  olaime  to  current  im» 
come — olaimt  for  current  debts  preceding 
reoeivership-^ht  for  rails  needed  for 
making  railroad  safe-^UUm  more  thorn 
six  months  preceding  receivership. 

1.  The  right  to  assert  a  claim  against  the 
property  of  a  railroad  company  or  Its  Income, 
in  preference  to  mortgage  dehts.  Is  not  at  all 
affected  by  the  sale  of  the  property  held  by 
receivers,  or  by  the  fact  of  Its  transfer  to  a 
purchaser,  where  the  rights  of  each  claim- 
ant are  expressly  reserved  by  the  court  in  the 
decree  of  sale  and  the  order  conflrmlng  rbe 
sale. 

2.  A  debt  for  rails  bought  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany shortly  before  the  appointment  of  re> 
ceivers.  and  needed  to  operate  the  road  prop* 
erly  and  for  the  safety  of  persons  and  prop- 
erty transported.  Is  as  much  a  current  debt  In 
the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of  the 
railroad  company,  which  has  a  preference 
over  a  mortgage  debt  In  respect  to  the  car- 
rent  income  of  the  road,  as  If  it  were  a  debt 
Incurred  by  the  receivers  under  order  of  the 
eoort. 

8.  The  equities,  In  respect  to  railroad  Income^ 
of  a  creditor  furnishing  that  which  protects 
and    preserves    the    mortgage    security    and 
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materlal!7  faiereasM  Iti  Talne,  are  none  tlie 
1«0B  because  the  original  debt  waa  evidenced 
by  notes  of  the  railroad  company  taken  for 
Its  conyenlenee  and  renewed  for  its  accom- 
modation. 

4.  The  use  of  a  part  of  ths  rails  boogbt  by  a 
railroad  company  to  keep  Its  lines  in  safe 
condition,  to  repair  other  roads  under  Its 
control  and  in  its  possession,  whose  presenra- 
tlon  in  proper  condition  is  vital  to  its  suc- 
cessful operation,  will  not  preclude  a  right 
to  a  preference  in  payment  of  that  claim  oyer 
the  mortgage  debt,  oot  of  the  current  Income 
of  the  railroad. 

B.  A  claim  accruing  back  of  the  six  months 
Immediately  preceding  the  appointment  of  a 
railroad  reoelTer  may,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  particular  cases,  be  accorded  ths 
same  priority  in  the  distribution  of  earnings 
that  belongs  to  like  claims  arising  within  that 
period.  (In  this  case  such  priority  wsa  giyen 
to  claims  preceding  the  receiver's  appoint- 
ment by  from  nine  to  eleven  months.) 

8.  A  diversion  of  railroad  income  from  the  pay- 
ment of  a  current  debt,  such  as  the  price  of 
rails  needed  to  keep  the  road  in  proper  re- 
pair, by  using  the  money  for  the  benefit  of 
mortgage  creditors  In  paying  for  permanent 
improvements,  rentals,  and  Interest  on  the 
mortgage  debt,  entitles  those  who  have  claims 
for  such  current  debts  to  have  their  claim 
of  priority  over  the  mortgage  creditors  in  ths 
distribution  or  application  of  the  net  oaru- 
ings  of  the  company  enforced  against  the 
BAortgaged  property  or  its  proceeds. 

[No.  8.] 

Argued  Ooioher  IS,  U,  1898.    Decided  Jofi- 

uary  29, 1900. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fourth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  approv- 
ing the  action  of  the  Circuit  Court  allowing 
claims  against  •  railroad  receiver.  Af' 
firmed. 

See  same  case  below,  42  U.  8.  App.  146,  76 
Fed.  Rep.  492,  22  C.  C.  A.  289. 

S  Statement  hj  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  t 
•  *  This  case  is  here  upon  a  writ  of  certiorari 
for  the  review  of  a  final  decree  of  the  United 
States  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  fourth 
circuit  allowing  certain  claims  of  the  iJar- 
negie  Steel  Company,  Limited,  as  preferen- 
tial debts  chargeable  upon  current  receipts 
arising  from  the  operation  of  certain  rail- 
road properties  in  the  hands  of  receivers. 

On  the  16th  day  of  June,  1802,  William  P. 
Clyde,  John  C.  Maben,  and  William  H. 
Qoadby,  citizens  of  New  York,  suing  for  them- 
selves and  other  creditors  and  stockholders 
of  the  Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad  Com- 
pany and  of  other  defendant  corporations, 
exhibited  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Virginia  a 
bill  of  complaint  against  the  Richmond  & 
Danville  Railroad  Company  and  the  Rich- 
mond &  West  Point  Terminal  Railway  & 
Warehouse  Company,  Virginia  corporations. 
Hie  bill  made  the  following  case: 

The  Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad  Com- 
pany (hereafter  called  the  Danville  Com- 
pany) ,  in  addition  to  its  own  line  extending 


from  Richmond  to  Danville,  with  a  12-mil» 
branch,  being  152  miles  of  road,  through  th» 
purchase  or  the  acquisition  of  stock,  or  by 
written  lease  or  operating  contracts,  ob- 
tained the  possession  and  control  of  mor«- 
than  twenty  other  railways  built  under  the 
respective  charters  of  and  owned  by  the  coi^ 
porations  named  in  the  bill,  it  also  owned 
the  entire  capital  stock  of  tiie  Baltimore^ 
Chesapeake,  k  Richmond  Steamboat  Com- 
pany, and  through  it  operated  a  line  of 
steamers  between  Richmond,  West  Point, » 
and  Baltimore.  Its  authorized  and  out-^ 
standing  capital  stock  was  $5,000,000,*  the* 
larger  part  being  owned  by  its  codefendant 
company. 

The  lines  of  railway  comprising  this  sys- 
tem, known  as  the  Danville  system,  were  in 
Virginia,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina, 
(Georgia,  Alabama,  and  lilississippi,  and 
reached  many  of  the  most  important  trade 
centers  of  those  states. 

For  more  than  five  years  prior  to  the  in- 
stitution of  that  suit  the  Danville  Company 
had  held  in  possession  and  substantial  con- 
trol all  the  railways  of  the  other  companiea 
in  connection  with  its  own  road  as  a  singlt- 
system.  Over  a  large  portion  of  the  mileagt- 
the  engines  and  cars  in  traffic  service  were 
used  without  any  fixed  apportionment 
thereof  to  any  specific  portion  of  the  system^ 
and  the  income  derived  from  the  operation* 
of  the  parent  and  auxiliary,  leased,  and  oper* 
ated  liens  was  received  and  distributed 
through  a  common  treasury  with  no  separa^ 
tion  of  the  earnings  and  expenses  of  tho 
several  properties,  except  by  entries  in  booka 
of  account  apportioning  Uie  gross  income 
and  expenses  on  some  approximate  but  ar- 
bitrary basis  of  division  as  between  the  dif- 
ferent lines  over  which  the  traffic  yielding 
the  revenue  had  passed. 

The  total  mileage  of  the  auxiliary  portion 
of  the  Danville  railroad,  added  to  its  own 
mileage,  aggregated  3,320  miles,  exclusive  of 
its  steamer  service. 

The  aggregate  outstanding  capital  stock 
of  the  lines  constituting  the  system,  together 
with  the  stock  of  the  steamboat  company^ 
amounted  to  $48,482,950,  of  which  $10,707,* 
354  was  neither  owned  nor  controlled  by  the 
defendant  companies. 

Through  the  ownership  of  all  or  a  major- 
ity of  the  stock  thereof,  some  of  the  roads 
were  operated  by  the  Danville  Company  at 
proprietary  lines.  Others  were  operated 
upon  the  basis  of  a  fixed  rental  or  payment 
of  net  earnings,  or  a  guarantee  of  interest  on 
bonds  or  dividends  of  stock,  or  both. 

In  consequence  of  the  absorption  of  such 
roads  in  its  system  by  lease  or  contract,  the 
bonded  debts  and  rental  obligations  which 
the  Danville  Company  had  assumed  and  be- 
came liable  for  amounted  to  $71,128,126.  Ita 
own  direct  bonded  debt  was  $16,136,000, 
making  the  total  bonded  and  rental  debt  of  o 
the  Danville  system  $87,314,126.  % 

*The  bonded  debt  resting  on   the  Danville* 
road  proper  and  equipments  was  in  five  sepa- 
rate issues  of  securities;  that  resting  on  its 
auxiliary  and  operative  lines  was  embraced 
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in  fifty-nine  dftTerent  dasses  of  Mcoritiet  is* 
■lied  by  the  leyeral  companies^  eeeured  hj 
wparate  mortgages  or  deeds  of  tmst  ooyer* 
ing  dilTerent  sections  of  the  controlled  roads 
or  their  equipment,  capable  of  separate  de- 
fault or  foreekosore,  bMdes  Ave  stock  guar* 
antiesy  representing  certain  of  its  rental  ob- 
ligations, also  secured  by  provisions  for  re- 
entry on  default. 

The  Danville  Company  also  had  outstand- 
ing car  trust  obligations  of  its  own  and 
leased  lines  amounting  to  $1,642,824,  and  a 
floating  debt  of  over  $6,000,000;  also  an 
emergen<7  loan  of  $600,000,  advanced  by 
those  interested  in  the  property  to  prevent 
default  on  April  1,  1802. 

Besides  all  such  outstanding  fixed  liabili- 
ties on  account  of  its  own  road  and  con- 
trolled lines,  the  directors  of  the  Danville 
Company  had  pledged  its  credit  and  sub* 
iected  it  to  other  heavy  liabilities,  to  enable 
its  codefendant,  the  Richmond  &  West  Point 
Terminal  Railway  &  Warehouse  Company 
(to  be  hereafter  referred  to  as  the  Terminal 
Company)  or  certain  of  its  controlled  com- 
panies, to  acquire  the  stock  control  of  other 
lines  of  railroads  not  directly  connected  with 
or  operated  by  the  Danville  Company  and  in 
which  it  had  no  interest  whatever.  Its 
board  of  directors  had  issued  $6,000,000  of 
bonds  of  the  Danville  Companv»  executed 
Jointly  and  severally  with  the  East  Tennes- 
see, Vireinia,  &  Georgia  Company,  and  guar- 
anteed by  the  Terminal  Company  "Cmcin- 
nati  Extension  Bonds,*'  which  were  secured 
by  a  trust  pledge  of  preference  and  ordinary 
shares  of  the  Alabama  &  Great  Southern 
Railway  Company,  Limited.  Those  bonds 
had  been  sold  in  open  market,  and  apparently 
eonstituted  an  outstanding  liability  of  the 
Danville  Company,  but  for  which  it  received 
no  valuable  consideration  whatever.  It  had 
executed  the  same  as  mere  accommodation 
paper  and  as  a  partnership  adventure,  and 
was  only  protected  against  loss  by  the  above 
pledge  of  corporate  stock  of  uncertain  value, 
because  it  was  subject  to  heavy  prior  mort- 
*4  gsgs  debts,  and  the  line  of  road  of  the  par- 
g  ticular  corporation  issuing  such  stock  was  a 
•  central  link  in  the  system  of  the  East  Ten- 
nessee Railway  system  over  which  the  Dan- 
ville Company  had  no  control  whatever. 

By  reason  of  the  absolute  stock  control 
which  the  Terminal  Company  had  over  the 
Danville  Company  it  compelled  the  latter 
company  about  June  1,  1891,  to  become  the 
assignee  and  guarantor  of  a  written  lease  ex* 
ecuted  by  the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking 
Company  of  Georgia,  of  all  its  system  of 
railroads  and  steamer  lines  for  a  long  tenn 
of  years  to  the  Georgia  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, whereby  the  Danville  Company  became 
bound  to  operate  the  Central  System  and  to 
assume  and  pay  all  the  interest  on  the  bond- 
ed debts  and  aU  the  rental  obligations  of  the 
Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company;  and 
the  Danville  Company  was  compelled  to  exe- 
cute and  deliver  a  bond  of  $1,000,000  to 
faithfully  perform  all  the  covenants  in  such 
lease.  Tbe  result  of  the  operation  of  the 
Central-Georgia  system  of  roads  had  been  a 


constant  and  heavy  loss  to  the  Danville  Com* 
panv. 

The  bill  next  set  out  the  relations  between 
the  Danville  Company  and  the  Terminal 
Company,  and  also  describes  what  is  known 
as  the  Tennessee  system,  having  2,318  miles 
in  length  of  proprietary,  leased,  and  operated 
roads. 

It  then  stated  that  the  five  several  issues 
of  bonds  of  the  Danville  Company  were  se- 
cured by  mortgtbgeB  to  divers  trustees,  and 
constituted  liens  of  varjring  rank  upon  some 
portion  of  its  road,  franchises,  and  equip- 
ment; that  the  bonds  issued  by  the  Danville 
and  Terminal  Companies,  as  well  as  a  largs 
majority  of  the  several  issues  of  bonds  rest- 
ing on  the  different  separately  mortgaged 
sections  of  the  Danrille  system,  were  owned 
by  a  large  and  constantly  shifting  number 
of  persons  and  corporations,  who  were  scat- 
tered in  many  different  states  and  countries 
and  had  no  organization  or  registration; 
that  what  was  known  as  the  emergency  loan^ 
for  which  the  income  of  the  Danville  system 
was  pledged,  was  advanced  in  equal  sums  by 
a  considerable  number  of  persons,  many  of 
whom  preferred  not  to  have  their  names  or 
advances  disclosed;  that  the  plaintiff,  Ma-e« 
ben,  was  a  registered  stockholder  of  the  Dan-  ^ 
ville  Company;  that  the  plaintiffs*were  own-* 
ers  of  a  large  amount  of  the  common  pre- 
ferred stock  of  the  Terminal  Company  and 
of  its  6  and  6  per  cent  bonds,  of  the  Danville 
Company's  debenture  and  6  per  cent  bonds, 
and  of  different  classes  of  bonds  resting  on 
parts  of  the  Danville  system,  and  some  of 
them  were  creditors  of  the  Danville  Com- 
pany on  account  of  advances  made  to  the 
emergency  loan,  and  entitled  to  the  security 
given  therefor;  that  while  nominally  difr* 
tinct  corporations,  tiie  actual  transactions 
and  financial  arrangements  between  the  Ter- 
minal Company,  conducting  no  active  busi- 
ness as  a  security  company,  with  no  assets 
except  stocks  and  bonds  (but  holding  nearly 
the  entire  capital  stock  of  the  Danville  Com- 
pany) and  the  Danville  Company,  as  a  cor- 
poration operating  a  large  system  of  rail- 
ways, separately  organized  and  mortgaged, 
had  resulted  in  serious  complications;  that 
such  community  of  heavy  and  extra  hazar- 
dous liability  and  hypothecation  indissolubly 
connected  the  financial  operations  of  the 
Danville  and  Terminal  Companies,  so  that 
the  unrelieved  embarrassment  of  either  com- 
pany would  necessarily  force  the  insolvency 
of  the  other,  ''and  produce  a  disruption  of  the 
system  of  roads;"  that  the  then  financial 
condition  of  the  two  defendant  corporations 
was  alarming  to  the  holders  of  their  stocks 
and  bonds;  that  in  the  latter  part  of  1891 
the  large  and  increasing  floating  debts  ol 
the  several  properties  in  which  the  Terminal 
Company  was  interested  and  the  heavy  losses 
incurred  in  the  operations  of  some  of  the 
roads  created  much  uneasiness  among  the 
stockholders  and  creditors;  that  by  reason 
of  such  condition  of  things  the  management 
had  invited  prominent  financiers  to  investi- 
gate the  several  systems  and  aid  in  perfect- 
ing the  best  plan  for  permanently  adjusting 
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the  affairs  of  tliA  eompanies  in  queftlon  and 
•eeure  them  the  eredit  neoesiary  for  theiv 
•ucceBsful  operation;  that  two  moTementa  to 
that  end  had  failed,  when  abont  the  last  of 
May,  1892,  "a  large  nnmber  of  seeori^  hold- 
ers joined  in  a  request  to  an  eminent  bank* 
ing  firm  of  New  lu>rk  citj  that  it  should  in- 
vestigate the  property  and  its  financial  con- 
dition, and  undertake  to  rescue  it  from  th^ 
bankruptcy,  shrinkage  in  valne,  and  disrup- 
40  tion  with  which  the  system  was  threat^ 
§  ened;"  that  such  bankers  consented  to 
«  cause  an*  examination  to  be  made,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  advised  that  the  same  was  in 
progress,  but  that  no  conclusion  had  been 
reached  or  report  made,  and  necessarily  the 
creditors  and  security  holders  were  so  num- 
erous, scattered,  and  unknown,  and  the  class- 
es of  liens  so  varied  in  character  and  value, 
that  to  perfect  any  satisfactory  plan  to  re- 
organize the  system  and  secure  the  necessary 
creditors'  assent  would  require  considerable 
time;  and  that  in  the  meantime  the  financial 
embarrassments  continued  to  be  urgent  and 
threatening,  and  the  possible  consequence 
thereof  might  ''result  in  the  disruption  of  the 
system,  and  the  depreciation  of  millions  of 
dollars  in  the  value  of  the  securities." 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  enormous 
-floating  debt  of  the  Danville  Company  was 
wholly  beyond  its  financial  ability  to  carry 
out  of  its  ordinary  revenues,  oyer  $4,600,000 
^f  such  debt  standing  in  demand  loans  sub- 
ject to  summary  enforcement;  that  by  rea- 
son of  the  depreciation  in  the  market  value 
of  its  securities,  and  the  failure  of  the  sev* 
eral  efforts  to  reorganise  the  property,  its 
eredit  had  been  much  impaired;  it  was  not 
able  to  pay  its  obligations  as  they  matured, 
■but  had  been  forced  to  ask  renewals;  it  had 
BO  available  collaterals  to  enable  it  to  nego- 
ilate  such  a  loan  as  was  necessary  to  ade- 
quately protect  it  against  open  default;  it 
had  beien  forced  to  postpone  payment  of  usu- 
al operating  expense  vouchers  for  supplies, 
and  was  allowing  heavy  arrears  of  such  debts 
to  accrue;  many  creditors  had  brought  suits 
and  attached  cars  and  fimds  forwarded  to 
pay  employees;  besides  its  floating  debt, 
mortgage  coupons  on  seventeen  sectional 
mortgages,  aggregating  $989,000,  would  fall 
due  on  July  1,  1892;  it  had  no  available 
money  or  assets  wherewith  to  pay  the  debts 
which  would  soon  mature  and  no  reasonable 
hope  of  financial  assistance  from  any  quar- 
ter to  enable  it  to  do  so;  its  directors  had 
had  no  meeting  for  over  two  months,  and  had 
practically  abdicated  their  trust  and  power 
of  management  and  confessed  their  utter  in- 
ability to  devise  means  to  divert  the  insol- 
vency  and  disruption  of  the  system  in  their 
^  charge. 

^  Plaintiffs  charged  that  the  corporation 
■*  was  insolvent  and*  this  vast  trust  property 
was  substantially  derelict;  that  the  unity  of 
the  property,  as  held  and  operated  as  an  im- 
portant trunk  line,  constituted  one  of  the 
most  important  ingredients  of  its  value,  and 
that  to  permit  its  severance  would  residt  in 
a  ruinous  sacrifice  to  every  interest  in  the 
property;  that  the  owned  aod  operated  lines 


of  road  lie  in  tiz  tMm,  and  wore  tabjeet  to 
the  JorisdictioB  of  the  oonrta  in  each  of  the 
many  counties  in  whieh  tho  property  was  sit» 
nate;  tliat  unless  the  eovrt,  in  viow  of  tho 
impending  and  inevitable  defaults  as  afore- 
said, would  deal  with  the  property  as  a  sin- 
gle trust  fund,  and  take  it  into  Judicial  eoa- 
tody  for  the  proteetiQii  of  every  interest 
therein,  individual  creditors,  immediately 
upon  default,  would  assert  tiieir  remedies  in 
different  courts  in  the  several  states;  that « 
race  of  diligence  would  result,  and  Jad|^ 
ments  and  priorities  attempted;  that  levies 
and  attachments  would  be  laid  upon  the  en- 
sines  and  cars  of  the  company,  and  upon  the 
fuel,  material,  and  supplies  indispensable  to 
the  operations  of  the  road,  and  wnich  would 
greatly  interfere  and  ultimately  prevent  tha 
company  from  properly  discharging  its  dn* 
ties  as  a  public  carrier  and  seriously  dimin- 
ish the  earnings  of  the  road;  that  lessors  of 
the  roads  now  owned  would  enforce  the  re- 
entry covenants  of  their  leases;  that  the  con- 
tinued default  of  the  mortgaged  debts  would 
Sroduce  the  immediate  maturity  of  the 
onds;  and  that  "a  vast  and  unnecessary 
multiplicity  of  suits  will  result,  and  a  most 
important  and  valuable  trust  property  will 
be  dismembered  by  the  dashing  decrees  ol 
the  many  courts  exercising  jurisdiction  at 
the  suit  of  separate  creditors,  which  might 
be  shielded  and  preserved  as  a  valuable 
single  trust  property  by  adequate  judicial 
protection  until  such  time  as  a  satisfactory 
financial  reorsanisation  could  be  perfected.^ 

The  plaintiffs  also  averred  ''that  the  Cen- 
tral Trust  Company  is  not  onlf  tho  trust 
depository  in  the  siid  pledge  of  income,  but 
is  the  trustee  in  over  twelve  trust  deeds  ex- 
ecuted by  the  Danville  Company  and  divers 
roads  in  its  system,  and  also  trustee  for  the 
preferred  stodcholders  and  6  per  cent  and  5 
per  cent  trust  deeds  of  the  Terminal  Com- 
pany. That  the  trusts  and  duties  in  saidg 
different  deeds  as  to  property,  equipmemi,  e« 
and  incomei*are  variant,  and  in  some  respect* 
antagonistic  In  esse  of  default  and  judi- 
cisl  enforcement,  their  reciprocal  rights  will 
have  to  be  construed  and  decreed  by  the 
court,  and  such  common  trustee  oaimot  prop- 
erly represent  such  variant  trusts;  and  the 
bondholders  have  the  equity  to  apply  in  their 
own  names  to  protect  the  trust  estate." 

The  relief  asked  was — 

That  the  court  would  decree  that  the 
plaintiffs  as  holders  of  aliquot  portions  of 
the  emergency  loan  to  the  Danville  Com- 
pany, guaranteed  by  the  Terminal  Company, 
had  a  fixed  and  specific  lien  upon  all  and 
singular  the  income,  tolls,  and  revenues  of 
the  Danville  Company  and  its  leased, 
operated,  and  controlled  railroads,  and  each 
of  them,  and  that  the  condition  of  such 
pledge  of  income  had  been  broken,  entitling 
the  holders  of  such  indebtedness  to  enforce- 
ment thereof; 

That  the  court  would  also  administer  the 
trust  fund  in  which  the  plaintiffs  were  in- 
terested, constituting  the  entire  railroad  and 
assets  of  the  defendant  corporations,  and 
would  for  that  purpose  marshal  all  their  as- 
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mU  and  aseertain  the  respective  liene  and 
prioritiee  existing  upon  every  part  of  such 
system  of  railways,  the  amount  due  upon 
mortgages  and  other  liens,  and  enforce  and 
decree  the  rights,  liens,  and  equities  of  each 
and  all  of  the  stockholders  and  creditors  of 
the  BanTille  an<l  Terminal  Companies  as 
the  same  were  finally  ascertained  and  de- 
creed, in  and  to  not  only  those  lines  of  rail- 
roads, appurtenaDces,  and  equipments,  but 
also  to  and  upon  every  portion  of  the  assets 
and  property  of  each  of  those  oorporations ; 
and — 

That  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  lien 
and  equity  upon  the  income  of  the  raUroad 
system  aforesaid,  to  which  the  holders  of 
the  emergency  loan  were  by  contract  enti- 
tled, "as  well  as  to  preserve  the  unity  of  said 
system,"  as  it  had  been  for  years  maintained 
and  operated,  and  preventing  uie  disruption 
thereof  by  separate  executions,  attachments, 
or  sequestrations,  the  oocurrenoe  of  which 
would  be  ineviteible  in  view  of  the  defaults  in 
interest  payments  which  would  presently  oo> 
cur,  the  court  would  forthwith  appoint  one 
or  more  receivers  of  the  entire  system  of 
9  railroads  and  steamers  held  and  operated  by 
Sthe  Danville  Company,  together  with  all 
*  equipment,  material,  madiinery,  supplies, 
moneys,  accounts,  choses  in  action,  and  as- 
sets of  every  description  and  wherever  sit- 
uated, together  with  all  leasehold  rights  and 
contracts,  with  authority  to  manage  and  oper- 
ate the  same  as  the  officers  of  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  court,  and  that  all  the  offi- 
cers, managers,  superintendents,  and  em- 
ployees of  the  Danville  Company  be  required 
to  forthwith  deliver  up  the  possession  of  all 
and  singular  each  and  every  part  of  the 
property,  over  which  the  receivers  were  thus 
appointed,  wherever  situate,  and  also  all 
books  of  accounts,  offices,  vouchers,  and 
papers  in  any  way  relating  to  the  business 
or  operation  of  such  system  of  railways  and 
steamers,  and  for  injunctions  restraining 
each  and  every  of  the  officers,  directors,  man- 
agers, superintendents,  agents,  and  employ- 
ees of  the  Danville  Company  from  interfer- 
ing in  any  way  whatever  with  the  possession 
and  control  of  the  receivers  over  any  part  ot 
the  property. 

Upon  hearing  and  considering  the  bill, 
with  the  exhibits  and  answer  in  support 
thereof,  and  on  motion  of  the  complainants, 
Frederic  W.  Huidekoper  and  Reuben  Foster 
were  appointed  by  the  court  receivers  of  the 
property  and  assets  of  the  Danville  Com- 
pany, namely,  the  system  of  railways  then  in 
the  possession  of  and  owned  and  controlled 
by  that  corporation,  situated  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  in  the  states  of  Virginia, 
North  and  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Ala- 
bama, and  Mississippi,  together  wiSi  all  the 


kind'  machinery,  material,  and  supplies 
owned,  held,  or  in  the  possession  and  use  of 
such  corporation,  wherever  situate,  including 
all  tracks,  terminal  facilities,  real  estate, 
warehouses,  offices,  stations,  and  all  other 
building  of  every  kind,  owned,  held,  or  pos- 
ieased  by  the  Danville  Company,  together 


with  aU  steamers,  wharves,  and  other  prop- 
erties held  in  connection  therewith,  and  all 
moneys,  choses  in  action,  eredi^  bonda^ 
stocks,  leasehold  interests,  or  opemting  oon- 
traots,  and  other  assets  of  every  kind,  and 
all  other  property,  real,  personal,  and  mixed, 
owned,  held,  or  possessed  by  that  company. 

It  was  further  provided  in  the  order  ofi« 
the  court  that  the  receivers  "shall  from  time  % 
to  time,  out  of  the  funds  coming* into  theii  • 
hands  from  the  operation  of  the  property, 
pay  the  expense  of  operating  the  same  and 
executing  their  trusts,  and  all  taxes  and  as- 
•essments  upon  the  said  property  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  also  pay  and  discharge  all 
such  traffic  and  car  mileage  balances  as  may 
be  due  to  connecting  and  other  railways,  and 
all  iuch  loss  and  ds^mage  claims  arising  from 
the  previous  operation  of  said  property  as, 
in  their  Jud^ent,  on  examination,  are 
proper  to  be  pkid  as  expenses  of  operation; 
and  shall  also,  out  of  the  moneys  coming  in- 
to their  hands,  pay  and  disoharffe  all  the  cur- 
rent unpaid  pay  rolls  and  vouchers  and  sup- 
ply accounts  incurred  in  the  operations  of 
said  railroad  system,  at  any  time  within  six 
months  prior  hereto." 

The  receivers,  who  are  referred  to  in  the 
record  as  the  insolvency  receivers,  entered 
into  full  and  exclusive  possession  on  the  16th 
day  of  June,  1892. 

On  that  and  the  succeeding  day  auxiliary 
suits  were  instituted  by  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  Danville  Company  in  the  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States  for  the  western 
district  of  North  Carolina,  the  district  of 
South  Carolina,  the  northern  district  of 
Georgia,  the  northern  district  of  Alabama 
and  the  northern  district  of  Mississippi,  and 
orders  were  duly  entered  of  record  by  each 
of  those  courts  confirming  the  original  ap- 
pointment of  receivers  and  recognizing  tne 
circuit  court  of  the  eastern  district  of  Vir- 
ginia as  having  primary  jurisdiction  over  all 
the  railroad  system  and  property  of  the  Dan- 
ville Company  wherever  situated. 

On  the  28th  day  of  June,  1892,  the  plain- 
tiffs filed  a  petition  in  the  cause,  stating 
that  the  Central  Trust  Company  of  New 
York  was  trustee  in  five  mortgages  executed 
by  the  Danville  Company,  resting  upon  its 
property,  and  of  the  following  dates  uid 
amounts:  October  5,  1874,  $5,997,000; 
February  1,  1882,  $3,368,000;  October  22. 
1886,  $4,498,000;  September  8,  1889,  $1,* 
390,000;  May  1,  1891,  $883,000.  The  peti- 
tioners prayed  that  the  receivers  be  author- 
ised to  execute  and  sell  receivers'  certificates 
to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $1,000,000, 
which  should  be  a  first  lien  on  the  Richmond 
&  Danville  Railroad,  its  property,  leasehold 
interests,  contracts,  and  income,  **and  out  of » 
the  proceeds,  as  a  special  fund,  to  pay  and|| 


equipments,  shops,  appurtenances  of  every  I  "discharge   all    outstanding   indebtedness   of 


the  Danville  Company  incurred  for  material 
and  supplies  in  the  operation  of  the  roads  in 
the  receivers'  hands,  which  were  purchased 
within  six  months  prior  to  June  15,  1892,  as 
the  said  indebtedness  shall  be  ascertained 
and  reported  on  by  special  masters  to  be  ap- 
pointed for  such  purpose ;  and  also,  that  out 
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of  the  funds  eoming  into  their  hands  from 
the  operation  of  the  roads  whieh  could  be 
safely  used  without  prejudice  to  their  own 
current  liabilities  for  operating  expenses, 
the  receivers  be  authorized  to  pay  the  instal- 
ments  of  rent  and  coupons  of  mortgage  bonds 
resting  "upon  the  several  parts  of  the  sys- 
tem, so  as  to  protect  and  preserve  the  pres- 
ent unity  of  the  system  of  roads  in  their 
charge."  The  petition  concluded:  ''The 
Central  Trust  Company  is  the  trustee  in  each 
and  all  of  the  trust  deras  and  mortgages,  and 
it  is  made  a  party  hereto,  so  that  it  can  ap- 
pear to  the  application  and  be  heard  upon  the 
question  of  using  receivers'  certificates  and 
authorizing  the  payment  of  mortgage,  in- 
terest, and  rental  obligations  out  of  the  cur- 
rent net  income  of  the  receivership." 

Of  the  application  for  an  order  in  accord- 
ance with  the  petition,  the  defendants  and 
the  Central  Trust  Company  had  notice.  The 
court  by  order  authorized  the  borrowing  of 
$1,000,000  receivers'  certificates  to  be  used 
for  the  purposes  indicated  in  the  petition. 
The  Trust  Company  was  represented  at  the 
hearing  of  the  application;  and,  so  far  as 
the  record  discloses,  made  no  objection  to  the 
order. 

On  the  13th  day  of  July,  1892,  the  Central 
Trust  Company  presented  its  petition  and 
prayed  that  it  be  allowed  to  intervene  in  the 
suit  brought  by  Clyde  and  others  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  holders  of  the  6  per  cent  bonds 
oi  the  Danville  Company  and  of  the  sub- 
scribers to  the  emergen<7  loan  made  prior 
to  April  1, 1802,  and  in  respect  of  which  that 
company  was  the  trust  depositary  of  the  in* 
come  of  the  Danville  system  pledged  to  se- 
cure such  loan;  and  by  order  entered  August 
10,  1892,  leave  was  given  for  that  company 
to  intervene  in  tiie  cause,  '*on  the  condition 
that  it  hereby  submits  to  the  several  orders 
^heretofore  entered  herein."  On  the  latter 
9  day  that  company  presented  its  petition,  ask- 
•  ing  that»Huidekoper  and  Foster  be  appointed 
as  permanent  receivers  of  the  Danville  Com- 
pany, if  the  court  should  determine  to  con- 
tinue its  judicial  possession  of  the  system. 
An  order  to  that  effect  was  accordingly 
made.  In  presenting  the  above  petition  the 
Central  Trust  Company  appeared  not  only 
as  trustee  of  the  Richmond  &  Danville  Rail- 
road Company  and  the  consolidated  gold 
mortgage,  to  be  presently  referred  to,  but  as 
trustee  representing  other  mortgages  and 
railroads,  including  the  Virginia  Midland 
Railroad,  the  Georgia  Pacific  Railway,  and 
the  North  Eastern  Railroad  of  Georgia. 

On  the  19th  day  of  December,  1892,  an  in- 
tervening petition  was  presented  by  parties 
representing  the  underlying  bondholders  in- 
terested in  any  litigation  or  proceedings  for 
the  foreclosure  of  any  of  the  mortgage  or 
trust  deeds  of  the  Danville  Company  or  any 
of  the  companies  forming  a  part  of  the  Dan- 
ville system,  and  they  were  permitted  to  be- 
come parties  compl&inant  in  the  Clyde  suit, 
and  to  file  such  petitions  and  take  such  pro- 
eeedings  as  they  deemed  necessary  or  requi- 
■Ite  for  the  protection  of  the  interests  they 
rq>resented. 


In  the  suit  instituted  by  Clyde  and  others, 
the  Carnegie  Steel  Company,  Limited,  filed 
with  the  Master  Commissioner,  October  14» 
1892,  its  claims  arising  out  of  certain  oo» 
tracts  made  between  that  company  and  tin 
Danville  Railroad  Company  in  1891  for  steel 
rails  delivered  to  the  latter  between  July  25« 
1891,  and  October  10,  1891.  The  facts  re- 
lating to  those  contracts  will  be  hereafter 
stated. 

On  the  13th  day  of  April,  1894,  the  Cen- 
tral Trust  Companv  of  New  York  instituted 
a  separate  suit  against  the  Richmond  &  Dan- 
ville Railroad  Company  for  the  foreclosure 
of  what  is  known  as  the  consolidated  gold 
mortgage.  Upon  the  filing  of  that  petition* 
and  on  the  motion  of  the  Trust  Company* 
an  order  was  entered  appointing  Huidekoper* 
Foster,  and  Spencer  receivers  of  the  court 
of  all  and  singular  the  railroads,  property, 
assets,  credits,  and  effects  of  the  Richmond 
&  Danville  Railroad  Company,  "the  same 
being  the  system  of  railways  owned,  oper- 
ated, or  controlled  by  the  said  corporation* 
situate  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  iao 
the  states  of  Virginia,  North  Carolina* ){ 
South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Alalbama,  an4*liisa-« 
issippi,  together  with  all  the  equipment^ 
shops,"  etc.,  "and  other  assets  of  every  kind* 
and  all  other  property,  real,  personal,  and 
mixed,  held  or  possessod  by  the  said  railroad 
company,  the  above-mentioned  property  be- 
ing now  in  the  possession  of  said  Frederie 
W.  Huidekoper  and  Reuben  Foster,  receiv- 
ers duly  appointed  by  this  court  in  a  certain 
suit  brought  in  this  court  and  now  pending 
therein,  wherein  William  P.  Clyde  and  oth- 
ers are  plaintiffs  and  the  Richmond  &  Dan- 
ville Railroad  Company  and  others  are  de- 
fendants." These  receivers  are  described  in 
the  record  as  the  foreclosure  receivers. 

The  order  last  named  contain^  this 
clause: 

"Nothing  in  this  order  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  vacate  any  of  the  orders  here- 
tofore entered  in  the  case  of  William  P. 
Clyde  and  others;  but  the  court  reserves  full 
power  to  act  upon  the  masters'  reports  filed 
in  the  said  cause,  and  in  said  cause  to  ad- 
judge and  decree  upon  the  rights  of  credit- 
ors ascertaining  [asserting]  a  claim  against 
the  property  of  the  said  railroad  company 
or  income  thereof,  in  preference  to  the  mort- 
gage debt  thereof,  by  orders  to  be  entered 
in  the  said  suit  of  William  P.  Clyde  and 
others,  upon  notice  to  parties,  with  like  ^- 
fect  upon  the  mortgaged  property  and  in- 
come as  if  such  orders  were  entered  in  this 
cause." 

The  Carnegie  Company  was  permitted  to 
intervene  in  the  suit  brought  by  the  Central 
Trust  Company,  alleging  in  its  petition  that 
the  rails  sold  and  delivered  by  it  to  the 
Danville  Company  were  used  upon  its  road- 
bed for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  same 
in  condition  to  conduct  its  traffic  thereon,  and 
were  necessary  for  that  purpose.  The  claim- 
ants referred  to  the  fact  that  they  had  pre- 
viously filed  their  claim  in  the  Clyde  suit* 
"which  claim  is  now  pending  in  said  causa 
before  the  masters,  the  demand  of  your  petl- 
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tioiMr  tSMit  tlie  same  shall  be  allowed  as  a 
dalm  entitled  to  equitable  priority  of  pay* 
meot  over  the  inortffa|;e  debt  of  the  said  de- 
lendant  not  haying  been  heard  or  considered 
bj  said  masters." 

On  the  17th  day  of  February,  1894,  the 

suit  instituted  by  the  Central  Trust  Com- 

panv  of  New  York  and  the  one  brought  by 

H  Clyde  and  others  were  consolidated  under 

^  the  name  of  **The  Central  Trust  Company  of 

•  Vew  York  and  others  r.*  The  Riohmond  d 
DanviUe  Railroad  Company  and  others,  Cof^ 
soUdated  Cause/*  Upon  application  of  the 
Carnegie  Company  it  was'  made  a  party  de- 
fendant in  the  consolidated  cause. 

A  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale  in  the  con- 
tolidated  cause  was  entered  April  18,  1894, 
and  a  sale  took  place  June  15,  1894,  the 
property  embraced  by  the  decree  being  sold 
as  a  unit  Charles  H.  Coster  and  Anthony 
J.  Thomas,  a  purchasing  committee,  as  Joint 
tenants  purchased  the  property  for  the  use, 
benefit,  and  behoof  of  a  corporation  to  be 
organised  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  an  act 
of  the  general  assembly  of  Virginia,  ap- 
proved February  20,  1894,  entitled  "An  Act 
Authorizing  the  Purchasers  of  the  Richmond 
k  Danville  Railroad,  Their  Assigns  and  Suc- 
cessors, to  Become  and  Be  a  (>>rporation.'' 
The  sale  was  approved  by  formal  order  of 
court  and  confinned  to  the  purchasing  com- 
mittee, composed  of  Coster  and  Thomas,  for 
the  sole  use,  benefit,  and  behoof  of  the  South- 
em  Railway  Company  created  under  the 
laws  of  Viiginia. 

The  decree  of  confirmation  contained  the 
following  clauses:  "And  the  court  accepts 
the  said  Southern  Railway  Company  as  the 
purchaser  of  all  and  singular  the  railroad, 
property,  and  franchises  sold  under  this  de- 
cree, and  holds  it  as  such  purchaser  obli- 
ffated  to  complete  and  fully  to  pay  the  said 
bid  and  comply  with  all  the  orders  of  the 
court  already  entered,  and  hereafter,  from 
time  to  time,  to  be  entered  by  it  obligatory 
on  such  purchaser.  And  the  court  further 
reserves  full  power  from  time  to  time  to  en- 
ter orders  binding  upon  the  said  Southern 
Railway  Company  as  such  purchaser,  requir- 
Inff  it  to  pay  into  the  registry  of  the  court 
all  such  sums  as  have  been  or  may  be  ordered 
by  the  court  for  the  payment  of  any  and  all 
leceivers'  debts  or  claims  adjudged  or  to  bs 
adjudged  as  prior  in  lien  or  equity  to  the 
mortf^ige  herein  foreclosed,  or  entitled  to 
preference  in  payment  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale."  That  order  also  contained  this 
danse:  "The  court  reserves  full  power,  not- 
withstanding such  convejrance  and  delivery 
of  possession,  to  retake  and  resell  the  prop- 
el arty  this  day  confirmed  to  such  purchaser 
^  if  it  fails  or  neglects  fully  to  complete  such 

•  purchase  and  comply  with  the  orders  of 
court  ia  respect  to  full  compliance  there- 
with, or  to  pay  into  court,  in  accordance 
with  such  decree  of  sale  and  orders  of  court, 
all  sums  of  money  hereafter  ordered  by  the 
court  to  be  paid  into  its  registry  to  discharge 
any  and  $11  such  debts,  liens,  or  claims  as  it 
may  decree  oujg^ht  to  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  in  preference  to  the  mortgage 
iMrein  foreclosed.*' 
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Subsequently,  upon  a  hearii^  of  the  ck* 
ceptions  to  the  masters'  report  on  the  dalm 
of  the  Cam^e  Sted  Company,  Limited,  tho 
drcuit  court  found  that  that  company  fnr^ 
nished  to  the  railroad  company,  at  the  dates 
and  in  the  quantities  named  in  thdr  petition 
for  claim,  sted  rails  to  the  aggregate  value 
of  $125,067.39,  which  the  companv  used  and 
agreed  to  pay  for,  and  that  the  interest  on 
that  amount  was  $29,828.58;  in  all,  $164,- 
895.97.  It  further  found  that  that  sum  had 
never  been  paid  by  the  railroad  company; 
that  "the  earnings  of  said  defendant  railroad 
company,  which  should  have  been  used  for 
the  payment  of  current  expenses,  induding 
therein  this  claim,  have  been  used  for  the 
benefit  of  mortgage  creditors,  in  a  sum  mora 
than  su£9dent  to  pay  said  daim  in  full;** 
and  that  "prior  to  May  1, 1888,  bonds  of  tlM 
Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad  Company 
known  as  consolidated  bonds  were  issued  to 
the  amount  of  $1,621,000,  and  that  since 
that  date  such  bonds  have  been  issued  to  the 
amount  of  $2,906,000."  And  it  was  ad- 
judged that  l^e  daim,  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  time  when  the  respective  items 
thereof  became  duo  and  payable  by  the  Dan- 
ville Company,  was  entitled  to  priority  of 
payment  out  of  the  funds  reeulting  from  the 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  property,  over  the 
bonds  secured  by  tM  mortgace  foreclosed  by 
the  decree  heretofore  pasMd  in  this  cause, 
and  was  also  entitled  oy  reason  also  of  the 
statutes  of  Virffinia  "to  priority  of  paT- 
ment  out  of  the  fund  resulting  from  the  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  over  such  of  the 
bonds  secured  by  too  mortgage  foredosed  by 
the  decree  heretofore  passM  In  this  cause  aa 
were  issued  after  May  1,  1888,  bdng  $2,906,- 
000  in  amount."  It  was  further  ordered 
that  "the  purchaser  at  the  sale  heretofore 
made,  or  his  assigns,  do  forthwith  pay  to  the  eo 
Carnegie  Sted  Company,  Limited,  said  sum^J 
of  $154,895.97,*in  compliance  with  the  terms  * 
of  the  decree  of  sale  heretofore  passed,  where- 
by the  purchaser  at  such  sale,  or  his  asdgns, 
was  required  to  pay  off  and  satisfy  all 
claims  filed  in  this  cause,  which  this  court 
shotdd  adjudge  prior  to  the  mortgage  by 
said  decree  foredosed." 

The  Southern  Railway  Company  prose- 
cuted an  appeal  from  that  order  to  the  dr- 
cuit court  of  appeals  and  the  action  of  the 
circuit  court  was  approved.  42  U.  S.  App. 
145,  76  Fed.  Rep.  492,  22  C.  C.  A.  289.  The 
case  is  in  this  court  upon  certiorari,  sued  out 
by  the  railway  company. 

Messrs.  Henry  Osmwf  ord,  Edward  J. 
Fhelpe,  and  Willis  B,  Smith  tor  appdlant. 

Messrs.  Mieliolsui  P.  Bond,  David 
Willeoz,  and  P.  O.  Kno0  for  appdlee. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  the 
facts  as  above,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  appears  from  the  above  statement  that 
the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  receivers  in 
the  Clyde  or  insolvency  suit  was  surrendered 
to  the  receivers  in  the  foreclosure  suit  under 
an  order  that  expressly  reserved  power  in 
the  court  to  adjudge  and  decree  in  the  Clyde 
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rait  upon  tliA  righU  of  erediton  Msertins 
clAinui  against  the  property  of  the  railroad 
eompanT  or  iU  income  in  preference  to  mort- 
gage dAiM,  Besides,  the  decree  of  sale  pro- 
vided that  the  purchaser  or  purchasers,  or 
Us  or  their  assigns,  under  any  decretal  sale 
should,  as  a  part  of  the  consideration,  in  ad- 
dition to  any  sum  bid,  take  the  property  up- 
on the  express  condition  that  he  or  they 
would  pay  and  satisfy  (among  other  speci- 
fied claims)  all  claims  theretofore  "filed  in 
this  case  or  in  either  of  the  causes*  consoli- 
dated herein,  but  only  when  said  court  shall 
allow  such  claims  and  adjudge  the  same  to 
be  prior  in  lien  or  superior  in  equity  to  the 
mortgage  foreclosed  in  this  suit,  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  order  or  orders  of  the 
2  court  allowing  such  claims  and  adjudging 
fl«  with  respect  thereto.**  And  the  right  was 
*  distinctly  reserved  to  retake  and  reseU  the 
property  in  case  the  purchaser  or  purchas- 
ers, or  his  or  their  assigns,  failed  or  neg- 
lected to  comply  with  the  order  of  court  in 
respeet  of  the  payment  of  such  prior  liens. 
These  conditions  were  repeated  in  the  order 
eonfirming  the  sale.  So  that  the  right  of 
the  Carnegie  Ckmipany  to  have  its  claims  de- 
termined uoon  their  merits  is  not  at  all  af- 
fected by  tne  sale  of  the  property  held  by 
the  receivers  in  the  consolidated  cause,  or  by 
the  fact  of  its  transfer  to  the  Southern  Rail- 
•  way  Company.  And  we  add  that  the  above 
Teservation  in  the  orders  and  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  left  it  open  for  the  Southern 
Bailway  Company  to  contest,  upon  their 
merits,  any  claims  allowed  after  its  purchase 
under  the  decree  of  sale. 

The  respective  rights  of  the  mortgagees 
of  a  railroad  company  and  of  parties  having 
claims  against  it  at  the  time  its  property 
passed  into  the  hands  of  receivers  have  been 
frequently  the  subject  of  consideration  by 
this  court.  But  as  counsel  differ  as  to  the  scope 
and  effect  of  former  decisions,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  examine  them  and  ascertain  whether 
those  decisions  embrace  the  case  now  before 
the  court. 

The  leading  case  is  Foadiek  v.  SchM,  09 
U.  S.  235,252,253, 25  Ued.  339,342,  which  re- 
lated to  a  claim  affainst  a  railroad  company 
for  rent  of  cars.  In  that  ease  Chief  Justice 
Waits  delivered  the  unanimous  judgment  of 
the  court.  After  observing  that  the  busi- 
ness of  all  railroad  companies  was  done  to 
a  greater  or  less  extent  on  credit,  and  that 
this  credit  was  longer  or  shorter  as  the 
necessities  of  the  case  required,  he  said: 
''The  income  out  of  which  the  mortgagee  is 
to  be  paid  is  the  net  income  obtained  by  de- 
ducting from  the  gross  earnings  what  is  re- 
quired for  necessary  operating  and  manag- 
ing expenses,  proper  equipment,  and  useful 
improvements.  Every  railroad  mortgagee 
in  accepting  his  security  impliedly  agrees 
that  the  current  debts  made  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  shall  be  paid  from  the 
current  receipts  before  he  has  any  claim  up- 
on the  income.  If  for  the  convenience  of  the 
moment  something  is  taken  from  what  may 
not  improperly  be  called  the  current  debt 
fund,  and  put  into  that  which  belongs  to  the 


mortgage  creditora.  It  certainly  ia  not  In-g 
equitable  for  the  courts  when  asked  by  then 
Mortgagees  to  take  possession  of  the  future* 
income  and  hold  it  for  their  benefit,  to  re- 
quire, as  a  eonditioii  of  such  mn  order,  tluit 
what  is  due  from  the  earnings  to  the  current 
debt  shall  be  paid  by  the  court  from  the  fu- 
ture current  receipts  before  anything  derived 
from  that  source  goes  to  the  mortgagees. 
In  this  way  the  court  will  only  do  what,  if 
a  receiver  should  not  be  appointed,  the  com- 
pany ought  itself  to  do.  For,  even  though 
the  mortgage  may  in  terms  give  a  lien  upon 
the  profits  and  income,  until  possession  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  is  actually  taken  or 
something  equivalent  done,  the  whole  earn- 
ings belong  to  the  company  and  are  subject 
to  its  control."  The  coiurt  further  said: 
"The  mortgagee  has  his  strict  rights  which 
he  may  enforce  in  the  ordinary  way.  If  he 
asks  no  favors  he  need  grant  none.  But  if 
he  calls  upon  a  court  of  chancery  to  put  forth 
its  extraordinary  powers  and  srant  him 
purely  equitable  relief,  he  may  with  propri- 
ety be  required  to  anfamit  to  the  operation  of 
a  rule  which  always  applies  in  such  cases, 
and  do  equity  in  order  to  get  equity.  The 
appointment  of  a  receiver  is  not  a  matter  of 
strict  right.  Such  an  application  always 
calls  for  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion; 
and  the  chancellor  should  so  mould  his  order 
that  while  favoring  one  injustice  is  not  done 
to  another.  If  this  cannot  be  accomplisbcd 
the  application  should  ordinarily  be  denied. 
We  think  also  that  if  no  such  order  is  made 
when  the  receiver  is  appointed,  and  it  ap- 
pears in  the  progress  of  the  cause  that 
bonded  interest  has  been  paid,  additional 
equipment  provided,  or  lasting  and  valuable 
improvements  made  out  of  earnings  which 
ought  in  equity  to  have  been  employed  to 
keep  down  debts  for  labor,  supplies,  and  the 
like,  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  court  lo 
use  the  income  from  the  receivership  to  dis- 
charge obligations  which,  but  for  the  diver- 
sion of  funds,  would  have  been  paid  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business.  This,  not  be- 
cause the  creditors  to  whom  such  debts  are 
due  have  in  law  a  lien  upon  the  mortgaged 
property  or  the  income,  but  because,  in  a 
sense,  the  officers  of  the  eompanv  are  trustees 
of  the  earnings  for  the  benefit  of  the  different 
classes  of  creditors  and  the  stockholders ;  o 
and  if  they  give  to  one  class  of  creditors  thatH 
which  properly  belongs  to  anotfaer,*the  court* 
may,  upon  an  adjustment  of  the  accounts,  so 
use  the  income  which  comes  into  its  own 
hands  as,  if  practicable,  to  restore  the  parties 
to  their  original  equitable  rights.  While,  or- 
dinarily, this  power  is  confined  to  the  appro- 
priation of  the  income  of  the  receivership 
and  the  proceeds  of  moneyed  assets  that  have 
been  taken  from  the  company,  eases  may 
arise  where  equity  will  require  the  use  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty in  the  same  way.  ...  No  fixed  and 
inflexible  rule  can  be  laid  down  for  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  courts  in  all  cases.  &ch 
case  will  necessarily  have  its  own  peculiar- 
uies,  which  must  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
infiuence  the  chancellor  when  he  comes  to 
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9Ltt.  The  power  rests  upon  the  fact  that  in 
the  hd^inistration  of  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany the  mortgage  creditors  have  got  pos- 
«es8ion  of  that  which  in  equity  belonged  to 
the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  general  creditors. 
Whaterer  is  done,  therefore,  must  be  with  a 
Tiew  to  a  restoration  by  the  mortgage  cred- 
itors of  that  which  they  have  thus  inequi- 
tably obtained.  It  follows  that  if  there  has 
been  in  reality  no  diversion,  there  can  be  no 
restoration ;  and  that  the  amount  of  restora- 
tion should  be  made  to  depend  upon  the 
amount  of  the  diversion.  If  in  tne  exercise 
of  this  power  errors  are  committed,  they, 
Kke  others,  are  open  to  correction  on  ap- 
peal. All  depends  upon  a  proper  applica- 
tion of  well-settled  rules  of  equity  jurispru- 
dence to  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  established 
by  the  evidence." 

In  Hale  v.  Froat,  99  U.  8.  389,  25  L.  ed. 
419,  it  appeared  that  a  receiver  was  appoint- 
ed in  a  suit  brought  by  trustees  to  foreclose 
mortgages  executed  by  a  railroad  company. 
He  was  appointed  May  19,  1875,  at  which 
time  the  company  owed  employees  for  back 
wages  and  was  indebted  for  current  supplies. 
To  the  Union  Car  Spring  Manufacturing 
Companv  it  was  indebted  for  springs  and 
spirals  furnished  in  March  and  April  before 
ttie  appointment  of  the  receiver,  and  which 
he  continued  to  use.  It  was  also  indebted 
to  Hale,  Ayer,  k  Ck>.  for  supplies  to  the  ma- 
chinery department  and  for  materials  for 
eonstruction  purposes;  and  on  the  13th  day 
of  February,  1873,  a  given  amount  was  due 
I,  them,  as  evidenced  by  the  notes  of  the  rail- 
^  road  comnanT  falling  due  on  that  day.  The 
•  judj^  wWheard  the  case  in  the  court  of 
original  jurisdiction  were  divided  in  opinion 
on  the  following  points  made  by  intervening 
creditors:  1.  That  the  railway  mortgage 
was  a  prior  lien  only  upon  the  net  earnings 
of  the  road,  after  the  payment  of  all  the 
operating  expenses,  while  the  road  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  company.  2.  That  aft- 
er the  default  in  the  payment  of  the  inter- 
est November  1,  1873,  the  fact  that  the 
mortgagees  funded  their  coupons  and  left 
the  company  in  possession  of  the  road  con- 
stituted the  company  their  agent  and  trus- 
tee in  equity,  and  they  were  estopped  from 
objecting  to  the  payment  from  the  earnings 
of  the  road  of  all  legitimate  debts  contracted 
by  the  company  for  operating  expenses.  3. 
That  the  net  earnings  of  the  road,  while  in 
the  possession  of  the  court  and  operated  by 
its  receiver,  were  not  necessarily  and  exclu- 
sively the  property  of  the  mortgagees,  but 
were  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  chancel- 
lor in  the  payment  of  claims  which  had  su- 
perior equities,  if  such  should  be  found  to 
exist,  and  that  the  intervening  petitioners' 
claims  had  superior  equities  to  those  of  the 
mortgagees.  The  petitions  were  dismissed 
and  the  interveners  appealed.  This  court, 
•peaking  by  Chief  Justice  VVaite,  laid :  "The 
first  question  certified  in  this  case  is  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative,  upon  the  autUor- 
i^  of  Foadiok  v.  Schall.  The  third  ques- 
tion ia  answered  in  the  same  way  upon  the 
authority.    The    Union    Car-Spring 


Manufacturing  Company  is  entitled  to  paj^  ' 
ment  in  full,  and  Hale,  Ayer,  ft  Co.  to  pm.y- 
ment  of  so  much  of  their  claim  only  as  la 
for  rappliee  to  the  machinery  department. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show  any  spe- 
eial  equities  in  their  faror  in  respect  to  tbat 
part  of  their  account  which  is  for  material 
for  eonetruction  purposes.  An  answer  to 
the  second  question  is  unnecessary.'* 

In  Bumham  v.  Botoen,  111  U.  S.  776,  JWh^ 
783,  28  L.  ed.  596,  598,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  676, 
077-679,  it  appeared  that  the  trustees  of  a 
mortgage  covering  all  the  property  of  a  rail* 
road  company  and  all  the  revenues  and  in* 
come  thereof,  brought  suit  to  foreelose  tlie 
mortgage,  and  had  a  reoeiyer  appointed.  In 
the  order  appointing  the  receiver  no  special 
provision  was  me^  for  the  payment  of  debts  ao 
owing  for  current  expenses.  When  the  re-^ 
ceiver  took  possession  the^railroad  company* 
was  indebted  for  ooal  used  on  locomotives— 
a  debt  contracted  by  the  company  in  the  ordi* 
nary  oourse  of  a  continuing  business,  and 
which  would  have  been  paid  out  of  current 
earnings  at  the  time  agreed  on  if  the  eom- 
pany  had  remained  in  possession.  The  debt 
due  the  coal  company  was  evidenced  by  the 
acceptances  of  the  railroad  company,  which 
were  for  different  amounts,  maturing  a 
month  apart,  thus  implying,  as  this  oourt 
said,  monthly  settlements  of  monthly  ae- 
ooucits,  with  a  somewhat  extended  credit  to 
meet  the  business  requirements  of  the  rail* 
road  company.  A  decree  was  entered  find- 
ing the  amount  due  to  Bowen,  the  holder  of 
the  acceptances,  and  declaring  that  the  mort- 
gaged property  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees 
under  the  decree  of  foreclosure  was  equitably 
bound  for  the  payment  thereof. 

Chief  Justice  Waite,  delivering  the  unan- 
imous judgment  of  this  court,  said:  ''In 
our  opinion  the  view  which  the  circuit  court 
took  of  this  case  was  the  correct  one.  The 
company  had  never  paid  its  bonded  interest. 
From  the  very  beginning  it  was  in  default 
in  this  particular,  yet  the  mortgage  trustees 
suffered  it  to  keep  possession  and  manage 
the  property.  The  maintenaooe  of  the  road 
and  the  prosecution  of  its  business  were  es- 
sential to  the  preservation  of  the  security  of 
the  bondholders.  The  business  of  every  rail- 
road company  is  necessarily  done  more  or 
less  on  credit,  all  parties  understanding  that 
current  expenses  are  to  be  paid  out  of  cur- 
rent earnings.  Consequently,  it  almost  al- 
ways happens  tbat  the  current  income  is  en- 
cumbered to  a  greater  or  less  extent  with 
current  debts  made  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
business  out  of  which  the  income  is  derived. 
As  was  said  in  Foadiok  v.  Schall,  99  U.  S. 
235,  252,  25  L.  ed.  339,  342,  'the  income  [of 
a  railroad  company]  out  of  which  the  mort- 
gagee is  to  be  paid  is  the  net  income  obtained 
by  deducting  from  the  gross  earnings  what 
is  required  for  necessary  operating  and  man- 
aging expenses,  proper  equipment,  and  use- 
ful improvements.  Every  railroad  mortga- 
gee in  accepting  his  security  impliedly 
agrees  that  the  current  debts  made  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business  shall  be  paid 
from  the  current  receipts  before  he  has  any 
claim  on  the  income.'    Such  being  the 
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whmi  •  court  of  ehanoery,  ia^enforcing  the 
rights  of  mortgage  crediton,  takes  posses- 
sion  of  a  mortgaged  railroad  and  thus  de- 
prWee  the  company  of  tho  power  of  receiv- 
ing any  further  eaminffs,  ft  ought  to  do 
what  ue  company  womd  bare  been  bound 
to  do  if  it  had  remained  in  possession,  that 
is  to  say,  pay  out  of  what  it  receives  from 
earnings  all  the  debts  which  in  equity  and 
good  eonseience,  considering  the  character 
of  the  business,  are  chargeable  upon  such 
earnings.  In  other  words,  what  may  prop* 
early  be  termed  the  debts  of  the  income 
should  be  paid  from  the  income  before  it  is 
applied  in  any  way  to  the  use  of  the  mort- 
gagees. The  business  of  a  railroad  should 
be  treated  by  a  court  of  equity  under  such 
circumstances  as  a  'going  concern,'  not  to  be 
embarrassed  by  any  unnecessary  interfer- 
ence with  the  relations  of  those  who  are  en- 
gaged in  or  affected  bv  it  In  the  present 
case,  as  we  have  seen,  the  debt  of  Bowen  was 
for  current  expenses  and  payable  out  of  cur- 
rent  earnings.  It  does  not  appear  from  any- 
thing in  the  case  that  there  was  any  other 
liability  on  account  of  current  expenses  un- 
provided for  when  the  receiver  took  posses- 
sion, and  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  indi- 
cate that  this  debt  would  not  have  been  paid 
at  maturity  from  the  earnings  if  the  court 
had  not  interfered  at  the  instance  of  the 
trustees  for  the  protection  of  the  mortgage 
weditors." 

It  was  contended  in  that  case  that  no  part 
of  the  income,  prior  to  the  receiver's  ap- 
pointment, was  used  to  pay  mortgage  inter- 
est or  to  put  permanent  improvements  on 
the  property,  or  to  increase  the  equipment, 
and  therefore  there  was  no  such  diversion  of 
the  funds  belonging  in  equity  to  the  labor 
and  supply  creditors  as  to  make  it  proper  to 
use  the  income  of  the  receivership  to  pay 
them.  Touching  that  contention,  this  court 
said:  "The  debt  due  Bowen  was  incurred 
to  keep  the  rwid  running,  and  thus  preserve 
the  security  of  the  bond  creditors.  If  the 
trustees  had  taken  possession  under  the 
mortgage,  they  would  have  been  subjected  to 
similar  expenses  to  do  what  the  company, 
with  their  consent  and  approbation,  was  do- 
ing for  them.  There  is  nothing  to  show 
^  that  the  receiver  was  appointed  because  of 
JO  any  misappropriation  of  Uie  earnings  by  the 
r  company.  On  the  contrary,  it  is*probable, 
from  the  fact  that  the  large  judgment  for 
the  right  of  way  was  obtained  about  the 
same  time  the  receiver  was  appointed,  that 
the  change  of  possession  was  effected  to 
avoid  anticipated  embarrassments  from  that 
cause.  But,  however  that  may  be,  there  cer- 
tainly is  no  complaint  of  a  diversion  by  the 
company  of  the  current  earnings  from  the 
payment  of  the  current  expenses.  So  far  as 
anything  appears  on  the  record,  the  failure 
of  the  company  to  pay  the  debt  to  Bowen 
was  due  alone  to  the  fact  that  the  expenses 
of  running  the  road  and  preserving  the  se- 
curity of  the  bondholders  were  greater  than 
the  receipts  from  the  business.  Under  these 
circumstances  we  think  the  debt  was  a 
charge  in  equity  on  the  continuing  income. 


aa  well  that  which  came  into  the  haada  of 
the  court  after  the  receiver  was  appointed 
as  that  before.  When,  therefore,  Uie  court 
took  the  earnings  of  the  receivership  and 
applied  them  to  the  payment  of  the  fixed 
charges  on  the  railroad  structures,  thus  in- 
creasing the  security  of  the  bondholders  at 
the  expense  of  the  labor  and  supply  credit- 
ors, there  was  such  a  diversion  of  what  is 
denominated  in  Foediok  v.  Bohall  'the  cur^ 
rent  debt  fund,'  as  to  make  it  proper  to  re- 
quire the  mortgagees  to  pay  it  back.  So  far 
as  current  expense  creditors  are  concerned, 
the  court  should  use  the  income  of  the  re- 
ceivership in  the  way  the  company  would 
have  been  bound  in  equity  and  good  con- 
science to  use  it  if  no  change  in  the  pos- 
session had  been  made.  This  rule  is  in 
strict  accordance  with  the  decision  in  Foe- 
diok V.  Scfiall,  which  we  see  no  reason  to 
modify  in  any  particular." 

The  opinion  in  Uiat  case  thus  concluded: 
"We  do  not  now  hold,  any  more  than  we  did 
in  Foediok  v.  Bohall  or  Huidekoper  v.  Hinck- 
ley  Locomotive  Worke,  09  U.  S.  258,  260,  26 
L.  ed.  345,  that  the  income  of  a  railroad  in 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  for  the  benefit  of 
mortgage  creditors  who  have  a  lien  upon  it 
under  their  mortgage,  can  be  taken  away 
from  them  and  us^  to  pay  the  general  cred- 
itors of  the  road.  All  we  then  decided,  and 
all  we  now  decide,  is,  that  if  current  earnings 
are  used  for  the  benefit  of  mortgage  credit- 
ors before  current  expenses  are  paid,  the 
mortgage  security  is  chargeable  in  equity 
with  the  restoration  of  the  fund  which  haisg 
been  thus  improperly  applied  to  their  use."ei 
•In  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Morrieon,  125  U.* 
S.  691,  609,  612,  31  L.  ed.  825,  830,  831,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1004,  1000,  1010,  the  contest 
was  between  the  mortgagees  and  Morrison, 
who  had  become  surety  in  a  bond  given  by 
an  insolvent  railroad  company  which  waa 
harassed  by  suits  in  order  to  prevent  a  levy 
by  a  sheriff  upon  its  rolling  stock.  Subse- 
quently a  suit  was  brought  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  upon  the  railroad.  The  giving  of 
the  bond  undoubtedly  protected  the  com- 
pany's property  from  seizure  and  enabled  it 
to  remain  a  going  concern,  and  saved  it  to 
the  mortgacees.  This  court,  speaking  by 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  said:  "Even  if  it  [the 
rolling  stock]  would  have  been  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  when  taken  on  execution,  never- 
theless it  could  have  been  taken,t  and  thia 
would  necessarily  have  disturbed,  and  per- 
haps interrupted,  the  operations  of  the  rail- 
road, by  separating  the  property  seized  from 
the  corpus  of  the  estate.  The  trustees  of 
the  mortgage  might  have  prevented  such  a 
catastrophe,  it  is  true,  by  filing  a  bill  of  fore- 
closure and  for  an  injunction  and  receiver; 
but  they  did  not  choose  to  take  this  course 
until  nearly  three  years  afterwards;  on  the 


tThe  Constitution  of  Illinois  of  1870,  in  which 
state  the  case  arose,  declared,  article  11,  I  10, 
that  **the  rolling  stock  and  other  movable  prop* 
erty  belonging  to  any  railroad  company  or  cor- 
poration In  thia  state  shall  be  considered  per- 
sonal property,  and  shall  be  liable  to  execution 
and  sale  in  the  same  manner  as  the  personal 
property  of  Indlvldoala** 
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oontrary,  thqr  allowed  the  railroad  company 
to  continue  to  nae  the  property,  and  to  take 
care  of  it  lor  them,  and  stood  hf  and  saw 
Morrison  (who  had  no  interest  in  the  mat* 
ter )  put  his  hands  into  the  fire  and  rescue  the 
rolling  stock  of  which  they  were  to  receive  the 
benefit, — both  directly,  by  receiving  the  prop- 
erty itself  without  contest  or  controversy, 
and  indirectly,  by  keeping  up  the  railroad 
as  a  going  concern.  Morrison's  money,  or 
the  fruits  of  it,  has  gone  into  their  podceis. 
And,  in  this  regard,  we  make  no  distinction 
between  the  mortgagees,  the  bondholders, 
whom  they  represented,  the  nominal  pur- 
chasers. Horsey  and  Canda,  or  the  present 
company.  Thev  were  all  ocie  and  the  same 
in  interest.  If  the  property  became  justly 
affected  by  the  equity  of  the  petitioner's 
ei  claim,  it  remains  so  affected  in  tne  hands  of 
g  the  present  company."  Referring  to  prior 
•  cases,  and*disclaiming  any  purpose  to  modify 
the  rule  charging  operating  expenses  upon 
current  earnings,  the  court  said:  "The 
present  daim  &  of  a  different  character, 
based  upon  a  bona  fide  effort  made  by  the 
intervener  to  nreserve  the  fund  itself  from 
waste  and  spoliation  after  the  mortgage  was 
in  arrears  and  the  right  to  reduce  it  to  pos- 
session had  accrued.  But  even  here,  as  we 
have  seen,  if  the  claimant  could  pursue  only 
the  earnings,  it  is  shown  that  they  have  been 
appropriated  to  the  purchase  of  property 
which  has  been  added  to  the  fund. 

In  8t,  Louia  A.  d  T.  H.  R,  Co.  v.  Cleveland, 
C.  O.  d  X.  R.  Co.  125  U.  S.  658,  673,  31  L.  ed. 
832,  837,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1011,  1017,  the 
•ourt,  speakinff  by  Mr.  Justice  Matthews, 
after  stating  that  ordinarily  the  unsecured 
debts  of  an  insolvent  railroad  company  can- 
not take  precedence  in  the  distribution  of 
the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  the  property  itself 
over  those  creditors  who  are  secured  by  prior 
and  express  liens,  said:  "There  are  cases, 
it  is  true,  where,  owing  to  special  circum- 
stances, an  equity  arises  in  favor  of  certain 
dasses  of  creditors  of  an  insolvent  railroad 
corporation  otherwise  unsecured,  by  which 
they  are  entitled  to  outrank  in  priority  of 
payment,  even  upon  a  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale  of  the  body  of  the  prop- 
erty, those  who  are  secured  by  prior  mort- 
gage liens."  "The  rule,"  the  court  said, 
"governing  in  all  these  cases,  was  stated  by 
Chief  Justice  Waite  in  Bumham  v.  Bowen, 
111  U.  S.  776,  783,  28  L.  ed.  596,  598,  4  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  675,  679,  as  follows:  <That  if  cur- 
rent earnings  are  used  for  the  benefit  of 
mortgage  creditors  before  current  expenses 
are  paid,  the  mortgage  security  is  charffe- 
able  in  equity  with  the  restoration  of  the 
fund  which  has  been  thus  improperly  ap- 
plied to  their  use.'  There  has  been  no  de- 
parture from  this  rule  in  any  of  the  cases 
dted;  it  has  been  adhered  to  and  reaffirmed 
In  them  all." 

In  Kneeland  v.  Amerioan  Loan  d  T.  Co. 
136  U.  S.  89,  97,  34  L.  ed.  379,  383,  10  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  950,  953,  this  court  said :  "The  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  vests  in  the  court  no 
absolute  control  over  the  property,  and  no  gen- 
ami  authority  to  displace  vested  contract 


liens.  Because  in  a  few  spedfied  and  lim* 
ited  eases  this  court  has  declared  that  unse- 
cured daims  were  entitled  to  priori^  over 
mortgage  debte,  an  idea  seems  to  have  ob* 
tained  that  a  court  appointing  a  receiver  ae-n 
quires  power  to  give  such  preference  to  anyJJ 
general  and* unsecured  daims.  It  has  been* 
assumed  that  a  court  appointing  a  receiver 
could  rightfully  burden  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty for  the  payment  of  any  unsecured  in* 
debtedness.  Indeed,  we  are  advised  that 
some  courts  have  made  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  conditional  upon  the  payment  of  all 
unsecured  indebtedness,  in  preference  to  the 
mortgage  liens  sought  to  be  enforced.  Can 
anything  be  conceiv^  which  more  thorough* 
ly  destroys  the  sacredness  of  contract  obli* 
gations!  One  holding  a  mortgage  debt  up- 
on a  railroad  has  the  same  right  to  demand 
and  expect  of  the  court  respect  for  his  vested 
and  contracted  priority  as  a  holder  of  a 
mortgage  on  a  farm  or  lot  So,  when  a  court 
appoints  a  receiver  of  railroad  property,  it 
has  no  right  to  make  that  receiversnip  con- 
ditional on  the  pavment  of  other  than  those 
few  unsecured  claims  which,  by  the  rulings 
of  this  court,  have  been  declared  to  have  an 
equitable  priority.  No  one  is  bound  to  sdl 
to  a  railroad  company  or  to  work  for  it  and 
whoever  has  dealings  with  a  company  whoso 
property  is  mortgaged  must  be  assumed  to 
have  dealt  with  it  on  the  faith  of  its  person- 
al responsibility,  and  not  in  expectation  of 
subsequently  displaduff  the  priority  of  the 
mort£^ige  liens."  Again:  "It  is  the  excep- 
tion, and  not  the  rule,  that  such  priority  of 
liens  can  be  displaced.  We  emphasize  this 
fact  of  the  sacredness  of  contract  liens,  for 
the  reason  that  there  seems  to  be  growing  an 
idea  that  the  chancellor,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  equitable  powers,  has  unlimited  discre- 
tion in  this  matter  of  the  displacement  of 
vested  liens."  These  principles  were  reaf- 
firmed in  Thomaa  v.  Western  Car  Co,  149  U. 
S.  95, 110.  37  L.  ed.  663,  668, 13  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
824,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  car  com- 
pany there  seeking  a  preference  over  mort- 
gage creditors  had  contracted  upon  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  railroad  company,  and 
not  in  rdiance  upon  the  interposition  of  a 
court  of  equity;  consequently  its  claim  to  a 
preference  was  denied. 

In  Virginia  d  A.  Coal  Co,  v.  Central  R.  d 
Bkg.  Co.  170  U.  8.  355,  365,  368,  42  L.  ed. 
1068,  1072,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  657,  661,  662, 
the  court,  referring  to  the  aecision  in  Burt^ 
ham  V.  Botoen,  said:  "It  was  thus  settled 
that  where  coal  is  purchased  by  a  railroad  J 
company  for  use  in  operating  lines  of  rail-n 
way  owned  and  controlled  by  it,  in-order  that* 
they  may  be  continued  as  a  going  concern, 
and  where  it  was  the  expectetion  of  the  par- 
ties that  the  coal  was  to  be  paid  for  out  of 
current  earnings,  the  indebtedness,  as  be- 
tween the  party  furnishing  the  materials 
and  supplies  and  the  holders  of  bonds  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  upon  the  property,  is  a 
charge  in  equity  on  the  continuing  income, 
as  well  that  which  may  come  into  the  hands 
of  a  court  after  a  receiver  has  been  ap- 
pointed at  that  before.    It  is  immaterial 
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In  Bueh  ease,  tn  determining  the  right  to  be 
oompenaated  out  of  the  surpluB  earnings 
of  the  receivership,  whether  or  not  during 
the  operation  of  the  railroad  by  the  com- 
pany there  had  been  a  diversion  of  in- 
•come  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage 
bondholders,,  either  in  payment  of  interest 
«n  mortgage  bonds  or  expenditures  for 
Dermaaent  improvements  upon  the  property. 
llor  is  the  equity  of  a  current  supply  claim* 
«nt  in  subscKjuent  income  arising  from  the 
operation  of  a  railroad  under  the  direction 
«f  the  court  affected  by  the  fact  that,  while 
the  company  is  operating  its  road,  its  income 
Is  misappropriated  and  diverted  to  purposes 
which  do  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  mort- 
gage bondholders,  and  are  foreign  to  the 
beneficial  maintenance,  preservation,  and  imr 
provement  of  the  property." 

In  the  opinion  in  that  case  the  court  ob- 
served that  it  did  not  intend  to  detract 
from  the  force  of  the  intimations  contained 
la  Kneeland  v.  American  Loan  d  T,  Co,  and 
ThomoB  ▼•  Western  Car.  Co,,  above  cited,  "as 
to  the  necessity  of  a  court  of  equity  confin- 
ing itself  within  very  restricted  limits  in  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  that  in  certain 
«ases  a  court  having  a  road  or  fund  under 
Its  control  may  be  justified  in  awarding  pri- 
ority over  the  claims  of  mortgage  bondhold- 
ers to  unsecured  claims  originating  prior  to 
•  receivership."  And  it  was  further  said: 
'^  neither  the  Kneeland  nor  the  Thonuu 
Case  was  there  any  intention  to  question  the 
prior  decisions  of  the  court,  which  allowed 
priority  to  claims  based  upon  the  furnishing 
of  essential  and  necessary  current  supplies, 
not  sold  upon  mere  personal  credit,  against 
the  surplus  income  arising  during  the  opera- 
tion of  the  road  imder  the  direction  of  a 
«  eourt  of  equity." 

^  It  is  apparent  from  an  examination  of  the 
«  above  cases  that^the  decision  in  each  one  de- 
pended upon  its  special  facts.  This  court 
has  uniformly  refrained  from  laying  down 
•ny  rule  as  absolutely  controlling  in  every 
case  involving  the  right  of  unsecured  credit- 
ors of  a  corporation,  whose  property  is  in 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  to  have  their  de- 
mands paid  out  of  net  earnings  in  preference 
to  mor^ge  creditors.  But  it  may  be  safely 
afiirmed,  upon  the  authority  of  former  deci- 
sions, that  a  railroad  mort^gee  when  ac- 
cepting his  security  impliedly  agrees  that 
the  current  debts  of  a  railroad  company  con- 
tracted in  the  ordinary  course  of  its  busi- 
ness shall  be  paid  out  of  current  receipts  be- 
fore he  has  any  claim  upon  such  income; 
that,  within  this  rule,  a  debt  not  contracted 
upon  the  personal  credit  of  the  company,  but 
to  keep  the  railroad  itself  in  condition  to  be 
used  with  reasonable  safety  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  persons  and  property,  and  with  the 
expectation  of  the  parties  that  it  was  to  be 
■net  out  of  the  current  receipts  of  the  com- 
pany, may  be  treated  as  a  current  debt;  that 
whether  the  debt  was  contracted  upon  the 
personal  credit  of  the  company,  without  any 
reference  to  its  receipts,  is  to  be  determined 
ia  each  case  by  the  amount  of  the  debt,  the 
time  and  teiTus  of  payment,  and  all  other  cir« 


cumstanecB  attending  the  transaction;  and 
that  when  current  earnings  are  used  for  the 
benefit  of  mortgage  creditors  before  current 
expenses  aire  paid,  the  mortgage  security  is 
chargeable  in  equity  with  the  restoration  of 
any^  funds  thus  improperly  diverted  from 
their  primary  use.  The  doctrine  announced 
in  Bumham  ▼.  Boioen — ^in  which  case  the  de- 
cisions in  prior  eases  were  affirmed — ^is  thus 
expressed  in  the  recent  case  of  Virginia  d  A. 
Cool  Co.  T.  Central  R,  d  Bkg,  Co,  above 
cited:  'The  dominant  feature  of  the  doc« 
trine  as  applied  in  Bumham  ▼.  Bovoen  is 
that,  where  expenditures  have  been  made 
which  were  essentially  necessarv  to  enable 
the  road  to  be  operated  as  a  continuing  buai* 
ness,  and  it  was  the  expectation  of  the  credi* 
tors  that  the  indebtedness  created  would  be 
paid  out  of  the  current  earnings  of  the  com* 
pany,  a  superior  equity  arises  in  favor  of  the 
materialman  as  against  the  mortgage  bonds 
in  the  income  arising  both  before  and  after « 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  from  the  oper-| 
ation  of  the^property.  The  equity  thus  held  • 
to  arise  when  a  purchase  of  necessary  current 
supplies  is  made  by  the  owning  company  is 
not  in  any  wise  influenced  by  the  fact  that 
the  company  itself  is  the  purchaser  of  the  sup- 
plies, but  is  solely  dependent  upon  the  fact 
that  the  supplies  are  sold  and  purchased  for 
use,  and  that  th^  are  used  in  the  operation 
of  the  road,  that  they  are  essential  for  such 
operation,  and  that  the  sale  was  not  made 
simply  upon  personal  credit,  but  upon  the 
tacit  or  express  understanding  that  the  cur* 
rent  earnings  would  be  appropriated  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt." 

Can  the  decree  below  be  sustained  con- 
sistently with  these  principles  T  Are  the 
debts  due  the  Gamete  Ck>mp«LDy  of  the  class 
designated  in  the  adjudged  cases  as  current 
debts  contracted,  not  on  the  personal  credit 
of  the  railroad  company,  but  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  its  business,  and  to  be  met  out  of 
current  receipts?  As  already  said,  whether 
the  parties,  seller  and  buyer,  had  in  view 
only  the  personal  credit  of  the  latter,  is  to 
be  determined  in  each  case  by  its  special 
facts,  including  the  amount  of  the  debt  and 
the  terms  of  payment. 

All  the  rails  furnished  by  the  Carnegie 
Company  were  not  supplied  under  one  oon« 
tract— a  circumstance  not  to  be  ignored 
when  determining  whether  the  debts  were  of 
the  kind  that  would  ordinarily  be  met  out 
of  current  receipts.  The  first  contract  be- 
tween the  Carnegie  Company  and  the  Dan- 
ville Company  was  made  June  10,  1891— 
within  less  than  twelve  months  before  the 
appointment  of  receivers  in  the  Clyde  suit. 
It  called  for  the  delivery  by  the  Carnegie 
Company,  during  the  month  of  July,  1891, 
of  only  2,500  gross  tons  of  rails  for  which 
the  railroad  company  was  to  pay  $30  per 
gross  ton,  in  its  notes  at  four  months  from 
date  of  shipment  without  interest,  with 
privilege  of  one  renewal  for  three  months 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per 
annum,  and  a  second  renewal  for  three 
months  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
cent    per    annum.    The  railroad   company 
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reienred  the  option  to  increase  by  200  or 
800  the  number  of  tone  to  be  delivered,  mak- 

H  ing  the  total  delivery  2,700  or  2,800  tons. 

01  That  option  was  exercised.     By  another  ar- 

*  rangement  between  •the  parties  entered  into 
July  21,  1801,  the  contract  was  further  ex- 
tended to  cover  1,056  tons  of  rails  at  the 
same  price,  terms,  and  delivery.  Subse- 
quently, by  agreement  of  October  2,  1891,  a 
provision  was  made  for  the  delivery  of  200 
additional  tons  at  the  price  of  $26  per  ton. 
!nie  delivery  of  the  rails  was  in  varying 
amounts  and  at  different  times  between 
July  25,  1891,  and  October  10,  1891.  The 
whole  quantity  delivered  was  4,203^/^  tons, 
worth  $125,067.39.  Notes  were  given  by 
the  railroad  company,  and  they  were  re- 
newed at  their  respective  maturities.  Those 
last  given,  and  wnich  were  unpaid  at  the 
time  of  the  institution  of  the  Clyde  or  in- 
solvency suit,  were  each  payable  at  three 
months,  except  the  last  one,  which  was  at 
four  months.  They  were  of  the  following 
dates  and  amounts:  March  21,  1892,  $38,- 
251.77;  March  24,  1892,  $35,499.38;  April  4, 
1892,  $12,786.16;  May  16,  1892,  $5,355.09; 
June  7, 1892,  $33,174.99.  The  first  note  was 
due  June  21-24,  1892  (six  days  only  after 
the  appointment  of  receivers  in  the  Clyde 
suit),  and  the  last  October  7-10,  1892. 

The  rails  so  received  from  the  Carnegie 
Company  were  used  by  the  Danville  Com- 
pany on  the  following  roads  in  its  posses- 
sion and  under  its  control:  1108.5  tons 
56Ib,  $33,174.99,  on  the  Northeastern  Rail- 
road of  Georgia;  1270  tons  70Ib,  $37,713.76, 
on  the  Virginia  Midland  Railroad;  1793.6 
tone  70Ib,  $53,258.69,  on  the  Richmond  and 
Danville  Railroad;  31.2  tons  701b,  $020.56, 
on  the  Georgia  Pacific  Railroad.  This  use  of 
the  rails  is  shown  by  the  report  of  special 
masters,  and  to  that  report  on  this  point  no 
exceptions  were  filed  by  either  party. 

What  was  the  condition  of  the  roads 
owned  and  controlled  by  the  Danville  Com- 
pany at  the  time  the  rails  were  purchased 
and  used  ?  It  was  in  the  power  of  the  rail- 
road company  and  its  receivers,  who  had 
possession  of  the  books  of  the  company,  to 
nave  furnished  evidence  on  this  point  that 
would  have  removed  all  possible  ooubt.  But 
there  is  enough  in  the  record  to  show  that 
the  rails  purchased  from  the  Cam^ie  Com- 
pany were  needed  in  order  that  the  roads 
in  question  might  be  kept  by  the  railroad 
company  in  that  condition  of  safety  which 
QQ  Its  auty  to  the  public  and  to  the  mortgage 
g  bondholders  required.    In  August,  1892,  ttn- 

•  mediately  after  the  receivers  took^posseseion 
of  the  railroads  constituting  the  Dantnlle 
system,  they  reported  to  the  court  that  the 
financial  difliculties  of  the  Danville  Company 
during  the  previous  two  years  had  "prevent- 
ed the  operating  ofiicers  from  being  able  to 
expend  the  proper  amount  for  new  rails  and 
upon  the  roadbed  and  structures  to  keep  the 
railroad  in  the  condition  in  which  it  should 
he  maintained,  and  it  will  be  necessary  for 
the  receivers,  during  the  summer  and 
autumn,  to  make  a  much  larger  expenditure 
than  they  would  for  ordinai7  maintenance." 
Here  is  a  direct  admission  by  the  receivers 


that  daring  the  tux)  years  inunediatebr  pr^ 
ceding  their  appointment  the  railroad  oom* 
paoy  had  not  expended  for  new  rails  and 
upon  the  roadbed  and  structures  the  amount 
necessuy  to  keep  its  road  in  proper  condi- 
tion. Ijiere  is  no  evidence  in  the  record 
which  even  tends  to  show  that  the  atate- 
menta  of  the  receivers  on  this  point  were  not 
strictly  accurate.  But  this  purchase  of  new 
rails  proved  to  be  inadeauate;  for  on  the 
27  th  of  January,  1894,  the  foreclosure  re- 
ceivers represented  to  the  court,  bv  petitioi^ 
that  "for  the  proper  and  economtodl  oper*- 
tion  of  the  lines  of  railroad  of  which  Uiey 
are  receivers,  and  for  the  safety  of  passen- 
gers  and  property  transported  over  sueh 
roadst  as  required  by  the  order  of  this  eoort 
appointing  such  receivers,  2,000  tons  of  new 
steel  rails  are  an  absolute  necessity^*  and 
that  thev  "had  negotiated  with  and  pur* 
chased  from  the  Carnegie  Steel  Company^ 
Limited,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  court, 
that  quantity  of  rails  at  a  cost  of  $24  per 
ton."  The  oourt  made  an  order  in  accord- 
ance with  that  petition.  Again,  on  the  13th 
day  of  April,  1894,  the  court— all  parties  to 
the  foreclosure  suit  consenting  thereto,  in- 
cludinff  the  bondholders'  conmiittee — ^made 
an  order  authorizing  the  receivers  to  par* 
chase  2,500  tons  of  new  steel  rails  in  prder 
**to  properly  operate  the  railroads^  in  their 
charge  '*and  for  the  safety  of  persons  and 
property  transported.'* 

It  is  apparent  that  the  purchases  of  sew 
steel  rails  while  the  railroads  were  in  pos- 
session of  receivers  were  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business  and  were  properly 
chargeable  upon  and  payable  out  of  current 
receipts  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  mort-et 
gage  creditors.  In  every  substantial  sense  cS 
the* expenses  thus  incurred  were  operating* 
expenses.  They  were  incurred  in  the  interest 
of  mortgage  creditors,  the  value  of  whose 
securities  depended  upon  the  unity  of  the 
Danville  system  being  preserved  and  the  in- 
terests of  all  concerned  not  allovtred  to  go  to 
ruin.  Why  should  a  different  rule  be  ap- 
plied to  the  contracts  made  with  the  Car- 
negie Company  shortly  before  the  appoint* 
ment  of  receivers  in  the  Clyde  suit,  the 
original  contract  being  for  only  2,500  tons, 
and  the  last  one  for  only  1,656  tons!  Is  it 
to  be  said  that  the  contract  for  2,000  tons 
of  steel  rails  and  the  contract  for  2,500  tons, 
made  by  the  receivers  in  the  foreclosure  suit, 
created  debts  of  a  preferential  character, 
while  contracts  made  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany of  exactly  the  same  kind  shortly  before 
the  appointment  of  receivers  for  2,500  and 
1,656  tons  of  steel  rails  could  not  under  any 
circumstances  become  a  preferential  debt 
chargeable  upon  current  receipts!  Surely 
the  quantity  of  rails  purchased  from  the 
Carnegie  Company  and  delivered  in  1891 
was  insignificant  in  view  of  the  interests  in- 
volved and  the  extensive  mileage  of  the  Dan- 
ville system,  and  was  by  no  means  so  lar^ 
as  to  suggest  that  they  were  to  be  used  in 
constructing  new  and  additional  road,  and 
not  to  keep  existing  roads  in  proper  condi- 
tion for  use.    Every  railroad  company  must 


20  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Ooc  Teric, 


have  on  hand  a  limited  quantity  of  rails  in 
order  to  keep  every  part  of  its  line  in  proper 
and  safe  condition.  It  ie  evident  that  the 
Carnegie  rails  purchased  shortly  before  the 
receivers  in  the  Clyde  suit  were  appointed— 
the  rails  here  in  question — ^were  obtained  for 
the  same  reason  that  induced  the  subseouent 
purchases  by  the  receivers.  No  one  will  sa^ 
that  the  use  of  these  rails  did  not  add  di- 
rectly  to  the  value  of  the  securities  of  mort- 
gage creditors.  Within  the  reason  of  the 
rule  adverted  to,  the  debts  contracted  with 
the  Carneeie  Company  were  as  much  current 
debts  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business 
of  the  railroad  company  as  were  the  debts 
contracted  by  the  receivers  under  the  orders 
of  court,  when  thev  purchased  new  rails  to 
put  the  road  in  sale  condition,  or  when  they 
purchased  at  one  time  four  passenger  loco- 
motives, and  at  another  time  eight  passen- 
e  ger  and  freight  locomotives,  the  cost  of 
g  which  was  charged  upon  the  income  in  their 
•  hands.  Is  it  to  be  said^that  such  expenses 
incurred  by  the  receivers  were  preferential 
debts,  but  that  debts  incurred  by  the  rail- 
road company  shortly  prior  to  the  receiver- 
ship for  rails  needed  to  keep  its  road  in  safe 
condition  for  use  are  not  of  that  class? 

We  next  inquire  whether  it  was  not  at  the 
time  the  expectation  of  both  parties,  vendor 
and  vendee,  that  the  rails  delivered  by  the 
Carnegie  Company  between  July  25,  1891, 
and  October  10,  1891,  should  be  paid  for  out 
of  the  current  earnings  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany? The  attendant  circumstances  require 
an  affirmative  answer  to  this  question,  al- 
though the  parties  did  not  in  express  words 
declare  that  the  debts  due  contracted  with 
the  Carnegie  Company  were  to  be  charged 
upon  the  current  earnings  of  the  railroad 
company.  The  quantity  of  rails  was  not  so 
large  as  to  preclude  the  expectation  that  they 
could  be  paid  for  out  of  the  current  earnings 
01  the  railroad  company.  As  already  said, 
it  was  a  very  small  quantity  for  purposes  of 
ordinary  or  necessary  repairs,  and  there  Is 
nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that  the  Car- 
negie Company  relied  merely  or  exclusively 
on  the  personal  credit  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. The  renewal  notes  executed  by  the 
railroad  company  were  all  within  the  three 
months,  immediately  preceding  the  appoint' 
ment  of  the  reoeivera.  The  short  credit 
given  strongly  indicates,  and  the  fair  infer- 
ence from  the  record  is,  that  the  parties  con- 
templated that  the  rails  were  to  be  paid  for 
out  of  the  current  earnings  of  the  railroad. 
The  taking  of  notes  does  not  indicate  the 
contrary,  but  only  shows  that  the  vendor 
company  preferred  to  have  its  debt  evidenced 
by  commercial  paper  which  it  could  use, 
rather  than  to  stand  upon  open  account.  In 
Bumham  v.  Botoen  it  was  said :  "When  the 
receiver  was  appointed  the  debt  was  evi- 
denced by  business  paper  maturing  at  a  fu- 
ture date.  It  was  no  waiver  of  any  claim  on 
the  fund  which  might  come  into  the  hands 
of  the  receiver  to  renew  the  paper  at  ma- 
turity for  the  convenience  of  the  holder.  It 
was  undoubtedly  given  originally  to  enable 
the  coal  company  to  use  it  as  conmmercial 


paper  if  occasion  required,  and  the  renewal 
may  have  become  desirable  on  account  of  th« 
use  which  had  been  made  of  it."    The  equi*  ^ 
ties  of  the  creditor  furnishing  that  whidig 
protected  and  preserved*  the  mortgage  se-* 
curity  and  materially  increased  its  value 
are  none  the  less  because  the  original  debt 
was  evidenced  by  the  notes  of  the  company, 
taken  for  its  convenience  and  renewed  for 
its  accommodation. 

^  It  may  be  said  that  a  part  of  the  rails  fur- 
nished by  the  Carnegie  Company  were  not 
used  on  the  Danville  railroad,  although  used 
on  roads  belonging  to  the  Danville  system. 
But  that  is  not  a  controlling  circumstance. 
The  contracts  were  made  with  the  Danville 
Company,  and,  as  between  the  contracting 
parties,  the  debts  so  incurred  were,  under 
the  circumstances  stated,  current  debts 
chargeable  upon  the  current  receipts  of  the 
railroad  company  that  purchased  the  rails. 
The  rights  of  the  Carne^e  Company  are 
none  the  less  because  the  Danville  Company 
chose,  after  obtaining  the  rails,  to  use  a 
part  of  them  on  roads  under  its  control  and 
in  its  possession,  and  whose  preservation  in 
proper  condition  was  vital  to  its  successful 
operation.  The  scheme  of  reorganization 
was  in  the  interest  of  the  stockholders  and 
mortgage  creditors  of  the  roads  constituting 
the  Danville  system,  and  chiefly  of  the  bond- 
holders represented  by  the  Central  Trust 
Company,  the  trustee  in  the  consolidated 
gold  mortgage.  That  company,  as  we  shall 
presently  show,  stood  by  and  assented  to,  in- 
deed approved,  the  application,  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  bondholders  represented  by  i^  of 
funds  which  should  have  been  applied  in 
payment  of  current  debts  contracted  in  the 
interest  of  mortgage  creditors  before  the  ap- 
pointment of  receivers  in  the  Clyde  suit. 
Suppose  Uie  court  had  directed  the  receivers 
in  the  Clyde  suit,  before  turning  over  the 
property  to  the  receivers  in  the  foreclosure 
suit,  to  pay  the  claims  of  the  Carnegie  Com- 
pany, is  it  possible  that  the  mortgage  cred- 
itors would  have  been  heard  to  object  to  such 
an  order?  Certainly  not,  if  it  appeared,  as 
it  does  satisfactorily  appear  in  the  present 
case,  that  the  Carnegie  debts  were  incurred 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  for  the 
purpose  of  keeping  the  railroad  in  safe  con- 
dition for  use  by  the  public.  If  the  Carnegie 
claims  were  preferential  debts  when  the  con- 
trol of  the  property  passed  from  the  rail- 
road company  to  the  receivers  in  the  insolv-  c^ 
ency  or  Clyde  suit,  the  latter  were  bound  in  ^ 
equity  to  •do  what  the  railroad  company* 
would  have  been  required  to  do  if  it  had  re- 
tained control  of  the  property. 

If  the  parties  to  the  contract  contemplat- 
ed that  the  notes  given  for  the  rails  should 
be  paid  for  out  of  the  current  earnings  of 
the  railroad,  and  if  the  Carnegie  Company 
lost  no  equity  merely  by  renewing  the  notes, 
it  follows,  under  the  settled  doctrine  of  this 
court,  that  the  mortgagees  could  not  have  ob- 
jected to  the  payment  of  the  renewal  notes 
out  of  any  net  earnings  in  the  hands  of  re- 
ceivers, although  the  contract  for  the  rails 
was  a  few  mon&s  back  of  the  six  months  im- 
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mediately  preoediog  their  appointment. 
Each  ease,  as  already  obeenred*  must  depend 
largely  upon  its  speeial  facte.  In  a<»ne  cases 
the  coiutB,  in  their  administration  of  rail- 
road property  by  receivers,  have  refused  to 
give  priority  to  unsecured  claims  that  did 
not  aocme  within  six  months  immediately 
preceding  the  appointment  of  receivers. 
Such  a  rule  will  do  full  justice  in  most 
eases  to  creditors  who  are  entitled  to  look 
to  current  receipts  for  the  payment  of  cur- 
rent debts.  But  no  absolute  rule  on  the 
subject  has  been  prescribed  by  statute  or  by 
judicial  decisions.  A  claim  accruing  back 
of  the  six  months  immediately  preceding  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  may,  under  the 
circumstances  of  particular  cases,  be  accord- 
ed the  same  priority  in  the  distribution  of 
earnings  that  belongs  to  like  claims  arising 
within  that  period.  Touching  this  question 
of  time  and  the  principles  upon  whidi  the 
equitable  rights  of  creditors  in  such  cases 
as  this  rest»  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  said,  in 
Blair  ▼.  Bt,  Louis,  B.  d  K.  B.  Co.  22  Fed. 
Rep.  471,  474:  "The  idea  which  underlies 
them  I  take  to  be  this:  that  the  management 
of  a  large  business,  like  that  of  a  railroad 
company,  cannot  be  conducted  on  a  cash 
basis.  Temporary  credit,  in  the  nature  of 
thinffs,  is  indispensable.  Its  employees  can- 
not be  paid  every  month.  It  cannot  settle 
with  other  roads  its  traffic  balances  at  the 
dose  of  every  day.  Time  to  adjust  and  set- 
tle these  various  matters  is  indispensable. 
Because,  in  the  nature  of  things,  this  is  so, 
such  temporary  credits  must  be  taken  as  as- 
sented to  by  the  mortgagees.  •  •  .  In 
09  this  vieWy  such  temporary  credits  accruing 
g  prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  receiver 
•  must  be  recognized  by  the  mortgagees* and 
such  claims  preferred.  Now,  for  what  time 
prior  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  may 
these  credits  be  sustained?  There  is  no  arbi- 
trary time  prescribed,  and  it  should  be  only 
such  reasonable  time  as,  in  the  nature  of 
things  and  in  the  ordinaiy  course  of  busi- 
ness, would  be  sufficient  to  have  such  claims 
settled  and  paid.  Six  months  is  the  longest 
time  I  have  noticed  as  yet  given.  Ordina- 
rily, I  think  that  is  ample.  Perhaps,  in 
some  large  concerns,  with  extensive  lines  of 
road  and  a  complicated  business,  a  longer 
time  might  be  necessary." 

What  was  done  with  the  earnings  of  the 
property  that  originally  came  to  the  hands 
of  the  receivers,  as  well  as  with  the  earn- 
ings during  the  receivership  under  the  Clyde 
bill  and  also  during  the  receivership  in  the 
foreclosure  suit  instituted  by  the  Central 
Trust  Company!  As  to  these  matters  there 
Is  no  room  for  dispute.  Assuming,  in  view 
of  what  has  been  said,  that  the  claims  of  the 
Cam^ie  Company  were  current  debts 
ehargeable  upon  current  earnings  of  the  rail- 
road property,  even  while  in  the  hands  of 
the  receivers,  and  therefore  to  be  preferred 
to  elaims  of  mortgage  creditors,  tiie  next  in- 
quiry is  whether  the  current  receipts  were 
applied  during  the  receiverships  for  the  ben- 
ent  of  the  bondholders,  or  ouierwise,  when 
thigr  should  have  been  applied  to  the  pay- 


ment of  current  or  preferential  debts,  indud- 
inff  the  debts  due  to  the  Cam^e  Company, 
iburing  the  insolvent  or  Clyde  recdver* 
ship,  from  June  17,"  1892,  to  July  31,  1893, 
the  net  earnings  were  $3,297,792.31.  Among 
the  items  of  expenditure  during  tiie  same 
period  were  the  following:  Construction, 
$232,134.34,  of  which  $19,717.05  was  for  oon- 
atruotion  on  the  Danville  road;  Equipment, 
$81,390.32,  of  which  $74,733.28  was  for 
equipment  on  the  DanviUe  road;  Interest, 
Rentals,  and  Dividends,  $3,249,481.89,  of 
which  $390,522.14  was  for  the  Danville  road, 
$709,324  for  the  VirginU  Midland,  $20,266 
for  the  North  Eastern,  and  $232,127  for  the 
Qeorgia  Pacific  road,  the  last  four  roads  be- 
ing those  on  which,  according  to  the  special 
master's  report,  the  Carnegie  rails  were 
used;  Sinking  Fund,  Richmond  &  Danville 
road,  5  per  cent  equipment  mortgage,  $07,- J 
205;  and  Car  Trust  payments,  $209,500.  S 
"Between  August  1, 1893,  and  December  31,* 
1893,  out  of  the  net  earninffs  of  the  Danville 
system,  excluding  certain  lines,  the  receiv* 
ers  paid  among  other  sums  the  folio wiDgs 
Construction  on  Danville  road,  $9,232.61; 
Equipment  on  same  road,  $6,791.35;  Inter- 
est, Rentals,  and  Dividends,  $626,735.85^ 
which  induded  $48,082.90  for  the  Danville 
road,  Virginia  Midland,  $199,664.50,  and 
$87.50  for  the  North  Eastern  Railroad; 
Sinking  Fund,  Danville  Company,  equipment 
mortgage,  $37,790;  Car  Trust  payments, 
$51,160. 

The  above  figures  are  found  in  the  state* 
ment  of  the  result  of  the  operations  of  tha 
Danville  system  for  the  periods  named. 

Looking  at  the  cash  statement  of  the  re- 
ceipts and  disbursements  of  the  Richmcnd 
k  Danville  Railroad  alone,  we  find  that  from 
June  16,  1892,  to  July  31,  1893,  the  rec»Jpt8 
were  $15,432,055.46.  In  this  sum  were  in- 
duded $480,427.91  cash  received  from  the 
Danville  Company  when  the  Clvde  or  insol- 
vency receivers  were  appointed,  and  $671,* 
363.40  collected  on  accounts  turned  ovrr  to 
those  receivers  by  the  railroad  company. 
The  disbursements  durinff  the  above  period 
were  $15,290,730.27,  leaving  in  the  hands  of 
the  receivers  on  July  31,  1893,  $141,325.](9 
in  cash,  whidi  was  turned  over  to  the  fore- 
closure receivers.  The  disbursements  indud' 
ed  among  other  items  the  following:  Inter* 
est  and  Rentals,  $3,249,481.89;  Car  Trust 
payments  and  Sinking  Funds,  $486,368.16. 
The  account  of  disbursonents  for  the  Dan- 
ville road  from  August  1,  1893,  to  Novem* 
ber  30,  1893,  shows,  among  other  things,  tha 
payment  of  Interest  and  Rentals,  $591,467.- 
42 ;  Car  Trust  payments  and  Sinking  Fund, 
$88,950. 

The  total  floating  debt  of  the  Richmond  ft 
Danville  Railroad  remaining  unpaid  was 
$318,324.71,  of  whidi  $22,186.53  represented 
a  claim  of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company  in  part  for  labor  and  supplies  and 
in  part  for  construction  of  telegraph  line, 
and  $90,000  represented  a  daim  of  the  Pull- 
man Paiaee  Car  for  mileage  of  cars.  Of  the 
balance,  $125,067.39  represented  the  claims 
of  the  Cameffie  Company,  and  $60,317.98 
represented  all  other  daima. 
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g     These  figures  show  that  both  during  the 
•  receivership  in  the*  Clyde  suit  and  the  re- 
ceivership in  the  foreclosure  suit  immense 
Bums  were  expended  in  paying  interest,  sink- 
ing fund^  and  car  trust  debts,  and  for  con- 
struction and  equipment,  which  were  all  for 
the  benefit  of  mortgage  creditors,  and  which, 
to  the  extent  necessary,  should  have  been 
applied  in  payment  of  preferential  claims, 
including  those  of  the  Carnegie  Company. 
It  is  a  clear  case  of  a  diversion  of  income 
from  the  payment  of  current  debts  in  the  in- 
terest of  mortgage  creditors.    Judge  Simon- 
ton  well  said:     "There  can  be  no  question 
that  the  steel  rails  furnished  by  the  Carnegie 
Steel  Company   come    within  the    class  of 
aupplies  necessary  to  keep  the  railroad  com- 
pany a  going  concern.    And  the  evidence  es- 
tablishes the  fact  that  after  incurring  the 
•debt  the  railroad  company  was  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  large  earnings,  which  were  applied 
to   permanent   improvements,   rentals,   and 
-interest  on  the  mortgage  debt;  that  the  re- 
^eeivers  who,  under  the  Clyde  bill,  took  pos- 
«es8ion  of  the  property,  earned  large  income 
"Which  was  applied  in  the  same  way,  leaving 
this  debt  unpaid;  and  that  when  these  re- 
teivers  were  discharged  they  showed  in  their 
accounts  a  cash  surplus,  which  was  duly 
paid  over  to  their  successors  under  the  Cen* 
tral  Trust  Company  bill."    Looking  at  the 
ease  in  the  light  of  the  principle  that  a  mort- 
gagee cannot  require  from  the  mortgagor  an 
account  of  the  earnings,  tolls,  and  income 
until  he  has  made  demand  therefor  or  for  a 
surrender  of  possession  under  the  provisions 
of  the  mortgage  {Sage  v.  Memphis  d  L,  R.  R, 
Co.  125  U.  S.  361,  378,  31  L.  ed.  694,  698,  8 
6up.  Ct.  Rep.  887 ;  Foediok  v.  Schall,  99  U. 
6.  235,  253,  25  L.  ed.  335,  342),  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  also  said:     "When,  there- 
lore^  the  receivers  appointed  at  the  instance 
of  stockholders  and  creditors  took  possession, 
th^  enjoyed  the  same  right  to  the  earnings 
tM  income  which  the  railroad  company  en- 
joyed, and  rightfully  received  them.    As  the 
railroad  oompany  would  have  been  bound  to 
use  this  income  in  the  payment  of  the  cur- 
rent expenses  for  labor  and  supplies,  the  re- 
ceivers should  have  done  so  also.    But,  in- 
stead of  this,  the  receivers  diverted  the  earn- 
ings,  income,   and    funds    in    their    hands 
toward  the  betterment  of  the  property,  per* 
^manent  improvements  and  additions  to  it, 
Sand   payment   of   interest.    And   this   was 
•  natural.    They  were  appointed  to^take  pos- 
session of  tiie  property  and  to  conserve  it 
until   a   plan   of   reorganization    could   be 
adopted  and  perfected.    To  facilitate  this 
plan,  the  property  must  be  kept  up.    To  this 
end  the  funds  coming  from  earnings  were 
used.    When  the   purpose  of  the  first  re- 
eeiversfaip  was  accomplished,  the  mortgage 
creditors  came  in  and  reaped  the  benefit. 
Surely  those  creditors  whose  claims  were 
Beglected,  and  from  whom  the  earnings  were 
diverted,  have  the  right  to  ask  and  receive 
at  the  hands  of  the  oourt  the  recognition  and 
preservation  of  their  claims."    42  U.  S.  App. 
156,  7«  Fed.  Rep.  498,  22  C.  C.  A.  294.  Judge 
Morria  filed  a  ooncurriog  opinion,  and  took 


the  same  general  view  of  the  case  as  that  ez« 
pressed  by  Judge  Simonton  for  the  court. 
He  said  that  the  case  was  that  of  "a  supply 
creditor  seeking  to  be  paid  out  of  the  earn- 
ings which  came  to  the  receivers  after  his 
debt  matured  and  which  were  diverted  by 
them,  without  opposition  from  the  mort- 
gagee, to  expenditures  which  directly  re- 
sulted in  preserving  the  mortgaged  property, 
which  earnings,  if  the  receivers  had  not  been 
appointed,  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing 
would  not  have  been  applied  by  the  company 
to  the  payment  of  the  supply  creditor's 
debt"  42  U.  S.  App.  160,  161,  76  Fed,  Rep. 
501,  22  C.  C.  A.  298. 

We  must  not  be  understood  as  saying  that 
a  general,  unsecured  creditor  of  an  insolvent 
railroad  corporation  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver is  entitled  to  priority  over  mortgage 
creditors  in  the  distribution  of  net  earnings 
simply  because  that  which  he  furnished  to 
the  company  prior  to  the  appointment  of 
the  receiver  was  for  the  preservation  of  the 
property  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage 
securities.  That,  no  doubt,  is  an  important 
element  in  the  matter.  Before,  however, 
such  a  creditor  is  accorded  a  preference  over 
mortgage  creditors  in  the  distribution  of  net 
earnings  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  of  a  rail- 
road company,  it  should  reasonably  appear 
from  all  the  circumstances,  including  the 
amount  involved  and  the  terms  of  payment, 
that  the  debt  was  one  fairly  to  be  regarded 
as  part  of  the  operating  expenses  of  the  rail- 
road incurred  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness and  to  be  met  out  of  current  receipts. 

Passing  by  as  unnecessary  to  be  deter* 
mined  some  of  the  questions  discussed  by 
counsel,  our  conclusion  is  that  as  current^* 
earnings  which  should  have  been  applied  inS 
meeting  ^current  expenses  or  liabilities,  in-* 
eluding  the  debt  due  the  Carnegie  Company, 
were  diverted  for  the  benefit  of  mortgage  cred- 
itors, it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that 
that  company  was  reinstated  in  its  claim  of 
priority  over  the  mortgage  creditors  in  the 
distribution  or  application  of  the  net  earn- 
inn  of  the  property.  That  duty  was  prop- 
erly performed  by  the  Circuit  Court,  and  the 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  af- 
finning  the  Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  if 
a/prfMd, 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  not  having  heard 
the  argument  in  this  case,  did  not  partiei* 
pate  in  the  decision. 

Mr.  Justice  WMte  dissenting: 
As  I  comprehend  the  record,  the  rails  for 
which  preferential  payment  is  now  allowed 
did  not  serve  the  purpose  of  ordinary  repair 
and  maintenance  of  the  tracks  in  which  they 
were  laid.  Moreover,  my  understanding  of 
the  proof  is  that  it  obviously  shows  l£ere 
was  no  surplus  revenue  at  any  time  legally 
applicable  to  the  claim  now  allowed,  and 
hence  that  no  such  revenue  was  diverted  to 
the  benefit  of  the  foreclosing  mortgase  ered- 
itors  during  either  of  the  receiverships  by 
way  of  betterments  or  otherwise.  Moreover, 
I  think  the  proof  is  dear  that,  conceding 
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cwvry  poMiUe  expense  which  can  be  claimed 
to  have  been  a  betterment  or  in  any  wise  to 
hare  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  foreclosinfl 
mortgage  creditors,  never theless  as  sucm 
mortgage  creditors  have  contributed  to  the 
payment  of  the  general  ereditors,  by  the  as- 
sumption of  receivers'  certificates  and  cash 
oontributions,  a  sun  largely  in  excess  of  the 
amount  of  such  payments  for  assumed  bet- 
terments, etc,  the  mortgage  creditors  are  en- 
titled to  credit  for  their  advances,  and 
therefore  there  would  be  a  large  balance  in 
their  favor.  In  effect,  to  state  the  pre- 
sumed betterments  and  charge  them  against 
the  foreclosing  mortjg^e  creditors,  without 
referring  to  or  taking  into  account  their 
contributions,  is  to  charge  them  for  better- 
stents  for  which  they  have  already  paid. 
Bt.  Louis,  A.  d  T,  H,  R.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  d  I,  R.  Co.  125  U.  8.  658,  81  L.  ed.  832,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1011. 
I  therefore  dissent. 


(176  U.  8.  298) 

LACKAWANNA  IRON  ft  COAL  COMPANY 
0t  ak,  Petiiumere, 

V, 

FARMERS'  LOAN  ft  TRUST  COMPANY 
el  oL 

Beoeivere  claim  ef  priority  for  purehaee 
price  of  steel  roitt  used  for  reeoneiruotion 
— eotioleral  eeourity  for  debt, 

V  A  claim  for  the  parchsse  price  of  rails  Im- 
perative! j  required  to  make  a  railroad  safe 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  proper- 
ty will  not  be  deemed  a  current  debt  which 
may  be  paid  oat  of  the  current  receipts  of  a 
railroad  company  In  preference  to  a  mortga^ 
debt,  IX  the  repairs  to  the  road  needed  to  put 
It  In  proper  condition  are  so  extensive  as  to 
amonnt  to  a  reconstruction  or  the  construc- 
tion of  new  road. 

S.  Demanding  and  receiving  collateral  secur- 
ity to  a  large  amount  from  a  railroad  compa- 
ny for  a  debt  on  account  of  rails  to  be  used 
In  repairing  the  road  is  a  circumstance  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  seller  did  not  regard 
Itself  as  entitled  to  an  equitable  claim  apon 
net  earnings  in  preference  to  mortgage  credit- 
ors who  relied  on  the  general  credit  of  tue 
railroad  company. 

[No.  22.] 

Argued  March  10,  1899.    Decided  January 
29,  1900. 

ON  WRIT  OP  CERTKMtARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fifth  CirCiiit  to  review  a  decision  affirming 
an  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  dismissing  the 
daim  of  an  intervener  for  priority  in  the  as- 
sets of  a  railroad  receivership.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  52  U.  S.  App.  81,  78 
Fed.  Rep.  202,  24  C.  C.  A.  487. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  i 
The  Houston  ft  Texas    Central    Railway 
Company,  a  corporation  of  Texas,  formerly 
cnraed  and  operated   in   that   state  several 


lines  of  railroad,  as  follows :  From  Houston 
to  Denison,  a  distance  of  345  miles,  known- 
as  the  main  line;  from  Hempstead,  on  the 
main  line,  to  Austin,  a  distance  of  118^ 
miles,  known  as  the  Western  Division;  and 
from  Bremond,  on  the  main  line,  to  Ross,  a 
distance  of  58  miles,  known  as  the  Waco  ft 
Northwestern  Division.  It  also  owned  lands- 
donated  by  the  state  in  aid  of  the  construe- 
tion  of  its  roads. 

Prior  to  April  1,  1881,  the  company  ha^ 
executed  various  mortgages  or  deeds  of  trusty, 
namely:  1.  A  mortgage  dated  July  1,  1868^ 
covering  the  main  line  and  10  sections  of 
land  for  each  mile,  known  as  the  main-liner 
first  mortgage,  in  which  £ast<m  and  Rintoul 
were  substituted  trustees.  2.  A  mortgagv 
dated  December  21,  1870,  covering  the  West- 
ern Division  and  10  sections  of  land  for  each 
mile  thereof,  commonly  known  as  the  West- 
em  Division  first  mortgage,  in  which  the 
same  persons  were  substituted  trustees.  8. 
A  mortgage  dated  Jime  10,  1873,  covering 
the  Waco  A  Northwestern  Division  (to  be 
hereafter  referred  to  as  the  Waco  Division) 
and  also  6^000  acres  of  land  for  each  mile 
thereof,  commonly  known  as  the  Waco  ft 
Northwestern  Division  first  mortgage,  in 
which  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company,  ^ 
a  New  York  corporation,  was  trustee.  4.  A  |J 
mortgage  dated  October  1,  1872,*covering  the» 
main  line  and  Western  Division  as  a  second 
mortgage  and  3,840  acres  of  land  per  mile 
of  completed  road,  commonlj^  known  as  the 
main  line  and  Western  Division  consolidated 
mortgage.  5.  A  mortgage  dated  May  l, 
1875,  commonly  known  as  the  Waco  ft  NortV 
western  Division  consolidated  mortgage,, 
and  covering  the  Waco  Division  and  6,000 
acres  of  land  per  mile  of  completed  road,  (k 
A  mortgage  dated  May  7,  1877,  emamonly 
known  as  the  income  and  indemnity  mort- 
gage, and  covering  all  the  property  of  the 
railway  company.  7.  A  mortgage  dlated 
April  1,  1881,  commonly  known  as  the  gen- 
eral mortgage,  and  covering  all  the  property 
of  the  company. 

The  present  suit,  designated  in  the  circuit 
court  by  the  number  227,  was  brought  April 
6,  1889,  by  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Com- 
pany to  obtain  a  decree  of  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty covered  by  the  mortgage  of  June  10^ 
1873,  on  the  Waoo  Division.  On  the  same 
day  Charles  Dillingham,  who  was  already 
receiver  and  in  possession  of  the  railway 
property  of  the  Houston  ft  Texas  Central 
Company,  was  appointed  receiver  ol  all'  the 
railway  property  and  property  covered!  by 
the  first  mortgage  of  the  Waco  Dfvrsiois 
with  power  to  operate  the  same,  and  was  di- 
rected to  keep  separate  accounts  of  the  e:i^ 
penditures  and  earnings  of  that  division. 

During  the  progress  of  the  cause  the 
Lackawanna  Iron  ft  Coal  Company,  a 
Pennsylvania  corporation,  intervened  by 
petition,  asserting  an  equitable  lien,  prior  to 
the  claims  of  bondholders,  on  the  mortgaged 
property  for  the  value  of  steel  rails  alleged 
to  have  been  furnished  by  it  and  laid  on  the 
Waco  Division.  Subsequently  the  Pacific 
Improvement    Company,   a  California   cot* 
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poration,  became  the  assignee  of  the  claim 
of  the  Lackawanna  company,  and  was  made 
a  coplaintiff  with  the  latter  company. 

From  a  Yeport  made  January  13, 1896,  by  a 
special  master  appointed  to  find  and  report 
upon  the  subiect-matter  of  the  intervening 
petition,  the  following  facts  appear: 

Pursuant  to  a  written  contract  with  the 

Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Railway  Ck>mpany, 

o  dated  December  28«  1882,  the  Lackawanna 

§  company  in  the  year  1883  delivered  to  the 

•  former  5,020  tons  of  steel  rails  at  the  price 
of  $40.40  per  ton,  in  payment  for  which  ttie 
Lackawanna  company  received  ten  promis- 
soiy  notes  of  the  railway  company,  pavable 
at  six  months  from  their  respective  dates, 
amounting  with  interest  to  $206,932.16. 
These  notes  were  all  paid  either  at  their  ma* 
turlty  or  at  the  maturity  of  other  notes  given 
in  renewal  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  another  contract  dated  April 
26,  1883,  between  the  Lackawanna  company 
and  the  railway  company,  the  former  deliv- 
ered to  the  latter  in  liie  year  1883,  5,009  tons 
of  steel  rails  at  $39.50  per  ton,  and  received 
in  payment  therefor  the  railway  company's 
ten  promissory  notes  dated  respectively  June 
21,  22,  and  23,  1883,  August  10,  14,  and  15, 
1883,  and  September  6,  11,  15,  and  20,  1883, 
each  payable  six  months  after  date,  and  ag- 
gregating, with  interest,  $201,346.64— the 
railway  company  being  entitled,  under  the 
contract,  to  renew  the  notes  at  maturity  for 
a  further  term  of  six  months  by  paying  the 
interest  at  6  per  cent  or  adding  the  interest 
to  the  new  notes.  As  these  notes  matured, 
the  payment  of  so  much  of  the  debt  as  was 
not  satisfied  at  maturity  was  extended  until, 
in  process  of  settlements  and  extensions,  the 
railway  company,  in  the  satisfaction  of  the 
balance  due  the  Lackawanna  company  under 
the  contract,  executed  its  eight  promissory 
notes  payable  four  months  from  their  re- 
spective dates,  with  6  per  cent  interest  from 
maturity.  These  notes  aggregated  $118,- 
000.  In  the  negotiations  resulting  in  this 
settlement  the  Lackawanna  company  de- 
manded that  the  railway  company .  should 
secure  the  renewal  notes  by  the  hypotheca- 
tion of  collaterals.  In  compliance  with  that 
demand  the  railway  company  deposited  with 
the  Lackawanna  company,  when  the  renewal 
notes  were  delivereii,  170  first-mortgage 
bonds  of  the  Galveston,  Harrisburg,  &  San 
Antonio  Railway  Company,  of  the  face  value 
of  $170,000.  At  the  date  of  the  master's  re- 
port, January  13,  1806,  the  value  of  those 
bonds  was  $157,250,  or  92^^  per  cent  of  their 
face  value.  They  were  in  the  possession  of 
the  Pacific  Improvement  Company,  as  as- 
signee of  the  iron  company.  No  interest  on 
^tM  bonds  had  been  collected  by  the  iron 
g  company  or  by  the  railway  company,  but  the 

•  interest  had  been  collected  by  the  Southern 
Development  Company.  It  was  agreed  be- 
fore the  special  master  by  the  parties  in  in- 
terest that  the  court  should  consider  the  170 
bonds  as  sold  for  $157,250  on  December  23, 
1895,  and  should  credit  that  sum,  as  of  that 
date,  upon  the  claim  of  the  Iron  Company 
or  of  the  Southern  Development  Company. 


On  the  30th  day  of  October,  1888,— nearly 
aiw  years  before  the  present  foreoloeure  suU 
was  brought, — ^the  Lackawanna  company 
and  the  railway  company  made  another  con- 
tract in  addition  to  those  above  mentioned* 
under  which  the  former  delivered  to  the  lat- 
ter, durinff  the  months  of  February,  March, 
April,  and  May,  1884,  8,552  tons  of  steel 
rails.  That  contract  was  similar  in  its  gen- 
eral terms  to  those  of  December,  1882,  and 
April,  1883.  It  provided  for  the  delivery  by 
the  Lackawanna  company  of  10,000  tons  of 
Bessemer  steel  rails  at  $36.60  per  ton,  as 
nearly  as  practicable  between  February  1, 
and  August  1,  1884,  at  the  rate  of  1,500  to 
2,000  tons  per  month.  It  also  provided  that 
upon  the  delivery  of  each  500  tons  of  raila 
payment  should  be  made  therefor  either  in 
cash  or  in  the  notes  of  the  railway  company 
payable  at  six  months  from  the  average  date 
of  delivery,  with  6  per  cent  interest  from 
such  date,  the  purchaser  to  have  the  priv- 
il^e  of  renewing  the  notes  before  their  ma- 
turity for  a  further  term  of  six  months  by 
paying  the  interest  or  adding  the  same  to 
the  renewal  notes.  In  March  and  April, 
1884,  the  auditor  of  the  railway  company 
made  a  statement  or  voucher  of  rails  then 
delivered  under  the  contract.  That  state- 
ment passed  into  the  hands  of  the  treasurer 
of  the  railway  company  with  a  memorandum 
that  notes  were  to  be  issued  therefor  payable 
at  twelve  months  from  their  respective  dates. 
In  conformity  with  that  memorandum  the 
railway  company  executed  and  sent  to  the 
Lackawanna  company  eight  notes,  payable 
twelve  (instead  of  six)  months  from  their 
respective  dates.  The  latter  company  there- 
upon notified  the  railway  company  of  the 
error,  but  the  notes  as  executed  were  re- 
ceived as  a  matter  of  acconmiodation  to  the 
railway  company. 

Afterwards,  in  April  and  May,  1884,  theg 
railway  company,  in  settlement  of  the  bal-eo 
ance  due  for  the  8,552  tons  of  rails^  executed  * 
and  delivered  to  the  Lackawanna  company 
nine  promissory  notes  payable  at  six  months 
from  their  respective  oates,  with  the  option 
in  tiie  maker  of  renewal  for  a  like  term. 
Each  of  those  notes  was  renewed  for  six 
months  for  like  amount  as  the  originals,  and 
their  aggregate  amount  was  $327,175.50. 
This  sum,  added  to  the  $118,000  above  re- 
ferred to,  made  $445,175.30,  the  aggregate 
principal  amount  due  to  the  Lackawanna 
company,  not  including  the  $157,250,  the 
amount  at  which  the  170  bonds  delivered  as 
collaterals  were  valued. 

All  the  rails  delivered  under  the  first  eom 
tract,  and  about  one  half  of  those  delivered 
under  the  second  contract,  were  paid  for  by 
the  railway  company  prior  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  any  receiver  of  the  proper^;  but 
the  remaining  half  under  the  second  con- 
tract, and  the  rails  furnished  under  the 
third  contract,  had  not  been  paid  for  when 
the  master's  report  was  filed. 

The  second  contract  for  rails  was  made 
one  year  and  ten  months  prior  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  receiver  in  cause  numbered 
185    (to  be  hereafter  referred  to),  about 
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thtet  years  and  threa  months  prior  to  tha 
appointment  of  the  reeeiyar  in  consolidated 
cause  numbered  108  (to  be  presently  re- 
ferred to),  and  about  six  years  prior  to  the 
appointment  of  the  reeeiver  In  this  cause. 
The  third  contract  was  made  about  sixteen 

'  months  prior  to  the  receivership  in  cause 
185,  about  two  years  and  nine  months  prior 
to  the  receivership  in  consolidated  cause  198, 
and  about  five  years  and  six  months  prior  to 
the  appointment  of  the  receiver  in  this  cause. 
About  6.2  miles  of  the  railway  of  the 
Waco  Division  (the  part  of  the  railway  cov- 
ered by  the  mortgage  to  the  Farmers'  Loan 
A  Trust  Company)  was  laid  with  the  rails 
furnished  under  the  first  two  of  the  above 
contracts,  but  it  was  not  shown  what  pro- 
portion of  those  rails  was  furnished  under 
each  of  the  contracts;  30.8  miles  of  the  rail- 
way were  laid  with  rails  furnished  under 
the  third  contract.  The  old  iron  rails  re- 
moved from  the  37  miles  of  the  Waco  Divi- 
sion, upon  which  the  above  rails  were  laid — 
2^060  tons — ^were  received  by  the  receivers  in 

09  cause  >io.  185,  and  were  sold  by  them  in 

S  1885  at  the  price  of  $13  net. 

•    •The  master's  report  contained  the  follow- 
ing: 

^1  find  that  the  debt  for  which  the  Lacka- 
wanna company  claims  payment  in  its  peti- 
tion herein  cannot  be  classed  as  a  current 
dcM  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business, 
as  those  terms  seem  generally  to  be  under- 
stood, yet  it  appears  that  at  the  time  when 
the  contracts  hereinbefore  mentioned  were 
entered  into  between  said  Lackawanna  com- 
pany and  the  defendant  railway  company 
that  the  condition  of  the  track  of  the  defend- 
ant railway  company  was  such  that  the  de- 
mand for  new  rails  upon  the  most  worn  por- 
tion of  the  roadway  was  practically  impera- 
tive. For  a  numMr  of  years  prior  to  De- 
cember, 1882,  only  ahout  5,000  tons  of  new 
rails  had  been  purchased.  The  road  north 
from  Houston  for  90  miles  was  built  in 
1857*1801,  and  thence  north wa/rd  to  Denison, 
1867-1872.  The  Western  Dirision  leading 
to  Austin  was  constructed  in  part  prior  to 
1861,  and  completed  in  1873,  and  the  Waco 
Division  was  completed  about  1875.  The 
condition  of  these  roads  was  bad,  except  such 
portions  as  had  been  relaid  with  5,000  tons 
of  rails  purchased  prior  to  December  28, 
1882.  There  was  continual  breakage  of  rails 
and  wrecking  of  trains,  the  track  was  unsafe, 
and  was  generally  so  regarded,  not  only  by 
'railroad  men,'  but  by  the  traveling  public; 
the  damage  to  merchandise,  rolling  stock, 
etc.,  was  continuous,  and  the  need  tor  new 
rails  appears  to  have  been  'absolutely  nec- 
essary as  a  preservation  of  human  life,  the 
loss  of  which  was  liable  to  occur  at  any 
moment' 

**!  find  that  when  the  aforesaid  contracts 
were  made  with  the  said  Lackawanna  com- 
pany both  seller  and  buyer  expected  the  debts 
to  be  paid  from  the  net  income  of  the  rail- 
way; that  the  credit  extended  under  said 
oontraeta  was  at  the  request  of  and  for  the 
•coommoda/tion  of  the  defendant  railway 
apany  and  upon  its  general  credit    That 


said  sales  were  made  without  anV  stlpulik 
tion  that  security  should  be  ffiven  by  the  de- 
fendant oompanv  for  said  ri^s,  or  that  pay- 
ment therefor  should  bo  made  out  of  any 
particular  fund  or  in  any  particular  way; 
that  said  sales  were  for  an  unusually  large 
amount  of  rails,  and  the  defendant  was  un- 
able to  pay  cash  therefor,  and  there  was  no  j 
other  way  of  obtaining  said  rails  except  g 
upon«creait;  and  petitioner  herein  at  the* 
time  of  said  contracts  and  salee  had  Icnowl- 
edge  of  the  mortgage  of  June  16,  1873,  given 
by  the  defendant  railway  company  upon  the 
properties  of  its  Waco  ft  Northwestern  Di- 
vision to  secure  the  flrst-morlffage  bonds, 
which  said  mortgaffe  has  been  herein  fore- 
closed. I  find  that  &e  steel  rails  supplied  by 
said  Lackawanna  company  under  the  afore- 
mentioned contracts,  18,581  tons,  were 
placed  in  the  track  of  the  defendant  railway 
company  as  soon  as  received." 

The  bonded  debt  of  the  railway  company 
on  January  1,  1885,  was  $16,874,500.  Too 
interest  on  all  classes  of  its  bonds  payable 
in  1894,  amountinff  to  $1,194,200,  was  paid 
as  it  matured.  The  railway  company  first 
made  default  In  the  payment  of  interest  on 
its  bonds  January  1, 1895,  on  which  day  the 
interest  on  first-mortgage  bonds  became  pay- 
able. 

The  Southern  Development  Company,  a 
California  corporation,  on  the  16th  day  of 
February,  1885,  instituted  suit  against  the 
Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Railway  Company^ 
asserting  a  claim  against  it  for  about  $600,- 
000  for  money  loaned  at  various  times.  This 
was  cause  No.  185.  It  set  forth  in  its  bill 
the  embarrassed  condition  of  the  railway 
company,  the  danger  of  its  property  being 
scattered,  wasted,  and  lost,  and  asked  that 
the  company's  property  be  put  in  the  hands  ' 
of  receivers,  and  a  decree  passed  directing 
that  out  of  the  rents,  revenues,  issues,  and 
profits  coming  into  the  hands  ci  the  receiv- 
ers, after  payment  of  costs  of  administra- 
tion, operating  and  bther  necessary  expenses, 
the  dums  of  the  plaintiff,  the  Southern  De- 
velopment Company,  with  interest  and  costs» 
be  paid.  On  the  motion  of  that  company, 
Clarke  and  Dillingham  were  appoints  r^ 
ceivers  of  the  property.  They  immediately 
qualified  as  receivers  and  took  possession  of 
tiie  property.  An  amended  and  supplement- 
al bill  was  filed  makins  Easton,  Rintoul,  and 
the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company  defend* 
ants  as  trustees  of  the  various  mortgages 
upon  the  railway  company's  property. 
Clarke  and  Dillinffham  continued  to  act  as 
receivers  until  about  July  10,  1886,  when 
they  delivered  possession  of  the  proper^ 
and  the  revenues  in  their  hands  to  E2astoii,g 
Rintoul,  and  Dillingham,  who  had  previously  S 
*been  appointed  joint  receivers  of  the  railway  * 
company  under  bills  filed  by  the  trustees  of 
certain  mortgagee  on  the  main  line  and 
Western  IMvision,  and  also  by  the  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company  as  trustee  in  the 
general  mortgage  of  the  Houston  ft  Texas 
C^tral  Railwav  Company.  The  last-named 
liti^tion  was  known  as  cause  No.  198. 

In  cause  No.  185  the  Lackawanna  com- 
pany intervened  by  petition,  and  asked  to  bo 
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made  •  oopUintiff.  It  prayed  that  an  ae- 
oount  be  taken  of  its  seyeral  demaikU,  that 
the  amount  thereof  with  interest  be  paid  out 
of  the  net  revenues  of  the  railway  company, 
and  be  declared  a  lien  thereon  and  upon  ail 
the  property  of  the  company  superior  in  rank 
to  tne  claims  of  tiie  trustees  and  to  the  mort- 
gage bonds  and  coupons  issued  under  their 
various  deeds  of  trust. 

To  the  bill  of  the  Southern  Development 
Company,  Easton  and  Rintoul  trustees,  de- 
murred generally  and  specially.  The  de- 
murrer was  sustained,  and  the  bill  and  sup- 
plemental bill  were  dismissed  with  costs  on 
the  27th  day   of  May,    1886,  but    without 

Srejudice  to  the  rishts  of  the  complainants 
>  assert  their  claims,  if  anv  they  had,  in 
such  maniier  as  they  were  advised.  By  the 
same  decree  Clarke  and  Dillingham  were  dis- 
charged and  ordered  to  turn  over  all  the 
property  and  effects  of  the  railway  company 
together  with  its  accrued  revenues  in  their 
possession  to  Easton,  Rintoul,  and  Dilling- 
ham, who  had  then  been  appointed  joint  re- 
eeivers  of  the  railway  companv  under  an 
order  made  in  the  '^Consolidated  Cause  No. 
198,**  Boston  and  Bintoul^  Tnuteea,  and  the 
Farmen^  Loan  d  Tr%tBt  Co,  v.  Hatuton  and 
Tawat  Central  Co,  et  aL — the  constituent 
■nits  of  such  consolidated  cause  being  causes 
Noa.  198,  199,  and  201,  which  were  bilU  of 
foreclosure  against  various  parts  of  the  rail- 
way. 

The  three  mortsages  declared  on  in  causes 
198,  199,  and  201  were  duly  foreclosed  by 
final  deeree  entered  in  the  consolidated  cause 
on  the  4th  day  of  May,  1888,  and  on  Sep- 
tember 8,  1888,  all  the  proper^  of  the  rail* 
way  company  was  sold  under  that  decree, 
Oeorge  B.  Downs  becoming  the  purchaser  of 
n  the  Waco  &  Korthwestern  Division,  subject, 
g  however,  to  the  particular  mortgage  sought 
•  in  this  suit  to  be  foreclosed,*  namely,  the 
mortgage  of  June  16,  1873,  known  as  the 
Waco  Division  first  mortgage,  the  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company  being  the  trustee 
therein.  The  sale  was  also  made  subject  to 
the  right  which  the  court  reserved  by  the 
decree  (to  use  the  words  of  the  master  in 
his  report)  to  charge  upon  the  property  or 
any  part  thereof  the  payment  of  any  amount 
that  might  be  found  to  be  due  and  payable 
by  reason  of  intervening  petitions  thereto* 
lore  filed  in  that  cause  and  be  entitled  to 

Sriorlty  over  the  mortgage  debts  referred  to 
I  the  decree. 

From  February  20,  1886,  to  the  date  of 
the  report,  the  property  of  the  railway  com- 
pany, fomoing  the  subject-matter  of  the  re- 
ceivership in  this  cause,  was  continuously 
in  the  possession  of  the  court  under  proceed- 
ings in  suit  No.  185,  and  thereafter  in  suits 
Nos.  198  end  227. 

The  master  found  and  reported  that  no  in- 
terest had  been  paid  on  the  bonded  indebted* 
ness  by  either  of  the  receivers  in  this  cause; 
that  Alfred  Abed,  receiver  in  this  cause,  had 
expended  under  the  orders  of  the  court  $46,^ 
605.40  for  betterments  and  permanent  im- 
provements from  December  10,'  1802,  to  Sep- 
tember 3,  1895,  consisting  of  bridges,  shops. 


roundhouse,  ear  shed,  water  etatloiM,  loeo> 
motives,  chair  ear,  and  fencing;  that  no  part 
of  the  income  arising  from  the  operation  of 
the  road  and  no  part  of  the  proceeds  of  salea 
of  old  rails,  old  iron,  old  cars,  and  engines, 
coming  into  the  possession  of  the  receivers 
in  causes  185  and  198,  ever  came  into  the « 
possession  of  the  receivers  in  this  cause,  and 
it  did  not  appear  that  any  part  of  the  equip- 
ments purchased  by  the  receivers  in  causea 
185  and  198  ever  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  receivers  in  this  cause;  that  the  evidence 
failed  to  show  that  any  improvements  and 
betterments  of  the  property,  added  to  the 
property  of  the  Houston  ft  Texas  Central 
Railway  Company  by  the  receivers  in  causea 
185  and  198,  were  made  on  the  Waoo  Divi^ 
lion;  that  prior  to  April  6,  1889,  no  sepa* 
rate  accounts  were  kept  of  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Waco  Division,  out  the 
same  was  operated  as  a  branch  of  the  general 
system  of  tne  Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Rail- 
way  Company,  and  the  evidence  failed  to^ 
show  what,  if  any,  of  the  expenditures  madeS 
by  the  receivers  in  causes  185  and  198  forces-* 
traordinary  repairs,  betterments,  and  im- 
provements, and  for  operating  and  running 
expenses,  were  made  for  this  Waco  Division, 
and  what  portions  for  other  divisions  of  tho 
Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Railway  Company^ 
and  this  was  true  also  as  to  receipts  and  in^ 
come;  that  the  receivers  in  cause  185  had  on 
hand  In  cash  at  the  opening  of  business  oit 
January  21,  1886,  $175,393.65,  but  it  did  not 
appear  that  any  part  of  that  fund  came  to 
the  hands  of  the  receivers  in  this  cause;  and 
that  the  receiver  in  cause  198  had  on  hand 
at  the  beginning  of  business  on  April  6^ 
1889,  cash  amounting  to  $215,842.45,  but  it 
did  not  appear  that  anv  part  of  that  sun> 
came  to  the  hands  of  the  receivers  in  thia 
cause. 

The  mortgage  given  by  the  railway  comr 
pany  to  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Com* 
pany,  dated  Juno  16,  1873,  and  herein  do^ 
dared  on,  contained  the  following  provir^ 
sions : 

''And  in  case  the  said  Houston  ft  Texaa 
Central  Railway  Company  shall  fail  to  pay 
the  prinicpal,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  inr 
sialment  of  the  interest,  or  any  part  thereof, 
on  any  of  the  said  bonds  at  any  time  whea 
the  same  shall  become  due  and  payable  ac- 
cording to  the  tenor  thereof,  and  for  sixty 
days  after  having  been  demanded,  it  shall  bo 
competent  for  the  said  trustee,  its  successora 
or  assigns,  to  enter  upon  the  said  railway 
and  the  premises  and  property  herein  oonr 
veyed,  by  its  attorneys  and  agents,  and  take 
possession  of  the  ssme  without  let  or  hin- 
drance of  the  said  first  party,  and  every  part 
and  parcel  thereof,  and  the  appurtenances^ 
and  appoint  an  agent  to  operate  and  manage 
the  same,  and  receive  the  revenue  and  income 
thereof,  applying  the  said  funds,  after  de- 
ducting taxes,  necessary  expenses,  and  coun- 
sel fees,  to  keep  the  same  in  good  order  and 
repair,  and  the  surplus  to  pay  the  principal 
and  interest  of  all  the  bonds  which  may  be 
due  and  outstanding,  and  secured  hereby 
pro  rata,  and  thereafter,  to  the  payment  of 
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any  contributions  due  to  the  sinking  fund 
herein  established.  And  upon  the  request  of 
the  holders  of  one  fifth  m  amount  of  the 
bonds  so  in  default  which  may  be  at  any 
time  outstanding  under  this  deed  of  trust, 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  second  party,  by 
Qt  its  president  or  agent  duly  appointed  in  its 
g  behalf,  to  enter  upon  and  take  actual  posses- 
•  sion  with  or  without  entry*or  foreclosure  of 
said  railway  and  property  herein  described, 
and  all  and  singular  each  and  every  part  and 
parcel  thereof,  and  assume  its  manao^ement 
until  the  arrears  of  both  principal  and  inter- 
est be  paid,  or  the  property  sold,  as  herein 
grescribed,  receiving  the  rents,  revenues,  and 
icome  thereof,  and  applying  them  in  the 
same  manner  as  above  stated.  It  Is,  how«* 
ever,  expressly  agreed  that  the  said  party  of 
the  first  part  may  dispose  of  the  current  net 
revenues  and  income  of  all  the  said  property 
and  railwtiy  hereby  conveyed  in  such  manner 
as  it  shall  deem  best,  until  default  shall  be 
made  in  the  payment  of  the  interest  or  prin- 
cipal of  said  hoods,  or  of  any  one  or  more  of 
them,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  any  of  such  real  esUte  or  other  prop- 
erty as  it  may  own  or  acquire,  which  may  not 
be  needed  or  required  for  the  purposes  and 
business  of  the  said  Waco  ft  Northwestern 
Division,  excent  in  the  case  of  the  6,000 
acres  per  mile  of  completed  road,  and 
which  sale  and  conveyance  of  such  outside 
property  shall  transfer  the  said  property  and 
title  free  from  encumbrance  of  this  mortgage 
or  deed  of  trust,  and  to  change  its  tracks  and 
make  any  and  all  alterations  necessary  for 
the  benefit  of  the  same." 

That  mortgage  contained  no  provision  au- 
thorizing the  trustee,  if  it  acquired  posses- 
ion of  the  railway  under  that  instrument,  to 
pay  any  floating  debt  or  debts  of  the  mort- 
gagor company  out  of  the  gross  earnings  of 
the  railway. 

During  the  receivership  of  Clarke  and 
Dillingham,  in  cause  185,  they  received  rev- 
enues from  the  operation  of  the  railway, 
from  February  23, 1885,  to  January  21,  1886, 
$2,758,487.40,  and  paid  out  for  operating  ex- 
penses, taxes,  etc.,  for  the  same  period,  $2,« 
137.322.44,  leaving  a  surplus  of  $621,164.96. 
From  January  21,  to  July  10,  1886,  they  re- 
ceived $1,143,731.05,  and  paid  out  for  oper- 
ating expenses  during  the  same  period  $1,- 
341,753.85,  leaving  a  deficit  for  that  period 
of  $108,022.80,  but  leaving  a  net  balance  from 
the  operation  of  the  railway  from  February 
23,  18S5,  to  July  10,  1886,  of  $423,142.16. 
When  Clarke  and  Dillingham  took  posses* 
sion  of  the  property  of  the  railway  company 
«  on  February  2$,  1885,  they  received  in  cash 
g  $30,410.34,  while  they  collected  for  traffic 
«  ba1ances*and  other  claims  $118,780.08,  from 
sales  of  old  rails  on  hand  February  23,  1885, 
$110,275,  and  from  sales  of  old  cars  $6,500, 
making  a  total  of  $205,921.42. 

Clarke  and  Dillingham  during  the  time 
they  were  in  possession  of  the  property  as  re« 
•elvers,  and  £aston,Rintoul,and  Dillingham, 
while  they  were  in  possession  as  receivers, 
expended  under  the  orders  of  court  the  fol* 
lowing  sums  outside  of  operating  expenses: 


$23,274.20  for  liabilities  of  the  railway  ( 
nany;  $751,438.15,  interest  on  flrst-mort, 
bonds  of  the  company,  due  January  1  to  July 
1,  1885;  $245,703.64  for  new  steel  rails; 
$125,605.44  for  car  trust  notes;  $265,696.33 
for  new  passenger  coaches,  baggage,  mail  and 
express  cars,  locomotives,  etc.;  and  $126,2I8.- 
62  for  right  of  way,  fencing  track,  real  ea* 
tate,  depot,  roimdhouse,  foundry,  and  pat- 
temhouse;  in  all,  $1,536,116.38,  of  which 
$384,026.20  was  expended  under  the  receiver- 
ship of  Clarke  and  DillinghsAn.  These  were 
the  receipts  and  expenditures  up  to  January 
9,  1888,  and  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  re- 
ceipts and  expenditures  after  that  date. 

Easton,  Rintoul,  and  Dillingham  during 
their  receivership  realized  out  of  proceeds^ 
sale  or  collection  of  old  assets  of  the  defend* 
ant  company  the  sum  of  $135,889.70. 

The  receivers  in  cause  198  received  from 
the  receivers  in  cause  185  the  sum  of  $188,- 
761.87  in  cash. 

The  receivers  in  the  consolidated  eause 
198,  after  taking  possession  on  July  10, 1886, 
paid  liabilities  of  the  receivers,  Clarke  and 
Dillingham,  taxes,  outstanding  vouchers, 
pay  rolls,  traffic  balances,  $221,421.32,  and 
collected  from  the  amount  due  Clarke  and 
Dillingham  as  receivers  in  cause  185  the  sum 
of  $39,016.69. 

On  the  26th  day  of  November,  1886,  the 
Lackawanna  company  filed  its  petition  of  In* 
tervention  in  cause  108,  praying  substantial- 
ly for  the  same  relief  against  all  the  rail- 
ways, revenues,  earnings,  moneys,  and  other 
properties  and  assets  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany, including  those  forming  the  subjee^ 
matter  of  the  receivership  herein,  as  was 
prayed  for  by  its  petition  of  intervention  in 
this  cause.  Upon  that  petition  the  mastero 
reported  in  that  cause  Uiat  under  the  factsjj 
theMebt  for  whidi  the  company  filei  its  pe-» 
tition  was  of  a  character  equitably  entitling 
it  to  be  discharged  in  preference  to  the  mort* 
gage  represented  in  that  suit,  but  which 
preference  should  be  applicable  to  ho  mudi 
only  of  the  company's  debt  as  should  remain 
unsatisfied  after  ^austing  the  170  first- 
mortgage  5  per  cent  bonds  of  tiie  Qalveston, 
Harrisburg,  ft  San  Antonio  Hallway  (Mod- 
can  ft  Pacific  extension)  of  the  face  value  of 
$170,000,  and  which,  as  heretofore  stated, 
were  pledged  as  security.  The  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company  filed  exceptions  in 
that  cause  to  the  master's  report,  but  at  the 
date  of  the  master's  report  in  this  cause  the 
exceptions  had  not  been  brought  to  a  hear- 
ing. 

The  Lackawanna  company  on  the  30th  day 
of  April,  1889,  filed  suit  upon  its  claims 
against  the  Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Rail- 
way Company  in  the  district  court  of  Dallas 
county,  Texas,  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction, and  in  that  suit,  after  due  citation, 
judgment  was  rendered  against  the  railway 
company  May  19,  1899,  for  $555,914.25  with 
interest.  Upon  that  judgment  execution 
was  issued  and  was  returned  August  20, 
1899,  no  property  found  subject  to  execution. 

Of  the  interest  paid  bv  the  receiven  on  the 
first-mortgage  bonds  of  the  defendant  rail- 
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way  eompftny,  $79,800  consisted  of  ooupont 
upon  the  flrat-mortgage  bonds  of  the  com* 

Smy  secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  Waoo 
ivision,  being  the  property  forming  the 
subject-  matter  of  the  litigation  herein.  In- 
terest was  paid  upon  the  coupons  represent- 
ing the  same,  maturing  January  1  and  July 
1,  1885«  to  the  amount  of  $11,571,  making 
a  total  amount  of  interest  paid  to  holders 
of  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  Waco 
Division  of  $91,371,  paid  May  1,  1887. 

During  the  years  1883  and  1884  the  de- 
fendant company  paid  $2,386,400  interest 
upon  its  bonds,  which  amount,  less  $1,043,- 
198.27,  borrowed  for  interest  purposes  in 
those  years,  was  presumably  (the  contrary 
not  appearing)  paid  from  its  income  or  cur- 
rent earnings,  and  out  of  said  total  the  sum 
of  $159,600  was  paid  as  interest  upon  the 
ftrst-mortgage  bonds  of  the  Waco  Division, 
^  the  bonds  which  are  the  subject-matter  of 
2  the  bill  of  complaint  in  this  cause.  During 
V  1883  and  1884  *$2,225,000  approximately 
were  expended  from  the  earnings  and  general 
income  of  the  defendant  company's  property 
in  the  payment  of  interest  on  bonds  and  in 
additional  equipments,  permanent  improve- 
ments, etc. 

The  accounts  of  the  railway  company  were 
not  kept  in  such  manner  as  to  indicate  the 
exact  fund  out  of  which  the  interest  on  the 
first-mortgage  bonds  of  the  Waco  Division 
was  paid,  or  the  exact  fund  out  of  which  the 
interest  upon  the  bonds  of  the  other  divi- 
sions was  paid ;  and  no  separate  accoimt  was 
kept  of  the  earnings  of  that  division  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  net  earnings  of  the  oth- 
er divisions  of  the  railway  company,  either 
prior  to  or  during  the  receivership  thereof, 
until  about  April  20,  1889.  During  the  re- 
ceivership in  cause  198,  the  receivers  ex- 
pended in  the  payment  of  interest  upon  the 
bonds  forming  the  subject-matter  of  the  bill 
of  foreclosure  herein  the  sum  of  $91,371. 

By  a  final  decree  rendered  March  16, 1892, 
the  circuit  court  made  in  this  cause  a  decree 
of  foreclosure  and  sale  in  behalf  of  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  &  Trust  Company.  The  decree 
contained  these  among  other  provisions: 

''And  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  of  said 
property  at  said  sale  shall,  as  a  part  of  the 
consideration  of  the  purchase,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  sum  bid,  take  the  property  upon 
the  express  condition  that  he  or  they  will 
pay  off,  satisfy,  and  discharge  any  and  all 
claims  and  interventions  now  pending  and 
undetermined  in  this  court,  accruing  prior  to 
the  appointment  of  the  receiver  herein  or 
during  the  receivership,  which  may  be  al- 
lowed and  adjudged  by  this  court  as  prior  in 
right  to  complainant's  mortgage,  together 
with  such  interest  as  may  be  allowed;  and 
also  upon  the  further  express  conditions  that 
he  or  they  will  pay  off,  satisfy,  and  discharge 
an  debts,  claims,  and  demands  of  whatsoever 
nature  incurred  or  which  may  hereafter  be 
incurred  by  said  receiver  Charles  Dillingham, 
and  which  have  not  been  or  shall  not  hereaft- 
er be  paid  by  said  receiver  or  other  parties  in 
interest  herein ;  and  said  purchaser  or  pur- 
ehaserSf  their  successor  or  successors,  or  as- 


signs, shall  also  have  the  right  to  appear  andei 
mike  defense  to  any  daim,  debt,  or  demand  S 
sought  to  be  enforeed  against^said  property;* 
and  said  purchaser  or  purchasers,  their  sue- 
cessor  or  successors  or  assigns,  shall  also 
have  the  right  to  appear  and  make  defense 
to  any  claim,  debt,  or  demand  pending  and 
undetermined  at  the  date  of  the  confirma* 
tion  of  such  sale.    .    .    . 

"And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  that  it  be  recited  in  the  deed  to  be 
executed  and  delivered  to  said  purchaser  or 
purchasers,  that  he  or  they  do  take  said 
property,  subject  to,  and  that  said  purchaser 
or  purchasers  do  assume  and  agree  to  pay 
off,  any  and  all  debts,  claims,  and  demands 
of  whatsoever  nature  now  pending  and  imde- 
termined,  and  which  may  be  allowed  and  ad- 
judged by  this  court  as  prior  to  any  right  se- 
cured under  complainant's  mortgage,  and 
subject  likewise  to  all  debts,  claims,  and  de- 
mands of  whatsoever  nature  incurred  by 
Charles  Dillingham  as  receiver  in  this  cause» 
and  which  may  remain  unpaid  at  the  ter- 
mination of  said  Dillingham's  receivership, 
provided  the  same  be  presented,  as  herein- 
before provided,  within  six  months  after  the 
confirmation  of  said  sale.  It  is  further  or- 
dered, adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  rights 
of  the  Lackawanna  Coal  &,  Iron  Company, 
the  Southern  Development  Company,  the 
Pacific  Improvement  Company  and  the  Mor^ 
gan's  Louisiana  &  Texas  Railroad  &,  Steam- 
ship Company,  interveners  herein,  and  the 
rights  of  all  other  interveners  herein,  be  and 
they  are  hereby  reserved  to  be  hereinafter  ad- 
judicated, and  are  in  no  manner  affected  or 
prejudiced  by  this  decree.  It  is  further  or- 
dered that  the  disposition  of  any  surplus 
funds  arising  from  the  earnings  of  the  road, 
or  otherwise,  that  may  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  receiver,  is  reserved  for  future  determi- 
nation," 

Subsequently,  February  26,  1896,  a  decree 
was  passed  in  this  cause  dismissing  the  in- 
tervention herein  by  the  Lackawanna  Iron 
&  Coal  Company  and  the  Pacific  Improve- 
ment Company,  but  without  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  those  companies  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  intervention  in  equity  cause  198. 

This  order  was  affirmed  in  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals.  52  U.  S.  App.  91,  79  Fed. 
Rep.  202,  24  C.  C.  A.  487.  The  case  is  now 
here  on  certiorari  for  re-examination.  « 

*Me88r8,      Maxwell      Evarta,      E.      B«* 
Krattsohnitt,  E,  H.  Farrar,  B,  F,  Jonas^ 
and  B,  T,  Ourley  for  petitioners. 

Messrs,  Herbert  B.  Turner,  !■.  W* 
Campbell,  and  M,  F,  Moit  for  respondents. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  the 
above  facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  Southern  R,  Co,  v.  Carnegie  Steel  Co. 
176  U.  S.  267,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  347.  44  L. 
ed.  — ,  ju0t  decided,  we  had  occasion  to  con- 
sider in  the  light  of  our  previous  decisions 
the  principal  questions  arising  in  the  pres- 
ent case.  We  need  not  repeat  here  what  was 
said  in  the  opinion  in  that  case  as  to  the 
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general  principles  applicable  in  cases  involy- 
ing  the  respective  riffnts  of  mortgage  credit- 
ors and  of  unsecurea  creditors  in  the  earn- 
ings of  an  insolvent  railroad  corporation  in 
the  hands  of  a  receiver. 

The  above  statement  of  the  history  of  this 
litigation  shows  thai  the  Houston  ft  Texas 
Central  Bailway  Company  had  three  con- 
tracts with  the  Lackawanna  comipany  for 
steel  rails;  that  tbose  contracts  were  made, 
respectively,  on  December  28,  1882,  April  26, 
1883,  and  October  30,  1883;  azkd  that  all  the 
rails  delivered  under  the  first  contract,  and 
about  one  naif  of  those  delivered  under  the 
second  cootract,  were  paid  for,  leaving  un- 
paid for  one  half  of  the  rails  delivered  un- 
der the  second  contract  and  all  delivered 
under  the  third  contract.  But  the  claim  for 
the  t>aiajice  due  for  rails  covered  by  the  con- 
tract of  April  26,  1883,  is  abandoned  be- 
cause, as  stated  by  counsel  for  the  Lacka- 
wanna company,  it  is  impossible  to  state 
with  certaixrty  how  many  of  the  rails  deliv- 
ered under  that  contract  were  actually  used 
on  the  Waco  Division.  We  are  therefore 
only  concerned  in  this  case  with  the  contract 
of  October  30,  1883,  under  which  rails  were 
delivered. 
^  It  also  appears  that  in  suit  No.  185, 
JJ  brought  by  the  Southern  Development  Com- 
•  pany  in  February,  1886,  receivers  were*ap- 
pointed  of  the  entire  property  of  the  Hous- 
ton ft  Texas  Central  Railway  Company,  in- 
eluding  the  Waco  Division;  that  tha^t  suit 
was  dismissed  in  May,  1886,  and  shortly  be- 
fore tbat  time  suits  were  brought  by  the 
trustees  of  the  mortgages  on  the  main  line 
and  on  the  Western  Division  of  that  com- 
pany for  the  foreclosure  of  those  mortgages, 
receivers  were  appointed,  and  the  suits  were 
consolidated  as  "Consolidated  Cause  198;" 
that  in  the  latter  cause  the  entire  property 
was  sold  September  8,  1888,  subject,  how- 
ever, to  the  first  mortgage  on  the  Waco  Di- 
visioin;  imd  tbat  the  Waco  Division  was  sep- 
arately sold  subject  to  the  first  mortgage 
tliereon. 

Subsequently,  September  6, 1889,  the  pres- 
ent suit  was  brought  to  foreclose  the  first 
mortgage  on  the  Waco  Division.  The  Lack- 
awanna company  intervened  herein  by  peti- 
tion, asking  that  an  account  be  taken  oi  the 
amounts  due  to  it,  and  for  a  decree  "declar- 
ing that  the  sums  so  due  are  liens  upon  the 
net  earnings  of  said  railway  company,  and 
especially  upon  those  portions  of  said  net 
earndnffs  which  have  accrued  or  may  accrue 
fit>m  tiie  railways  described  in  the  bill  of 
eomplaint  in  this  cause,  both  those  accrued 
prior  to  said  receivership  in  said  cause  No. 
185,  and  those  accrued  and  to  accrue  during 
the  receivership  in  said  cause  No.  198,  ex- 
tcoMled  to  this  cause,  and  upon  all  of  the 
property  of  said  railway  company,  superior 
Ml  rank  to  the  claims  of  said  trustee  and  of 
the  mortgaffe  bonds  a^nd  coupons  issued  un- 
der the  deed  of  trust  sougnt  to  be  foreclosed 
in  this  cause;"  and  "that  the  net  earnings 
of  the  railway  described  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint in  this  cause  in  the  hands  of  said  re- 
eeiver,  accrued  or  to  accrue,  be  first  devoted 
to  the  payment  of  the  accounts  so  decreed, 
20  S.  C— 24. 


and  if  they  be  not  sufficieait  prior  to  tlie 
final  decree  in  this  cause  to  pay  said 
amounts,  then  that  your  honors  do  decree 
the  payment  of  said  amounts  out  of  any  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  of  the  property  of  said  nulwaj 
company  to  be  made  under  said  final  decree, 
the  amounts  so  decreed  to  your  petitioner  to 
be  paid  in  preference  to  any  amount  due 
under  the  mortgage  bonds  and  coupons  is* 
sued  under  the  dera  of  trust  annexed  to  the 
bill  of  complaint  in  this  cause."  « 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  thejj 
Lackawanna*oompany  bases  its  claim  for  the* 
relief  asked  is  that  when  each  of  the  above 
contracts  was  made  the  Waco  Division  was 
in  such  condition  that  new  rails  were  im- 
peratively reauired  in  order  that  the  road 
might  be  safely  used  for  the  transportation 
of  persons  and  property.  Such,  it  may  be 
assumed,  was  the  condition  of  the  road  when 
the  rails  were  contracted  for  and  delivered, 
for  it  was  so  found  by  the  master  to  whom 
the  intervening  petition  of  the  Lackawanna 
company  was  referred  with  direction  to  take 
the  account  prayed  for  and  to  report  the 
facts,  and  to  that  report  no  exceptions  were 
filed.  But  the  necessary  inference  from  the 
report  in  connection  with  the  averments  of 
the  intervening  petition  is,  that  the  work  re- 
quired to  be  done  in  order  to  put  the  main 
road  of  the  Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Rail- 
way Company  and  its  divisions  in  proper 
condition  was  not  such  as  would  be  done  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  and  oper- 
ations of  a  railroad,  but  was  so  extensive 
as  to  amount  to  reconstruction,  or  the  con- 
struction of  new  road.  That  was  the  view 
expressed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
and  it  explains  what  the  master  meant  by 
the  finding  that  the  debt  for  which  the  Lack- 
awanna company  claimed  payment  could  not 
be  classed  as  a  "current  debt  made  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  business."  This  court  has 
imiformly  held  that  in  the  distribution  of 
the  current  earnings  of  an  insolvent  railroad 
company,  whose  property  is  bein^  adminis- 
tered by  a  receiver,  mortgage  creditors  could 
not  be  postponed  to  unsecured  creditors,  un- 
less the  debts  due  the  latter  were  of  the  class 
known  as  current  debts  arising  in  the  ordi<  . 
nary  course  of  business  and  properly  charge- 
able upon  current  receipts.  The  decision 
in  each  case  has  been  more  or  less  con- 
trolled by  its  special  facts.  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  such  expenditures  as  those  in- 
curred in  the  making  of  the  contracts  with 
the  Lackawanna  company  were  not  such  as 
are  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the 
operations  of  a  railroad,  and  cannot  be 
deemed  current  debts  within  the  rule  that  a 
railroad  mortgagee  when  accepting  his  se- 
curity impliedly  agrees  that  the  current 
debts  of  a  railroad  company  contracted  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  its  business,  in  order  to 
keep  it  a  going  concern,  shall  be  paid  out  of 
current  receipts  before  he  has  any  claim  up-H 
on* such  income.  Southern  R.  Co,  ▼.  Oor-SP 
negie  Steel  Oo.  and  authorities  there  cited, 
176  U.  S.  257,  20  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  347,  44  L.  ed. 
— ,  They  are  rather  to  be  regarded  as  ex* 
traordinary  expenditurea,  outside  of  the  ordi*.. 
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vary  coarse  of  btulness  and  Incurred  for  par- 
poses,  not  of  repair,  but  of  construction.  Tliis 
court  has  said  that  it  is  the  exception,  not 
the  rule,  that  the  priority  of  mortgage  liens 
can  be  displaced.  Kneeland  ▼.  American 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  136  U.  S.  89,  08,  34  L.  ed. 
370,  383,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  960;  ThotnaB  t. 
Western  Car  Co.  149  U.  S.  95,  111,  37  L.  ed. 
663,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  824.  We  have  said 
that  priority  of  unsecured  claims  is  recog- 
nized only  in  a  few  specified  cases  in  which 
equity  and  good  conscience  re<]uire  that  the 
vested  liens  of  mortgage  creditors  shall  be 
postponed  in  the  application  of  current  eam- 
inffs  rto  current  debts.  Sound  principle  for- 
bids that  a  court  of  equity  should  imply  an 
agreement  upon  the  part  of  mortgage  cred- 
itors to  subordinate  their  claims  to  such 
debts  as  those  due  to  the  Lackawanna  com- 
pany. To  so  hold  would  place  their  rights 
at  the  mercy  of  the  railroad  company  having 
charge  of  the  property  upon  which  their 
recorded  liens  rest.  Besides,  the  rails  in 
question  were  delivered  long  before  the  rail- 
road company  had  made  any  default  in  the 
payment  of  interest;  about  sixteen  months 
before  the  company's  property  was  put  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and  about  five  and  a 
half  years  before  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver in  this  cause.  Then  there  is  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  Lackawanna  company, 
during  the  negotiations  resulting  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  renewal  notes  under  the  second 
contract  for  rails,  demanded  and  received 
collateral  security  to  a  large  amount  from 
the  railroad  company — a  circumstance  tend- 
ing to  show  that  it  did  not  regard  itself  as 
entitled  to  an  equitable  claim  upon  net  earn- 
ings in  preference  to  mortgage  creditors, 
but  relied  upon  the  general  credit  of  the  rail- 
road company.  However  meritorious  the 
claim  of  the  Lackawanna  company  may  be  as 
between  it  and  the  railroad  company,  we 
cannot,  by  reason  of  anything  appearing  in 
the  record,  impair  or  displace  the  liens  of 
mortgage  creditors  for  its  benefit.  Under 
all  the  circumstances,  including  the  amount 
of  the  debt  and  the  long  neriod  of  credit,  the 
I,  claims  in  question  must  be  regarded  as  gen- 
geral,  unsecured  debts  not  contracted  in  the 
•  ordinary  course  of  business  and«with  the  ex- 
pectation of  the  parties  that  they  were  to  be 
met  out  of  current  receipts  in  preference  to 
claims  of  mortgage  creditors.  It  is  not 
therefore  entitled  to  the  priority  claimed. 
The  view  taken  of  the  case  by  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  is  indicated  hy  Judge  Par- 
lange,  whose  opinion,  on  behalf  of  that  court, 
thus  concludes:  "The  unusually  large  pur- 
chase  of  rails,  the  time  within  which  they 
were  to  be  delivered,  the  condition  of  the 
road,  the  contracts  providing  for  notes  at 
six  months  renewable  for  a  l&e  t«rm  at  the 
maker's  option,  the  hypothecation  of  securi- 
ties for  the  payment  of  the  claim,  the  knowl- 
edge which  the  intervener  had  of  the  mort- 
gage, the  fact  that  the  contracts  contained 
no  promise  to  pay  out  of  any  particular 
fund,  the  time  which  elapsed  between  the 
date  of  the  contracts  and  the  appointment  of 


stances  which,  taken  together,  cannot  fall 
to  convince  us  that  the  intervener  relied  up- 
on the  general  credit  of  the  railway  ^ouf 
pany." 

The  deeree  of  the  Oireuii  Court  of  AppeaU 
ie  therefore  afflrmed^ 


(176  U.  &  242) 
UNITED  STATES,  Appt^ 

V. 

TENNESSEE  ft  COOSA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, Hugh  Carlisle,  et  ol. 

Forfeiture  of  land  ffrant'-neoeBeity  of  «f- 
firmative  action — lands  opposite  complete 
ed  road-bright  to  notice  error  not  assigned 
— forfeiture  of  part  of  grant  an  Mil 
for  forfeiture  of  all. 

1.  Some  afllmatlve  action,  legtslatlve  or  jndl* 
clal,  is  necessary  for  the  forfeltare  of  the 
grant  of  lands  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  18M 
to  the  state  of  Alabama  for  aid  to  railroads* 
which  provides  that  "If  any  of  said  roads  are 
not  completed  within  ten  years  ...  the 
lands  unsold  shall  revert  to  the  United 
States.** 

2.  Lands  opposite  completed  road  are  not  for- 
feited or  resnmed  by  the  act  of  Congress  of 
1890  (26  Stat,  at  L.  496),  forfeiting  lands 
theretofore  granted  to  aid  "In  the  constmc- 
tton  of  a  railroad,  opposite  to  and  eonterml- 
noos  with  the  portion  of  any  such  railroad 
not  now  completed  and  In  operation.'* 

8.  An  ssslgnment  of  error  Is  not  necessary  to 
give  the  court  on  appeal  antborlty  to  notice 
a  plain  error. 

4.  A  prsyer  In  a  bill  for  a  forfeiture  of  an  sa- 
tire land  grant  does  not  preclude  a  forfeiture 
of  a  part  of  It. 


[No.  53.] 

Argued    December  12,  IS,   1899. 
February  6,  1900. 


Decided 


APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  (^renit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit 
affirming  a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  dis- 
missing a  bill  for  the  forfeiture  of  a  laaid 
grant.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  52  U.  S.  App.  17 1« 
81  Fed.  Rep.  644,  26  C.  C.  A.  499. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MeKem&At 
This  suit  was  brought  under  the  act  of 
September  25,  1890,  to  forfeit  a  land  grant 
made  to  the  state  <k  Alabama  in  aid  of  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  from  the  Tennea* 
see  river  at  or  near  Gunter's  Landing  to 
Gadsden,  on  the  Coosa  river,  conveyed  by 
the  state  to  the  Tennessee  ft  Coosa  Railroad 
Company. 

The  bill  alleges  that  Congress  by  an  act 
approved  the  3d  of  June,  1856,  granted  to 
the  state  of  Alabama  in  trust  ror  certain 
railroads,  of  which  the  respondent,  the  Coosa 
Railroad,  was  one,  every  alternate  odd-num- 
bered section  for  0  sections  in  iHdth  on  each  « 
side  of  the  road,  iHth  the  riffht  of  selection^ 


m  receiver  in  cause  No.  185 — art  circum-^of  others  if  rights  had  attached  to  such  al-» 
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toniaie  eectioiui,  within  15  mien  of  the  line 
of  the  road^  as  follows: 

"That  a  quantity  of  land. not  exceeding 
120  sections,  for  each  of  the  roads  named  in 
•aid  act,  and  included  within  a  continuous 
length  of  20  miles  of  each  of  said  roads 
named  therein,  may  be  sold,  and  when  the 
governor  of  Alabama  should  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  any  20  contin- 
uous miles  of  any  of  said  roads  were  com- 
pleted, then  another  quantity  thereby  grant- 
ed, not  to  exceed  120  sections  for  each  of 
said  roads  having  20  continuous  miles  com- 
pleted as  aioresaidy  and  included  within  a 
continuous  length  of  20  miles  of  each  of 
said  roads,  may  be  sold — and  so  from  time 
to  time  until  said  roads  were  completed,  and 
if  any  of  said  roads  were  not  completed 
within  ten  years,  no  further  sales  should  be 
made,  and  the  lands  unsold  should  revert  to 
the  United  SUtes.** 

That  the  state  accepted  the  srant  by  an 
act  of  its  legislature  approved  January  20, 
1858,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  ex- 
pressed in  the  act  of  Congress,  and  granted 
a  portion  of  the  lands  to  the  Coosa  Railroad. 

That  the  railroad  oonstructed  10  and  22- 
100  miles  of  road  along  the  line  of  definite 
location  of  survey,  to  wit,  from  Gadsden 
northward  toward  Gunter's  Landing,  but  did 
not  construct  any  portion  thereof  prior  to 
June  3,  1866,  and  never  constructed  or  com- 
pleted 20  miles  of  railroad  prior  to  Septem- 
ber 29.  1890. 

That  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  Congress  all 
tihe  lands  unsold  at  the  expiration  of  ten 
years  from  its  date  reverted  to  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  railroad  company  did 
not  sell  any  lands  prior  to  June  3,  1866,  and 
never  became  entitled  to  any  of  the  land  or 
to  the  possession  thereof,  but  that  the  rail- 
road company  selected  Uie  lands  described 
in  the  bill  within  the  6-mile  limit  and  those 
within  the  15-mile  limit,  which  selections 
were  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior. Exhibits  were  attached  to  the  bill 
giving  detail  descriptions. 

That  the  -selections  and  approval  were 
made  upon  the  filing  of  a  map  of  definite  lo- 
2  cation,  and  not  upoo  the  certificate  of  t^e 
2  governor  of  the  state  showing  that  20  con- 
•  tinuous  milee^of  road  had  been  constructed, 
for  no  section  of  20  miles  had  been  construct- 
ed before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  September  29,  1890. 

That  the  United  States  became  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  lands  on  the  4th  of 
June,  1866,  and  the  right  to  recover  both  the 
title  to  and  the  possession  of  them. 

That  by  the  act  of  September  29,  1S90,  the 
United  States  resumed  the  title  to  all  the 
lands  which  were  opposite  to  and  conter- 
minous with  any  portion  of  such  railroad 
not  completed  and  in  operation  at  the  date 
of  the  passage  of  the  act;  and  that  none  of 
the  lands  described  in  paragraph  1  and  Ex- 
hibit A  were  opposite  to  and  conterminous 
with  road  consUncted  and  completed  at  that 
date. 

That  the  railroad  companv  on  the  4th  of 
April,  1887,  executed  and  delivered  to  Hugh 
Carlisle  an  instrument  .purporting  to  be  a 


quitclaim  deed,  by  which  the  company  pre- 
tended to  convey  to  him  17,010^^  acrea 
of  the  land  granted  to  it  for  the  considera* 
tion  of  $21,790;  and  on  the  7th  of  Febru- 
ary, 1887»  executed  another  instrument  to 
Carlisle,  by  which  it  attempted  to  convey 
to  him  23,739/X  acres,  and  which  recited 
a  payment  of  $59,348.70. 

That  said  instruments  were  executed 
more  than  twenty  years  after  the  expiration 
of  the  time  reouired  for  the  construction  of 
the  railroad;  that  the  company  had  no  risht 
or  power  to  convey  any  title  or  right;  tSat 
its  officers  and  Carlisle  knew  the  fact,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  preventiiu^  the  reversion 
of  the  lands  to  the  United  States  the  com- 
pany executed  and  Carlisle  accepted  the  con- 
veyances. That,  while  they  recite  a  valu- 
able consideration  paid  by  him,  no  mon^ 
or  valuable  thing  was  paid,  but  that  tha 
whole  transaction  was  merely  a  device  to 
mislead  and  deceive  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling Carlisle  to  set  up  a  claim  tnat  he  held 
the  lands  as  a  purchaser  for  value  and  in 
ffood  faith  from  the  railroad  company.  That 
he  is  a  purchaser  mala  fide,  well  knowing 
that  the  purchase  was  in  violation  of  the  act 
of  1856;  that  he  holds  them  under  a  secret 
trust  for  said  company  and  its  stockholders, 
and  that  he  and  his  relatives  are  the  largest  lo 
stockholders,  and  elected  themselves  and^ 
others  subject  to^their  control  directors,  and  • 
by  directors  so  composed  the  conveyances  to 
him  were  executed. 

That  there  is  valuable  timber  on  the  lands 
which  the  company  and  other  persons  are  cut- 
tinfp  and  carrying  away,  and  valuable  mines 
which  they  are  working,  and  that  the  com- 
pany is  collecting  the  purchase  money  for 
lands  sold  by  them,  and  is  alienating  other 
lands,  and  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  have 
a  receiver  appointed. 

A  number  of  persons  beside  Carlisle  are 
made  defendants  on  the  grounds  that  they 
are  in  possession  of  some  of  the  lands,  and 
the  Nashville,  etc.,  Railway  Company  and 
the  Manhattan  Trust  Company  are  also 
made  defendants  on  the  ground  that  they 
claim  an  interest  in  a  large  part  of  the  lands 
under  contract  with  the  Tennessee  &  Coosa 
Railroad  Company,  which  it  is  averred  were 
taken  with  Icnowledge  of  the  rights  of  the 
United  States. 

The  prayer  is  for  a  receiver  and  an  injune- 
tion  and  cancelation  of  the  selections  made 
by  the  company,  the  conveyances  and  con- 
tracts made  by  it,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  Exhibits  A  and  B  contain  a  list  of 
lands  respectively  within  the  6  and  15-mile 
limit,  and  Exhibits  D  and  E  are  the  convey- 
ances to  Carlisle. 

A  receiver  was  appointed  upon  the  bill 
without  notice,  and  an  injunction  pendeni9 
Ute  issued.  The  injunction  was  subsequent- 
ly modified  to  exclude  from  its  operation  cer- 
tain of  the  lands. 

Carlisle  filed  a  demurrer  and  answer  to  the 
bill.  The  answer  admitted  all  the  allega- 
tions of  the  bill  material  to  the  propositions 
presented  on  this  appeal,  except  those  charg- 
ing deception  and  fraud  in  the  conveyances 
to  him,  but  specifically  alleged  that  th^ 
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were  executed  in  «ood  faith  and  for  valuable 
eoDBideration,  ana  that  the  lands  included 
in  the  deed  from  the  eompanT  to  him  (Ex- 
hibit D  of  original  bill)  are  all  opposite  and 
conterminous  with  the  10  and  22-100  miles 
of  completed  road.  By  an  amendment  to  the 
answer  it  was  alleged  that  said  lands  were 
within  6  miles  of  the  line  of  definite  location 

e  of  the  road  and  within  the  primary  granted 

^  limits. 

•  *lt  was  further  alleged  that  he  contracted 
with  the  railroad  company  in  1869  to  build 
the  road;  that  in  1860  the  company  executed 
m  mortgage  upon  its  franchises  and  other 
property,  especially  upon  the  lands  granted 
by  Congress,  to  secure  400  bonds,  each  of  the 
Talue  of  $1,000,  issued  by  the  company,  and 
eleven  of  them  were  pledged  with  him  to  se- 
cure the  amount  due  him  for  work  done  pri- 
or to  1861,  and  that  at  the  time  the  Civil  War 
broke  out  he  had  400  hands  working  on  the 
road,  and  was  progressing  rapidly  with  the 
building  of  the  same.  That  during  the  war 
and  after  the  war  his  and  the  company's  fi- 
nancial condition  prevented  further  con- 
struction. In  1871  iht  company  made  a  con- 
ditional sale  of  the  road  to  the  East  Alabama 
k  Cincinnati  Railroad  Company  to  complete 
the  road,  but  that  company  only  built  5 
miles  of  it  between  Gadsden  and  Attalla; 
that  in  1883  the  Coosa  company  resumed 
possession:  and  passed  a  series  of  resolu- 
tions approving  and  ratifying  what  he  had 
done,  constituting  him  its  financial  agent 
with  power  to  construct,  equip,  and  put  in 
running  order  the  road  from  Attalla  to  Gun- 
tcrsville,  and  empowered  him  to  use  all  the 
assets  of  the  company;  and  agreed  to  pay 
him  out  of  the  assets  the  original  cost  and 
expenses  that  he  should  incur  in  the  con- 
struction, equipment,  and  putting  the  road 
in  running  order,  together  with  20  per  cent 
in  addition  for  superintendence  and  ad- 
vances made  by  him;  and  that  he  retain  a 
lien  on  the  railroad  and  its  franchises,  both 
real  and  personal,  until  the  costs  and  expen- 
ses incurred  by  him  be  fully  paid  off,  to- 
gether with  said  20  per  cent  in  addition. 
The  said  revolutions  also  revived  and  renewed 
the  indebtedness  due  to  him  for  work  done 
piiortol860. 

That  he  put  forth  every  energy  to  build 
the  road,  and  expended  in  the  work  under  a 
contract  with  the  company  large  sums  of  his 
private  resources;  that  the  company  had  no 
money  and  no  other  resources  except  said 
lands,  and  no  means  except  as  supplied  by 
him. 

That  in  1886  the  road  was  completed  as 

far  as  Littleton,  a  distance  of  10  and  22-100 

miles;  that  during  all  this  time  the  money 

^  due  him  for  work  done  prior  to  1861  had  not 

•I  been  paid,  and  that  sum,  amounting  to  $47,- 

*  000,  and  the  money*expended  afterwards  by 
him,  amounted  to  $85,750.02,  and  that  his 
account  was  submitted  to  the  board  of  direct 
tors  of  the  company  and  was  credited  and 
approved. 

That  in  February,  1887,  the  directors,  de- 
siring to  pay  him.  and  having  no  assets,  of- 
fered to  convey  the  lands  described  in  Ex- 
hibit E  to  the  bill  in  payment  pro  ianto  of 


his  acconnt  at  92JiO  per  aere;  that  he  finally 
agreed  to  accept  23,789  and  67-100  acres  at 
said  price,  and  the  company  conveyed  ths 
same  to  him  absolutely,  without  any  trust  ov 
reservation  whatever,  and  that  after  recdT- 
ing  such  conveyance  there  still  remained  due 
him  $26,401.27. 

That  on  the  2d  of  AprO,  1888,  the  torn* 
pany  conveyed  to  him  about  16,400  acres  ol 
land,  described  in  Exhibit  D  attached  to  the 
original  bill,  at  the  price  of  $1.26  per  acre, 
which  was  the  full  value  of  the  interest  ol 
the  company  in  the  lands,  because  they 
lay  within  the  conflicting  limits  of  the 
grants  to  the  company  and  the  Ala- 
bama &  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company,  and 
the  Coosa  company  only  owned  an  undivided 
moiety;  that  the  consideration  was  money 
due  the  respondent  as  aforesaid,  and  the  con- 
veyance was  absolute  and  without  any  trust 
or  reservation. 

That  all  the  lands  described  in  Exhibit  B 
are  a  part  of  the  first  120  se<itioiis  of  ths 
grant,  and  are  opposite  to  and  conterminous 
with  the  first  20  miles  of  the  railroad  as 
shown  by  the  map  of  the  definite  location, 
which  was  duly  filed  in  accordance  with  the 
act  of  Congress,  snd  are  included  in  the  lands 
which  the  company  was  authorized  to  sell  in 
advance  of  the  construction  of  any  portion 
of  the  road.  And  it  was  alleged  in  an  amend- 
ment to  the  answer  that  the  company  sold 
lands  within  the  first  120  sections  at  divers 
times  to  divers  persons  for  2  and  60-100  dol« 
lars  per  acre,  usually  on  credit  and  notes 
taken  and  placed  in  his,  Carlisle's,  hands  as 
collateral  security  for  the  money  due  him, 
and  most  of  the  notes  still  remain  in  his 
hands,  and  only  a  small  amount  has  been 
paid  thereon;  that  the  vendees  of  the  com«^ 
pany  are  in  possession,  and  that  he,* during* 
the  years  1887  and  1888,  sold  for  a  valuable 
consideration  the  lands  described  in  Exhibit 
E  of  the  original  bill  to  purchasers  in  good 
faith,  who  paid  for  the  same  and  received 
his  warranty  deed.  A  list  of  the  purchasers 
is  attached  to  the  answer. 

The  answer  of  the  railroad  company  was 
substantially  the  same  as  that  of  Carlisle, 
and  the  answers  of  the  other  respondents  al- 
lege their  respective  relations  to  the  lands, 
but  are  not  otherwise  material  to  the  prop- 
ositions in  controversy. 

Upon  the  testimony  submitted,  oral  and 
documentaiy,  the  circuit  court  found  as  fol- 
lows: 

"First.  That  prior  to  the  29th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1890,  the  Tennessee  &  Coosa  Rail- 
road Company  had  sold  to  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers all  the  lands  embraced  in  the  first 
120  sections  which  by  the  terms  of  the  grant- 
ing act  it  was  authorized  to  sell  in  advance 
of  the  construction  of  the  road.  That  these 
sales  were  bona  fide  and  made  to  aid  in  the 
oonstruction  of  the  road.  That  the  allega* 
tions  of  the  bill  that  the  sale  to  Carlisle  was 
without  consideration  and  colorable  are  not 
sustained  by  the  evidence,  but  the  sale  to 
Carlisle  was  bone  fide  and  based  on  good  con- 
sideration, and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  used 
in  the  construction  and  equipment  of  the 
road. 
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''Second.  Tho  court  finds  that  the  Tennes- 
Me  &  Coosa  Railroad  from  Gadsden  to  Idttle 
ton,  a  distance  of  10  and  22-100  miles,  was 
completed  and  in  operation  on  and  before 
the  29th  day  of  September,  1890,  and  that 
the  lands  described  in  Exhibit  D  to  the  origi- 
nal bill,  to  wit,  the  lands  embraced  in  and 
conveyed  by  the  deed  from  the  Tennessee  ft 
Cbosa  Railroad  Company  to  Hugh  Carlisle, 
bearing  date  the  4th  day  of  April,  1887,  are 
lands  which  lie  opposite  to  that  part  of  the 
road  which  was  completed  and  in  operation 
on  the  29th  day  of  September,  1890,  and 
therefore  not  within  the  lands  forfeited  by 
the  act  of  September  29,  1890. 

"The  court  is  therefore  of  the  opinion  that 
there  has  been  no  forfeiture  of  the  lands  as 
to  which  a  judicial  declaration  of  forfeiture 
is  sought  by  the  bill,  and  it  is  accordingly 
^  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  relief  sought 
g  by  the  bill  be  denied  and  the  bill  dismissed." 
•  *In  the  opinion  of  the  court  it  was  said, 
''that  the  lands  embraced  in  the  first  120  sec- 
tions of  the  granting  act  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  authorized  to  sell  in  advance  of  the 
construction  of  the  road,  and  that  the  par- 
ties to  whom  such  sale  was  made,  took  good 
title,  and  there  can  be  no  recovery  or  resti- 
tution of  anv  of  these  lands  to  the  public  do- 
main in  this  case.  2.  That  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  Exhibit  D  to  original  bill  are 
lands  which  lie  opposite  to  that  part  of  the 
road  which  was  completed  and  in  operation 
on  the  29th  day  of  September,  1890,  and  are 
not  within  the  lands  covered  by  act  of  Sep- 
tember 29,  1890."    71  Fed.  Rep.  71. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  was  af- 
firmed by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  (52  U. 
8.  App.  171,  81  Fed.  Rep.  644,  26  C.  C.  A. 
499)  and  the  United  States  took  this  appeal. 

Mr.  Cbarlea  W.  Bi&Mell   and  8oUoiU>r 
€hneral  Bioharda  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Auos  £•  Ck»odh«e  for  appellees. 


Mr.  Justice  MoXeiuui  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  questions  which  primarily  arise  on 
this  appeal  are  based  on  the  provisions  of 
the  granting  aet  of  1856  and  tiie  forfeiting 
act  of  1890. 

The  United  States  contend  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  former  caused  a  reversion  of 
the  title  in  1866;  the  contention  of  appellees 
is  that  some  affirmative  action,  legislative  or 
judidal,  on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  was  neo* 
eesary  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  grant,  and 
that  until  such  action  the  title  and  all  tho 
powers  conferred  hy  the  act  of  1856  contin- 
ued and  could  be  exercised.  And  further, 
that  the  act  of  1890  was  the  measure  of  for- 
feiture. 

By  the  act  of  1856  it  is  enacted — 

"That  there  be  and  is  hereby  granted  to 
the  state  of  Alabama,  for  the  purpose  of  aid- 
ing in  the  construction  of  railroads,  from 
the  Tennessee   river,  at  or   near  Gunter's 
Landing  to  Gadsden,  on  the  Coosa  river, 
•    •    •    every  alternate  section  of  land  des- 
e  ignited  by  odd  numbers  for  six  sections  in 
fi  width  on  each  side  of  said  road." 
7  *  I  8.  And  be  it  further  enacted,     That  the 


said  lands  hereby  granted  to  the  said  state 
shall  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  legis- 
lature thereof  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and 
no  other.    .    .    . 

'^9  4.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  the 
lands  hereby  granted  to  said  state  shall  be 
disposed  of  by  said  state  only  in  manner  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say:  That  a  quantity  of 
land,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  twenty 
sections  for  each  of  said  roads,  and  included 
within  a  continuous  length  of  twenty  miles 
of  each  of  said  roads,  may  be  sold ;  and  when 
the  governor  of  said  state  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  any  twenty 
continuous  miles  of  any  of  si^d  roads  is  com- 
pleted, then  another  quantity  of  land  hereby 
grantcMl,  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  and 
twenty  sections  for  each  of  said  roads  hav- 
ing twenty  continuous  miles  completed  as 
aforesaid,  and  included  within  a  continuous 
length  of  twenty  miles  of  each  of  such  roada, 
may  be  sold ;  and  so,  from  time  to  time,  un- 
til said  roads  are  completed;  and  if  any  of 
said  roads  is  not  completed  within  ten  years, 
no  further  sale  shall  be  made,  and  the  lands 
unsold  shall  revert  to  the  United  States."  11 
SUt.  at  L.  17,  chap.  41. 

The  material  part  of  the  act  of  1890  is  as 
follows: 

"Be  it  enacted,  That  there  is  hereby  for- 
feited to  the  United  States,  and  the  United 
States  hereby  resumes  the  title  thereto,  all 
lands  hertofore  granted  to  any  state  or  to 
any  corporation  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  conterminous 
with  the  portion  of  any  such  railroad  not 
now  completed  and  in  operation  for  the  con- 
strucuon  and  benefit  of  which  such  lands 
were  granted,  and  all  such  lands  are  declared 
to  be  a  part  of  the  public  domain."  26  Stat, 
at  L.  496,  chap.  1040. 

These  principles  are  established:  That 
acts  like  that  of  1856  convey  a  present  title* 
that  the  conditions  expressed  in  them  are 
subsequent,  not  precedent,  and  the  rights 
and  powers  of  the  flrantee  continue  until  the 
ffrant  is  directly  rorfeited  by  legislative  or 
judicial  proceedings.  If  the  cases  were  less 
certain,  less  directly  applicable  to  the  case  at 
bar,  we  might  attend  in  detail  to  the  able 
argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  United 
States. 

In  Sohuleriberg  v.  Harriman,  21  Wall.  44, 
22  L.  ed.  551,  the  leading  case,  the  road  ing 
aid  of  which  the  g^ant  was  made  was  note* 
constructed,  the  ten  years'  limitation  upon* 
the  sale  of  the  land  had  expired,  and  of  the 
provision  that  the  lands  should  revert  to  the 
United  States  it  was  said  that  it  was  "no 
more  than  a  provision  that  the  ^ant  shall 
be  void  if  a  condition  subsequent  be  not  per- 
formed."   Sheppard's  Touchstone  was  cited 
and  applied  as  follows: 

"In  Sheppard's  Touchstone  it  is  said:  If 
the  words  in  the  close  or  conclusion  of  a  con- 
dition be  thus,  that  the  land  shall  return  to 
the  enfeoffor,  etc.,  or  that  he  shall  take  it 
again  and  turn  it  to  his  own  profit,  or  that 
the  land  shall  revert,  or  that  the  feoffor  shall 
recipere  the  land,  these  are,  either  of  them, 
good  words  in  a  condition  to  give  a  re-entry 
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good  as  the  word  ^'re-enter" — and  b^ 
these  words  the  estate  will  be  made  oondi- 
tional.'  The  prohibition  against  farther 
sales,  if  the  road  be  not  completed  within  the 
period  prescribed,  adds  nothing  to  the  force 
of  the  provision.  A  cessation  of  sales  in 
that  event  is  implied  in  the  condition  that 
the  lands  shall  then  revert;  if  the  condition 
be  not  enforced  the  DOwer  to  sell  continues 
as  before  its  breach,  limited  only  by  the  ob- 
jects of  the  grant,  and  the  manner  of  sale 
prescribed  in  the  act. 

•  .*••• 

^n  what  manner  the  reserved  right  of  the 
grantor  for  breach  of  the  condition  must  be 
asserted  so  as  to  restore  the  estate  depends 
upon  the  character  of  the  grant.  If  it  be  a 
private  grant,  that  right  must  be  asserted 
by  entry  or  its  equivalent.  If  the  grant  be 
a  public  one  it  must  be  asserted  by  judicial 
proceedings  authorized  by  law,  the  equiva- 
lent of  an  interest  of  office  at  cornmon  hiw, 
finding  the  fact  of  forfeiture  and  adjudging 
the  restoration  of  the  estate  on  that  ground, 
or  there  must  be  some  legislative  assertion 
of  ownership  of  the  property  for  breach  of 
the  condition,  such  as  an  act  directing  the 
possession  and  appropriation  of  the  prop- 
erty, or  that  it  be  offered  for  sale  or  settle- 
ment. At  common  law  the  sovereign  could 
not  make  an  entry  in  person,  and,  therefore, 
an  office-found  was  necessary  to  determine 
the  estate,  but,  as  said  by  this  court  in  a  late 
case,  'the  mode  of  assertinj^  or  of  resuming 
nthe  forfeited  grant  is  subject  to  the  legis- 
§  lative  authority  of  the  ffovemment  It  may 
•  be  after  judicial* investigation,  or  by  taking 
possession  directly  under  the  authority  of 
the  government  without  these  preliminary 
proceedings.'  In  the  present  case  no  action 
has  been  taken  either  by  legislation  or  judi- 
eiid  proceedings  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  of 
the  estate  granted  by  the  acts  of  1856  and 
1804.  The  title  remains,  therefore,  in  the 
state  as  completely  as  it  existed  on  the  day 
when  the  title  by  location  of  the  route  of  the 
railroad  acquired  precision  and  became  at- 
tached to  the  adjoining  alternate  sections.*' 
The  power  of  sale  of  120  sections  in  ad- 
vance of  the  commencement  of  the  construc- 
tion of  the  road  was  impliedly  decided. 
That  power,  however,  came  more  explicitly 
into  consideration  in  lotoa  B.  Land  Co,  v. 
Courtright,  21  Wall.  810,  22  L.  ed.  582, 
where  again  a  similar  granting  act  was 
passed  on.  The  court  reaffirmed  the  prin- 
ciples expressed  in  Sohulenberg  v.  Harriman, 
and  said  again  by  Mr.  Justice  Field: 

"It  is  contended  by  the  defendants,  first, 
that  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  15, 
1856,  no  lands  could  be  sold  by  the  state  un- 
til 20  continuous  miles  of  the  road  were  con- 
structed; second,  that  if  1^0  sections  could 
be  sold  in  advance  of  such  construction,  they 
could  only  be  taken  from  lands  adjoining  the 
line  of  the  road  from  its  commencement  on 
the  east;  and,  third,  that  the  grant  by  the 
state  to  the  first  company  was  upon  condi- 
tions precedent,  which  not  having  been  com- 
plied with  Uie  title  did  not  pass.  Neither 
of  these  positions  can,  in  our  judgment,  be 


maintained.  The  act  of  Congress  by  it» 
express  language  authorized  a  sale  of  120 
sections  in  advance  of  the  construction  of 
any  part  of  the  road.  It  was  only  as  to  the 
sale  of  the  remaining  sections  that  the  pro- 
vision requiring  a  previous  completion  of  20 
miles  applied.  It  is  true  it  was  the  sole  ob- 
ject of  the  grant  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  the  railroad,  and  for  that  purpose  the  sale 
of  the  land  was  only  allowed,  as  the  road 
was  completed  in  divisions,  except  as  to  120 
sections. 

'The  evident  intention  of  Congress  in  mak- 
ing this  exception  was  to  furnish  aid  for 
such  preliminary  work  as  would  be  required 
before  the  construction  of  any  part  of  then 
road.    No  conditions,  therefore,  of  any  kind  8 
were  imposed  upon  the  state*  in  the  disposi-* 
tion  of  Uiis  quantity.  Congress  relyins  upon 
the  good  faith  of  the  state  to  see  that  its 
proceeds  were  applied  for  the  purposes  con- 
templated by  the  act." 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  attempts  to 
distinguish  the  Courtright  Case  from  the 
case  at  bar,  and  asserts  that  in  Sohulenherg 
V.  Barriman  the  power  of  the  state  to  self, 
subject  or  not  subject  to  the  grantor's  rights 
after  the  expiration  of  ten  years,  although 
the  road  had  not  been  finished,  was  not  at 
issue,  and  any  expressions  on  that  topie 
were  mere  dicta.  We  do  not  assent  to  tnia 
view.  Such  power  was  a  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  principles  announced,  and  they 
have  a  more  extensive  authority  and  appli> 
cation  than  to  the  instance  in  that  case. 

The  title  passed  to  the  state,  it  was  de-> 
cided,  continued  in  the  state  with  all  its 
attributes  and  power,  except  as  expressly 
limited,  until  it  should  be  resumed  by  the 

grantor  by  appropriate  proceedings  for 
reach  of  conditions.  Hence  the  logs  m  that 
case,  thouffh  cut  upon  land  to  aid  a  railroad 
which  had  not  been  constructed,  and  after 
the  time  designated  for  its  construction^ 
and  after  which  all  unsold  lands  should  re- 
vert to  the  state,  were  held  to  belong  to  the 
state.  And  in  the  Courtright  Case,  upon 
the  same  principles,  it  was  held  that  lands 
sold  by  the  railroad  without  constructing 
the  road  carried  title  to  the  vendee.  There 
was  a  reassertion  and  an  application  of  the 
same  principles  in  United  States  v.  Lough' 
rey,  172  U.  8.  206,  43  L.  ed.  420,  19  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.   153. 

It  follows  that  by  the  act  of  June  3,  1856, 
the  state  of  Alabama  took  the  title  to  the 
lands  in  controversy  upon  conditions  subse- 
quent, and  conveyed  such  title  upon  the 
same  conditions  to  the  Coosa  Railroad;  and 
that  it  continued  tn  the  railroad  until  de-> 
termined  by  proceedings,  legislative  or  judi* 
cial,  for  such  forfeiture,  and  until  such  de-> 
termination  all  the  rights  and  powers  coii> 
f erred  by  the  act  continued  and  could  be  ex- 
ercised. 

Those  rights  and  powers  were  (1)  to  sell 
120  sections  of  land  in  advance  of  the  con- 
struction of  any  part  of  the  road;    (2)  to 
sell  a  like  quantity  upon  tlie  completion  of^ 
any  20  miles  of  road.  j^ 

*  The  first  power,  it  is  claimed,  was  exer** 
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dsed  by  sales  to  bona  fide  purchasers.  The 
coiiditioii  of  the  second  power  was  not  per- 
formed— 20  continuous  miles  of  road  were 
not  completed  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1890.  But  it  is  not  denied  that 
10  and  22-100  miles  were  completed  before 
the  passage  of  that  act. 

1.  The  circuit  court  found  that  the  first 
power  was  exercised  as  claimed.  In  other 
words,  that  the  lands  embraced  in  the  first 
120  sections  were  sold  to  bona  fide  purchas- 
•ers  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  tne  road, 
and  "that  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  that  the 
aale  to  Carlisle  was  without  consideration 
4jkl  colorable,  are  not  sustained  by  the  evi- 
4eiice,  but  the  sale  to  Carlisle  wa«  bona  fide 
and  based  on  good  consideration,  and  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  were  used  in  the 
construction  and  equipment  of  the  road." 
We  think  that  the  findings  are  sustained  by 
the  evidence. 

2.  By  the  act  of  1800  the  United  States 
forfeits,  and  ''resumes  the  title  thereto,  all 
lands  heretofore  granted  to  any  state  or  to 
any  oornoration  to  aid  in  the  construction 
•of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  conterminous 
with  the  portion  of  any  such  railroad  not 
now  completed  and  in  operation  for  the  eon- 
atruction  and  benefit  of  which  such  lands 
were  granted,  and  all  such  lands  are  declared 
to  be  a  part  of  the  publio  domain." 

The  necessary  implication  of  these  provi- 
sions seems  to  be  tnat  lands  opposite  com- 
pleted road  are  not  forfeited  or  resumed. 
But  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  con- 
tests, or  seems  to  contest,  the  implicatiom. 
He  says:  "The  general  forfeiture  act  of 
September,  1890,  intends  to  forfeit  lands  op- 
posite unoonstructed  portions  of  road.  It 
intends  to  forfeit  them  for  thai  reosoti.  It 
intends  by  no  means  to  say  that  no  lands 
Are  to  be  otherwise  and  for  other  reasons 
forfeited;  that  all  conditions  precedent  in 
all  cases  of  land  grants  are  waived.  It  pur- 
ports to  waive  nothing,  but  to  forfeit  for  a 
cause  common  to  all  the  old  grants  of  lands 
for  railroads — failure  to  construct  prior  to 
September,  1890."  And  again:  *That  act 
of  1800  was  intended  to  take  away  lands,  and 
not  to  grant  them,  and  it  is  too  well  settled 
ittto  need  discussion  that  lands  and  rights  of 
'g  the  public  cannot  be  granted  away  except  in 
••  the  most  ^wplioit,  afj^rmative  ierm^."  This, 
perhaps,  is  but  another  form  of  the  conten- 
tion which  we  have  considered  and  refuted, 
but  we  may  further  say  that  its  error  is  in 
assuming  that  the  act  of  1800  is  claimed  to 
be  a  grant.  The  act  of  1856  was  the  grant 
Hie  title  it  conveyed  continued  until  re- 
sumed, and  as  to  what  lands  it  was  resumed 
the  act  of  1890  defines. 

These  considerations  dispose  of  the  con- 
tentions as  to  the  120  sections  and  the  lands 
opposite  completed  road,  but  it  is  assigned 
as  error  that  the  court  of  appeals  omitted 
-to  direct  "a  decree  in  favor  of  the  United 
-fitates  as  to  lands  not  within  either  the  said 
120  sections  or  the  17,410.33  acres  [lands 
.opposite  completed  road],  whether  sold  or 
not"  And  it  is  said:  "The  road  being  36 
.miles  and  a  fraction  long,  and  the  120  sec- 
itions  absolutely  required  to  be  along  20  con- 


secutive miles,  and  being  in  fact,  as  certified 
before  the  war  of  1861,  at  and  near  the  Qun- 
tersville  end,  16  miles  and  a  fraction  of  road, 
at  least,  remain  to  be  considered.  Ten 
miles,  beginning  at  the  Qadsden  end,  were 
constructed  before  the  act  of  1890,  leaving 
at  least  6  miles ;  so  that,  obviously,  the  easy 
method  resorted  to  by  the  lower  courts  of 
dividing  all  the  lands  into  120-section  lands 
and  lands  opposite  constructed  road  ignores 
our  rights  along  6  miles,  to  say  nothing  of 
the  larffe  body  of  lands  along  the  20  miles 
referrea  to,  but  not  in  the  120  sections  of 
place  and  indenmlty  certified  before  the  war, 
and  opposite  uncompleted  road  in  1890." 

This,  it  is  replied,  is  contradicted  by  the 
findings  of  the  circuit  court,  and  that  the 
record  afiTords  no  evidence  to  dispute  the 
findinffs.  The  findings  were,  as  we  have  seen, 
that  the  lands  embraced  in  the  first  120  sec- 
tions were  sold  to  bona  fide  purchasers;  that 
Carlisle  was  sucJi;  that  the  road  from  Gads- 
den to  Littleton,  a  distance  of  10.22  miles, 
was  completed  and  in  operation  on  or  before 
the  29th  of  September,  1890,  and  that  the 
lands  conveyed  to  Carlisle  by  deed  dated 
April  4,  1887,  were  opposite  to  that  part  of 
the  road.  The  conclusion  was  that  "there 
has  been  no  forfeiture  of  the  lands  as  to 
which  a  Judicial  declaration  of  forfeiture  is  9 
sought  by  the  bill,  and  it  is  accordingly  or-  S 
dered*and  decreed  that  the  relief  sought  by* 
the  biU  be  denied  and  the  bill  dismissed." 

Manifestly  this  decision  is  dependent  upon 
the  identity  of  the  lands  described  in  the 
bill  with  those  embraced  in  the  first  120  sec- 
tions and  those  opposite  the  10  miles  of  com- 
pleted road.  But  this  does  not  seem  to  be 
the  fact  The  bill  gives  a  description  of  the 
lands  by  townships,  ranges,  and  sections,  and 
at  the  amunent  a  map  was  used  showing 
them,  the&  relation  to  the  railroad,  and  its 
location  and  termini.  It  also  showed  the 
end  of  the  first  120  sections.  Assuming  the 
map  to  be  correct  (and  it  is  not  Questioned) , 
some  judjnnent  may  be  formed  oi  the  length 
and  location  of  the  road,  the  relative  situa^ 
tion  of  the  lands  described  in  the  bill  to  the 
road — to  its  completed  and  uncompleted 
part;  and  it  appears  that  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  acres  of  land  south  of  the  first  120 
sections,  and  between  them  and  Littleton  (a 
distance  of  6  miles),  of  which  a  forfeiture 
should  have  been  declared.  In  other  words, 
it  appears  from  the  evidence  and  admissions 
that  the  road  is  36  miles  long,  that  the  first 
120  sections  were  selected  along  a  continuous 
length  of  20  miles  of  the  road  from  Gunter's 
Landing  southward,  and  that  the  part  of  the 
road  winch  was  completed  at  the  date  of 
the  forfeiting  act  was  from  Gadsden  north- 
ward 10  and  -fX  miles,  and  terminated  at 
Littleton.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that 
lands  opposite  the  road  from  Littleton, 
northward  0  miles,  are  not  embraced  in  the 
first  120  sections  and  were  not  opposite 
completed  road  September  29,  1890,  and 
hence  were  forfeited  by  the  act  of  Congress 
of  tiiat  date  {supra),  and  if  included  in  the 
description  of  the  bill  should  be  declared  for- 
feited. 

It  is  urged,  however,  by  appellees  that  the 
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decree  should  not  be  rerereed,  because  the 
bill  was  framed  to  procure  a  forfeiture  of 
the  grant,  not  to  adjust  its  limits,  and  be- 
cause the  question  was  not  raised  by  the 
assignment  of  errors  on  the  appeal  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  nor  on  this  appeal.    Neither  rea- 
I*  son  is  sufficient    We  may  notice  a  plain  er« 
gror,  though  not  assigned,  and  the  prayer  in 
•  the  bill  for  a*  forfeiture  of  the  entire  grant 
did  not  preclude  a  forfeiture  of  a  part  of  it. 
We  think,  therefore,  a  further  inyestiga- 
tion  on  the  particular  point  indicated  is  re- 
quired by  the  circuit  court,  and  return  the 
ease  for  such  investigation. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals ia  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  pro- 
ceed in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


(176  U.  S.  221) 

'ELLIS    H.    ROBERTS,    Treasurer    of   the 
United  States,  Petitioner, 

V. 

UNITED  STATES  ex  rel  UABlt  A.  VAL- 
ENTINE. 

Board  of  audit  certificates  of  District  of  Co- 
lumhia — redemption  of,  hy  payment  of 
judgment — assignee  of — mandamus — min- 
isterial  act — construction  of  statute  hy 
officer. 

1.  Certificates  of  the  board  of  audit  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Issued  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  Congress  of  June  20,  1874,  {  6,  were 
redeemed,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of 
August  18,  1894,  providing  for  the  payment 
of  additional  Interest  thereon,  when  a  judg- 
ment of  the  court  of  claims  based  solely  on 
such  Instruments  was  paid  by  the  Treasurer 
of  the  United  States. 

2.  A  judgment  roll  of  record  In  the  court  of 
claims,  showing  precisely  the  claim  for  which 
the  Judgment  was  reooyered,  Is  record  evi- 
dence to  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States, 
when  he  pays  the  Judgment,  that  he  has  paid 
the  claim  for  which  It  was  rendered. 

8.  Assignees  of  audit  certificates,  who  are  en- 
titled under  the  act  of  Congress  of  August 
18,  1894,  to  a  residue  of  unpaid  legal  Inter- 
est thereon,  include  an  assignee  who  became 
such  after  the  payment  of  tlie  certificates. 

4.  The  duty  of  the  Treasurer  of  the  United 
States  to  pay  Interest  on  audit  certificates 
pursuant  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  August 
18,  1894,  Is  plain.  Imperative,  and  entirely 
ministerial,  and  therefore  may  be  enforced  by 
mandamus,  although  It  requires  In  some  de- 
gree a  construction  of  a  statute  by  the  ofllosr. 

[No.  86.] 

Argued  Deoemher  15,  1899,    Decided  PeHnru- 
Q/ry  6,  1900. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  Court 
of  Appeala  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
to  review  a  decision  affirming  a  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  ordering 
a  writ  of  mandamus  to  the  Treasurer  of  the 
United  States.  Affirmed, 
See  same  case  below,  13  App.  D.  C.  88. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  Robert  A.  Howard  and  BoUoitor 
General  Richards  tor  petitioner. 
if r.  B.  E.  Valentine  for  respondent        U 

*Mr.  Justice  PeoUuun  delivered  the  opin-* 
ion  of  the  court : 

A  writ  of  certiorari  was  issued  in  this 
case  to  the  oourt  of  appeals  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  a 
judgment  of  that  court  affirming  a  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court  of  the  District,  which 
awarded  to  the  relator,  Marie  A.  Valentine, 
a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the  peti- 
tioner, who  is  the  Treasurer  of  the  United 
States,  to  pay  her,  as  assignee,  a  residue  of 
2.35  per  centum  interest  upon  certain  certifi- 
cates issued  by  the  board  of  audit  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  §  6  of  the  act  opproved  June  20,  1874,  en- 
titled "An  Act  for  the  Government  of  the  Dis« 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  for  Other  Purposes." 
18  Stat,  at  L.  IIC,  118,  chap.  337. 

The  facts  upon  which  the  oontroversy 
arises  are  uncontradicted,  and  are  as  fol- 
lows: One  Charles  E.  Evans,  who,  previous 
to  1874,  had  done  a  large  amount  of  work 
for  the  District  in  laying  concrete  and  brick 
pavements  in  the  ^tj  of  Washington,  duly 
presented  his  claims  on  that  account  to  the 
board  of  audit  constituted  under  the  act 
above  mentioned,  which  board,  after  an  ex- 
amination of  such  claims,  executed  on  the  1st 
of  August,  1874,  the  two  certificates  which 
form  the  basis  of  the  claim  of  the  relator, 
each  certificate  being  dated  on  that  day,  one 
of  which  acknowledged  an  indebtedness  to 
him  on  the  part  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
of  $10,616.25  and  the  other  $900.40.  They 
were  not,  however,  delivered  to  Evans,  be- 
cause at  the  time  they  were  made  a  claim 
had  been  set  up  by  the  authorities  of  the  Dis- 
trict that  Evans  was  liable  for  the  expense 
of  repairs  which  were  needed  on  pavements 
laid  oy  him  (which  claim,  however,  as  it 
afterwards  appeared,  was  not  well  founded), 
and  the  board  of  audit,  instead  of  deliver- 
ing the  certificates  to  Evans,  withheld  them 
from  him,  and  at  or  about  their  date  de- 
livered them  to  the  commissioners  of  the  Dis- 
trict, who  held  them  as  collateral  security 
for  the  payment  of  any  liability  of  Evans  for 
the  repairs  mentioned.  They  remained  m 
from  August,  1874,  until  June  0,  1800,  in  a  J] 
*tin  box  in  the  office  of  the  Treasurer  of  the* 
United  States,  who  held  it  and  its  contents 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  commissioners 
of  the  District. 

By  reason  of  this  refusal  to  deliver  the 
certificates  and  their  retention  in  the  hands 
of  the  Treasurer,  Evans  was  unable  to  avail 
himself  of  the  right  given  by  the  act  of  1874 
to  exchange  su<m  certificates  for  the  3.65 
bonds  mentioned  in  that  act,  and  for  the 
same  reason  he  was  unable  to  avail  himself 
of  the  provisions  of  $  0  of  the  act  approved 
June  16,  1880  (21  Stat,  at  L.  284,  chap. 
243),  providing  for  the  redemption  of  the 
certificates  created  by  the  act  of  1874.  An 
action  was  therefore  commenced  in  Decem« 
ber,  1880,  in  the  court  of  claims  by  the  as** 
signee  of  Evans  to  recover  judgment  against 
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ihe  Digtrict  of  Columbia  upon  those  certifi** 
•cates,  under  the  proTicions  of  §  1  of  the  abova 
jtet  of  1880.  In  this  action,  in  addition  ta 
the  claims  upon  the  certificates  already  men- 
tioned, Fisher,  the  assignee,  included  a  large 
amount  of  other  claims  against  the  DistriH, 
which  had  also  been  assigned  to  him  by  Bv- 


In  1884,  Congress  passed  an  act,  approved 
July  6,  1884  (23  SUt.  at  L.  123,  131,  chap. 
227),  providing  that  no  payment  should  be 
made  of  any  certificate  issued  under  the  act 
of  1874  that  should  not  be  presented  for  pay- 
ment within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the 
approval  of  the  act  of  1884. 

After  its  commencement  (the  certificates 
•till  remaining  in  the  custody  of  the  Treas- 
urer) the  action  above  mentioned  continued 
pending  until  some  time  during  the  Decem- 
ber term,  1889,  of  the  court  of  claims,  when 
the  executors  of  the  will  of  Fisher,  the  as- 
signee, were  substituted  as  parties  plaintiff 
in  the  action  upon  the  suggestion  of  the 
death  of  Fisher  having  been  duly  made  upon 
the  record,  and  the  action  was  revived  in  the 
names  of  the  executors  of  Fisher's  will. 

In  June,  1890,  a  settlement  of  that  action 
was  agreed  upon,  by  the  terms  of  which  the 
two  certificates  were  to  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  other  matters  in  dispute 
therein  were  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  court 
by  the  discontinuance  of  the  action.  Pursu- 
ant to  that  settlement  and  on  June  0,  1890, 
^  under  the  advice  of  the  Assistant  Attorney 
JjCteneral  in  charge  of  the  case,  the  certificates 
•  were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff's* attorney, 
who  thereupon  presented  them  to  the  IVeas- 
urer  and  requested  him,  in  his  capacity  as 
69  offioio  commissioner  of  the  sinking  fund  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  to  issue  in  ex- 
change for  them  the  3.65  bonds  authorized 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  1874.  The  Treas« 
nrer  refused  to  redeem  the  certificates  or  to 
issue  bonds  for  the  payment  thereof,  or  in 
any  way  to  pay  the  same,  until  the  parties 
had  obtained  a  judgment  in  the  court  of 
claims  in  the  action  already  mentioned, 
which  should  provide  for  their  payment. 
Accordingly  the  plaintiffs  in  that  action 
asked  and  obtained  leave  to  amend  their  pe- 
tition by  8trikin<v  out  all  reference  to  any 
other  oauses  of  action  than  those  upon  these 
two  certificates.  The  amendment  was  con^ 
sented  to  by  the  Assistant  Attorney  General, 
and  on  June  12,  1890,  a  Judgment  was  duly 
obtained  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  and  against 
the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  recovery, 
*Hn  the  manner  provided  by  the  act  of  June 
16,  1880,  chapter  243,"  of  the  sums  men- 
tioned in  the  certificates.  The  Judgment 
roll  in  the  case  contained  the  petition  in 
which  these  particular  certificates  were  set 
«mt  in  full,  and  it  showed  that  the  Judgment 
entered  by  the  court  of  claims  was  recovered 
on  those  certificates  and  on  them  alone. 
There  was  thus  evidence  on  record  which 
showed  the  cause  of  action  on  which  the 
Judgment  was  based.  On  September  12, 
1890,  the  Treasurer  paid  these  certificates 
with  interest  from  their  date,  August  1, 
1874,  to  September  11,  1890,  at  8.66  per  cen« 


tum,  1^  paying  the  Judgment  entered  by  the 
court  of  claims.  Subsequently  to  that  time 
the  executors  of  Fisher,  the  assignee  of  Bt« 
ans,  assigned  to  one  Robinson  all  interest  in 
tho  claims  and  demands  against  the  District, 
and  Robinson  subsequently  assigned  the 
same  to  the  relator.  Thus,  some  sixteen 
years  after  the  certificates  had  been  duly 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  act  of  1874 
they  were  finally  redeemed,  the  delay  having 
been  caused  by  their  retention  as  above 
stated  and  1^  the  refusal  of  the  Treasurer  to 
deliver  them  to  their  owner. 

On  August  13,  1894,  Congress  passed  an 
act  (28  SUt  at  L.  277,  chap.  279),  the  first 
section  of  which  reads  as  follows: 

''That  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States « 
is  hereby  directed  to  pay  to  the  owners,  hold-S 
ers,  or  assignees  of  all  board  of  audit*certifi«* 
cates  redeemed  by  him  under  the  act  ap« 
proved  June  16,  1880,  the  residue  of  two  and 
thirty-five  hundredths  per  centum  per  an** 
num  of  unpaid  legal  rate  interest  due  upon 
said  certificates  from  their  date  up  to  the 
date  of  approval  of  said  act  prorming  for 
their  redemption.'* 

The  relator  as  assignee,  by  her  attorney, 
made  demand  upon  the  Treasurer  for  tiie 
payment  of  the  balance  of  the  interest  as 
provided  for  in  the  above  act,  and  on  Novem* 
ber  3,  1897,  the  Treasurer  refused  such  de- 
mand, and  wrote  the  following  letter  to  the 
attorney: 

Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  27th  ultimo,  In- 
closing a  petition  for  the  payment  of  inter* 
est  on  certain  board  of  audit  certificates,  un« 
der  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August 
13,  1894,  is  received. 

You  ^11  note  that  the  act  referred  to  pro- 
vides for  additional  interest  to  be  paid  only 
upon  board  of  audit  certificates  redeemed  by 
the  Treasurer  under  the  act  of  June  16, 1880. 
Neither  of  the  certificates  recited  in  your 
petition  was  redeemed  by  the  Treasurer,  and 
they  are  not  in  his  possession. 

You  state  that  certain  Judgments  of  the 
court  of  claims  were  issued  in  lieu  of  theso 
certificates.  These  Judgments  were  paid  by 
this  office  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law, 
but  neither  of  them  states  that  they  were  is- 
sued in  lieu  of  or  upon  debts  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  represented  by  board  of  audit 
certificates. 

The  Treasurer  has  therefore  no  authority 
to  pay  the  additional  interest  you  demand. 

The  foregoing  facts  were  set  forth  in  the 
petition  of  the  relator  to  the  supreme  court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  asking  for  a 
mandamus  to  compel  the  Treasurer  to  make 
the  payment  demanded. 

In  answer  to  the  petition  the  Treasurer 
alleged  "that  the  certain  board  of  audit  cer- 
tificates, so  called,  in  the  said  petition  men- 
tioned,  namely,   the   certificates   numbered  9 
8879  and  19,429,  were  not  redeemed  by  him  8 
or  any  person  holding  the  office  of ^freasurer  • 
of  the  United  States  at  any  time,  and  that 
the  only  moneys  paid  by  any  Treasurer  of 
the  United  States  on  account  of  any  of  the 
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matters  or  things  in  the  said  petition  men- 
tioncd  as  having  relation  to  the  said  oertifi- 
cates,  or  either  of  them,  were  paid  upon  cer- 
*v^in  judgments  of  the  court  of  claims  of  the 
United  States,  as  appears  by  the  transcript 
from  the  records  of  the  T|^easury  Depart- 
ment of  the  United  States^  hereto  annexed 
and  made  part  hereof,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant has  no  official  knowledge,  nor  has  he  any 
official  record  in  his  office,  showing  or  tend- 
ing to  show  upon  what  claim  or  claims  either 
of  the  said  judgments  was  based/' 

Nothing  but  a  transcript  of  the  decree  con- 
tained in  the  judgment  roll  was  annexed  to 
the  return,  llie  relator  demurred  to  the  re- 
turn, and  upon  these  pleadings  the  cause 
came  on  for  hearing  before  the  supreme 
court,  which  ordered  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
issue  as  prayed  for.  Upon  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals  that  court  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  Treasurer  applied  for  and  ob- 
tained a  writ  of  certiorari  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  a  review,  of  the  judgment  by 
this  court. 

Upon  reading  the  return  made  by  the 
Treasurer  to  the  petition  for  the  writ  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  facts  upon  which  he 
bases  his  defense  are  that  he  did  not  redeem 
the  certificates  in  question,  and  that  the  only 
moneys  paid  by  any  Treasurer  of  the  United 
States  were  paid  on  this  judgment  of  the 
court  of  claims  already  mentioned,  and  that 
it  did  not  appear  in  any  official  record  in  his 
office  upon  what  claim  or  claims  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  of  claims  was  based. 

The  first  question  which  arises,  therefore, 
on  this  record  is  whether  the  Treasurer  did 
redeem  these  ceri^ificates  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  ot  1894.  The  act  of  1884  (23  SUt 
at  L.  13 If  chap.  227,  supra)  did  not  prohibit 
their  redemption,  for  they  were  in  suit  under 
the  provisions  of  S  1  of  the  act  of  1880,  long 
before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1884,  and 
provision  was  made  in  the  act  of  1880  for  the 
payment  of  the  judgments  rendered  by  the 
court  of  claims  upon  presentation  to  the  Seo- 
k*  retary  of  the  Treasury  of  a  certified  copy  of 
H  such  judgments.  That  they  mi^ht  be  founded 
•  upon  certificates  was  immaterial,  for  it^can- 
not  be  supposed  that  Congress  by  the  act  of 
1884  meant  to  prohibit  the  payment  of  cer- 
tificates which  were  in  suit  under  the  act  of 
1880,  and  upon  which  judgment  might  there- 
after be  rendered  by  the  court  of  claims. 
Full  effect  can  be  given  to  the  act  of  1884  by 
confining  it  to  the  prohibition  of  payment  of 
certificates  which  might,  after  the  year,  be 
presented  in  that  form  for  payment,  leaving 
the  provisions  for  payment  on  suit  brought 
under  the  act  of  1880  in  full  force. 

Taking  this  case  as  made  by  the  record, 
we  find  that  it  is  not  disputed  that  the  cer- 
tificates were  issued  under  the  act  of  1874, 
duly  signed  by  the  board  of  audit  therein 
provided  for,  and  delivered  (without  the  con- 
sent of  Evans)  to  the  authorities  of  the  Dis- 
trict upon  their  unfounded  claim  that  they 
were  entitled  to  their  possession  as  collater- 
al security  as  already  stated.  It  is  not  dis- 
puted that  an  action  was  commenced  in  the 
sourt  of  claims  under  the  act  of  1880  to  re- 


cover against  the  District  of  Columbia  upoii 
the  certificates,  as  well  as  upon  other  claims 
against  the  District.  It  is  not  disputed 
that  upon  a  compromise  made,  all  other 
causes  of  action  were  stricken  from  the  pe> 
tition,  that  the  petition  as  amended  con* 
tained  a  full  description  of  the  certificates,, 
and  an  allegation  that  they  were  issued  by 
the  board  of  audit  under  the  act  of  1874,  and 
that  judgment  was  recovered  upon  such  cer- 
tificates, and  upon  them  only,  and  for  their 
payment  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1874,  and 
that  pursuant  to  that  judgment  the  Treas- 
urer paid  the  amount  thereof,  together  with 
interest  on  the  certificates  from  the  date  of 
their  issue  in  1874  to  September  II,  1890,. 
the  day  before  their  payment. 

Upon  these  facts  we  have  no  doubt  that 
the  certificates  were  redeemed  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  1894.  At  the  time  of 
the  judgment  in  the  court  of  claims  they 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  action  mentioned,  and  were  valid 
instruments  in  his  hands,  and  his  sole 
cause  of  action  was  based  upon  them, 
and  the  judgment  entered  by  the  court  of 
claims  necessarily  declared  their  validity 
and  the  right  of  plaintiff  to  have  the  same 
paid  as  stated  in  the  judgment.  When  the 
Treasurer  subsequently  paid  that  judgment, « 
did  he  not  therein  and  thereby  redeem  these  |{ 
certificates?  If  the  certificatei* themselves* 
had  been  presented  to  the  Treasurer  and  he 
had  paid  them,  they  would  then,  of  course, 
have  been  redeemed.  Were  they  any  the  lest 
redeemed  because  an  action  had  been  brought 
upon  them  and  the  court  had  declared  their 
validity  and  directed  their  payment,  by  m 
judgment  duly  entered  to  that  effect,  which 
judgment  was  subsequently  paid  by  the 
Treasurer?  Such  payment,  it  seems  to  us, 
was  a  redemption  of  the  certificates  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act. 

The  evident  purpose  of  the  act  of  1894  was 
to  give  the  balance  of  interest  between  3.65 
and  6  per  centum  to  those  persons,  or  their 
assignees,  to  whom  certificates  had  been 
given  and  the  interest  upon  which  had  been 
paid  only  at  the  former  rate.  In  all  such 
cases  where  the  certificates  had  been  re- 
deemed by  the  Treasurer,  the  additional  in- 
terest was  to  be  paid,  and  we  cannot  doubt 
that  under  this  act  the  certificates  were  re- 
deemed when  paid  by  the  Treasurer  by  vir- 
tue of  the  judgment  which  had  been  recov* 
ered  on  them  and  which  was  directed  to  be 
paid  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1874.  The  act  of 
1894  did  not  limit  the  payment  to  those  who 
had  succeeded  in  exchanging  their  certifi- 
cates for  bonds  bearing  interest  at  the  rate 
of  3.65  per  centum.  It  was  through  no  fault 
of  the  holders  of  these  particular  certificates 
that  they  had  not  been  exchanged  for  sudi 
bonds,  but  the  exchange  had  not  been  effected 
because  the  authorities  of  the  District  im< 
properly  retained  custody  of  them,  and  re- 
fused to  deliver  them  to  their  rightful  own- 
er. 

The  act  of  1894  plainly  relates  to  and 
speaks  of  the  certificates  which  had  been  re- 
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deemed  under  the  aet  of  1880,  and  these  oer- 
tiflcatee  had  been  so  redeemed. 

The  further  objection  made  by  the  Treas- 
urer, that  he  had  in  his  office  no  official  rec- 
ord showing  or  tending  to  show  upon  what 
claim  or  daims  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  claims  was  based,  is,  under  the  admitted 
facts  in  this  case,  wholly  immaterial. 

The  judgment  roll  in  the  action  is  of  rec- 
ord  in   the  court  of  claims,  and  that  roll 
showed  precisely  and  in  detail  that  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered  upon  those  specific  cer- 
tificates, and  upon  notliing  else,  and  when 
«the  Treasurer  pays  such  judgment  there  is 
JJthus  record  evidence  that  he  has  paid  the 
«  certificates*mentioned  in  the  judgment  roll, 
upon  which  certificates  the  judgment  itself 
was  recovered. 

Thi«  is  all  the  defense  upon  the  facts  that 
is  made  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ  so  far  as 
appears  by  the  return  made  by  the  Treas- 
urer to  the  application  for  mandamus,  but 
upon  the  argument  in  this  court  the  further 
objection  was  taken  that  the  relator  was  not 
such  an  assignee  as  was  within  the  contem- 
plation of  the  act  of  1894,  because,  as  was 
stated,  she  was  not  such  assignee  at  the  time 
of  the  payment  of  the  certificates  made  by 
the  Treasurer. 

It  is  somewhat  late  to  raise  this  defense, 
but  we  think  there  is  nothing  in  the  objec- 
tion. These  certificates  had  been  paid  at 
the  rate  of  interest  of  3.65  only,  and  the  act 
of  1894  intended  to  give  to  those  people  who 
were  their  original  owners,  or  who  had  be- 
come assignees  of  such  owners,  although  sub- 
sequent to  the  payment  of  the  certificates, 
the  right  to  recover  this  additional  interest. 
But  it  the  act  were  construed  as  intend- 
ing to  provide  for  the  payment  of  interest  to 
those  persons  who  were  the  owners  of  the 
certificates  at  the  time  when  they  were  re- 
deemed, it  could  not  with  any  force  be  ar- 
gued that  such  persons  might  not  assign 
their  claim  to  the  balance  of  the  interest  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act  of  1894  after  the  pass- 
age of  that  act.  Hence  if  the  defendant  had 
set  up  in  his  return  any  such  objection,  it 
might  have  been  obviated  by  prooi  that  the 
owners  of  the  certificates  when  redeemed 
had,  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1894,  as- 
signed their  right  to  the  interest  mentioned 
therein  to  the  relator.  The  Treasurer  made 
no  such  objection  to  payment,  either  in  his 
letter  to  the  attorney  for  the  relator  before 
this  proceeding  was  commenced,  or  in  his 
return  herein.  The  right  of  relator,  as  as- 
signee, has  been  admitted,  and  the  Treas- 
urer placed  his  objections  on  grounds  alto- 
gether diflferent. 

The  remaining  and  most  important  objec- 
tion is  that  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  the 
writ  of  mandamus  can  properly  be  issued  to 
one  of  the  executive  officers  of  the  govern- 
ment 

The  law  relating  to  mandamus  against  a 
public  officer  is  wdl  settled  in  the  abstract, 
ethe  only  doubt  which  arises  being  whether 
8  the  facts  regarding  any  particular  case  bring 
•  it  within* the  law  which  jpermits  the  writ  to 
issue  where  a  mere  ministerial  dut^  is  im- 
posed upon  an  executive  officer,  which  duty 


he  is  boiind  to  perfoitn  without  any  further 
question.  If  he  refuse  under  such  circum- 
stances, mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  him  to 
pciiorm  his  duty.  This  is  the  principle  up* 
neld  by  this  court  in  United  States  ex  reU 
Dunktp  y.  Black,  128  U.  8.  40,  32  L.  ed.  354, 
0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  12,  and  upon  the  authority 
of  that  case  the  defendant  claims  that  no 
mandamus  can  be  issued  against  him. 

The  writ  was  refused  in  the  Black  Case, 
because,  as  the  court  held,  the  decision  which 
was  demanded  from  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  required  of  him,  in  tihe  performance 
of  his  regular  duties  as  commissioner,  ths 
examination  of  several  acts  of  Congress, 
their  construction,  and  the  effect  which  the 
later  acts  had  upon  the  former,  all  of  which 
required  the  exercise  of  judgment  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  take  his  decision  out  of  the 
category  of  a  mere  ministerial  act  A  deci- 
sion upon  such  facts,  the  court  said,  would 
not  be  controlled  by  mandamus.  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  a  party  has  ths 
right  to  the  writ  are  examined  in  the  course 
of  the  opinion,  which  was  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justice  Bradley,  and  many  cases  upon  the 
subject  are  therein  cited,  and  the  result  of 
the  examination  was  as  just  stated. 

In  this  case  the  facts  are  quite  different 
There  is  but  one  act  of  Congress  to  be  ex< 
amined,  and  it  is  specially  directed  to  the 
Treasurer.  We  think  its  construction  is 
quite  plain  and  unmistakable.  It  directs 
tne  Treasurer  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  cer- 
tificates which  had  been  redeemed  by  him, 
and  the  only  question  for  him  to  determine 
was  whether  uiese  certificates  had  been  re- 
deemed within  the  meaning  of  that  act  That 
they  were,  we  have  already  attempted  to 
show,  and  the  duty  of  the  Treasurer  seems 
to  us  to  be  at  once  plain,  imperative,  and  en- 
tirely ministerial,  and  he  snould  have  paid 
the  interest  as  directed  in  the  statute. 

This  case  comes  within  the  exception  stat- 
ed in  the  Black  Case,  that  where  a  special 
statute   imposes   a   mere   ministerial  duty 
upon  an  executive  officer,  which  he  neglects 
or  refuses  to  perform,  then  mandamus  lies 
to  compel  its  performance;  but  the  court g 
will  not  interfere  with  the  executive  officers  e« 
of* the  government  in  the  exercise  of  their* 
ordinary  official  duties,  even  when  th\.se  du- 
ties  require   an    interpretation  of  the  law, 
the  court  having  no  appellate  power  for  that 
purpose.     On  this  last  ground  the  court  de- 
niett  the  writ 

Unless  the  writ  of  mandamus  is  to  become 
practically  valueless,  and  is  to  be  refused 
even  where  a  public  officer  is  commanded  to 
do  a  particular  act  by  virtue  of  a  particular 
statute,  this  writ  should  be  granted.  Every 
statute  to  some  extent  requires  construction 
by  the  public  officer  whose  duties  may  be  de- 
fined therein.  Such  officer  must  read  the 
law,  and  he  must  therefore,  in  a  certain 
sense,  construe  it,  in  order  to  form  a  ludff- 
ment  from  its  language  what  duty  he  is  di- 
rected by  the  statute  to  perform.  But  that 
does  not  necessarilv  and  in  all  cases  make 
the  duty  of  the  officer  anything  other  than 
a  purely  ministerial  one.  If  the  law  direct 
him  to  perform  an  act  in  regard  to  which  no 
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^Bcretion  is  committed  to  him,  and  whieh, 
upon  the  facts  existing,  be  is  bound  to  per- 
fonn,  then  that  act  is  ministerial,  although 
depending  upon  a  statute  which  reauires,  in 
some  degree,  a  construction  of  ite  language 
by  the  officer.  Unless  this  be  so,  the  value 
of  this  writ  is  very  greatly  impaired.  Every 
executive  officer  whose  duty  is  plainly  de> 
volved  upon  him  by  statute  might  refuse  to 
perform  it,  and  when  bis  refusal  is  brought 
before  the  court  he  might  successfully  plead 
that  tbe  performance  of  the  duty  involved 
the  construction  of  a  statute  by  him,  and 
therefore  it  was  not  ministerial,  and  the 
court  would  on  that  account  be  powerless  to 
give  relief.  Such  a  limitation  of  the  powers 
of  the  court,  we  think,  would  be  most  unfor- 
tunate, as  it  would  relieve  from  judicial  su- 
pervision all  executive  officers  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties,  whenever  tney 
should  plead  that  the  duty  required  of  them 
arose  upon  the  construction  of  a  statute,  no 
matter  how  plain  its  language,  nor  how 
plainly  they  violated  their  duty  in  refusing 
to  perform  the  act  required. 

In  this  case  we  think  the  proper  eonstruo- 
tion  of  the  statute  was  clear,  and  the  duty 
of  the  Treasurer  to  pay  the  money  to  tbe  re- 
lator was  ministerial  in  its  nature,  and 
should  have  been  performed  by  him  upon  de- 
mand. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  must 
he  affirmed. 
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BALTIMORE    ft    POTOMAC    RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err,, 

V. 

CHARLES  EMMET  CU^f BERLAKD. 

BaUroada-^uty  to  fence  track  in  street  len- 
der act  of  Congress — road  approximately 
even  with  the  surface  of  the  street — suf' 
fkiency  of  light  on  tender  of  engine  run^^ 
ning  backward — variance — trespasser  on 
track. 

1.  Tbe  question  whether  a  steam-railroad 
track  Is  ''approximately  even  with  the  adja- 
cent surface*'  of  a  street  In  which  It  Is  laid, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
January  26. 1887,  and  Joint  reeolntlon  of  Feb- 
ruary 26,  1892,  requiring  fences  on  both 
sides  of  a  track  approximately  even  with  he 
surface,  must  be  submitted  to  the  Jurj*,  where 
tbe  track  was  not  more  than  2  feet  2  Inches 
higher  than  the  level  of  the  street. 

S.  An  averment  that  there  was  no  light  on 
the  rear  part  of  an  engine  Is  satisfied  by  proof 
that  there  was  no  such  light  as  the  law  re- 
quired. 

S.  A  person  Is  not  ipso  facto  a  trcBpaBser  In 
crossing  railroad  tracks  laid  through  the 
streets  of  a  city  npon,  or  substantially  upon, 
tbe  level  of  the  street,  although  h^  crosses 
at  any  point  where  it  Is  convenient  for  him 
to  do  so,  Instead  of  going  to  a  regular  street 
erossing. 

[No.  87.1 

Argued  Deoember  19,  1899.    Decided  Febru- 
airy  5, 1900. 


ON  WRIT  OF  ERROR  to  tbe  Court  of  Ap- 
peals of  the  District  of  Columbia  alBrm*^ 
ing  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  fa- 
vor of  plaintiff  la  an  action  for  damages. 
Affirmed. 
See  same  caae  below,  12  App.  D.  C.  698* 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 

This  was  an  action  begun  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  by  the 
plaintiff  Cumberland,  suing  by  his  next 
friend,  against  tbe  Baltimore  k  Potomao 
Railroad  Company,  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  inflicted  upon  him  by  the 
alleged  negligence  of  the  defendant  company. 

The  undisputed  facts  were  that  the  plain- 
tiff, who  was  twelve  years  and  four  months 
of  age  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  a 
street  lamplighter  by  occupation,  and  fores 
more  than  a  year  prior  thereto  had  been  en-SJ 
gaged,  under  his  father's  direction,*in  light** 
ing  street  lamps  in  the  vicinity  of  the  com* 
pany's  tracks  on  Maryland  avenue  in  the 
city  of  Washington. 

The  accident  occurred  about  dark  on  tbe 
evenin|;  of  December  10,  1804.  Hie  weather 
was  misty,  according  to  some  of  the  witness- 
es, rainy,  foggy,  and  very  cold,  according  to 
others.  The  plaintiff,  having  lighted  a  lamp 
on  the  south  side  of  Maryland  avenue,  be- 
tween. Thirteenth-and-a>half  and  Fourw 
teenth  streets,  started  across  Maryland  ave« 
nue  and  the  tracks  of  the  company,  for  the 
purpose  of  lighting  a  lamp  directly  opposite 
on  the  north  side  of  the  street.  There  was  a 
curve  in  the  tracks  at  this  point,  made  by  a 
turn  in  the  railroad  from  Long  Bridge  into 
Maryland  avenue.  There  was  no  crossing 
for  persons  or  vehicles  between  Thirteentb- 
and-a-half  and  Fourteenth  streets,  and  tbe 
street  on  either  side  of  the  right  of  way  waa 
separated  therefrom  by  curbs  which  pro* 
jected  8  inches  above  the  adjacent  roadway* 
These  curbs  were  about  5  feet  from  the  outer 
rails  on  either  side,  and  the  tracks  were  car* 
ried  upon  ties,  elevated  about  18  inches  above^ 
the  level  of  the  curbs  and  about  2  feet  higher 
than  the  surface  of  the  street.  The  plain- 
tiff, having  lighted  a  lamp  on  the  south  side,, 
started  across  the  street,  mounted  the  ele« 
vated  roadway  in  front  of  a  train  coming  up 
from  Long  ]3ridge  with  the  tender  ahes^  of 
the  engine,  and  just  as  he  stepped  upon  th» 
track  was  struck  by  the  tender,  knocked 
down,  and  run  over.  There  was  a  band  sig- 
nal lantern  swung  on  the  advancing  end  of 
the  tender,  and  at  the  time  of  the  accident  it 
appeared  to  have  been  burning. 

At  this  part  of  the  avenue  there  are  four 
or  five  railway  tracks — ^two  main  tracks  on 
the  north  side,  used  for  passenger  trains;  a 
third  to  the  south  of  tliese  two,  used  for 
freight  trains,  which  was  the  one  on  which 
the  accident  occurred  ,*  south  of  that  a  trade 
diverging  eastwardly  into  the  freight  station 
of  the  Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad  Com- 
pany to  the  south  of  the  avenue;  and  still 
further  south,  and  south  even  of  the  gat 
lamp  which  the  boy  had  lit,  a  switch  diverg- 
ing from  the  east  into  a  private  coal  yard. 
About  the  place  of  the  accident,  and  thenoe 


1890. 


BALTIMORE  A  R  R.  CO.  ▼.  CUMBERLAND. 


881 


« westward  towards  Foorteentb  street^  the 
§  tracks  begin  a  curve  so  as  to  reach  the  Long 
•  Bridge*at  the  foot  of  that  street^  and  to  the 
south,  upon  the  inner  side  of  this  eunre  and 
about  the  line  of  Fourteenth  street,  there 
was  a  switchman's  box  which  to  some  slight 
extent  obeUncted  the  view  from  the  east  of 
trains  coming  to  the  avenue  from  the  bridge. 
As  the  boy  had  passed  or  was  passing  the 
Richmond  i  Danville  track,  and  was  ap- 
proaching the  freight  track,  his  attention 
was  directed  to  a  passenger  train  going  out 
OB  the  northernmost  track  towards  the 
bridge.  When  this  had  passed  he  proceeded 
on  his  way  across,  and  having  stepped  on 
the  freight  trade,  he  was  struck,  imocked 
down,  and  injured  by  the  tender  attached  to 
an  engine  drawing  the  work  train,  which  he 
states  he  had  not  seen,  although  he  testifies 
that  he  had  looked  in  that  direction,  had 
listened  for  approaching  trains,  and  had  nei- 
ther seen  nor  heard  any. 

The  engineer  testified  that,  when  he  was 
between  Fourteenth  street  and  the  place 
where  the  accident  happened,  he  saw  the 
form  of  a  person  moving  at  a  brisk  walk  in 
the  direction  of  the  tracks,  about  15  feet 
away  from  them  and  about  60  or  60  feet  in 
front  of  the  train.  He  could  not  tell  whether 
it  was  a  man  or  boy.  When  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  80  feet  away,  he  saw  he  was  com- 
inff  so  near  the  track  that  he  thought  prop- 
alSy  he  was  going  to  walk  on  it.  He  then  re- 
versed the  engine,  applied  the  brake  to  stop, 
and  the  train  was  brought  to  a  standstill 
within  the  distance  of  80  or  90  feet 

The  fireman  testified  that  when  he  first 
saw  the  boy  he  was  approaching  the  track 
at  a  brisk  walk,  and  was  about  15  or  20  feet 
from  it,  making  his  way  north.  He  ap- 
peared to  be  looking  across  towards  the  mov- 
ing train  on  the  southbound  main  track; 
He  was  carrying  some  object  (a  ladder). 
He  saw  him  put  his  foot  on  the  end  of  the 
ties,  and  he  (witness)  called  the  engineer's 
attention  by  '•hollering," 

The  defense  rested  chiefiy  upon  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  plain tifiT  in  cross- 
ing the  track  at  this  point  without  safficient 
care  in  looking  out  for  the  approach  of 
trains. 
ifi     The  trial  resulted  in   a  verdict   for   the 
S  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $8,000,  upon  which 
*  judgment  was  entered.    The  case  was*  car- 
ried bv  the  defendant  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  af- 
firmed.    12  D.  C.  App.  608.    Whereupon  de- 
fendant sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from  this 
court. 

Messrs.  Fr ederio  D.  McReniiey,  Wayne 
MaoVeaelft,  and  John  Balding  Flannery 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  A.  8*  Worthlnston  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Upon  the  trial  the  court  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  defendant  was  guilty  of 
n^ligence  in  either  of  four  particulars :   ( 1 ) 


In  failing  to  protect  the  tracks  by  a  fence  at 
the  point  where  the  accident  occurred;  (2) 
in  failing  to  provide  a  proper  light  to  give 
warning  of  the  approach  of  the  train;  (3) 
the  distance  passed  over  by  the  train  after  it 
struck  the  plaintiff  and  before  it  was 
brought  to  a  stop,  as  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  speed;  (4)  and  whether  the  persons 
in  charge  of  the  engine  were  keeping  a  prop- 
er lookout.  These  questions  were  all  left  to 
the  jury,  and  presumptively,  at  least,  deter- 
mined against  the  defendants 

1.  The  regulations  of  the  Commissioners 
of  the  District,  adopted  in  pursuance  of  an 
act  of  Congress,  approved  January  26,  1887 
(24  Stat,  at  L.  368,  chap.  49),  and  a  joint 
resolution  of  February  26,  1892  (27  Stat,  at 
L.  394),  require  tbat  ''whenever  the  grade  of 
a  steam  railroad  track  is  approximately  even 
with  the  adjacent  surface,  the  line  of  the 
road  shall  be  securely  closed  on  both  sides 
with  a  substantial  fence,"  etc  There  was 
no  fence  upon  either  side  of  the  track  where 
the  accident  occurred.  The  facts  were  that 
the  track,  at  the  point  where  the  plaintiff  was 
attempting  to  cross  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, was  not  over  2  feet  2  inches  higher  than 
the  level  of  the  street,  and  was  probably  ooni 
siderably  less  than  that.  The  argument  of 
the  defendant  is  tbat,  under  this  state  of 
facts,  the  court  had  no  right  to  submit  thee 
question  to  the  jury,  whether,  within  thefj 
meaning*of  the  regulations,  the  grade  of  the  • 
track  at  this  point  was  "approximately  even 
with  the  adjacent  surface"  of  the  street. 
There  was  also  some  testimony  tending  to 
show  that  it  was  impracticable  to  build  a 
fence  there  consistently  with  the  proper 
management  of  the  road. 

Had  the  sole  design  of  the  fence  been  to 
prevent  the  crossing  of  vehicles  at  this  point, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  an  elevation 
of  2  feet  2  inches  above  the  surface  of  the 
street  made  the  track  approximately  even 
with  the  adjacent  surface;  but  evidently 
more  than  this  was  contemplated  by  this 
regulation,  which  looked  to  the  protection  of 
pedestrians  as  well  2is  vehicles.  The  object 
of  the  fence  is  to  prevent  all  crossing  of  the 
tracks,  and  unless  the  elevation  be  such  as  to 
render  it  practically  impossible  to  cross,  it 
is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  track 
is  not  approximately  even  with  the  surface 
of  the  street.  An  elevation  of  2  feet  would 
afford  no  serious  obstacle  to  the  crossing  of 
foot  passengers,  and  apparently  presented 
no  dii&culty  to  the  plaintiff,  as  he  had  al- 
ready mounted  the  track  when  he  was  struck 
by  the  tender.  Had  there  been  a  fence  upon 
either  side  of  the  track  between  Thirteenth- 
and-a-half  and  Fourteenth  streets,  the  plain- 
tiff would  have  been  obliged  to  cross  the 
track  at  one  of  the  street  crossings,  in  order 
to  reach  the  lamp  which  he  intended  to  light, 
and  the  accident  would  probably  not  have 
occurred.  As  bearing  upon  the  practicabil- 
ity of  a  fence  at  this  point,  it  is  pertinent  to 
note  that,  after  the  accident  occurred,  a 
fence  was  erected  along  the  north  side  of  the 
track  between  these  two  streets,  and  still  re- 
mains there.    It  was  proper  to  leave  tht» 
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question  of  tbe  fence  to  the  \nrj,  and  we 
have  no  criticisni  to  make  of  the  charge  up- 
on that  point. 

2.  It  is  also  insisted  that  there  was  a  ma- 
terial variance  between  the  declaration  and 
the  proof  with  respect  to  the  light  on  the  ad- 
vancing end  of  the  tender,  and,  hence  that 
the  sufficiency  of  such  light  was  improperly 
submitted  to  the  Jury.  The  regulations  of 
the  Commissioners  require  that  '^tween 
•unset  and  sunrise  of  each  day,  a  headlight 
or  other  equivalent  reflecting  lantern,  to 
f  give  due  warning  to  persons  near  or  crossing 
g  steam  railroad  tracks  of  the  approach  of 
•  trains,  locomotives,  or  cars,  sluill  be  dis- 
played upon  the  advancing  end  of  every 
train  of  steam  railroad  cars,  and  of  single 
steam  railroad  cars  and  locomotives  not  in 
trains,  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  It  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  person  to  set  in  motion, 
or  run,  or  operate  any  train  of  railroad  cars, 
single  railroad  cars,  or  locomotives,  without 
the  said  display  of  such  liffhts  or  lanterns.*' 

The  declaration  averred  that  "there  was 
no  light  upon  the  rear  part  of  said  engine  to 
indicate  its  approach,"  and  that,  "by  reason 
of  the  reckless  and  grossly  careless  manner 
in  which  the  agents  of  said  defendant  oper- 
ated said  engine  in  failing  to  place  any  light 
upon  the  rear  part  of  said  engine,"  plaintiff 
was  injured.  The  plaintiff  showed  that 
there  was  no  regular  headlight  on  the  ten* 
der,  but  that  there  was  a  signal  lantern 
hanging  on  a  hook  on  the  rear  or  advancing 
end  of  the  tender,  and  that  such  light  was 
visible  at  a  considerable  distance. 

The  court  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  light  was  substantially  such  an  one  as 
was  required  by  the  regulations,  or  such  as 
was  requisite  to  give  proper  warning  of  the 
approach  of  the  train. 

As  the  light  was  clearlv  not  an  ordinary 
headlight,  or  other  equivalent  reflecting  lan- 
tern, shedding  a  dazzlins  light  which  could 
scarcely  fail  to  be  noticed  by  a  person  cross- 
ing in  front  of  an  engine,  but  an  ordinary 
lantern  which  might  readily  be  mistaken  for 
a  lantern  carried  by  a  foot  passenger,  or  even 
a  street  lamp  or  other  smaller  light,  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  there  was  error  in  sub- 
mitting the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
light  to  the  jury.  The  averment  of  the  dec- 
laration, that  there  was  no  light,  is  satisfied 
by  proof  that  there  was  no  such  light  as  was 
required  by  law.  An  insufficient  light  is, 
from  a  legal  point  of  view,  no  light  at  all. 
The  distinction  between  a  powerful  head- 
light, such  as  is  ordinarily  carried  upon  lo- 
comotives, and  an  ordinary  lantern,  is  by  no 
means  a  fanciful  or  immaterial  one;  and  it 
would  unquestionably  have  been  error  to  re- 
fuse to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question 
whether  the  light  in  question  was  such  as 
m  gave  sufficient  warning  to  persons  of  the  isip- 
el  proach  of  trains.  Although  the  regulations 
*  of  the  Conmiissioners  are  satisfied,  not  only 
by  a  locomotive  headlight,  but  by  an  equiva^ 
lent  reflecting  lantom  of  sufficient  power  to 
give  warning  that  a  train  of  steam  cars  is 
approaching,  it  was  at  least  a  question  for 
the  jury  whether  an  ordinary  lantern  which 


railway  employee!  eany  la  ibeli'  hu»6»  an* 
swered  the  requirement.  It  is  very  clear 
that  the  variance  between  the  dedarmtion 
and  the  proof  waa  not  of  a  character  to  mia- 
lead  the  defendant  at  the  trial.  Vtulh  v. 
Totone,  5  Wall.  689,  700,  18  L.  ed.  927,  689; 
Robbina  v.  Ohioago,  4  Wall.  667,  18  !«.  ad« 
427 ;  Oraysan  v.  Lynch,  168  U.  8.  468,  476, 
41  L.  ed.  230,  283,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1064. 

8.  The  case  turned  mainly,  however,  upon 
the  question  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
upon  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  direct  a  ver* 
diet  for  the  defendant  upon  that  ground. 
Tlie  defense  of  contributory  negligence  is  one 
which  admits,  or  at  least  presupposes,  neg^ 
ligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
party  in  fault  thereby  seeks  to  cast  upon  the 
plaintiff  the  consequence  of  hie  own  failure 
to  observe  the  precautions  which  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  denuuided.  In  deter- 
mining the  existence  of  such  n^ligence,  we 
are  not  to  hold  the  plaintiff  liable  for  faults 
which  ariee  from  inherent  physical  or  men- 
tal defects,  or  want  of  capacity  to  appreciate 
what  is  and  what  is  not  negligence,  but  only 
to  hold  him  to  the  exercise  of  such  faculties 
and  capacities  as  he  Is  endowed  with  by  na* 
ture  for  the  avoidance  of  danger.  The  de- 
fendant is  primarily  liable  for  his  own  neg* 
ligence,  ajia  can  only  escape  liability  for  a 
nonobservance  of  such  precautions  as  his  ob- 
servation or  the  experience  of  others  teaches 
him  to  be  necessary,  by  proving  that  the  ac- 
cident would  not  have  occurred  if  the  plain- 
tiff had  taken  such  precautions  as  his  own 
observation  and  experience  had  teujzfat  him 
to  be  necessary.  Hence  the  plaintiff  ia  lia- 
ble only  for  the  proper  use  of  his  own  fac- 
ulties, and  what  may  be  justly  held  to  be 
contributory  negligence  in  one  is  not  neces- 
sarily such  in  another.  There  ia  no  hard 
and  fast  rule  applicable  to  every  one  under 
like  circunkstances.  To  an  adult,  in  full  pos- 
session of  his  mental  and  physical  powers, 
one  standard  may  be  appliea ;  to  a  boy,  par- 
ticularly if  he  be  of  limited  intelligence,  an- 
other stendard;  and  to  an  infant  not  aui^ 
iuria  and  totally  ignorant  of  danger,  stUlS 
Vmother.  Washington  d  O,  R,  Oo,  v.  Olad-* 
mon,  16  Wall.  401,  21  L.  ed.  114;  Sioum 
City  d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Stout,  17  Wall  660,  21 
L.  ed.  745;  Union  P.  R.  Co,  v  McDonald,  152 
U.  S.  262,  281,  38  L.  ed.  436,  443,  14  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  619.  Indeed  in  the  last  case  the 
only  contributory  negligence  with  which  he 
is  chargeable  is  that  of  his  parent  or  cus- 
todian who  permite  him  to  stroll  into  a 
place  of  danger. 

Had  the  plaintiff  in  this  ease  been  a  man 
of  mature  age  and  average  intelligence,  it 
would  be  difficult  to  escape  the  oondusion 
that  he  was  p;uilty  of  negligence  in  crossing 
this  track  without  taking  more  careful  ol^ 
servations  of  incoming  and  outgoing  trains. 
But  he  was  not  He  was  a  boy  of  twelve 
years,  apparently  dull  for  his  age,  as  he  had 
attendea  school  four  or  five  years  without 
having  learned  to  read  or  write.  There  was 
testimony  tending  to  show  that  he  had  only 
the  capacity  of  a  child  of  six  or  seven.  Cer- 
tain answers  given  by  him  upon  his  exam- 
ination indicated  that  his  powers  of  observa- 
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tion  were  limited  or  his  memory  dtfeoiive. 
Be  was  employed  bv  his  father,  who  was  a 
city  lamplighter,  to  light  about  thirty  lamps 
upon  or  near  Maryland  avenue;  had  started 
shortly  before  6  o'clock  on  the  evening  in 
question,  which  was  dark  and  misty,  to  make 
his  accustomed  rounds,  and  had  just  lighted 
a  lamp  on  the  south  side  of  the  avenue,  when 
he  started  across  to  lieht  a  lamp  on  the 
north  side,  almost  immediately  opposite  the 
one  he  had  Just  lighted.  He  says  ne  looked 
both  ways,  up  and  down  Marvland  avenue, 
for  trains,  waited  for  the  passing  of  an  out- 
going passenger  train,  but  failed  to  notice 
an  incoming  train  which  was  being  drawn 
by  a  locomotive  running  backward.  The 
light  on  the  tender  was  obviously  not  power- 
ful enough  to  illuminate  the  tracks  in  front 
of  the  locomotive,  since  the  engineer  and  fire- 
man, who  were  looking  at  him  as  he  stepped 
on  the  track  in  front  of  the  locomotive, 
could  not  tell  whether  he  was  a  man,  woman, 
boy,  or  girl,  and  could  not  see  the  ladder  he 
carried.  It  is  probable  that  he  was  some- 
what confused  by  the  noise  of  the  outgoing 
train,  by  the  rinsing  of  the  engine  bell,  and 
by  a  ntunber  of  vehicles  which  had  just 
come  over  the  bridge  from  the  Virginia  side, 
^  and  were  rumbling  and  rsttling  over  the 
^  cobblestone  pavement.  It  may  be  that  these 
?  noises  prevented*his  hearing  the  shouting  of 
the  engineer  and  fireman,  and  of  two  men 
at  a  switch  lower  down  the  track  toward 
the  bridge,  who  were  calling  to  him  to  keep 
away,  ft  is  by  no  means  improbable  that, 
if  there  had  been  a  strong  reflecting  light 
on  the  tender,  as  the  regulations  required, 
it  would  have  compelled  his  attention,  when 
an  ordinary  signal  lantern  might  easily  pass 
unnoticed.  Indeed,  a  witness  who  was 
standing  on  the  corner  of  Thirteenth-and-a- 
half  street  and  Maryland  avenue,  and  saw 
the  plaintiff  going  from  the  lamp  toward 
the  railroad  track,  saw  no  train  coming  up 
from  the  bridge,  although  he  was  looking  in 
tiiat  directionu 

We  do  not  think  that  under  these  circum- 
stances plaintiff  could  be  considered  a  tres- 
passer in  crossing  the  tracks.  This  term  is 
doubtless  appliciwle  to  those  who  unnecea- 
sarily  loiter  upon,  or  walk  along,  a  railway 
track  as  a  convenient  path.  But  to  say  that 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  lighting  lamps  on  both 
sides  of  Maryland  avenue,  was  bound  every 
time  he  crossed  the  track  to  do  so  at  a  street 
crossing,  is  to  apply  too  stringent  a  rule. 
The  lamp  which  he  had  lighted  and  the  one 
which  he  had  started  to  light  were  upon  op- 
posite sides  of  the  street,  at  a  distance  of 
from  100  to  150  feet  from  the  crossing  of 
Thirteenth-and-a-half  street.  The  rule  con- 
tended for  would  require  the  plaintiff,  after 
having  lighted  the  lamp  on  the  south  side, 
to  return  to  Thirteenth-and-a-half  street, 
cross  the  avenue  at  that  point,  and  then  go 
about  half  a  block  to  a  point  opposite  the 
other,  nearly  double  the  distance  required  to 
cross  the  tracks  directly.  This  method 
would  have  to  be  repeated  every  time  he  had 
occasion  to  cross  the  avenue.  Of  course,  if 
a  fence  had  been  built  this  would  have  been 
necessary,  but  in  the  absence  of  such  fence 


we  do  not  think  that  the  mere  crossing  of  the 
track  in  the  convenient  performance  of  his 
duties  made  him  a  trespasser  per  ae.  We 
have  examined  the  many  cases  cited  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error  upon  this  point,  and  find 
that  nearly  all  of  them  either  turned  upon 
the  question  whether  loitering  upon,  nlayii^ 
upon,  or  walking  along  a  railroaa  tra<£ 
made  a  person  a  trespasser,  or,  whether  in 
crossing  a  track,  sufficient  care  was  used  to  h 
avoid  approaching  trains.  We  are  not  pr»>$ 
pared  to  five  our  adherence  to  the*doctrina* 
announced  in  a  very  few  cases,  that  a  man 
who  steps  his  foot  upon  a  railroad  track, 
except  at  a  crossing,  does  so  at  his  perils 
though  such  doctrine  when  applied  to  the 
facts  of  the  particular  case  may  not  havo 
been  an  unjust  one.  We  are  rather  disposed 
to  say  that,  where  tracks  are  laid  throuffb 
the  streets  of  a  city,  upon  or  substantially 
upon  the  level  of  the  street,  a  person  is  not 
limited  in  crossing  such  tracks  to  the  regu- 
lar street  crossings,  but  may  cross  them  at 
any  point  between  such  streets  in  the  con- 
venient performance  of  his  daily  duties.  We 
cannot  say  that  there  was  such  danger  to  as 
active  boy  crossing  the  track  at  this  point 
as  to  authorize  the  case  to  be  taken  from  the 
jury  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  ipso  facto 
a  trespasser. 

We  have  no  desire  to  limit  or  qualify  any- 
thing said  by  us  in  Chicago,  R,  I.  d  P.  R, 
Co.  V.  Houston,  95  U.  S.  697,  24  L.  ed.  542, 
or  in  Northern  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Freeman,  174  U. 
8.  379,  43  L.  ed.  1014,  19  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  768, 
both  of  which  involved  the  question  of  care 
at  a  reffular  highway  crossing,  and  we  have 
no  doubt  that  in  the  case  under  oonsiderap 
tion  such  care  should  have  been  used  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  required  and  the  intel- 
lectual capacity  of  the  plaintiff  admitted. 
But  these  were  all  questions  for  the  jury, 
and  were  conclusively  answered  by  the  ver* 
diet.  We  cannot  say  that  the  court  should 
have  taken  the  case  from  the  jury,  or  that  it 
erred  in  any  material  particular.  We  can- 
not even  say  that  we  should  have  eome  to  a 
different  conclusion  upon  the  facts. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeai^ 
was  right,  and  it  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  WKite  and  Mr.  Justice  M»« 
Keaaa  dissented. 
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TOLEDO,  ST.  LOUIS,  &  KANSAS  CITT 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  et  al.,  Petitiai¥> 
ere, 

CONTINENTAL    TRUST    COMPANY    OF 
NEW  YORK  et  ol. 

DANA  A.  ROSE,  Petitioner, 

CONTINENTAL    TRUST    COMPANY    OJf 
NEW  \ORK  et  al 

Certiorari — certifying  transcript  as  printed 
by  clerk's  direction. 

A  printed  copy  of  the  transcript  of  record  from 
a  circait  court,  which  was  printed  under  the 
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■npcirmloB,  direction,  and  control  of  the  clerk 
of  the  drcalt  eonrt  of  appeals,  under  and  pnr- 
•aant  to  the  mica  of  that  court,  maj  be  ueed 
without  being  reproduced  In  manuacrlpt  by 
the  clerk.  In  fumlahtng  a  certified  copy  of 
the  record  of  th«  caee  aa  required  by  rule  87 
of  the  Supreme  Court  In  caae  of  an  applica- 
tion for  certiorari  under  the  judiciary  act  of 
March  8,  1891,  f  6. 

[Not.  600,  601.] 

Bulmitted  January  22,  1900.    DaoideA  Jan- 
uary  29,  1900. 

iN  PETITIONS  for  wriU  of  certiorari  to 
the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Sixth  Circuit,  accompanied  hj 
a  motion  for  an  order  dispensing  with  the 
authentication  and  certification  c3  the  tran- 
script of  the  record  of  the  Circuit  Court. 
Petitiofu  deniad. 

See  same  case  below,  96  Fed.  Rep.  497, 
86  C.  C.  A.  166. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meters.  James  D.  Sprins^r*  Jolm 
Ford,  and  F.  Bpiegelberg  for  petitioners  in 
No.  600. 

Mr.  John  8.  KlUer  for  petitioner  in  No. 
601. 

Mesere.  E.  O.  Henderson,  Willard 
Parker  Bntler,  Henry  Crawford,  and 
Oary  d  Whitridga  for  respondents. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Tnller  delirered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

These  petitions  for  certiorari  were  accoin- 
panied  by  a  motion  for  an  order  dispensing 
with  the  authentication  and  certification  by 
the  derk  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for 
the  sixth  judicial  circuit  of  the  transcript 
of  the  record  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  the  northern  district  of  Ohio, 
on  which  the  appeals  mentioned  in  the  pe- 
titions were  heard  and  submitted  to  and  de- 
cided hj  said  circuit  court  of  appeals.  The 
derk  of  the  circuit  court  of  appous  has  cer- 
etified  the  transcript  of  the  record  and  pro- 
eioeedings  in  that  court,  ''except  the  trana- 
*  oripts  from  the  drcuit  court,  and  exoept*also 
the  printed  briefs  of  counsd  filed  in  my  of- 
fice in  said  causes/'  It  appears  that  the 
transcript  of  record  from  the  drcuit  court 
was  duly  certified  by  the  derk  of  the  drcuit 
court,  was  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals, and  thereafter  was  printed  under  the 
Buperrision,  direction,  and  control  of  the 
derk  of  the  drcuit  court  of  appeals  under 
and  pursuant  to  the  rules  of  that  court,  and 
that  after  the  decision  of  the  cases  tikere. 


whidi  had  been  heard  uid  dadded  on  out 
record,  petitioners  requested  the  clerk  to  oei^ 
tity,  for  the  purpose  of  these  applicationiy 
the  transcript  so  printed  under  his  super- 
vision  without  requiring  petitioners  to  pay 
the  entire  cost  of  a  reproduction  of  the 
same  in  manuscript,  but  that  the  derk  re- 
fused to  make  any  deduction  by  reason  of 
the  premises,  and  insisted  that  he  had  no 
power  or  authority  so  to  do. 

Under  the  third  subdivision  of  rule  87  of 
this  court,  where  application  is  made  for 
certiorari  under  fi  6  of  the  judiciary  act  of 
March  3,  1891,  it  is  provided  that  ^'a  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  entire  record  of  the  case  in 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  shall  be  fur^ 
nished  to 'this  court  by  the  applicant,  at 
part  of  the  application." 

The  table  of  fees  and  costs  in  the  drcuit 
court  of  appeals,  established  by  this  court 
in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  Feb* 
ruary  19,  1897  (169  U.  S.  740,  42  L.  ed. 
1224,  Appx.  IV.)  provides  that  the  derks  of 
the  drcuit  courts  of  appeals  may  diargi^ 
among  other  items,  for: 

Affixing  a  certificate  and  a  seal  to  any 

paper |I  00 

Preparing  the  record  for  the  printer, 
indexing  the  same,  supervising  the 
printing,  and  distributing  the 
copies,  for  each  printed  page  of  the 
record  and  index. tS 

Making  a  manuscript  copv  of  the  reo- 
ord,  when  required  by  the  rules,  for 
each  one  hundred  words  (but  noth- 
ing in  addition  for  supervising  the 
printing) tO 

The  record  In  these  oases  having  been  pr^ 
pared  for  the  printer,  indexed,  the  printing 
supervised,  ana  copies  thereof  distributed  by 
the  derk  of  the  drcuit  court  of  appeals,  aaan 
the  clerk  having  been  paid  therefor,  we  aro)! 
of  opinion  that*our  rule  would  have  been* 
fully  complied  with  by  the  certificate  of 
that  clerk  to  one  of  the  printed  copies  whidi 
he  had  so  prepared,  indexed,  supervised,  and 
distributea,  9M  which  he  therefore  knew 
was  an  accurate  transcript  of  the  record 
from  the  drcuit  court;  and,  as  it  is  shown, 
and  is  not  denied,  that  the  printed  copies 
furnished  us  are  in  fact  correct  copies  of 
the  drcuit  court  record,  we  have  treated 
them  as  if  that  reoord  had  been  duly  certified 
to  us  by  the  derk  of  the  drcuit  oourt  of  ap- 
peals. 

Tha  appUoatione  far  oerNoroH  are  denied. 
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SALTIMORB  &  OHIO  SOUTHWESTEKN 
EAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plff.  m  Srr^ 

V. 

WILLIAM  VOIGT. 

Corrien — express  messenger  as  passenger'-^ 
^hlic  poUoy  as  to  ooniracts  limiting  liO' 
hiUty  for  negUgenoe, 

Ab  azpr«n  messenger  occupying  an  express  car. 
In  charge  of  express  matter.  In  pursuance  of 
a  contract  between  the  railroad  company  and 
Uie  express  company.  Is  not  a  passenger  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  rule  of  public  policy 
which  denies  the  validity  of  contracts  limit- 
ing th«  liability  of  a  carrier  to  a  passenger 
for  negligence,  and  cannot  recover  of  the  rail- 
road company  for  Injuries  sustained  In  a  colll- 
•lon,  where  the  contract  between  the  compa- 
nies exempts  the  railroad  company  from  such 
liability,  while  his  own  contract,  yoluntarlly 
entered  Into  as  a  condition  of  employment, 
assumes  all  such  risks  and  stipulates  that  he 
will  Indemnify  and  hold  his  employer  harm- 
leas  from  all  liability  for  such  accident  or  In- 
jury. 

[No.  88.] 

Argued  Deoemher  20,  21,    1899.    Decided 
February  26, 1900. 

N  A  CERTIFICATE  from  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appe&ls  for  the 
Sixth  Circuit  asking  if  an  express  meesenger 
is  a  passenger  within  a  rule  which  prevents 
exemption  of  liability  for  n^ligence.  An- 
siwered  in  the  negative. 

A     Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shirast 
•    ^The  following  statement  and  question  were 
certified  to  this  court  by  the  judges  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals  for  Uie  sixth  cir- 
cuit: 

''This  was  an  action  brought  by  William 
Voigt,  the  defendant  in  error,  against  the 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  Southwestern  Railway 
Company,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  to  recover  for 
damages  sustained  by  him  in  conseauence  of 
a  collision  between  two  trains  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  upon  one  of  which — a  fast  pas- 
senger train— he  was  riding  at  the  time  of 
the  accident  He  was  an  express  messenger 
riding  in  a  car  which  was  set  apart  for  the 
use  of  the  United  States  Express  Company, 
and  occupied  by  that  company  for  its  pur- 
poses under  a  contract  between  the  express 
company  and  the  railway  company.  The 
plaintiff  alleged  in  his  petition  that  he  was 
traveling  as  a  passenger  for  hire  on  one 
irf  the  defendant's  trains,  being  an  express 
messenger  on  said  train.  In  fact,  he  was 
upon  said  train  only  by  virtue  of  his  employ- 
ment as  express  messenger  of  his  company 
and  the  above-mentioned  contract  between 
his  company  and  the  railway  company.  The 
answer  of  the  railwav  company  set  up  two 
STounds  of  defense.  The  first  admittea  that 
volgt  was  an  express  messenger  on  its  train, 
but  denied  that  ne  was  traveling  as  a  pas- 
senger for  hire.  The  railway  companjr  also 
admitted  that  on  the  occasion  of  the  injury 
complained  of,  the  train  on  which  he  was 
riding  came  into  collision  with  another 
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of  its  trains,  and  that  in  the  collision  Voigt 
sustained  injuries.    The  second  ffround  of 
defense,  inasmuch  as  it  sets  out  the  specific 
matter  in  controversy,  is  here  set  forth  in^ 
detail:  I 

•**  <For  a  second  and  separate  defense  the* 
railway  company  answered  that  on  the  day 
in  question  it  was,  and  had  for  a  long  time 
prior  thereto  been,  a  corporation  under  the 
laws  of  Ohio,  engaged  in  the  operation  of  its 
railroad  from  Cincinnati  to  St.  Louis 
and  other  places,  and  was  so  engaged 
at  the  time  of  the  collision  referred 
to;  and  that  on  the  1st  day  of  March, 
1895,  it  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  United  States  Express  Company,  a  joint- 
stock  company  duly  authorized  by  law  to 
carry  on  the  express  business  and  to  enter  in- 
to such  contract;  and  that  by  said  contract 
it  was  agreed  between  the  express  company 
and  the  railway  company,  among  other 
things,  that  the  railway  company  would  fur- 
nish for  the  express  company,  on  the  rail- 
wav company's  line  between  Cincinnati 
and  St.  Louis,  cars  adapted  to  the 
carriage  of  such  express  matter  as  the  ex- 
press company  desired  to  have  transported 
over  said  line;  and  that  it  was  part  of  said 
contract  that  one  or  more  employees  of  said 
express  company  should  accompany  said 
goods  in  said  cars  over  the  said  line  of  said 
railroad,  and  for  such  purpose  should  be  trans- 
ported in  said  cars  free  of  charge;  and  that 
it  was  further  provided  in  said  contract  that 
the  express  company  should  protect  the  rail- 
way company  and  hold  it  harmless  from  all 
liability  the  railway  company  might  be  un- 
der to  employees  of  the  express  company  for 
injury  they  might  sustain  while  being  trans- 
ported by  the  railway  company  over  its  line 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  whether  the  in- 
juries were  caused  by  negligence  of  the  rail* 
way  company  or  its  employees,  or  otherwise. 
The  railway  company  further  averred  that, 
pursuant  to  said  contract  with  the  express 
company,  it  placed  upon  its  line  of  railroad 
for  said  express  company  certain  cars  known 
as  express  cars;  and  that  it  was  hauling  one 
of  said  cars  on  one  of  its  trains  on  the  30th 
of  December,  1895,  at  the  time  said  collision 
occurred;  and  that  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
accident  Voigt  had  made  application  to  the 
express  company  in  writing  for  employment 
by  it  as  an  express  messenger;  ana  that  in 
pursuance  to  said  application  he  was,  prior 
to  and  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  employed 
by  the  express  company  under  a  contract  in 
writing  between  him  and  it,  by  the  terms  ^ 
whereof  he  did  assume  the  risk  of  all  acd-g 
dents  and  *  injuries  that  he  might  sue-  • 
tain  in  the  course  of  his  said  employ- 
ment, whether  occasioned  by  negligence 
and  whether  resulting  in  death  or  other- 
wise, and  did  undertake  and  agree  to  in- 
demnify and  hold  harmless  the  said  express 
company  from  any  and  all  claims  that  might 
be  made  against  it  arising  out  of  any 
claim  or  recovery  on  his  part  for  any 
damages  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  any 
injury,  whether  such  injury  resulted  from 
negligence  or  otherwise,  and  did  agree  to 
pay  to  said  express  company  on  demand  aqy 
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Bum  which  it  might  he  compelled  to  pay  in 
,  consequence  of  any  such  claim,  and  did 
a^ree  to  execute  and  deliver  to  the  corpora- 
.  tion  operating  the  transportation  line  (In 
this  in&tance  the  railway  company)  upon 
which  he  might  be  injured,  a  good  and  suf- 
ficient release  under  his  hand  and  seal  of  all 
claims,  demands,  and  causes  of  action  aris- 
ing out  of  any  such  injury  or  connected  with 
or  resulting  therefrom,  and  did  ratify  all 
agreements  made  by  the  express  company 
with  any  transportation  line  (in  this  in- 
stance said  railway  company),  in  which  said 
express  company  had  agreed  or  might  agree 
that  the  employees  of  said  express  company 
.should  have  no  cause  of  action  for  injuries 
sustained  in  the  course  of  their  employment 
upon  the  line  of  such  transportation  com- 
pany; knd  that  the  said  Voigt  did  further 
agree  to  be  bound  by  each  and  every  of  the 
agreements  above  mentioned  as  fully  as  if 
he  were  a  party  thereto.  He  did  agree  that 
his  contract  with  the  express  company 
should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  corpora- 
tion upon  whose  line  said  express  company 
should  forward  merchandise  (in  this  in- 
stance the  said  railway  company),  as  fully 
and  completely  as  if  made  directly  with  the 
corporation.  In  said  defense  it  was  fur- 
ther set  forth  that  at  the  time  the  plaintiff 
sustained  the  injuries  for  which  the  suit 
was  brought  he  was  in  an  express  car  being 
.  transported  Irr  the  railway  company  over 
its  line  from  Cincinnati  to  St  Louis,  pursu- 
ant to  said  contract  between  said  express 
company  and  the  railway  company,  and  that 
said  Voigt  was  at  the  time  of  the  collision 
upon  said  car  in  pursuance  to  his  contract 
with  said  express  company,  and  not  other- 
wise.' 
e^  "To  this  second  defense  a  demurrer  was 
©  interposed  by  Voigt  on  the  ground  that  the 
•  allegations  therein  did  not  constitute  a*de- 
fense  to  the  action.  Upon  the  hearing  of 
this  demurrer  it  was  sustained,  and  an  entry 
was  made  of  record,  finding  the  demurrer 
well  taken.  The  opinion  of  the  court  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  is  published  in  70  Fed. 
Rep.  661.  The  decision  of  the  court  went 
upon  the  ground  that,  although  Voigt  was 
an  express  messenger  riding  upon  an  express 
car  in  the  circumstances  stated,  he  was  a 
passenger  for  hireand  entitled  to  the  rights  ac- 
corded by  law  toordinary  passengers  traveling 
by  a  train  of  a  common  carrier,  and,  further, 
that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  railway 
company  to  absolve  itself  from  the  duties 
which  rest  upon  a  common  carrier  in  refer- 
ence to  its  passengers.  A  stipulation  in 
writing  was  filed  waiving  a  trial  by  jury, 
and  the  case  was  tried  by  the  court.  The 
finding  of  the  issues  was  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  damages  were  assessed  at 
the  sum  of  $6,000,  and  judgment  was  there- 
upon entered  that  the  plaintiff  recover  that 
sum,  with  costs.  The  defendant  brings  the 
case  here  on  writ  of  error,  and  assigns  er- 
rors, the  substance  of  which  is  Involved 
in  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  sustaining 
the  demurrer  to  the  second  defense  of  the  an- 
swer of  the  defendant;  and  the  controversy 
here  involves  the  question  whether  in  point 


pf  law  a  messenger  of  an  express  company, 
oceupving  a  cair  of  a  railway  company  as- 
signed to  an  express  company  for  the  prosecu- 
tion of  its  business  under  a  contract  fixing  tht 
relations  of  the  railway  oompany  and  the  ez* 
press  oompany  which,  for  the  consideration 
shown  by  the  contract,  albsolves  the  railway 
oompany  from  the  consequence  of  its  neg- 
ligence to  the  express  company  and  its 
employees,  and  to  which  the  employee 
agrees  upon  entering  the  service  of 
the  express  company,  stands  in  the  ordi* 
nary  relation  of  a  conunon  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers for  hire  to  the  employee  of  the  ex- 
press company.  The  rule  is  undoubtedly 
wiell  settled  that  a  railway  oompany  stand- 
ing in  the  relation  of  a  common  carrier  to  a 
passenger  for  hire  cannot  absolve  itself  from 
liability  or  the  consequences  of  its  negli- 
gence in  carriage,  but  the  memft>erB  of  the 
oourt  are  in  doubt  whether  the  defendant  in 
error  comes  within  the  rule  above  men- 
tioned, and  therefore  upon  the  foregoing 
statement  of  fact  it  is  ordered  that  the 
following  question  be  certified  to  the  Su- 
preme C^urt  of  the  United  States  for  its  in- 
struction: g 

***A  railroad  company  engaged  as  com-* 
mon  carrier  in  the  business  of  transporting 
passengers  and  freight  for  hire  entered  into 
a  contract  in  writinc  with  an  express  com- 
pany authorized  by  Taw  to  do  and  actually 
doing  the  business  known  as  express  busi- 
ness, by  which  contract  the  railroad  com- 
pany agreed;  solely  upon  the  considerations 
and  terms  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  furnish 
for  the  exclusive  use  of  such  express  com* 
pany,  in  the  conduct  of  its  said  express  busi- 
ness over  said  railway  company's  lines,  cer- 
tain privileges,  facilities,  and  express  cars 
to  be  used  and  employed  exclusively  by  said 
express  oompany  in  the  conduct  of  such  ex- 
press business;  and  to  transport  said  can 
and  contents,  consisting  of  express  matter, 
in  its  fast  passenger  trains,  together  with 
one  or  more  persons  in  charge  of  said  express 
matter,  known  as  express  messengers,  for 
that  purpose  to  be  allowed  to  ride  in  said 
express  cars ;  to  transport  such  express  mes- 
sengers for  the  purposes  and  under  the  cir- 
cumstances aforesaid  free  of  charge.  And 
by  said  contract  it  was  agreed  on  the  part 
of  said  express  company  to  pay  said  railroad 
company  for  such  privileges  and  facilities, 
and  for  the  famishing  and  use  of  said  ex- 
press car  or  cars,  and  for  such  transporta- 
tion thereof,  a  compensation  named  in  said 
oontract;  and  by  which  contract  it  was  fur- 
ther agreed  by  the  express  company  to  pro- 
tect the  railroad  company  and  hold  it  harm- 
less from  all  Haibility  it  might  be  under  to 
employees  of  the  express  company  for  any  in- 
juries sustained  by  them  while  being  so 
transported  by  said  railroad  omipany, 
whether  the  iniuries  were  caused  by  negli- 
gence of  the  railroad  oompany  or  its  employ- 
ees, or  otherwise.  A  person  made  applica- 
tion to  said  express  company  in  writing  to 
be  employed  by  it  as  express  messenger  on 
the  railroad  of  the  company  between  which 
and  such   express  company  a  contract  as 
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aforeeidd  eitstefl;  uid  itt^^h  applicant, 
pursuant  to  the  application  aforesaid,  wae 
employed  bj  said  express  company  under  a 
contract  in  writing' sigfa^  by  him  and  it, 
whereby  It  was  agreed  between  hfan  and  such 
•zpress  company  that  he  did  assume  the  risk 
of  all  aoeideiyt  or  injury  he  might  sustain 
«  in  the  course  of:  said  employment,  whether 
S  occasioned  by  negligence  or  otherwise,  and 

*  did  undertake  and  agree  to  Ideninity'and 
bold  harmless  said  express  company  from  any 
and  all  claims  that  might  be  made  against  it 
arising  out  of  any  claim  or  recovery  on  his 
part  for  any  damages  sustained  by  him  by 
reason  of  any  injury,  whether  such  damage 
resulted  from  negligence  or  otherwise;  and  to 
pay  said  ex  j>re8s  company  on  demand  any  sum 
which  it  might  be  compelled  to  pay  in  oonse- 

Suence  of  any  such  claim,  and  to  execute  and 
ellTer  to  said  railroad  company  a  good  and 
sufficient  release  under  his  hand  and  seal  of 
all  claims  and  demands  and  causes  of  action 
arising  out  of  or  in  any  manner  connected 
with  said  employment,  and  expressly  rati- 
fied the  agreement  aforesaid  between  said  ex- 
press company  and  said  railroad  company. 

"Does  said  railroad  company  assume  to- 
wards such  express  messenger  while  being 
carried  in  the  course  of  hie  said  employment 
in  one  of  said  express  cars  attached  to  a  pas- 
senger train  of  said  railroad  company,  pur- 
suant to  the  contracts  aforesaid,  the  ordinary 
liability  of  a  common  carrier  of  passengers 
for  hire,  so  as  to  render  said  railroad  com- 
pany liable  as  such  to  said  express  messen- 
ger, notwithstanding  the  contracts  aforesaid, 
for  injuries  he  might  sustain  by  reason  of  a 
collision  between  the  train  to  which  said  ex- 
press car  is  attached  and  another  train  of 
said  railroad  company,  caused  bv  the  negli- 
gence of  employees  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany t" 

Ueasrs,  Edward  Colaton,  Judson  Bar- 
num,  A.  W,  Qoldamith,  and  George  Hoadly, 
Jr.,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Cbarlea  M.  Cist  and  Edgar  W. 
Cist  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Sbiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

The  question  we  are  asked  to  answer  is 
whether  William  Voigt,   the  defendant  in 
error,  can  avoid  his  agreement  that  the  rail- 
road company  should  not  be  responsible  to 
tt  him  for  injuries  received  while  occupying  an 
g  express  car  as  a  messenger,  in  the  manner 

•  and  circumstances  heretofore  stated,  by*  in- 
voking that  principle  of  public  policy  which 
has  been  held  to  forbid  a  common  carrier  of 
passengers  for  hire  to  contract  against  re- 
sponsibility for  negligence. 

Thf.  circuit  judge  thought  the  case  could 
not  be  distinguished  from  the  case  of  Neio 
Tork  C.  R,  Co,  v.  Locktcood,  17  Wall.  357,  21 
L.  ed.  G27,  where  a  recovery  was  maintained 
by  a  drover  injured  while  traveling  on  a 
stock  train  of  the  New  York  Central  Rail- 
road Company  proceeding  from  Buffalo  to 
Albany,  on  a  pass  which  certified  that  he  had 
shipped  sufficient  stock  to  give  him  a  right 
to  pass  free  to  Albany,  but  which  provided 


that  the  acceptanoe  of  th^'pass  was  id  he  iH$h-' 
sidered  a  waiver  of  all  claima  for  damages 
or  injuries  received  on  the  train.  This  court 
held  that  a  drover  traveling  on  a  pass,  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  care  of  Hir  stbck  on  th« 
train,  is  a  passenger  for  hire,  and  that  it  it 
not  lawful  for  a  common  carrier 'of  such  pas- 
senger to  stipulate  for  exemption  from  nh 
rnsibilibr  for  the  n^ligence  of  himself  or 
servants.  This  case  has  been  frequently 
followed,  and  it  may  be  regarded  as  estab- 
lishing a  settled  rule  of  _poIicy.  Orand 
Trunk  H.  Co,  v.  Stevens,  05  U.  S.  666,  24  L. 
ed.  536 ;  Liverpool  4  Q,  W,  Steam  Co,  v.  Phe- 
niof  Ins,  Co.  129  U.  8.  397,  82  L.  ed.  788,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  469. 

The  principles  declared  in  those  cases  are 
salutary,  and  we  have  no  disposition  to  de* 
part  from  them.  At  the  same  time  it  must 
not  be  forgotten  that  the  right  of  private 
contract  is  no  small  part  of  the  liberty  of  the 
citizen,  and  that  the  usual  and  most  impor- 
tant function  of  courts  of  justice  is  ra&er 
to  maintain  and  enforce  contracts  than  to  en- 
able parties  thereto  to  escape  from  tiieir  ob> 
ligation  on  the  pretext  of  public  policy,  un- 
less it  clearly  appear  that  thev  contravene 
public  right  or  the  public  welfare.  It  was 
well  said  by  Sir  George  Jessel,  M.  R,  in 
Frinting  d  iV.  Registering  Co.  v.  Sampson,  K 
R.  lOEq.  465: 

"It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  you  are  not 
to  extend  arbitrarily  those  rules  which  say 
that  a  given  contract  is  void  as  being  against 
public  policy,  because  if  there  Is  one  thing 
which  more  than  another  public  policy  re- 
quires it  is  that  men  of  full  age  and  oompo- 
tent  understanding  shall  have  Die  utmost  lib- 
erty   of   contracting,   and   that   their   con- 
tracts, when  entered  into  freelv  and  volun- 
tarily, shall  be  held  sacred,  and  shall  be  en- 9 
forced  by  courts  of  justice.    Therefore  youg 
have  this  paramount  publio*policy  to  con-* 
aider, — ^that  you  are  not  light! v  to  interfere 
with  this  freedom  of  contract.'^ 

Upon  what  principle,  then,  did  the  cases 
relied  on  proceed,  and  are  they  applicable  to 
the  present  one?  They  were  mainly  twa 
First,  the  importance  which  the  law  justly 
attaches  to. human  life  and  personal  safety, 
and  which  therefore  forbids  the  relaxation  of 
care  in  the  transportation  of  passengeni 
which  might  be  occasioned  by  stipulations 
relieving  the  carrier  from  responsibility. 
This  principle  was  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Bradley  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
the  case  of  New  Tork  C,  R,  Co.  v.  Locktoood: 

''In  regulating  the  public  establishment  of 
common  carriers,  the  great  object  of  the  law 
was  to  secure  the  utmost  care  and  diligence 
in  the  performance  of(  their  important  duties, 
— an  ofcjoct  essential  to  the  welfare  of  every 
civilized  community.  Hence  the  common- 
law  rule  which  charged  the  common  carrier 
as  an  insurer.  Why  charge  him  ae  suehf 
Plainly,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  most 
stringent  motive  for  the  exercise  of  careful- 
ness and  fidelity  in  his  trust  In  regard  to 
passengers  the  highest  degree  of  oarefulnees 
and  diligenpce  Is  expressly  exacted.  In  the 
one  case  the  securing  of  the  most  exact  dili- 
gence and  fidelity  underlies  tho  law,  and  Is 
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tlM  nMon  for  it;  in  tht  other,  it  is  dlrMsUy 
and  absolutely  prescribed  by  tlie  law.  It  is 
obvious,  therefore,  that  if  a  carrier  stipulate 
not  to  be  bound  to  the  exercise  of  care  and 
diligence,  but  to  be  at  liberty  to  indulge  in 
the  contrary,  he  seeks  to  put  off  the  essen- 
tial duties  ol  his  employment.  And  to  as- 
sert that  he  may  do  so  seems  almost  a  con- 
tradiction in  terms." 

The  second  fundamental  proposition  relied 
on  to  nullify  oontraots  to  reliere  common  car- 
riers from  liability  for  losses  or  injuries 
caused  by  their  negligence  is  based  on  the 
position  of  adrantage  which  is  possessed  by 
companies  exercising  the  business  oi  comnton 
carriers  over  those  wiio  are  compelled  to  deal 
with  them.  And  again  we  may  properly 
quote  a  passage  from  the  opinion  in  the  Loch' 
wood  Case  as  a  forcible  statement  of  the  situ- 
ation: 
fe.  'The  carrier  and  his  customer  do  not 
g  stand  on  a  footing  of  equality.  The  latter  is 
•  only  one  individual  of  a  million.  »  He  cannot 
afford  to  higgle^  or  stand  out  and  seek  redress 
in  the  courts.  His  business  will  not  admit 
such  a  course.  He  prefers,  rather,  to  accept 
any  bill  of  lading,  or  sign  any  paper  the  car- 
rier presents;  oftoi,  indeed,  witnout  know- 
ing what  the  one  or  the  other  contains.  In 
most  cases  he  has  no  alternative  but  to  do 
this  or  abandon  his  business.  ...  If  the 
customer  had  any  real  freedom  of  choice,  if 
he  had  a  reasonable  or  practicable  alterna- 
tive, and  if  the  employment  of  the  carrier 
were  not  a  public  one,  charginff  him  with  the 
duty  of  aocommodatins  the  public  in  the  line 
of  his  employment^  tiien,  if  the  customer 
ohoM  to  assume  the  risk  of  negligence,  it 
oould  with  more  reason  be  said  to  be  his  pri- 
vate affair,  and  no  ooncern  of  the  public.  But 
the  ocMidition  of  things  is  entirely  different, 
and  especially  so  under  the  modified  arrange- 
ments which  the  carrying  trade  has  assumed. 
The  business  is  almost  concentrated  in  a  few 
powerful  corporations,  whose  position  in  the 
tiody  politic  enables  them  to  control  it.  They 
do,  in  fact,  control  it,  and  impose  such  condi- 
tions upon  travel  and  transportation  as  they 
see  fit,  which  the  public  is  compelled  to  ac- 
cept. These  circumstances  furmsh'an  addi- 
tional argument,  if  any  were  needed,  to  show 
that  the  conditions  imposed  by  common  car- 
riers ought  not  to  be  adverse  (to  say  the 
least)  to  the  dictates  of  public  policy  and 
morality." 

Upon  these  principles  we  think  the  law  of 
to-day  may  be  fairly  stated  as  follows:  1. 
That  exemptions  claimed  by  carriers  must  be 
reasonable  and  just,  otherwise  they  will  be 
regarded  as  extorted  from  the  customers  by 
duress  of  circumstances,  and  therefore  not 
binding.  2.  That  all  attempts  of  carriers,  by 
general  notices  or  special  contract,  to  escape 
from  liability  for  losses  to  shippers,  or  inju- 
ries to  passengers,  resulting  from  want  of 
care  or  faithfulness,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
reasonable  and  just,  but  as  contrary  to  a 
sound  public  policy,  and  therefore  invalid. 

But  are  these  principles,  well  considered 
and  useful  as  they  are,  decisive  of,  or  indeed 
applicable  to,  the  facts  presented  for  Judg 
ment  in  the  present  easel 


We  have  here  to  eonsider  mi  the  mm  of  S 
an  indlvidual*shipper  or  passeofler  dealing.  • 
at  a  disadvantage^  with  a  powerfol  corpora- 
tion, but  that  of  a  permanent  arrangement 
between  two  corporations  embracing  within 
its  sphere  ol  operation  a  large  part  ol  ih« 
transportation  ousiness  d  tlw  entire  coun- 
try. We  need  not,  in  thi«  inquiry,  examine 
the  nature  of  the  business  of  an  express  com- 
panvj  or  rehearse  the  jpartioular  services  it 
renders  the  public  That  has  been  done^ 
sufficiently  for  our  present  purpose,  in  the 
Express  Cases,  117  V,  S.  1,  sub  nom,  Mmi^ 
phis  d  L.  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Southern  Exp.  Co,  29 
L  ed.  701,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  642,  628,  and  from 
the  opinion  in  that  case  we  shall  make  some 
pertinent  extracts: 

"The  express  business  •  •  •  has  grown 
to  an  enormous  size,  and  is  carried  on  all 
over  the  United  States  and  in  Canada,  and 
has  been  extended  to  Europe  and  the  West 
Indies.  It  has  become  a  public  necessity, 
and  ranks  in  importance  with  the  mails  aiMt 
the  telegraph,  it  employs  for  the  purposes 
of  transportation  all  tne  important  railroads 
in  the  United  States,  and  a  new  road  is  rare- 
ly opened  to  the  public  without  being 
e(|uipped  in  some  form  with  express  facili- 
ties. It  is  used  in  almost  every  conceivable 
way,  and  for  almost  every  conceivable  pur- 
pose, by  the  people  and  by  the  governments 
All  have  become  accustomed  to  it,  and  it  can- 
not be  taken  away  without  breaking  up  many 
of  the  long-settled  haibits  of  business,  and  ii^ 
terfering  materially  with  the  conveniences  of 
social  life. 

"When  the  business  began,  railroads  were 
in  their  infancy.  They  were  few  in  number, 
and  for  comparatively  short  distances.  There 
has  never  been  a  time,  however,  ainoe  the  ex- 
press business  was  started,  that  it  has  not 
been  encouraged  by  the  railroad  companies, 
and  it  is  no  doubt  true  .  .  .  that  'no 
railroad  company  in  the  United  States 
.  •  .  has  ever  refused  to  transport  ex- 
press matter  for  the  public,  upon  the  appli* 
cation  of  some  express  company,  of  some 
form  of  legal  constitution.  Every  railway 
company  .  .  .  has  recognised  the  right 
of  the  public  to  demand  transportation  by 
the  railway  facilities  which  the  public  haa 
permitted  to  be  created,  of  that  class  of  mat- 
ter which  is  known  as  express  matter.'  Ex-  g 
press  companies  have  undoubtedly  invested  S 
their  capital  and  built  up  their*business  in  * 
the  hope  and  expectation  of  securing  and 
keeping  for  themselves  such  railway  facili- 
ties as  they  needed,  and  railroad  companies 
have  likewise  relied  upon  the  express  busi- 
ness as  one  of  their  important  sources  of  in- 
come. 

"But  it  is  neither  averred  in  the  bills,  nor 
shown  by  the  testimony,  that  any  railroad 
company  in  the  United  States  has  ever  held 
itself  out  as  a  common  carrier  of  express 
companies,  that  is  to  say,  as  a  common  car- 
rier of  common  carriers.  On  the  contrarr, 
it  has  been  shown,  and  in  fact  it  was  oonoed- 
ed  upon  the  argument,  that,  down  to  the  time 
of  briocing  these  suits,  no  railroad  company 
had  taken  an  express  oompany  on  its  road 
for  business  except  under  some  special  con- 
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tnety  vertwl  or  written,  and  generally  writ* 
ten,  in  which  the  rights  and  the  duties  of  the 
respective  parties  were  carefully  fixed  and 
defined.  liiese  contracts,  as  is  seen  by  those 
in  this  record,  vary  necessarily  in  their  de- 
tails, according  to  the  varying  circumetan- 
ees  of  each  particular  case,  and  according  to 
the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  parties 
inomediately  concerned.  It  also  appears 
that,  with  very  few  exceptions,  only  one  ex- 
press company  has  been  allowed  by  a  railroad 
company  to  do  business  on  its  road  at  the 
•ame  time.  •  .  .  The  reason  is  obvious 
why  special  contracts  in  reference  to  this 
business  are  necessary.  .  The  transportation 
reouired  is  of  a  kind  which  must,  if  possible, 
be  nad  for  the  most  part  on  passenger  trains. 
It  requires  not  only  speed,  but  reasonable  cer- 
tainty as  to  the  quantity  that  will  be  carried 
at  any  one  time.  As  the  things  carried  are 
to  be  kept  in  the  personal  custody  of  the  mes- 
senger or  other  employee  of  the  express  com- 
pany, it  is  important  that  a  certain  amount 
of  car  space  should  be  specially  set  apart  for 
the  business,  and  that  tnis  should,  as  far  as 
practicable,  be  put  in  the  exclusive  posses- 
sion of  the  expressman  in  charge.  As  the 
business  to  be  aone  is  'express,'  it  implies  ac- 
cess to  the  train  for  loading  at  the  latest,  and 
for  unloading  at  the  earliest,  oonvenient  mo- 
ment All  this  is  entirely  inconsistent  with 
the  idea  of  an  express  business  on  passenger 
trains  free  to  all  express  carriers.  Railroad 
o  companies  are  by  law  carriers  of  both  per- 
2  aone  and  property.  Passenger  trains  have, 
•  from  the  beginning,  been  provided  for*tiie 
transportation  primarily  oi  passengers  and 
their  oaggage.  This  must  be  done  with  rea^ 
sonable  promptness  and  with  reasonable  com- 
fort to  tne  passenger.  The  express  business 
on  passenger  trains  is  in  a  d^^ee  subordi- 
nate to  the  passenger  business,  and  it  is  con- 
sequently the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  in 
arranging  f6r  the  express  to  see  that  there  is 
as  little  interference  as  possible  with  the 
wants  of  the  passengers.  This  implies  a 
special  understanding  and  agreement  as  to 
the  amount  of  car  space  that  will  be  afforded, 
and  the  conditione  on  which  it  is  to  be  occu- 
pied, the  particular  trains  that  can  be  used, 
the  places  at  which  they  shall  stop,  the  price 
to  be  paid,  and  all  the  varying  details  of  a 
business  which  is  to  be  adjusted  between  two 
public  servants,  so  that  each  can  perform  in 
the  beet  manner  its  own  particular  duties. 
All  this  must  necessarily  be  a  matter  of  bar- 
gain, and  it  by  no  meana  follows  that,  be- 
cause a  railroad  company  can  eerve  one  ex- 
press company  in  one  way,  it  can  as  well 
serve  another  oompany  in  tiie  same  way,  and 
still  perform  its  otiier  obligations  to  the  pub- 
lic in  a  satisfactory  manner.  The  car  space 
that  can  be  given  to  the  express  business  on 
a  passenger  train  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  lim- 
ited, and,  as  has  been  seen,  that  which  is  al- 
lotted to  a  particular  carrier  must  be,  in  a 
measure,  under  his  exclusive  control.  No 
express  oompany  can  do  a  successful  business 
unless  it  is  at  all  times  reaeonably  sure  of 
the  meana  it  requires  for  transportation.  On 
important  lines  one  oompany  will  at  timsa 
iU  all  the  space  the  railroad  oompany  can 


well  allow  for  the  businsM;  •  •  •  &i  tkia 
way  three  or  four  important  and  influential-, 
companies  were  able  substantially  to  con- 
trol, from  1854  until  about  the  time  of  the, 
bringing  of  these  suits,  all  the  railway  ex- 
press business  in  the  United  States,  except 
upon  the  Pacific  roads  and  in  certain  com* 
paratively  limited  localities.  In  fact»  aa  is 
stated  in  the  argument  for  the  express  com* 
panics,  the  Aaams  waa  ocoupying,  when 
these  suits  were  brought,  one  hundred  and 
fifty-five  railroads,  with  a  mileage  of  21,- 
216  miles;  the  American,  two  hundred  roads» 
widi  a  mileage  oi  28,000  miles;  and  the 
Southern,  ninety-five  roads,  with  a  mileage  h 
of  10,000  miles.  Through  their  business  ar-  g 
rangements*with  each  other  and  with  other  • 
connecting  lines,  they  have  been  able  for  a 
long  time  i»  receive  and  contract  for  the  de- 
livery of  any  package  oommitted  to  their 
charge  at  almost  any  place  ot  importance  in, 
the  United  States  and  m  Canada,  and  even  at 
some  places  in  Europe  and  the  West  Indies. 
They  nave  invested  millions  of  dollars  in 
their  business,  and  have  secured  public  con- 
fidence to  such  a  degree  that  thev  are  trusted 
unhesitatingly  bv  all  who  need  their  services. 
The  goodwill  of  their  business  is  of  very 
ffreat  value  if  they  can  keep  their  present 
facilities  for  transportation.  The  longer 
their  lines  and  the  more  favorable  their  con- 
nections, the  greater  will  be  their  own  prof- 
its and  the  better  their  means  of  serving  the 
public  In  making  their  investments  and  in 
extending  their  business  they  have  undoubt- 
edlv  relied  on  securinpp  and  keeping  favorable 
railroad  transportation,  and  in  this  thqr 
were  encouraged  by  the  apparent  willinffnesa 
of  railroad  oompanies  to  accommodate  them ; 
but  the  fact  still  remains  that  they  have 
never  been  allowed  to  do  business  on  any 
road  except  under  a  special  contract,  and 
that  as  a  rule  only  one  express  oompany  haa 
been  admitted  on  a  road  at  the  same  time." 

The  cases  from  the  opinione  in  whidi  are 
taken  the  for^poing  extracts  were  suits 
brought  by  certain  express  companies  whidi 
had  been  doing  business  on  certain  railroads 
under  special  contracts  between  the  respeo* 
tive  oompanies,  to  compel  the  railroad  com- 
panies to  permit  them  to  continue  business 
on  the  roads  on  terms  to  be  fixed  by  the 
courts;  in  other  words,  to  demand  as  a  right 
what  tliey  had  theretofore  enjoyed  by  per- 
mission of  special  contracts.  This  the  court 
declined  to  do,  and  directed  the  bills  to  be 
dismissed. 

Our  citations  have  been  intended  partly  to 
disclose,  in  a  succinct  form,  the  nature  of  the 
express  business,  but  more  particularly  to 
ahow  that,  in  essence,  the  express  business  ia 
one  that  requires  the  participation  of  both 
the  companies  on  terms  agreed  upon  in  spe- 
cial oontracts,  thus  creating,  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent, a  sort  of  partnership  relation  between 
them  in  carrying  on  a  common  carrier  busi- 


We  are  not  furnished  in  this  record  with  3 
an  entire  copy  of* the  contract  between  the* 
plaintiff  in  error,    the    Baltimore  &  Ohio 
Southwestern  Railway  Company,  and  the 
United  States  Bxpresa  Company^  boi  it  ia 
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fiififcientlT  disclosed  in  Hbe  statement  made 
by  the  judges  of  the  eireuit  court  of  Appeals, 
wat  the  oompanies  were  doing  an  express 
business  together  as  common  carriers  under 
an  agreement  entered  into  on  March  1,  1895 ; 
that  by  said  contract  it  was  agreed  that  the 
railway  company  would  furnish,  on  its  line 
between  Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis,  for  the  ex- 
press company,  cars  adapted  to  the  carriage 
of  express  matter  over  said  line;  that  one  or 
more  employees  of  said  express  company 
should  aooompany  said  gooos  in  said  cars 
over  the  said  line,  and  for  such  purpose 
should  be  transported  in  said  cars,  free  of 
charge;  that  the  express  company  should  pro- 
tect the  railway  company  and  hold  it  harm- 
less from  all  liability  for  injuries  sustained 
by  the  employees  of  the  express  company 
while  being  transported  for  the  said  purpose 
oyer  the  railroad;  that  Voigt,  the  defendant 
in  error,  had  agreed  in  writing  to  indemni^ 
^e  express  company  against  any  liabil- 
ity it  might  incur  by  reason  of  said  agree- 
ment between  the  companies,  so  far  as  he  was 
4Soncemed,  and  further  a^eed  to  release  the 
railroad  company  from  liability  for  injuries 
received  by  him  while  being  transported  in 
the  express  care;  that,  in  consideration  of 
•uch  agreement  on  his  part,  Voigt  was  em- 
ployed as  an  express  messenger,  and  while 
so  employed,  and  while  occupying  as  such 
messenger  a  car  assifipied  to  the  express  com- 

Sany,  received  injuries  occasioned  by  a  col- 
sion,  on  December  30,  1895,  between  the 
train  which  was  transporting  the  express 
ear  and  another  train  belonging  to  the  same 
railroad  company. 

It  is  evident  that,  by  these  agreements, 
there  was  created  a  very  different  relation 
between  Voigt  and  the  railway  company 
than  the  usual  one  between  passengers  and 
railroad  companies.  Here  there  was  no 
•tress  brought  to  bear  on  Voigt  as  a  pas- 
senger desiring  transportation  from  one 
point  to  another  on  the  railroad.  His  occu- 
pation of  the  car  specially  adapted  to  the 
uses  of  the  express  company  was  not  In  pur- 
suance of  any  contract  directly  between  him 
10  and  the  railroad  company,  but  was  an  ind- 
g  dent  of  his  permanent  employment  by  the 
•  express  company.  He  was  on  the  train,  not 
by  virtue  of  any  personal-contract  right,  but 
because  of  a  contract  between  the  companies 
for  the  exclusive  use  of  a  car.  His  contract 
to  relieve  the  companies  from  any  liability 
to  him  or  to  each  other  for  injuries  he 
might  receive  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, was  deliberately  entered  into  as  a  con- 
dition of  securing  his  position  as  a  messen- 
ger. His  position  does  not  resemble  the  one 
in  consideration  in  the  Lock  wood  and  simi- 
lar cases,  where  the  dispensation  from  liabil- 
ity for  injuries  was  made  a  condition  of  a 
transportation  which  the  passenger  had  a 
right  to  demand,  and  which  the  railroad 
companies  were  under  a  legal  duty  to  fur- 
nish. Doubtless,  had  Voigt  only  desired 
the  method  of  transportation  afforded  the  or- 
dinary passenger,  he  would  have  been  enti- 
tled to  the  rule  established  for  the  benefit  of 
such  ia  passenger.  But  this  he  did  not  de- 
tfr&    He  was  not  asking  to  be  carried  from 


Cincinnati  to  St  Louis,  but  was  ooeupying 
the  express  car  as  part  of  his  regular  em- 
plo^mMnt,  and  as  provided  in  a  contract 
which,  as  we  have  seen,  the  railroad  comj^any 
was  under  no  legal  compulsion  to  enter  into. 

The  relation  of  an  express  messenger  to 
the  transportation  company,  in  cases  like  the 
present  one,  seems  to  us  to  more  nearly  re- 
semble that  of  an  employee  than  that  of  a 
passenger.  His  position  is  one  created  by  an 
agreement  between  the  express  company  and 
the  railroad  company,  adjusting  tne  terms 
of  a  joint  business, — the  transportation  and 
delivery  of  express  matter.  His  duties  of 
personal  control  and  custody  of  the  goods 
and  packages,  if  not  performed  by  an  express 
messenger,  would  have  to  be  performed  by 
one  in  the  immediate  eervice  of  the  railroad 
company.  And,  of  course,  if  his  position 
was  that  of  a  common  employee  of  both  com- 
panies, he  could  not  recover  for  injuries 
caused,  as  would  appear  to  have  been  the 
present  case,  by  the  negligence  of  fellow 
servants. 

However  this  may  be,  it  is  manifest  that 
the  relation  existing  between  express  messen- 
gers and  transportation    companies,    under 
such  contracts  as  existed  in  the  present  case, 
is  widely  different  from  that  of  ordinary  pas- 
sengers, and  that  to  relieve  the  defendant  in 
error   from   the  obligation  of  his  contracts 
would  require  us  to  give  a  much  wider  exten-S 
sion  of  tha^doctrine  of  public  policy  than  was* 
justified  by  the  facts  and  reasoning  in  the 
Locktcood  Case. 

This  subject  has  received  attentive  consid- 
eration in  several  of  the  state  courts. 

In  Bates  v.  Old  Colony  R,  Co.  147  Mass. 
255,  17  N.  E.  033,  it  was  held  that  if  an  ex- 
press messenger  holding  a  season  ticket  from 
a  railroad  company,  and  desiring  to  ride  for 
the  conduct  of  nis  business  in  a  oaggage  car, 
agrees  to  assume  all  risk  of  injury  there- 
from, and  to  hold  the  company  harmless 
therefor,  the  agreement  is  not  invalid  as 
against  public  policy,  and  he  cannot  recover 
for  injuries  caused  by  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany's servants.  In  its  opinion  the  court 
said: 

"The  question  of  a  right  of  carriers  to  lim- 
it their  liability  for  negligence  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  duties  as  carriers  l^  contract 
with  their  customers  or  passengers  in  regard 
to  such  duties  does  not  arise  under  this  con- 
tract as  construed  in  this  case.  See  Vew 
York  C,  R.  Co.  v.  Locktoood,  17  Wall.  357, 
21  L.  ed.  G27 ;  Orisicold  v.  New  York  d  N.  E. 
R,  Co.  53  Conn.  371,  4  Atl.  261.  It  was  not 
a  contract  for  carriage  over  the  road,  but  for 
the  use  of  a  particular  car.  The  considera- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  agreement  was  not  the 
performance  of  anything  by  the  defendant 
which  it  was  under  any  obligation  to  do,  or 
which  the  plaintiff  had  any  right  to  have 
done.  It  was  a  priyilege  granted  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was  not  compelled 
to  enter  into  the  contract  in  order  to  obtain 
the  righu  of  a  passenger.  Having  these 
rights,  he  sought  sometJiing  more.  .  •  • 
The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  riding  in  the 
baggage  car  as  an  express  messenger  fn 
diarge  of  merdiandise    which    was    being 
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transported,  there  tHunn.  more  clearly .  that 
.  the  contract  by  the  express  opmpany  «m1  the 
plaintiff  was  not  unreasoniiible  .or  againet 
.  public  policy.    He  was  there  a^  a  servant  en- 
gaged with  the  servants  of  the  railroad  cor- 
poration in  the  service  of  transportation  on 
the  road.    His  duties  were  substantially  the 
same  as  those  of  the  baggage-master  in  the 
same  car;  the  latter  relating  to  merchandise 
carried  for  passengers,  and  the  former  to 
merchandise  carried  for  the    express    com- 
pany.   Hie  actual  relations  to  the  other  serv- 
^  ants  of  the  railroad  corporation  engaged  in 
l^  the    transportation  were  substantially    the 

•  same  as*tnose  of  the  l)agffa^e-master,  and 
would  have  been  the  same  had  he  been  paid 
by  the  oorporation  instead  of  by  the  express 
coDopany.  Had  the  railroad  done  the  express 
business,  the  messenger  would  have  been  held 
b^  law  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of  the  negii- 
ligenoe  of  the  servants  of  the  railroad.  It 
does  not  seem  that  a  oontract  between  the 
express  company  and  the  plaintiff  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  defendant  on  the  other,  that 
the  express  messenger  in  performing  his  du- 
ties should  take  uie  same  risk  of  injury 
from  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the 
railroad  engi^S  in  the  transportation  that 
he  would  tiuce  if  employed  by  the  railroad  to 
perform  the  same  duties,  would  be  void  as 
unreasonable  or  as  against  publio  policy." 

The  same  ruling  prevailed  in  the  subse- 
quent case  of  Bo9m9r  v.  Old  Colony  M,  Co, 
166  Mass.  506»  31  N.  E.  652. 

Rohertewi  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co,  156  Mass. 
626,  81  N.  £.  650,  was  an  action  brought  for 
personal  injuries  caused  to  the  plaintiff,  an 
employee  of  the  proprietors  of  a  circus,  while 
riding  in  a  car  belondng  to  the  proprietors, 
drawn  by  the  defendant  company  over  its 
road  under  a  written  agreement,  in  which  it 
was  provided  that  the  circus  company  should 
agree  to  exonerate  and  save  harinless  the  de- 
fendant from  any  and  all  claims  for  damages 
to  persons  or  property  during  the  transpor- 
tation, however  occurring;  and  it  was  neld 
that,  as  the  defendant  company  was  under 
no  common-law  or  statutory  obligation  to 
carry  the  plaintiff  in  the  manner  he  was  car- 
lied  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  it  did  not 
stand  towards  him  in  the  relation  of  a  com- 
mon carrier,  and  that  the  plaintiff  oould  not 
recover. 

Oristcold  v.  NeiO  York  d  N,  E.  R,  Co.  53 
Conn.  371,  4  Atl.  261,  where  a  restaurant 
keeper  had  the  privilege  to  sell  fruits  and 
sandwiches  on  the  trains,  and  to  engage  and 
keep  a  servant  for  that  purpose  on  the 
trains,  riding  on  a  free  pass,  it  was  held  that 
such  servant  oould  not  recover  for  injuries 
sustained  on  the  train  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  company's  servants,  because  he 
was  not  a  passenger. 

The  supreme  court  of  Michigan;  in  Coup 

V.  Wabaah,  SL  L.  di  P.  R.  Co.  56  Mich.  Ill, 

22  N.  W.  215,  where  a  railroad  company, 

e  under  a  special  agreement,  was  to  furnish 

2  men  and  motive  power  to  transport  a  circus 

•  of  the  plaintiff  from  Cairo*to  Detroit  on  oars 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  stopping  at  cer- 

'  tain  named  points  for.  exhibition,  the  plain- 
tiff paying  a  fixed  price  therefor,  held  that 


such  transportfition-  was  Bot«  a  traneaction 
with  a  common  carrier  as  such,  that  the  eon- 
tract  was  valid,  and  that  the  railway  com- 
pany wsM  not  liable  for  injury  due  to  negli- 
gence. 

Where  a  railroad  company  made  a  special 
contract  in  writing  with  the  owner  of  a  cir- 
cus to  haul  a  special  train  between  certain 
points,  at  specified  prices,  and  stipulating 
that  the  railroad  company  should  not  be  lia- 
ble for  any  damage  to  the  persons  or  proper- 
ty of  the  circus  company  from  whatever 
cause,  it  was  held  by  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals of  the  seventh  circuit,  citing  Coup  v. 
^Vaha8h,  8t.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  66  Midi.  Ill,  22 
N.  W.  215,  and  Robertson  v.  Old  CoUmy  R. 
Co.  156  Mass.  506,  31  N.  E.  650,  that  the 
railroad  company  was  not  acting  as  a  com- 
mon carrier,  and  was  not  liable  under  the 
contract  for  injuries  occasioned  by  negligent 
management  of  its  trains.  In  its  opinion 
the  court  quoted  the  following  passase  from 
New  York  (7.  R.  Co.  v.  Lookvoood:  **A  eom- 
mon  carrier  mf^y  undoubtedly  become  a  pri- 
vate carrier  or  bailee  for  hire  when,  as  a 
matter  of  accommodation  or  special  eiwajg^e- 
ment,  he  undertakes  to  carry  someUiing 
which  it  is  not  his  business  to  carry."  CJ^»- 
cago,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  24  U.  S. 
App.  580,  66  Fed.  Rep.  506,  14  C.  G.  A.  267, 
30  L.  R.  A.  161. 

Louisville,  N.  A.d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Keefer,  140 
Ind.  21,  38  L.  R.  A.  03,  44  N.  £.  796,  was  a 
case  in  all  respects  like  the  present.  It  wae 
a  suit  by  a  messenger  of  the  Americaa  Sx« 
press  Company  against  the  railroad  com* 
pany  for  personal  injuries.  The  .eontracte 
between  the  express  company,  the  messenger, 
and  the  railroad  company  were  in  terms  sim- 
ilar to  those  existing  in  the  present  case,  and 
the  defense  was  the  same  as  that  made  here. 
It  was  held  that  the  contracts  were  valid  and 
that  the  defense  was  good.    It  was  said: 

"Under  the  doctrine  declared  in  the  Ew" 
press  Cases,  117  U.  S.  1,  sub  nom.  Memphis 
d  L.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Southern  Emp.  Co.  29  L.  ed. 
791,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  642,  628,  the  property 
was  being  carried  by  appellant,  not  as  a 
common  carrier  in  the  performance  of  a  pub- 
lic duty,  but  being  carried,  with  a  messenger 
in  charge,  as  a  private  carrier,  the  right  to 
have  it  and  him  carried  having  first  bMn  se-  h 
cured  to  the  express  company  by  private  eon-  2 
tract,  the  only  way  known* to  the  law  by* 
which  the  right,  either  as  to  the  goods  or  ap- 
pellee as  express  messenger  in  charge,  could 
be  acquired. 

''Appellee,  when  he  went  on  the  appel- 
lant's train  and  took  charge  of  the  express 
packages  in  the  baggage  car,  did  not  go  aa  a 
passengei*  who  merely  desired  to  be  carried 
on  the  train  from  one  point  to  another.  Car- 
riage was  not  the  object  of  his  going  upon 
the  train;  that  was  merely  incidental.  Bis 
purpose  was  not  to  be  upon  the  train^  in  the 
cars  provided  for  passengers,  but  that  he 
might  handle  and  care  for  the  property  of 
his  employer  thereon  in  the  space  set  apart 
in  the  baggage  car  for  that  purpose.  Under 
the  authorities  cited  it  was  not  the  duty  of 
appellant,  as  a  common  carrier,  to  carry  fpr 
the  express  company  the  goods  or  messenger 
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In  eharga  of  them.  The  eontract  between 
Appellant  and  the  express  company  saye  it 
and  its  messenger  rights  which  appeUant  as 
a  common  earner  could  not  have  been  com- 
pelled to  grant" 

By  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  in  Ptf  It- 
Ifurgh,  C.  0.  d  8i.  L,  B.  Co,  y.  Mahoney,  148 
Ind.  196,  40  L.  R.  A.  101,  46  N.  £.  917,  47  N. 
£.  464,  it  was  held  that  railway  companies 
may  contract  as  private  carriers  in  trans- 
porting express  matter  for  express  compa- 
nies, and  in  such  capacity  may  require  ex- 
emption from  liability  for  negligence  as  a 
condition  to  the  obligation  to  carry,  and  that 
a  release  by  an  employee  of  an  express  com- 
pany of  all  liability  for  injuries  sustained  by 
the  negligence  of  the  employer  or  otherwise 
includes  the  liability  of  the  express  company 
to  hold  a  railroad  company  with  which  it 
does  business  harmless  against  claims  by  em- 
ployees of  the  express  company  for  injuries, 
and  precludes  an  action  against  the  railroad 
company  for  causing  his  death  while  in  dis- 
eharge  of  his  duty  as  employee  of  such  ex- 
press company. 

A  precisely  similar  qnestion  was  presented 
in  the  case  of  Blank  y.  IlUnoia  0.  B.  Co,  and 
was  decided  the  same  way  by  the  court  of 
appeals  for  the  first  district  of  Illinois,  in 
an  opinion  rendered  March  14,  1899.  80  111. 
App.  475.  The  court  cites  the  ExpresM 
€ases,  and  approyes  and  applies  the  reason- 
ing in  the  Indiana  cases;  and  this  judgment 
has  been  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of 
OD  Illinois.  182  111.  332,  55  N.  E.  332. 
2  The  same  doctrine  prevails  in  the  state  of 
•  New  York.  •  BiaaeU  v.  New  York  O,  B.  Co.  26 
N.  Y.  442,  82  Am.  Dec  369;  Poueher  y.  New 
York  O.  B.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  263,  10  Am.  Rep. 
864.  Though  it  must  be  allowed  that  the 
New  York  decisions  are  not  precisely  in 
point,  as  those  courts  do  not  accept  the  doc- 
trine of  New  York  0.  B,  Co,  v.  Lookwood  to 
its  full  extent,  but  hold  that  no  rule  of  pub- 
lie  policy  forbids  contractual  exemption 
from  liability,  because  the  public  is  amply 
protected  by  the  right  of  everyone  to  decline 
any  special  contract,  on  paying  the  regular 
fare  prescribed  by  law,  tnat  is,  the  highest 
amount  which  the  law  allows  the  company 
to  charge. 

As  against  these  authorities  there  are 
cited,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  error, 
several  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that 
postal  clerks,  in  the  employ  of  the  govern- 
ment, and  who  pay  no  fare,  are  entitled  to 
the  rights  of  ordinary  passengers  for  hire; 
and  it  is  contended  that  their  relation  to  the 
railroad  company  is  analogous  to  that  of  ex- 
press messengers.  Arrowetnith  v.  Noah- 
ville  d  D.  B,  Co.  67  Fed.  Rep.  166;  Gleeson 
v.  Virginia  Midland  B.  Co.  140  U.  8.  435,  35 
L.  ed.  458,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  859;  Cleveland, 
C.  C.  d  St.  L.  B.  Co.  V.  Ketcham,  133  Ind. 
846,  19  L.  R.  A.  339,  33  N.  E.  116;  Seybolt 
v.  New  York,  L.  B.dW.B.  Co.  95  N.  Y.  562, 
47  Am.  Rep.  75. 

There  is,  however,  an  obvious  distinction 
between  a  postal  derk  and  the  present  case 
of  an  express  messenger  in  this,  that  the  mes- 
senger has  agreed  to  the  contract  betweeD 


the  express  and  the  railroad  companies,  ex- 
empting the  latter  from  liability,  but  no  case 
is  cited  in  which  the  postal  derk  voluntarily 
entered  into  sudi  an  agreement.  To  make 
the  cases  analogous  it  should  be  made  to  ap- 
pear that  the  government,  in  oontracting 
with  the  railroisid  company  to  carry  the 
mails,  stipulated  that  the  railroad  company 
should  be  exempted  from  liability  to  the  pos- 
tal clerk,  and  that  iJie  latter,  in  considera- 
tion of  securing  his  position,  had  concurred 
in  releasing  the  railroad  company. 

Brewer  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  B.  Co. 
124  N.  Y.  59,  11  L.  R  A.  483,  26  N.  £.  824» 
is  also  cited  as  a  case  wherein  a  recovery 
was  maintained  l^  an  express  messenger 
against  a  railroad  company,  and  where  there 
existed  an  agreement  between  the  express 
company  and  the  railroad  company  that  the 
latter  should  be  indemnified  and  protected 
against  from  all  risks  and  liabilities.    But  J} 
the  court  put  its  judgment  against  the  rail- a 
road  company* expressly  upon  the  ground* 
that  the  messenger  had  no  knowledge  or  in- 
formation of  the  contract  between  the  com- 
panies, and  was  not  himself  %  party  to  the 
agreement  to  exempt  the  railroad  company. 

Kenney  v.  New  York  C.  d  H.  B.  B.  Co.  126 
N.  Y.  422,  26  N.  E.  626,  was  also  a  case 
where,  in  an  action  for  damages  by  an  ex- 
press messenger  against  a  railroad  company, 
the  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  recover,  not- 
withstanding there  was  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  companies  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany should  be  released  and  indemnified  for 
any  damage  done  to  the  agents  of  the  ex- 
press company,  whether  in  thdr  employ  as 
messengers  or  otherwise.  But  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  there  had  been  any  assent  to  a 
knowledge  of  this  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
messenger;  and  the  court  said: 

"Our  dedsion,  however,  is  placed  upon  the 
ground  that  this  contract  does  not,  in  un- 
mistakable language,  provide  for  an  exemp- 
tion from  liability  for  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant's  employees.  The  rule  is  firmly 
established  in  this  state  that  a  common  car- 
rier may  contract  for  immunity  from  its  n^ 
ligence  or  that  of  its  agents;  but  that  to  ac- 
complish that  object  the  contract  must  be  so 
expressed,  and  it  must  not  be  left  to  a  pre- 
sumption from  the  language.  Considera- 
tions based  upon  public  policy  and  the  na- 
ture of  the  carrier's  undertaking  influence 
the  application  of  the  rule,  and  forbid  its 
operation  except  when  the  carrier's  immuni- 
ty from  the  consequences  of  n^ligence  is 
read  in  the  agreement  ipeiseinUe  verbis.^ 

Chamberlain  v.  Pierson,  59  U.  S.  App.  69, 
87  Fed.  Rep.  421,  31  G.  C.  A.  158,  in  the  dr- 
cuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  fourth  drcnit, 
was  a  case  in  which  an  express  messenger 
was  injured  while  traveling  on  a  railroad 
which  had  a  contract  with  the  express  com- 
pany, exonerating  the  foreman  from  respon- 
sibility for  injuries  to  the  agents  of  the  lat- 
ter, and  in  which  said  agreement  was  inef- 
fectually pleaded  in  bar  of  the  aetion.  Tho 
court  said: 

''The  discussion  of  this  feature  of  the  < 


18M. 


WALSH  y.  COLUMBUS,  H.  V.  ft  A.  R.  00. 


89$ 


DTCMiitt  tlM  question:     Was  the  plaintiff 

Mow,  as  a  messenger  of  the  express  oom- 

pany,  bound  by  the  oontract  between  the 

O  railroad  oompanv  and  the  express  company 

g  to  assume  all  risks  to  life  and  limb  to  which 

•  ho  was  exposed  in  performing  his^duties  on 
the  train  as  an  express  messenger?  He  was 
not  a  party  to  the  oontract,  never  ratified  it, 
and  in  his  testimony,  when  asked  if  he  knew 
of  this  jprorision  of  the  contract,  .  .  . 
answered,  'If  I  had  known  that  I  wouldn't 
have  gone.' " 

Without  enumerating  and  appraising  all 
the  cases  respectively  cited,  our  conclusion  is 
that  Voigt,  occupying  an  express  car  as  a 
messenger  in  charge  of  express  matter,  in 
pursimnce  of  the  oontract  between  the  com- 
nanies,  was  not  a  passenger  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  case  of  Ifew  York  0,  B.  Co.  v. 
Loekwood;  that  he  was  not  constrained  to 
enter  into  the  oontract  whereby  the  railroad 
company  was  exonerated  from  liability  to 
him,  but  entered  into  the  same  freely  and 
voluntarily,  and  obtained  the  benefit  of  it  by 
securing  his  appointment  as  such  messenger; 
and  that  such  a  oontract  did  not  contravene 
public  policy. 

Aecordingly,  we  answer  the  queBiion  su5- 
mitted  to  ua  hy  the  judges  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  in  the  negative;  and  it  is 
■o  orderod. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  dissenting: 
In  New  York  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Lookwood,  17 
Wall.  357,  384,  21  L.  ed.  627,  641,  it  was 
held  that  a  "common  carrier  cannot  lawfully 
stipulate  for  exemption  from  responsibility 
when  such  exemption  is  not  just  and  reason- 
able in  the  eye  of  the  law;''  that  "it  is  not 
just  and  reasonable  in  the  eye  of  the  law  for 
a  common  carrier  to  stipulate  for  exemption 
from  responsibility  for  tne  negligence  of  him- 
self or  his  servants;"  that  '^hese  rules  ap- 
ply both  to  carriers  of  goods  and  carriers  of 
passeuffers  for  hire,  and  with  special  force 
to  the  latter;"  and  that  "a  drover  traveling 
oil  a  pass,  such  as  was  given  in  this  case, 
...  is  a  passenger  for  hire."  The  rail- 
road pass  referred  to  declared  that  its  ac- 
ceptance was  to  be  considered  a  wavier  of 
all  claims  for  damages  or  injuries  received 
on  the  train.  The  above  principles  have 
been  recognized  and  enforced  by  this  oourt 
in  numerous  cases. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  present  case  is 

within  the  doctrines  of  New  York  C,  R,  Co, 

v4  ▼.  Isookwood,  and  that  the  judgment  should 

g  be  affirmed  upon  the  broad  ground  that  the 

•  defendant*  corporation  could  not,  in  any 
form,  stipulate  for  exemption  from  responsi- 
bility for  the  negligence  of  its  servants  or 
employees  in  the  course  of  its  business, 
whereby  injury  comes  to  any  person  using 
its  ears*  with  its  consent,  for  purposes  of 
tnmsportation.  That  the  person  transport- 
ed is  not  technically  a  passenger  and  does 
net  ride  in  a  ear  ordinarily  used  for  passen- 
gers ia  immateriaL 


(176  U.  8.  469) 
JOHN  J.  WALSH,  Plf.  In  3rr^ 

V, 

OOIiDMBUS,  HOCKING  VALLEY,  &  ATH* 
BNS  BAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Appet^Federdl  question — impairing  o5M- 
gation  of  contrcLct — olaim  of  third  person 
under  oontract, 

1.  A  decision  by  the  state  court  that  the  act 
of  Congress  of  May  24,  1828,  granting  land 
to  the  state  of  Ohio  for  the  eonstnictioa  of 
canals,  did  not  constitute  a  contract  for  the 
perpetual  maintenance  of  soch  canals,  and 
that  the  contract  thereby  made  wss  not  im- 
paired by  Ohio  act  May  18,  1894,  absndonlng 
a  canal  and  leasing  It  to  a  railroad  company, 
raises  a  Federal  question  which  will  sustain 
a  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States. 

2.  A  contract  for  the  perpetual  maintenance 
of  the  canals  for  which  lands  were  granted 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  24,  1828,  to 
the  state  of  Ohio,  was  not  created  by  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  grant,  with  the  provision 
that  the  canals,  "when  completed  or  nse^ 
shall  be  sad  forever  remain  public  high- 
ways;'* but  this  Imposes  the  obligation  to 
maintain  the  canals  as  public  hlghwsys  only 
so  long  as  they  are  "used"  as  such. 

$.  A  proprietor  of  lands  crossed  by  a  canal 
which  the  state  has  contracted  with  the  Fed- 
eral government  to  maintain  cannot  take 
advantage  of  a  default  of  the  state  In  this 
particular,  when  he  was  not  a  party  to  the 
contract. 


[No.  90.] 

Submitted    Deeember    13, 

February  26, 1900, 


Decided 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  OMo  to  review  a  judgment  re* 
versing  a  decision  of  the  lover  oourt  and 
ordering  an  injunction  to  be  granted 
against  entering  upon  lands  for  railroad 
purposes  until  the  right  to  do  so  was  ae- 
quired  by  oonderonation.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  58  Ohio  St.  123,  60 
N.  E.  442. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t 
This  was  a  petition  filed  in  the  court  of 
common  pleas  of  Franklin  county,  Ohio,  by 
the  plaintiff,  Walsh,  to  enjoin  the  defendant 
railroad  company  from  entering  upon  th« 
property  of  the  Lancaster  Lateral    Canal 
Company,  and  upon  plaintiff's  premises,  ando 
from  constructing  a  railroad  thereon,  and$ 
for*a  decree  declaring  a  certain  act  of  the* 
general  assembly  of  Ohio  giving  it  permis- 
sion to  do  so  to  be  null  and  void. 

The  case  was  determined  upon  demurrer  to 
the  petition,  which  set  forth  substantially  the 
following  facts:  On  February  4,  1825,  the 
ffeneral  assembly  of  the  statepassed  ''An  Act 
to  Provide  for  the  Internal  Improvement  of 
the  State  of  Ohio,  by  Navigable  Canals"  (£3 
Ohio  Stat  60),  among  which  was  the  Ohio 
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canal,  «xtendii]g  from  the  mouth '  6^  the 
Scioto  river,  through  the  state  of  Ohio,  to 
L4ke  Erie,  and  paflsiog  through  the  village 
of  CarroU,  in  the  oounty  of  Fairfield.  On 
February  8,  1820,  the  Lancaster  Lateral  Ca- 
nal Company  was  incorporated  by  act  of  the 
general  assembly  (24  Ohio  Laws,  71),  anc 
authorized  to  construct  and  operate  a  cana 
"from  the  town  of  Lancaster  to  such  point  ot 
the  Ohio  canal  as  shall  be  found  most  eligi- 
ble." The  village  of  Carroll  was  fixed  upon 
as  the  terminus. 

On  May  24,  1828,  Congress  passed  an  act 
to  aid  the  state  of  Ohio  m  the  oonstruction 
of  ite  canals  (4  Stat.  806),  by  the  6th  sec- 
tion of  which  act  (printed  in  full  in  the  mar 
gin)  tCongress  granted  to  the  state  500,00( 
acres  of  land  in  that  state  for  this  purpose 
•H  with  a  proviso  that  "the  said  canals,  whcL 
^  completed  or  used,  shall  be  and  forever  re- 
-*  main  publie*highways  for  the  use  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  free  from  any 
toll  or  charse  whatever,  for  any  property  of 
the  United  States  or  persons  in  their  service 
passing  along  the  same.  The  7  th  section  of 
the  act  declared  that  "this  act  shall  take  ef- 
fect, provided,  the  legislature  of  Ohio  at  the 
first  session  thereof,  hereafter  to  commence, 
shall  express  the  assent  of  the  state  to  the 
several  provisions  and  conditions  hereof;  and 
unless  such  expression  of  assent  shall  be 
made  this  act  shall  be  wholly  inoperative." 

Pursuant  to  this  act,  the  general  assembly 
of  the  state  of  Ohio  on  December  22,  1828, 
passed  an  act  expressly  declaring  the  assent 
of  the  state,  to  the  provisions  and  conditions 
of  the  act  of  Congress.  Under  these  acts  the 
state  received  and  took  possession  of  the  600,- 
000  acres  of  land  provided  by  the  grant,  and 
from  time  to  time  sold  and  disposed  oif  the 
same,  and  received  Irom  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale  somewhat  more  than  $2,200,000. 

The  Lancaster  Lateral  Canal  Company,  in- 


tSec  5.  And  be  It  farther  enacted.  Thst  there 
be,  and  hereby  Is,  grsnted  to  the  State  of  Ohio 
five  hundred  thousand  acres  of  the  lands  owned 
by  the  United  SUtes,  within  the  ssid  state,  to 
be  selected  as  hereinafter  directed,  for  the  pur- 
pose ot  aiding  the  stste  of  Ohio  In  the  payment 
of  the  debt,  or  the  Interest  thereon,  which  has 
heretofore  been,  or  which  may  hereafter  be,  con- 
tacted by  said  state  In  the  construction  of  the 
canals  within  the  same,  nndertaken  under  the 
authority  of  the  laws  of  the  said  stste,  now  In 
force,  or  that  may  hereafter  be  enacted,  for  the 
eztensloos  of  canals  now  making;  which  land, 
when  selected,  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  legis- 
lature of  Ohio,  for  that  purpose,  and  no  other : 
Provided,  The  said  canals,  when  completed  or 
nsed,  shall  be  and  forever  remain  public  high- 
ways for  the  use  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  free  from  any  toll  or  charge 
whatever,  for  any  property  of  the  United  States 
or  persons  in  their  service  passing  along  the 
same :  And  protfidod  further.  That  the  said  ca- 
nala  already  commenced,  shall  be  completed  In 
seven  years  from  the  approval  of  this  act ;  other- 
wise the  state  of  Ohio  shall  stand  bound  to  iiay 
over  to  the  United  States  the  amount  which  sny 
lands  .sold  by  her,  within  that  time,  may  have 
biooght ;  bat  the  validity  of  the  titles  derived 
from  the  state  by  soch  sales  shall  not  be  affected 
by  that  failore. 


corporated  as  above  stated,  proceeded  to  con*  ' 
struct  and  operate  its  canal  under  its  char- 
ter until  December  22, 1838,  when  it  sold  and 
conveyed  the  same  to  the  state  of  Ohio,  un- 
der an  authority  conferred  upon  the  lx>ard 
of  public  works,  by  an  act  passed  March  9, 
1838,  for  the  sum  of  $01,241,  which  was  paid 
to  the  company  out  of  the  funds  realized  by 
the  state  from  the  sale  of  the  congressional 
land  grant.  The  canal  was  subsequently, 
under  an  act  of  the  legislature,  extended  from 
its  terminus  in  Lancaster  to  the  town  of 
Athens,  in  Athens  county,  was  opened  as  a 
continuous  line  of  canal  for  navigation  pur- 
poses prior  to  January  1,  1842,  and  this  ex* 
tension  wa£  also  paid  for  by  moneys  realized 
from  the  sale  of  the  land  grant. 

The  complaint  further  averred  that  "ever 
since  the  oonstruction  of  said  canal,  whidi 
is  anc  has  been  known  as  the  Hockins  canal, 
the  same  has  been  and  still  is  a  public  high- 
way, which  has  been  used  for  the  use  of  tha 
state  of  Ohio  and  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  in  pursuance  of  the  scfveral 
acts  of  Congress  and  of  the  general  assembly 
of  the  state  of  Ohio,  hereinbefore  set  forth."   oi 

On  April  12,  1894,  the  Columbus,  Hocking  $ 
Valley,  ft^Athens  Railroad  Company,  defend-  • 
ant  herein,  was  orffanized  and  incorporated 
for  the  purpose  of  ouilding  a  railroad  from 
the  city  of  Columbus,  through  the  counties  of 
Franklin,  Fairfield,  Hocking,  and  Athens,  to 
the  city  of  Athens,  and  on  the  18th  day  of 
May,  1894,  the  general  assemibly  of  the  state 
passed  an  act  for  the  abandonment   of   the 
Hocking  canal  for  canal  purposes,  and  for 
leasine  the  same  to  this  railroad  company. 
91  Ohio  Laws,  327.    The  act  is  printed  in  full  « 
in  the  margin.f    The  4th  section  of  the  act  $ 
provided  that  the^railroad  company  should  * 
have  the  exclusive  right  during  the  term  of 
the  lease  (ninety-nine  years)  "to  use  and  oc- 
cupy the  property   aforesaid,   or   so   much 


tAn  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Absndonment  of  the 
Hocking  Csnal  for  Canal  Porposes  and    for 
Leasing  the  Same  to  the  Colombus,  Hocking 
Valley,  &  Athens  Railroad  Company. 
Sec  1.  Be  It  enacted  by  the  general  assembly 
of  the  stste  of  Ohio,  thst  the  Hocking  Canal, 
from  Its  Junction  with  the  Ohio  canal  In  the  vil- 
lage of  Carroll,  Fairfield  eounty,  to  its  sonthsast- 
em  terminus  In  the  village  of  Nelsonvllle,  Ath- 
ens county,  be  and  the  same  hereby  Is  abandoned 
for  canal  purposes,  snd  the  same  shall  not  be 
nsed  for  canal  pnriioses  during  the  pending  of 
the  lease  provided  In  the  next  section  of  this 
act. 

Sec.  2.  There  Is  hereby  granted  the  right, 
franchise,  and  privilege  of  constructing,  main- 
taining, and  operating  over,  upon,  and  along  the 
Hocking  canal  and  property  of  the  state  of  Ohio 
adjacent  thereto,  a  railroad  with  single  or 
double  tracks,  side  tracks,  switches,  bridges, 
statlona  and  other  structures  usual  and  Inci- 
dental to  the  operation  of  a  railroad,  to  the 
Columbus,  Hocking  Valley,  ft  Athens  Railroad 
Company,  Its  successors  and  ssslgns,  tor  the 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  renewable  forever, 
for  and  In  consideration  of  the  payment  by  said 
company.  Its  successors  or  ssslgns,  to  the  trea» 
urer  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  on  the  1st  day  of  July, 
1894,  of  the  sum  of  150.000,  and  on  the  1st  day 
of  January,  1900,  and  of  each  and  every  yeaf 
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UiereojE  as  may  be  necefsary^  for  tht  parpose 
of  consiruciing,  maintaining,  and  operating  a 
railroad  thereon.  .'Said  company  shall  not 
disturb  any  vested  eights  or  j>rivilege8  of 
abutting  property  holders  alone  said  canal, 
and  shaJl  hcJd  the  state  harmless  from  all 
loss  or  damage  resulting  to  such  property 
holders  by  reason  of  the  oonetruction  and 
operation  of  said  railroad.'' 

The  plaintiff  further  averred  that  the  de- 
fendant was  making  preparations  to  build  its 
road  upon  the  line  of  the  canal,  and  was 
threatening  to  take  possession  of  his  prop- 
erty without  havinff  acquired  the  rights  and 
interests  in  the  saia  lands  and  tenements  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff,  whose  lands  are  lo- 
cated on  both  sides  of  the  Hocking  canal, 
about  5  miles  north  of  the  city  of  Lancaster, 
in  Fairfield  countv,  and  without  having  pur- 
ehased  or  acquired  by  oondemnation  or  other- 
wise the  right  to  enter  upon  said  lands  and 
^  to  construct  said  railroad.  That  such  road 
^will  constitute  a  permanent  trespass  upon 
•  p1aintiff*s  property,  and  will  place  larse^ad- 
ditional  burdens  upon  his  lands,  which  will 
lender  the  same  inconvenient  and  difficult  of 
access;  and  great  and  irreparable  injury  will 
be  done  in  the  premises  unless  the  defendant 
be  restrained  by  an  order  of  the  court  from 
taking  possession  of  said  canal  and  the  said 
premises  of  plaintiff  and  constructing  this 
railroad  thereon. 

The  gist  of  the  complaint  lies  in  the  al- 
legation that  the  act  of  May  18,  1894,  au- 
thorizing the  abandonment  of  the  canal,  con- 
flicts with  that  clause  of  the  Constitution 
which  provides  that  "no  state  shall  pass  any 
law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts," 
and  also  with  several  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Ohio  not  necessary  to  be  here 
enumerated. 

A  general  demurrer  was  filed  to  this  peti- 
tion, which  was  sustained  by  the  court,  and 
the  petition  dismissed.  Plaintiff  appealed 
the  case  to  the  circuit  court,  which  also 
■ustained  the  demurrer,  whereupon  plaintiff 


appealed  the  case  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state,  which  reversed  the  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court,  and  ordered  that  the  rail* 
road  company  be  enjoined  from  entering 
upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  until  it  had 
condemned  and  paid  for  the  additional  bur-^ 
den  of  constructing  and  operating  the  rail' 
road  on  the  land,  according  to  law.  58  Ohio 
St  123,  50  N.  E.  442. 

Upon  motion  of  the  plaintiff  the  court 
certified  that  in  the  rendition  of  this  judg- 
ment it  became  material  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  act  of  May  18,  1894,  was  repugnant  tO' 
the  contract  clause  of  the  Constitution,  and  or- 
dered it  to  be  further  certified  that  the  court 
adjudged  that  it  was  not  in  violation  of  or 
repugnant  to  such  clause,  and  that  such  act 
was  valid  and  binding  upon  the  plaintiff.. 
Whereupon  plaintiff  sued  out  &  writ  •f  error 
from  this  court. 

Messrs,  J.  B.  Foraker,  T.  IS.  Powell,  and 
D,  J,  Ryan  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs,  C.  R.  GrosTenor,  D,  L.  Bleeper, 
and  John  J,  Btoddart  for  defendant  in  error* 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion  m 
of  the  court:  $ 

*1.  Motion  was  made  to  dismiss  the  writ*' 
of  error  in  this  case  for  want  of  a  Federal 
question.    The  decision  of  this  motion  was 
postponed  to  the  merits,  and  we  are  now  of 
opinion  that  it  must  be  denied. 

The  position  of  the  plaintiff  la  that  the 
act  of  Congress  of  May  24,  1828,  granting  t<^ 
the  state  of  Ohio  500,000  acres  of  land  for 
the  construction  of  canals,  and  providing 
that  such  canals,  "when  completed  or  used 
shall  be  and  forever  remain  public  highways 
for  the  use  of  the  government  of  the  United 
States,"  and  the  acceptance  thereof  by  the 
general  assembly,  constitute  a  contract  by 
the  state  for  the  perpetual  maintenance  of 
such  canals  as  public  highways,  at  least  until 
they  were  given  up  by  consent  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  subsequent  act  of  the 


thereafter,  daring  tbe  tenn  of  this  lease,  of  the 
sum  of  $10,000  annaa]  rental. 

Sec.  8.  Said  Instalment  of  $50,000  shall  b« 
paid  Into  the  state  treaanry  before  the  construe* 
tlon  oC  said  railroad  Is  begun,  and  for  the  re- 
maining Instalments  of  rental  the  state  of  Ohio 
shall  have  a  first  Hen  upon  said  railroad,  to- 
gether with  its  switches,  side  tracks,  bridges, 
and  other  structures  erected  on  said  property  of 
the  state  of  Ohio,  which  shall  be  superior  to 
any  and  all  other  liens  of  every  kind  upon  the 
same.  The  said  Colambus,  Hocking  Vslley.  h 
Athens  Railroad  Company  shall  forther  execate 
unto  tbe  state  of  Ohio,  to  be  approved  by  the 
auditor  of  the  state,  secretary  of  state,  and  at- 
torney general,  or  any  two  of  them,  a  good  and 
■olllcient  bond  In  the  sum  of  $100,000,  condi- 
tioned that  said  company  will  faithfully  build 
said  railroad  In  compliance  with  the  cohditlon 
and  terms  of  this  act,  and  upon  failure  to  build 
said  road  within  the  time  herein  specified,  they 
shall  be  liable  to  the  state  of  Ohio  in  the  fall 
sum  of  $100,000  as  stipulated  damages.  Said 
bond  shall  be  executed  and  filed  with  tbe  secre- 
tary of  sute  within  ten  days  after  the  psssage 
•f  this  act. 

See.    4.  Id    consideration   of   the    payments 


aforesaid,  said  railroad  company.  Its  i 
and  assigns,  shall  have  the  ezclaat?e  rfgfit  dar- 
ing the  term  aforesaid  to  ose  and  oceopy  the 
property  aforesaid,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may 
be  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  coostracting; 
maintaining,  and  operating  a  railroad  thereon. 
Said  company  shall  not  disturb  any  vested  rlghta 
or  privileges  of  abutting  property  holders  alony 
said  canal,  and  shall  hold  the  state  harmlesa 
from  all  loss  or  damage  resulting  to  such  prop- 
erty holders  by  reason  of  the  constroctlon  and 
operation  of  said  railroad :  Frovided,  That  when 
said  railroad,  its  snecessors  and  assigns,  eease 
to  use  said  canal  for  railroad  purposes,  said 
canal  property  shall  revert  to  the  state  for  canal 
purposes. 

Sec.  6.  This  act  shall  not  be  constraed  to  pre- 
vent the  levying  and  collecting  of  taxes  en  said 
railroad  In  the  same  manner  as  they  are  levied 
and  collected  on  other  railroad  property  In  thla 
state. 

Sec.  6.  The  work  of  eonstmctln^  said  railroad 
shall  be  commenced  within  six  months  after  th» 
passage  of  this  act,  and  the  same  shall  be  coas- 
pleted  within  two  years  thereafter. 

See.  7.  This  act  shaU  take  effect  and  be  la 
force  from  and  after  its  passags. 
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rauTal  assembly  of  May  18»  1894«  providing 
for  the  abandonment  of  such  canals  -without 
such  consent  being  given,  vaa  obnoxious  to 
that  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
declaring  that  no  state  shall  pass  a  law  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  contracts. 

The  main  question,  then,  is  whether  the  ac- 
r  ceptance  of  this  act  of  Congress  of  1828  by 
the  general  assembly  of  Ohio  should  be  in- 
terpreted as  raising  a  contract  by  the  state 
for  the  perpetual  maintenance  of  these  ca- 
nals as  public  highways.  We  have  rej^eated- 
ly  held  that,  where  the  plaintiff  relies  for 
his  recovery  upon  the  impairment  of  a  con- 
tract by  subsequent  legislation,  it  is  for  this 
court  to  determine  -whether  such  contract  ex- 
isted, as  well  as  the  question  whether  the 
subsequent  legislation  has  impaired  it. 
Piqua  Branch  of  8taU  Bank  v.  Knoop,  16 
How.  369,  14  L.  ed.  977;  Proprietara  of 
Bridges  v.  Hoboken  Land  d  Improv,  Co,  1 
Wall.  116, 17  L.  ed.  571.  This  rule  also  ap- 
4>lie8  to  a  contract  alleged  to  be  raised  by  a 
state  statute,  although  the  general  principle 
is  undoubted  that  the  construction  put  by 
state  courts  upon  their  own  statutes  will  be 
followed  here.  Jefferson  Branch  Bank  v. 
BkeUy,  1  Black,  436, 17  L.  ed.  173;  McOahey 
v.  Virginia,  135  U.  S.  662,  34  L.  ed.  304,  10 
Bup.  Ct.  Rep.  972;  Douglas  v.  Kentucky,  168 
U.  B.  488,  42  L.  ed.  553, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  199 ; 
MoCullough  V.  Virginia,  172  U.  S.  102,  43 
L.  ed.  382,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  134. 

We  cannot  say  that  it  is  so  clear  that  the 
statute  in  question  is  not  open  to  the  oon- 

•  struction  claimed  that  we  ousht  to  dismiss 
^  the  writ  as  frivolous,  within  the  meaning  of 

•  the  casei*which  hold  that,  where  the  question 
is  not  of  the  validity  but  of  the  existence  of 
an  authority,  and  we  are  satisfied  that  there 
was,  and  could  have  been  no  decision  by  the 
state  court  against  any  authoritv  of  the 
United  States,  the  writ  of  error  will  be  dis- 
missed. Millingar  v.  Hartupee,  6  Wall.  258, 
18  L.  ed.  820;  New  Orleans  v.  New  Orleans 
Waterworks  Co.  142  U.  S.  79,  87,  35  L.  ed. 
943,  946,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  142;  HamhUn  v. 
Western  Land  Go.  147  U.  S.  531,  37  L.  ed. 
267,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  353.  If  the  statute 
were  nven  the  construction  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff,  it  would  be  difiicult  to  avoid  the 
conclusion  that  the  abandonment  of  the  canal 
under  the  act  of  1894,  and  its  lease  to  the 
defendant  railroad  company,  were  a  repudia- 
tion of  the  duty  of  the  state  to  maintain  it 
as  a  public  highway;  though  the  question 
would  still  remain  whether  the  plaintiff 
would  be  in  a  position  to  take  advantage  of 
such  default. 

2.  In  disposing  of  this  case  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  Ohio  held  ( 1 )  that  the 
defendant  railroad  corporation  had  the 
power  to  build  a  railroad  between  the  ter- 
mini named,  and  to  acquire  by  purchase  or 
condemnation  a  right  of  way  for  its  road, 
and  other  property  necessary  for  its  opera- 
tion; (2)  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  1828, 
donating  land  to  the  state  for  the  construc- 
tion of  canals,  and  the  act  of  the  general  as- 
sembly of  the  state  accepting  the  same,  did 
not  constitute  a  contract  for  the  perpetual 
maintenance  of  such  canals;  (8)  that  u  such 


a  contract  existed,  the  plaintiffs  in  these 
suits  were  not  parties  to  it;  (4)  that  tlie 
Lancaster  Lateral  Canal  Company  did  not 
acquire  a  fee  simple  in  the  lands,  but  a  title 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  the  canal,  and 
the  company  could  not,  when  the  use  ended, 
sell  them  to  others,  but  the  lands  reverted  to 
the  owners  of  the  freehold ;  (5)  that  by  leas- 
ing the  lands  for  the  purposes  of  a  railroad 
the  original  easement  in  the  lands  was  not 
extinguished,  but  passed  to  the  purchaser, 
who  took  it  subject  to  the  duty  of  making 
compensation  to  the  owner  of  the  freehold 
for  the  additional  burden  imposed  on  the 
land,  and  such  damages  as  might  result  to 
him  from  the  new  use. 

We  are  concerned  only  with  the  second  and 
third  of  these  conclusions,  which  turn  upon 
the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1828.  If  by  the  acceptance  of  h 
this  act  by  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  ^ 
of  Ohio,  tJie  state*became  irrevocably  bound  • 
to  keep  up  the  canals  for  all  time,  for  the 
use,  not  only  of  the  government,  but  of  every- 
one who  incidentally  profited  by  their  pres- 
ervation, it  is  impossible  to  escape  the  con- 
clusion that  their  subsequent  abandonment 
impaired  the  obligation  of  such  contract. 
But  we  think  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio  was 
clearly  right  in  its  interpretation  of  the 
statute.  The  principal  object  of  the  act  was 
a  donation  of  lands  to  aid  the  state  in  works 
of  internal  improvement,  which  were  then 
being  extensively  contemplated  in  the  newer 
states  of  the  west.  Canals,  at  that  time,  em- 
bodied the  most  advanced  theories  upon  the 
subject  of  internal  transportation.  Con- 
gress annexed  as  a  condition  to  the  grant 
that  the  canals  built  by  its  aid  should,  "when 
completed  or  used,  be  and  forever  remain 
public  highways  for  the  use  of  the  govern- 
ment." Counsel  for  the  defendant  insists 
that,  under  the  terms  of  the  proviso,  the  ob- 
ligation to  maintain  these  canals  as  public 
highways  existed  only  so  long  as  they  were 
"used''  as  such,  and  this  was  evidently  the 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio.  Coun- 
sel for  plaintiff  insists,  upon  the  other  hand, 
with  much  reason,  that  the  proviso,  that  "the 
said  canals,  when  completed  or  used,  shall 
be  and  forever  remain  public  highways," 
marks  the  beginning  of  Uie  time  when  tlia 
obligation  was  intended  to  operate;  that  is, 
if  the  canals  were  completed,  or,  without  be- 
ing completed,  were  so  far  completed  as  to 
be  capable  of  use,  and  were  used,  the  obli- 
gation to  maintain  them  in  perj^tuity  at- 
tached. Whatever  be  the  proper  interpreta- 
tion of  these  words, — and  tney  are  by  no 
means  free  from  ambiguity, — the  dominant 
idea  of  the  proviso  was  evidently  to  compel 
the  state  to  maintain  the  canals  as  puWo 
highways,  and  to  allow  the  government  free 
use  of  them  "for  anv  proper^  of  the  United 
States  or  persons  in  their  service  passins 
along  the  same.''  Whether  the  canals  should 
be  maintained  forever  as  such,  or  should  giv* 
place  to  more  modem  methods  of  transporta- 
tion, was  a  matter  of  much  less  moment  to 
the  United  States  than  to  the  state.  The 
general  government  was  only  interested  in 
securing  their  use  for  the  public  and  the  tsm 
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The  object  of  the  act 


eneonraffe  publie^improvements,  bat  not 
to  ftand  in  flie  way  of  the  adoption  of  more 
perfeet  methods  of  transportation  which 
mil^t  thereafter  be  discovered.  Had  the 
^neation  of  internal  improvements  arisen  ten 
or  fifteen  years  later,  when  railways  began 
to  be  constructed,  it  is  quite  improbable  that 
the  state  would  have  embarked  upon  this 
qratem  of  canals,  or  that  Congress  would 
have  aided  it  in  the  enterprise.  Waiving 
the  queston  whether  the  state  could  have 
abandoned  the  lands  upon  which  theee  canals 
were  built,  as  public  highways,  we  think  it 
entirely  clear  that  Congress  could  not  have 
intended  to  tie  the  state  down  to  a  particular 
method  of  usin^  them,  when  subsequent  ex- 
perience has  pointed  out  a  much  more  prac- 
ticable method,  which  has  supplanted  nearly 
all  the  canals  then  in  use.  There  was  no 
undertaking  to  keep  up  the  canals  for  all 
time,  and  we  think  the  proper  construction 
of  the  proviso  is  that  the  government  should 
be  entitled  to  the  free  use  of  the  canals  so 
long  as,  and  no  longer  than,  they  were  main- 
tained as  public  highways,  and  that  the  act 
of  1894,  leasing  these  lands  to  the  defendant 
for  an  analogous  purpose,  does  no  violence  to 
the  contract  clause  of  the  Constitution. 

Were  the  question  one  of  doubt,  we  should 
hesitate  long  before  refusing  to  defer  to  the 
many  opinions  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio, 
tiirough  several  changes  in  its  personnel, 
holding  it  to  be  within  the  power  of  the  state 
to  abandon  the  canal  for  other  public  pur- 
poses, and  that  such  abandonment  gave  no 
right  of  action  to  private  parties  incidentally 
affected  or  damnified  by  it  {Huhhard  v.  To- 
ledo, 21  Ohio  St.  379;  LitiU  Miami  Elevator 
Co.  V.  Cincinnati,  30  Ohio  St.  629;  Foa  v. 
Cincvnnati,  33  Ohio  St.  492,  affirmed  by  this 
court,  104  U.  S.  783,  26  L.  ed.  928;  Batch  v. 
Cincinnati  d  I.  R.  Co.  18  Ohio  St.  92;  Mch 
tone  V.  Toledo,  28  Ohio  St  643;  State  ea  reL 
Fanger  v.  Board  of  Publio  Worka^  42 
Ohio  St.  607;  Pennsylvania  d  0.  Canal 
Co,  V.  Portage  County  Comre,  27  Ohio 
St  14;  McComhs  v.  Stewart,  40  Ohio 
St  647;  State  v.  Snook,  53  Ohio  St  631, 
42  N.  E.  544);  but  the  state  of  Ohio 
does  not  stand  alone  in  affirming  this  princi- 
ple. People  V.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.  188;  hexing- 
ttm  d  0.  R,  Co.  V.  Applegate,  8  Dana,  289,  33 
Am.  Dec  497 ;  West  v.  Bancroft,  32  Vt  387 ; 

A  Baldeman  v.  Pennsylvania  C.  R.  Co.  50  Pa. 

$  425;  Chase  v.  Sutton  Mfg.  Co.  4  Cush.  152. 

«  *In  addition  to  this,  however,  the  plaintiff 
stands  in  no  position  to  take  advantage  of  a 
default  of  the  state  in  this  particular.  He 
was  not  a  party  to  the  contract  between  the 
state  and  the  Federal  government;  his  rights 
were  entirely  subsidiary  to  those  of  the  gov- 
ernment ;  and  if  the  latter  chose  to  acquiesce 
In  the  abandonment  of  the  canals,  as  it  seems 
to  have  done,  he  has  no  rieht  to  complain. 
He  can  only  sustain  this  bill  upon  the  theory 
tiiat  his  rights  are  equal  to  those  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  that  he  can  call,  upon  the  state 
to  maintain  the  canal  for  his  benefit 

The  case  of  Orinnell  r.  Chicago,  R.  1.  d  P, 
R.  Co.  103  U.  S.  739,  26  L.  ed.  456,  is  pertl- 


n«nt  in  this  oo]lnectio^.  That  was  an  action 
in  ejeotmant  brought  by  a  railroad  company 
to  recover  certain  parcels  of  its  land  gran^ 
npon  which  the  defendants  had  settled  aaa 
asserted  rights  under  the  homestead  andpre- 
emjption  laws  of  the  United  States.  Their 
defense  was  that  the  company  had  no  title, 
because  it  had  lost  whatever  right  it  had  to 
the  lands  by  a  change  in  the  location  of  the 
road,  and  because  locating  the  road  as  it  was 
completed  did  not  bring  these  lands  within 
the  limits  of  the  land  ffrant  act  The  court 
held  that,  the  lands  being  within  the  limite 
of  the  first  location,  the  construction  of  (lie 
road  on  the  new  line  did  not  annul  or  de- 
feat, without  further  action  on  the  part  of 
the  United  SUtes,  the  title  thus  vested;  that 
Congress  had  consented  to  the  change  with- 
out any  declaration  affecting  the  title  al- 
ready vested  in  the  company  by  the  first  loca- 
tion, and  that  defendants  were  bound  there- 
by. In  delivering  the  opinion  of  jthe  court 
Mr.  Justice  Miller  observed:  "Another  point 
equally  fatal  to  the  plaintiffs  in  error  is  that 
the  assertion  of  a  right  by  the  United  States 
to  the  lands  in  controversy  was  wholly  a  mat- 
ter between  the  government  and  'Uie  railroad 
company,  or  its  grantors.  The  legal  title 
remains  where  it  was  placed  before  the  act 
of  1864.  If  the  government  desires  to  be  re- 
invested with  it,  it  must  be  done  by  some  jn- 
dicial  proceeding,  or  by  some  act  of  the  gov- 
ernment asserting  its  right  It  does  not  lie 
in  the  mouth  of  everyone  who  chooses  to  set- 
tle on  theee  lands  to  set  np  a  title  which  the 
government  itself  can  only  assert  by  some  di-  o 
rect  proceeding.  These  plaintiffs  had  no9 
right  to  8tir*ap  a  litigation  which  the  par-  * 
ties  interested  did  not  desire  to  be  started. 
It  might  be  otherwise  if  the  legal  title  waa 
in  the  government  Then  the  land  would  be 
subject  to  homestead  or  pre-emption  rights.** 
A  similar  case  is  that  of  Van  Wyok  v.  JTne- 
vaU,  106  U.  S.  360,  27  L.  ed.  201,  1  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  336.  In  that  case  the  railroad  com- 
pany had  filed  a  map  of  definite  location,  and 
the  Land  Department  had  withdrawn  tat 
od«!-nunri)ered  sections  appropriate  thereto; 
but  in  oonstructing  the  road  tl^e  company  de- 
parted from  the  line  indicated.,  The  lands  in 
dispute  were  within  10  miles  of  the  road  as 
built  and  of  the  line  delineated  on  the  map. 
They  wereenteredbyVanWyck,  who  received 
a  patent  for  them,  and  Knevals,  who  had  ac- 
quired his  rights  from  the  railroad  company, 
filed  a  bill  against  Van  Wyck  seeking  to 
charge  him  as  trustee  for  the  lands,  and  the 
court  decreed  a  conveyance  accordingly.  The 
defendant  attacked  the  right  of  the  company 
to  the  grant,  alleginff  that  it  never  completed 
the  construction  of  uie  entire  road  for  which 
the  grant  was  made ;  that  after  filing  its  man 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  tnterior  it  chansea 
the  route  of  the  road  for  a  part  of  the  dis- 
tance. The  court  held,  however,  that  the 
company  had  constructed  a  portion  of  the 
proposed  road,  and  that  portion  was  accepted 
as  completed  in  the  manner  required  by  the 
act  of  Conffress ;  that  if  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
poeed  road  had  not  been  completed  anv  for- 
xeitare  consequent  thereon  oould  only  be  as- 
serted hf  the  United  States  through  Judieisl 
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prooeediiyt  or  through  the  action  of  Con- 
fress.  **A  third  parly  oannot  take  upon  him« 
Mf  to  enforce  oonditiona  attached  to  the 
grant  when  the  goyemment  does  not  com- 
plain of  their  breach.  The  holder  of  an  in- 
Talid  title  does  not  itrengthen  hie  position 
by  showing  how  badly  the  government  has 
been  treated  with  respect  to  the  property." 

The  only  contract  in  this  case  was  between 

the  state  of  Ohio  and    the   United    States. 

Plaintiff  was   neither   party   nor   privy  to 

such  contract    It  was  within  the  power  of 

the  government  to  prosecute  the  state  for  a 

breach  of  it»  or  to  condone  such  breadi,  if 

it  saw  fit    As  it  adopted  the  latter  course, 

H  and  has  deemed  it  proper  to  acquiesce  in  the 

JJ  abandonment  of  the  canals  and  in  the  state 

•  turning  them  over  to  the  raiIroad*oompany, 

it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  plaintm 

to  oomplain.    This  disposes  of  every  question 

ealled  to  our  attention  in  the  briefs  of  eoun- 

sel. 

Thn  plaintiff  is  amply  protected  by  the  de- 
eree  of  the  supreme  court  enjoining  the  rail- 
road company  from  entering  upon  his  lands 
until  payment  has  been  made,  after  proper 
proceedings,  for  the  increased  burden  caused 
oy  the  use  of  the  lands  for  the  railroad.  If 
any  taking  of  the  lands  consequent  upon  the 
remanding  of  the  cause  for  the  purpose 
stated  should  susgest  ulterior  questions, 
they  do  not  arise  there,  and  would  not  be  con- 
eluded  bv  an  affirmance  of  the  decree  now  be- 
fore us  for  review. 

Ths  deoree  oppeated  /rom  %%  therefore  of- 
finned* 


176  U.  8.  481 

MICHAEL  VOUOHT,  Plff.  M  Srr., 

V. 

OOLUMBUS,     HOCKINQ     VALLEY. 
ATHENS  RAILROAD  COHPANV^ 


[No.  92.] 

Bubmitted    December    IS,    1899. 
February  t6,  1900. 


Decided 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
SUte  of  Ohio. 

See  same  case  below,  68  Ohio  St  123,  60 
K.  K  442. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
This  case  was  argued  and  decided  by  the 
■ame  oounsel  and  at  the  same  time  as  the 
preceding  ease. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  was  also  a  petition  by  a  landowner 
for  damages  which  he  avers  will  be  caused 
by  the  almndonment  of  the  canal.  The  case 
took  the  same  course  as  the  ease  of  Walsh, 
and  the  same  judgment  was  rendered.  So 
far  as  the  constitutional  question  is  con- 
cerned, the  cases  are  precisely  alike,  and  the 
fudgment  if  accordingly  afflimed. 


(176  U.  8.  481) 
ROBERT  WRIGHT,  Plff.  irn  Err^ 

V, 

COLUMBUS,     HOCKING     VALLEY,     M 
ATHENS  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


The  Federal  question  set  np  In  the 
of  errors  in  this  case  being  precisely  the  sane 
as  In  the  cases  preceding,  the  decision  Is  the 
same  as  In  those  cases. 

[No.  91.] 

Submitted    December    IS,    1899.    Decided 
February  t6,  1900. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Ohio  to  review  a  judgment  af* 
firming  a  decision  of  the  lower  court  sustain- 
ing a  demurrer  and  dismissing  the  plain- 
tiff's petition.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  6%  Ohio  St  123,  60 
N.  E.  442. 

ei 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t  9 

•This  was  also  a  petition  in  the  same  court  * 
to  enjoin  the  railroad  company  from  enter- 
ing upon  or  taking  possession  of  the  canal 
property  and  constructing  a  railroad  there- 
on, but  in  certain  particulars  differs  from 
the  case  already  considered. 

Plaintiff  averred  that  he  is  the  owner  in 
fee  simple  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  the 
county  of  Hocking,  through  and  along  which 
said  canal  passes;  that  he  is  also  the  owner 
of  a  mill  located  on  said  land  on  the  south 
side  of  the  canal,  which  is  now  and  has  been 
for  many  years  past  operated  by  water  power 
supplied  by  the  canal;  that  such  miu  was 
originally  constructed  before  the  location  and 
construction  of  the  Hocking  canal,  and  waa 
run  and  operated  by  water  power  from  the 
Hocking  river  until  the  canal  was  construct- 
ed, when  it  became  necessary  to  appropriate 
the  Hocking  river  and  the  water  power  which 
had  been  used  to  supply  his  mill  for  the 
purposes  of  the  canal ;  that  at  that  time  the 
;»ind  and  the  mill  were  owned  by  one  Worth- 
ington,  who  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
state,  by  which  the  latter  agreed  to  enlarge 
and  forever  maintain  the  dam  across  the 
Hocking  river  above  the  grist  mill,  in  order 
to  afford  an  ample  supply  of  water,  in  con- 
sideration of  his  granting  to  the  state  the 
right  to  construct  the  canal  through  his 
lands;  that  the  canal  was  constructMl  and 
the  dam  built  in  pursuance  of  such  contract, 
and  that  all  the  water  power  necessary  to 
operate  the  mill  has  been  supplied  from  the 
said  canal  and  the  Hocking  river  up  to  the 
present  time;  that  the  plaintiff  is  tne  pres- 
ent owner  of  the  land  by  deeds  from  Worth- 
ington,  and  that  the  grist  mill  has  been  sup- 
plied by  such  power  from  the  Hocking  river 
and  the  canal  from  the  date  of  the  construe 
tion  of  the  canal,  a  period  of  fifty-seves 
years;  that,  relying  upon  such  contract,  he 
has  made  improvements  and  repairs  upon 
said  mill,  put  the  same  in  excellent  condition, 
and  is  doing  a  large  and  profitable  business ; 
that  if  the  defendant  is  permitted  to  enter 
upon  the  canal  and  construct  its  railroad  the 
water  power  will  be  cut  off  and  destroyed* 
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and  the  propertr  rendered  of  little  Hlijo; 
M  that  he  is  also  the  owner  of  other  lands  on 
$  both  sides  of  the  canal  for  a  long  distance, 
•  to  the  amount*of  1^000  acres,  and  that  the 
construction  of  the  railroad  Will  place  in- 
creased burdens  upon  his  lands,  and  cut  ofP 
and  destroy  his    access    to    parts  of  them 
through  the  highways,  and  that  he  will  be 
deprived  of  watering  priyileges  for  his  stock. 
A  general  demurrer  was  filed  to  this  pe- 
tition, which  was  sustained  by  the  court  and 
the   petition   dismissed.     Plaintiff  appealed 
to  the  eircuit  court,  which  also  sustained 
the  demurrer   and   dismissed    the  petition. 
Whereupon  plaintiff  appealed  the  case  to  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state,  which  affirmed 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  whereupon 
plaintiff  sued  out  writ  of  error  from  this 
court. 

Messrs.  J.  B.  Foraker,  T,  E.  Powell,  and 
D.  J.  Ryan  for  plaintiff  In  error, 

Messrs.  C.  H.  GrosTonov,  D.  L.  Sleeper, 
and  John  J»  Stoddart  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  deliyered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Plaintiff  insisted  before  the  supreme  court 
that  he  made  the  improvements  on  his  mill 
with  reference  to  the  contract  between  the 
state  and  the  Federal  government,  but  the 
supreme  court  was  of  opinion  that  he  had 
no  legal  right  to  make  mvestments  on  the 
faith  of  a  contract  between  others,  and  to 
which  he  was  not  a  party  or  privy,  and  in- 
sist for  that  reason  the  contract  should  be 
observed  by  either  of  the  parties;  that,  so 
far  as  related  to  the  contract  between  Worth- 
ington  and  the  state,  his  remedy  would  be 
in  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract,  and 
not  an  injunction  against  the  company  en- 
tering upon  the  lands  purchased  from  the 
state  in  which  he  had  no  interest.  The  de- 
cree against  him  was  therefore  affirmed. 

The  Federal  question  set  up  in  the  assign- 
ment of  errors  was  precisely  the  same  as  in 
the  other  cases,  and  the  issues  which  arise 
from  such  assignments  are  the  only  ones 
called  to  our  attention  by  counsel.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court  is  therefore  af- 
firmed. 


'—er.  s.  821) 

FLORIDA  CENTRAL  &  PENINSULAR 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

WILLIAM  J.  BELL,  John  W.  Bell,  et  dL 

Appeal — Federal  question-conflict  "between 
patent  for  lands  and  claim  under  act  of 
Congress — jurisdiction  of  circuit  court — 
on  question  of  mesne  profits — jurisdiction 
an  ground  of  citizenship— joinder  of  plain- 
tiffs from  different  states, 

t.  Judgment  of  the  circalt  coart  of  appeals 
cannot  be  beld  ftnal  on  the  groond  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  conrt  was  depend- 
ent entirely  upon  diverse  cltlsensblp,  where 
the  plaintiff's  declaration  claimed  that  the 
controversy  turned  on  a  constraetlon  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  both  courts 
Mow  dealt  with  the  case  on  that  sssamptlon. 


2.    A   plaintiff  whose  statement   of  his  own 
clafm  d9eB  not  disclosf  a  Federal   question ' 
cannot  create  Ju^lsdleflen  In  a  clrcnlt  court* 
'  by  anticipating  the  defendant's  claim  and  by 
alleging  that  tha  defendant  will  set  op  a  do* 
fense  under  aome  law  of  the  United  States. 

8.  Jurisdiction  of  a  claim  to  recover  mesne 
profits  aocrning.  between  a  preemption  entry 
and  the  issuance  of  a  patent  cannot  be  taken 
by  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  which 
does  not  hsTe  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
question  of  title  to  the  land  In  dispute,  or  of 
the  right  of  possession  thereof. 

4.  Plaintiffs  who  elect  to  assert  a  joint  claim 
and  title  with  other  persons,  and  recorer  a 
joint  judgment  for  their  undlTlded  interests, 
cannot,  when  there  Is  no  Federal  qnestloii  In- 
▼olTed,  support  jurisdiction  of  a  circalt  court 
of  the  United  Sutes  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  not  cltlsens  of  the  same  state  as  the  de- 
fendant, when  such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  sus- 
tained on  that  ground  with  respect  to  their 
coplaintlffa 

[No.  95.] 

Argued  and  Submitted  December  22, 1899. 
Decided  February  26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  United  SUtes  areuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit  to 
review  a  judgment  affirming  a  decision  of  the 
Circuit  Court  in  favor  of  Uie  plaintiff  in  an 
action  of  ejectment.  Reversed,  with  di* 
rections  to  dismiss  the  action  for  want  of 
jurisdiction. 

See  same  case  below,  50  U.  8.  App.  180, 
87  Fed.  Rep.  369,  31  C.  C.  A.  9. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shlraas 
In  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  southern  district  of  Florida,  William  J. 
Bell,  John  W.  Bell,  Frank  A.  Bell,  citizens 
of  the  state  of  Texas;  E.  A.  Bell,  Matilda  P. 
Feihe,  all  heirs  of  and  children  of  Louis  Bell, 
deceased,  late  of  Hillsborough  county,  state 
of  Florida;  and  Georffo  A.  Bell  and  Simon 
Bell,  heirs  of  and  n-andchildren  of  said  Louis 
Bell ;  and  Anton  Feihe,  husband  of  said  Ma* 
tilda  P.  Feihe, — ^brou^ht  an  aetion  of  eject- 
ment aeainst  tiia  Florida  Central  &  Peninsu- 
lar Railroad  Company,  a  corporation  of  tha 
state  of  Florida,  seekii^  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  about  7  acres  of  land  in  Hillsborough 
county,  Florida,  alleged  to  be  of  the  value  of 
$30,000,  and  damages  in  the  sum  or  $10,000. 
The  declaration  alleged  that  the  land  in  eon- 
troversy  was  occupied  by  defendant  as  its 
roadbed  and  right  of  way,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs claimed  title  to  said  land  under  and  byg 
virtue  of  a  patent  granted  by  tha  United  3 
Statet^to  said  Louis  Bell  and  his  heirs  upon  • 
a  pre-emption  claim  filed  in  the  local  land 
office  of  the  United  States  in  1883,  and  upon 
appeal  to  the  Qeneral  Land  Office,  and  upon 
and  from  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  said 
United  States,  when  by  the  order  of  the  said 
Secretary  the  said  patent  was  granted.  Tha 
declaration  further  alleged  that,  in  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Land  Department,  the  defend- 
ant claimed  and  contended  that  tiie  plaintiffs 
were  not,  under  any  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  entitled  to  hays  a  patont  to  ndd  lanA 
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frmnted  to  said  Loolt  Bdl  and  bis  hein,  and 
tiiat  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  com* 
meneement  ol  thU  suit,  claimed  and  inaUted 
tliat  the  plaintiffs  derired  no  title  to  said 
land  under  and  b^  virtne  of  the  said  patent, 
and  at  the  same  time  claimed  that  unaer  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  espeeiallj  un- 
der and  by  Tirtue  of  the  1st  section  of  an  act 
of  Congress  entitled  ''An  Act  Granting  Public 
Lands  in  Alternate  Sections  to  the  States  of 
Florida  and  Alabama  to  Aid  in  the  Construc- 
tion of  Certain  Railroads  in  Said  States," 
approyed  Maj  17,  1866,  it  was  entitled  and 
had  the  right  to  locate  the  route  of  its  rail- 
road and  eonstruct  the  same  through  the 
said  lands,  and  to  be  in  possession  Uiereof , 
on  the  ground,  among  other  grounds,  that 
the  said  land  was  a  part  of  that  tract  of 
land  which  constituted  at  one  time  a  military 
reservation,  known  as  the  Fort  Brook  Mili- 
tary Reservation  at  Tampa,  state  of  Florida. 
And  the  plaintiffs  further  alleged  in  their 
declaration  that  after  the  passage  of  an  act 
of  Codigress  entitled  "An  Act  to  Provide  for 
the  Disposal  of  Abandoned  and  Useless  Mili- 
tary Reservations,"  approved  July  6,  1885, 
they  contended  for  and  claimed  title  and  a 
patent  to  said  parcel  of  land,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  Ist  proviso  of  the  2d  section  of 
the  last-mentioned  act  of  Congress,  both  in 
the  office  of  the  said  General  Land  Office  and 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior;  and  that 
the  defendant  appeared  in  both  of  the  said 
offices,  by  its  counsel,  and  there  claimed  and 
contended,  and  at  the  commencement  of  this 
^  suit  claimed  and  contended,  that  plaintiffs 
g  were  not  entitled  to  a  patent  or  title  to  said 
?  parcel  of  land  under  ihe^said  proviso  of  said 
act  of  Congress,  and,  at  the  times  aforesaid, 
claimed  and  insisted  that  it  was  entitled  to 
locate  the  route  of  its  railroad  through  said 
parcel  of  land,  and  to  be  in  possession  there- 
of, under  and  by  virtue  of  the  3d  proviso  of 
the  aforesaid  act  of  Congress  approved  May 
17.  1856. 

This  declaration  was  filed  on  December  29, 
1896,  and  on  January  4,  1897,  the  defendant 
appeared  and  filed  a  plea  of  not  guilty. 

On  February  4,  1897,  the  defendant,  after 
notice  to  the  plaintiffs,  asked  leave  to  file 
further  and  special  pleas  denying  that  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  denying 
that  the  defendant  claimed  title  under  the 
act  of  May  17,  1866,  or  under  any  other  act 
of  Congress  or  law  of  the  United  States,  and 
alleging  the  pendency  of  a  prior  suit  in  equity 
between  the  same  parties  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States,  and  also  the  pendency 
in  the  circuit  court  of  the  sixth  judicial  cir- 
cuit of  the  state  of  Florida,  of  a  petition  and 
proceeding  by  the  defendant  to  condemn  the 
land  in  dispute  under  its  right  of  eminent 
domairf  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Flori- 
da. 

Thereafter,  on  February  18,  1897,  the 
eourt  made  the  following  order : 

''This  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  upon 
the  motion  of  the  defendant  for  leave  to  file 
additional  pleas,  and  upon  the  motion  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  transfer  the  cause  to  Tampa  for 
trial,  and  it  having  been  fully  heard  and  con- 
ildered,  and  it  appearing  that  none  of  said 


pleas  oonstitate  a  good  defense  to  said  a«tlon 
that  oould  not  aa  well  be  shown  under  the 
general  plea  of  not  ffuilty,  it  is  ordered  that 
said  motion  to  file  additional  pleaa  be  denied, 
and  that  the  order  to  transfer  the  cause  for 
trial  be  granted,  and  that  this  order  be  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  motion  for  a  stay  of  an 
enforcement  possession  under  any  Judgment 
which  may  be  recovered  on  account  ol  con- 
demnation proceedii^." 

On  February  10,  1897,  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  continuance,  which  motion  was 
on  Februarv  18  denied. 

On  March  6,  1897,  the  defendant  movedJJ 
the  court  to  ''dismiss  the  cause,  for  the  rea-« 
son  that  there  is  nothing  on  the  face^of  the* 
declaration  to  show  that  this  court  has  Juris- 
diction   to   hear   and    determine    the   said 
cause." 

On  March  11,  1897,  after  a  consideration 
of  this  motion  to  dismiss,  it  was  ordered  in 
open  court  that  said  motion  be  dismissed. 
On  the  same  day  an  agreement,  signed  by 
the  attorneys  of  the  respective  parties,  to 
waive  a  jury  and  that  the  cause  might  be 
tried  by  the  court,  was  filed. 

The  cause  was  so  proceeded  in  that  on 
March  23,  1897,  the  court  found  that  the 

Slain  tiffs  were  entitled  to  possession  and 
ave  a  fee-simple  title  in  and  to  the  land  in 
dispute,  and  assessed  their  damages  in  loss 
of  rent  and  profit  in  the  sum  of  $1,955,  and 
entered  a  judgment  as  follows: 

"It  is  considered  by  the  court  that  the 
plaintiffs  herein,  William  J.  Bell,  John  W. 
Bell,  Frank  A.  Bell,  Eliza  A.  Bell,  and  Ma^ 
tilda  P.  Feihe,  and  George  A.  Bell,  and  Si* 
mon  Bell,  do  receive  and  recover  from  the 
defendant,  the  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular 
Railroad  Company,  the  sum  of  $1,965,  as 
well  as  for  costs  in  this  behalf:  and  it  is 
further  considered  that  said  plaintiffs  have 
a  fee-simple  title  in  and  to  the  lands  and 
premises  described  as  follows,  to  wit,"  etc. 

On  April  10,  1897,  the  defendant  moved 
the  court  for  a  writ  of  error  and  a  citation 
to  review  the  judgment  in  said  cause,  return- 
able to  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals, and  for  a  supersedeas  of  the  said  judg- 
ment upon  filing  a  bond.  On  the  same  day 
the  writ  of  error  was  allowed,  and  it  was 
ordercHl  that,  on  the  defendant  filing  a  bond 
with  sufficient  sureties  in  the  sum  of  $3,500, 
to  be  approved  by  the  court  or  by  the  clerk 
thereof,  the  said  writ  should  operate  as  a 
supersedeas  of  the  judgment  in  said  cause. 
A  bond  was  approved  and  filed  accordingly. 

On  May  24,  1898,  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court.  69  U.  S.  App.  189,  87  Fed.  Rep.  869, 
31  C.  C.  A.  9. 

And  thereupon,  on  June  2,  1898,  a  writ 
of  error  from  this  court  was  allowed. 

MesarB,  J.  C.  Cooper,  J.  A.  A^cfuferson, 
and  William  Wirt  Howe  for  plaintiff  in  er^ 
ror. 

Mr,  H.  Biaboo  submitted  the  case  for  do*  ^ 
f  endant  in  error.  8 

*Mr.  Justice  Shlraa  delivered  the  opinion* 
of  the  court: 
Our  first  inquiry  ia  whether  thia  eourt  haa 
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Jvriidietioii  to  reriew  tk«  Judgment  of  tlio 
circuit  court  of  appeals.  The  writ  of  error 
in  this  caae  was  brought  under  8  6  of  the  Hi« 
diciary  act  of  March  3,  1891.  If  the  juog- 
nent  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  waa 
final,  under  that  section,  this  writ  of  error 
must  be  dismissed.  In  order  to  maintain 
our  jurisdiction  it  must  appear  that  the  ju- 
^risdiction  of  the  circuit  court  was  not  de- 
'pendent  solely  upon  the  opposite  parties  be- 
ing citizens  of  different  states.  Colorado 
Cent.  CoMol,  Min,  Co.  t.  Turck,  150  U.  S. 
138,  37  L.  ed.  1030,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  35; 
FresM  Pub,  Co.  t.  Monroe,  184  U.  8.  105,  41 
L.  ed.  367,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  40. 

This  question  must  be  answered  upon  an 
inspection  of  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  circuit  court.  Does  it  disclose  that 
the  plaintiffs  invoked  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
court  because  the  parties  were  citizens  of 
different  states,  or  because  the  case  was  al- 
leged to  be  one  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States? 
The  action  was  in  ejectment  to  recover  pos* 
session  of  a  tract  of  land  in  Hillsborough 
county,  state  of  Florida.  The  plaintiffs  were 
eight  in  number,  three  of  whom  were  alleged 
to  be  citizens  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and  there 
was  no  allegation  as  to  the  citizenship  of 
the  other  five.  The  defendant,  the  Florida 
Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Company, 
was  alleged  to  be  a  corporation  omnized 
and  existing  under  the  laws  of  Florida. 
Hence,  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  would  have 
failed,  at  least  as  to  five  of  the  plaintiffs,  if 
that  jurisdiction  depended  solely  on  the  cit- 
aenship  of  the  parties.  The  declaration, 
however,  MegeB  that  the  plaintiffs  claim 
o  title  to  the  land  in  dispute  by  rirtue  of  a  patp 
eS  ent  granted  to  their  ancestor  by  the  govem- 
•  ment  of  the*United  States ;  that  the  defend- 
ant claimed  title  under  the  1st  section  of  an 
act  of  Congress  entitled  "An  Act  Granting 
Public  Lands  in  Alternate  Sections  to  the 
States  of  Florida  and  Alabama,  to  Aid  in 
tiie  Construction  of  Certain  Railroads  in 
said  States/'  approved  May  17,  1850;  and, 
further,  that  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany claimed  and  insisted  that  it  was  enti- 
tled to  locate  and  maintain  the  route  of  its 
road  through  the  land  in  question  under  said 
act  of  Congress. 

Accordingly,  it  appears  that  the  theory  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  bringing  their  suit  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  was  that 
the  controversy  was  between  a  patentee  of 
the  United  States  and  a  railroad  company 
claiming  a  right  to  occupy  the  land  embraced 
in  the  patent  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  Congress, 
and  was  therefore  a  case  arising  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  This  was  the 
Tiew  of  the  judge  who  tried  the  case  in  the 
circuit  court,  as  he  refused  to  grant  the  de- 
fendant's motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction, and  this  view  was  also  taken  by 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  as  appears  in 
the  following  passage  of  ito  opinion: 

'There  is  no  effort  in  this  case  to  found 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  on  the  diverse 
•Itiaenship  of  the  parties.    There  is  nothing  | 
in  the  record  to  indicate  that  the  judge  of 
20  S.  C— 26 


tha  dreuit  court  entertainedjnrisdietioa  of 
the  case  on  that  ground.  The  dedaratioa 
shows  that  in  the  pre-emption  claim  by  tha 
ancestor  of  the  defendante  in  error  to  tha 
land  involved  the  claim  was  stoutly  resisted 
by  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  the  different  stagea 
of  the  prosecution  thereof  and  before  tne 
different  officers  of  the  Land  Department  It 
shows  that  under  a  named  act  of  Congress 
(act  of  May  17, 1856,  11  SUt.  at  L.  15,  ^p. 
31)  the  defendant  claimed  the  right  to  oc- 
cupy the  land  in  question  in  the  manner  in 
which  it  was  occupying  it,  without  account- 
ability to  the  defendante  in  error.  .  .  . 
So  that,  independently  of  the  claim  for  mesne 
profite  for  the  time  transpiring  between 
the  pre-emption  entry  and  the  issuance  of 
the  patent,  it  is  clear  that  the  issues  made 
by  the  declaration  presented  a  case  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court."  ^ 

As,  then,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  circuit  court  g 
claimed  in  their  declaration  that  the«con-? 
troversy  was  one  that  turned  on  a  construc- 
tion of  the  laws  of  the  United  Stetes,  and 
as  both  the  courte  below  dealt  with  the  case 
on  that  assumption,  it  is  plain  that  it  can- 
not be  successfully  contended  in  this  court 
that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals was  fioal  because  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  circuit  court  was  dependent  entirely 
upon  the  opposite  parties  being  citizens  of 
different  states. 

Nor  do  we  find  merit  in  a  second  ground 
urged  to  maintein  the  motion  to  dismiss; 
namely,  that  the  action  was  in  ejectment; 
that  the  defendant  admitted  of  record  that 
it  had  no  title;  and  that  therefore  the  only 
question  it  could  raise  was  one  of  jurisdic- 
tion. An  inspection  of  the  defendant's  an- 
swer shows  that,  while  it  did  disclaim  title 
under  the  act  of  Congress,  it  clhimed  a  right 
of  possession  on  other  grounds,  with  respect 
to  which  it  had  a  right  to  be  heard,  if  inaeed 
the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction. 

We  come  to  the  case,  then,  as  one  in  which 
we  have  a  right  to  supenrise  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals.  And  the  first 
question,  and  indeed,  as  we  read  the  record, 
the  only  one  we  have  to  meet,  is  whether  the 
circuit  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  case. 
Not  baring,  as  we  have  seen,  jurisdiction  be- 
cause of  a  controversy  between  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent sUtes,  did  it  have  jurisdiction  beintuse 
the  case  was  one  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  Stetes?  This  Ques- 
tion was  answered  affirmatively  in  both 
courte  below,  and  this  because,  as  it  seemed 
to  them,  the  plaintiff's  declaration  disclMcd 
such  a  case. 

It  must  be  regarded  as  conclusively  esteb- 
lished  by  our  decisions  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  circuit  court  must  appear  in  the  plain- 
tiff's stetement  ot  their  case. 

"Where,  however,  the  original  jurisdiction 
of  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  Stetes  is  in- 
voked upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  deter- 
mination of  the  suit  depends  upon  some  ques- 
tion of  a  Federal  nature,  it  must  appear,  at 
the  outset,  from  the  declaration  or  the  bill 
of  the  party  suing,  that  the  suit  is  of  that 
character;  in  other  words,  it  must  appear  in 
that  dasa  of  cases  that  the  suit  waa  ona  ci 
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which  the  circuit  court,  at  the  time  Ite  ftX" 

rlBdiction   it   invoked,  could   properly  take 

a  cognizance.    If  it  does  not  so  appear,  then 

N  the  court,  upon  demurrer  or  motion,  or  upon 

*  its  own  inspection  of  the  pleading,  must  dis- 
miss the  suit,  just  as  it  would  remand  to 
the  state  court  a  suit  which  the  record,  at 
the  time  of  removal,  failed  to  show  was  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court.  It 
cannot  retain  it  in  order  to  see  whether  the 
defendant  maj  not  raise  some  question  of 
a  Federal  nature  upon  which  the  right  of  re- 
covery will  finally  depend;  and,  if  so  re- 
tained, the  want  of  jurisdiction  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  is  not  cured  by  an  an- 
swer or  plea  which  may  suggest  a  question 
of  that  kind."  Metoalf  v.  Watertoton,  128 
U.  S.  588,  32  L.  ed.  643,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  173; 
Colorado  Cent.  Consol.  Min,  Co.  v.  Turck, 
150  U.  8.  138,  37  L.  ed.  1030,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  35 ;  Oregon  Short  Line  d  U.  N,  R.  Co, 
T.  Skottotoe,  1G2  U.  S.  490,  40  L.  ed.  1048,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  869;  Hanford  v.  Daviea,  163 
U.  S.  273,  41  L.  ed.  167,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1051;  Press  Pub.  Co,  v.  Monroe,  164  U.  8. 
105,  41  L.  ed.  367,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  40. 

We  do  not,  however,  understand  that 
these  cases  are  questioned  by  the  defend- 
ants in  error,  but  their  contention  is  that 
in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  it  did  sufficient- 
ly appear  that  a  Federal  question  was  nec- 
essarily involved,  upon  the  solution  of  which 
the  determination  of  the  case  depended. 

The  paragraph  of  the  declaration  which 
sets  forth  the  plaintiffs'  claim  is  as  follows: 

"The  plaintiffs  allege  that  they  claim  title 
to  the  said  land  under  and  by  virtue  of  a 
patent  granted  by  the  government  of  the 
united  States  of  America  to  the  said  Louis 
Bell  and  his  heirs,  upon  a  pre-emption  claim 
for  said  land  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  originally  commenced  and  filed  in  the 
local  land  office  of  the  United  States  of 
America  at  Gainesville,  Florida,  in  1883.  and 
prosecuted  by  the  heirs  of  the  said  Louis  Bell 
and  his  heirs,  the  plaintiffs,  in  said  land  of- 
fice; and  upon  appeal  in  the  General  Land 
Office  of  the  government,  and  upon  and  from 
an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  said  General  Land  Office  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  United 
States,  the  said  heirs  prosecuted  the  pre-emp- 
tion claim,  until  by  the  order  and  decision  of 
the  said  Secretary  the  said  patent  was 
granted." 

In  view  of  the  frequent  and  recent  decis- 
ions of  this  court  on  this  subject,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  argue  the  proposition  that  the 
^mere  assertion  of  a  title  to  land  derived  to 
gthe  plaintiffs  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  patent 

•  granted  by  the  United  States,^  presents  no 
question  which,  of  itself,  confers  jurisdiction 
on  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States. 
Blaokhum  v.  Portland  Cold  Min,  Co.  175  U. 
S.  571,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  22%  44  L.  ed.  — . 

But  it  seems  fo  Be  CITought  that,  bj  alleg- 
ing that  the  defendant  claimed  and  eontendM 
in  the  Land  Department  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  entitled  under  any  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  to  have  a  patent  ffranted 
to  them,  and  that  the  defendant  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  this  tiiit  claimed  and 


ihsUteA  that  the  plaintiffs  derived  no  tf tlo 
to'  the.  said  land  under  and  br  virtuo  of  the 
said  patent,  and  at  said  time  claimed  that  un- 
der tne  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  esn^ 
dally  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  1st  section 
of  an  act  of  Congress  entitled  "An  Act  Grants 
ing  Public  Lands  in  Alternate  Sections  to 
the  States  of  Florida  and  Alabama,  to  Aid  in 
the  Construction  of  Railroads  in  said  States,**  ^ 
approved  May  17,  1866,  it  was  entitled  and  * 
had  the  right  to  locate  the  route  of  its  rail- 
road  and  construct  the  same  through  the 
said  lands,  and  to  be  in  possession  thereof,  on 
the  ground,  among  other  grounds,  that  the 
said  J  8  was  a  part  of  that  tract  of  land 
which  constituted  at  one  time  a  military  res- 
ervation known  as  the  Fort  Brooke  Military 
Reservation,  at  Tampa,  state  of  Florida,— 
there  was  presented  a  question  needing  for 
its  solution  a  construction  of  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

It  is  obvious  that  all  that  is  added  by  theso 
allegations  to  the  plaintiffs'  statement  of 
their  own  claim  is  a  statement  of  what  the 
defendant  claimed  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  this  suit  in  respect 
to  its  own  title.  The  plaintiffs  wero 
not  pretending  to  have  title  under  the 
act  of  May  17,  1856,  however  it  might  be 
construed.  That  act  was,  under  the  alle- 
gations  of  the  declaration,  the  source  of 
the  defendant's  title,  but  it  could  not  af- 
fect the  plaintiffs'  title  unless  it  were 
pleaded  and  set  up  by  the  defendant  It  has 
been  several  times  held  by  this  court  that  the 
plaintiff,  if  the  statement  of  his  own  claim 
does  not  disclose  a  Federal  question,  cannot 
create  lurisdiction  in  a  circuit  court  by  an* 
ticipating  the  defendant's  claim,  and  by  al* 
leging  that  the  defendant  wilt  set  up  a  do-  o 
fense  under  some  law  of  the  United  States.  J{ 
•Thus,  in  Tennessee  v.  Union  d  P.  Bank,^ 
152  U.  8.  454,  38  L.  ed.  511, 14  Sup.  Ct  B^ 
654,  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  after  citing  Metealf 
V.  Wateriovm,  128  U.  8.  586,  32  L.  ed.  548, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  173,  and  other  cases,  said: 

"In  each  of  the  three  cases  now  before  this 
court,  the  only  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs 
is  under  the  law  of  Tennessee,  and  they  as- 
sert no  right  whatever  under  the  Constitn- 
tion  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  In  the 
first  and  second  bills  the  only  reference  to 
the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States 
is  the  suggestion  that  the  defendants  will 
contend  that  the  law  of  the  state  under  whidb 
the  plaintiffs  claim  is  void  because  in  contra- 
vention of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States ;  and  by  the  settled  law  of  tills  court, 
as  appears  from  the  decisions  above  cited,  a 
suggestion  of  one  party  that  the  other  will 
or  may  set  up  a  claim  under  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  the  United  States  does  not  make 
the  suit  one  arising  under  that  Constitution 
or  those  laws."  OhappeU  v.  Watenoorth^ 
155  U.  S.  102,  39  L.  ed.  85,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
84 ;  East  Lake  Land  Co,  v.  Broum,  155  U.  S. 
488,  39  L.  ed.  283,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  357; 
Oregon  Short  Line  d  U,  if.  R.  Co,  T.  Skot^ 
fotoe,  162  U.  8.  490,  40  L.  ed.  1048,  16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  869. 

And  even  if  it  oould  bo  held  that,  by  an- 
ticipating a  inpposed  defense,  a  Fedml  qnta- 
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timi  mfigllt  be  made  to  mppeftr  to  be  inTolved 
in  the  coBtroveriry,  junsdictioii'  in  the  cir- 
eait  oourt  would  fail  il»  on  the  coming  in  of 
the  plea- or  aAMwer,  the.  defense  Would  turn 
out  to  be 'based  on  matter  wfaoQy.  independent 
of  the  Oonatitution  or  anv  law  •of  the  United 
fiiateoi  and  it  would  be  the  dear  duty  of  the 
court  to  diemiae  the  auit  for  the  reason  that 
it  did  not  ''really  and  substantially  involve 
a  dispute  or  controversy  within  the  jurisdio- 
tion  of  that  oourt" 

So  it  was  held  in  Bobiruon  r.  Andenon, 
121  U.  e.  522,  30  L.  ed.  1021,  7  Sup.  a.  Rep. 
1011,  where  an  order  of  the  circuit  oourt  dis- 
missing the  case  was  affirmed,  this  court  say- 
inff,  throuffh  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waites 

^^en  if  the  eomplaint,  standing  by  itself^ 
made  out  a  ease  of  jurisdiction,  which  we  do 
not  decide,  it  was  taken  away  as  soon  as  the 
answers  were  in,  because  if  there  were  juris- 
diction at  all  it  was  by  reason  of  the  aver- 
ments in  the  complaint  as  to  what  the  de- 
fenses against  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  would 
1-f  be,  and  these  were  of  no  avail  as  soon  as  the 
Jl  answers  were  filed  and  it  was  made  to  appear 
•  that  no  soeh  defenses  werei*  relied  on.  The 
circuit  court  cannot  be  required  to  keep  ju- 
risdiction of  a  suit  simply  because  the  aver- 
ments in  a  complaint  or  declaration  make  a 
case  arising  nnaer  the  Constitution,  laws,  or 
treaties  of  the  United  States,  if,  when  the 
pleadings  are  all  in,  it  appears'  that  these 
averments  are  immaterial  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  matter  really  in  dispute  between- 
the  parties,  and  especially  if,  as  here,  they 
were  evidently  made  'for  the  purpose  of  cre- 
ating a  case,'  cognizable  by  the  circuit  court, 
when  none  in  fact  existed." 

Sueh  observations  are  directly  applicable 
to  the  present  case,  for  the  defendant,  in  its 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  ex- 
plicity  admitted  the  plaintiffs'  title  to  the 
land  under  the  patent,  and  denied  that  the  de- 
fendant claimed  title  to  the  land  in  dispute 
under  the  act  of  May  17,  1850,  or  under  any 
other  act  of  Congress,  but  placed  its  defense, 
by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance,  on  to- 
tally different  grounds  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  declaration,  and  which  involved  no 
constructicNi  or  application  of  the  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that,  whether  or 
not  the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction  to  de- 
termine the  question  of  title  to  the  land  in 
dispute,  or  of  the  right  of  possession  thereof, 
the  plaintiffs'  demand  to  recover  mesne  prof- 
its accruing  between  the  pre-emption  entry 
and  the  issuance  of  the  patent  presented  a 
question  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
court.  It  is  not  easy  to  perceive  why,  if  the 
circuit  oourt  did  not  possess  jurisdiction  to 
decide  the  right  of  possession,  it  could  have 
jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  the  question  of 
mesne  profits,  the  right  to  recover  which 
would  depend  on  the  right  of  possession. 

In  affirming  this  view  of  the  case  the  cir- 
cuit oourt  of  appeals  cites  Evana  v.  Durango 
Land  d  Coal  Oo.  49  U.  8.  App.  820,  80  Fed. 
Rep.  433,  26  C.  C.  A.  531.  That  was  a  case 
where  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the 
eighth  circuit  held  that  the  inquiry  as  to  the 
right  ol  the  plaintiff  to  recover  mesne  profits 


accruing  idiile  the  alleged  contest  was  de- 
pending and  undetermined  in  the  General 
Land  Office  involved  an  examination  and  con- 
struction of  the  laws  of  the  United  State8.es 
The  case  was  brousht  to  this  court,  but  waa  g 
dismissed  on  stipulation  of  the^parties.  The  • 
report  of  the  case  does  not  disclose  whether 
there  was  really  a  controversy  between  the 
parties  respecting  the  construction  of  the 
land  laws  of  the  United  States.  What  really 
seems  to  have  been  involved,  in  respect  to 
mesne  profits,  was  whether  the  doctrine  of 
relation,  which  is  a  common-law  doctrine^ 
would  enable  the  plaintiff,  after  having  es> 
tablished  his  title,  to  recover  the  mesne  prof- 
its which  acerued  while  the  plaintiff  was 
wrongfully  excluded  from  possession.  Such  a 
question  would  not  seem  to  be  a  Federal  one, 
but  one  incidental  to  the  determination  of 
the  principal  controversy  concerning  the  right 
of  pHDssession. 

At  all  events,  there  is  nothing  disclosed  in 
the  declaration  in  the  present  case  showing 
that,  so  far  as  the  damages  and  mesne  proftta 
are  conoemed,  any  Federal  question  was  pr^ 
sen  ted.  If  the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction 
to  determine  the  right  of  possession,  and,  in 
the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction,  decided  in 
the  plaintiffs'  favor,  the  incidental  question 
of  the  time  when  damages  and  profits  would 
accrue  to  the  plaintiffs  would  legitimately 
arise.  But  if  that  court  had  not  jurisdiction 
to  determine  the  controversy  as  to  the  right 
of  possession,  it  could  not  draw  to  itself  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  by  considering  what 
the  consequences  would  be  if  the  plaintiff* 
were  permitted  to  recover  possession. 

Apart  from  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
arising  from  the  presence  of  any  Federal 
question,  can  it  be  said  that  iurisdiction  did 
attaoh  in  respect  to  those  plaintiffs  who  were 
alleged  to  be  citizens  of  Texas? 

As  we  have  seen,  neither  of  the  courts  be- 
low were  of  that  opinion.  The  judgment  of 
the  circuit  oourt  was  in  favor  of  all  the  plain- 
tiffs jointly  for  the  entire  tract  in  dispute, 
and,  in  so  doing,  followed  the  plaintiffs'  claim 
in  their  declaration,  wherein  they  claimed 
title  to  the  whole  tract  as  belonging  to  them 
jointly.  They  did  not  allege  that  they  were 
tenants  in  common,  although  in  the  findings 
the  court  found  that  the  respective  plaintiffs 
held  undivided  interests  in  the  land. 

In  SiratDhridge  v.  Curtias,  3  Cranch,  267, 2 
L.  ed.  435,  it  was  said ! 

"Where  the  interest  is  joint,  each  of  then 
persons  concerned  in  that  interest  must  be§ 
competent  to  sue,  or  liable  to  be  sued^*in  the* 
circuit  courts.    But  the  court  does  not  mean 
to  give  an  opinion  in  the  case  where  several 
parties  represent  several  distinct  intereatSy 
and  some  of  those  parties  are,  and  others  are 
not,  competent  to  sue  or  liable  to  be  sued,  in 
the  courts  of  the  United  States." 

Nmo  Orleana  v.  Winter,  1  Wheat.  91,  4  L. 
ed.  44,  was  the  case  of  a  possessory  action 
brought  by  the  heirs  of  Elisha  Winter,  de- 
ceased, to  recover  the  possession  and  prop- 
erty of  certain  lands  in  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans. One  of  the  petitioners  was  described 
in  the  record  as  n.  citiien  of  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky, and.  theujierataoitiiettof  the  tairi* 
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ioTT  of  MistiBsippL    The  plaintiffs  reooTered 
ft  fadgment  in  the  dreuit  court,  but  this 

Judgment  wbs  reversed  by  this  ooort,  Chief 
Tustice  Marshall  saying: 
"Gabriel  Winter,  being  a  citizen  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi territory,  was  incapable  of  maintain- 
ing a  suit  alone  in  the  dreuit  court  of  Louis- 
iana. Is  his  case  mended  by  being  asso- 
ciated with  others  who  are  capable  of  suing 
in  that  court  t  In  the  case  of  Biratohridge  v. 
Ourtias  it  was  dedded  that  where  a  joint  in- 
terest is  prosecuted  the  jurisdiction  cannot 
be  sustained  unless  each  individual  be  en- 
titled to  daim  that  JurisdicUon.  In  this 
ease  It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  parties 
might  elect  to  sue  Jointly  or  severally.  How- 
ever this  may  be,  havinff  dected  to  sue  joint- 
ly, the  court  is  incapable  of  distinguishing 
their  case,  so  far  as  respects  jurisdiction,  from 
one  in  which  they  were  compdled  to  unite. 
The  dreuit  court  of  Louisiana,  therefore, 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and  their 
judgment  must  on  that  account  be  reversed, 
and  the  petition  dismissed." 

In  Barney  v.  Baltimore,  6  Wall.  280, 18  L. 
ed.  825,  it  was  held  that  part  owners  or  ten- 
ants in  common  in  real  estate  of  whidi  par- 
tition is  asked  in  equity  have  an  interest  in 
the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  and  in  the  re- 
lief sought,  so  intimately  connected  with 
that  of  their  ootenants  that  if  these  cannot 
be  subjected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
the  bill  will  be  dismissed. 
Hooe  V.  Jamieaon,  166  U.  8.  395,  41  L.  ed. 
I  1049,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  596,  was  an  action  of 
JJ  ejectment  brought  in  the  dreuit  court  of  the 
09  United  States  &r  the  western  district  of  Wis- 
*  oonsin,  by  a  complaint  in  which  the^plain- 
tiffs  alleffed  that  they  resided  in  and  were 
citizens  of  the  city  of  Washington,  D.  C,  and 
that  defendants  all  resided  in  and  were  citi- 
sens  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin.  Defendants 
moved  to  dismiss  the  action  on  the  $pt>und 
that  the  dreuit  court  had  no  jurisdiction^  as 
the  controversy  was  not  between  citizens  of 
different  states.  The  circuit  court  ordered 
that  the  action  be  dismissed  unless  plaintiffs 
within  five  days  thereafter  should  so  amend 
their  complaint  as  to  allege  the  necessary  ju- 
risdictional facts.  Plaintiffs  then  moved  for 
leave  to  amend  their  complaint  by  averring 
that  three  of  them  were  when  the  suit  was 
commenced,  and  continued  to  be,  dtizens  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  but  that  one  of 
them  was  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Minnesota, 
and  that  each  was  the  owner  of  an  undivided 
one  fourth  of  the  lands  and  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint,  and  that  they  sev- 
erally claimed  damages  and  demanded  judg- 
ment. This  motion  was  denied,  and  the  ac- 
tion dismissed.  Plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of 
error,  and  the  circuit  court  certified  to  this 
court  these  questions  of  jurisdiction :  First 
Whether  or  not  said  complaint  set  forth  any 
cause  of  action  in  which  there  is  a  contro- 
versy between  citizens  of  different  states,  so 
as  to  give  said  circuit  court  jurisdiction 
thereof.    Second.  Whether  or  not  said  com- 

Elaint  as  so  proposed  to  be  amended  would, 
f  so  amended,  set  forth  any  eause  of  action 
In  which  there  is  a  controversy  between  dti- 
noB  of  diffsrent  states,  so  as  to  give  said  eir* 


cult  eourt  Jurisdictioii  thersoL  This  «>itrt 
hdd,  through  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  after 
reviewing  the  eases,  that  the  voluntary 
joinder  of  the  parties  had  the  same  effect  for 
purposes  of  Jurisdiction  as  if  they  had  been 
compelled  to  unite;  that  as  no  appUeatioa 
was  made  to  discontinue  as  to  the  three  plain- 
tiffs who  were  dtizens  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  to  amend  the  complaint  and  pro- 
ceed with  the  cause  in  favor  of  tint  one  of 
the  plaintiffs  alleged  to  be  a  citizen  of  Min- 
nesota, jurisdiction  as  to  four  plaintiffs 
could  not  be  maintained  on  the  theory  that 
when  the  trial  terminated  it  might  be  re- 
tained as  to  one.  Accordingly  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  was  reversed. 

As,  then,  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiffs  g 
elected  to  assert  a  Joint  claim  and  title  to  theS 
land  in  dispute,  and  recovered  adjoint  Judg-* 
ment  for  tndr  undivided  interests  therein, 
and  as  the  plaintiffs'  dedaratlon  disdoses 
no  Federal  question,  the  prindples  of  the 
cited  cases  apply,  and  compd  a  dismissal  of 
the  suit  for  want  of  Jurisaiction  in  the  dr> 
cuit  court 

This  oondusion  withdraws  from  our  con^ 
sideration  the  errors  assigned  to  the  action 
of  the  courts  below  in  respect  to  the  defend* 
ant's  several  pleas  of  Ua  pendene. 

The  judgment  of  the  Oireuit  Ocwrt  of  Ap- 
peale  is  revened;  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  is  likewise  reversM,  and  the  cause  is 
remanded  to  that  court  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  action  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
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STANTON  WARBURTON,  Pllf.  «»  Brr^ 

MATILDA  B.  WHITE  and  AMELIA  MC- 
DONALD. 

Federal  qveetion  aa  to  eoriatenoe  of  eontraei 
— effect  of  ataie  deeiaiona — rule  of  proper' 
ty--^atem  of  eomm^mity  property  in 
Waahington, 

1.  Decisions  by  the  court  of  Isst  resort  of  a 
state  construing  state  laws,  on  the  faith  of 
which  a  subsequent  contract  Is  made,  wlU  be 
adopted  and  applied  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  In  considering  the  nature 
of  the  contract  right  relied  upon. 

2.  State  decisions  eetahllshlng  a  rule  of  prop- 
erty will  be  followed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  when  called  upon  to  la* 
terpret  the  state  law.  If  It  Is  possible  to  do  ssu 

8.  The  community  system  of  property  was  not 
destroyed,  so  as  to  make  It  Impossible  tOr 
community  or  common  property  to  exist,  by 
Wash,  act  1898,  giving  the  sdministratloB 
and  disposition  of  the  community  property  to 
the  husband. 

[No.  IQl.] 

Argued  Jamiary  IB,  1900.    Decided  Febrth 
ary  26,  1900. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tho 
State  of  Washington  to  review  a  dedsIoB 
affirming  a  decree  sustaining  a  daim  to  < 
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munity  propertj  bj  ilie  hein  of  the  ■urrir- 
ing  wife.    Affirmea^ 

See  same  case  below,  18  Wash.  611, 62  Pae. 
233,  532. 

Statement  bj  Mr.  Justice  Wliites 

This  case  involves  the  title  to  a  lot  of  land 
in  the  city  of  Tacoma,  in  the  state  of  Wash- 
ington. The  pertinent  facts  presenting  the 
controversy  are  as  follows: 

Prior  to  1877,  Eli  G.  Bacon  and  Sophia  D. 
Bacon  were  husband  and  wife  and  citizens 
and  residents  of  the  then  territory  of  Wash- 
ington. In  the  year  named,  Bacon,  the  hus- 
band, with  community  funds,  that  is,  with 
money  acquired  after  his  marriage  with  his 
wife,  Sophia  D.  Bacon,  purchased  the  real  es- 
tate in  question  and  took  title  thereto  in  his 
own  name,  the  property  being  used  as  the 
residence  of  the  husband  and  wife. 

At  the  time  of  the  purchase  the  laws  of  the 
territory  of  Washington  provided,  with  ref- 
erence to  community  or  "common"  property, 
as  it  was  termed  in  the  earlier  statute,  as 
follows:  By  an  act  approved  November  14, 
1873  (Laws  of  1873,  Wash.  Terr.  p.  460),  the 
property  acquired  after  marriage  by  either 
husband  or  wife,  except  such  as  might  be 
acquired  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent, 
was  declared  to  be  '^common  property,"  and 
10  it  was  further  provided  that  the  husband 
$  ahould  have  the  entire  management  and  oon- 
*  trol  of  such*property,  "with  the  like  absolute 
power  of  disposition  as  of  his  own  separate 
estate."  There  was  also  in  force  an  act  ap- 
proved November  12,  1875  (Laws  of  1875, 
Wash.  Terr.  p.  63),  providing  that  upon  the 
death  of  the  husband  or  wife  the  wnole  of 
the  "community"  property,  subject  to  the 
eommunity  debts,  should  go  to  the  survivor. 

Subsequently  to  the  purchase  of  the  real 
estate  in  question,  by  an  act  approved  No- 
Tember  14,  1879  (Laws  of  1879,  Wash.  Terr. 
p.  77),  it  was,  however,  provided  that  one 
half  of  the  community  property  should  be 
suject  to  the  testamentary  disposition  of  the 
husband  or  wife,  subject  respectively  to  the 
community  debts,  and  in  default  of  such  tes- 
tamentary disposition  that  the  share  of  the 
deceased  husband  or  wife  should  descend  to 
his  or  her  issue,  and  if  there  was  no  such 
issue,  should  pass  to  the  survivor.  On  July 
28,  1880,  Mrs.  Bacon  died  intestate,  leaving 
surviving  her  the  following  children,  her 
only  heirs  at  law,  viz. :  Matilda  B.  White  and 
Amelia  McDonald,  two  daughters  by  a  first 
marriage,  and  Ellen.  T.  Nelson,  a  daughter 
by  the  marriage  with  Mr.  Bacon. 

In  August,  1892,  twelve  years  after  the 
death  of  his  wife.  Bacon  became  indebted  to 
fitanton  Warburton,  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
the  latter  recovered  a  judgment  upon  such 
Indebtedness  in  April,  1896.  Upon  an  exe- 
cution issued  on  the  judgment,  a  Judicial 
■ale  was  made  on  March  2,  1896,  to  Warbur- 
ton of  the  interest  of  Mr.  Bacon  in  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy;  and — after  confirmation 
a  the  court  and  the  expiration  of  the  time 
owed  by  law  for  redemption — ^a  deed  was 
duly  made  to  Warburton  by  the  sheriff  of 
Pierce  county,  Washington,  on  May  4,  1897. 
Twenty  days  thereafter  Warburton  institutp 


ed  an  action  in  the  superior  court  of  said 
Pierce  county,  against  the  aforementioned 
children  and  heirs  of  Mrs.  Bacon,  to  quiet 
his  title  to  said  lot  against  alleged  adverse 
claims  of  said  heirs.  A  joint  answer  to  the 
eomplaint  was  filed  on  behalf  of  all  the  de- 
fendants, setting  up  the  facts  as  to  the  ae- 
quisition  of  the  property  by  Bacon,  the  death 
of  Mrs.  Bacon  intestate  while  the  title  to  the 
community  property  was  still  in  Bacon,  and 
asserting  that  the  defendants  had  an  undi* 
vided  interest  therein  as  heirs  of  their  ^ 
mother.  co 

*  Thereafter,  on  October,  12,  1897,  Mrs.  Nel-7 
son  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  whatever  inter- 
est she  had  in  the  property.  An  amended 
answer  was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  two  re- 
maining defendants,  reiterating  the  main  al- 
legations of  the  former  answer;  setting  up 
that  the  defendant,  Amelia  McDonald,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  had  sold  and  con- 
veyed to  her  codefendant  and  sister,  Mrs. 
White,  before  the  conmiencement  of  the  ae- 
tion,  all  her  interest  in  said  real  estate;  and 
it  was  prayed  that  the  latter  might  be  ad- 
judged the  absolute  and  unqualified  owner 
in  fee  simple  of  an  undivided  one  third  of 
the  property.  A  reply  was  filed  to  this 
amended  answer,  admitting  that  the  lot  hi 
question  was  purchased  with  community 
funds,  "and  that  the  said  property  became 
then  and  there  the  community  property"  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bacon,  and  that  Bacon  still 
held  title  thereto  on  the  decease  of  his  wife. 
The  cause  was  heard  by  the  court  with- 
out a  jury  upon  an  agreed  statement  which 
embodied  the  facts  above  recited,  and  the 
additional  fact  that  intermediate  the  t>ur^ 
chase  by  plaintiff  at  the  sheriffs  sale  and  the 
purchase  by  him  from  Mrs.  Nelson,  Bacon 
had  died  intestate.  Each  of  the  parties  sub- 
mitted conclusions  of  law  to  be  deduced  by 
the  court  from  the  facts  stated.  To  a  propo- 
sition submitted  for  the  defendant,  uphold- 
ing her  claim  to  an  undivided  one-third  in- 
terest in  the  property,  the  plaintiff  duly  ex- 
cepted as  follows: 

^'11.  Plaintiff  excepts  to  the  proposed  con- 
clusion of  law  numbered  II.  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  contrary  to  the  findings  of  fact  and 
the  law;  on  the  further  ground  that,  under 
the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  the  property 
was  purchased  and  the  deed  taken,  E.  G. 
Bacon  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  and 
was  entitled  to  the  succession  to  all  the  prop- 
erty in  case  of  the  prior  death  of  Mrs.  Ba- 
con, and  that  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bacon,  In 
1880,  Mr.  Bacon  was  the  owner  in  fee  simple 
of  all  said  property;  that  to  give  the  law  of 
1879,  entitled  'An  Act  Regulating  and  lie- 
fining  the  Property  Rights  of  Husband  and 
Wife,'  approved  November  14,  1879,  the  con- 
struction, effect,  and  force  given  by  the  court, 
to  wit,  that  it  took  away  from  Mr.  Bacon 
the  right  of  succession  to  the  whole  of  the  i* 
property  and  the  right  to  dispose  of  it,  would  $ 
be  to*give  it  a  retroactive  force,  contrary  to  |  • 
31  of  said  act,  and  to  give  it  such  a  retroactive 
force  and  take  away  the  right  of  survivorship 
in  said  property  and  take  away  the  right  to 
dispose  of  it  would  be  contrary  to  article  1. 
S    10,   of   the   ConstitutioB  of  the  United 
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StaieB,  in  that  it  would  impair  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  deed  or  contract  by  which  Mr. 
Bacon  acquired  said  property,  and  would  de- 
prive said  Bacon,  his  tuccessore  and  assigns, 
of  the  right  of  surrivorship  in  the  property 
in  controversy,  which  was  a  vested  right  un- 
der the  contract  or  deed  and  the  laws  in 
force  in  the  territory  at  the  time  the  prop- 
erty was  aoauired.  Plaintiff  further  excepts 
to  said  conclusion  on  the  ground  that  if  said 
law  is  given  said  effect  and  force  above  men- 
tioned it  would  be  depriving  Mr.  Bacon,  his 
successors  and  assigns,  of  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  and  contrary  to  and  in 
contravention  of  amendments  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  and  plaintiff 
claims  the  protection  of  both  said  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 

The  court  decided  as  matter  of  law  that 
the  defendant  Mrs.  White  was,  as  claimed 
by  her,  the  owner  of  an  undivded  one- third 
interest  in  the  property,  and  was  entitled  to 
a  decree  quieting  her  title  thereto.  From 
the  decree  thereupon  entered,  so  far  as  it  sus- 
tained the  claim  of  said  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
state  of  Washington.  That  court  affirmed 
the  judgment  and  denied  a  petition  for  re- 
hearing. 18  Wash.  51Li  ▲  writ  of  error 
having  been  allowed,  the  cause  is  now  here 
for  review. 

Meaart.  Stanton  WsiTbiirton«  P,  P.,  and 

Frederio  D,  McKenney  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
MeasTM.    CHarles   8.   Fon   and  Jamea 
Eamilton  Lewia  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.   Justice   White,   after   making   the 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion 
OD  of  the  court: 

$  The  law  of  the  territory  of  Washington 
•  approved^November  14,  1879,  provided  that 
in  case  of  intestacy  the  share  ot  the  deceased 
husband  or  wife  in  community  property 
should  pass  to  the  leoal  issue  of  the  intes- 
tate, and  in  default  of  such  issue  should  go 
to  the  surviving  husband  or  wife,  as  the  case 
might  be.  It  is  undoubted  that  if  the  deci- 
sion of  this  cause  is  to  be  controlled  by  this 
enactment,  there  is  no  error  in  the  record. 
The  error  asserted  is  predicated  on  the 
claim  that,  under  the  laws  of  the  territory 
of  Washington  existinff  at  the  time  the 
property  was  bought,  there  was  in  fact  no 
such  thing  as  community  property,  since  by 
those  laws  propertv  bought  during  marriage 
with  community  funds  was  subject  to  the 
disposition  of  the  husband  as  if  it  were  his 
separate  property,  and  he  was  entitled  to 
the  whole  of  the  community  property  in 
case  of  the  death  of  his  wife  before  him. 
The  effect  of  this  state  of  the  law  in  force 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  it  is  claimed, 
was  in  substance  to  make  him  the  real  own- 
er of  the  property. 

The  argument  is  that  if  the  provisions 
of  the  law  of  1879,  previously  referred  to, 
conferring  on  the  husoand  or  wife  testamen- 
tary power  to  dispose  of  his  or  her  interest 
in  the.  community  property  subject  to  the 
community  debts,  and  also  providin«r  that  in 
\  ot  intestacy  such  interest,  subject  to  the 
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debts  aforesaid,  should  descend  to  the  chil- 
dren of  the  deceased  and  should  only  pasa 
to  the  aurvivor  in  default  of  issue,  be  given 
a  retroactive  effect  so  as  to  be  operative 
upon  property  acquired  before  the  act  of 
1879,  the  consequence  will  be  to  impair  th» 
oblin.tions  of  the  contract  of  purchase  mad» 
by  tne  husband,  which  is  at  issue  in  thi» 
ease,  and  besides  to  deprive  him  of  his  prop* 
ert^  without  due  process  of  law.  Thu^ 
it  IS  asserted,  will  be  the  necessary  legal  ef- 
fect, since  to  cause  the  statute  of  1879  to  be 
operative  upon  community  property  bought 
by  the  husband  before  the  enactment  of  that 
statute  will  be  the  equivalent  of  giving  to 
one  person  the  testamentary  power  to  dispose 
ot  tne  property  of  another  person,  or  in  the 
absence  of  a  ^11  amounts  to  prodding  that 
the  death  of  one  person  intestate  shall  trans- 
mit to  the  issue  of  such  person  property  not 
owned  by  the  deceased  intestate,  but  whidi 
belongs  to  another  and  distinct  living  pei^a 
son.  ^ 

^It  is  manifest  that  this  proposition  rests* 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  act  of  1873, 
which  was  in  force  when  the  property  was 
bought  by  the  husband  with  community 
money,  made  the  property  so  bought  solely 
and  exclusively  that  of  the  husband,  and 
hence  that  the  wife  had  no  community  inter- 
est in  it.  This  follows  because  if,  under  the 
act  of  1873,  the  wife  had  a  community  inter- 
est in  property  bought  with  funds  of  that 
character,  then  the  transmission  of  the 
wife's  estate  in  accordance  with  the  act  of 
1879,  and  contrary  to  the  rule  of  descent 
provided  by  the  act  of  1875,  in  force  at  the 
time  the  property  was  purchased,  cannot 
possibly  bring  about  the  consequences  upon 
which  the  argument  is  based.  The  result 
just  stated  must  be  the  case,  since  if,  when 
the  property  was  acquired,  the  wife  had  an 
interest  in  it,  the  mere  change  of  the  law  or 
rule  of  inheritance  existing  when  the  prop- 
erty was  bought  would  be  lawful.  Mani- 
festly the  proposition  that  the  territory  of 
Washington  had  a  right  to  regulate  both  the 
power  of  testamentary  disposition  of  prop- 
erty and  the  passage  thereof  in  case  of  mtee- 
tacy  IS  too  elementary  to  require  more  than 
mere  statement. 

The  fallacy  which  is  involved  in  the  con- 
tention that  under  the  laws  in  force  at  the 
time  the  property  was  bought  by  the  hus- 
band, with  community  money,  it  became  ex- 
clusively his,  and  that  the  wife  had  no  com- 
munity interest  therein,  is  plainly  demon- 
strated by  a  consideration  of  the  import  ot 
the  laws  of  Washington  existing  at  the  time 
the  purchase  was  made,  as  construed  both 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  and  of 
the  state  of  Washington.  To  these  adjudi- 
cations we  shall  now  tefer. 

The  nature  of  common  or  community 
property"  within  the  territory  of  Washing 
ton,  as  such  property  was  constituted  by  the 
act  of  1873,  and  the  operation  of  the  act  of 
1879  upon  property  of  that  character  acquir- 
ed prior  to  the  passage  of  the  latter  act,  wM 
considered  in  1882  in  the  case  of  Botyoha  t. 
Jackson,  3  Wash.  Terr.  2^5,  3  Pac  841.  tlie 
question    for    decision    in    that    case  ,Wtf^ 
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•  wiiether,  wbile  tlie  «ct  rvf  187©  w«»  !n  force, 

e  ft  husband  could,  without  his  \rife  joining, 

9  make  a  valid  contract  to  sell  comn^unity 

•  property  acquired  prior  to  ISTfi^.     In*decia* 

ing  this  question  in  the  negative  the  court, 

in  the  course  of  the  dpiilion,  faid   (p.  238 

Pae.  p.  841 ) : 

*'By  the  provision^  of  the  husband  and 
wife  acts  passed  in  1879,  and  previously,  the 
husband  and  wife  are  considered  as  consti- 
tuting together  a  compound  creature  of  the 
statute  called  a  community.  .  .  .  In  it  the 
proprietary  interests  of  husband  and  wife 
are  equal,  and  those  interests  do  not  seem  to 
be  united  merely,  but  unified;  not  mixed  or 
blent,  but  identified.  It  is  tut  generU — a 
creature  of  the  statute.  By  virtue  of  the 
statute  this  husband  and  wife  creature  ac- 
quires property.  That  property  muat  be 
procurable,  manageable,  convertible,  and 
transferable  in  some  wav.  In  somebody 
must  be  vested  a  power  in  behalf  of  the  com- 
munity to  deal  with  and  dispose  of  it.  To 
aomebody  it  must  go  in  case  of  death  or 
divorce.  Its  exemptions  and  liabilities  as  to 
indebtedness  must  be  defined.  All  this  is 
regulated  by  statute.  Management  and  dis- 
position may  be  vested  in  eitner  one  or  both 
of  the  members.  If  in  one,  then  that  one  is 
not  thereby  made  the  holder  of  larger  pro- 

Srietary  rights  than  the  other,  but  is  clothed, 
1  addition  to  his  or  her  prorpietary  rights, 
with  a  bare  power  in  trust  for  the  communi- 
ty. This  power  the  statute  of  1873  chose  to 
lay  upon  the  husband,  while  the  statute  of 
1879  thouffht  proper  to  take  it  from  the  hus- 
band and  lay  it  upon  husband  and  wife  to- 
gether. As  the  husband's,  'like  absolute 
power  of  disposition  as  of  his  own  separate 
estate,'  bestowed  by  the  9th  section  of  the  act 
of  1873,  was  a  mere  trust  conferred  ui>on 
him  as  a  member  and  head  of  the  community 
in  trust  for  the  community,  and  not  a  pro- 
prietary right,  it  was  perfectly  competent 
for  the  legislature  of  1879  to  take  it  flrom 
him  and  assign  it  to  himself  and  his  wife 
conjointly.    This  was  done." 

In  1893,  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of 
Washington,  in  the  case  of  HiU  v.  Young,  7 
Wash.  33,  34  Pac  144,  considered  the  nature 
«f  common  or  community  property  under  the 
jict  of  the  territory  approved  December  2, 
18C9,  defining  the  rignts  of  husband  and 
wife.  The  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1869  and 
1873,  it  may  be  added,  were  identical,  the  act 
4N  of  1869  having  been  repealed  by  an  act 
$  passed  in  1871.  The  suit  was  for  partition 
-•  of  land  which  had  been  acquired  by  a  hus- 
band with  community  funds,  while  the  act 
of  18G9  was  in  force.  The  husband  still  held 
title  to  the  community  property  in  1883, 
when  the  wife  died,  leaving  a  child  and  her 
husband  surviving.  It  was  contended  that 
•the  power  to  dispose  of  the  common  property 
eonferred  by  |  2  of  the  act  of  1869  upon  the 
husband  was  a  vested  right  which  could  not 
be  taken  away  by  any  subsequent  statute. 
>Beplying  to  this  contention,  ths  court  said 
(p.  38,  Pac  p.  145) : 

"But  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  this 
Mint  The  act  of  1809  having  declared  cer- 
itaiii  property  'common  property/    did  not 


make  provision  for  the  disposal  Of  such  prop* 
erty  upon  the  death. of  either  spouse,  as  was 
done  by  later  laws  on  the  same  subject;  but 
#e  think  that,  without  anything  further 
than  was  contained  in  that  act,  the  courts  of 
tlie  territory  would  have  been  bound  to  ad* 
minibter  upon  such  property,  after  the  deatll 
of  husband  or  wife,  according  to  the  estab* 
lished  rules  of  those  states  and  countries 
where  common  or  community  property  laws 
had  existed.  The  first  and  cardinal  of  such 
rules  was  that  the  community  was  dissolved 
by  the  decease  of  either  spouse;  next  the 
right  of  disposal  in  either  spouse  was  ended ; 
and,  third,  the  property  became  vested  by 
moieties  in  the  survivor  and  the  children. 
Therefore,  upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Hill,  in 
1883,  even  if  the  act  of  1869  was  the  only 
law  applicable  to  this  land,  the  right  of  ths 
husband  to  dispose  of  the  whole  estate  tei^ 
minated." 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  MaUe  w,  Whit* 
taker,  10  Wash.  666,  39  Pac.  172,  the  provi* 
sions  of  the  law  of  1869  were  again  consid* 
ered.  Land  hftd  been  purchased  on  August  10, 
1871,  by  one  Mabie,  with  community  funds, 
during  the  existence  of  the  act  of  1869.  While 
Mobie  held  the  lesal  title,  the  l^islature  re- 

?ealed  the  act  of  1869,  and  on  l^vember  29, 
871,  an  act  was  approved  which,  in  |  12, 
provided  that  the  husband  should  have  the 
manaffement  of  all  the  common  property,  but 
shoula  not  have  the  right  to  sell  or  encum- 
her  real  estate  without  the  ioinder  of  his 
wife.  By  |  22  it  waa  provided  that  common 
property  should  be  partnership  property,  and  ej 
that  the  share  of  the  wife  should  be  one  half  $ 
thereof,  and  should  be  tocher  and  her  heirs  • 
forever.  On  October  26, 1874,  after  the  death 
of  his  wife  leaving  issue,  Mabie  executed  a 
deed  purporting  to  convey  all  of  the  land  to 
one  Hallett  Ejectment  was  brought  by  ths 
surviving  child  to  be  let  into  possession  of 
the  land  as  tenant  in  common,  etc.  It  was 
contended  for  the  defendants,  that  whatever 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  Mrs.  Mabie  in 
the  land,  the  right  of  Maibie  under  the  act 
of  1869,  in  force  when  the  land  was  pur* 
chased  and  title  taken  by  Mabie,  to  convey 
the  entire  title,  could  not  be  impaired  by  sub* 
sequent  legislation.  The  court,  however, 
said  (p.  668,  Pac  p.  173): 

"But,  leaving  out  of  consideration  all  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  he  could  only  exercise  such 
right  while  his  wife  was  living,  and  could 
not  convey  the  entire  title,  under  the  former 
law,  after  her  death,  and  cut  off  her  heirs, 
we  think  the  subsequent  act  took  away  his 
power  to  do  so.  It  was  immaterial  whether 
the  record  title  to  the  community  lands  stood 
in  the  name  of  the  husband  or  of  the  wife,  or 
of  both  of  them,  when  considered  with  refer- 
ence to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  au- 
thorize either  or  both  of  them  to  convey.  The 
legislature  could  as  well  have  provided  that 
the  wife  could  convey,  as  the  husband;  and 
if  it  had  power  to  say  that  either  could  dis- 
pose of  the  communify  interest  of  the  other, 
it  could  say  that  neither  could  do  so.  Chang- 
ing the  manner  of  the  conveyance  did  not 
alter  the  status  of  ownership.  It  could  not 
make  the  interest  ol  either  spouse  in  eom- 
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manitj  lands  greater  or  lest.  Furthermore, 
prior  to  the  conveyance  to  Hallett  the  com- 
munity in  question  had  been  dissolved  bv  the 
death  of  the  wife,  and  at  the  time  of  her 
death  the  law  of  1871,  relating  to  the  descent 
of  community  property,  was  in  force.  See* 
tion  22,  p.  73  (Abbot,  Real  Prop.  Stat  p. 
478),  provided  that:  The  common  property 
being  partnership  property,  the  wife's  share 
shall  be  one  hall  thereof  and  shall  be  hers 
and  her  heirs  forever;  and  her  share  of  the 
common  property  may  be  increased  so  as  to 
be  more  than  one  half,  by  the  wife's  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  section  five  of 
this  act' " 

In  the  course  of  the  opinion,  discussing  and 
overruling  a  further  contention,  based  upon 
the  common  law,  that  Mabie  and  wife  held 
the  land  in  q^uestion  as  joint  tenants  with  a 

••right  of  survivorship,  the  court  said  (p.  659, 

SPacp.  173): 

7  *  ''The  act  of  1869  did  not  fix  the  status  of 
■uch  property,  other  than  to  declare  it  to  be 
common  property,  and  made  no  provision  for 
its  descent  Nor  was  there  at  that  time,  nor 
for  some  time  thereafter,  any  express  legis- 
lative recognition  of  estates  in  joint  tenancy. 
•  •  •  •  • 

*The  statute  of  1871  did  not  undertake  to 
devest  any  right  which  had  become  vested. 
Mabie,  receiving  this  conveyance  under  the 
act  of  1869,  thereby  became  the  owner  of  an 
undivided  one-half  interest  in  the  land,  and 
his  wife  therby  became  the  owner  of  the  other 
half.  Her  right  was  as  much  a  vested  right 
as  his.  Under  the  weight  of  authority,  the 
legislature  had  power  to  change  the  law  of 
descent,  and  could  take  away  the  right  of 
survivorship,  as  to  estates  in  joint  tenancy, 
and  make  the  same  applicable  to  lands  si- 
ready  acquired.  Cooley  Ck)nst  Lim.  (5th  ed. 
440,  441,  Freeman  Cotenancy  k  Partn.  S  36, 
and  cases  cited  by  each;  also  Miller  v.  Den- 
nett, 6  N.  H.  109.  Section  22,  aforesaid,  is 
substantially  a  statute  of  descent.  It  has 
the  technical  and  apt  words  of  such  a  statute, 
*hers  and  her  heirs  forever,'  which  indicate 
the  legislative  intent  There  was  also  a  gen- 
eral statute  of  descent  in  force,  which  could 
more  logically  be  applied  to  community  es- 
tates thsn  could  the  doctrine  of  joint  ten- 
ancy. Laws  1862,  p.  261 ;  Abbot,  Real  Prop. 
Stat.  pp.  375-378.  Subsequently,  another 
act  was  passed  to  regulate  the  descent  of  real 
property.  Laws  1875,  p.  56.  Section  2  pro- 
vided: 'Upon  the  death  of  husband  and 
wife,  the  whole  of  the  community  property, 
subject  to  the  community  debts,  shall  ro  to 
the  survivor.'  This  statute  continued  in 
force  until  November,  1879,  when  an  act  was 
passed  (Laws  1879,  p.  77 ) ,  |  13  of  which  was 
as  follows:  *In  case  no  testamentary  dispo- 
sition shall  have  been  made  by  the  deceased 
husband  or  wife  of  his  or  her  half  of  the 
community  property,  it  shall  descend  equally 
to  the  legitimate  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their 
bodies.  If  there  be  no  issue  of  said  deceased 
living,  or  none  of  their  representatives  liv- 
ing, then  the  said  community  property  shall 
all  pass  to  the  survivor  subiect  to  the  com- 
munity debts,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  oollai- 
eral  heirs,  the  family   allowanoi^   and   the 
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charges  and  expenses  of  administration.** la* 
neither  of  these  acts  were  community  lands 
referred  to  aa  being  held  In  joint  tenancy, 
and  the  only  reference  of  the  kind  thereto  is 
contained  in  the  act  aforesaid,  passed  in  18869 
subsequent  to  all  of  them." 

Next  discussing  the  proposition  that  a 
partnership  was  not  a  joint  tenancy,  the 
court,  after  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that 
by  the  act  of  1871  provision  was  made  for 
the  descent  of  the  wife's  share  in  conunonity 
property,  thus  cuttinsr  off  the  husband's  riffht 
of  succession  as  survivor,  concluded  on  that 
branch  of  the  ease  as  follows  (p.  662,  Pao. 
p.  175) : 

"We  know  of  no  instance,  judicial  or  other- 
wise, where  such  doctrine  of  joint  tenancy 
haa  been  recognized  or  applied,  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  state  and  territory,  and  none  haa 
been  called  to  our  attention.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  universal  belief  and  course 
of  acting  has  been  contrary  thereto,  and  that 
the  right  of  taking  by  survivorship  has  at 
no  time  existed,  as  to  community  lands,  here, 
except  under  the  statute  of  1875,  providing 
for  such  descent" 

The  rule  announced  in  the  foregoing  cases 
was  reiterated  in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the 
case  at  bar,  it  being  held  that  Bacon  did  not 
become  the  sole  owner  of  the  properly  in 
question  by  the  purchase  in  1877,  but  that 
it  became  and  continued  community  property 
so  long  as  the  commimity  existed,  and  that 
the  descent  of  such  property  was  subject  to 
regulation  at  will  by  the  legislature. 

Now,  it  cannot  in  reason  be  denied  that  the 
decisions  from  which  we  have  just  quoted 
held  that  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  of 
Washington,  whether  territorial  or  state,  in 
the  creation  of  community  property,  was  to 
adopt  the  features  essentiiuly  inhering  in 
what  is  denominated  the  community  system 
— that  is,  that  property  acquired  during  mar- 
riage with  community  funds  became  an  aiy 
quel  of  the  community  and  not  the  sole  prop- 
erty of  the  one  in  whose  name  the  property 
was  brought,  although  by  the  law  existing 
at  the  time  the  husband  was  given  the  man- 
agement, control,  and  power  of  sale  of  sudb 
property.  This  right  oeinff  vested  in  him, 
not  because  he  was  the  exclusive  owner,  but 
because  by  law  he  was  created  the  agent  of 
the  community.  The  proceeds  of  the  prop-  . 
erty  wheniteold  by  him  becoming  an  aoquet  of* 
the  community,  subject  to  the  trust  which 
the  statute  imposed  upon  the  husband,  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  property  relation  en- 
genders by  the  provision  for  the  community. 

The  argument  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
then  eomes  to  this:  That  although  the  stat- 
utes of  the  territory  of  Washington,  which 
were  continued  in  force  within  the  state  on 
the  organization  of  the  state  government, 
have  iMcn  construed  by  the  state  court  con- 
trary to  the  view  now  urged  upon  this  court, 
nevertheless  this  court  should  disregard  sneh 
judicial  construction  and  treat  the  etatntea 
as  conferring  rights  which  the  highest  trl« 
bunal  of  the  state  has  held  never  arose  from 
them.  It  is  daimed  that  where  a  eontrael 
is  asserted  to  have  been  impaired  by  a  subse- 
quent statute  it  la  the  duty  of  this  court  to 
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dfltennine  for  itself  the  luitare  and  extent  ci 
the  contract,  where  the  euheequent  legisla- 
tkni  haa  been  bj  the  decision  of  the  court 
held  operative  upon  or  enforced  against  the 
alleged  contract  rights.  The  doctrine  is  ele- 
mentary, but  the  principle  which  it  embodies 
Is  subject  to  a  well-settled  qualification, 
which  is,  that  where  it  is  asserted  that  a  con- 
tract has  been  entered  into  on  the  faith  of 
the  state  laws,  existing  at  the  time  when  it 
was  made,  the  construction  of  such  laws, 
which  was  settled  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  contract,  by  the  court  of  last  resort 
of  the  state,  will  be  adopted  and  applied  by 
this  court  in  considering  the  nature  of  the 
contract  right  relied  upon.  This  rule,  how* 
ever,  it  is  arffued,  is  not  applicable  in  this 
case,  because  it  is  said  that  all  the  decisions 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Washington  re- 
ferred to  were  announced  since  the  contract 
of  purchase  bv  the  husband  was  made,  and 
therefore  the  interpretation,  whidi  these  de- 
vious expound,  cannot  be  considered  as  hav- 
ing entered  into  and  formed  a  part  of  the 
contract,  since  they  were  not  in  existence 
when  the  contract  was  made.  From  this  it 
is  argued  that  the  decisions  in  question  do 
not,  fiierefore,  relieve  this  court  of  the  duty 
of  interpreting  for  itself,  as  a  matter  of  first 
impression,  the  laws  of  the  territory  or  of 
the  state  of  Washington  which  are  here  in- 
volved, and  upon  the  faith  of  which,  it  is  as- 
serted, the  obligations  arising  from  the  con<* 
S  tract  took  being. 
While,  abstractly  considered,  the  propo- 
7  iition  is  conceded,  it*is  not  apposite  to  the 
controversy  here  presented.  The  rule  is  sub- 
ject to  a  limitation  which  is,  that  where 
state  decisions  have  interpreted  state  laws 
governing  real  property  or  controlling  rela- 
Bons  which  are  essentially  of  a  domestic  and 
state  nature,  in  other  words,  where  the  state 
decisions  establish  a  rule  of  property,  this 
court  when  called  upon  to  interpret  the  state 
law  will,  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so,  in  the  dis- 
charge of  its  duty,  adopt  and  follow  the  set- 
tled rule  of  construction  a£Sxed  by  the  state 
court  of  last  resort  to  the  statutes  of  the 
state,  and  thus  conform  to  the  rule  of  prop* 
erty  within  the  state.  It  is  undoubted  that 
this  rule  obtains,  even  although  the  decisions 
of  the  state  court,  from  which  the  rule  of 
property  arises,  may  have  been  for  the  first 
time  announced  subsequent  to  the  period 
when  a  particular  contract  was  entered  into. 
Burgeaa  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  S.  20,  34,  27  L. 
ed.  359,  365,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  10;  Ift'^er  v. 
Amman,  145  U.  8.  423,  86  L.  ed.  761, 12  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  884. 

Applying  the  principle  Just  stated  to  the 
case  before  us,  we  feel  no  hesitation  in  con- 
struing the  contract  of  purchase,  which  is 
here  in  question,  in  accordance  with  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  community  property,  as 
settled  by  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court 
«f  Washington,  interpreting  the  laws  which 
were  in  existence  when  the  purchase  was 
made.  Obviously,  the  reasoning  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  upon  which  the  assump- 
non  that  community  property  bought  dur- 
ing the  existence  of  the  act  of  1873  was  sole- 
ly the  property  of  the  husband,  involves  not 


only  a  contradiction  in  tormi,  hat  invdces  al 
the  hands  of  this  court,  in  order  to  over- 
throw the  rule  of  property  in  the  state  of 
Washington,  an  interpretation  of  the  stat- 
utes of  that  state  which  is  not  onlv  confus- 
ing, but  self -destructive.  It  cannot  be  doubt- 
ed, under  the  text  of  the  act  of  1873,  the 
property  relations  of  husband  and  wife  were 
controlled  by  wnat  is  denominated  the  com* 
munitv  system,  and  that  in  consonance  there* 
with  the  statute  referred  to  treated  property 
acquired  during  marriage  with  community 
money  as  community  or  common  property. 
Although  this  is  patent,  the  argument  is 
that  the  provision  in  the  statute  giving  the 
administration  and  disposition  of  the  com- 
munity proper^  to  the  nusband  operated  to 
destroy  the  community  system  and  render  it  n 
impossible,  under  the  statute,  for  community  9 
or  common  property*  to  exist.  In  other* 
words,  the  interpretation  relied  upon  asked 
us  to  say  that  because  of  a  provision  which 
simply  pointed  out  how  common  property 
should  be  administered,  it  resulted  that  there 
was  no  common  property  to  be  adminstered. 
This  would  be  but  to  declare  that  the  statute 
brought  about  a  result  which  was  contrary  to 
its  express  language,  providing  for  the  ex- 
istence of  the  community  system.  It  is  a 
misconception  of  that  system  to  suppose  that 
because  power  was  vested  in  the  husband  to 
dispose  of  the  community  acquet  during  mar- 
riage, as  if  it  were  his  own,  therefore  by  law 
the  community  property  belonged  soldy  to 
the  husband.  The  conferring  on  the  hus- 
band the  legal  agency  to  administer  and  dis- 
pose of  the  property  involved  no  negation  of 
the  community,  since  the  common  ownership 
would  attach  to  the  result  of  the  sale  of  the 
property.  As  the  property  in  question  had 
not  been  sold  by  the  husband,  but  on  the  con- 
trary was  held  by  him  at  the  date  of  the 
death  of  the  wife,  no  question  is  presented 
on  this  record  of  the  nature  and  scope  of  his 
authority  during  the  existence  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  we  intimate  no  opinion  on  that 
subject. 

We  have  been  cited  to  a  decision  of  the 
supreme  court  of  California  {SpreekeU  v. 
BpreoUU,  116  CaL  339,  36  L.  R.  A.  497,  48 
Pac  228 ) ,  construing  an  act  somewhat  simi- 
lar to  the  Washington  act  of  1873,  which  it 
is  claimed  is  in  conflict  with  the  views  enun- 
ciated by  the  courts  of  Washington  in  deter- 
mining the  proper  construction  of  the  stat- 
ute of  1873  and  the  nature  of  an  estate  vest- 
ed in  a  husband  by  virtue  of  that  act.  But 
the  case  referred  to  involved  only  the  valid- 
ity of  the  exercise  by  a  husband,  during  the 
existence  of  a  community,  of  the  power  of 
dominion  and  control  over  the  community 
property,  and  the  right  of  the  legislature  to 
modify  such  authority  and  control  with  re- 
spset  to  prior  acquired  community  property. 
We  are  therefore  unable  to  perceive  the  per- 
tinency of  that  decision  to  the  question  aris- 
ing for  detormination  on  this  record,  and  wc 
UMd  not  therefore  review  or  consider  it. 

There  being  no  error  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Washings 
ton,  that  iudgm&nt  is  affirmed 
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JOHN;K..BOIJiBB»  Plff.  in  Err^tr 
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STEPHEN  HOLLT  el  ol. 

Dtiff  procesM  of  lav> — Bufflcienoy  of  notiee  of 
foieeloaure — noiioe  served  on  nonresident 
in  other  state, 

1,  Personal  Mrrlce  on  nonreBidenti,  outside 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  may  be  ■uffldent 
to  constltate  due  process  of  law  In  a  salt 
for  the  foreclosnra  of  a  lien  upon  land  within 
the  state. 

S.  The  general  prorlslon  for  the  institution  of 
suits  against  absent  and  nonresident  defend- 
ants, In  Tesc.  Code,  art.  1280,  which  does  not 
special! J  mention  any  elasa  of  actions,  is  ap- 
plicable to  all  cases  where^  nnder  recognised 
principles  of  law,  suits  may  bs  instituted 
against  nonresident  defendants^  and  therefore 
Includes  a  salt  to  enforce  an  equitable  lien 
on  land  for  purchase  money. 

8.  Five  days'  notice  to  a  nonresident  in  an- 
other state,  of  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  lien  on 
land,  where  It  would  require  four  days  of 
constant  traveling  to  reach  th«  court,  giving 
but  one  day,  and  that  a  Sunday,  to  make  prep- 
arations for  the  trip,  without  any  allowance 
for  accidental  delays,  is  insufficient  to  con- 
atituta  reasonable  notiot  or  dua  process  of 
Uw. 

4.  The  intufflcleni^  of  a  notice  on  a  nonresi- 
dent in  another  state  to  constitute  due  proc- 
ess of  law  Is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
by  the  local  practice  there  would  be  several 
days'  additional  time  before  the  case  could 
be  called  for  trial  or  default  taken,  or  that 
the  court*  in  Its  discretion,  would  probably 
set  aalda  a  default  Jodgmont  and  permit  a 
defense. 
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[No.  104.] 

Bubmitied  January  18,  1900.    Decided  Feb- 
ruary 26, 1900, 

IN  EKKOR  to  the  Court  of  CiyU  Appeals 
for  the  Fourth  Judicial  District  of  the 
State  of  Texas  to  review  a  judgment  foredoa- 
ing  a  vendor's  lien.    Reversed, 

See  same  case  below,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
636,  35  8.  W.  1074. 

(i  statement  by  Mr.  Juatice  Browns 
*  ^  This  was  an  action  instituted  July  14, 
1894,  by  the  plaintiff  Roller  in  the  district 
court  of  Limestone  county,  Texas,  to  recover 
a  judgment  against  Stephen  Holly  and  Will- 
iam Uolly  upon  five  promissory  notes  for 
$228  each,  dated  January  1,  1890,  payable 
to  plaintiff,  for  the  purchase  price  of  a  tract 
of  114  acres  of  land  in  that  county,  told  by 
him  to  them,  and  also  to  foreclose  a  vendor's 
lien  upon  the  land  to  the  amount  ol  such 
notea. 

To  this  action  Joseph  Peoples,  H.  W. 
Williams,  and  W.  T.  Jackson  were  also  made 
parties  defendant  under  an  allegation  that 
they  were  asserting  an  interest  in  the  land, 
and  a  foreclosure  of  the  vendor's  lien  was 
•ought  as  against  them.  The  defendants 
were  all  duly  cited;  the  Hollys  failed  to  an- 
swer, but  the  defendants  Peoples,  Williams, 
and  Jackson  filed  an  amendea  answer  at  the 
January  term,  1895«  of  the  court,  in  which 


'  th^  allied  that  the  plaintiff  Roller  bon^t 
the  land  in  question  Irom  John  W.  and  Cora 
£.  Jordan  in.  January,  1887,  and  gave  in  part 
payment  therefor  his  note  for  $216.17,  duo 
November  1,  1890,  in  which  note  as  well  at 
in  the  deed  made  to  him  a  vendor's  lien  was 
retained;  that  before  the  maturity  of  this 
note  the  firm  of  McGlintic  &  Proctor  had  be- 
come its  owners,  and  on  December  24,  1890, 
began  in  the  district  court  of  Limestono 
county  a  suit  against  the  plaintiff  for  a  fore- 
closure of  the  vendor's  lien  upon  the  land; 
that,  "after  due  service  being  had,"  Mo- 
Clintic  &  Proctor  on  January  9,  1891,  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for 
$276.65,  with  interest  and  costs  of  suit,  and 
an  order  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  vendor's 
lien;  that  an  order  of  sale  was  issued,  and 
on  March  3,  1891,  the  land  was  sold  Ij  the 
sheriff  of  Limestone  county  for  $300,  and 
bought  by  defendant  Williams,  who  paid  the  » 
amount  to  the  sheriff,  though  the  defendant  % 
Jackson  was  interested  with  him*lii  the  pur-  * 
chase,  and  on  May  4,  1801,  the  two  sold  the 
land  to  their  codefendant,  Peoples. 

Prayer:  That  in  the  event  plaintiff  re- 
covered the  land  as  against  the  defendants 
Williams,  Jackson,  and  Peoples,  they  recover 
of  plaintiff  the  $300  paid  for  the  land,  and 
that  the  same  be  decreed  a  lien  tliereon. 

To  this  amended  answer  plaintiff  filed  % 
first  supplemental  petition,  consisting  of  d^ 
murrer,  exceptions,  and  answer,  contain- 
ing— 

First.  A  general  denial. 

Second.  That  at  the  time  of  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit  of  McCIintio  it  Proctor 
against  him,  plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of  Virginia,  and  resided  in  the  county 
of  Rockingham,  said  state. 

That  in  January,  1800,  he  sold  and  con- 
veyed the  land  in  controversy  to  Stephen 
and  William  Holly  by  written  instrument 
signed  by  him,  and  took  the  notes  sued  on  aa 
purchase  price  of  the  land. 

That  he  put  his  said  vendees  in  possession 
of  the  land,  and  that  they  were  in  possession 
of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of 
the  McClintic  &  Proctor  suit  and  had  been 
in  possession  since  the  sale  to  them,  and 
that  neither  they  nor  the  Jordans  were  made 
parties  to  that  suit. 

That  the  McClintic  &  Proctor  judgment 
was  void  as  to  plaintiff,  because  the  district 
court  of  Limestone  county,  Texas,  never  ac- 
quired jurisdiction  over  him  nor  the  prop- 
erty in  question. 

That  the  judgment  was  not  obtained  nor 
was  the  sale  of  the  land  made  and  obtained 
by  due  process  of  law,  but  was  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

That  service  of  process  on  him  in  the  Mc- 
Clintic &  Proctor  suit  was  obtained  without 
the  jurisdictional  limits  of  the  state  of 
Texas,  to  wit,  in  the  county  of  Rockingham 
and  state  of  Virginia. 

lliat  no  writ  of  attachment  or  other  writ 
was  levied  on  the  land.  g 

Third.  That  the  proceedings  in  the  Mo-S 
Clintic  &*Proctor  suit  prior  to  the  judgment  * 
and  the  allegations  in  the  petition  were  in- 
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«ffeciual  to  confer  JnrisdietloB  on  the  dle> 
triot  court  of  Limestone  county  ^ver  either 
the  person  of  plaintiff  or  the  land. 

Fourth.  That  the  time  ffiven  him  in  which 
to  answer  the  suit  of  McClintio  &  Proctor  he- 
fore  the  actual  rendition  of  their  judgment 
was  not  reasonable  notice,  nor  such  due  and 
•orderly  proceedings,  under  the  facts  and  cir- 
earns tances  as  disclosed  by  the  record 
thereon,  as  the  law  requires. 

Fifth.  That  the  lien  attempted  to  be  en- 
forced in  the  McClintic  ft  Proctor  suit  was 
an  equitable  lien,  created  by  operation  of 
law,  and  there  has  been  no  legislation  in 
Texas  authorizing  such  suit. 

Upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  sub- 
•tantially  as  above,  judgment  was  rendered 
liy  default  in  favor  of  plaintiff  against  the 
Hollys  for  $1,722.06,  but  the  court  refused 
to  enforce  the  vendor's  lien  against  the  land, 
and  gave  judgment  against  plaintiff  and  in 
favor  of  Williams,  Jackson,  and  Peoples  for 
«osts.  Plaintiff  appealed  to  the  court  of 
«ivil  appeals,  which  affirmed  the  decree  of 
the  district  court  (13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  636, 
35  S.  W.  1074.)  Plaintiff  thereupon  applied 
to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  for  a  writ 
of  error,  which  that  court  refused;  where- 
upon he  sued  a  writ  of  error  from  this  court. 

McHsra.  Jolin  E.  Roller  and  W«  8. 
Xaidley  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  W.  T.  Jackson*  H.  W.  Will- 
iaua,  and  Joe  Peoplea,  P.  P.,  for  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Briefly  stated,  the  case  is  this:  Roller,  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  a  resident  of  Virginia, 
bought  this  land  in  January,  1887;  gave  a 
note  in  part  payment  for  $216.17,  which 
passed  into  the  hands  of  McClintic  k  Proc- 
M  tor,  who  brought  suit  thereon  for  a  personal 
9  Judgment  against  the  plaintiff  and  for  the 
«  foreclosure  of  a  vendor's  lien  upon  the  land; 
served  plaintiff  with  notice  of  the  suit  in 
Virginia,  December  30,  1890,  to  appear  in 
Texas  January  6,  1891 ;  and  took  judgment 
against  him  by  default  January  9,  1891,  for 
$276.65,  and  for  a  foreclosure  of  the  lien. 
Upon  a  sale  in  pursuance  of  this  foreclosure, 
March  3,  1891,  the  land  was  struck  off  to 
Williams  and  Jackson,  and  by  them  sold  to 
Peoples. 

Meantime,  however,  and  on  January  1, 
1890,  a  year  before  the  McClintic  k  Proctor 
suit  was  begun,  plaintiff  sold  the  land  to  the 
Hollys,  who  went  into  possession,  and  took 
from  them  five  notes  of  $228  each,  and  also 
reserved  a  vendor's  lien,  which  he  sought  to 
foreclose  in  this  suit.  Williams,  Jackson, 
and  Peoples,  who  purchased  the  land  under 
the  sheniTs  sale  in  the  l^IcClintic  k  PrOctor 
suit,  were  made  parties  defendant,  and  now 
aver  that  the  plaintiff's  title  passed  to  them, 
which  plaintiff  denies  upon  the  ground  that 
no  process  was  served  upon  him  within  the 
state  of  Texas,  or  within  a  reasonable  time 
before  he  was  required  to  appear  and  answer. 
The  question  in  dispute,  then,  is  whether 
a  notice  served  npOn  the  plaintiff  in  Rock- 


ingham eoimty,  Virginia,  December  30, 1890, 
to  appear  in  Limestone  oounty,  Texas,  on 
January  6,  1801,  to  answer  the  foreclosure 
suit  ii  due  process  of  law  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  JV>nrteenth  Amendment?  The 
Hollys,  yrho  bought  thia  land  and  went  into 
possession  a  year  before  the  McClintic  k 
Proctor  suit  was  begun,  were  not  made  par* 
ties  to  that  suit,  probahly  because  the  oeed 
from  the  plaintiff  to  them  was  not  cm  reeord 
in  Limestone  county  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit,  and  their  rights  are  not 
involved  here.  It  it  conceded  that  the  Me- 
Clintic  k  ^to^^t  judgment  ia  invalid  aa  a 
personal  judgment  againet  the  plaintiff  un* 
der  the  case  of  Pennoyer  ▼.  l^e/f>  96  U.  8. 
723,  24  L.  ed.  609,  and  other  cases  in  Texaa 
of  the  same  import. 

1.  The  position  of  the  plaintiff  that»  aa 
there  was  no  statute  in  Texas  authorizing  a 
suit  against  a  nonresident  to  enforce  aa 
equitable  lien  for  purchase  money,  and  aa 
there  had  been  no  seizure  in  rem  of  the  lands, 
nor  any  notice  U^  Roller's  vendees,  the 
Hollys,  who  were  in  possession,  the  jurisdio- 
tion  of  the  Texaa  courta  could  not  attach, 
and  the  whole  proceeding  was  void,  ia  ttn«g 
sound.  9 

*In  the  case  of  Bart  r.  Sansom,  110  U.  8.* 
151,  28  L.  ed.  101,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  686,  re- 
lied upon  in  support  of  tiiis  contention,  an 
action  of  ejectment  was  brouffht  against 
several  defendants,  who  set  np  in  defense  a 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff  ae  one  having 
some  pretended  claim  or  title  to  the  lands, 
and  otiier  defendants  holding  recorded  deeds 
thereof,  which  were  averred  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void.  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit  averred 
that  these  pretended  deeds  and  elaims  cast 
a  cloud  upon  their  title,  and  that  one  of  the 
defendants  had  ejected  them  from  the  lands 
and  withheld  possession  from  the  plaintiffs. 
Due  servioe  was  made  on  the  other  defend- 
ants, and  a  citation  to  Hart,  who  was  a  citi- 
zen of  another  state,  was  published  as  di* 
rected  by  the  local  statutes.  All  the  de- 
fendants were  defaulted,  and  upon  a  writ 
of  inquiry  the  jury  found  that  Hart  claimed 
the  land,  but  had  no  title  by  record  or  other- 
wise, and  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiffs upon  which  judgment  was  entered  for 
a  recovery  of  the  land,  the  cancelation  of  the 
deeds,  and  the  removal  of  the  cloud  upon  the 
title.  It  was  held  that  this  judgment  was 
no  bar  to  an  action  by  Hart  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  to  recover  the 
land  against  Sansom,  who  held  under  a  lease 
from  the  plaintiffs  in  the  former  suit  We 
held  that  none  of  that  judgment  was  appli* 
cable  to  Hart,  since  that  part  which  was  for 
recovery  of  possession  could  not  apply  to 
him,  as  he  was  not  in  possession;  and  that 
part  which  was  for  the  cancelation  of  the 
deeds  set  up  in  the  petition  waa  a  decree  in 
personam  merely,  and  could  only  be  sup- 
ported against  a  nonresident  of  the  state  by 
actual  service  upon  him  within  the  iurisdie- 
tion  of  the  state,  and  that  constructive  serv* 
ice  by  publication  was  not  suflSeient  Neither 
of  the  plaintiffs,  however,  was  in  possession 
of  the  land  or  claimed  a  lien  thereon. 
In  Amdt  T.  Origgs,  134  U.  8*  816, 38  L.  ed. 
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918,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  557,  it  wu  held  di- 
rectly that  a  state  may  provide  by  statute 
that  the  title  to  real  estate  within  its  limits 
shall  be  settled  and  determined  by  a  suit  in 
which  a  nonresident  defendant  is  brought 
into  court  by  publication.    It  appeared  in 
that  ease  that  a  suit  had  been  begun  by  a 
party  alleging  that  he  was  the  owner  and 
ffi  poaaesaion  of  the  land  in  controversy,  by 
^  virtue  of  certain  tax  deeds,  against  defend- 
^  ants  claiming  to  have  some  title  or  interest 
«  in* the  lands  by   patent   from  the   United 
States,  which  title,  as  was  alleged,  was  de- 
vested by  the  tax  deeds,  and  was  unjust,  in- 
equitable, and  a  cloud  upon  plaintiff's  title, 
and  that  the  suit  was  brought  for  the  pur- 
pose of  quieting  such  title.    The  defendants 
were  brought  in  by  publication,  and  a  decree 
entered  in  favor  of  plaintiff  quieting  his  ti- 
tle.   The  question  was  whether  that  decree 
was  a  bar  to  an  action  in  ejectment  between 
the  grantees  of  the  respective  parties  to  the 
proceedings  to  quiet  title.    In  other  words, 
as  put  by  the  court:  "Has  a  state  the  power 
to  provide  by  statute  that  the  title  to  real 
estate  within  its  limits  shall  be  settled  and 
determined  by  a  suit  in  which  the  defendant 
being  a  nonresident,  is  brought  into  court 
only  by  publication?"    The  question  was  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative.    In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  ob- 
served: "The  question  is  not  what  a  court  of 
equity,  by  virtue  of  its  general  powers  and 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute,  might  do,  but  it 
is.  What  jurisdiction  has  a  state  over  titles 
to    real    estate    within    its    limits,    and 
what  jurisdiction  may  it  give  by  statute  to 
its  own  courts,  to  determine  the  validity  and 
extent  of  the  claims  of  nonresidents  to  such 
real  estate?    If  a  state  has   no  power   to 
bring  a  nonresident  into  its  courts  for  any 
purpose   by  jmblication,   it  is  impotent   to 
perfect   the  titles  of  real  estate  within  its 
limits  held  by  its  own  citizens;  and  a  cloud 
cast  upon  such  title  by  a  claim  of  a  nonresi- 
dent will  remain  for  all  time  a  cloud,  unless 
such  nonresident  shall  voluntarily  come  into 
its  courts  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  adjudi- 
cated.   But  no  such  imperfections  attend  the 
sovereignty  of  the  state.    It  has  control  over 
property  within  its  limits ;  and  the  condition 
of  ownership  of  real  estate  therein,  whether 
the  owner  be  stranger  or  citizen,  is  subjec- 
tion to  its  rules  concerning  the  holding,  the 
transfer,  liability  to  obligations,  private  or 
public,  and  the  modes  of  establishing  titles 
thereto.    It  cannot  bring  the  person  of  a 
nonresident  within  its   limits — its   process 
coes  not  out  beyond  its  borders — but  it  may 
determine  the  extent  of  his  title  to  real 
estate  within  its  limits;  and  for  the  purpose 
g  of  such  determination  ma^  provide  any  rea- 
^  sonable  method  of  imparting  notice.    .    .    . 
*  Mortgage  liens,  mechanics'  liens,* material- 
men's liens  and  other  liens  are  foreclosed 
against  nonresident  defendants  upon  service 
by  publication  only.    Lands  of  nonresident 
defendants  are  attached  and  sold  to  pay  their 
debts;  and,  indeed,  almost  any  kind  of  action 
may  be  instituted  and  maintained  against 
nonresidents  to  the  extent  of  any  interest  in 
property  th^  may  have  in  Kansas,  and  the 
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jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  in  thin 
kind  of  cases  may  be  obtained  wholly  and 
entirely  by  publieation.** 

This  case  is  readily  distinguishable  from 
that  of  Eari  t.  Bansom  in  the  unportant  faet 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  judgment  set  up  a» 
a  defense  in  that  case  were  out  of  possession 
while  the  defendants  were  in  possession,  and 
the  action  was  really  in  ejectment  with  % 
somewhat  superfluous  prayer  for  the  cancel* 
ation  of  all  the  deeds  under  which  the  d»> 
fendants  claimed  title.  In  Amdt  y.OriggatiM 

Slaintiffs  were  in  possession,  under  tax 
eeds,  it  is  true,  but  having  a  prima  fade 
valid  title  which  they  sou^t  to  vindicate 
against  the  former  owners. 

The  substance  of  these  cases  is  that  if  the 
plaintiff  be  in  possession,  or  have  a  lien  upon 
land  within  a  certain  state,  he  may  institute 
proceedings  against  nonresidents  to  foreclose 
such  lien  or  to  remove  a  cloud  from  his  title 
to  the  land,  and  may  call  them  in  by  personal 
service  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  or  bv  publication,  if  this  method  be 
sanctioned  by  the  local  law. 

In  suits  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
or  other  lien  upon  such  property,  no  prdim* 
inary  seizure  is  necessary  to  give  the  court 
jurisdiction.  The  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  a  seizure  or  its  equivalent,  an  at- 
tachment or  execution  upon  the  property,  is 
necessary  to  give  jurisdiction,  are  those  where 
a  general  creditor  seeks  to  establish  and  fore- 
close a  lien  thereby  acquired.  Of  this  class 
Cooper  V.  Reynolds,  10  Wall.  308,  19  L.  ed. 
031,  is  the  most  prominent  example.  In  that 
case  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  false  im- 
prisonment had  attached  the  property  of 
Reynolds  in  certain  lands,  whicn  were  sold 
upon  execution  to  Cooper,  who  was  put  in 
possession  by  the  sheriff.  Reynolds,  the 
original  owner,  brought  ejectment  against  S 
him,  and  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  Rey-  9 
nolds's  title  to* the  land  had  been  devested* 
by  the  attachment  proceedings,  upon  the 
ground  that,  in  this  class  of  cases,  the  levy 
of  the  attachment  gave  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion. But  the  object  of  such  attachment  is 
merely  to  give  a  lien  upon  the  property  which 
the  courts  may  enforce ;  and  if  a  lien  already 
exists,  whether  by  mortgage,  statute,  or  con- 
tract, the  court  may  proceed  to  enforce  the 
same  precisely  as  though  the  property  had 
been  seized  upon  attachment  or  execution. 

It  is  true  there  is  no  statute  of  Texas 
specially  authorizing  a  suit  against  a  non- 
resident to  enforce  an  equitable  lien  for  pur- 
chase money,  but  article  1230  of  tiie  Code  of 
Texas,  hereinafter  cited,  contains  a  general 
provision  for  the  institution  of  suits  aflalnst 
absent  and  nonresident  defendants,  and  lays 
down  a  method  of  procedure  applicable  to  all 
such  cases.  Obviously  this  article  has  no 
application  to  suits  in  personam,  as  was  held 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Texas  in  York  v. 
State,  73  Tex  651,  11  S.  W.  869;  Kitn- 
marie  v.  Houston  d  T.  (7.  R,  Co,  76  Tex. 
686,  12  a  W.  698;  Maddom  v.  Craig,  8C 
Tex.  600,  16  8.  W.  828,  and  by  this 
court  in  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  8.  728, 
24  L.  ed.  569.  The  article  must  then  be 
restricted  to  actions  in  rem;  but  to  what 
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fllasB  of  aetiont,  since  none  U  mentioned 
•peeiailj  in  the  article!  We  are  bound  to 
I^TO  it  some  effect.  We  cannot  treat  it  as 
wholly  nugatory,  and  aa  it  is  impossible  to 
•ay  that  it  contemplates  a  procedure  in  one 
dass  of  cases  and  not  in  another,  we  think 
the  only  reasonable  construction  is  to  hold 
that  it  applies  to  all  cases  where,  under 
recognized  principles  of  law,  suits  may  be 
instituted  against  nonresident  defendants. 
In  the  case  of  Hollingatoorth  t.  Barbour,  4 
Pet  46(5,  7  L.  ed.  022,  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  statute  of  Kentucky  authorized 
suits  in  chancery  against  nonresidents 
'Vhere  any  person  or  persons,  their  heirs  or 
assigns,  daim  land  as  locator,  or  by  bond  or 
other  instrument  in  writing;"  and  as  the 
plaintiff  in  the  case  did  not  claim  as  locator, 
It  was  held  that  the  court  acted  without  au- 
thority, and  that  the  decree  was  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction.  Where  the  statute 
specifies  certain  classes  of  cases  which  mav 
be     brought     affainst    nonresidents,     such 

Seciflcation  doubtless  operates  as  a  restrio- 
m  and  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the 
§  court;  but  where,  as  in  article  1230  of  the 
•  Texas  Code,  the  power  is  a  eeneral  one,  we 
know  of  no  principle  upon  which  we  can  say 
that  it  applies  to  one  class  of  cases,  and  not 
to  another.  Unless  we  are  to  hold  it  to  be 
wholly  inoperatiTe,  it  would  seem  that  suits 
to  foreclose  mortgages  or  other  liens  were  ob- 
Tiously  within  its  contemplation.  In  any 
erent,  this  was  the  eonstruction  given  to  it 
hy  the  court  of  civil  appeals,  and  apparently 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state,  and  is  ob- 
ligatory upon  this  court  as  a  construction  of 
a  state  statute.  Battle  v.  Carter,  44  Tex. 
485;  OstDold  v.  Kampmann,  28  Fed.  Rep.  36, 
a  Texas  case;  Martin  w.Pond,  30  Fed.I^p.  16. 

2.  We  are  therefore  remitted  to  the  prin- 
dpal  question  in  dispute  between  these  par- 
ties, namely,  the  suffidency  of  the  notice 
^ven  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  McClintic  k 
Proctor  suit.  In  this  connection  our  atten- 
tion is  called  to  certain  articles  of  the  Texas 
Code,  the  first  one  of  which  (art*  1228,  Say- 
les's  Tex.  Civ.  Stat.)  provides  generally  for 
the  service  of  process  by  giving  five  days'  no- 
tice, exclusive  of  the  day  of  service  and  of  the 
return  day.  In  addition  to  this  there  are 
the  following  sections: 

Art.  1230.  "Where  the  defendant  is  absent 
from  the  state,  or  is  a  nonresident  of  the 
state,  the  clerk  shall,  upon  the  application 
«f  any  party  to  the  suit,  his  agent  or  attor- 
ney, address  a  notice  to  the  defendant  re- 
quiring him  to  appear  and  answer  the  plain- 
tiff's petiUon  at  tne  time  and  place  of  hold- 
ing of  the  court,  naming  such  time  and 
place.  Its  fftyle  shall  be  'The  State  of  Texas,' 
and  it  shall  give  the  date  of  tiie  filing  of  the 
petition,  the  file  number  of  the  suit,  the 
names  of  all  the  parties,  and  the  nature  of 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  and  shall  state  that 
•  copy  of  the  plaintiff's  petition  accompanies 
the  notice.  It  shall  be  dated  and  signed  and 
attested  by  the  derk,  with  the  seal  of  court 
impreesed  thereon ;  and  the  date  of  its  issu- 
ance shall  be  noted  thereon;  a  certified  copy 
of  the  plaintiff's  petition  shall  accompany 
thenotiee.'' 


Art  1234.  "Where  a  defendant  haa  been 
■erred  with  such  notice  he  shall  be  required 
to  appear  and  answer  in  the  same  manner, 
and  under  the  same  penalties  as  if  he  had 
been  personally  served  with  a  dtation  within  co 
this  state."  3 

•Art  1280.  "The  fifth  day  of  each  term  of  • 
the  district  court  and  the  third  day  of  each 
term  of  the  county  court  are  termed  ap- 
pearance days." 

Art  1281.  "It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
court  on  appearance  day  of  each  term,  or  at 
soon  thereafter  as  may  be  practicable,  to 
call  in  their  order  all  cases  on  the  docket 
which  are  returnable  in  sudi  term." 

Art  1340.  "Judgments  for  the  foredosure 
of  mortgaf^  and  other  liens  shall  be,  that 
the  plaintiff  recover  his  debt,  damages,  and 
costs,  with  a  foreclosure  of  the  plaintiff's 
lien  on  the  property  subject  thereto,  and  (ex* 
cept  in  judgments  asainst  executors,  adxnin- 
istrs/tors,  and  guardians)  that  an  order  of 
sale  shall  issue  to  the  sheriff  or  any  consta- 
ble of  the  county  where  such  property  may 
be,  directing  him  to  sdze  and  sell  the  same 
as  under  execution,  in  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment;  and  if  the  property  cannot  be 
found,  or  if  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  be  in- 
sufSdent  to  satisfy  the  judgment  then  to 
make  the  monev,  or  anv  balance  thereof  re- 
maining unpaid,  out  of  any  other  property 
of  the  defendant  m  in  case  of  ordinary  ex- 
ecutions." 

From  these  re<}uirements  it  appears  that 
the  time  for  service  of  process  in  the  courts 
of  Texas  was  five  days,  exclusive  of  the  day 
of  service  and  return,  and  that  there  is  no 
distinction  in  this  particular  between  de- 
fendants livinff  in  the  town  where  the  court 
is  sitting  and  defendants  living  in  other 
states,  or  even  in  a  fordgn  country.  In 
short,  for  aught  that  appears  here,  parties 
may  be  called  from  the  uttermost  parts  of 
the  earth  to  come  to  Texas  and  defend  suits 
against  them  within  five  days  from  the  day 
the  notice  is  served  upon  them.  In  the  case 
under  consideration  it  is  admitted  that  the 
defendant  was  served  with  notice  on  Decem- 
ber 30,  1890,  at  Harrisonburg,  Rockingham 
county,  Virginia,  to  appear  on  January  5, 
1801,  at  Oroesbeck,  Limestone  county,  Tex- 
as ;  that  it  would  have  required  four  days  of 
constant  traveling  to  reach  Groesbeck,  giv- 
ing the  plaintiff  but  one  day,  and  that  a  Sun- 
day, to  make  preparations  to  comply  with 
the  exigendes  of  the  notice.  This  estimate, 
too,  makes  no  allowance  for  accidental  de- 
lays in  transit  It  is  true  that  by  articles 
1280  and  1281,  the  case  could  not  have  beeng 
^led  for  trial  or  default  until  the  fifth  day? 
of  the  term,  January  9,  and  that  Roller's  d^* 
faiUt  was  not  actually  taken  and  judgment 
entered  until  that  day.  But,  as  a  citizen  of 
Virginia,  he  was  not  bound  to  know  the  prao- 
tice  of  Uie  Texas  courts  in  that  particular^ 
and  was  at  liberty,  even  if  he  were  not  com- 
pdled,  to  construe  the  notice  as  it  read  upon 
its  face.  Very  probably,  too,  the  court  which 
rendered  the  Judgment  would  have  set  the 
same  aside,  and  permitted  him  to  come  la 
and  defend;  but  that  would  be  a  matter  ol 
disereUon — a  oontingency  he  was  not  bound 
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to  contemplate.  Hie  right  of  a  oitizen  to 
due  process  of  law  must  rest  upon  a  basir 
more  substantial  than  favor  or  discretion. 
That  a  man  is  entitled  to  some  notice  be- 
fore he  can  be  deprived  of  his  liberty  or 
•  property  is  an  axiom  of  the  law  to  which  no 
citation  of  authority  would  give  additional 
weight;  but  upon  the  question  of  the  length 
of  such  notice  there  ie  a  singular  dearth  of 
Judicial  decision.  It  is  manifest  that  the  re- 
quirement of  notice  would  be  of  no  value 
whatever,  unless  such  notice  were  reasonable 
and  adequate  for  the  purpose.  Davidson  y. 
Veto  Orleans,  96  U.  8.  97,  24  L.  ed.  616; 
Hagar  v.  Reclamation  Disi,  No.  108,  111  U. 
S.  701-712,  28  L.  ed.  669-573,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
663.  What  shall  be  deemed  a  reasonable  no- 
tice admits  of  considerable  doubt.  In  the 
case  of  a  witness  subpoena  the  command  of 
the  writ  is  that  the  party  served  shall  lay 
aside  all  his  busincfls  and  excuses,  and  make 
his  way  to  the  court  with  the  utmost  dis- 
patch, or  at  least  present  himself  upon  the 
return  day  of  the  writ.  An  ordinary  sum- 
mons, however,  to  answer  the  suit  of  a  pri- 
vate individual,  contemplates  that  the  party 
served  may  have  other  business  of  equal  or 
greater  importance  engaging  his  attention, 
or  may  require  time  for  the  retainer  of 
counsel  and  the  preparation  of  his  defense. 
In  2  Chitty's  General  Practice,  176,  it  is 
■aid  in  reference  to  summary  proceedings  be- 
fore justices  of  the  peace:  "The  time  ap- 
pointed must  always  allow  sufficient  oppor- 
tunity, between  the  service  of  the  summons 
and  the  time  of  appearance,  to  enable  the 
party  to  prepare  his  defense  and  for  his 
journey;  and  the  justice  should  in  this  re- 
spect take  care  to  avoid  any  supposition  of 
e  improper  hurrv,  or  he  may  incur  the  censure 
9  of  court  of  King's  Bench,  if  not  be  subject 
•  to  a  criminal  information.  *  The  precise  time 
will  generally  depend  on  distance,  and  the 
other  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 
With  analogy  to  other  branches  of  the  law, 
a  man  should  not  be  required,  omissis  omni- 
bus  aliis  negotiis,  instantly  to  answer  a 
charge  of  a  supposed  offense  necessarily  less 
than  an  indictable  misdemeanor,  on  the 
■ame  or  even  the  next  day,  and  should  be 
allowed  not  only  ample  time  to  obtain  lesal 
advice  and  assistance,  but  also  to  collect  his 
evidence;  and  even  the  convenience  of  wit- 
nesses should  be  considered;  and  therefore, 
in  general,  several  days  should  intervene  be- 
between  the  time  of  summons  and  hear- 
ing. In  the  superior  courts,  in  general,  at 
least  eight  days'  notice  of  inquiry  and  of 
trial  are  essential  for  the  preparation  of  the 
defense."  In  vol.  2,  page  144,  it  is  said  that 
the  ancient  practice  was  that  a  person  resid- 
ing at  a  considerable  distance  from  a  metrop- 
olis should  be  allowed  more  time  for  per- 
forming the  act  than  a  person  within,  or 
near,  the  metropolis,  but  that  there  is  now 
no  distinction  l)etween  an  arrest  on  process 
in  London  or  Yorkshire,  and  in  each  case  the 
defendant  must  appear  or  put  in  bail  within 
eight  days  after  the  date  of  service  or  arrest. 
This,  considering  the  small  area  of  the  king- 
dom, and  the  rapid  means  of  trantportetion, 
ieems  just  and  reasonable. 


While,  as  before  itet«d,  there  ie  bat  littte 
in  the  way  of  judicial  authority  upon  the 
question,  in  the  stetutes  of  the  aeveria  states 
regulating  proceedings  against  absent  and 
nonresident  defendanto^  there  is  a  consensua 
of  opinion,  which  is  entitled  to  great  weight 
in  passing  upon  the  question  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  such  notice. 

In  the  act  of  Oongrest  providing  for  the 
enforcement  of  liens  upon  property  at 
against  nonresidente  (Rev.  Stet  9  738) ,  the 
court  is  required  to  make  an  order  fixing  a 
day  certain,  which  ahall  be  served  on  the  ab- 
sent defendant  wherever  foxrnd,  or,  if  person- 
al service  be  impracticable,  such  order  shall 
be  published  once  a  week  for  six  consecutive 
weeks,  with  a  proviso  that,  if  there  be  no 
personal  service,  he  shall  have  one  year  after 
final  judgment  to  enter  his  appearance,  and 
set  aside  the  judgment  The  same  proviso 
allowing  the  court  to  fix  the  time  of  appear- 
ance is  found  in  the  stetutes  of  Massachu- 
sette,  New  Hampshire,  Pennsylvania,  Ala- h 
bama,  Maryland,  and  Virginia.  j 

•  By  the  sixth  rule  of  Uiis  court,  a  party « 
moving  to  dismiss  must  ffive  a  notice  of  at 
least  three  weeks,  and  where  counsel  to  be 
notified  reside  west  of  the  Rocky  Mountains, 
a  notice  of  at  least  thirty  days. 

By  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  New 
York,  §  440,  the  judge  is  required  to  make 
an  order  for  publication  once  a  week  for  six 
successive  weeks,  and  in  addition  thereto  the 
plaintiff,  on  or  before  the  day  of  the  first 
publication,  is  bound  to  mail  a  copy  of  the 
summons,  complaint,  and  order  for  appear- 
ance to  the  nonresident  defendant.  By  I 
2525,  eitetions  from  surrogate's  courte  must 
be  served  on  nonresidente  at  least  thirty 
days  before  the  return  day. 

By  the  General  Stetutes  of  Vermont 
(1894),  SS  1641,  1643,  nonresident  defend- 
ante  (served  out  of  the  stete)  are  entitled 
to  at  least  twenty  days'  notice  before  the 
time  when  the^  are  required  to  appear. 

By  the  practice  in  Michigan,  the  court  or- 
ders the  aosent  or  nonresident  defendant  to 
appear  in  not  less  than  three  months,  if  he 
be  a  resident  of  the  stete,  absent  or  con- 
cealed; and  if  a  resident  of  some  other  of 
the  United  Stetes  or  of  the  British  provinces, 
in  not  less  than  four  months;  and  if  a  resi- 
dent of  any  foreign  stete,  in  not  less  than 
five  months  from  the  date  of  making  the 
order;  and  if  the  order  be  not  published 
for  six  successive  weeks,  defendant  shall  be 
personally  served  at  least  twenty  days  be- 
fore the  time  prescribed  for  his  appearance. 
2  How.  (Mich.)  Ann.  Stet  19  6670,  6671, 
and  6672. 

By  the  Revised  Stetutes  of  Illinois  ( 1899) , 
chapter  22,  S  14,  there  must  be  either  publi* 
cation  or  a  personal  service  upon  the  non- 
resident defendant,  "not  less  than  thirty 
days  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the 
term  at  which  such  defendant  is  required  to 
appear." 

By  the  General  Stetutes  of  New  Jeney 
(1895),  vol.  1,  paffe  406,  the  chancdlor  may 
order  the  nonresident  defendant  to  appear 
not  less  than  one  nor  more  than  toree 
months  from  the  date  of  the  order;  ^ol  which 
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order  tmh  vMft'tm  thft^dn^noellor  shftU^by 
rule  direct  shall,  fdtliin  teih  days  tiiereallier, 
ba  served  personal^  on  suoh  deXendant/'  or 
be  published  foTdawr  .weeks.    This  g/tvoi  the 

ei  defendant  at  leaat  twenty  days'  personal  no- 

J  tioe. 

•  T  By  the  General  Statutes  of  Arkanias 
(1894),  M'  0077,  5078,  a  nonresident  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  complaint 
and  the  suiumons  warning  him  to  appear  and 
answer  "within  sixty  days  after  the  eame 
shall  have  been  served  on  him." 

By  the  Code  of  Georgia  (1695),  9  4979, 
the  party  obtaining  an  order  for  the  appear- 
ance of  a  nonresident  defendant  shall  file 
in  the  ofllce  of  the  clerk,  at  least  thirty  days 
before  the  term  next  after  the  order  for  pub- 
lication, a  copy  of  the  newspaper  in  which 
said  notice  is  published,  which  the  clerk  is 
required  to  at  once  mail  to  the  party  named 
in  the  order;  and,  by  8  4980,  the  Judge  is 
required  to  determine  whether  the  service 
has  been  properly  perfected. 

By  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  Florida  (1892), 
8  1413,  the  clerk  must  publish  the  order  for 
the  appearance  of  a  nonresident  defendant 
once  a  week  for  four  consecutive  weeks,  and 
also,  within  twenty  days  after  the  making  of 
the  order,  mail  a  copy  to  the  defendant.  If 
his  residence  be  shown  by  the  bill  or  affida- 
vit. 

Bv  the  Code  of  Montana  (1895),  |  6SS, 
publication  must  be  made  for  four  succes- 
sive weeks,  and,  where  the  residence  of  the 
defendant  is  known,  the  clerk  must  forth- 
with deposit  a  copy  of  the  summons  and 
oomplaint  in  the  postoffice,  directed  to  the 

rrson  to  be  served  at  his  place  of  residence, 
similar  practice  also  obtains  in  California. 

By  the  General  Statutes  of  Mississippi 
(1892),  §  3432,  pp^lication  may  be  diifpensed 
with,  if  the  summons  be  served  upon  the  ab- 
sent party  at  least  ten  days  before  the  re- 
turn day.  This  is  the  shortest  length  of  no- 
tice to  be  found  in  any  of  the  statutes. 

By  tbe  Code  of  Oregon  (1892),  I  57,  in 
tase  of  publication,  which  must  be  not  less 
than  once  a  week  for  six  weeks,  the  court  or 
Judge  shall  also  direct  a  copy  of  the  sum- 
nH)ns  and  complaint  to  be  forthwith  deposit- 
ed in  the  postoffice,  addressed  to  the  defend- 
ant, if  his  piace  of  residence  be  known;  and 
"in  case  of  personal  service  out  of  the  state, 
the  summons  shall  specify  the  time  pre- 
scribed in  the  order  for  publication." 
JJ'  It  may  be  said  in  general,  with  reference 
«  to  these  statutes,  that  in  cases  of  publication 

*  notice  is  reouired  to  be  given  at* least  once 
a  week  for  from  four  to  eight  weeks,  and  in 
ease  of  personal  service  out  of  the  state,  no 
notice  for  less  than  twenty  days  between  the 
service  and  return  day  is  contemplated  in 
any  of  the  states  except  Mississippi,  where 
a  personal  notice  of  ten  days  seems  to  be 
sufficient  While,  of  course,  these  statutes 
are  not  obligatory  here,  they  are  entitled  to 
consideration  as  expressive  of  the  general 
sentiment  of  legislative  bodies  ^  upon  the 
question  of  reasonableness  of  notice. 

Without  undertaking  to  determine  what 
Is  a  reasonable  notice  to  nonresidents,  ^re  are 
•of  opinion,  wider  the  oirciunstances  of  this 


case,  and  eonsidering  the  distapce  between 
the  place  of  service  and  the  place  of  return^  ^ 
that  five  days  was  not  a  reasonable  notice/ 
or  due  process  of  law;  that  the  judgment 
obtained  upon  such  notice  was  not  binding 
upon  the  defendant  Holler,  and  constitutes 
no  bar  to  the  prosecution  of  this  action. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Civil  i.p- 
peaU,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  limestone  County,  must  there' 
fore  be  reversed,  with  instructions  to  re- 
mand the  case  to  that  court  for  further  pro- 
ceedings not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 

The  CHBEr  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice 
Brewe*  dissented  from  this  opinion. 


(176  U.  S.  459) 
UNITED  STATES,  Appt,, 

V. 

MRS.  QUE  UM,  Ah  Tong,  Tee  Yuen,  and 
Ah  Quong. 

Right  of  wife  or  minor  child  of  Chinese  mer^ 
chant  to  enter  the  United  States — necessi^ 
ty  of  certificate. 

The  wife  snd  minor  children  of  a  Chinese  mer* 
chant  who  Is  domJciled  In  this  eoantry  may* 
nnder  the  act  of  Congress  of  1884,  construed 
In  connection  with  the  treaty  of  1880,  enter 
the  oonatry  by  resson  of  the  right  of  the  bus- 
band  and  father,  without  the  certificate  men- 
tioned  In  the  act 

[No.  123.] 

^uhvnitted  January  29,  1900.    Decided  Feb' 
ruary  26,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of   Washington  discharging    Chinese 
persons  arrested  for  entering  the  country 
without  certificates.    Affirm^ 
See  same  case  below,  83  Fed.  Rep.  136. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  PeoU&amt 
Distinct  appeals  were  taken  direct  to  this 
court  from  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Washington,  northern  division,  in  the  case 
of  the  above  defendant  in  error,  Mrs.  Que 
Lim,  and  from  the  judgment  of  the  western 
division  of  that  court  in  the  cases  of  Ah 
Tong,  Yee  Yuen,  and  Ah  Quong,  under  the 
fifth  clause  of  the  6th  section  of  the  act  cre- 
ating the  circuit  court  of  appeals  (26  Stat, 
at  L.  826,  828,  chap.  517),  because  the  cases 
involve,  among  other  questions,  the  construc- 
tion of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  China,  entered  into  in  1880  (22  Stat,  at 
Ij.  826,  article  second,  as  affected  by  the 
third  article  of  the  treaty  of  December  8» 
1894,  28  Stat  at  L.  1210).  The  various  ap- 
peals were  heard  here  as  one  case. 

The  facts  in  regard  to  Mrs.  Que  LUn  were 
agreed  upon  in  the  court  below,  and  It  ap- 
pears therefrom  that  she  is  the  lawful  wife 
of  Fook  Kee,  a  Chinese  merchant  engaged  in 
buying  and  selling  merchandise  in  the  city 
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•f  Seattle  and  itate  of  Waehington,  under 
the  firm  name  of  Fook  Kee  k  C3ompaiiy.  He 
wat  not  engaged  in  the  performance  of  any 
manual  labor,  except  eucn  as  was  necessary 
in  the  conduct  of  his  business  as  such  mer- 
chant, for  over  one  year  next  preceding  the 
date  of  his  last  departure  from  the  United 
States,  which  was  in  April,  1896,  and  was  in 
all  respects  a  Chinese  merchant  lawfully 
domiciled  in  the  United  States.  He  arrived 
at  the  port  of  Tacoma,  Washington,  from 
p  China,  accompanied  by  his  wife,  this  beins 
$her  first  arrival  in  the  United  States,  and 
*  the  collector  of^customs,  acting  under  gen- 
eral instructions  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  allowed  her  to  land  on  the  —  day 
of  May,  1897,  without  the  production  of  the 
certificate  mentioned  in  |  6th  of  the  act  of 
July  6,  1884  (23  Stat  at  L.  116,  chap.  220). 
Complaint  was  subsequently  made  to  the  dis- 
trict court  that  she  was  a  Chinese  laborer, 
and  was  found  unlawfully  in  the  United 
States,  in  the  county  of  King,  in  the  district 
of  Washii^^n,  on  the  2d  day  of  October, 
1897,  without  having  been  registered  as  a 
Chinese  laborer,  and  without  having  in  her 
possession  a  certificate  of  registration  as 
such  laborer,  and  without  having  any  other 
legal  right  or  authority  to  be  and  remain 
in  the  United  States. 

A  warrant  was  issued  by  the  district  court, 
upon  which  she  was  arrested,  and  after  hear- 
ing evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  the  court  decided  (83  Fed.  Rep. 
136)  that  she  was  not  a  Chinese  laborer,  but 
the  wife  of  a  Chinese  merchant  lawfully  dom- 
iciled and  doing  business  as  a  merchant,  and 
was  not  excluded  by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  from  coming  to  or  remaining  in  the 
United  States,  and  she  was  therefi>re  dis- 
charged from  custody  and  the  cause  dis- 
missed. 

The  other  defendants  in  error  had  been 
admitted  by  the  collector  of  customs  at  Port 
Townsend,  and  were  thereafter  adjudged  1^ 
the  United  States  commissioner,  upon  com- 
plaint made  before  him,  to  be  Chinese  labor- 
ers unlawfully  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
commissioner  thereupon  ordered  them  to  be 
deported  to  China.  They  appealed  from 
such  decision,  and  the  United  States  district 
court  for  the  district  of  Washington,  west- 
em  division,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  de- 
cided that  the  defendants  were  minor  chil- 
dren of  Chinese  merchants,  and  that  they 
were  lawfully  entitled  to  be  and  remain  in 
the  United  States. 

The  facts  were  sgreed  upon  In  the  court  be- 
low, and  Uiey  are  stated  in  the  record  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1.)  The  defendants  were  bom  in  China 
of  parents  lawfully  married,  and  had  resided 
in  that  country  up  to  the  time  they  came  to 
the  United  States  to  live  with  their  respective 
fathers,  and  were  still  minors  under  tiie  age 
H  of  fifteen  years. 

^  (2.)  The  fathers  of  these  Ix^  were,  and 
•  for  a  long  time  prior* to  the  coming  of  the 
boys  to  this  country,  had  been,  bona  fide 
Chinese  merchants,  lawfully  residing  and  do- 
ing business  in  the  city  of  Walla  walla,  in 
the  state  of  Washington,  and  had  sent  for 


their  sons  to  como  fran  CMim  to  lif  with 
them  in  Walla  Walla»  where  they  were  r«Bid« 
ing  with  their  fathers  when  amated  hj  m 
United  States  immimtion  officer. 

(3.)  The  boys  had  new  procured  any  eer> 
tificate  under  f  6th  of  the  aet  of  July  6, 1884 
(23  Stat  at  L.  116,  chap.  220,  tupm),  but 
relied  entirely  upon  the  status  of  their  fath- 
ers as  merchants  here  to  entitle  them  to  come 
to  this  coontrr,  and  upon  that  claim  had 
been  admitted  by  the  ooUeetor  of  eustoma  at 
Port  Townsend. 

A  Judgment  diseharffing  the  defendaati 
havinff  been  entered,  the  United  States  i^p- 
pealed  to  this  court 

A99i8tani  Attorney  Gfenaml  Hojt  for  i^ 
pellant 
No  counsel  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justioe  PeeUuun,  after  stating  th« 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  question  here  arising  in  rmrd  to  th« 
correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  district 
court  in  the  case  of  the  married  woman  do- 
pends  for  its  solution  upon  the  construction 
to  be  given  to  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1884  (23  Stat  at  L.  116,  chap. 
220) ,  which  is  set  forth  in  the  margin.t 


tSec.  6.  That  In  order  to  tbe  faithful  ezecn- 
tton  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  every  Chinese 
person,  other  than  a  laborer,  who  maj  be  en- 
titled by  said  treaty  or  this  act  to  come  within 
the  United  States,  and  who  shall  be  about  to 
come  to  the  United  States,  shsJl  oMaln  the  pei^ 
mission  of  and  be  Identified  as  so  entitled  by  tbe 
Chinese  government,  or  of  sneh  other  foreign 
government  of  which  at  the  time  each  Chinees 
person  shall  be  a  suhjeet,  in  each  case  to  be  evi- 
denced by  a  oertlflcate  Issued  by  such  govern- 
ment, which  eerUflcate  shall  be  in  the  Sngllsh 
Isngnage,  and  shall  show  such  permission,  with 
the  name  of  the  permitted  person  In  his  or  her 
proper  signature,  and  which  ceetlflcate  diali 
state  the  Individual,  family,  and  tribal  name  In 
full,  title  or  official  rank.  If  any,  the  age,  height; 
end  all  physical  peculiarities,  former  and  pre» 
ent  occupation  or  profession,  when  and  where 
and  how  long  pursued,  snd  pisoe  of  residence  U 
the  person  to  whom  the  certificate  Is  Issued,  and 
that  such  person  Is  entitled  by  this  act  to  come 
within  the  United  Statea  If  the  person  so  ap- 
plying for  a  certificate  shall  be  a  merchant 
said  certificate  shall,  In  sddltlon  to  above  re- 
quirements, state  the  nature,  character,  and 
estimated  value  of  the  business  carried  on  by 
him  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  his  appllcatlea 
as  aforesaid.  .  .  .  The  certificate  provided 
for  In  this  act  and  the  Identity  of  the  person 
named  therein  shall,  before  such  person  goes  on 
board  sny  vessel  to  proceed  to  the  United  States, 
be  vised  by  the  Indorsement  of  the  diplomatic 
representatives  of  the  United  States  in  the  for- 
eign country  from  which  said  oertlflcate  Issues, 
or  of  the  consular  representative  of  the  United 
States  at  the  port  or  place  from  which  the  pei^ 
son  named  In  the  certificate  Is  about  to  deput: 
and  such  diplomatic  representative  or  consular 
representative  whose  Indorsement  Is  so  required 
Is  hereby  empowered,  and  It  shall  he  his  duty, 
before  Indorsing  such  certificate  as  aforesaid, 
to  examine  Into  the  truth  of  the  statements  set 
forth  in  said  certificate,  end  If  he  siiall  find  n^ 
on  examination  that  said  or  any  of  tiM  stat^ 
menti  therein  contained  are  untrue  It  dial!  be 
his  duty  te  refuse  to  Indorse  tbe 


e«1899. 
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•  *That  section  must  be  construed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  treaty  concluded  between  this 
country  and  China  in  Noven^r,  1880.  22 
But  at  L.  82G. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  counsel  for 
the  government  that  by  the  subsequent 
treaty  of  March,  1894  (28  Stat,  at  L.  1210), 
the  two  governments  have  agreed  that  the  re- 
quirements of  a  certificate  as  provided  for  in 
the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  shall 
»pp]y  to  all  permitted  Chinese  subjects  who 
musty  without  exception,  produce  such  certifi- 
cates.   Article  two  of  the  treaty  of  1880  and 

fs  article  three  of  the  treaty  of  1894  are  set 

$  out  in  the  margin.f 

•  •We  do  not  think  the  treaty  of  1894  alters 
the  result  flowing  from  the  treaty  of  1880 
and  the  act  of  1884.  The  question  is,  whether 
under  the  act  of  1884,  construed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  treaty  of  1880,  the  wife  of  a 
Chinese  merchant,  domiciled  in  this  country, 
may  enter  the  United  States  without  a  cer- 
tificate, because  she  is  the  wife  of  such  mer- 
chant. 

Although  the  third  article  of  the  treaty  of 
1894  does  speak  of  certificates  for  Chinese 
subjects  therein  described,  who  already  en- 
Joy  the  right  to  enter  the  country,  the  ques- 
tion recurs  whether  the  certificate  of  the  nus- 
l«nd  who  himself  enjoys  the  right  is  not 
enough  for  the  wife,  the  fact  being  proved  or 
admitted  that  she  is  such  wife.  Possibly 
the  result  of  the  treaty  of  1894  may  be  held 
to  be,  instead  of  simply  prohibiting  the  en- 
trance of  Chinese  laborers,  to  restrict  the 
right  of  entry  to  those  classes  who  arc  spa- 
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certJflcate  tIsM  as  aforesaid  shail  be  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  facts  set  forth  therein,  and  shall 
be  produced  to  the  eollector  of  customs  of  the 
port  In  the  district  In  the  United  States  at 
which  the  person  named  therein  shall  arrive, 
and  afterwards  produced  to  the  proper  anthorl- 
tlee  of  the  United  States  whenever  lawfully  de- 
manded, and  shall  be  the  sole  evidence  permissi- 
ble on  the  part  of  the  person  so  prodnelng  the 
same  to  establish  a  right  of  entry  Into  the  Unit- 
ed States;  bat  said  certificate  may  be  contro- 
verted and  the  facts  therein  stated  disproved 
by  the  United  States  anthorltles. 


tTreatj  of  1880. 
Article  II. 

Chinese  subjects,  whether  proceeding  to  the 
United  States  as  teachers,  students,  merchants, 
or  from  curiosity,  together  with  their  body  and 
household  servants,  and  Chinese  laboirers  who 
are  now  In  the  United  States,  shall  be  allowed 
to  go  and  come  of  their  own  free  will  and  ac- 
cord, and  shall  be  accorded  all  the  rights,  privi- 
leges, immunities,  and  exemptions  which  are  ac- 
corded to  the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  most 
favored  nation. 

Treaty  of  1894. 
Article  III. 

The  provisions  of  this  convention  shall  not 
affect  the  right  at  present  enjoyed  of  Chinese 
subjects,  being  officials,  teachers,  students,  mer- 
chants, or  travelers  for  curiosity  or  pleasure, 
but  not  laborers,  of  coming  to  the  United  States 
and  residing  therein.  To  entitle  such  Chinese 
enbjects  as  are  above  described  to  admission 
Into  the  United  States  they  may  produce  a  certif- 
icate from  their  government  or  the  government 
where  they  last  resided  vis6d  by  the  diplomatic 
•r  consular  representative  of  the  United  States 
In  the  country  or  port  whence  they  depart. 
20  S.  C— 27r 


dally  named  in  the  third  article  of  the  treaty. 
But  the  question  would  still  remain  whether 
the  wives  of  the  members  of  the  classes  prhr- 
ileged  to  enter  were  not  entitled  themselves 
to  enter  by  reason  of  the  right  of  the  husband 
and  without  the  certificate  mentioned  in  the 
act  of  1884. 

There  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion 
amonff  the  lower  courts  as  to  the  true  con- 
etruction  to  be  given  to  the  treaty  and  the 
act  of  Congress.  The  judges  in  some  eases 
have  taken  the  view  that  the  wife  and  minor 
children  of  a  Chinese  merchant,  who  is  him- 
self entitled,  under  the  second  article  of  the 
treaty  of  1880  and  9  6th  of  the  act  of  1884, 
to  come  within  and  dwell  in  the  United 
States,  were  entitled  to  come  into  the  country 
with  him  or  after  him  as  each  wife  andg 
children  without  the  certificate  prescribed  in  § 
that  section.  Other  judgea^haye  held  that* 
they  were  not  entitle  to  enter  the  country 
without  the  production  of  the  certifieate  men- 
tioned in  the  act. 

Thoee  cases  holding  the  right  of  the  wife 
to  enter  without  a  certificate  are  Be  Ohung 
Toy  Ho,  42  Fed.  Rep.  398,  9  L.  R.  A.  204,  in 
the  circuit  court,  district  of  Oregon,  May 
1890,  in  which  case  the  opinion  was  delivered 
by  Judge  Deady;  Re  Lee  Tee  Sing,  85  Fed. 
Kep.  635,  decided  in  1898  in  the  district 
court  for  the  state  of  Washington;  also  in 
this  case.  United  Biaiee  v.  (7i«e  lAmy  83  Fed. 
Rep.  136,  district  court  of  Washington,  1897. 

Those  adverse  to  the  doctrine  are  Re  Ah 
Quan,  21  Fed.  Rep.  182, 186,  decided  in  1884 
in  the  circuit  court,  district  of  California; 
Re  Ah  Moy,  21  Fed.  Rep.  785,  in  the  same 
court,  September,  1884;  Re  Wo  Tai  lA,  48 
Fed.  Rep.  668,  in  the  district  oourt,  north- 
ern district  of  California,  August,  1888;  He 
Lum  Lin  Ying,  59  Fed.  Rep.  682,  district 
court  of  Oregon,  February,  1894;  Re  Li 
Foon,  80  Fed.  Rep.  881,  circuit  court,  south- 
ern district  of  New  York,  1897. 

Some  of  the  latter  cases  do  not  involve  the 
exact  point  now  before  the  court,  but  they 
are  in  the  direction  stated. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  review  these  cases  In 
detail.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  agree 
with  the  reasoning  contained  in  the  opinion 
delivered  by  Judge  Deady.  Re  Ohung  Toy 
Ho,  42  Fed.  Rep.  398,  9  L.  R.  A.  204.  In  our 
judgment  the  wife  in  this  case  was  entitled 
to  come  into  the  country  without  the  certifi- 
cate mentioned  in  the  act  of  1884. 

The  act  of  1882,  of  which  that  of  1884  was 
an  amendment,  was  passed,  as  is  stated  in  its 
title,  "to  execute  certain  treaty  stipulations 
rdating  to  Chinese,"  and  therefore  we  must 
assume  that  the  body  of  the  act  has  that  pur- 
pose. 

This  court  has  already  sustained  the  power 
of  Congress  to  provide  for  excluding  or  ex- 
pelling Chinese,  even  in  contravention  of  a 
treaty;  also  the  power  to  intrust  the  final 
determination  of  the  facts  upcm  which  the 
individual  is  to  be  expelled,  to  an  executive 
officer.  Fong  Yue  Ting  y.  United  Statee,  149 
U.  S.  698,  37  L.  ed.  905,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1016;  Wong  Wing  v.  United  States,  163  U.  S. 
228,  41  L.  ed.  140,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  977. 
But  it  is  not  the  power  of  Congress  over  the 
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§  (Ribject  Mrith  which  we  are  now  dealing.   The 

•  qaestion  ia.  What  did  Congresa^mean  by  the 
act  of  1884?  Some  light  upon  that  question 
can  be  derived  from  the  treaty  of  1880»  which 
must  be  read  in  connection  with  it.  By  arti- 
cle two  of  the  treaty,  Chinese  subjects  pro- 
ceeding to  the  United  States,  either  as  teach- 
ers, students,  merchants,  or  from  curiosity, 
together  with  their  body  and  household  serv- 
ants, were  to  bo  allowed  to  go  and  come  of 
their  own  free  will  and  accord,  and  were  to 
be  "accorded  all  the  rights,  privileges,  im- 
munities, and  exemptions  which  are  accorded 
to  the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  most  fav- 
ered  nation."  It  was  for  the  avowed  pur- 
pose of  carrying  these  treaty  stipulations 
into  effect  that  tne  act  of  1882  (22  Stat,  at 
L.  58,  chap.  126),  and  the  amended  act  of 
1884  (23  Stat,  at  L.  115,  chap.  220),  were 
passed. 

It  is  impossible  to  entertain  the  belief 
that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  im- 
mediately after  the  conclusion  of  a  treaty  be- 
tween this  counti^  and  the  Chinese  Empire, 
would,  while  assimiing  to  carry  out  its  pro- 
visions, pass  an  act  which  violated  or  unrea- 
sonably obstructed  the  obligation  of  any  pro- 
vision^ of  the  treaty.  As  was  stated  by  Mr. 
Justice  Harlan  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  in  Chew  Beong  v.  United  States, 
112  U.  S.  536,  28  L.  ed.  770,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
255:  "The  court  should  be  slow  to  assume 
that  Congress  intended  to  violate  the  stipu- 
lations of  a  treaty  so  recently  made  with  the 
government  of  another  country.  .  .  . 
Aside  from  the  duty  imposed  bv  the  Consti- 
tution to  respect  treaty  stipulations  when 
they  become  the  subject  of  judicial  proceed- 
ings, the  court  cannot  be  unmindful  of  the 
fact  that  the  honor  of  the  government  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States  is  involved 
in  every  inquiry  whether  rights  secured  by 
such  stipulations  shall  be  recognized  and  pro- 
tected. And  it  would  be  wanting  in  proper 
respect  for  the  intelligence  and  patriotism 
of  a  co-ordinate  department  of  the  govern- 
ment were  it  to  doubt,  for  a  moment,  that 
these  considerations  were  present  in  the 
minds  of  its  members  when  the  legislation 
in  question  was  enacted."  We  ought,  there- 
fore, to  so  consider  the  act,  if  it  can  reason- 
ably be  done,  as  to  further  the  execution, 
and  not  to  violate  the  provisions,  of  the 
treaty, 
o  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  1884.  which, 
$  in  terms,  enumerates  and  provides  for  the 

*  admission  of  particular  classes  of* persons. 
It  speaks  in  the  6th  section  of  those  who  may 
be  entitled  under>  the  treaty  or  under  the 
act  to  come  within  the  United  States,  but 
the  act  does  not  assume  to  enlarge  the  num- 
ber or  character  of  the  classes  specially 
named  in  the  treaty  as  entitled  to  admis- 
sion. It  is  plain  that  in  this  case  the  woman 
could  not  obtain  the  certificate  as  a  mem- 
ber of  any  of  those  specially  enumerated 
classes.  She  is  neither  an  oilicial,  a  teacher, 
a  student,  a  merchant,  nor  a  traveler  for 
ouriosity  or  pleasure.  She  is  simply  the 
wife  of  a  merchant,  who  is  himself  a  member 
of  one  of  the  classes  mentioned  in  the  treaty 
as  entitled  to  admission.    And  yet  it  is  not 


possible  to  presume  that  the  treaty,  in  omi^ 
ting  to  name  the  wives  of  those  who  by  the 
second  article  were  entitled  to  admission, 
meant  that  they  should  be  excluded.  If  not» 
then  they  would  be  entitled  to  admission  be- 
cause they  were  such  wives,  although  not  in 
terms  mentioned  in  the  treaty. 

Does  the  6th  section  mean  that  in  such 
case  the  wife  must  obtain  the  certificate 
therein  provided  for?  We  think  not.  Al- 
though the  section  provides  that  every  Chi- 
nese person,  other  than  a  laborer,  who  may 
be  entitled  by  the  treaty  or  by  the  act  to  en- 
ter the  United  States  must  have  a  certificate, 
the  contents  whereof  are  therein  stated,  yet 
when  we  come  to  look  at  the  particulars 
which  it  directs  shall  be  set  forth  in  the  cer- 
tificate, we  see  that  the  section  was  not 
drawn  with  the  view  of  embracing  the  case 
of  one  who  claims  the  right  of  admission 
simply  as  the  wife  of  a  person  entitled  to  en- 
ter and  remain  in  this  coimtry.  She  may 
have  had  no  former,  and  may  have  no  pres- 
ent, occupation  or  profession  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section,  and,  of  course,  in 
that  case,  it  cannot  be  stated  when  and 
where  and  how  long  it  has  been  pursued. 

The  section  assumes  that  the  applicant  for 
a  certificate  has  some  occupation  or  profes- 
sion which  has  been  theretofore  pursued  at 
some  place,  which  is  not  the  case  here. 

Various  other  provisions  in  the  section 
render  it  plain  to  our  minds  that  it  was 
never  intended  to  extend  to  the  wives  of 
persons  who  were  themselves  entitled  to 
entry.  A  certificate  that  should  only  state 
that  the  person  therein  identified  was  thei* 
wife  of  a  member  of  the  admitted  class,  and^ 
had  no*occupation  or  profession,  it  seems  to  * 
us  would  not  be  a  compliance  with  the  see- 
tion,  and  if  not,  then  it  would  not  be  possible 
to  comply  with  its  provisions  in  this  case, 
and  the  consequence  would  be  that  (if  a 
certificate  were  necessary  under  the  6th  sec- 
tion) the  statute  would  exact,  as  a  conditon 
of  entrance  into  the  country,  that  which  the 
person  could  not  perform,  although  other- 
wise entitled  to  enter. 

While  the  literal  construction  of  the  see- 
tion  would  require  a  certificate,  as  therein 
stated,  from  every  Chinese  person,  other  than 
a  laborer,  who  should  come  into  the  coun- 
try, yet  such  a  construction  leads  to  what  we 
think  an  absurd  result,  for  it  requires  a  cer- 
tificate for  a  wife  of  a  merchant,  among  oth- 
ers, in  regard  to  whom  it  would  be  impossi- 
ble to  give  the  particulars  which  the  statute 
requires  shall  be  stated  in  such  certificate. 

"Nothing  is  better  settled,"  says  the  pres- 
ent Chief  Justice,  in  Lau  Oto  Bew  v.  United 
States,  144  U.  S.  47,  59.  36  L.  ed.  340,  344, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  517,  520.  "than  that  stat- 
utes snould  receive  a  sensible  construction, 
such  as  will  effectuate  the  legislative  inten- 
tion, and,  if  possible,  so  as  to  avoid  an  un- 
just or  an  absurd  conclusion." 

The  purpose  of  the  6th  section,  requiring 
the  certificate,  was  not  to  prevent  the  per- 
sons named  in  t)ie  second  article  of  the  treaty 
from  coming  into  the  country,  but  to  prevent 
Chinese  laborers  from  entering  under  the 
guise  of  being  one  of  the  classes  permitted 
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b7  the  treatj.    It  U  the  oomlng  of  Chineee 
laborers  that  the  act  is  aimed  affaintt. 

It  waa  said  in  the  opinion  in  the  Lou  Ou 
Bew  Case,  in  speaking  of  the  provision  that 
the  sole  evidence  permissible  should  be  the 
certificate:  '*This  rule  of  evidence  was 
evidently  prescribed  by  the  amendment  as  a 
means  of  effectually  preventing  the  violation 
or  evasion  of  the  prohibition  against  the 
coming  of  Chinese  laborers.  It  was  designed 
as  a  safe^ard  to  prevent  the  unlawful  entry 
of  such  laborers,  under  the  pretense  that 
they  belong  to  the  merchant  class  or  to  some 
other  of  the  admitted  classes/' 

It  was  also  held  in  that  case  that  although 
the  literal  wording  of  the  statute  of  1884, 
9  6,  would  require  a  certificate  in  the  case 
ot  of  a  merchant  already  domiciled  in  the 
$  United  States  and  who  had  left  the  country 
•  for  temporary  purposes,*  animo  revertendi, 
yet  its  true  and  proper  construction  did  not 
include  his  case,  and  the  general  terms  used 
in  the  act  were  limited  to  those  persons  to 
whom  Congress  manifestly  intended  to  apply 
them,  which  would  be  those  who  were  about 
to  come  to  the  United  States  for  the  first 
time,  and  not  to  those  Chinese  merchants  al- 
ready domiciled  in  the  United  States  who 
had  gone  to  China  for  temporary  purposes 
only,  with  the  intention  of  returning.  The 
ease  of  Wan  Shing  v.  United  States,  140  U. 
8.  424,  35  L.  ed.  503,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  729, 
was  referred  to,  and  attention  called  to  the 
fact  that  the  appellant  therein  was  not  a 
merchant,  but  a  laborer,  who  had  acquired 
no  commercial  domicil  in  this  country,  and 
was  clearly  within  the  exception  requiring 
him  to  procure  and  produce  the  certificate 
specified  in  the  act.  The  ruling  was  ap- 
proved, and  the  differences  in  the  two  cases 
pointed  out  by  the  chief  justice. 

To  hold  that  a  certificate  is  required  in 
this  case  is  to  decide  that  the  woman  cannot 
come  into  this  country  at  all,  for  it  is  not  pos- 
sible for  her  to  comply  with  the  act,  because 
she  cannot  in  any  event  procure  the  certifi- 
cate even  by  returning  to  China.  She  must 
come  in  as  the  wife  of  her  domiciled  husband 
or  not  at  all.  The  act  was  never  meant  to 
accomplish  the  result  of  permanently  exclud- 
ing the  wife  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  and  we  think  that,  properly  and  rea- 
sonably construed,  it  does  not  do  so.  If  we 
hold  that  she  is  entitled  to  come  in  as  the 
wife,  because  the  true  construction  of  the 
treaty  and  the  act  permits  it,  there  is  no 
provision  which  makes  the  certificate  the 
only  proof  of  the  fact  that  she  is  such  wife. 
In  the  case  of  the  minor  children,  the  same 
result  must  follow  as  in  that  of  the  wife. 
All  the  reasons  which  favor  the  construction 
of  the  statute  as  exempting  the  wife  from 
the  necessity  of  procuring  a  certificate  apply 
with  equal  force  to  the  case  of  minor  chil- 
dren of  a  member  or  members  of  the  admit- 
ted classes.  They  come  in  by  reason  of  their 
relationship  to  the  father,  and  whether  they 
accompany  or  follow  him,  a  certificate  is  not 
necessary  in  either  case.  When  the  fact  is 
established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  author- 
ities, that  the  person  claiming  to  enter,  either 
as  wife  or  minor  child,  is  in  fact  the  wife  or 


minor  ehild  of  <me  of  tlia  members  of  a  class  S 
mentioned*in  the  treaty  as  entitled  to  enter,? 
then  that  person  is  entitled  to  admission 
without  the  certificate. 

These  views  lead  to  the  affirmanoa  of  tha 
judgment9,  and  th^  ara  accordingly  ^ 
firmed. 


(11$  U.  8w  SSI) 
LOUISE  M.  IklATTESOX  and  Charles  D. 
Matteson,  Plff9.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

WILLIAM  H.  DENT,  as  Receiver  of  tha 
First  National  Bank  of  Beoorah,  Iowa. 

Liability  of  next  of  hin  for  oasee^mentM  on 
etook  in  national  hank, 

1.  The  widow  and  hetrs  of  a  riiareholder  la  a 
national  bank,  to  whom  the  probate  court  al« 
lots  the  shares  of  stock  in  indlvlsfon.  In  pro- 
portion to  their  interests  in  the  esUte,  bnt 
who  let  the  stock  stsnd  In  the  name  of  the  de- 
ceased, without  any  notice  oi  their  title  to  It, 
are  liable,  under  U.  8.  Bev.  SUt.  H  6189, 
5151,  5152,  to  assessments  on  the  stock  la 
case  the  bank  subsequently  becomes  Insolvent. 

2.  Enforcing  the  whole  amount  of  sn  assess- 
ment on  national  bank  stock,  to  the  extent 
of  the  distributive  share  received,  against  one 
of  the  heirs  or  next  of  kin  to  whom  the  stock 
has  been  allotted  by  the  probate  conrt  In  In- 
division,  in  proportion  to  their  Interest  la 
the  estate,  pursuant  to  Minn.  Oen.  Stat.  1804, 
if  5918  et  teq.,  does  not  violate  any  rights 
under  the  Federal  sUtutes. 

[No.  124.] 

Submitted  January  29,  1900.    Decided  Feb 
ruary  26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tha 
State  of  Minnesota  to  review  a  judgment 
affirming  a  decision  enforcing  an  assessment 
on  national  bank  stock.    Afflrmed, 

See  same  case  below,  73  Minn.  170,  75  N. 
W.  1041. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Whites 
On  October  31,  1864,  Sumner  W.  Matteson 
became  the  owner  of  ten  shares  of  capital 
stock  of  the  First  National  Bank  of  Decorah, 
established  in  the  city  of  Decorah,  state  of 
Iowa,  and  the  shares  were  duly  registered  on 
the  books  of  the  bank  in  his  name.  In  July, 
1895,  Matteson,  whilst  the  stock  was  yet 
owned  by  him  and  still  stood  registered  in^ 
his  name,  died  intestate  at  St.  Paul,  Minna-  g 
sota,  where  he  residedy^leaving  surviving  hia  • 
widow  and  six  children,  two  of  whom  were 
minors.  The  probate  court  of  Minnesota 
having  jurisdiction  over  his  estate  appointed 
an  administrator,  who  filed  an  Inventorv  in 
which  was  embraced  the  shares  of  stock  in 
question.  In  September,  1806,  a  final  ac- 
count having  been  previously  filed  by  the  ad- 
ministrator, a  decree  turning  over  the  estate, 
including  the  ten  shares  of  stock,  was  en- 
tered. Under  this  decree  the  widow  and 
heirs  took  the  ten  shares  of  stock  in  indi vi- 
sion in  proportion  to  their  interest  in  the  es- 
tate; that  is  to  sav,  the  widow  became  the 
owner  of  an  undivided  third  intareat  in  tha 
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stock  and  each  of  the  children,  there  being 
six,  of  a  one-ninth  interest  therein,  thus  the 
widow  owned  three  ninths  of  the  ten  shares 
and  each  of  the  six  children  one  ninth.  No 
notice  of  the  death  of  Matteson  or  of  the  al- 
lotment in  question  was  conveyed  to  the 
bank,  nor  was  any  transfer  of  the  stock  on 
the  books  of  the  bank  operated  at  the  time  of 
the  allotment  or  subsequent  thereto.  In- 
deed, under  the  proportions  of  undivided 
ownership  of  the  stock  in  the  widow  and 
heirs,  it  was  impossible  to  have  registered  on 
the  books  of  the  bank  in  the  name  of  each 
owner  separately  according  to  their  re- 
spective ownership  in  the  ten  shares  without 
some  further  partition  of  the  undivided  own- 
ership existing  between  them.  It  follows 
that  the  stock  which  stood  on  the  books  of 
the  bank  in  the  name  of  Matteson  during  his 
life  continued  to  so  stand  after  his  death,  so 
remained  at  the  time  of  the  allotment,  and 
was  so  registered  at  the  time  this  suit  was 
brought.  On  November  the  10th,  1896,  the 
bank  became  insolvent  and  was  closed  by  the 
comptroller  of  the  currency,  who  on  the  24th 
of  November,  1896,  appointed  a  receiver.  In 
January,  1897,  in  order  to  pay  the  debts  of 
the  bank,  under  the  authority  conferred  on 
him  by  law  (Rev.  Stat.  6161) ,  the  comptroll- 
er made  an  assessment  upon  the  shareholders 
of  $100  upon  each  share,  and  proceedings  for 
its  enforcement  were  by  him  directed  to  be 
taken.  The  assessment  not  having  been 
paid,  although  due  notice  was  given  to  do  so, 
the  receiver  sued  in  the  state  court  of  Ram- 
n  sey  county,  Minnesota,  the  widow  and  chil- 
g  dren  of  Matteson,  as  next  of  kin,  asking  juJg- 
•  ment  for  the  amount*Df  said  assessment.  The 
suit  was  in  conformity  to  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  1894  of  Minnesota,  which,  in  §§  6918 
0t  aeq.,  permitted  an  action  to  be  brought 
against  all  or  one  or  more  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  a  deceased  person,  by  the  creditor  of  an 
estate,  to  recover  the  distributive  shares  re- 
ceived out  of  such  estate,  or  so  much  thereof 
as  might  be  necessary  to  satisfy  a  debt  of  the 
intestate  or  of  his  estate.  Service  was  had 
only  upon  the  widow  and  one  of  the  children. 
A  general  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was 
filed  and  overruled,  and  the  order  so  overrul- 
ing the  demurrer  was,  upon  appeal,  affirmed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state.  70  Minn. 
519,  73  N.  W.  416.  Thereafter  the  demurring 
defendants  answered,  setting  forth  in  sub- 
stance their  nonliability  to  pay  said  assess- 
ment under  the  statutes  of  the  United  States 
governing  the  winding  up  of  insolvent  na- 
tional banking  associations.  A  motion  for 
judgment  upon  the  pleadings  was  thereupon 
made  and  granted,  and  judgment  was  entered 
in  favor  of  the  receiver  against  Louise  M.  Mat- 
teson and  Charles  D.  Matteson,  and  each  of 
them,  in  the  sum  of  $1,000  with  interest  and 
costs.  On  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Minnesota,  that  court  affirmed 
the  judgment.  73  Minn.  170,  75  N.  W.  1041. 
A  writ  of  error  was  allowed,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  affirmance  is  now  here  for  review. 

Messrs.  Edmund  S.  Dnrment  and  AU 
hert  R*  Moore  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 


Messrs.  Frank  B.  SelloBB»  Daniel  W. 
Lawler,  George  R,  O'Beilly,  and  FiUihugh 
Bums  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Wliitey  after  making  the  fore- 
going statement^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  questions  arising  on  this  record  in* 
volve  a  consideration  of  §§  6918  et  seq,  of 
the  General  Statutes  of  the  state  of  Minne- 
sota and  of  the  sections  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  the  United  States,  which  are  in  the  ^ 
margin.f  g 

*  Leaving  out  of  view  for  the  moment  the  le-* 
gal  effect  of  the  allotment  of  the  ten  shares 
of  stock  to  the  next  of  kin  of  Matteson,  let 
us  consider  what,  if  any,  liability  rested  upon 
his  estate  to  pay  the  assessment  on  the  ten 
shares  of  stock  which  stood  at  his  death  in 
his  name,  and  so  remained  up  to  the  time  of 
the  allotment.  Because  the  insolvency  of 
the  bank  took  place  after  the  death  of  Mat- 
teson, did  it  result  that  the  assessment, 
which  was  predicated  upon  the  insolvency^ 
was  not  a  debt  of  his  estate?  To  so  decide 
the  statute  must  be  construed  as  imposing 
the  liability  on  the  shareholder  for  the 
amount  of  his  subscription  when  necessary 
to  pay  debts,  only  in  case  insolvency  arises 


tSec.  5139.  The  capital  stock  of  each  associa- 
tion shall  be  divided  Into  shares  of  one  hondred 
dollars  each,  and  be  deemed  personal  property, 
and  transferable  oo  the  books  of  the  assocla^ 
tion  In  such  manner  as  may  be  prescribed  la 
the  by-laws  or  articles  of  association.  Every 
person  becoming  a  shareholder  by  such  trans- 
fer shall,  in  proportion  to  his  shares,  succeed 
to  all  the  rlghU  and  liabilities  of  the  prior  hold- 
er of  such  shares ;  and  no  change  shall  be  made 
In  the  articles  of  association  by  which  the 
rights,  remedies,  or  security  of  the  existing 
creditors  of  the  association  shall  be  impaired. 

Sec.  6151.  The  shareholders  of  every  nation- 
al banking  association  shall  be  held  individual- 
ly responsible,  equally  and  ratably,  and  not 
one  for  another,  for  all  contracts,  debts,  and 
engagements  of  such  association,  to  the  extent 
of  the  amount  of  their  stock  therein,  at  the  par 
value  thereof.  In  addition  to  the  amount  In- 
vested Ln  such  shares ;  except  that  shareholders 
of  any  banking  association  now  existing  under 
state  laws,  having  not  less  than  Ave  millions 
of  dollars  of  capital  actually  paid  In,  and  a  sur- 
plus of  twenty  per  centum  on  hand,  both  to  be 
determined  by  the  comptroller  of  the  currency, 
shall  be  liable  only  to  the  amount  Invested  In 
their  shares;  and  such  surplus  of  twenty  per 
centum  shall  be  kept  undiminished,  and  be  In 
addition  to  the  surplus  provided  for  in  this 
title;  and  If  at  any  time  there  Is  a  deficiency 
in  such  surplus  of  twenty  per  centum,  such 
association  shall  not  pay  any  dividends  to  Its 
shareholders  until  the  deficiency  la  made  good; 
and  in  case  of  such  deficiency  the  comptroller 
of  the  currency  may  compel  the  association  to 
close  Its  business  and  wind  ap  Its  aflTalrs  under 
the  provisions  of  chapter  four  of  this  title. 

Sec.  6162.  Persons  holding  stock  as  execu- 
tors, administrators,  guardians,  or  trustees 
shall  not  be  personally  subject  to  any  liabili- 
ties as  stockholders;  but  the  estates  and  funds 
in  their  hands  shall  be  liable  in  like  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  the  testator.  Intes- 
tate, ward,  or  person  Interested  In  such  trust 
funds  would  be,  if  living  and  competent  to  set 
and  hold  the  stock  In  his  own  name. 
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«  dnring  the  lifetlina  of  the  ihareholder.    In 
2  other  wordB,  that  all  liability  of  sharehold- 

•  on  to  contribute*  to  pay  debts  ceases  by 
death.  This  construction,  however,  would  be 
manifestly  unsound.  The  obligation  of  a 
subscriber  to  stock  to  contribute  to  the 
amount  of  his  subscription  for  the  purpose 
of  the  payment  of  debts  is  contractual,  and 
arises  from  the  subscription  to  the  stock. 
True,  whether  there  is  to  be  a  call  for  the 
performance  of  this  obligation  depends  on 
whether  it  becomes  necessary  to  do  so  in  con- 
sequence of  the  happening  of  insolvency. 
But  the  obligation  to  respond  is  engen- 
dered by  and  relates  to  the  contract  Irom 
which  it  arises.  This  contract  obligation, 
existing  during  life,  is  not  extinguished  by 
death,  but  like  other  contract  obligations 
survives  and  is  enforceable  against  the  es- 
tate of  the  stockholder.  The  principle  con- 
trolling the  subject  was  quite  clearly  stated 
by  8hipman,  J.,  in  Davis  ▼.  Weed,  44  Conn. 
669,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,658.  There,  stock  of  a 
national  bank  stood  in  the  name  of  a  person 
who  died  in  January,  1871.  Nearly  one 
year  afterwards,  on  December  12,  1871,  the 
bank  became  insolvent,  and  more  than  five 
years  thereafter  several  assessments  were 
made  by  order  of  the  comptroller  of  the  cur- 
rency, and  an  action  was  instituted  against 
the  administrator  to  enforce  payment.  Two 
defenses  were  interposed  by  the  administra- 
tor, as  follows :  1,  that  the  estate  of  the  de- 
cedent had  been  settled  according  to  law, 
prior  to  tiie  assessments,  and  that  as  there 
were  no  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
trator at  the  time  of  the  demand,  and  he  had 
fully  administered  the  estate  and  had  re- 
ceived no  assets  since  the  demand,  no  judg- 
ment could  be  rendered  against  him;  and, 
2,  that  inasmuch  as  the  insolvency  of  the 
bank  occurred  after  the  death  of  tiie  intes- 
tate, when  the  title  of  the  stock  became 
Tested  in  the  administrator,  no  debt  or  lia- 
bility existed  at  any  time  against  the  estate; 
that  the  liabilitv,  if  any,  was  against  the 
administrator,  who,  by  {  6152  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  was  freed  from  personal  liability, 
and  was  only  liable  to  the  extent  of  the 
trust  estate  and  funds  in  his  hands  at  the 
time  of  the  demand. 

The  first  contention  was  held  untenable^ 
upon  a  consideration  of  the  statutes  of  Con- 
necticut in  regard  to  the  settlement  of  es- 
tates, and  the  presentation,  allowance,  and 
payment  of  claims  against  the  estates  of  sol- 

9  Tent  deceased  persons.     In  disposing  of  the 

g  second  contention  the  court  said: 

•  •"The  original  liability  of  the  intestate  to 
pay  the  assessments  which  may  be  ordered 
by  the  comptroller  was  a  voluntary  agree- 
ment, evidenced  by  his  subscription  or  by  his 
becoming  a  stockholder.  It  is  not  imposed 
by  way  of  forfeiture  or  penalty.  It  is  im- 
posed by  the  statute,  but  it  also  exists  by 
Tirtue  of  the  contract  which  the  intestate  en- 
tered into  when  he  became  a  stockholder. 
When  the  stockholder  dies  his  estate  becomes 
burdened  with  the  same  contract  or  agree- 
ment which  the  dead  man  had  assumed,  and 
00  long  as  it,  through  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, holds  the  stock  as  the  property  of 


the  estate,  and  the  stock  has  not  been  trans- 
ferred on  the  books  of  the  bank,  and  the  lia- 
bility has  not  been  discharged  by  some  set 
which  shows  that  the  new  stoduiolder  has 
taken  the  place  of  the  old  one,  the  contract 
liability  still  adheres  to  the  estate.  This 
liability  is  not  the  result  of  any  new  con- 
tract, for  the  administrator  did  not  volun- 
tarily become  the  owner  of  the  stock;  it  cams 
to  him  as  the  dispenser  of  the  goods  of  the 
dead,  and  the  liability  rested  upon  the  stock, 
and  was  a  part  of  the  contingent  liability  of 
the  estate,  at  least  until  it  was  transferred  to 
some  other  person  by  a  transfer  free  from 
fraud." 

The  question  was  settled  in  Riohmand  T. 
Irons,  121  U.  8.  27,  30  L.  ed.  864,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  788,  where  the  court  said  (pp.  66,  66, 
L.  ed.  p.  873,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  801) : 

''Under  that  [the  national  banking]  act 
the  individual  liability  of  the  stockholders 
is  an  essential  element  in  the  contract  by 
which  the  stockholders  became  members  of 
the  corporation.  It  is  voluntarily  entered 
into  by  subscribinpr  for  and  accepting  shares 
of  stock.  Its  obligation  becomes  a  part  of 
every  contract,  debt,  and  engagement  of  the 
bank  itself,  as  much  so  as  if  they  were  mads 
directly  by  the  stockholder  instead  of  by  the 
corporation.  There  is  nothing  in  the  stat- 
ute to  indicate  that  the  obligation  arising 
upon  these  imdertakings  and  promises 
should  not  have  the  same  force  and  effect, 
and  be  as  binding  in  all  respects,  as  anr 
other  contracts  of  the  individual  stockhold- 
er. We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  obligation 
of  the  stockholder  survives  as  against  his 
personal  representatives.  Flash  v.  Conn^ 
109  U.  S.  371,  27  L.  ed.  966,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
263;  Hobart  t.  Johnson,!  19  Blatchf.  859.  i« 
In  Massachusetts  it  was  held,  in  Orew  T.g 
Breed,  10  Met* 669,  that  administrators  of* 
deceased  stockholders  were  chargeable  in 
equity,  as  for  ot^er  debts  of  their  intestate, 
in  their  representative  capacity." 

And  a  similar  determination  as  to  the  na* 
ture  of  a  responsibility  like  the  one  in  ques- 
tion has  been  arrived  at  by  state  courts  in 
decisions  on  kindred  statutes,  and,  indeed, 
its  correctness  is  not  controverted  by  any 
authority  to  which  we  have  been  referred  or 
which  we  have  been  able  to  examine.  The  ae« 
cepted  doctrine  finds  nowhere  a  more  lucid 
statement  than  in  the  courts  of  New  York. 
Thus,  in  Bailey  v.  Hollister,  26  N.  T.  112, 
judgment  having  been  recovered  against  a 
manaufacturing  company  upon  indebtedness 
which  arose  in  the  years  1849,  1850,  1861, 
1852,  and  1853,  an  action  was  brought,  after 
return  of  execution  unsatisfied,  to  recover 
the  same  debt  from  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  estate  of  one  Kirkpatrick,  on  the 
ground  that  when  such  indebtedness  was  con- 
tracted the  estate  of  Kirkpatrick  was  a  stock- 
holder, and,  as  such,  personally  liable  under 
the  charter  of  the  company.  Kirkpatrick  had 
died  intestate  in  1832,  and  the  stock  stood 
on  the  books  of  the  company  in  his  name  un- 
til 1844,  when  it  was  entered  in  a  new  stock 
ledger  in  the  name  of  the  estate,  which  there- 
after received  dividends.  The  facts  of  this 
transfer  and  the  payment  of  dividends  wsrs 
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not,  howerer,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
treated  as  material  facton  in  the  decision. 
The  court,  in  an  opinion  delivered  by  Qould, 
J.,  said  (p.  116): 

"It  will  be  conceded  that  when  a  stock- 
holder  in  any  corporation  dies,  his  estate 
eucceeds  him  in  the  title  to,  and  the  rights 
in,  the  stock  he  held.  Of  necessity,  it  must 
take  that  title  and  those  rights  subject  to 
«.ny  liability  then  existing  upon  them;  and 
«o  long  as  the  estate  is,  by  operation  of  law, 
the  holder  of  such  stock,  the  estate  must  be- 
eome  responsible  for  an^  obligations  accru- 
ing during  that  time  which  the  law  may  im- 
pose upon  any  holder  of  the  stock  as  such, 
buch  liability  proceeds,  not  from  any  new 
contract  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  estate, 
but  it  is  inherent  in  the  property  itself.  To 
avoid  it  the  estate  must  part  from  the  prop- 
erty; must  cease  to  be  the  holder  of  the 
K  etock.  Or,  calling  it  a  contract  liability,  it 
£  arises  out  of  a  contract  made  by  the  stock- 
•  koider,^and  binding  his  personal  representa- 
tives, as  it  bound  him,  as  long  as  the  relation 
•f  stockholder  existed." 

And  it  may  be  added,  the  law  presumes,  in 
the  absence  of  express  words,  that  the  par- 
ties to  a  contract  intend  to  bind,  not  only 
themselves,  but  their  personal  representa- 
tives. Kei7iochan  v.  Murray,  111  N.  Y.  306, 
«  L.  R.  A.  183,  18  N.  E.  868. 

The  4octrine  enunciated  in  Bailey  v.  BoU 
lUter,  AS  above  stated,  was  later  applied  in 
Cochran  v.  Wieohera,  110  N.  Y.  390,  403,  auh 
nam,  Cochran  v.  Matthieaaen,  7  L.  R.  A.  553, 
28  N.  E.  803,  where  the  court  held  that 
liability  imposed  by  statute  upon  stockhold- 
ers in  limited  liability  companies  to  respond 
lor  the  debts  of  the  company,  "to  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  of  stock  held  by  them 
respectively,"  was  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
tract obligation  which  survived  the  death  of 
the  etockholder.  The  court,  after  approv- 
ingly quoting  a  portion  of  the  opinion  of 
Gould,  J.,  above  excerpted,  added  (p.  404, 
L.R.A.  p.  555,N.E.  p.805): 

"The  liability  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
etockholder  under  the  statute  is  so  well  es- 
tablished, upon  principle  and  authority,  that 
further  discussion  is  unnecessary.  Chaae  v. 
Lord,  77  N.  Y.  1 ;  Flash  v.  Conn,  109  U.  S. 
371,  27  L.  ed.  966,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  203 ;  Rich- 
mond V.  Irons,  121  U.  S.  27,  30  L.  ed.  864,  7 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  788." 

The  debt  then  being  one  due  by  the  estate 
•f  Matteson,  if  the  allotment  of  the  shares 
in  indivision  be  not  considered,  the  question 
then  is.  Taking  the  allotment  into  view,  what 
was  its  effect  T  The  argument  is  that  the 
next  of  kin  to  whom  the  allotment  was  made 
can  only  be  held  responsible  to  the  extent  of 
the  interest  which  they  took  in  the  stock, 
«.nd  therefore  there  was  error  committed  in 
enforcing  the  whole  amount  of  assessment 
against  the  next  of  kin  who  were  served,  to 
the  extent  of  the  distributive  share  of  the 
property  of  the  estate  received  by  them.  But 
this  contention  directly  conflicts  with  the 
interpretation  of  the  statutes  of  Minnesota 
by  the  court  of  last  resort  of  that  state  in 
this  case.  It  is  clear  that,  by  necessary  im- 
plication, it  was  decided  that  by  the  statutes 


of  Minnesota  under  which  the  allotment  in 
indivision  was  made,  the  heirs  or  next  of  kin 
remained,  by  operation  of  law,  to  the  extent 
to  which  they  received  the  property  ot  the 
estate,  subject  to  be  sued  and  to  respond  to 
the  debts  of  the  estate  existing  at  the  time  a 
the  allotment  took  place.  But  the  rightaS 
arising*from  the  allotment,  under  the  stat-* 
utes  m  Minnesota,  cannot  be  greater  than 
those  which  the  statutes  in  question  con* 
ferred.  The  contention,  therefore,  amount! 
to  this,  that  in  so  far  as  the  statutes  of 
Minnesota  operated  in  favor  of  the  partici- 
pants in  the  allotment  the  statutes  are  to  be 
respected,  but  to  the  extent  that  they  im* 
posed  obligations  upon  the  allottees  they  are 
not  bound  thereby.  It  is  argrued,  however, 
that  as  by  law  of  Minnesota  the  liability  to 
be  called  upon  to  pay  a  debt  of  the  estate,  to 
the  extent  of  the  aistributive  share  received, 
depended  solely  upon  whether  there  was  such 
debt  existing  at  the  time  the  allotment  wae 
made,  and  as  there  was  no  such  debt  in  th« 
present  instance,  no  duty  to  respond  arose. 
This  is  predicated  upon  Uie  assumption  that 
because  the  insolvency  happened  after  the  al- 
lotment, therefore  there  was  no  debt  at  the 
time  of  the  allotment.  This  assumes  that 
whether  there  was  a  debt  depended  upon  the 
date  of  the  insolvency.  In  effect,  this  is  but 
to  argue  that  the  estate  was  never  liable  at 
all.  Such,  clearly,  is  the  essence  of  the  prop- 
osition, for  if  it  be  that  whether  there  wae 
a  debt  is  to  be  alone  ascertained  by  the  hap- 
pening of  insolvency,  and  not  by  referring  to 
the  date  of  the  subscription,  then  where  in- 
solvency occurred  after  the  death  of  the 
stockholder  there  would  be  no  responsibility. 
The  unsoundness  of  this  view  has  been  al- 
ready demonstrated.  Moreover,  the  supreme 
court  of  Minnesota,  in  effect,  in  this  case,  has 
held  that  the  statute  of  that  st^ite  making 
the  allottees  liable,  each  to  the  amount  of 
their  distributive  share,  for  the  debt  of  the 
estate,  embraced  a  contract  liability  to  pay 
an  assessment  contingent  on  the  happeninff 
of  insolvency,  although  that  event  had  not 
taken  place  at  the  time  of  the  allotment. 

The  contention  is  next  made  that  conced- 
ing there  was  a  dcfbt  of  the  estate,  and  grant- 
ing that  the  statute  embraced  a  pre-existinjf 
contract  obligation  which  had  not  ripened 
into  an  actual  demand  because  insolvency 
had  not  taken  place,  nevertheless  the  court 
below  erred,  because  by  the  effect  of  the  al- 
lotment the  estate  had  ceased  to  exist  and  all 
its  property  had  passed  to  the  allottees. 
This  but  reiterates  the  misconception  al- o 
ready  disposed  of.  Whether  the  effect  of  the  3 
allotment* was  to  extinguish  the  estate  was* 
wholly  dependent  on  the  Minnesota  law. 
That  law,  as  construed  by  the  courts  of 
Minnesota  in  this  case,  in  substance  provides 
(for  the  purpose  of  the  enforcement  of  the 
debts  of  the  estate  then  actually  existing  or 
resting  in  contract,  and  liable  to  srise  from 
events  to  take  place  in  the  future)  that  the 
estate  should,  in  legal  effect,  continue  to  ex- 
ist, to  the  extent  provided,  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  the  debts  in  question. 

These  considerations  would  dispose  of  the 
case,  since  they  demonstrate  that  no  sub- 
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stantial  Federal  queetion  was  involved  but 
for  the  fact  that  it  is  claimed  that  as  under 
the  statute  of  the  United  States  each,  stock- 
holder in  a  national  bank  can  only  be  liable 
to  the  extent  of  the  amount  of  his  stock 
therein,  at  the  par  value  thereof,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  amount  invested  in  such  shares, 
therefore  the  enforcement  of  the  liability  for 
th«  whole  amount  against  one  of  the  allottees 
deprives  him  of  the  benefit  of  the  Federal 
•tatute  and  involves  a  misconstruction  of  its 
provisions.  This  contention  was  considered 
and  adversely  decided  'belorw.  It  is  conceded 
that  no  notice  of  the  allotment  was  ever 
given  to  the  bank,  and  that  the  stock  in  ques- 
tion was  never  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
allottees.  But  the  settled  doctrine  is  that, 
as  a  general  rule,  the  legal  owner  of  stock 
of  a  national  banking*  association — that  is, 
the  one  in  whose  name  stock  stands  on  the 
books  of  the  association — remains  liable  for 
an  assessment  so  long  as  the  stock  is  allowed 
to  stand  in  his  name  on  the  books,  and,  con- 
sequently, that  although  the  registered  own- 
er may  have  made  a  transfer  to  another  per- 
son, unless  it  has  been  accompanied  by  a 
transfer  on  the  books  of  registry  of  the  asso- 
ciation, such  registered  owner  remains  lia- 
ble. Upton  v.  Trihiicock,  91  U.  S.  45,  23  L, 
ed.  203;  Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  66,  23  L. 
ed.  220;  Wehsicr  r,  Upton,  91  U.  S.  65,  23 
L.  ed.  384;  Pullman  v.  Upton,  96  XJ.  S.  328, 
24  L.  ed.  818;  Anderson  v.  Philadelphia 
Warehouse  Co.  Ill  U.  S.  479,  28  L.  ed.  478, 
4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  525 ;  and  Richmond  v.  Irons, 
121  U.  S.  27,  58,  30  L.  ed.  864,  874,  7  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  788.  This  principle  thus  settled 
as  to  tbe  stockholders  in  national  banks  is 
in  entire  accord  with  the  rule  established  by 
state  courts  in  construing  statutes  contain- 
ing   substantially    similar    provisions.    In 

^  Bhcllington  v.  Uowland,  53  N.  Y.  376,  it  was 

n  said: 

f  •"There  may  have  been  a  transfer  by,  the 
defendant  of  his  stock  to  the  corporation  in 
1809,  valid  as  between  the  parties  to  the 
transaction,  and  sufficient  to  vest  the  equit- 
able title  in  the  transferee,  but  the  transfer 
was  not  consummated  in  the  form  required 
by  statute,  so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of 
strangers  or  to  relieve  the  defendant  from 
his  legal  liability  to  third  persons  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation.  .  .  .  The 
transfer  of  stock,  quoad  the  publie,  is  not 
complete  until  entered  on  the  book  desig- 
nated by  statute.  An  entry  upon  the  books 
of  registry  of  stockholders  is  required  for  the 
protMtion  of  the  company  and  its  creditors, 
and  each  may  hold  the  stockholders  to  their 
liabilitv  as  such  until  they  have  devested 
themselves  of  the  title  to  their  shares  by  a 
completed  transfer,  as  prescribed  by  law.  No 
secret  transfer  will  avail  to  release  the  stock- 
holder from  his  obligations,  or  deprive  the 
creditors  of  the  corporation  of  the  right  to 
look  to  him  as  the  responsible  party  liable 
for  the  debts  of  the  corporation." 

Indeed,  this  doctrine  is  so  universally  set- 
tled that  it  is  treated  as  elementary.  See 
Thomp.  Corp.  fiS  3283,  3284. 

True  it  is  that  exceptions  have  been  en- 
grafted upon  this  doctrine  as  to  national 


bank  stockholdera  by  decisions  of  this  court, 
but  none  of  them  are  germane  to  the  matter 
now  considered.  Cases  enunciating  certain 
of  the  exceptions  referred  to  are  cited  in  tha 
following  summary: 

1.  Where  a  transfer  has  been  fraudulently 
or  collusively  made  to  avoid  an  obligation  to 
pay  assessments,  such  transfer  will  oc  disre- 
garded and  the  real  owner  be  held  liable. 
Germania  Nat,  Bank  v.  Case,  99  U,  S.  628, 
631,  632,  25  L.  ed.  448,  449;  Bowden  ▼.  John- 
son, 107  U.  S.  251,  261,  sub  nom.  Adams  y. 
Johnson,  27  L.  ed.  386,  389,  2  Sup.  Ct  Repw 
246. 

2.  Where  a  transfer  of  stock  is  made  and 
delivered  to  officers  of  a  bank,  and  such  ofll- 
cials  fail  to  make  entry  of  it,  the  acts  re- 
ferred to  will  operate  a  transfer  on  the  books, 
and  extinguish  the  liability  as  stockholder  of 
the  transferrer.  Whitney  v.  Butler,  118  U. 
S.  655,  30  L.  ed.  266,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  61.  In 
the  case  just  cited,  in  applying  the  excep- 
tion, the  court  very  carefully  and  accurately 
restated  the  general  rule.  e« 

3.  Where  stock  was  transferred  in  pledge,  g 
and  the  pledgetf*for  the  purpose  of  protecting* 
his  contract  caused  the  stock  to  be  put  in  Ms 
name  on  the  books  as  pledgee,  it  has  been 
held  that  such  a  registry  did  not  amount  to  a 
transfer  to  the  pledgee  as  owner,  and  that  he 
therefore  was  not  liable,  although  the  pledge- 
or  might  continue  to  be  so.  Pauly  y.  State 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  165  U.  S.  600,  41  L.  ed.  844, 
17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  465. 

These  and  other  cases  unnecessary  to  bo 
referred  to  do  not  impair,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, serve  to  prove,  the  general  rule.  As 
in  the  case  now  Wore  us  the  stock  remained 
on  the  books  in  the  name  of  Matt^on,  con- 
tinued as  a  liability  of  the  estate,  and  was 
never  transferred  under  the  allotment,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  allottees  have  no  right  to  com- 
plain because  the  receiver  has  availed  him- 
self of  the  provisions  of  the  Minnesota  stat- 
ute. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(17«  V.  8.  817) 

UNITED  STATES,  Appi^ 

V, 

PARKHURST- DAVIS  MERCANTTLB 
COMPANY,  National  Bank  of  St  Marys, 
Kansas,  ei  al. 

Injunction  from  Federal  court  against  pr9» 
ceedings  in  state  court. 

An  injunction  against  enforcing  claims  against 
Indians  In  a  state  court  cannot  be  granted  by 
a  Federal  court  under  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat  f  720, 
which  prohibits  an  injunction  from  a  Feder- 
al court  to  stay  proceedings  in  any  court  of 
a  state  except  In  matters  of  banlLruptcy. 

[No.  130.] 

Sulmitted  January  SI,  1900,    Decided  Peh 
ruary  B6,  1900, 

APPEAL    from    decision  of    the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Kansas  sustaining  a  demurrer  and 
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dismissing  a  bill  for  an  injunction  against 
proceedings  in  a  state  court.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  t 

On   August   21,  1897,   the  United  States 

filed  their  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 

United  States    for    the  district   of  Kansas 

seeking  an  injunction  restraining  defendants 

OD  from  enforcilig  in  the  courts  of  the  state  of 

g  Kansas  certain  claims  against  Eli  Q.  Na- 

•  deau  and  John  Nadeau,  members  of  the^Prai- 
rie  band  of  Pottawatomie  Indians,  and  resid- 
ing on  a  reserve  within  the  limits  of  that 
state.  On  November  22,  1897,  an  amended 
bill  was  filed,  to  which  bill  the  defendants 
demurred,  and  on  March  4,  1808,  the  de- 
murrer was  sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed. 
From  such  order  of  dismissal  the  govern- 
ment took  its  appeal  directly  to  this  court. 

The  amended  bill  alleged  in  substance 
that  the  two  Indians  were  members  of  the 
Prairie  band  of  Pottawatomie  Indians ;  that 
such  band  had  a  reservation  in  the  county 
of  Jackson,  within  the  limits  of  that  state ; 
that  by  the  act  of  Congress  admitting  Kan- 
sas into  the  Union  it  was  expressly  provided, 
among  other  things,  as  follows,  to  wit: 
"That  nothing  contained  in  the  said  Const!* 
tution  respecting  the  boundary  of  said  state 
shall  be  construed  to  impair  the  rights  of 
person  or  property  now  pertaining  to  the  In- 
dians in  said  territory,  so  long  as  such  rights 
shall  remain  unextinguished  by  treaty  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  such  Indians,  or 
to  include  any  territory  which,  bv  treaty 
with  such  Indian  tribe,  is  not,  without  the 
consent  of  said  tribe,  to  be  included  within 
the  territorial  limits  or  jurisdiction  of  any 
state  or  territory;  but  all  such  territory 
shall  be  excepted  out  of  the  boundaries,  and 
constitute  no  part  of  the  state  of  Kansas, 
until  said  tribe  shall  si^ify  their  assent  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  be  in- 
cluded within  said  state,  or  to  affect  the  au- 
thority of  the  government  of  the  Unit^ 
States  to  make  any  regulation  respecting 
such  Indians,  their  lands,  property,  or  other 
rights  by  treaty,  law,  or  otherwise,  which  it 
would  have  been  competent  to  make  if  this 
act  had  never  passed"  (12  Stat,  at  L.  127, 
chap.  20) ;  and  that  the  Prairie  band  had 
never  in  any  manner  consented  or  signified 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States  that 
any  rights  of  person  or  property  formerly 
appertaining  to  these  members  should  be 
extinguished,  nor  have  they  ever  consented 
that  they  or  their  reservation  should  be  gov- 
erned or  controlled  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  Kansas.  The  bill  then  proceeds  to  state 
a  series  of  facts  tending  to  show  that  this  re- 
serve had  been  exempted  from  the  laws  of  the 
2  state  of  Kansas ;  that  the  tribal  relation  had 
n  been  preserved  and  the  government  superin* 

*  tendency  and*control  over  the  Indians  main- 
tained. It  further  disclosed  that  the  two 
Indians  had  received  patents  f(Nr  their  re- 
spective portions  of  the  reservation,  as  pro* 
Tided  in  §  5  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  Febru* 
Tj  8,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  389,  chap.  119), 
that  they  resided  each  on  the  separate  tract 
or  parcel  allotted  and  patented  to  him;  but, 
as  averred,  they  had  never  been  naturalized 


as  citizens  of  the  Uidted  States,  and  had 
maintained  in  all  respeeta  their  peculiar  lifa 
as  members  of  the  Indian  tribe.  The  bill 
also  disclosed  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs, prior  to  the  oommenoement  of  the  ae- 
tions  referred  to,  had  lawfully  authorised 
the  two  Nadeaus  and  one  Henry  B.  Wkcam, 
a  white  man,  to  trade  and  do  business  as  li- 
censed traders  of  the  United  States,  with 
said  Prairie  band  of  Pottawatomie  Indians 
upon  said  reservation,  under  the  firm  name 
and  style  of  Eli  Q.  Nadeau,  Son,  k  Com- 
pany; and  averred  that  the  said  Ekeam,  in 
May,  1897,  became  an  embezzler,  and  fled  the 
country  with  practically  all  the  available 
means  and  assets  of  the  firm  except  a  stock 
of  merchandise  located  in  the  storehouse  on 
the  reservation.  It  alleged  that  the  various 
defendants,  including  among  them  the  sher* 
iff  of  Jackson  county,  were,  by  several  write 
already  issued  out  of  the  state  courts,  a^ 
tempting  to  enforce  claims  of  the  defendants, 
other  than  the  sheriff,  against  the  property 
of  said  Nadeau  and  his  son.  The  prayer  of 
the  bill  was  for  an  injunction  restraining  all 
the  parties  from  further  prosecuting  dose 
actions  or  in  any  manner  proceeding  in  the 
state  courts  to  enforce  those  claims. 

Solicitor  Oeneral  Hoyt  and  Mr»  F.  A 

Buichina  for  appellant. 
No  brief  filed  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

It  is  conceded  by  counsel  for  the  govern-  o 
ment  that  so  much  of  the  bill  as  alleges  tibat  § 
by  treaties  with  the  Pottawatomie*Indians  • 
and    the    act    admitting    Kansas    into  the 
Union,  the  reservation  was  excluded  from 
the  state  and  from  the  jurisdiction  of  Kan- 
sas, is  erroneous,  and  may  be  ignored. 

Section  6  of  the  act  of  February  8,  1887 
(24  Stat  at  L.  890,  chap.  119),  contains  this 
provision : 

"Each  and  every  member  of  the  respectivi 
bands  or  tribes  of  Indians  to  whom  allot- 
ments have  been  made  shall  have  the  benefit 
of  and  be  subject  to  the  laws,  both  dvil  and 
criminal,  of  tiie  state  or  territory  in  whidi 
they  may  reside." 

Upon  these  admissions  and  facts  the  ease 
comes  clearly  within  the  provision  of  §  720 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  to  the  effect  that  no 
writ  of  injunction  shall  be  granted  by  a 
court  of  the  United  States  to  stay  proceed- 
ings in  any  court  of  a  state  except  in  mat- 
ters of  bankruptcy.  Peck  v.  Jennees,  7  How. 
612,  626, 12  L.  ed.  841,  846;  Watson  v.  Jof%ea, 
13  Wall.  679,  719,  20  L.  ed.  666,  672;  Hainee 
V.  Carpenter,  91  U.  S.  254,  267,  28  L.  ed.  346, 
346.  In  this  latter  case,  Mr.  Justice  Brad- 
ley, delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

"In  the  first  place,  the  great  object  of  the 
suit  is  to  enjoin  and  stop  litigation  In  the 
state  courts,  and  to  brin^  all  the  litieated 
questions  before  the  circuit  court.  This  is 
one  of  the  things  which  the  Federal  courts 
are  expressly  prohibited  from  doing.  1^ 
the  act  of  March  2, 1793,  it  was  dedarM  thaA 
a  writ  of  injunction  shall  not  be  granted  te 
stay  proceedings  in  a  state  court    This  pio* 
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hibitioB  is  repeated  in  |  720  of  the  Berieed 
Statutes,  and  extends  to  all  cases  except 
where  otherwise  provided  by  the  bankrupt 
law." 

Without  stopping  to  consider  any  other 
miestions  preF^nted  by  counse],  this  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  ruling  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  the  decree  is  affirmed. 

(17«  U.  8.  448) 

GFARANTY  savings  bank,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

ALBERT  BLADOW. 

Oaneelation  of  homeetead  entry — rights  of 
mortgagee  of  entryman  to  notice  of  pro- 
oeedvng — cancelation  made  on  application 
of  grantee  of  entryman — fraud  in  canoeU 
ation — right  of  bona  fide  encumbrancer  to 
Uaue  of  patent. 

1.  The  cancelation  of  a  homestead  entry  opon 
due  notice  to  the  entryman  and  after  a  hear- 
ing In  the  case  cannot  be  regarded  m  a  mere 
nnllity,  when  set  up  against  his  mortgagee, 
becanse  the  latter  had  no  notice  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, but  the  entry  no  longer  constitutes 
prima  facie  evidence  in  favor  of  such  mort- 
gagee. 

S.  A  mere  grantee  by  deed  of  the  interest  of 
one  who  has  made  a  homestead  entry  does 
not  take  the  title  under  the  entryman,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule  which  prevents  one 
who  takes  title  under  another  from  question- 
ing that  other's  title,  but  such  grantee  may 
make  a  contest  of  his  grantor's  entry  before 
the  Land  Department. 

t.  Proceedings  to  contest  a  homestead  entry, 
without  any  notice  to  a  mortgagee  of  the  en- 
tryman*s  Interest,  though  commenced  by  a 
subsequent  grantee  of  such  interest,  do  not 
amount  in  law  to  a  fraud  on  the  mortgagee's 
rights. 

4.  The  right  of  a  bona  flde  encumbrancer  of 
land  to  the  issue  of  a  patent  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  March  8,  1891,  I  7,  does  not 
extend  to  an  encumbrancer  of  the  interest  of 
an  entryman  whose  entry  had  been  canceled 
before  the  passage  of  the  act. 

[No.  134.] 

Bubmiited  January  SI,  1900.    Decided  Feb- 
ruary  26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Fourth  Judicial  District 
Court  in  and  for  Richland  County,  State 
of  North  Dakota,  to  review  a  decision  in  fa- 
vor of  the  defendant  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  and  holding  that  the  mortgoee 
should  be  canceled  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title 
of  the  defendant    Modified  and  affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  6  N.  D.  108,  69  N.  W. 
41. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  PeeU&ami 

This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a 

mortgage,  owned  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 

upon  certain  land  in  North  Dakota  which 

a  the  defendant  in  error  claimed  was  his,  and 

7  not  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage.     It 

*  was  brought  in  the  proper  state*  court,  and 

the  trial  resulted  in  a  judgment  in  favor  of 


the  defendant,  declaring  him  to  be  the  own* 
«r  of  the  land,  that  the  mortgage  of  tha 
plaintiff  in  error  was  no  lien  upon  it,  and 
that  it  should  be  canceled  as  an  apparent 
doud  upon  the  title  of  the  defendant. 

mie  plaintiff  appealed  from  this  judgment 
to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state,  where  it 
was  affirmed  (6  N.  D.  108,  69  N.  W.  41) ,  and 
the  case  was  brought  here  on  writ  of  error. 

The  material  facts  are  as  follows:  On 
January  6,  1881,  one  Anderson  filed  in  the 
proper  land  office  at  Fargo,  in  the  then  terri- 
tory of  Dakota,  his  homestead  application 
to  enter  the  land  which  is  involved  in  this 
action.  On  July  20,  1881,  he  appeared  be- 
fore the  register  and  receiver,  ana,  under  I 
2301,  Revised  Statutes,  commuting  his  home- 
stead to  a  pre-emption  entry,  made  final 
proof  of  his  claim,  which  was  allowed  and  a 
final  certificate  issued,  which  was  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  the  prop- 
er county  on  July  25,  1881.  After  the  filing 
of  proof,  and  on  July  20,  1881,  Anderson 
mortgaged  the  land  to  one  H.  £.  Fletcher, 
who,  on  June  20,  1882,  assigned  the  mort- 
gage to  the  plaintiff.  Both  the  mortgagee 
and  the  assignee  acted  in  good  faith,  and 
each  instrument  was  executed  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration. 

On  May  8,  1882,  Anderson  conveyed  the 
land  to  one  R.  M.  Ink,  who  on  April  7,  1883, 
conveyed  the  same  to  one  J.  S.  ink,  and  on 
January  6,  1886,  J.  S.  Ink  conveyed  the 
premises  to  the  defendant. 

All  of  the  above  vrere  warranty  deeds  and 
duly  recorded. 

On  March  14,  1882,  after  the  final  proof 
had  been  made  by  Anderson  and  passed  upon 
by  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  land  of- 
fice, and  the  record  had  been  transmitted  to 
the  General  Land  Office  at  Washington,  the 
commissioner  held  the  entry  of  Anderson  up- 
on said  land,  and  directed  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver of  the  local  land  office  to  hold  the  en- 
try for  cancelation,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  testimony  in  the  final  proof  made  by  An- 
derson for  the  land  in  question  was  evasive 
and  failed  to  show  six  months'  residence. 

On  January  22,  1886,  the  defendant  filed 
in  the  land  office  at  Fargo  his  application 
and  affidavit  to  contest  the  entry  of* Ander- 
son upon  the  land  on  the  ground  that  theg 
proof  furnished  by  Anderson  upon  tiiat  en-^ 
try  was  false  and  that  the  entry  was  fraudu-* 
lent,  and  in  that  affidavit  he  set  forth  that 
Anderson  had  never  established  his  residence 
upon  the  land  and  had  never  resided  thereon 
and  never  made  the  same  his  home  as  provid- 
ed by  the  homestead  laws  of  the   united 
States. 

The  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Of* 
floe  thereupon  ordered  a  hearing  before  the 
register  and  receiver  at  Fargo  between  the 
defendant  and  Anderson  as  to  the  truth  of 
the  allegations  in  defendant's  affidavit  and 
application  for  contest  Due  notice  of  the 
hearing  was  given  to  Anderson  by  publica- 
tion, in  accordance  with  an  order  of  the  reg- 
ister, which  was  granted  upon  an  affidavit 
that  personal  service  could  not  be  made  upon 
him* 

At  such  hearing  the  defendant  appeared 
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witli  hi8  witnesses  and  gave  eyidence  tending 
to  establish  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in 
his  aflldavit  of  contest,  but  no  appearance 
was  made  or  testimony  offered  by  Anderson, 
and  after  the  hearing  the  evidence  taken 
thereon  was  transmitted  to  the  Commission- 
er of  the  General  Land  Office  at  Washington 
who,  on  the  14th  day  of  November,  1887,  di- 
rected the  entry  of  Anderson  to  be  canceled 
as  a  fraudulent  entry,  which  the  register 
and  receiver  of  the  land  office  at  Fargo  there- 
after did,  and  the  entry  was  duly  canceled 
of  record  as  a  fraudulent  entry,  and  the  de- 
fendant was  notified  thereof.  From  this 
decision  Anderson  took  no  appeal. 

After  the  final  decision  of  the  Commission- 
er of  the  General  Land  Office  upon  the  con- 
test  and  after  the  cancelation  of  the  entry 
of  Anderson,  the  defendant  made  his  home- 
stead entry  upon  the  land,  and  on  the  26th 
of  April,  1893,  submitted  his  final  proof 
therefor,  which  was  passed  upon  by  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver  and  placed  of  record  on 
that  date,  and  a  final  certificate  in  due  form 
was  then  issued  to  him  by  the  register  and 
jeceiver,  and  thereafter,  on  July  6,  1893,  the 
(government  issued  to  him  a  patent  for  the 
Aand,  which  was  recorded  on  October  25, 
]1«03. 
^  Ko  notice  of  the  cancelation  of  the  home- 
^  stead  entry  and  certificate  of  Anderson  was 
«  ever  given  to  H.  £.  Fletcher,*  the  mortga- 
gee,  or  to  the  plaintiff  herein,  his  assignee, 
Aod  the  cancelation  was  made  without  ac- 
tual notice  of  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office  to  either 
Fletcher  or  the  plaintiff,  and  neither  Fletch- 
er nor  the  plaintiff  was  served  with  any  no- 
tice of  the  contest  of  defendant  involving 
the  land,  nor  was  either  made  a  party  de- 
fendant in  that  contest. 

After  the  cancelation  and  on  June  15, 
1891,  plaintiff  filed  in  the  United  States 
land  office  at  Fargo  proof  of  its  interest  as 
assignee  of  the  mortgage,  and  moved  that  a 
patent  be  issued  under  the  provisions  of  S  7 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat  at  L. 
1095,  1098,  chap.  561),  which  motion  was 
denied  bv  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  OflSce  on  August  13,  1891,  and,  on  ap- 
peal, by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
July  15,  1892. 

The  notes  secured  by  the  mortgage  not 
having  been  paid,  this  action  was  brought 
to  foreclose  the  same,  and  the  defendant  set 
up  as  a  defense  the  facts  in  relation  to  the 
entry  of  Anderson  and  its  cancelation  and 
the  issuing  of  the  patent  to  him  as  above 
wt  forth. 

Messrs,  8.  B.  Pinney,  P.  B.  Morrill,  and 
Edward  Engerud  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Standish  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  PeoU&amy  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

When  Anderson  ootained  the  decision  of 
the  register  and  receiver  upon  his  applica- 
tion for  the  land  it  was  subject  to  the  pow- 
er of  the  land  department  to  review  the  judg- 
aient  of  those  omoers,  and,  upon  facta  show- 


ing  that  the  entry  was  fraudulent,  the  depart- 
ment had  power  to  cancel  it.  This  could  be 
done  upon  the  same  evidence  which  was  be- 
fore the  register  and  receiver,  and,  at  least 
upon  notice  to  the  party  entering  the  land. 
Although  the  power  to  review  and  to  cancel  ei 
is  not  arbitrary  or  unlimited,  and  does  not 5 
prevent*judicial  inquiry  in  regard  to  its  ex-» 
ercise,  in  some  appropriate  form,  yet  it  is 
unquestionable  that  the  power  of  reviewine 
and  setting  aside  the  action  of  the  local  land 
officers  does  exist  in  the  general  land  depart- 
ment. Orchard  v.  Alexander,  157  U.  S.  372, 
39  L.  ed.  737,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  C35,  where 
many  of  the  cases  upon  the  subject  are  gath- 
ered in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  this  case  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  at  Washington  held  the  en- 
try of  Anderson  upon  the  land,  and  directed 
the  register  and  receiver  of  the  local  office  to 
hold  such  entry  for  cancelation,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  testimony  in  the  final  proof 
was  evasive  and  failed  to  ahow  six  months' 
residence.  Subsequently,  and  upon  suffi- 
cient notice  to  him,  the  defendant  contested 
the  entry  of  Anderson  as  fraudulent,  on  the 
ground  that  the  proof  furnished  by  him  to 
procure  it  was  false;  that  Anderson  had 
never  established  his  residence  upon  the  land, 
and  never  had,  h>  fact,  resided  thereon,  and 
had  never  ma^  the  sar^o  his  home,  as  pro- 
vided by  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

A  hearing  was  had  before  the  register  and 
receiver  at  Fargo,  doe  notice  whereof  was 
given  to  Anderson,  who  did  not  appear,  and 
the  evidence  taken  upon  the  hearing  was 
transmitted  to  the  eommissioner  at  Washing- 
ton, who,  on  November  14,  1887,  directed 
that  the  entry  of  Anderson  upon  the  lands 
should  be  canceled,  and  thereafter,  in  the 
due  and  usual  course  of  business,  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver  of  the  local  oiBee  at  Fargo 
did  cancel  that  entry  of  record. 

If  this  were  all  no  question  eonld  be  raised 
in  regard  to  the  regularity  and  sufficiency  of 
the  proceedings  which  ended  in  the  cancela- 
tion of  Anderson's  entry. 

The  difficulty,  however,  arises  from  the 
fact  that  before  the  entry  was  eanceled,  and 
on  July  20,  1881,  Anderson  mortgaged  his 
interest  in  the  land  to  Fletcher,  the  mort- 
gagee, who  subsequently,  as  stated,  assigned 
the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Through  various  mesne  conveyances,  the  do* 
fendant,  on  the  6th  of  January,  1885,  became 
the  owner  of  whatever  interest  Anderson 
had  in  the  land  by  virtue  of  his  above-men- 
tioned entry.  Thereafter  the  defendant  filed  eg 
his  papers  for  a  contest  as  to  the  validity  of  |J 
the  entry  of  Anderson,  and  although^Ander-  • 
son  was  duly  notified  of  the  proceedings^ 
neither  Fletcher  nor  his  assignee,  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  had  any  notice  of  the  same.  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  contends  that  the  whole 
proceeding  in  the  General  Land  Office,  in- 
cluding the  hearing  on  the  contest  before  the 
register  and  receiver  at  Fargo,  was,  so  far 
as  it  was  concerned,  an  absolute  nullity,  and 
the  cancelation  of  Anderson's  entry  had  in 
law  no  effect  upon  its  claim  to  use  the  certifi- 
cate as  evidence  of  Anderson's  right  to  ft 
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patent    In  our  opinion  tliii  oontenUon  is 
not  well  founded. 

The  favorable  decision  of  the  register  and 
receiver  of  the  local  land  office  upon  the 
claim  of  Anderson  was,  under  the  statute, 
reviewable  by  the  officers  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  and  the  officer  of  that  department  who 
directed  the  cancelation  of  the  entry  had  by 
law  jurisdiction  to  make  that  direction.  The 
certificate  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
right  of  the  entryman  to  a  patent,  but  the 
power  rested  with  the  land  department,  upon 
proper  notice,  to  set  it  aside  and  cancel  the 
entry,  and  thus  take  awav  from  him  that 
prima  facie  evidence,  united  States  v, 
Steeneraon,  4  U.  S.  App.  332,  50  Fed.  Rep. 
604,  1  C.  C.  A.  552;  American  Uortg,  Co,  v. 
Hopper,  56  Fed.  Rep.  67;  8,  C.  on  Appeal, 


20  U.  S.  App.  12,  64  Fed.  Rep.  553,  12  C.  C. 
A.  293.  If  the  entrjr  were  canceled  arbitra- 
rily and  without  evidence  or  notice  to  him, 
it  would  not  conclude  him,  and  he  would, 
notwithstanding  the  decision,  have  the  right 
to  show  that  his  entry  was  valid,  and  that 
be  was  entitled  to  a  patent.  And  when  the 
entry  has  been  canceled  upon  due  notice  to 
the  entryman  and  after  a  bearing  in  the  case, 
so  that  the  cancelation  is  conclusive  against 
him  everywhere  upon  all  questions  of  fact,  it 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  mere  nullity,  when  set 
up  against  the  mortgagee  of  the  fraudulent  en- 
tryman, even  though  such  mortgagee  had  no 
notice  of  the  proceeding  to  cancel  the  certifi- 
cate. The  cancelation  of  the  entry  being 
Talid  as  against  Anderson,  it  left  him  with- 
out the  right  to  avail  himself  of  it  in  any 
future  claim  he  might  make  for  a  patent,  and 
it  left  his  mortgagee  also  without  the  right 
to  use  that  entry  as  prima  facie  evidence  of 
Anderson's  claim.  The  mortgagee,  as  was 
remarked  by  the  court  below,  had  no  vested 
^  right  to  use  the  certiflcate  as  prima  facie  evi- 
JO  dence  of  the  risht  of  the  entryman  to  a  pat- 
•  ent,  and  aftei^its  cancelation  the  plaintin  in 
error  could  not  so  use  it  because  it  had  been 
▼alidly  extinguished  and  canceled  in  a  pro- 
ceeding against  the  mortgagor,  although  the 
mortgagee  had  no  notice  of  such  proceeding. 
This  result  follows  by  reason  of  the  char- 
acter of  the  entry,  and  of  the  certificate 
given  thereon.  It  does  not  transfer  the  title 
to  the  land  froni  the  United  States  to  the 
entryman,  and  it  simply  furnishes  prima 
facie  evidence  of  an  equitable  claim  upon  the 
government  for  a  patent,  and  the  use  of  the 
certificate  for  that  purpose  is  subject  to  be 
destroyed  bv  the  cancelation  thereof  under 
direction  of  the  department.  This  is  the 
legal  effect  of  such  certificates,  and  all  who 
deal  in  them  or  found  any  rij^ht  upon  them 
must  be  held  to  do  so  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  diaracter  of  such  papers. 

But  the  cancelation,  although  conclusive 
as  to  the  entrvman,  upon  all  questions  of 
fact,  if  made  after  notice  to  him,  would  not 
be  conclusive  upon  the  mortgagee,  if  made 
without  notice  to  such  mortgagee  and  with 
no  opportunity  on  its  part  to  be  heard.  That 
is,  it  would  not  prevent  the  mortgagee,  be- 
fore the  issuing  oi  a  patent,  from  taking  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Innd  department,  and  there- 
in showing  the  validity  of  the  entry,  or  from 


Srooeediqg  before  a  judicial  tribunal  aj^inst 
tie  patentee,  if  a  patent  had  already  issued, 
and  therein  showing  the  validity  of  the  en- 
try; such  proof  in  each  case  would,  however,, 
have  to  be  made  bv  evidence  other  than  the 
oertiflcate  which  had  been  canceled.  Had 
the  mortgagee  taken  either  of  these  oonrsee, 
it  might  have  demanded  in  the  one  case,  upon 
proving  the  validity  of  the  entry,  that  a  pat- 
ent should  be  issued  to  the  mortgagor  or  his- 
grantees,  leaving  the  land  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage,  or  if  a  patent  had  been  ie-^ 
sued,  the  mortgagee  might  then  bare  de- 
manded relief  against  the  patentee  upon  proof 
of  the  validity  of  the  entry,  in  a  pro<«edin^ 
in  court  to  hold  him  as  trustee.  A)thou{^ 
the  mortgagee  might  hare  taken  either  of 
the  courses  above  suggested  (and  perhapa 
others),  it  took  neither  of  them.  It  relied 
on  the  absolute  nullity  of  the  cancelation  and 
proceeded  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  as  if  the 
certificate  still  subsisted  and  was  evidence 
of  the  validity  of  the  entry.  This  was  a  ooa*  ^ 
elusion  not  well  founded.  la 

*  If  the  plaintiff  in  error,  even  in  this  fore- 7 
closure  suit,  had  alleged  that  the  entry  l«d 
been  canceled  and  that  a  patent  for  the  land 
had  been  thereafter  issued  to  the  defendant, 
and  had  asked  that  the  patent  so  Issued  te 
him  should  be  held  by  him  in  trust  end  aa 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff'* 
mortgage  on  the  ground  that  the  entry  had 
been  improperly  canceled  as  to  it,  mnd  had 
proved  on  the  trial  that  Anderson's  entry 
was  le^al,  it  may  be  that  it  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  judgment  decreeing  the  defend- 
ant a  trustee  of  the  title  under  his  patent 
from  the  government  and  providing  for  the 
sale  of  the  land  in  order  to  pay  the  mortrage, 
or  some  other  appropriate  relief  might  nave 
been  granted.  But  this  was  not  done,  and 
the  cade  must  be  decided  upon  the  record  be* 
fore  us. 

It  is  erroneous  to  state,  however,  that 
plaintiff  in  error  has  admitted  the  entry  wae 
fraudulent.  The  facts  are  that  in  the  staler 
ment  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  it  waa  ad- 
mitted  that  in  the  contest  and  upon  the  evi* 
dence  therein  submitted  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver of  the  local  land  offioe  decided,  as  a 
conclusion  of  fact,  that  Anderson's  entiy 
was  fraudulent.  This  is  plainly  no  admle- 
sion  of  the  fact  itself,  and  in  no  way  is  the 
plaintiff  in  error  thereby  precluded  from 
showing  that  the  entrv  was  valid. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  defendant 
could  not  himself  take  the  title  of  Anderson 
and  then  contest  before  the  land  department 
the  validity  of  Anderson's  entrr,  nor  eould 
he,  having  succeeded  in  obtairing  the  eait- 
celation  of  such  entry,  himseli  utke  proeeed* 
ings  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  aet 
to  obtain  the  same  land.  Having  preenred 
the  title  of  Anderson  and  then  instituted  the 
contest  in  the  land  department,  notice  of 
which  was  given  solely  to  Anderson,  it  ie 
contended  that  Anderson  had  no  lonser  any 
interest  in  defending  his  entry,  and  ttiat  the 
defendant  occpuied  the  position  of  being  tiM 
only  party  to  both  sides  of  the  eontetft,  and 
could  not  therefore  be  permitted,  aft«r  se- 
curing the  cancelation,  to  himself  make  «a 
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entry  and  obtain  a  patent  for  the  land;  that 
by  reason  of  these  facts  the  cancelation  was 
S  as  to  the  mortgagee  an  absolute  nullity,  and 
J  the  mortgagee  could  maintain  its  action  to 
foreclose  and  sell  the  land  under  its*  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  the  same  as  if  no  cancel- 
ation had  taken  place. 

But  it  must  be  remembered  that  Anderson 
was  a  grantor  of  the  land  upon  a  warranty 
of  title,  and  it  is  not  clear  he  had  no  interest 
in  supporting  his  right  of  entry  as  valid  and 
sufficient.  Ink  had  himself  conveyed  with 
warranty.  Whether  the  defendant  could 
avail  himself  of  the  warranty  under  the 
facts  regarding  his  own  action  in  being  a 
mover  in  the  proceeding  to  cancel  the  entry, 
might  be  doubtful;  but,  at  any  rate,  there 
was  a  question  which  might  cause  Anderson 
to  endeavor  to  uphold  his  entry.  It  will  be 
remembered,  too,  that  nearly  three  years 
prior  to  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  the 
Commissioner  had  held  Anderson's  entry  for 
cancelation  on  account  of  fraud.  The  de- 
fendant thus  stood  in  danger  of  a  cancela- 
tion of  that  entry  without  notice  to  him, 
and,  if  an  entry  were  then  made  by  someone 
else,  the  defendant  would  be  without  right  to 
thereafter  make  an  entry  for  himself.  Could 
be  not  anticipate  that  danger,  and  himself 
commence  the  contest? 

As  a  mere  grantee  by  deed,  which  conveyed 
the  interest  of  Anderson,  the  defendant  did 
not  take  title  under  him,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  rule,  which  prevents  one  who  takes 
title  under  another  from  questioning  that 
other's  title,  like  a  tenant  taking  under  his 
landlord.  A  simple  grantee  in  a  deed  can 
set  up  another  title  in  a  third  party,  and  can 
himself  claim  title  under  such  party,  and  can 
deny  the  title  of  his  grantor.  He  takes  no 
title  under  the  grantor,  and  is  at  full  liberty 
to  deny  the  title  of  the  latter. 

When  the  defendant,  therefore,  took  his 
conveyance  from  Ink,  it  may  be  assumed 
that  he  took  all  the  title  which  came  through 
Ink  from  Anderson,  but  he  was  under  no  ob- 
ligation to  Anderson  or  to  his  mortgagees  to 
admit  the  validity  of  Anderson's  entry,  and 
had  the  right  to  deny  its  validity  and  to  make 
a  contest  hefore  the  land  department.  The 
only  objection  to  be  urged  against  his  pro- 
ceeding is  that  he  gave  no  notice  of  the  con- 
test to  the  mortgagee.  But  it  was  not  the 
i«duty  of  the  defendant  to  direct  who  should 
^  have  notice  in  such  contest,  for  that  was  a 
*  matter  for  the  officials  of  the*department,  be- 
fore whom  the  contest  was  inaugurated,  to 
decide.  It  was  for  them  to  determine  who,  if 
anyone,  should  be  notified  of  the  contest,  and 
the  duty  was  not  imposed  upon  the  defend- 
ant. Of  course,  he  could  give  notice  if  he 
chose.  If  he  did  not,  the  person  who  had  any 
rights,  if  not  notified  at  all,  either  by  him  or 
by  the  department,  could  not  be  concluded 
by  the  decision  of  the  contest,  and  we  hold 
now  that  the  mortgagee  was  not  thereby  con- 
cluded, and  had  the  right,  if  possible,  to  sub- 
seauently  show  that  Anderson's  entry  was 
valid.  But  the  cancelation  of  the  entry  and 
oertificate  was  not  rendered  a  nullity  because 
the  mortgagee  had  no  notice. 
The  character  of  th«  prooeediag  before 


the  department  must  be  kept  In  mind.  It  ts 
not  like  a  proceeding  in  court.  It  is  admin- 
istrative in  its  nature,  and  when  the  proceed- 
ings are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  law  creating  the  department 
and  giving  it  jurisdiction,  th^  may  be  up- 
held, and  the  decisions  of  the  officers  sup- 
ported when  not  made  arbitrarily  and  with- 
out evidence. 

If  the  defendant  in  inaugurating  his  con- 
test were  guilty  of  any  fraud,  by  means  of 
which  notice  to  the  mortgaffee  was  omitted 
or  Anderson  induced  not  to  defend  his  entry, 
and  the  defendant  was  thus  enabled  to  pro- 
cure a  decision  as  to  the  fraudulent  charac- 
ter of  that  entry,  it  might  perhaps  be  that 
in  such  case  the  mortgt^ee  would  have  the 
right  to  make  use  of  the  original  entry  as 
still  prima  facie  evidence  of  Anderson's  right 
to  a  patent,  the  same  as  if  the  certificate  had 
not  been  canceled.  But  there  is  no  allegi^ 
tion  of  those  facts  in  the  bill,  nor  is  there 
any  proof  in  this  record  which  would  sustain 
them  if  they  had  been  alleged.  The  action  is 
not  brought  for  that  purpose  nor  upon  any 
such  theory.  Unless  the  facts  that  the  de- 
fendant had  taken  this  conveyance  of  Ander- 
son's interest,  and  had  subsequently  com- 
menced the  proceedings  for  a  contest  in  re- 
gard to  the  entry  of  the  latter,  of  which  the 
mortgagee  had  no  notice,  amount  in  law  to 
a  fraud  by  the  defendant  upon  such  mort- 
gagee, which  nullifies  those  proceedings  and 
leaves  the  entry  the  same  as  if  it  had  not  in 
fact  been  canceled,  then  the  cancelatioug^ 
made  after  notice  to  Anderson  was  va1id,|J 
and  it  deprived  the*mortgagee  of  the  use  of* 
the  certificate  as  evidence  of  Anderson's 
right  to  the  patent,  while  not  in  any  way 
interfering  with  the  mortgagee's  right  to 
prove  it  by  other  evidence,  fii  our  opinion 
the  facts  stated  do  not  prove  fraud,  as  a 
legal  conclusion,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, who  had  the  right  to  take  the  proceed- 
ings he  did. 

Plaintiff  in  error  also  contends  that  the 
motion  made  by  it  on  June  16,  1891,  for  the 
issuing  of  a  patent  to  it,  as  a  bona  fide  en- 
cumbrancer of  the  land,  under  the  provisions 
of  §  7  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Repeal  Timber-Culture  Law,  and 
for  Other  Purposes"  (26  Stat,  at  L.  1095, 
1098,  chap.  661),  should  have  been  grantedi 

It  will  be  seen  that  at  the  date  of  the  paa- 
sage  of  this  act  the  entry  of  Anderson  no  lon- 
ger existed,  because  on  November  14,  1887,  it 
had  been  canceled.  The  case  of  Parsons  r. 
Venzke,  164  U.  8.  89,  41  L.  ed.  360,  17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  27,  decides  that  the  act  of  1891  ap- 
plies only  to  entries  existing  at  the  time  of 
its  passage.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  that  the  cancelation  was  wholly  void 
for  all  purposes  cannot,  as  we  have  seen,  be 
supported. 

Our  conclusion  upon  the  whole  case  is  that 
the  cancelation  of  the  entry  was  valid  as  re- 
gards Anderson,  and  that  the  effect  of  such 
cancelation  was  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  in 
error  from  using  the  entry  as  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  right  of  Anderson  to  a  pat- 
ent, and  under  the  pleadings  the  plaintiff  in 
error  had  no  right  to  a  Judgment  of  forecloc* 
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ure.  As  the  oue  wm  not  brought  or  tried 
on  the  theory  that  the  defendant  had  only 
the  legal  title  to  the  land  under  hia  patent, 
and  that  such  patent  should  be  decreed  to  be 
held  by  him  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff  to  the 
extent  of  its  mortage  because  the  entry  of 
Anderson  was  in  fact  valid  and  proper,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  ought  not  to  be  obstructed 
in  the  pursuit  of  any  remedy  which  it  may 
be  advised  it  is  proper  to  take,  by  the  use  of 
the  judgment  herein  as  a  conclusive  adjudi- 
cation against  it.  We  therefore  think  it 
proper  to  modify  the  judgment  by  striking 
out  that  portion  which  cancels  the  mortr 
gtige,  and,  as  modified,  affirming  the  same 
without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  mort- 
gagee to  seek  such  other  relief  as  it  may  be 
advised,  notwithstanding  the  adjudication  of 
the  judgment,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


(176  U.  a  413) 

CARRIE  MOSS,  Appi^ 

V. 

RICHARD  DOWMAN. 

Bights  of  setiUr  <m  public  land  cm  againtt 
prior  entr^ — effect  of  relinquiahment  of 
entry. 

The  rights  of  a  settler  In  good  faith,  who  takes 
possession  of  pobUc  land  at  a  time  when  there 
Is  OB  reoord  a  homestead  entry  by  snother 
person  who  has  never  made  any  settlement, 
will  attach  Instantly  on  the  filing  of  a  relln- 
QQishment  of  the  prior  entry,  though  at  the 
same  time  one  who  has  paid  money  for  such 
relinquishment  makes  a  new  entry ;  and  the 
settler  may  thereafter  mske  an  entry  and 
perfect  his  right  to  a  patent  ss  sgainst  the 
prior  entry  made  by  a  person  not  In  posses- 
sion. 

[No.  141.] 

Argued  and  Submitted  January  SI  and  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1900.  Decided  February  26, 
1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Eighth  Circuit  affirming  a  decision  of  the 
Circuit  Court  dismissing  a  bill  to  establish 
a  trust  in  a  patent  for  public  lands.  Af' 
finned. 

See  same  case  below,  60  U.  S.  App.  69,  88 
Fed.  Rep.  181,  81  C.  C.  A.  447. 

f 

i  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Broweri 
*0n  March  17«  1897,  a  patent  was  issued 
to  the  appellee,  defendant  below,  for  the 
southeast  one  quarter  of  section  22,  in  town- 
ship 65  north,  of  range  4  west  of  the  fourth 
principal  meridian,  in  the  state  of  Minne- 
sota. Thereafter,  and  on  March  23,  1897, 
the  appellant,  plaintiff  below,  filed  her  bill 
in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  Minnesota,  seeking  to  charge 
the  defendant  as  trustee  of  the  legal  title  for 
her  benefit.  To  the  bill  as  thus  presented  a 
demurrer  was  filed,  which,  on  November  4, 
1897,   was  sustaihed  by  the   circuit  court, 


and  tha  bill  dismissed.  On  appeal  to  tha 
cireoit  court  of  appeals  for  the  eighth  cir- 
cuit this  decree  was,  on  June  27,  1898,  af- 
firmed  (60  U.  S.  App.  69,  88  Fed.  Rep.  181, 
81  C.  C.  A.'447)«  and  to  review  this  deeision 
this  appeal  was  taken. 

The  title  of  defendant,  as  disclosed  by  tha 
bill  and  exhibits,  is  as  follows:  On  Septem- 
ber 19,  1890,  he  went  upon  the  premises  in 
oontroversy,  then  unoccupied,  built  a  cabin, 
and  continued  to  live  therein  (having  on  No- 
vember 18,  1890,  made  formal  homestead 
entry  in  the  local  land  office)  during  all  the 
proceedings  in  the  land  department^  herein- 
after stated,  and  until  he  had  completed  five 
years  of  occupancy,  and  then,  upon  proof  of 
such  continura  occupancy,  was  awarded  and 
received  a  patent  on  account  of  his  home- 
stead entry  and  occupation.  The  daim  of 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  rests  upon 
an  entry  in  the  land  office  prior  to  that  of 
defendant,  followed  by  a  settlement  on  the 
land  later  than  his.  From  1885  to  1890  this 
tract,  though  never  settled  upon  or  occupied 
by  anyone,  was  the  subject  of  repeated  en- 
tries at  the  local  land  office,  such  entries 
being  made  imder  the  homestead  law,  the 
later  ones  being  as  follows :  On  May  7,  1890, 
Robert  H.  Boran  made  a  homestead  entry. » 
Subsequently,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  Doran^ 
the  sum  of  $1,000  for  a* relinquishment  of* 
his  homestead  entry,  and  on  the  24th  dav  of 
October,  1890,  she  filed  in  the  local  land  of- 
fice that  relinquishment,  and  at  the  same 
time  made  a  homestead  entry  in  her  own 
name.  On  April  22,  1891,  two  days  less 
than  six  months  after  her  entry,  she  ap- 
peared on  the  land,  with  assistants,  mate- 
rial, furniture,  etc.,  and  commenced  the  con- 
struction of  a  home,  completed,  and  occu- 
pied the  same.  A  contest  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  in  reference  to  the  right 
to  acquire  title  to  this  property  was  initiated 
in  the  local  land  office,  and  carried  by  appeal 
to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  mnd 
Office,  and  finally  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, resulting  in  a  decision  by  the  latter 
on  December  19,  1894,  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant; and  in  pursuance  thereof  the  pat- 
ent wka  issued  to  him. 


submitted  the 


Messrs.      James    K.    Redinston    and 
Thomas  J.  Davis  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Charles  A.  Towne  sul 

case  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Repeated  ruling^  of  this  court  have 
settled  that  the  decisions  of  the  land  depart- 
ment in  contest  cases  on  questions  of  fact 
are  conclusive. 

Defendant  by  taking  actual  possession  on 
September  19,  1890,  his  entry  in  the  land  of- 
fice on  November  18,  1890,  his  continued  oc- 
cupation and  i)roof  thereof,  was  entitled  to 
the  patent  which  was  thereafter  issu«i  to 
him,  unless  other  facts  found  by  the  depart- 
ment show  that  as  matter  of  law  a  superior 
right  was  vested  in  the  plaintiff.  Such 
facts,  it  is  contended,  are  the  successive  for- 
mal entries  in  the  land  office  unaccompanied 
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bgr  any  actual  poaseuiQii  of  the  land.  It 
may  be  wdl  tp  state  some  of  these  in  detail : 
On  Mb,j  11,  1888,  followinf  similar  prior  ac- 
tion, Lyman  £.  Thayer,  of  Wausau,  Wiscon- 
«  lin,  made  a  homestead  entry.  On  Novem- 
^  ber  10,  1888,  one  day  less  than  six  months 

•  thereafter,  Thayer  relinquished,*  and  Julia 
McCarty  made  a  like  enrtry.  On  May  9, 
1889,  one  day  less  than  six  months  thereaft- 
er, McCarty  relinquished,  and  Napoleon  B. 
Thayer  made  a  like  entry.  On  November  9, 
1889,  exactly  six  months  thereafter,  Thayer 
relinquished,  and  John  A.  Murphy  made  a 
similar  entry.  On  May  7,  1890,  two  days 
less  than  six  months  thereafter,  Murphy  re- 
linquished, and  Robert  H.  Boran  made  a  like 
entry.  On  October  24,  1890,  Carrie  Moss 
paid  Boran  $1,000  for  a  relinquishment  of 
his  entry,  and  on  the  same  day,  having  ob- 
tained that  relinauishment,  she  filed  it  in 
the  land  office  and  made  her  entry.  There- 
after, and  on  April  22, 1891,  two  days  before 
the  expiration  of  six  months,  she  went 
upon  the  land,  and  made  improvements  in 
the  way  of  buildins  and  otherwise.  As  the 
secretary  says  in  his  opinion:  "Although 
numerous  persons  have  made  homestead  en- 
try of  this  land,  none  appear  to  have  done  so 
in  good  faith,  for  none  appear  to  have  made 
any  settlement  during  the  period  of  five 
years  in  which  it  was  entered  and  relin- 

auished  every  six  months."  In  other  words, 
lie  findings  of  fact  made  by  the  land  depart- 
ment show  that  the  first  person  who  made 
actual  settlement  upon  the  premises  was  the 
defendant,  that  his  settlement  and  occupa- 
tion continued  for  the  term  prescribed  by 
the  statute,  and  therefore  that  such  settle- 
ment and  occupation  thus  continued  entitle 
him  to  a  patent  unless  defeated  by  these  pro- 
ceedings in  the  nature  of  entries  without 
settlement.  In  respect  to  them  it  was  found 
that  for  five  years  this  tract  had  been  sub- 
jected to  repeated  entries,  each  entry  made 
within  six  months  of  the  prior  entry  and  ae- 
oompanied  by  a  relinquishment  of  such  prior 
entry,  and  thus  for  five  years  the  land,  with- 
out any  settlement,  without  any  occupation, 
was  a  football  for  homestead  speculators, 
and  withdrawn  from  actual  settlement. 

Counsel  for  appellant  thus  states  the  ques- 
tion: 

"The  application  of  supposed  law  to  this 
state  of  fact»  in  the  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  rights  of  the 
litigants  respectivelv,  was  as  follows: 

"  *The  only  question  to  determine  in  this 

case  is  whether  Dowman  was  a  settler  in 

t*  good  faith  at  the  time  Doran's  relinquish- 

^  ment  was  placed  on  file  in  the  local  office. 

•  For,  althou^h^Doran's  entry  was  erroneously 
allowed,  being  of  record  it  segregated  the 
land,  and  therefore  no  right  could  be  initi- 
ated by  reason  of  the  settlement.  But  the 
instant  the  relinq^uishment  was  filed  in  the 
local  office,  the  right  of  the  settler  on  the 
land  attached  and  an  entry  could  not  defeat 
it 

•  •••.. 

"'In  view  of  these  facts  and  that  no  evi- 
dence has  been  introduced  which  shows  that 
Dowman's  settlement  was  not  in  good  faith, 


under  the  established  rulings  of  this  depart^ 
ment  the  settler  Bowman's  rights  attached 
instantly  on  the  filing  of  Boran's  relinquish- 
ment, and  is  therefore  superior  to  Moss^a  §iOr 
try.'  *^ 

"Upon  this  application  of  law  to  asesfw 
tained  facts  as  recited,  and  upon  no  other  or 
different  facts,  patent  issued  to  appellee  ai 
hereinbefore  recited." 

We  are  content  to  take  this  statement,  and 
upon  it  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the 
decision  of  the  land  department  was  correct. 
The  obvious  purpose  of  the  pre-emption  and 
homestead  statutes  of  the  United  States  is 
to  secure  to  the  actual  settler  the  land  upon 
which  he  has  settled,  and  to  give  him  the 
prior  right  to  perfect  title  by  purchase  or 
continued  occupation.  While  undoubtedly 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  and  the 
regulations  of  the  land  department  there  are 
at  times  opportunities  for  a  speculator  to 
obtain  title  to  public  lands,  it  must  be  al- 
ways remembered  that  in  the  eye  of  the  pub- 
lie-land  laws  of  the  United  States  the  specu- 
lator is  never  an  object  of  favor.  Pre-onp- 
tion  and  homestead  laws  were  enacted  for 
the  benefit  of  the  actual  settler,  and  to  that 
end  they  should  be  construed  and  adminis- 
tered. The  plaintiff  herein  contends  that 
this  tract  of  land  was  withdrawn  for  five 
years  from  settlement  by  mere  successive 
entries  in  the  land  office,  and  could  be  kept 
thus  withdrawn  in  the  future  indefinitely, 
while  speculators  wait  such  time  as  it  be- 
comes convenient  to  them  to  perfect  title 
by  settlement  and  occupation.  The  propo- 
sition thus  made  is  so  offensive  to  the  spirit 
and  purpose  of  the  land  laws  of  the  United 
States  that  unless  the  statutes  make  such  a « 
result  necessary  from  a  true  construction^ 
of  their  language  it  ought  to* be  rejected.* 
Again  and  again  has  this  court  affirmed  the 
proposition  that  the  settler  is  the  beneficiary 
of  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws  of  the 
United  States.  In  Lytle  v.  Arkansas,  9 
How.  314, 333,  IS  L.  ed.  163, 161,  it  was  said: 

"The  claim  of  a  pre-emption  is  not  that 
shadowy  right  which  by  some  it  is  considered 
to  be.  Until  sanctioned  by  law,  it  has  no  ex- 
istence as  a  substantive  rights  But  when 
covered  by  the  law,  it  becomes  a  legal  rights 
subject  to  be  defeated  only  by  a  failure  te 
perform  the  conditions  annexed  to  it.  It  ia 
founded  in  an  enlightened  public  policy  ren- 
dered necessary  by  the  enterprise  of  our  ei^ 
izens.  The  adventurous  pioneer,  who  ia 
found  in  advance  of  our  settlements,  encoua- 
ters  many  hardships  and  not  infrequently 
dangers  from  savage  incursions.  He  is  gen- 
erally poor,  and  it  is  fit  that  his  enterprise 
should  be  rewarded  by  the  privilege  of  pur- 
chasing the  favorite  spot  selected  by  him, 
not  to  exceed  160  acres.  That  this  ia  the 
national  feeling  is  shown  by  the  course  of 
legislation  for  many  years." 

So,  also,  in  Clements  v.  Warner,  24  How. 
394,  397«  16  L.  ed.  095,  696: 

"The  policy  of  the  Federal  government  in 
favor  of  settlers  upon  public  lands  has  been 
liberal.  It  recognises  their  superior  equity 
to  become  the  purchasers  of  a  limited  extent 


1890. 


MOSS  T.  BOWMAN. 


ttl 


of  land,  eomprehending  tbeir  improvementfl, 
oyer  that  of  any  other  person." 

Again,  in  Bohall  v.  DiUa,^  114  U.  8.  47,  51, 
29L.ecL61.  G3: 

"Those  laws  are  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  persons  making  a  settlement  upon  the 
public  lands,  followed  by  residence  and  im- 
provement and  the  erection  of  a  dwelling 
thereon." 

And  again  in  Ander9an  t.  Owrkint,*  136  U. 
B.  488,  487,  34  L.  cd.  272,  274: 

"The  theory  of  the  homestead  law  is  that 
the  homestead  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  ben- 
efit of  the  homesteader.  .  .  .  The  law 
contemplates  five  years'  continuous  occupa- 
tion by  the  homesteader,  with  no  alienation 
except  for  the  named  purposes." 

These  quotations  might  be  multiplied,  and 
nothing  contradictory  thereof  can  be  found 
in  our  decisions.  Their  oft  repetition  simply 
aecentuates  the  proposition  heretofore  stated, 
that  the  actual  settler  is  the  one  for  whose 
o  benefit  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws 
^  were  enacted. 

•  *  Counsel  say  that  "a  prima  facie  valid  en- 
try  of  record  operates  to  appropriate  the 
land  covered  thereby  and  to  reserve  it,  pend- 
inff  the  existence  of  such  prior  entry,  from 
all  subsequent  disposition;"  that  by  analogy 
to  express  statutory  provisions,  a  home- 
stead entry  without  settlement  is  adjudged 
to  be  operative  for  six  months;  "that  from 
1859  to  1885,  a  period  of  over  twenty-six 
years,  an  uninterrupted  chain  of  cases  held 
that  no  right  upon  cancelation  of  an  entry 
inured  by  reason  of  a  settlement  made  dur- 
ing its  existence;  that  to  hold  otherwise 
would  be  to  enaUe  a  trespasser  to  benefit 
by  his  own  wrong,  and  that  any  such  pre- 
tended claim  was  invalid  and  of  no  effect 
against  another  entry  made  at  the  time  of 
cancelation." 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
correctness  of  these  rulings  or  the  power  of 
the  land  department  to  secure  to  one  who 
has  made  a  formal  entry  a  certain  length 
of  time  in  which  to  perfect  his  settlement 
and  improvement.  The  Revised  Statutes  in 
terms  give  no  such  right.  It  is  true  that  § 
6  of  the  act  of  May  20,  1862  (12  Stat,  at  L. 
393,  chap.  75)  carried  into  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes as  8  2297,  provides — 

''If  at  any  time  after  the  filing  of  the  afii- 
davit,  as  required  in  section  twenty- two 
hundred  and  ninety,  and  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  five  years  mentioned  in  section 
twenty-two  hundred  and  ninety-one,  it  is 
proved,  after  due  notice  to  the  settler,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  register  of  the  land  of- 
fice, that  tiie  person  havine  filed  such  aflS- 
davit  has  actually  changed  nis  residence,  or 
abandoned  the  land  for  more  than  six 
months  at  any  time,  then  and  in  that  event 
the  land  so  entered  shall  revert  to  the  gov- 
ernment." 

But  that  section  simply  authorizes  the 
covemment  to  annul  an  entry  if  thereafter 
it  appears  that  the  homesteader  has  actual- 
ly changed  his  residence  or  abandoned  the 
land  for  more  than  six  months.  But  the 
Tery     ph  raseology,    ''changing     residence,' 
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"abandoning  land,**  Implies  a  settlement  on 
the  land  which  is  ehanged  and  abandoned^ 
and  does  not  authorize  a  waiting  for  settle- 
ment and  occupation.    On  the  other  hand, 
9  2291,  Rev.  Stat.,  providing  for  final  proof, 
requires  an  affidavit  that  the  applicant  has 
"resided  upon  or  cultivated  the  same  for  the  ^ 
term  of  five  years  immediately  succeeding^ 
the  time  of  filing^the  affidavit."    In  other* 
words,  the  one  section  contemplates  an  im- 
mediate settlement  and  occupation,  and  the 
other  provides  for  temporary  abandonment. 

It  is  also  true  that  on  March  3,  1881,  said 
I  2297  was  amended  by  adding  this  proviso: 

"That  where  there  may  be  climatic  reasons 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Of- 
fice may,  in  his  discretion,  allow  the  settler 
twelve  months  from  the  date  of  fllinff  in 
which  to  commence  his  residence  on  said  land 
under  such  rules  and  reflations  as  he  may 
prescribe."    21  Stat,  at  L  511,  chap.  153. 

But  this  contemplates  a  separate  rulins 
lor  specific  reasons  in  particular  cases,  and 
no  such  ruling  was  applied  for  in  the  present 
case.  It  may  be  argued,  it  is  true,  that  in 
view  of  the  practice  of  the  department  it 
was  a  congressional  recognition  of  its  va- 
lidity and  an  enlargement  of  the  time  in  the 
particular  cases  specified. 

But,  as  we  have  said,  we  do  not  feel  called 
upon  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  any  rul- 
ing or  practice  which  secures  to  one  makinff 
a  homestead  entry  the  right  to  perfect  that 
entry  by  subsequent  settlement  and  ooeupa- 
tion. 

In  the  case  at  bar  every  riffht  which  Doran 
possessed  was  ended  on  Octm>er  24,  1890,  by 
the  filing  of  his  relinquishment  in  the  local 
land  office.  21  Stat,  at  L.  140,  chap.  89,  pro- 
vides— 

"That  when  a  pre-emption,  homestead,  or 
timber-culture  claimant  shall  file  a  written 
relinquishment  of  his  claim  in  the  local 
land  office,  the  land  covered  by  such  claim 
shall  be  held  as  open  to  settlement  and  entry 
without  further  action  on  the  part  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office." 

At  the  moment  of  filing  that  relinquish* 
ment,  Dowman,  the  defendant,  was  a  settler 
in  occupation   of  the  tract,  and  Moss,  ths 
plaintiff,  made  her  application  to  enter,  and 
the  question  is  as  to  the  relative  rights,  at 
the  moment  the  land  becomes  open  to  entry, 
of  one  a  settler  in  actual  occupation  and  ona 
making  a  formal   entry  in  the  land  office. 
For  reasons  heretofore  stated,   we  have  no  , 
doubt  that  the  settler  is  entitled   to  pref-^ 
erence.    It  is  true  he  must  perfect  his  right  Q 
of  settlement  by  making  an^entry  in  the  land  • 
office,  and  8  3  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880  (81 
Stat,  at  L.  140,  chap.  89),  heretofore  referred 
to,  provides — 

"That  anv  settler  who  has  settled,  or  who 
shall  hereafter  settle,  on  any  of  the  publie 
lands  of  the  United  States,  whether  sur- 
veyed or  unsurveyed,  with  the  intention  of 
claiming  the  same  under  the  homestead  laws, 
shall  be  allowed  the  same  time  to  ille  his 
homestead  application  and  perfect  his  origi« 
nal  entrr  in  the  United  States  land  office  as 
is  now  allowed  to  settlers  under  the  pre-emp- 
tion laws  to  put  their  claims  on  record,  and 
his  right  shall  relate  back  to  the  date  of  set- 
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tlement,  the  same  as  il  he  eettled  under  the 
preemption  laws." 

Within  less  than  thirty  days  from  the  fil- 
inc  of  Doran's  relinquishment  Dowman  made 
a  formal  entry  in  the  land  office,  and  that  en- 
try, based  upon  actual  possession,  is  entitled 
to  preference  over  an  entry  without  posses- 
sion. 

Whenever  a  homestead  entry  has  been 
made,  followed  by  no  settlement  or  occupa- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  one  making  the  entry, 
and  that  homestead  entry  has  by  lapse  of 
time  or  relinquishment,  or  otherwise,  been 
ended,  anyone  in  actual  possession  as  a  set- 
tler and  occupier  of  the  land  has  a  prior 
right  to  perfect  title  thereto.  We  indorse  in 
this  respect  what  was  said  by  the  learned 
judge  of  the  circuit  court  [82  Fed.  Rep. 
810]: 

"That  Dowman  had  acquired  no  rights  by 
his  settlement  prior  to  Doran's  relinquish- 
ment, and  might  as  respects  Doran  have 
been  regarded  as  a  trespasser,  makes  no  dif- 
ference. When  Doran  relinquished  Dow- 
man ceased  to  be  a  trespasser,  and  was  not 
only  an  actual,  but  a  lawful,  settler.  There 
was  no  evidence  of  mala  fides  about  Dow- 
man's  settlement  which  should  affect  the 
legality  when  the  time  came  for  a  right  to 
attach  to  it  under  the  land  laws.  Neither 
Doran  nor  any  of  the  long  line  of  speculative 
homesteaders  who  had  kept  up  holdings  by 
entries  and  relinquishments  every  six  months 
had  ever  appeared  on  the  land.  The  object 
of  the  homestead  laws  is  not  to  encourage 
speculation,  but  settlement,  and  if  Dowman 
knew  all  the  antecedent  facts,  he  might  well 

a  expect  that  an  actual  settler  would  acquire 
^  the  right  to   the  land,   lawfully,  upon   the 
•  next   relinquishment,  and   make  his*  settle- 
ment as  the  Secretary  finds  as  a  fact  that  it 
was  made,  in  good  faith." 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  was 
rightf  and  it  is  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  861) 

THE  ADULA, 

Lawfulness  of  llookade — when  port  block' 
aded — power  to  establish  blockade — effect 
of  blockade — intent  to  violate  blockade — 
approaching  blockade  in  fleet— nationality 
of  chartered  vessel — notice  to  charterer  of 
blockade — directing  vessel  to  enter  block- 
aded port — motion  for  further  proofs  in 
prize  case. 

1.  A  blockade  of  an  enemy's  port  msj  be  ee- 
tablished  without  any  proclamation  by  the 
President,  by  the  commander  of  the  naval 
forces,  as  an  adjunct  to  naval  operations 
asainst  other  blockaded  ports  and  the  enemy's 
fleet. 

S.  The  blockade  of  a  port  Is  not  terminated  by 
the  fact  that  the  mouth  of  the  bay  Is  In  the 
complete  possession  and  control  of  the  block- 
ading fleet,  when  the  enemy's  port  Is  still  in 
the  possession  of  the  enemy's  forces,  as  are 
several  other  positions  In  the  neighborhood, 
and  the  port  Is  18  miles  from  the  mouth  of  the 
bay,  and  access  to  It  is  obtained  either  by  a  ' 


small  river  emptying  Into  the  upper  bay,  or 
by  rail  from  another  town  on  the  bsy. 
8.  The  legal  effect  of  a  lawful  and  sufllclent 
blockade  Is  the  closing  of  the  port  and  ao 
Interdiction  of  the  entrance  of  all  vessels,  of 
whatever  nationality  or  business. 

4.  The  sailing  of  a  vessel  with  a  premeditated 
attempt  to  violate  a  blockade  Is  ipse  facte 
a  violation  of  the  blockade,  and  renders  the 
vessel  subject  to  capture  from  the  moBMOt 
she  leaves  the  port  of  departure. 

5.  If  a  master  have  actual  notice  of  a  block- 
ade, he  Is  not  at  liberty  even  to  approach  the 
blockaded  port  for  the  purpose  of  making  In- 
quiries of  the  blockading  vessels,  since  such 
liberty  would  not  fall  to  lead  to  attempts  to 
violate  the  blockade  under  pretext  of  ap- 
proaching the  port  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing such  Inquiries. 

6.  The  opinion  of  foreign  writers  on  Interna- 
tional law  cannot  be  accepted  as  overruling. 
In  any  particular,  prior  decisions  of  the  So* 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  to  the  ef- 
fect that  a  departure  for  a  blockaded  port 
with  Intent  to  violate  the  blockade  rendere 
the  vessel  liable  to  seizure. 

7.  A  chartered  vessel  Is  to  a  certain  extent, 
pro  hoc  vice,  a  vessel  of  the  nation  to  which 
the  charterer  belongs. 

8.  A  notice  of  a  blockade  to  the  charterer  of 
a  vessel,  who  Is  on  board  with  power  to  name 
the  port  which  she  Is  to  visit,  but  with  no 
right  to  Interfere  with  the  navigation  of  the 
ship,  Is  a  notice  to  the  vessel. 

0.  A  direction  to  enter  a  blockaded  harbor, 
given  by  the  commanding  ofllcer  of  one  of  the 
blockading  vessels,  which  has  hailed  an  ap- 
proaching ship,  cannot  be  construed  as  a  per- 
mission to  violate  the  blockade,  as  such  per- 
mission would  not  be  within  the  scope  of  hie 
authority. 

10.  A  motion  to  take  further  proofs  in  a  prise 
case  Is  properly  denied  where  the  proof  pro- 
posed to  be  brought  forward,  when  compared 
with  that  already  In  the  case,  leaves  the  court 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  legal  effect  of  the 
facts  before  it  cannot  be  varied  by  the  ex- 
planation offered. 

11.  It  is  only  where  the  testimony  in  pre^ 
paratorio  makes  a  case  of  grave  doubt  that 
the  court  orders  the  taking  of  further  prooie. 

[No.  167.] 

Argued  November  7,   1899,    Decided  Feb* 
ruary  26, 1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  District 
Court   of    the   United    States    for    tiie 
Southern  District  of  Georgia  condemning  a 
vessel  as  a  prize  of  war  for  attempting  to 
run  a  blockade.    Affirmed, 
See  same  case  below,  89  Fed.  Rep.  86L 

s 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns  S 

*  This  was  a  libel  in  prize  against  tiie  Bri^* 
ish  steamship  Adula,  then  under  charter  to 
a  Spanish  subject,  which  was  seized  June 
29,  1898,  by  the  United  States  cruiser  Mar^ 
blehead,  for  attempting  to  run  the  blockade 
established  at  Quantanamo  bay  in  the  island 
of  Cuba,  and  was  subsequently  sent  into  the 
port  of  Savannah  for  adjudication. 

The  Adula,  a  vessel  of  372  tons,  was  built 
at  Belfast  in  1889,  for  her  owner,  the  Atlao 
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Steamahip  Company,  Limited,  a  Britiili 
corporation,  and  was  registered  in  the  namie 
ol  ita  managing  director,  Sir  William  Bow- 
ers Forwood.  Prior  to  the  American-Span- 
ish war  she  was  engaged  in  general  trade  be- 
tween Kingston  and  other  ports  on  the  coast 
of  Jamaica,  and  from  time  to  time  had  made 
voyages  to  Cuban  ports.  After  the  break- 
ing out  of  the  war  the  steamer  was  char- 
M  tered  hj  various  persons,  in  the  intervals  of 
g  its  regular  work,  for  voyages  to  Cuba. 

•  •In  the  meantime,  however,  under  the  com- 
mand of  Rear  Admiral  Sampson,  a  blockade 
was  established  at  Santiago,  where  the  Span- 
ish fleet  lay  under  the  command  of  Admiral 
Cervera.  Upon  June  8th  a  blockade  of 
Guantanamo  bay  was  also  established  by 
order  of  Admiral  Sampson,  the  blockading 
squadron  being  under  the  command  of  Com- 
mander McCalla.  Both  of  these  blockades 
were  maintained  during  the  war.  On  April 
22d,  a  blockade  of  the  north  coast  of  Cuba 
between  Cardenas  and  Bahia  Honda  and  of 
Cienfuegos  on  the  south  coast,  was  declared 
by  the  President.  On  June  27th  the  Presi- 
dent by  proclamation  gave  notice  that  the 
Cuban  blockade  had  been  extended  to  include 
all  the  ports  on  the  southern  coast  between 
Cape  Frances  and  Cape  Cruz.  This  included 
the  port  of  M&nzanillo.  On  the  28th  this 
proclamation  was  made  known  to  the  vessels 
off  Guantanamo. 

On  June  27th  the  Adula,  then  at  Kingston, 
was  engaged  in  taking  on  a  cargo  for  ship- 
ment. On  the  28th  she  discharged  this 
cargo,  and  the  agent  of  the  Atlas  company 
entered  into  a  charter  party  with  one  Soils, 
a  Spanish  subject  formerly  resident  in  Man- 
zanillo,  of  the  material  parts  of  which  tiie 
follo\ving  is  a  copy: 

The  Adula  was  put  at  the  disposal  of  the 
charterer  "for  the  conveyance  of  passengers 
from  Cuban  ports  hereinafter  to  be  named, 
to  Kingston.  The  ports  that  the  vessel  is  to 
go  to  are  Manzanillo,  Santiago,  and  Guanta- 
namo; but  it  is  distinctly  understood  and 
agreed  by  the  parties  aforesaid  that  it  shall 
not  be  deemed  a  breach  of  this  agreement 
should  the  steamer  be  prevented  from  enter- 
ing any  of  those  ports  from  causes  beyond 
the  control  of  the  company,  but  that  should 
she  be  able  to  enter  one  or  all  of  them,  she 
shall  embark  the  passengers  that  the  char- 
terer shall  engage  for  her  and  proceed  on 
her  voyage.  If  she  is  not  permitted  to  enter 
either  !Manzani11o,  Santiago,  or  Guantanamo, 
the  vessel  is  to  return  to  Kingston,  and  the 
voyage  shall  be  considered  completed,  and 
the  charter  money  hereinafter  referred  to 
earned  without  any  deductions.  .  .  .  The 
charterer  is  to  provide  a  good  and  efficient 
2  government  pilot  to  conduct  the  ship  safely 
%  into  the  ports  which  have  been  named.  Should 

*  she  be  permitted  to^enter  them  the  charterer 
guarantees  that  the  proper  and  efficient 
clearances  shall  be  obtained  for  each  port,  so 
that  the  ship  shall  not  be  subjected  to  any 
flues  for  breach  of  regulations.  ...  The 
company  will  give  the  option  to  the  charter- 
er for  another  voysge  similar  to  this  on 
similar  terms,  proFiding  the  charterer  gives 
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the  oompany  twenty-four  hours'  notice  aft- 
er the  arrival  of  the  steamer  at  Kingston." 
Accompanying  this  charter  were  certain 
instructions  printed  in  the  margin,t  from 
the  agent  of  the  company  to  Captain  Yeates,|j 
the  commander  of  the  Adula.    These  wereg 
taken  from* the  ship  when  she  was  captured.* 
The  Adula  left  Kingston  late  in  the  after- 
noon of  June  28th.     Before  sailing,   Soils 
asked   from    the   United    States   consul   at 
Kingston  a   permit  to  enter   the  ports  ol 
Guantanamo,     Santiago,     and     Manzanillo. 


fAtlss  Steamship  Company, 
Jamaica  Agency,  June  28,  1898. 
Captain  Yeates,  8.  8.  Adala. 

Dear  Sir :  I  Inclose  herein  a  copy  of  the 
agreement  under  wliich  your  vessel  is  proceed- 
ing an,  and  on  bocml  the  ship  will  be  the  char- 
terer, to  whom  I  now  introduce  you,  Mr.  JosA 
R.  Soils,  and  I  ask  yon  to  show  him  every  at- 
tention on  the  voyage. 

Ton  will  see  by  a  perasal  of  the  agreement 
that  yoo  are  on  a  voyage  wholly  and  solely  for 
the  conveyance  of  refugees  from  the  porte 
named  to  Kingston. 

On  yoTir  arrival  at  Qnantsaamo,  to  which  port 
you  will  proceed  direct,  yon  wlli  find,  no  doubt, 
American  warstklps  off  the  port.  You  will,  when 
signaled  to,  stop  immediately  and  communicate 
to  the  commanding  officer  the  voyage  that  yon 
are  on,  and.  In  fact,  you  can  show  him  these 
sailing  orders,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  com- 
manding officer  will  make  say  trouble  whatever 
to  your  continuing  the  voyage  Into  the  port 

You  must  be  careful  on  your  arrival  there  not 
to  interfere  or  in  any  way  make  any  observa- 
tion or  sketches  or  anything  that  you  may  see 
or  hear  of,  but  adhere  strictly  to  the  duties 
of  your  ship. 

At  Guantanamo  it  Is  likely  there  may  be  some 
difficulty  in  obtaining  a  pilot,  and  If  the  com- 
manding officer  gives  you  permission  to  proceed 
it  is  just  possible  that  he  may  be  able  to  tell 
you  where  you  can  obtain  the  services  of  a 
pilot  to  go  in. 

From  Guantanamo  you  will  proceed  to  off 
Santiago.  Here  you  will  meet  the  other  fleet, 
and  carry  the  same  instructions  out  with  them 
as  I  have  mentioned  to  you  in  reference  to 
Guantanamo.  The  charterer  is  telegraphing  at 
once  to  Santiago  for  a  pilot  to  come  off  to  meet 
the  ship,  if  permission  Is  granted  to  pilot  your 
ship  Into  the  port. 

From  Santiago  you  will  proceed  to  ManaanlK 
lo,  and  from  thence  back  to  Kingston.  The 
charterer,  Mr.  Soils,  may  order  you  direct  from 
Guantanamo  to  Kingston  or  from  Santiago  to 
Kingston,  and  in  such  a  case  you  will  follow 
out  his  orders,  which  he  wUl  give  you  In  writ- 
ing. He  has  the  option  of  going  to  the  three 
ports,  but  it  may  be  convenient  for  him  to  go 
to  only  one  or  even  two.  The  boat's  crew  that 
is  mentioned  In  the  appendix  of  this  agreement 
you  will  provide,  but  it  will  be  necessary  for 
you  to  have  the  ensign  In  the  stem,  so  ss  to 
show  your  nationality. 

You  win  not  allow  any  pirovisions  of  any 
sort  to  leave  your  ship  at  any  of  the  ports  or 
to  do  anything  that  Is  contrary  to  the  laws  of 
the  country  or  that  may  be  interpreted  as  a 
breach  of  faith  in  being  allowed  to  pass  the 
blockade  and  enter  the  porta,  and  I  must  ask 
you  not  to  permit  any  of  your  crew  to  land  at 
any  of  the  ports,  and  only  yourself.  If  necse* 
sary,  to  visit  the  British  consul. 

Wishing  you  a  pleasant  voyage,  I  am  sir* 
Youzs  faithfully, 
.  (8'g'd)      W.  Peploe  Forwood,  Qen.  Ag't,  Jca. 
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This  the  consul  refused  togive  without  spe- 
cial instructions  from  Washington.  Just 
before  sailing  to  Santiago,  Soils  cabled  for  a 
licensed  pilot  to  meet  vie  Adula.  On  leav- 
ing Kingston  she  took  her  course  around 
Morant  point  at  the  easterly  end  of  the 
island,  first  toward  Santiago,  and  then  to 
Guantananx),  and  about  4  p.  li.  of  the  fol- 
lowing day  was  met  before  reaching  the  har- 
bor and  brought  to  by  the  steamship  Vixen; 
was  directed  to  proceed,  entered  the  harbor 
of  Guantanamo,  and  was  seized  by  the  Mar- 
blehead,  which,  with  other  yessels  of  the 
fleet,  was  lying  inside  the  bay,  and  waa  sent 
to  Savannt^,  where  a  libel  in  prize  was  filed 
against  her  on  July  21,  1898.  The  deposi- 
tions in  preparatorio  were  taken  July  21st, 
and  her  owner,  the  Atlas  Steamship  Compa- 
ny, appeared  as  claimant  and  filed  its  an- 
swer. The  case  was  heard  upon  the  proofs 
im  preparatorio,  and  a  decree  of  condemna- 
tion entered  July  28th.  89  Fed.  Rep.  351. 
Before  the  decree,  claimant  moved  for  leave 
to  take  further  proofs.  The  court  set  the 
motion  down  for  August  9th,  giving  claim- 
ant leave  to  serve  such  affidavits  and  other 
papers  as  it  might  desire  to  read  upon  the 
motion,  and  directed  the  entry  of  the  decree 
to  be  without  prejudice  to  such  motion.  The 
motion  was  finally  denied,  and  the  vessel 
released  upon  a  stipulation  for  her  value. 
From  the  decree  of  condemnation  her  own- 
Q  «r  and  claimant  appealed  to  this  court. 

V  *Mr,  ETerett  P.  Wheeler  for  appellant 
AB9i3tant  Attorney  General  Hoyt  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Messrs.  James  H.  Hayden,  Joseph  K, 
McCammon,  George  A.  King,  William  B. 
King,  and  Wiliam  B.  Harvey  for  captors. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  rectitude  of  the  decree  of  the  district 
court  condemning  the  Adula  as  prize  of  war 
depends  upon  the  existence  of  a  lawful  and 
effective  blockade  at  Guant&namo,  the  knowl- 
edge of  such  blockade  by  those  in  charge  of 
the  vessel,  and  their  intent  in  making  the 
voyage  from  Kingston. 

1.  No  blockade  of  Guantanamo  was  ever 
proclaimed  by  the  President.  A  proclamar 
tion  had  been  issued  June  27th,  establishing 
a  blockade  of  all  ports  on  the  southern  coast 
of  Cuba  between  Cape  Frances  on  the  west 
and  Cape  Cruz  on  the  east,  but  as  both  San- 
tiago and  Guantanamo  are  to  the  eastward 
of  Cape  Cruz,  they  were  not  included.  It 
appears,  however,  that  blockades  of  Santiago 
and  Guantanamo  were  established  in  the  ear- 
ly part  of  June  by  order  of  Admiral  Samp- 
son, commander  of  the  naval  forces  then  in- 
vesting the  ports  on  the  southern  coast  of 
Cuba,  and  were  maintained  as  actual  and  ef- 
fective blockades  until  after  the  capture  of 
the  AdiUa. 

The  legality  of  a  simple  or  actual  block- 
ade as  distinguished  from  a  public  or  presi- 
dential blockade  is  noticed  by  writers  upon 
international  law,  and  is  said  by  Halleck 
te  be  "constituted  merely  by  the  fact  of  an 
tavestment,  and  without  any  neoessity  ol  a 


public  notification.  As  it  arises  solely  from 
facte  it  ceases  when  they  terminate;  ito  ez« 
istence  must  therefore,  in  all  cases,  be  estab- 
lished by  clear  and  decisive  evidence."  Hal- 
leck, International  Law,  chap.  23,  fi  10.  A 
de  facto  blockade  was  also  recognized  as 
legal  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  The  Ciroae' 
sian,  2  Wall.  135,  150,  euh  nam.  Bunter  r. 
United  States,  17  L.  ed.  796,  799,  in  which 
the  question  arose  as  te  the  blockade  of  New 
Orleans  during  the  Civil  War.  In  deliver- 1, 
ing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  chief  justice  g 
observed:  "There  is* a  distinction  between* 
simple  and  public  blockades  which  supporte 
this  conclusion.  A  simple  blockade  may  be 
established  by  a  naval  officer,  acting  upon  his 
own  discretion  or  under  direction  of  supe- 
riors, without  govemmentel  notification; 
while  a  public  blockade  is  not  only  estab- 
lished in  fact,  but  is  notified,  by  the  goveniF 
ment  directing  it,  to  other  governments,  la 
the  case  of  a  simple  blockade,  the  captors  are 
bound  to  prove  its  existence  at  the  time  of 
capture;  while  in  the  case  of  a  public  block- 
ade, the  claimante  are  held  to  proof  of  dis- 
continuance in  order  to  protect  themselves 
from  the  penalties  of  attempted  violation.'* 
A  like  ruling  was  made  by  Sir  William  Scott 
in  the  case  of  The  Rolla,  6  C.  Rob.  364. 
which  was  the  case  of  an  American  ship  and 
cargo,  proceeded  against  for  the  breach  of  a 
blockade  at  Montevideo,  imposed  by  the  Brit- 
ish commander.  It  was  argued,  apparently 
upon  the  authority  of  The  Henrtok  and 
Maria,  1  C.  Rob.  146,  that  the  power  of 
imposing  a  blockade  is  altogether  an  act  of 
sovereignty  which  cannot  oe  assum^  or 
exercised  by  a  commander  without  special 
authority.  But,  says  the  learned  judse: 
'*The  court  then  expressed  ite  opinion  that 
this  was  a  position  not  maintainable  to  that 
extent;  because  a  commander  going  out  to  a 
distant  stetion  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
to  carry  with  him  such  a  portion  of  sover- 
eign authority,  delegated  to  him,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  provide  for  the  exigencies  of 
the  service  on  which  he  is  employed.  On 
stetions  in  Europe,  where  government  is  al- 
most at  hand  to  superintend  and  direct  the 
course  of  operations  under  which  it  may  be 
expedient  that  particular  hostilities  should 
be  carried  on,  it  may  be  different  But  in 
distent  parte  of  the  world  it  cannot  be  dis- 
puted, I  conceive,  that  a  commander  must 
be  held  to  carry  with  him  sufficient  authority 
to  act,  as  well  against  the  commerce  of  the 
enemy,  as  against  the  enemy  himself,  for  the 
more  immediate  purpose  of  reduction."  Se« 
also  The  Johanna  Maria,  Deane  on  Blodc- 
ades,  86. 

In  view  of  the  operations  then  being  car- 
ried on  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  or  cap- 
turing the  Spanish  fleet  and  reducing  Santi- 
ago, we  think  it  was  oompetent  for  Admiral 
Sampson  to  establish  a  blockade  there  andg 
at  Guantenamo,  aa  an  adjunct  to  such  opera-  § 
tions.    Indeed,  it  would  seem  to  have  been*a* 
necessity  that  restrictions  should  be  placed 
upon  the  power  of  neutrals  to  earry  sup- 
plies and  intelligenoe  to  the  enemy,  as  th^ 
would  be  quite  sure  to  do,  if  their  ships  ^ 
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given  free  inffren  and  ^gresi  from  these 
harbors.  While  there  could  be  no  objection 
to  vessels  carrying  provisions  to  the  stary- 
ing  insurgents,  if  their  destination  could  be 
made  certain,  the  probabilities  were  that 
such  provisions  carried  to  a  beleaguered  port 
would  be  immediately  seized  by  the  enemy 
and  used  for  the  sustenance  of  its  soldiers. 
The  exigency  was  one  which  rendered  it  en* 
tirely  prudent  for  the  commander  of  the 
fleet  to  act,  without  awaiting  instructions 
from  Washington. 

But  it  is  contended  that  at  the  time  of  the 
capture  the  port  of  Guantanamo  was  com- 
pletely in  the  possession  and  control  of  the 
tlnited  States,  and  therefore  that  the  block- 
ade had  been  terminated.  It  appears,  how- 
ever, that  Guantanamo  is  18  miles  from  the 
mouth  of  Guantanamo  bay.  Access  to  it  is 
obtained  either  by  a  small  river  emptying 
into  the  upper  bay,  or  by  rail  from  Caiman- 
era,  a  town  on  the  west  side  of  the  upper 
bay.  It  seems  ihaX  the  Marblehead  and  the 
Yankee  were  sent  to  Guantanamo  on  June 
7th,  entered  the  harbor  and  took  possession 
of  the  lower  bay  for  the  use  of  American 
▼esaels ;  that  the  Panther  and  Yosemite  were 
sent  there  on  the  10th,  and  on  the  12th  the 
torpedo  boat  Porter  arrived  from  Guanta- 
namo with  news  of  a  land  battle,  and  from 
itkMt  time  the  harbor  was  occupied  by  naval 
Tessels,  and  by  a  party  of  marines  who  held 
the  crest  of  a  hiU  on  the  west  side  of  the 
harbor  near  its  entrance,  and  the  side  of  the 
hill  facing  the  harbor.  But  the  town  of 
Guantanamo,  near  the  head  of  the  bay,  was 
still  held  by  the  Spanish  forces,  as  were  sev- 
eral other  positions  in  the  neighborhood. 
The  campaign  in  the  vicinity  was  in  active 
progress,  and  encounters  between  the  United 
States  and  Spanish  troops  were  of  frequent 
occurrence. 

In  view  of  these  facts  we  are  of  opinion 
that,  as  the  city  of  Guantanamo  was  still 
held  by  the  Spaniards,  and  as  our  troops 
occupied  only  the  mouth  of  the  bay,  the 
blockade  was  still  operative  as  sgainst  ves- 
sels bound  for  the  city  of  Guantanamo.  Here 
again  the  case  of  The  Circassian,  2  Wall. 
I  135,  tttb  nam.  Hunter  v.  United  States,  17 
[  L.  ed.  796,  is  decisive.  The  Circassian  was 
captured  Hay  4,  1862,  for  an^attempted  vio- 
lation of  the  blockade  of  New  Orleans.  The 
dty,  including  the  ports  below  it  on  the 
Mississippi,  was  captured  during  the  last 
days  of  April,  and  military  possession  of  the 
eil7  taken  on  May  Isi.  It  was  held  that  neith- 
er the  capture  of  the  forts  nor  the  military 
occupation  of  the  city  terminated  the  block- 
ade, upon  the  ground  that  it  applied,  not  to 
the  dty  alone,  but  controlled  the  port,  which 
included  the  whole  paririi  of  New  Orleans, 
and  lay  on  both  sides  of  the  Mississippi,  and 
all  the  ports  on  that  river  and  on  the  lakes 
east  of  the  city.  The  following  language  of 
the  chief  justice  is  equally  pertinent  to  this 
ease :  '^ow,  it  may  be  well  enough  conceded 
that  a  continuous  and  complete  possession 
of  the  dty  and  the  port,  and  of  the  ap- 
proaches from  the  gulf,  would  make  a  block- 
ade unnecessary,  and   would  supersede  it. 


But,  at  the  time  of  the  capture  of  the  Cir- 
cassian, there  had  been  no  such  possession. 
Only  the  dty  was  occupied,  not  the  port» 
much  less  the  district  of  country  commer^ 
dally  dependent  upon  it,  and  blockaded  by 
its  blockade.  Even  the  city  had  been  occu- 
pied only  three  days.  It  was  yet  hostile; 
the  rebel  army  was  in  the  neighborhood; 
the  occupation,  limited  and  recent,  was  sub- 
ject to  ail  the  vicissitudes  of  war.  Such  an 
occupation  could  not  at  once,  of  itsdf,  super- 
sede or  suspend  the  blockade.  It  might  ri- 
pen into  a  possession  which  would  have  that 
efifect,  and  it  did;  but  at  the  time  of  the  cap- 
ture it  operated  only  in  aid  and  completion 
of  the  naval  investment"  The  occupation  of 
a  city  terminates  a  blockade  because,  and  only 
because,  it  supersedes  it,  and  if  a  vessel  be 
bound  to  a  port  or  place  beyond,  which  is 
still  occupied  by  the  enemy,  the  occupation 
of  the  mouth  of  the  harbor  does  not  necessary 
ily  terminate  the  blockade  as  to  such  places. 
Granting  the  existence  of  a  lawful  and  suf* 
ficient  blodcade  at  Guantanamo,  its  legal  ef* 
feet  was  a  closing  of  the  port,  and  an  inter- 
diction of  the  entrance  of  all  vessels  of  what- 
ever nationality  or  business.  It  is  well  de- 
scribed by  Sir  William  Scott  in  The  Vrouw 
Judith,  1  C.  Rob.  150,  151,  as  "a  sort  of  dr- 
cumvallation  round  a  place,  by  which  all 
foreign  connection  and  correspondence  is,  as 
far  as  human  force  can  effect  it,  to  be  entire 
ly  cut  off.  It  is  intended  to  suspend  the  en-e 
tire  commerce  of  that  place,  and  a  neutral  tS 
is  no  more  at  libertv  to^assist  the  traffic  of* 
exportation  than  of  importation.  The  ut- 
most that  can  be  allowed  to  a  neutral  vessd 
is,  that  having  already  taken  on  board  a 
cargo  before  the  blockade  begins,  she  may  be 
at  Uberty  to  retire  with  it.  But  it  must  be 
considered  as  a  rule  which  this  court  mears 
to  apply,  that  a  neutral  ship  departins  can 
only  take  away  a  cargo  bona  fide  purdiased 
and  delivered,  before  the  commencement  of 
the  blockade.  If  she  afterwards  takes  on 
board  a  cargo  it  is  a  fraudulent  act  and  a 
violation  of  the  blockade.'*  It  is  also  eaid 
by  Phillimore  (3  International  Law,  383), 
that  "the  object  of  a  blockade  is  to  prevent 
exports  as  well  as  imports,  and  to  cut  off  all 
communication  of  commerce  with  the  block- 
aded place."  The  sailing  of  a  vessd  with  a 
premeditated  intent  to  violate  a  blockade  is 
ipso  facto  a  violation  of  the  blockade,  and 
renders  the  vessel  subject  to  capture  from 
the  moment  she  leaves  the  port  of  departure. 
Yeaton  t.  Fry,  5  Cranch,  335,  3  L.  ed.  117; 
The  Oiroassian,  2  Wall.  135,  sub  nom.  Hunt^ 
er  V.  United  States,  17  L.  ed.  796;  The  Frede- 
rick MoUce,  1  C.  Rob.  86;  The  Columbia,  I 
C.  Rob.  154;  The  Fortune,  2  C.  Rob.  94; 
Wheaton,  Captures,  196.  If  a  master  have 
actual  notice  of  a  blockade,  he  is  not  at  lib- 
erty even  to  approach  the  blockaded  port  for 
the  purpose  of  making  inquiries  of  the  block- 
ading vessels,  since  such  liberty  could  not 
fail  to  lead  to  attempts  to  violate  the  block- 
ade under  pretext  of  approaching  the  port 
for  the  purpose  of  making  such  inquiries. 
The  Admiral,  3  Wall.  603,  sub  nom.  The  Ad- 
mirdl  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  58;  Prize 
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Cotef,  2  Black,  635,  677,  9uh  nom,  Preoiat  y. 
United  States,  17  L.  ed.  459,  479;  Duer,  Ma- 
rine Ina.  661;  The  Oheehire,  8  Wall.  231, 
9uh  nom.  The  Cheshire  y.  United  Statee,  18 
L.  ed.  175;  The  James  Cook,  Edw.  Adm. 
261;  The  Josephine,  8  Wall.  83,  suh  nom, 
Queyrouze  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  65; 
The  Spes,  5  C.  Rob.  76;  The  Betsy,  1  C.  Rob. 
834;  The  Neptunus,  2  C.  Rob.  110;  The  Lit- 
tie  William,  1  Acton,  141,  161;  Sperry  y. 
Delaware  Ins,  Co,  2  Wash.  C.  G.  243,  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  13,236.  If  there  be  any  distinction 
in  this  particular  between  a  proclaimed 
blockade  and  an  actual  blockade  by  a  naval 
commander,  it  does  not  aid  the  Adula  in  view 
of  the  admitted  fact  that  she  was  informed 
hj  the  Vixen  that  the  port  was  under  the 
control  of  the  United  States  military  forces, 
and  that  the  war  ships  were  yisible  before 
■he  entered  the  bay. 

In  this  connection  we  are  cited  by  counsel 
for  the  Adula  to  a  change  in  the  law  said  to 
Hhave  been  effected  by  uie  adhesion  of  this 
Mgorernment,  at  the  beginninff  of  the  war,  to 
*  th«*  declaration  of  Paris  aoolishing  priva- 
teering. This  supposed  change  apparently 
rests  upon  an  extract  from  a  French  treatise 
upon  international  law  by  Pistoye  and  Du- 
yerdy,  vol.  1,  p.  375,  in  which  it  is  said  that 
by  the  modem  law,  in  consequence  of  the 
declaration  of  Paris,  a  vessel  must  be  noti- 
fied to  depart  from  the  blockaded  port  before 
she  can  be  captured,  and  that  the  contrary 
rule  was  the  result  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
British  Orders  in  Council  during  the  Napole- 
onic wars,  which  is  now  given  up  bv  that 
country.  It  is  also  said  that  "the  old  rule 
was  that  it  was  a  breach  of  blockade  to  enter 
upon  a  voyage  to  the  blockaded  port.  This 
rule  is  now  changed,  because  neutrals  are 
obliged  only  to  respect  effective  blockades.  It 
may  well  be  that  a  blockade  of  which  official 
notice  has  beenffiven  is  not  an  effective  block- 
ade, or  it  may  be  that  a  blockade  which  has 
been  established  b^  a  sufficient  force  may 
have  ceased  to  exist.  Neutruls  then  have 
the  right  to  begin  a  voyage  to  a  blockaded 
port  in  order  to  see  if  the  blockade  still  con- 
tinues. They  are  only  guilty  when,  while 
the  blodcade  continues,  they  actually  en- 
deavor to  break  it." 

We  cannot,  however,  accept  this  opinion  as 
overruling  in  any  particular  the  prior  de- 
cisions of  this  court  in  the  cases  above  cited, 
to  the  effect  that  a  departure  for  a  blockaded 

Sort  with  intent  to  violate  U&e  blockade  ren- 
ers  the  vessel  liable  to  seizure.  When  Con- 
gress has  spoken  upon  this  subject  it  will  be 
time  enough  for  this  court  to  act.  We  can- 
not change  our  rulings  to  conform  to  the 
opinions  of  foreign  writers  as  to  what  they 
suppose  to  be  the  existing  law  upon  the  sub- 
ject 

We  have  not  overlooked  in  this  connection 
the  provision  contained  in  article  18  of 
Jay's  treaty  of  1794,  to  the  effect  that 
"whereas,  it  frequently  happens  that  vessels 
sail  for  a  port  or  place  belonging  to  an 
enemy,  without  knowing  that  the  same  is 
either  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested,  it  is 
agreed  that  every  vessel  so  circumstanced 
may  be  turned  away  from  such  port  or  place. 


but  she  shall  not  be  detained,  nor  her  oargo^ 
if  not  contraband,  be  confiscated,  unless  af^ 
er  notice  she  shall  again  attempt  to  enter." 
Fitzsimmons  y.  Newport  Ins,  Co.  4  Craneh, 
185,  2  L.  ed.  691.  Waiving  th«  question 
whether  this  clause  of  Jay's  treatj  weM  abn^ji 
gated  by  the  war  of  1812,  and  accepting  it  «■« 
a*correct  exposition  of  the  law  of  nations,  it* 
applies  only  to  vessels  which  have  sailed  for 
a  hostile  port  or  place  without  knowing  that 
the  same  is  either  besieged,  blockaded,  or  in- 
vested. The  whole  case  against  the  Adula 
depends  upon  the  question  whether  those  in 
charge  of  her  knew  before  she  left  Kingston 
that  Santiago  and  Guantanamo  were  block* 
aded.  If  they  did,  the  treaty  does  not  apply. 
If  they  did  not,  they  are  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  this  principle  of  international  law.  In 
the  case  of  the  Maryland  Ins.  Co.  y.  Woods, 
6  Cranch,  29,  3  L.  ed.  143,  in  which  it  waa 
held  that  the  vessel  could  not  be  placed  in 
the  situation  of  one  having  notice  of  tha 
blockade  until  she  was  warned  off,  the  de- 
cision was  placed  upon  the  express  ground 
that  orders  had  been  given  by  the  British 
government^  and  communicated  to  our  goy^ 
emment,  "not  to  consider  blockades  as  «d«t- 
ing,  unless  in  respect  to  particular  porta 
which  may  be  actually  invested,  and  then  not 
to  capture  vessels  bound  to  such  porta,  un- 
less they  shall  have  been  previously  warned 
not  to  enter  them."  This  order  was  treated 
by  the  court  as  a  mitigation  of  the  ^^eral 
rule  so  far  as  respected  blockades  in  the 
West  Indies. 

2.  The  questions  concerning  the  notifica- 
tion of,  and  the  intent  to  violate,  blockade 
depend  largely  upon  the  same  testimony, 
and  may  be  properly  disposed  of  together. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Adula  belonged  to 
a  British  corporation,  the  Atlas  Stes^hip 
Company;  was  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
managing  director  of  such  corporation;  flew 
the  British  flag,  and  prior  to  the  Spanish- 
American  war  was  ensaged  in  general  trade 
between  Kingston  and  other  ports  on  the 
coast  of  Jamaica,  in  connection  with  other 
steamers  of  the  same  line  from  New  York, 
and  from  time  to  time  had  made  voyages  to 
Cuban  ports.  After  the  breaking  out  of  the 
war  the  steamer  was  chartered  by  various 
persons,  in  the  intervals  of  its  regolar  work, 
for  voyaffes  to  Cuba.  On  May  7th,  in  pur- 
suance of  a  verbal  arrangement  between  the 
agent  of  the  steamship  company  and  the 
American  consul,  the  Adula  was  aent  to 
Cienfu^os  in  Cuba  to  bring  away  refugees. 
On  arrival  off  Cienfuegos  she  was  boarded 
by  officers  of  the  U.  S.  S.  Marblehead.  who, 
upon  beins  shown  the  permit  and  the  ship's « 
papers,  allowed  her  to  proceed,  though  tne§ 
officers  served  the  master  with  a*  printed* 
copy  of  the  President's  proclamation 
blodcading  Cienfueffos  and  seveiml  ports  on 
the  north  side  of  Cuba,  and  made  a  memoran- 
dum on  the  ship's  log  that  they  had  done  wa. 
She  sailed  from  Cienfuegos  May  10th,  with 
350  passengers,  mostly  women  and  diildren, 
was  again  boarded  on  leaving  the  port,  but 
was  allowed  to  proceed. 

On  May  16th  she  was  chartered  by  a  Cu- 
ban refugee  to  proceed  to  Santiago,  arrived 
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there  the  following  day,  and  returned  with 
200  passengers.  No  war  ships  were  off  San« 
tiago  at  that  time.  She  arrived  at  Kingston 
on  the  19th,  and  landed  her  passengers. 

On  May  21  she  was  again  chartered  to  go 
to  Cienfuegos,  having  a  permit  from  Wash- 
ington, through  the  consul,  to  pass  the 
blockade.  She  reached  the  blockading  fleet 
on  the  23d,  was  boarded  by  a  boat  from  one 
of  the  vessels,  and  was  again  given  permis- 
sion to  proceed ;  was  arrested  upon  suspicion 
by  tbe  Spanish  authorities  in  the  port  of 
Cienfuegos,  but  after  a  detention  of  sixty 
hours  was  released.  She  sailed  again  on 
May  26th  directly  for  Kingston,  saw  no  war 
ships  in  sight,  and  arrived  at  Kingston  on 
Hay  28th. 

After  making  two  of  her  ordinary  coasts 
ing  voyages  around  Jamaica,  she  was  offered 
ft  further  charter  for  Cienfuegos,  but  could 
not  obtain  the  permission  of  the  American 
consul,  who  told  the  master  he  had  no  au- 
thority to  grant  it.  She  left  June  15th, 
with  a  letter  of  instructions  to  the  captain 
to  proceed  to  the  fleet  off  Cienfuegos,  then 
under  a  public  blockade,  to  ask  permission 
from  them  to  enter  the  port,  and  if  granted, 
to  go  in,  and  if  not  granted,  to  return  to 
Jamaica.  She  arrived  at  Cienfuegos  Jime 
17th;  landed  some  provisions  which  had  been 
shipped  for  her  passengers,  found  no  war 
•hips  there,  and  sailed  away  on  the  19th  with 
only  ninety-eight  passengers.  Sixty  miles 
6.  S.  £.  from  Cienfuegos  she  was  stepped  by 
the  U.  S.  S.  Yankee,  and  an  officer  sent  on 
board.  The  master  showed  the  boarding  of- 
ficer his  instructions  and  the  ship's  papers, 
as  well  as  the  passenger  list;  was  informed 
that  Cienfuegos  was  blockaded,  and  that  he 
must  not  enter  it  again.  She  arrived  in 
Kingston  on  June  21st,  proceeded  around 
the  island  on  her  usual  coasting  trip,  and 
jjl  returned  to  Kingston  on  the  27th. 
M  She  was  chartered  for  her  last  voyage 
*  June  28th  by  one  Soils,*  a  Spanish  subject 
bom  near  Havana,  and  living  with  his 
family  at  Manzanillo.  He  had  landed  re- 
oently  from  Manzanillo  with  a  cargo  of  refu- 
gees. He  had  lived  in  Cuba,  and  at  one  time 
had  been  the  French  consul  at  Manzanillo, 
though  there  was  no  evidence  that  he  had 
ever  co*operated  with  the  Spanish  authori- 
iiee  during  the  war,  or  rendered  aid  or  com- 
fort to  the  Spanish  forces.  He  had,  how- 
ever, a  passport  from  the  Spanish  consul  to 
enter  the  cities  to  which  he  was  bound  and 
take  passengers  away  as  refugees.  He  had 
previously  l^n  engaged  in  shipping  supplies 
to  Cuban  ports  and  returning  wiui  passen- 
gers for  Jamaica.  He  also  carried  a  special 
personal  Spanish  passport  granted  the  year 
before.  Such  being  his  political  character, 
he  entered  into  a  charter  party  with  the 
Atlas  Steamship  Company,  under  which  he 
was  at  liberie  to  go  to  Manzanillo,  Santiago, 
and  Guantanamo,  and,  if  not  permitted  to 
enter  these  harbors,  to  return  to  Kingston. 
An  option  was  also  given  to  the  charterer  for 
another  similar  voyage  upon  like  terms  upon 
twenty-four  hours'  notice  after  arrival  at 
Kingston.  The  charter  was  for  the  convey- 
of   passengers   from   Cuban   ports   to 


Kingston  at  100  pounds  per  day.  Solis  ^ 
entered  upon  the  ship's  articles  as  super- 
cargo. She  was  evidently  chartered  for  hLi 
personal  benefit,  with  power  to  name  the 
port  which  she  was  to  visit,  but  with  no 
right  to  interfere  with  the  navigation  of  the 
ship.  Soils  had  made  the  same  sort  of  trip 
twice  before  with  English  schooners,  and  ex- 
pected upon  this  trip  to  make  $19,000  net 
profit.  He  appeared  to  have  known  nothing 
about  the  previous  voyages  of  the  Adula, 
and  had  seen  her  for  the  first  time  only  about 
two  months  before.  The  vessel  bore  a  pasa- 
port  from  the  Spanish  consul  at  Kingston; 
a  bill  of  health  viaid  by  the  Spanish  consuL 
With  regard  to  his  knowledge  of  the 
blockade  at  Guantanamo  he  testified  ai  fol- 
lows: 

"X  knew  that  there  was  a  condition  of  war 
existing  between  America  and  Spain  on  the 
21st.  They  told  me  on  board  the  Adula  that 
the  blockade  of  Guantanamo  was  published 
on  the  27th,  the  day  before.  I  had  not  heard 
it  before  I  left  Kingston.  I  did  not  know 
officially  Guantanamo  was  blockaded.  Ong 
board  the  Adula  I  heard  that  on  the  27th  09 
there  was  issued*  an  order  from  the  Presi-* 
dent  of  the  United  States  declaring  a  block- 
ade of  the  port  of  Guantanamo,  but  I  did 
not  know  it  until  we  arrived  at  Guanta- 
namo. At  Kingston  I  heard  there  were 
some  warships  at  Guantanamo,  and  I  told 
Captain  Forwood  that  the  first  thing  I 
would  do  would  be  to  go  to  the  admiral  and 
tell  him  my  intentions.  I  did  not  think  the 
papers  in  Kingston  published  the  blockade. 
I  did  not  see  it  if  they  did.  The  people  gen- 
erally did  not  talk  about  it  I  read  some- 
thing about  'McCalla's  camp.'  I  understood 
Guantanamo  was  not  blockaded  by  the  Unit- 
ed States.  I  heard  that  marines  had  been 
landed  at  the  entrance  to  Guantanamo,  Cai- 
menera — the  bay  is  called  Caimenera — and 
that  the  marines  had  possession  of  the  port, 
and  that  the  ships  were  inside.  I  cannot 
tell  when  I  received  the  information  that 
marines  had  been  landed  there  and  taken 
possession  of  the  point  of  Guantanamo  or 
Caimenera.  Perhaps  it  was  one  or  two 
days  before.  I  don't  know  what  the  others 
knew  about  a  state  of  war  existing.  I  un- 
derstood Guantanamo  was  not  declared  offi- 
cially blockaded,  although  there  were  some 
vessels  there.  I  got  that  information  from 
newspapers  in  Kingston,  and  from  those 
newspapers  I  got  the  information  that  ma- 
rines had  been  landed  at  the  entrance  to  the 
bay  on  the  east  side;  they  call  it  'East 
Point'" 

It  further  appeared  that  the  American 
consul  warned  Mr.  Forwood,  the  agent  of 
the  ship  at  Kingston,  of  the  existence  of  the 
blockade  in  the  following  language,  as  stated 
by  the  agent  himself:  "  *Well,  Forwood,  I 
would  not  advise  you  to  let  the  ship  go ;  they 
won't  let  her  into  Uuantanamo,  and  they 
will  be  watching  for  her.'  I  said  to  him, 
'Oh,  Dent,  let  me  show  you  the  captain's  in- 
structions. He  has  got  orders  to  go  to  the 
fieet  there  and  ask  their  permission  to  take 
some   refugees.'    'Well,'   he   said,   *I   don^t 
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know,  but  they  will  be  watching  for  her,  and 
I  think  that  Senor  Solie  it  a  Spanish  agent, 
carrying  $300,000  in  gold  to  buv  over  the 
rebels  in  the  Amerioan  camp/  I  told  him 
that  I  had  inquired  about  the  man,  and  that 
it  was  one  of  the  usual  Kingston  yarns."  It 
also  appears  that  Mr.  Forwood  knew  that 
e  Mr.  Soils  was  a  Spaniard,  and  had  been  ship- 
^  pinff  supplies  to  Cuiban  ports.    After  taking 

*  on  board  a  large  supply*  of  ooal,  the  Adula 
left  Kingston  on  June  28th,  rounded  Morant 
point  on  the  east  end  of  the  island  of  Jamai- 
ca, proceeded  at  her  usual  speed  toward  San- 
tiagOk  and  sighted  the  blockading  fleet  off 
that  port  about  noon  of  the  29Ul  The  cap- 
tain gives  as  his  reason  for  going  by  the  way 
of  Santiago  that  he  was  not  acquainted  with 
the  coast  line  to  the  eastward  of  that  port; 
had  no  large  scale  chart,  .  and  therefore 
steered  more  to  the  westward  than  he  should 
have  done,  because  he  knew  the  coast  about 
Santiago,  and  did  not  know  that  about  Guan- 
tanamo;  but  it  is  quite  as  probable  that  it 
was  the  presence  of  a  number  of  war  vessels 
off  Santiago  which  sent  her  to  Guantanamo. 
She  was  hailed  by  the  Vixen  within  half  a 
mile  of  the  entrance  to  the  harbor  of  Guan- 
tanamo, brought  to,  and  then  directed  into 
the  harbor,  where  several  war  vessels  were 
lying,  and  was  shortly  thereafter  seized  by 
order  of  Commander  McCalla  of  the  Marble- 
head. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  prize  commis- 
sioners. Captain  Yeates,  master  of  the  Adula, 
stated  that  he  was  stopped  by  the  Vixen 
about  half  a  mile  from  the  entrance  to  the 
bay  and  permitted  to  proceed,  and  that  it 
was  not  until  after  he  had  anchored  that 
he  waa  acquainted  with  the  blockade  of  the 
harbor.  One  of  the  crew  testified  somewhat 
to  the  contrary  and  swore  that  ''about  three 
days  before  I  left  Kingston  I  heard  that 
Guantanamo  was  blockaded;  I  heard  it  from 

rople  around  the  streets;  I  did  not  see  it; 
heard  it  was  in  the  papers;  I  never  heard 
any  of  the  officers  of  the  Adula  or  people 
on  board  talking  about  Guantanamo  being 
blockaded,  and  I  don't  know  exactly  whether 
the  owner  or  master  or  officers  of  the  ship 
Adula  knew  that  Guantanamo  was  block- 
aded. I  knew  about  it,  but  I  don't  know 
anything  about  them.  I  don't  know  how  I 
found  it  out,  but  I  heard  it  on  the  streets 
of  Kingston."  He  also  swore  "that  at  that 
time  we  went  up  to  the  mouth  of  the  harbor, 
uid  at  that  time,  when  we  got  to  Guanta- 
namo, we  found  the  war  ships  there  block- 
ading the  harbor."  A  small  cruiser,  the 
Vixen,  "ran  up  across  our  bow  and  the  cap- 
tain of  the  cruiser  asked  us:  'Didn't  you 
sight  the  war  ships  down  at  Santiago?'  and 
H  the  captain  said,  'Yes.'  And  the  captain 
eo  stopped,  and  he  said :     'Didn't  you  hear  that 

*  Guantanamo  was* blockaded?'  and  our  cap- 
tain said  'Yes.'  Then  he  said,  'You  can  pro- 
ceed on.'  I  heard  about  the  blockade  in 
Kingston,  but  after  leaving  Kingston,  until 
we  met  the  cruiser,  I  never  heard  anything 
more  about  it"  Captain  Yeates  also  testi- 
fied that  he  expected  to  be  stopped  when  he 
approached  Santiago.    Mr.  Soils,  who  had 


chartered  the  Adula  for  this  voyage,  t^tified 
that  he  was  told,  while  on  board  the  Adula, 
that  the  blockade  of  Guantanamo  was  pub* 
lished  on  the  27th,  the  day  before,  but  that 
he  had  not  heard  of  it  before  he  left  King- 
ston, though  he  had  heard,  while  in  King« 
ston,  that  there  were  some  war  ships  at 
Guantanamo.  At  the  time  the  Adula  was 
captured  she  was  searched  for  her  ship's 
papers  and  other  documents  and  letters. 
Several  letters  were  found,  as  well  as  copies 
of  a  newspaper  published  at  Kingston,  which 
spoke  of  the  American  military  and  naval 
operations  both  at  Santiago  and  Guanta« 
namo. 

Among  these  extracts  from  "The  Gleaner^ 
of  June  14,  1898,  is  the  foUowlnff,  apparent* 
ly  telegraphed  from  liondon:  ''A  aespatch 
boat  off  Santiago  reports  that  the  Ameri- 
cans now  hold  35  miles  of  the  coast  east  of 
Santiago,  including  Guantanamo  harbor, 
and  that  20,000  Spanish  troops  at  Santiago 
are  preparing  to  desperately  resist  the  Amer- 
icans, who  have  landed  3,000  rifles,  300,000 
rounds  of  ammunition,  and  larse  stores  of 
provisions;"  and  the  following  from  the  is- 
sue of  June  25th:  "On  board  the  Adula, 
which  arrived  from  Cienfuegos  this  week, 
there  was  an  individual  officially  appointed 
by  the  Captain  General  in  Cuba,  to  make  ar^ 
rangenients  in  Jamaica  for  regularly  supplv- 
ing  the  Spanish  troops  with  provisions;  in 
fact,  to  make  Jamaica  a  base  for  Spanish 
purposes." 

In  this  connection  it  would  seem  from  the 
report  of  the  Bureau  of  Navigation  that  the 
consul  at  Kingston  telegraphed  to  Washing- 
ton that  the  under  secretary  of  the  Captain 
General  of  Culm  and  certain  Spanish  naval 
officers  "came  aboard  the  Adula  with,  it  to 
supposed,  $250,000  to  purchase  provisions  to 
be  taken  to  Manzanillo  for  Cervera.  .  .  • 
Extensive  preparations  being  made  for  ship- 
ping provisions  to  Cuba." 

In  a  letter  from  Captain  Yeates  to  hto 
parents,  under  date  of  July  13th,  and  ap- 
parently written  while  the  Adula  was  at  9 
Savannah,  he  says:  "And  now  to  tell  yoajj 
dear  ones  how  it  is^or  was  that  we  got  into* 
this  pickle,  which  has  not  come  as  any  sur^ 
prise,  as  I  have  anticipated  this  for  some 
time;  it  Is  I  did  not  think  I  should  be  in 
command  when  it  happened,  but  it  was  my 
luck  to  be,  I  suppose."  Speaking  of  the 
capture,  he  says:  "They  turned  the  ship  up- 
side down;  took  my  papers;  measured  tho 
coals,  and  took  stock  generally.  As  far  as 
the  ship  is  concerned  she  was  on  perfectly 
legitimate  business,  fetching  refugees. 
Whether  Mr.  Soils  chartered  the  ship  for 
that  purpose  alone,  of  course,  has  to  bo 
proved,  and  we  are  now  on  our  way  to  Savaa- 
nah  for  that  purpose  with  a  prise  crew  and 
Lieutenant  Anderson  in  charge."  In  a  pos^- 
script  dated  at  Savannah,  July  15th,  ho 
says:  "We  have  not  yet  reached  the  town 
proper,  for  we  are  going  through  the  same 
performance  as  we  did  at  Tampa,  but  I  wao 
not  caught  this  time,  for  I  managed  to  keep 
my  things  out  of  the  oven." 

As  tending  to  show  the  good  faith  of  thto 
expedition,  and  more  particularly  the  ownen 
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of  the  Adula,  much  reHance  !»  placed  upon 
the  letter  of  Mr.  Forwood  to  Captain  Yeates 
of  June  28,  the  day  upon  which  the  Adula 
left  Kingston,  in  which  he  instructs  him,  in 
case  he  finds  American  warships  off  Guan- 
tanamo,  to  stop  immediately  upon  being 
signaled,  and  communicate  to  the  command- 
ing officer  the  object  of  the  voyage,  and  to  be 
careful  upon  his  arrival  "not  to  interfere,  or 
in  any  way  make  any  observations  or 
ricetches,  or  anything  you  may  see  or  hear 
of,  but  adhere  strictly  to  the  duties  of  your 
ship,"  and  to  observe  the  same  precautions 
off  Santiago.  In  this  letter  he  also  instructs 
him  not  to  allow  any  provisions  to  leave  the 
ship,  or  to  do  anything  which  could  be  inter- 
preted aa  a  breach  of  faith  in  being  allowed 
to  pass  the  blockade  and  enter  the  ports. 
While  this  letter  doubtless  tends  to  show 
good  faith  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Forwood,  still 
it  was  written  with  full  information  from 
ICr.  Solis  that  the  consul  had  refused  to  give 
him  a  passport,  without  permission  from  the 
American  authorities  in  Washington.  That 
Mr.  Forwood  recognized  the  necessity  of  an 
authority  from  Washington  in  order  to  pass 
the  blockade  is  shown  by  his  letter  to  Carp- 
tain  Walker  of  May  21,  1898,  in  reference  to 
ttone  of  the  voyages  to  Cienfuegos,  in  which 
ghe  says:  '^n  givins  this  letter  to  the 
*  blockade,  be  sure  and  ask*  the  officer  if  he 
would  allow  the  shipto  pass  another  voyage 
without  cabling  to  Washington." 

From  all  the  testimony  in  the  oase  it  ap- 
pears very  clear: 

That  Guantanamo  was  actually  and  ef- 
fectively blockaded  by  orders  of  Admiral 
Ssmpson  from  June  7th  until  after  the  cap- 
ture of  the  Adula ; 

That  the  Adula  was  chartered  to  a  Span- 
ish subject  for  a  voyage  to  Guantanamo, 
Santiago,  or  ManzaniUo,  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  away  refugees,  and  that  such  voy- 
age was  primarily,  at  least,  a  commercial  one 
for  the  personal  profit  of  the  charterer.  Dur- 
ing such  charter  she  was  to  a  certain  extent* 
pro  hoc  viee,  a  Spanish  vessel,  and  a  notice 
to  Solis  of  the  existence  of  the  blodcade  was 
a  notice  to  the  vessel.  The  Ranger,  6  C.  Rob. 
126;  The  Jonge  Emilia,  3  C.  Rob.  62;  The 
Jiitpolean,  Blatchf.  Prize  Caa.  296,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  10,012.  The  fact  of  her  sailing  under  a 
Spanish  passport — in  fact,  an  enemy's  li- 
cense— is  not  devoid  of  signifioance.  Indeed, 
we  have  in  several  cases  regarded  this  as 
sufficient  ground  for  condemnation.  The 
Julia,  8  Cranch,  181,  3  L.  ed.  528;  The 
Aurora,  8  Cranch,  203,  3  L.  ed.  536;  The 
Biram,  1  Wheat.  440,  4  L.  ed.  131;  The 
Ariadne,  2  Wheat.  143,  4  L.  ed.  205.  This 
passport  gave  the  Adula  authority  to  enter 
the  Cuban  ports  and  take  away  refugees,  and 
it  is  a  circumstance  worthy  of  notice  that  it 
could  not  be  found  when  the  vessel  was  cap- 
tured. Solis  acknowledged  its  existence, 
but  made  no  effort  to  account  for  its  loss. 

Both  Solis  himself  and  the  Adula  had  been 
previously  engaged  in  similar  enterprises  to 
the  coast  of  Cuba,  and  were  chargeable  with 
notice,  not  only  of  war  between  the  United 
States  and  Spain,  but  with  the  fact  of  mili- 


tary and  naval  operations  upon  the  southern 
coast  of  Cuba; 

The  fact  of  such  war,  that  the  object  of  it 
was  the  expulsion  of  the  Spanish  forces  from 
Cuba,  and  that  militarvand  naval  operations 
were  being  carried  on  by  us  with  that  object 
in  view,  must  have  been  matters  of  common 
knowledge  in  Kingston,  as  well  as  the  fact 
that  the  commerce  with  the  southern  ports 
of  Cuba  was  likely  to  be  interrupted,  and 
that  all  intercourse  with  such  ports  would 
become  dangerous  in  consequence  of  such  war ;  ^ 

While  the  mission  of  the  Adula  was  not  anj§ 
unfriendly  one*to  this  government,  she  was* 
not  a  cartel  ship,  privileged  from  capture  as 
such,  but  one  employed  in  a  commercial  en- 
terprise for  the  personal  profit  of  the  chart- 
erer, and  only  secondarily,  if  at  all,  for  the 
purpose  of  humanity.  Her  enterprise  was 
an  unlawful  one,  in  case  a  blockade  existed, 
and  both  Solis  and  the  master  of  the  Adula 
were  cognizant  of  this  fact.  The  direction 
of  the  commanding  officer  of  the  Vixen, 
wnich  overhauled  the  Adula  off  Guantanamo, 
to  enter  the  harbor,  cannot  be  construed  as  a 
permission  to  violate  the  blockade,  as  such 
permission  would  not  be  within  the  scope  of 
his  authority.  The  Hope,  1  Dod.  Adm.  226; 
Rogers  v.  The  Amado,^  Newberry  Adm.  -KK)  : 
The  Joseph,  8  Cranch,  451,  3  L.  ed.  021 ;  The 
Benito  Estenger^  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  489.  44  L. 
ed. — . 

That  upon  arrival  off  Santiago  the  block- 
ading fleet  was  plainly  visible,  and  we  think 
there  is  a  preponderance  of  evidence  to  the 
effect  that  DOth  Solis  and  the  master  of  the 
Adula  knew  of  the  actual  blockade,  that  it 
was  generally  known  in  Kingston  before  she 
sailed,  and  that  the  Adula  was  chargeable 
with  a  breach  of  it,  notwithstanding  the  let- 
ter of  instructions  from  Mr.  Forwood  to 
Captain  Yeates.  As  the  blockade  had  been 
in  existence  since  June  7  th  it  is  scarcely  pos- 
sible that,  in  the  three  weeks  that  elapsed 
before  the  AduJa  sailed,  it  should  not  have 
been  known  in  Kingston,  which  was  only  a 
day's  trip  from  the  southern  coafft  of  Cuba, 
and  with  which  it  appears  to  have  been  in 
frequent  communication.  This  probability 
is  confirmed  by  the  direct  testimony  of  the 
sailor  Morris,  that  it  was  matter  of  common 
talk  in  Kingston.  The  testimony  of  Solis, 
that  he  did  not  know  "officially"  that  Guan- 
tanamo was  blockaded,  by  which  we  are  to 
understand  that  it  had  not  been  officially 
proclaimed,  is  perfectly  consistent  with  a 
personal  knowledge  of  the  actual  fact.  His 
statement  seems  to  be  little  more  than  a  con- 
venient evasion.  Upon  the  principle  already 
stated  his  knowledge  was  the  knowledge  of 
the  ship. 

We  think  the  facts  herein  stated  outweigh 
the  general  statement  of  the  officers  that 
they  had  not  heard  of  the  blockade. 

3.  There  was  no  error  in  denying  the  mo- 
tion of  the  claimant  to  take  further  proofs. 
It  appears  from  the  opinion  of  the  court 
that  "the  hearing  upon  the  proceedings  for  j 
condemnation    was  upon    the  evidence    af-JJ 
forded  by  the  examination  of  tha*captured  • 
crew  taken   upon   standing  intorrogatories, 
the  ship's  papers,  and  other  evidence  of  • 
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documentary  character  found  upon  the  ship 
hy  the  captors.  This  waa  done  in  conform- 
ity to  the  established  rule  in  prize  causes." 
The  motion  to  take  further  proof  was  made 
upon  the  affidavit  of  Robert  Gtemmell,  the 
Isew  York  agent  of  the  company,  the  state- 
ment of  W.  P.  Forwood,  the  Kingston  acent, 
annexed  thereto^  as  well  as  his  own  affidavit 
and  exhibits,  and  upon  the  counter  testi- 
mony of  Anderson,  Ellenberg,  and  Gill 
taken  de  bene  ease.  Upon  the  hearing  of 
this  motion  the  court  considered  the  allega- 
tions of  Forwood,  attached  to  OemmeH's  af- 
fidavit, as  if  Forwood  had  testified  upon  dep- 
ositions regularly  taken,  giving  due  weight 
to  the  same  in  connection  with  other  evidence 
in  the  case;  and  was  of  opinion  that  the  evi- 
dence as  it  stood  was  not  susceptible  of  any 
satisfactory  explanation ;  and  comparing  the 
proof  proposed  to  be  brought  forward  with 
that  already  in  the  case,  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  le^al  effect  of  the  facts  be- 
fore the  court  could  not  be  varied  by  the  ex- 
planation offered.  The  motion  was  denied. 
In  considering  this  case  we  have  also  given 
effect  to  these  affidavits,  and  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that,  if  they  are  to  be  taken 
as  true,  and  the  further  proofs,  if  taken, 
would  support  them,  they  would  not  change 
our  opinion  with  respect  to  the  affirmance  of 
the  decree. 

If  an  examination  of  the  ship's  papers  and 
of  the  crew,  taken  in  preparatorio,  upon 
which  the  cause  is  first  heard  in  the  district 
court,  make  a  case  for  condemnation,  the  or- 
der for  further  proof  is,  as  stated  in  The 
Orey  Jacket,  5  Wall.  342,  368,  aub  nom.  The 
Urey  Jacket  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  646, 
always  made  with  extreme  caution,  and  only 
where  the  interests  of  justice  clearly  re- 
quire it.  If  the  ship's  papers  and  the  testi- 
mony of  the  crew  do  not  justify  an  acquittal, 
it  is  improbable  that  a  defense  would  be  ei- 
tablished  by  further  proof;  and  as  the  in- 
terest of  all  parties  require  that  prize  causes 
be  quickly  disposed  of,  it  is  only  where  the 
testimony  in  preparatorio  makes  a  case  of 
grave  doubt,  that  the  court  orders  the  taking 
of  further  proofs.  The  Pizarro,  2  Wheat. 
227,  4  L.  ed.  226;  The  Amiable  Isabella,  6 
M  Wheat  1,  /7,  5  L.  ed.  101,  209;  Benedict, 
gAdm.  §  612o;  Story,  Prize  Courts,  17. 
•  *It  was  said  by  Sir  William  Scott  in  The 
Sarah,  3  C.  Rob.  330,  that  "it  has  seldom 
been  done  except  in  oasee  where  there  has  ap- 
peared something  in  the  original  evidence 
which  lays  a  suggestion  for  prosecuting  the 
inquiry  farther.  In  such  cases  the  court 
has  allowed  it;  but  when  the  matter  is  for- 
eign, and  not  connected  with  the  original 
evidence  of  the  cause,  it  must  be  under  very 
particular  circumstances  indeed  that  the 
court  will  be  induced  to  accede  to  such  an 
application;  because,  if  remote  suggestions 
were  allowed,  the  practice  of  the  court  would 
be  led  away  from  the  simplicity  ^of  prize  pro- 
ceedings, and  there  would  be  no  end  to  the 
accumulation  of  proof  that  would  be  intro- 
duced in  order  to  support  arbitrary  sugges- 
tions.'' 

These  remarks  are  specially  pertinent  to 
the  offer  of  further  proof  that»  while  Solis 


owed  allegiance  to  the  Queen  of  Spain,  yet 
that  he  left  Cuba  soon  after  the  war  broke 
out,  took  no  part  in  the  hostilities,  but  on 
the  contrary  had  done  all  in  his  power  while 
he  remained  in  Cuba  to  assist  citizens  of  the 
United  States  residing  there;  had  sided  with 
the  natives  of  Cuba,  and  was  desirous  that  a 
government  should  be  established  in  the 
island  under  the  auspices  of  the  United 
States.  As  was  observed  in  the  very  satis- 
factory opinion  of  the  district  judj^  in  this 
case,  this  evidence  was  altogether  irrelevant 
to  the  case  of  the  Adula,  and  was,  to  a  cer- 
tain  extent,  a  contradiction  of  his  testimony 
before  the  prize  commissioners  that  he  was 
a  loyal  subject  of  Spain,  bore  a  Spanish  pass- 
port and  carried  a  bill  of  health  visSd  by  the 
Spanish  consul  at  Kingston.  It  would  throw 
the  whole  practice  in  prize  cases  into  oonfu* 
sion  if  the  testimonv,  taken  in  preparatorio^ 
when  the  facts  are  fresh  in  the  minds  of  the 
witnesses,  were  subject  to  be  contradicted 
by  the  same  witnesses  after  its  weak  points 
had  been  developed.  It  was  said  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story  in  The  Pizarro,  2  Wheat  227,  4 
L.  ed.  226:  "Kor  should  the  captured  crew 
have  been  permitted  to  be  re-examined  in 
court  They  are  bound  to  declare  the  whole 
truth  upon  their  first  examination;  and  if 
they  then  fraudulently  suppress  any  mate- 
rial facts,  they  ought  not  to  be  indulged  with 
an  opportunity  to  disclose  what  they  please, 
or  to  give  color  to  their  former  statements 
after  counsel  has  been  taken,  and  ihej  known 
the  pressure  of  the  cause.  Public  policy  and  99 
justiosl'equally  point  out  the  necessity  of  an* 
infiexible  adherence  to  this  rule." 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court  was  correct,  and  it  is  there' 
fore  affirmed^ 

Mr.  Justice  ffihlraa  dissenting: 
I  cannot  concur  in  the  judgment  of  tha 
court  in  this  case,  and  shall  state  my  views 
briefly,  without  entering  at  length  upon  a 
discussion  in  support  of  them. 

By  a  joint  resolution  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States;  approved  April  20,  1898,  it  was  de- 
clared: ''That  the  people  of  the  island  of 
Cuba  are,  and  ci  right  ought  to  be,  free  and 
independent"  "That  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
United  States  to  demand,  and  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  does  herS>y  da> 
mand,  that  the  government  of  Spain  at  onoa 
relinquish  its  authority  and  government  in 
the  island  of  Cuba,  and  withdraw  its  land 
and  naval  forces  from  Cuba  and  Cuban  wa- 
ters." "That  the  President  of  the  United 
States  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  directed  and  em* 
powered  to  use  the  entire  land  and  naval 
forces  of  the  United  States,  and  to  call  into 
the  actual  service  of  the  United  States  the 
militia  of  the  several  states  to  such  extent  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  these  resolutions 
into  effect"  "That  the  United  States  here- 
by disdainis  any  disposition  or  intention  to 
exercise  sovereignty,  jurisdiction,  or  control 
over  said  island  except  for  the  padfication 
thereof,  and  asserts  its  determinaticm,  vrhtn 
that  is  accomplished,  to  leave  the  govern- 
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ment  and  control  of  the  island  to  its  people." 
SO  SUt  at  L.,  part  2,  p.  738. 

By  an  act  approved  April  25,  1808,  Oon* 
greaa  declared  '*That  war  oe,  and  the  same  ia 
nereby,  declared  to  exist,  and  that  war  has 
•odated  since  the  twenty-first  day  of  April, 
A.  D.  1898,  including  said  dav,  between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  Kingdom 
of  Spain."  30  Stat,  at  L.,  part  2,  chap.  189. 
^  On  April  22,  a  blockade  of  the  nortn  coast 
QD  €l  Cuba  between  Cardenas  and  Bahia  Honda, 

•  and  of  Cienf  uegos  on  the  south^ooast,  was  de- 
elared  by  the  President,  and  on  June  27th 
the  President  by  proclamation  gave  notice 
that  the  Culban  blockade  had  been  extended 
to  include  all  the  ports  on  the  southern  coast 
between  Cape  Frances  and  Cape  Cruz. 
Neither  of  these  proclamaUons  included  the 
port  of  Quantanamo,  nor  was  any  blockade 
of  that  port  ever  proclaimed  by  the  Presi- 
dent 

The  Adula  was  a  British  Temel,  and  on 
June  28th  she  left  the  British  port  of  King- 
ston, in  the  i&land  of  Jamaica,  bound,  ac- 
cording to  the  instructions  from  the  agent  of 
the  Atlas  Steamship  Company,  the  owners, 
to  Captain  Yeates,  the  master  of  the  vessel, 
directly  to  the  port  of  Quantanamo.  Among 
the  instructions  found  on  the  vessel  when 
she  was  captured  were  the  following: 

^  inclose  herein  a  copy  of  the  agreement 
under  which  your  vessel  is  preceding  on, 
and  on  board  the  ship  will  be  the  charterer, 
to  whom  I  now  introduce  you,  Mr.  Josd  R. 
Bolls,  and  I  will  ask  you  to  show  him  every 
attention  on  the  voyage. 

"You  will  see  by  a  perusal  of  the  agree- 
ment that  you  are  on  a  voyage  wholly  and 
■oldy  for  the  conveyance  of  refugees  from 
the  ports  named  to  Kingston. 

"On  your  arrival  at  Quantanamo,  to  which 
port  you  will  proceed  direct,  you  will  find, 
no  doubt,  American  warships  off  the  port. 
You  will,  when  signaled  to,  stop  inunediate- 
ly  and  communicate  to  the  commanding  offi- 
cer the  voyage  that  you  are  on,  and  in  fact 
riu  can  show  him  these  sailing  orders,  and 
do  not  think  that  the  commanding  officer 
will  make  any  trouble  whatever  to  your  con- 
tinuing the  voyage  into  the  port.  You  must 
be  careful  on  your  arrival  there  not  to  inter- 
fere or  in  any  way  make  any  observations  or 
sketches  or  anything  you  may  see  or  hear  of, 
but  adhere  strictly  to  the  duties  of  your  ship. 
At  Quantanamo  it  is  likely  there  may  be 
some  difficulty  in  obtaining  a  pilot,  and  if 
the  commanding  officer  gives  you  permission 
to  proceed  it  is  just  possible  that  he  may  be 
able  to  tell  you  where  you  can  obtain  the 
services  of  a  pilot  to  go  in." 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  29th  June  the 
Adula  approached  the  harbor  of  Quanta- 

2  name,  axkd  there  met  the  United  States  war 
vessel  Vixen.     It  was  testified  by  Captain 

*  Yeates  before*  the  prize  conmiission  as  fol- 
lows: "We  passea  one  vessel.  I  think  it 
was  the  Vixen.  Be  fired  a  gun.  I  stopped 
Immediately,  and  he  told  me  to  proceed. 
He  did  not  stop  his  engines  at  all;  just 
steamed  right  on  by.  Captain  Forwood  told 
me  I  should  see  vessels  of  war  around  there. 
When  the  Vixen  hailed  me  m  were  about 


half  a  mile  from  the  entranoe  of  tha  bay,  and 
about  4  miles  from  where  we  anchored.** 
This  evidence  was  not  contradicted,  and,  la 
respect  to  the  permission  to  proceed,  was  cor^ 
roDorated  by  one  of  the  crew  of  the  Adula. 

After  the  vessel  had  entered  and  anchored 
in  the  bay  she  was  seized  by  the  Marblehead, 
a  warship  of  the  United  States,  which  was 
lying  inside  the  bav,  and  was  sent  to  Savan- 
nah, where,  on  July  2Sth,  a  decree  of  con- 
denmation  was  entered  against  her.  No 
goods  of  a  contraiband  character  were  on  tho 
vessel. 

Upon  these  admitted  facts,  there  was  no 
duly  constituted  blockade  of  Quanta- 
namo existing  when  the  Adula  sailed  for  and 
entered  that  port 

On  the  contrary,  by  the  suoceseive  Presi- 
dential proclamations  of  blockade,  that  port 
was  left  free  and  open  for  the  entrance  of 
neutral  vessels.  Indeed,  it  may  be  fairly 
said  that,  in  the  special  circumstances  of  our 
war  with  Spain,  those  proclamations  were 
intended  to  permit,  if  not  to  invite,  the  con- 
tinuance of  conuneroe  in  goods,  not  contra- 
band, in  all  the  Cuban  ports  not  included 
within  the  limits  defined.  The  United 
States  were  not  carrying  on  warlike  opera- 
tions against  the  people  of  Cuba.  Th^ 
were  declared,  by  the  joint  resolution  of  the 
two  houses  of  Congress,  to  be  free  and  inde- 
pendent, and  the  sovemment  of  Spain  was 
called  upon  to  rdinqulsh  its  government, 
and  to  withdraw  its  land  and  naval  forces 
from  Cuba  and  Cuban  waters.  It  was  no- 
torious that  great  misery  and  destitution 
had  been  caused  among  the  inhabitants  by 
the  military  operations  of  the  Spanish  army 
in  a  long  and  fruitless  effort  to  subdue  the 
revolutionary  movement.  Indeed,  that  con- 
dition of  the  people  of  Cuba  was  one  of  the 
principal  inducemente  to  the  United  States 
to  intervene  on  their  behalf.  9 

It  may  be  well  here  to  refer  to  the  messageJJ 
of  the  President* to  Congress,  of  the  date  of* 
April  11,  1898,  wherein  will  be  found  the  fol- 
lowing statements: 

"Our  people  have  beheld  a  once  prosperous 
community  reduced  to  comparative  want,  its 
lucrative  commerce  virtually  paralyzed,  its 
fields  laid  waste,  its  mills  in  ruins,  and  its 
people  perishing  by  tens  of  thousands  from 
hunger  and  destitution.  .  .  .  The  policy  of 
devastation  and  concentration,  inaugurated 
by  the  Captain  Qeneral'sbando  of  October  21, 
1896,  in  the  province  of  Pinar  del  Rio,  was 
thence  extended  to  embrace  all  of  the  island 
to  which  the  power  of  the  Spanish  arms  was 
able  to  reach  by  occupation  or  by  military 
operations.  The  peasantry,  including  all 
dwelling  in  the  open  agricultural  inUrior, 
were  driven  into  the  garrison  towns  or  iso- 
lated places  held  by  the  troops." 

And,  after  reciting  the  fact  that  he  had 
made  an  appeal  to  &ie  American  people  to 
furnish  succor  to  the  starving  sufferers  in 
Cuba,  the  President  concluded: 

"In  view  of  these  facts  and  of  these  con- 
siderations I  ask  the  Congress  to  authorise 
and  empower  the  Preeident  to  take  meas>u-es 
to  secure  a  full  and  final  termination  of  hoa- 
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tiliUes  between  the  govemmeni  of  Spain  and 
the  people  of  Cub^  and  to  secure  in  the 
island  the  establishment  of  a  stable  govern- 
ment, capable  of  maintaining  order  and  ob- 
serving its  international  obligations,  insur- 
ing peace  and  tranquillity  and  the  security  of 
its  citizens  as  well  as  of  our  own,  and  to  use 
the  military  and  naval  forces  of  the  United 
States  as  may  be  necessary  for  these  pur- 
poses. And  in  the  interest  of  humanity 
und  to  aid  in  preserving  the  lives  of  the 
starving  people  of  the  island,  I  recommend 
that  the  distribution  of  food  and  supplies 
be  continued,  and  that  an  appropriation  be 
made  out  of  the  public  treasurv  to  supple- 
ment the  charitv  of  our  citizens. ' 

The  policy  of  our  government,  in  respect 
to  the  rights  of  neutrals,  was  further  made 
to  appear  in  the  President's  proclamation  of 
April  26, 1898,  declaring  our  adhesion  to  the 
rules  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  whereby 
important  modifications,  in  recop;nition  of 
the  rights  of  neutrals  and  of  principles  of 
humanity,  were  introduced  into  internation- 
k.  al  law. 

g  What  was  more  natural,  then,  than  that 
•  our  |^vemment*would  approve  all  efforts  to 
furnish  food  to  those  famishing  people,  and 
to  aid  them  in  escaping  from  the  seat  of  war? 
It  appears  that  the  Adula,  after  the  declara- 
tion of  war«  had  made  several  voyages  to 
Cuban  ports,  with  the  express  permission  of 
tne  American  consul  at  Kingston;  had 
brought  away  several  hundred  refugees, 
chiefly  women  and  children,  and  was  engaged 
in  a  similar  errand  when  seized. 

It  is,  however^  claimed  that  an  actual 
blockade  of  Guantanamo  had  been  estab- 
lished by  Admiral  Sampson  early  in  June, 
which  was  in  existence  at  the  time  the  Adula 
entered  that  port,  and  that  her  master  had 
knowledge  of  such  blockade  before  leaving 
Kingston. 

To  declare  a  blockade  effective  against 
neutrals  not  carrying  contraband  goods  is 
said  by  all  the  authorities  to  be  one  of  the 
highest  acts  of  sovereignty,  not  to  be  re- 
sorted to  except  for  reasons  based  on  well 
known  principles  of  modern  warfare,  and  to 
be  proclaimed  so  as  to  give  full  notice  to 
friendly  and  neutral  nations. 

As  was  said  by  this  court,  through  Mr. 
Justice  Grier,  in  Prize  Octses,  2  Black,  665, 
Buh  nom,  Preciat  v.  United  States,  17  L.  ed. 
476:  "Neutrals  have  a  right  to  challenge  the 
existence  of  a  blockade  de  facto,  and  also  the 
authority  of  the  party  exercising  the  right 
to  institute  it.  They  have  a  riffht  to  enter 
the  ports  of  a  friendly  nation  for  the  pur- 
poses  of  trade  and  commerce,  but  are  bound 
to  recognize  the  rights  of  a  belligerent,  en- 
gaged in  actual  war,  to  use  this  mode  of  co- 
ercion, for  the  purpose  of  subduing  the  en- 
emy. .  .  .  That  the  President,  as  the  ex- 
ecutive chief  of  the  government  and  com- 
mander-in-chief of  the  army  and  navy,  was 
the  proper  person  to  make  such  notification, 
has  not  been  and  cannot  be  disputed." 

So  it  was  held  by  Sir  William  Scott,  in 
The  Eenriok  and  Jforwi,  1  C.  Rob.  146,  that 
"notification  of  a  blockade  is  an  act  of  high 
sovereignty,  and  not  to  b«  extended  by  those 


employed  to  carry  it  into  exeeution.  •  •  » 
A  declaration  of  blockade  la  a  high  act  of 
sovereignty;  and  a  commander  of  a  King's 
shipis  not  to  extend  it." 

'^here  a  blockade  has  been  declared  bjgp 
the  government,  the  commander  of  the  blodc*  JJ 
ading  souadron  has  no* discretionary  power* 
to  extend  its  limits.    If  he  prohibits  neutral 
ships  from  entering  ports  not  embraced  in 
the  terms  of  the  blockade  he  was  appointed 
to  enforce,  the  warning  is  illegal,  ana  no  pen- 
alty is  incurred  by  uie  neutral  master  by 
whom  it  is  disregarded."    1  Duer,  Marine 
Ins.  647.  9  23. 

"A  declaration  of  blockade  is  a  high  act 
of  sovereignty,  and  it  is  usually  made  direct- 
ly by  the  government  to  which  the  blockad- 
ing squadron  belongs.  A  blockade  is,  how- 
ever, m  some  cases,  declared  by  an  ofiioer  of 
a  belligerent  power,  and  when  so  declared  it 
will  affect  the  subjects  of  neutral  nations  aa 
far  as  it  is  authorized,  or  adopted  and  rati* 
fied,  by  his  government  The  implied  au- 
thority in  this  respect  vested  in  a  naval  com- 
mander is  much  greater  at  a  distance  from 
his  government  than  when  he  is  near  it» 
To  aSfect  neutral  nations,  it  must  be  laid  by 
competent  authority,  and  they  are  affected 
only  in  the  extent  to  whidi  it  is  so  laid."^ 
1  Phillips,  Ins.  466. 

As  it  does  not  appear  that  the  government 
delegated  any  authority  to  Admiral  Samp- 
son to  declare  a  blockade  of  the  port  of 
Guantanamo,  but  declared  a  limited  and 
specified  blockade  of  portions  of  the  Cuban 
coast  l^  Presidential  proclamation,  leaving 
the  port  in  question  free  and  open  to  neu- 
tral commerce  in  goods  not  contraband,  it 
follows  that  for  Admiral  Sampson  to  declare 
a  blockade  of  such  port  would  have  been,  on 
his  part,  an  effort  to  defeat  the  policy  of  his 
government,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  was 
shown,  by  the  proclamations  and  messages 
of  the  President,  to  have  intended  to  leave 
open  a  large  portion  of  the  Cuban  coast,  and 
ports  included  therein,  to  neutral  and  friend- 
ly commerce,  designed  to  furnish  food  to  our 
starving  allies,  and  to  enable  their  women 
and  children  to  fiee  from  the  oppression 
under  which  they  were  suffering. 

Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  that  Admiral 
Sampson  claimed  or  exercised  any  right  ta 
declare  a  blockade  of  Guantanamo.    Doubt- 
less he  occupied  that  bay  and  its  adjacent 
waters  with  his  war  vessels,  and  that  gave 
him  a  right  to  visit  and  search  even  neutral 
vessels,   to   discover   whether   they  carried  a 
contraband  goods.     But  this  did  not  war- 8 
rant  any  vessel  of^his  squadron  to  seize  a* 
neutral  ship,  not  carrying  contraband  goods, 
when  entering  a  port  in  effect  left  free  by  the 
proclamation  of  the  President. 

But  even  if  it  were  conceded  that  the 
American  commander  could  establish,  with- 
out proclamation,  a  valid  actual  blockade 
of  the  port  in  question,  it  would  still  be  true, 
in  my  opinion,  that  the  seizure  of  the  Adula 
was  contrary  to  well-established  principles 
of  international  law. 

When  a  blockade  of  a  given  coast  or  port 
of  one  belligerent  has  been  declared  by  ths 
sovereign  power  of  another,  all  vessds  of 
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neutral  or  friendly  nations  are  thereby  sup- 
posed to  be  visited  with  notice  of  such  blo^- 
ade,  and  it  has  been  held  that  if  they  sailed 
for  the  blockaded  port,  with  the  intent  to 
enter  it»  and  approach  it  for  that  purpose, 
they  are  subject  to  seizure  and  condemna- 
tion, and  that  they  cannot  even  approach 
the  blockaded  port  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing inquiries  of  the  blockading  vessels,  since 
such  lioerty  might  lead  to  attempts  to  vio- 
late the  blockade  under  pretext  of  approach- 
ing for  the  purpose  of  making  such  in- 
quiries. The  Cheshire,  3  Wall.  231,  euh  nom. 
The  Cheshire  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  175. 
But,  in  the  case  of  a  blockade  established 
by  a  naval  officer,  acting  upon  his  own  dis- 
cretion, without  governmental  proclamation, 
neutrals  are  not  visited  with  implied  notice 
of  the  existence  of  such  a  blockade,  and  they 
may  rightfully  sail  for  such  a  blockaded 
port,  and  if,  when  approaching  it,  armed  ves- 
sels are  seen  to  be  in  its  immediate  neigh- 
borhood, they  may  apply  to  such  vessels  for 
information  and  for  leave  to  enter,  without 
subjecting  themselves  to  capture.  The  duty 
of  the  blockading  squadron,  if  objection  ex- 
ists to  permitting  neutral  vessels  to  enter, 
is  to  warn  them  off.  If,  after  such  warning, 
the  neutral  vessels,  disregarding  it,  attempt 
to  enter,  they  are  liable  to  seizure. 

As  was  said  in  the  case  of  The  Circassian, 
2  Wall.  160,  sub  nom.  Hunter  v.  United 
States,  17  L.  ed.  700,  which  was  a  case  where 
the  blockade  had  been  proclaimed  by  the 
American  government:  "There  is  a  distinc- 
tion between  simple  and  public  blockades 
which  supports  this  conclusion.  A  simple 
blockade  may  be  established  by  a  naval  offi- 
o  eer,  acting  upon  his  own  discretion,  or  under 
g  direction  of  superiors,  without  governmental 
•  notification;  while  a  public  blockade  if* not 
only  established  in  fact,  but  is  notified,  by  the 
government  directing  it,  to  other  governments. 
In  the  case  of  a  simple  blockade  the  captors 
are  bound  to  prove  its  existence  at  the  time 
of  capture;  while,  in  the  case  of  a  public 
blockade,  the  claimants  are  held  to  proof  of 
discontinuance  in  order  to  protect  themselves 
from  the  penalties  of  attempted  violation. 
The  blockade  of  the  rebel  ports  was.  and  is 
of  the  latter  sort.  It  was  legally  established 
and  regularly  notified  by  the  American  gov- 
ernment to  the  neutral  governments.  Of 
such  a  blockade,  it  was  well  observed  by  Sir 
William  Scott:  'It  must  be  conceived  to  ex- 
ist till  the  revocation  of  it  is  actually  noti- 
fied.' The  blockade  of  the  rebel  ports,  there- 
fore, must  be  presumed  to  have  continued 
until  notification  of  discontinuance." 

In  Fitzsimmons  v.  Nev^port  Ins.  Co.  4 
Cranch,  185,  2  L.  ed.  501,  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  of  clearing  out  for  a  blockaded  port  is, 
in  itself,  innocent,  unless  accompanied  by 
other  incidents;  that  the  offense  consists  in 
persisting  in  attempting  to  enter  the  inter- 
dicted port  after  having  been  warned;  and 
it  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall: 

"The  right  to  treat  the  vessel  as  an 
enemy  is  declared  by  Vattel  to  be  founded  on 
the  attempt  to  enter,  and  certainly  this  at- 
tempt must  be  made  by  a  person  knowing  the 
fact    But  this  subject  has  been  precisely 


regulated  by  the  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain,  which  was  in  force 
when  this  condemnation  took  place.  That 
treaty  contains  the  following  clause: 

'And  whereas  it  frequently  happens  that 
vessels  sail  for  a  port  or  place  belonging  to 
an  enemy,  without  knowing  that  the  same  is 
either  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested,  it  is 
agreed  that  every  vessel  so  eircumstanced 
may  be  turned  away  from  such  port  or  place, 
but  she  shall  not  be  detained,  nor  her  cargo, 
if  not  contraband,  be  confiscated,  unless,  aft- 
er notice,  she  shall  again  attempt  to  enter; 
but  she  shall  be  permitted  to  go  to  any  other 
port  or  place  she  may  think  proper.' 

"This  treaty  is  conceived  to  he  a  correct 
exposition  of  the  law  of  nations;  certainly  it 
is  admitted  by  the  parties  to  it,  as  between  h 
themselves,  to  be  a  correct  exposition  of  that  ^ 
law,  or*to  constitute  a  rule  in  the  place  of  it.  * 
Neither  the  law  of  nations  nor  the  treaty  ad* 
mits  of  the  condemnation  of  the  neutral  ves- 
sel for  the  intention  to  enter  a  blockaded 
port,  unconnected  with  any  fact." 

The  distinction  between  a  blockade  de- 
clared by  a  government  and  a  blockade  de 
facto  is  thus  stated  by  Chancellor  Kent  [1 
Com.  p.  147] : 

"A  notice  to  a  foreign  government  is  a 
notice  to  all  the  individuals  of  that  nation; 
and  they  are  not  permitted  to  aver  ignorance 
of  it,  because  it  is  the  duty  of  the  neutral 
government  to  communicate  the  notice  to 
their  people. 

"In  the  case  of  a  blockade  without  regular 
notice,  notice  in  fact  is  generally  requisite; 
and  there  is  this  difference  between  a  block- 
ade regularly  notified  and  one  without  such 
notice:  that,  in  the  former  ease,  the  act  of 
sailing  for  the  blockaded  place  with  an  in- 
tent to  evade  it,  or  to  enter  contingency, 
amounts,  from  the  very  commencement  of 
the  voyage,  to  a  breach  of  the  blockade;  for 
the  port  is  to  be  considered  as  dosed  up, 
until  the  blockade  be  formally  revoked,  or 
actually  raised;  whereas,  in  the  latter  ease 
of  a  blockade  de  facto,  the  ignorance  of  the 
party  as  to  its  continuance  may  be  received 
as  an  excuse  for  sailing  to  the  blockaded 
place,  on  a  doubtful  and  provisional  destina- 
tion." 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  American  cases 
cited,  on  behalf  of  the  captors,  to  the  effect 
that  sailing  from  a  neutral  port  to  a  block- 
aded port  is,  in  itself,  a  violation  of  the 
blockade,  were  cases  in  which  there  had  been 
a  Presidential  proclamation,  of  which  neu- 
tral vessels  were  bound  to  take  notice.  The 
Circassian,  2  Wall.  135,  suh  nom.  Hunter 
V.  United  States,  17  L.  ed.  706;  The  Admiral, 
3  Wall.  603,  sub  nom.  The  Admiral  v.  Unit- 
ed States,  18  L.  ed.  58. 

It  should  further  be  considered  that  in  the 
President's  proclamation  of  April  22,  1808, 
establishing  the  extent  of  the  blockade,  there 
was  contained  the  following  provision: 

"Any  neutral  vessel  approaching  any  of 
said  ports,  or  attempting  to  leave  the  same, 
without  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  establish- 
ment of  such  blockade,  will  be  duly  warned 
by  the  commander  of  the  blodcadinff  forees, 
who  will  indorse  on  her  register  the  fact  and 
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ei  the  date  of  such  warning  where  such  instru- 
^  ment  was  made;  and  if  the  same  vessel  shall 

•  again*  attempt  to  enter  any  blockaded  port 
she  will  be  captured  and  sent  to  the  nearest 
convenient  port  for  such  proceedings  against 
her  and  her  cargo,  as  prize,  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable."    30  Stat,  at  L.  1769. 

Of  course,  if  the  blockade  of  Guantanamo 
was  illegal,  as  inconsistent  with  the  terms 
and  intent  of  the  President's  proclamations, 
no  consideration  of  the  evidence  regarding 
the  movements  of  the  vessel  is  called  for,  and 
it  is  a  dear  case  for  restitution.  In  such  a 
case,  no  importance  can  be  ascribed  to  any 
supposed  notice  to  the  owners  of  the  ship. 
The  admiral's  want  of  power  to  override  the 
policy  and  intentions  of  the  government  can- 
not be  supplied  by  imputing  to  the  vessel  a 
knowledge  of  an  actual  occupation  of  the 

gort  by  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States, 
uch  occupation  would  be  no  reason  why  neu- 
tral ships,  not  carrying  contraband  cargo, 
might  not  fearlessly  approach  and  enter  the 
harbor. 

If,  however,  the  other  view  be  taken,  name- 
ly, that  it  was  competent  for  the  admiral,  of 
his  own  motion,  to  establish  a  blockade,  still 
as  we  have  seen,  neutral  vessels  were  enti- 
tled, on  principle  and  authority,  to  a  warning 
by  the  blockading  squadron,  and  could  only 
become  lawful  prize  by  disregarding  the 
warning,  and  renewing  the  attempt  to  enter. 
Mere  Imowledge  by  the  neutral  vessel  that 
vessels  of  war  occupied  the  harbor  and  adja- 
cent waters  would  not  constitute  notice  or 
knowledge  of  a  blockade;  she  would  be  en- 
titled to  an  actual  warning.  Maryland  Ina. 
Co,  V.  Woods,  6  Cranch,  49,  3  L.  ed.  148. 

The  Adula  received  no  such  warning. 
When  she  approached  tne  harbor  she  was 
hailed  by  a  war  vessel,  the  Vixen,  and  was 
told  to  proceed.  If,  by  telling  the  Adula  to 
proceed,  the  commander  of  the  Vixen  is  to  be 
understood  as  taking  charge  of  the  Adula  as 
engaged  in  an  attempt  to  break  the  block- 
ade, there  was,  of  course,  no  warning.  If, 
what  seems  the  natural  import  of  the  lan- 
guage, the  commander  of  the  Vixen  gave  the 
neutral  vessel  permission  to  enter  the  har- 
bor, not  only  was  there  no  warning,  but  such 
permission  protected  her  from  the  subsequent 

eo  seizure  after  she  had  entered  and  anchored 

§  in  the  harbor. 

•  ^But  it  is  contended  that  the  Adula  had  ac- 
tual knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  block- 
ade when  she  sailed  from  Kingston,  and  that 
such  knowledge  deprived  her  of  the  right  to 
a  warning. 

As  already  said,  if  the  blockade  had  been 
regularly  proclaimed  by  the  United  States 
government,  the  Adula,  as  a  neutral  vessel, 
if  aware  of  the  blockade,  could  not  lawfully 
have  sailed  from  Kingston  and  approached 
Guantanamo  with  an  intention  to  enter  it 
unless  intercepted.  It  is  well  settled  that  in 
the  case  of  a  proclaimed  blockade,  the  neu- 
tral vessel  may  not,  with  a  knowledge  of  the 
proclamation,  approach  the  prohibited  port, 
even  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  from  the 
vessels  in  occupation  whether  the  blockade 
waa  still  in  existence^    The  reason  given  for 


such  a  decision  Is  that  it  would  seriously  af» 
feet  the  efficiency  of  the  blockade  if  shipa 
were  permitted  to  approach  the  blockaded 
port  on  pretext  of  inquiry,  and  thus  be  en- 
abled to  slip  in  if  there  was  a  momentary  ab- 
sence of  a  blockading  vessel. 

But  different  principles  prevail  in  the  case* 
of  a  blockade  de  facto.  Then,  neutral  ves- 
sels may,  even  with  knowledge  that  such  a 
blockade  had  been  in  existence,  sail  for  such 
port  with  a  clear  right  to  inquire  whether 
the  blockade  was  still  in  force,  and  to  enter 
the  port  if  it  is  found  not  to  be  actually 
blockaded.  The  reason  for  the  distinction^ 
given  in  the  authorities,  is  that  a  proclaimed 
blockade  is  deemed  to  continue  until  the 
blockade  is  raised  by  a  declaration  of  the 
power  that  established  it.  But  a  simple  or 
de  facto  blockade  lasts  only  so  long  as  the 
blockading  squadron  chooses  to  maintain  it 
by  a  present  and  actual  force.  The  reason* 
for  constituting  such  a  blockade  may  ceas* 
at  any  time,  and  a  neutral  vessel,  on  a  peace- 
ful voyage,  and  not  carrying  a  contraband 
cargo,  may  lawfully  sail  for  such  a  port,  and 
it  when  she  reaches  it  the  blockade  continues, 
is  entitled  to  a  warning. 

Thus  far  it  has  been  assumed  that  tha 
Adula  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  blockade 
when  she  sailed  from  Kingston,  and  it  has 
been  shown  that,  in  the  case  of  a  blockade  of 
the  character  that  this  one  is  claimed  to  have  ^ 
been,  namely,  one  created  by  and  depending  % 
on  the  will  of  the  commander  of  •the  fleet,  • 
the    neutral    was   entitled    to    a    warning, 
whether  she  had  or  not  previous  information 
that  a  blockade  had  existed  some  time  be* 
fore. 

But,  in  point  of  fact,  as  I  read  the  evi- 
dence, the  Adula  had  not  such  previous 
knowledge,  but  approached  Guantanamo  bay, 
within  the  terms  of  the  President's  proc- 
lamation, without  notice  or  knowledge  of  tiie 
establishment  of  a  blockade,  and  was  there- 
fore entitled  to  be  "duly  warned  by  the  com- 
mander of  the  blockading  forces." 

Captain  Yeates,  Purser  Williamson,  and 
Solis  testified  in  direct  terms  that  they  had 
no  knowledge  or  information  before  sailing 
that  Guantanamo  was  blockaded.  The  only 
testimony  to  the  contrary  was  that  of  Mor^ 
ris,  a  colored  seaman,  who  said  that  about 
three  days  before  he  left  Kingston  he  heard 
that  Guantanamo  was  blockiuled.  He  doea 
not  give  the  source  of  his  information,  or 
pretend  that  he  made  known  the  matter  to 
the  owners  or  to  the  officers  of  the  vessd. 
Probably  all  he  meant  Wfl«  that  he  had  heard 
that  the  United  States  fleet  was  at  Guan- 
tanamo. The  other  facts  plainly  corroborate 
the  captain's  testimony.  Consider  the  direc- 
tion contained  in  the  instructions 'given  tiie 
captain,  and  shown  in  the  record :  ''On  your 
arrival  at  Guantanamo,  to  which  port  you 
will  proceed  direct,  you  will  find,  no  doubts 
American  warships  off  the  port.  You  will, 
when  signaled  to,  immediately  stop  and 
communicate  to  the  commanding  officer  the 
voyage  you  are  on,  and,  in  fact,  you  can  show 
him  these  sailing  orders,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  the  commanding  officer  will  make  any 
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trouble  whatever  to  your  ooattniiing  the  toj- 
age  into  the  port  ...  At  Guantanamo 
it  is  likely  there  may  be  some  difficulty  in 
obtaining  a  pilot,  and  if  the  commanding 
officer  gives  you  permission  to  proceed  it  is 
Jnst  possible  that  he  may  be  able  to  tell  ^ou 
where  you  can  obtain  the  services  of  a  pilot 
to  go  in."  Such  instructions  are  not  con- 
sistent with  knowledge,  on  the  part  of  the 
general  agent  who  gave  them,  that  a  block- 
ade was  actually  in  force,  nor  with  any  in- 
tention to  violate  it. 
M  So,  too,  the  conversation  that  Soils,  the 
S  charterer,  had  with  the  United  States  consul 

*  at  Kingston,  in  which  he  sought  to*obtain  a 
passport  for  the  voyage,  and  in  which  he  in- 
formed the  consul  of  the  object  of  the  voy- 
age, and  of  his  intention  to  ask  permission 
or  the  American  admiral  to  enter  the  port, 
shows  that  no  clandestine  or  improper  voy- 
age was  intended.  A  person  designing  to 
violate  a  blockade  assuredly  would  not  in- 
form the  consul  of  the  nation  whose  vessels 
were  maintaining  the  blockade  of  the  time 
and  circumstences  of  his  voyage. 

Solis  further  testified  that  he  first  heard 
of  the  blockade  on  the  Adula  on  June  28th, 
that  he  then  heard  that  on  the  27  th  there 
was  issued  an  order  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  declaring  a  blockade,  ete.  But 
as  it  is  not  pretended  &at  the  President  had 
issued  any  such  proclamation,  it  is  evident 
tnat  Solis  was  speaking  of  a  mere  rumor; 
and  he  immediately  added:  ''I  understood 
Guantanamo  was  not  declared  officially 
blockaded,  although  there  were  some  vessels 
there.  I  got  that  information  from  news- 
papers in  Kingston  and  from  those  news- 
papers I  got  the  information  that  marines 
had  been  landed  at  the  entrance  to  the  bay 
on  the  east  side." 

It  is  steted,  in  the  opinion  of  tne  majority, 
that  the  American  consul  warned  Mr.  For- 
wood,  the  agent  of  the  ship  at  Kingston,  of 
the  existence  of  the  blockeide.  This  state- 
ment is  based  on  Forwood's  recitel  of  what 
passed  between  the  consul  and  himself,  in 
the  following  language:  "Well,  Forwood,  I 
would  not  advise  you  to  let  the  ship  go. 
They  won't  let  her  into  GuanUnamo,  and 
they  will  be  watehing  for  her."  So  far  from 
tills  language  importing  a  notification  of  an 
existing  blockade,  it  rather  implies  the  con- 
trary— ^that  the  voyage  would  be  fruitless  be- 
cause the  consul  believed  that  the  ship  would 
not  be  allowed  to  enter  the  destined  port. 
It  certainly  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  official 
notice  of  an  existing  blockade,  as  is  claimed 
in  the  argument  for  the  captors.  The  con- 
sul was  right,  in  the  existing  circumstences, 
in  declining  to  give  the  permit  desired;  but 
he  had  no  power  to  declare  a  port  to  be  in 
blockade,  nor  did  he  pretend  to  do  so. 

8o  far,  therefore,  as  respeete  the  matters 

urged  as  evidence  that  the  Adula^  her  own- 

§  ers,  master,  or  charterer,  knew,  or  had  any 

10  good  reason  to  believe,  that»  at  the  time  she 

*  sailed,  there  was^an  existing  blockade  of  the 
port  of  Guantenamo,  they  seem  to  me  to  be 
^'trifies  light  as  air." 


What  this  court  said,  through  Mr.  Justice 
Grier,  in  the  Priee  Case,  2  Black,  035,  9vh 
nom.  Preoiat  v.  United  8tate9t  17  L.  ed.  469« 
may  well  be  repeated  here: 

'^A11  reasonable  doubte  should  be  resolved 
in  favor  of  the  claimante.  Any  other  ooursa 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  high  adminis- 
tration of  the  law,  and  the  character  of  a 
just  government." 

Some  makeweighte  are  attempted  to  be 
thrown  into  the  scales  by  adverting  to  the 
fact  that  Solis  had  paseporte  from  the  Span- 
ish consul,  and  the  following  cases  are  cited 
in  the  majority  opinion.  The  Julia,  8 
Cranch,  181,  3  L  ed.  528;  The  Aurora,  8 
Cranch,  203,  3  L.  ed.  536;  The  Hiram,  1 
Wheat  440,  4  L.  ed.  131.  and  The  Ariadne, 
2  Wheat  143,  4  L.  ed.  205. 

The  case  of  The  JuUa  was  thus  stated  Iff 
Mr.  Justice  Story: 

"It  is  sufficient  to  declare  .  .  .  that 
we  hold  that  the  sailing  on  a  voyage,  under 
the  license  and  passport  of  protection  of  the 
enemy  in  furtherance  of  his  views  or  inter- 
ests, constitutes  such  an  act  of  illegality  as 
subjecte  the  ship  and  cargo  to  confiscation 
as  prize  of  war.'^ 

Surely;  but  in  the  present  case  there  was 
no  license  or  passport  of  protection  for  the 
voyage  in  furtherance  of  the  views  and  in- 
tereste  of  the  enemy,  but  the  obnoxious  in- 
strument was  a  personal  passport  to  Solis, 
dated  April  13, 1897,  more  than  a  year  before 
the  war,  in  the  following  terms:  "Don  Jos4 
R.  Solis  Velasquez,  native  of  Santiago  de  las 
Vegas,  province  of  Havana^  by  profession  a 
merchant,  dwells  in  Marina  street.  No.  — , 
and  resides  habitually  in  that  ward  and  at 
that  number."  Were  these  personal  pass- 
porte,  one  given  lonp;  before  the  war  and  the 
other  a  mere  permission  to  enter  cities  on 
the  island^  at  all  similar  to  the  case  of  the 
Julia,  where^  as  the  opinion  in  that  case 
shows,  "the  master  Was  a  part  owner  of  the 
vessel  and  cargo,  and  the  regular  depository 
of  all  the  papers  oonneoted  with  the  voyage. 
It  is  utterly  incredible  that  he  should  not 
recollect,  on  his  examination,  the  existence 
of  these  British  documente.  They  were  put 
on  board  for  the  special  safeguard  and  se-  ' 
curity  of  the  vessel  and  cargo"  ^ 

In  the  case  of  the  Aurora,  a  formal  pass-g 
port  or  permit  had^been  given  by  the  British* 
consul  to  "the  American  ship  Aurora,  Wil- 
liam Augustus  Pike,  master,  burthen  257  ({ 
tons,  now  lying  in  the  harbor  of  Newbury- 
port,  ete.,  .  .  .  requesting  all  officers 
commanding  His  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or 
private  armed  vessels  belonging  to  subjecte 
of  His  Majesty,  not  only  to  suffer  the  said 
Aurora  to  pass  without  molestetion,  but  al- 
so to  extend  to  her  all  due  assisUnce  and 
protection  in  the  prosecution  of  her  voyage 
to  the  West  Indies,"  etc  The  judgment  of 
the  court  was  thus  steted:  "The  accept- 
ance and  use  of  an  enemy's  license  on  a  voy- 
age to  a  neutral  port,  prosecuted  in  further- 
ance of  the  enemy's  avowed  objecte,  is  ille- 
gal, and  subjecte  vessel  and  cargo  to  eonfU- 
catiwi." 
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In  the  MM  of  the  Hiram,  the  reesel  wm 
lag  under  nroteetion  of  an  enemy'i  lioensc 
to  the  ▼essel,  and  this  was  held  to  hare  been 
In  principle  an  offenoa  of  trading  with  the 
enemy.  In  the  case  of  the  Ariadne,  the  Tee- 
Mi  was  sailing  with  a  license  or  passport  of 
protection  from  the  enemy's  admiral. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  a  per- 
sonal passport  given  to  Soils,  a  Cuban,  more 
than  a  year  before  the  war,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  intended  as  a  pass^rt  or  proteo- 
tion  to  a  British  vessel,  sailing  under  a 
British  flag,  on  an  errand  friendly  to  the 
United  States  and  their  allies.  And  as  re- 
spects the  permission  Solis  had  obtained 
from  the  Spanish  consul  to  enter  the  cities 
to  which  he  was  bound,  "and  take  passen- 

Srs,    refugees,"    such    permission    was    in 
rtheranoe  of  humanity,  and  not  of  any  war- 
like object  or  interest. 

The  conclusions  reached  may  be  sum- 
marized thus: 

(1)  The  port  of  Guantanamo  was  inten- 
tionally and  as  matter  of  policy  left  open 
and  free  to  neutral  commerce,  not  contra- 
band, by  the  President's  proclamations,  and 
the  Adula  had  a  clear  right  to  sail  for  and 
enter  that  port,  even  if  aware  that  war  ves- 
mIs  of  the  United  States  were  in  occupancy 
of  the  port.  Such  war  vessels  would,  of 
oourse,  have  a  right  to  prevent  the  Adula 
from  entering  the  port  if  such  entry  would 
interfere  wiUi  any  military  operation  in 
hand. 

(2)  It  was  not  competent  for  the  com- 
mander of  the  fleet  to  extend  the  proclaimed 

ct  blockade  so  as  to  include  a  port  exempted 
S  by  the  President's  proclamation,  and  to  thus 
*  make  prize*of  war  a  neutral  vessel  approach- 
ing such  port  on  a  peaceful  errand. 

(3)  If  an  immediate  exigency — and  none 
such  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  the  present 
ease — ^justified  the  admiral  of  the  united 
StatM  in  prohibiting  the  entrance  of  neutral 
vessels,  sound  principles  of  international 
law  required  tluit  such  vessels  should  be 
warned  on  approaching  the  port,  and  they 
could  not  be  seized  as  lawful  prize,  unless 

.  they  disregarded  the  warning  and  attempted 
again  to  enter. 

This  is  no  time,  in  the  history  of  inter- 
national law,  for  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  in  laying  down  rules  to  affect  the 
rights  of  neutrals  engaged  in  lawful  com- 
merce, to  extend  and  apply  harsh  decisions 
made  a  hundred  years  ago,  in  the  stress  of 
the  bitter  wars  then  prevailing,  when  the 
rights  of  the  comparatively  feeble  neutral 
states  were  wholly  disregarded.  Still  less 
should  our  courts,  as  it  seems  to  me  was 
done  in  this  case  by  the  district  court,  adopt 
strained  and  unnatural  constructions  of 
facts  and  circumstances,  in  order  to  subject 
vessels  of  nations  with  whom  we  are  at  peace 
to  seizure  and  condemnation. 

I  am  authorized  to  say  that  Mr.  Justice 
Gray,  Mr.  Justice  White,  and  Mr.  Justice 
Feokl&Aa  concur  in  this  dissent. 


an  U.  8.  S60) 
AKTOINErrE  THOBMAKN,  Ptf.  4i»  Brr^ 

V, 

ANDREW  J.  FRAME  and  Magdalena  Fabft- 
cher  and  Jacob  Fabacher,  Minors,  by  D.  8. 
Tullar,  Their  Guardian  ad  Utem. 

Judgment  of  other  Mtate— -appointing  odmlil- 
iatrator  as  adjudication  of  domioiL 

The  appointment  of  an  administrator  In  a  state 
where  the  decedent  died  and  where  there  axe 
Immovable  property  and  effects  of  the  estate 
does  not  const!  tote  an  adjudication  that  the 
decedent  was  domiciled  there  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  where  the  court  did  not  make  and 
the  letters  did  not  redte  anj-flndlaf  as  to 
his  domlell. 

[No.  341.] 

Submitted  January  tt,  1900.    DaMed  F^ 
ruary  26,  1900, 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Ck>urt  of  the 
County  of  Waukesha,  State  of  Wisconsin, 
to  review  a  judgment  probating  a  will.  On 
motion  to  dismiss  or  affirm.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  in  supreme  court  of  Wis- 
consin, Frame  v.  Thormann,  102  Wia.  653,  79 
N.  W.  39. 

H 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  FvllertS 
*  Joseph  Fabacher  died  March  3, 1897,  in  the* 
city  of  New  Orleans,  leaving  a  last  will  and 
testament  dated  October  29,  1896,  in  which 
he  described  himself  as  of  Waukesha,  Wis- 
consin, where  the  will  was  executed,  and 
where  he  had  a  residence  and  a  considerable 
amount  of  personal  property.  His  widow 
and  ten  of  his  children  were  named  as  lega- 
tees and  devisees.  On  Mardi  27,  1897,  A.  J. 
Frame,  appointed  executor,  presented  the 
will  for  probate  in  the  county  court  of  Wau- 
kesha county,  Wisconsin,  alleging  that  it  had 
been  duly  executed  under  the  laws  of  Wis- 
consin, and  that  Joseph  Fabacher  was  at  the 
time  of  his  decease  "an  inhabitant  of  the 
said  county  of  Waukesha."  Publication  of 
the  application  was  made  according  to  law 
and  the  matter  set  for  hearing  May  4,  1897. 
On  that  day  Antoinette  Thormann,  daughter 
of  Fabacher  by  a  prior  marriage,  appeared 
and  objected  to  the  admission  of  the  instru- 
ment to  probate,  alleging  herself  to  be,  under 
the  law  of  Louisiana,  the  sole  heir  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  also  setting  forth  matters  which, 
it  was  contended,  would  by  the  law  of  that 
state  disaualify  the  beneficiaries  named  in 
the  will  from  taking  under  it,  and  averring, 
as  to  Joseph  Fabacher,  that  "continuously 
ever  since  1843  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death  he,  the  said  deceased,  was  domiciliated 
in  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  in  the  state  of 
Louisiana,  and  an  inhabitant  and  resident 
thereof,  and  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  probate  of  said  alleged  last  will 
and  testament  and  in  the  settlement  and  dis- 
tribution of  said  estate  of  said  deceased.** 
She  further  charged  that  any  attempt  on  the 
part  of  Fabacher  to  acquire  or  create  a  domi- 
oil  at  Waukesha  was  in  fraud  of  her  rightai 
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that  tlie  will  was.  proeuced  by  waAv»  in- 
flnenoe;  and  that  it  was  not  duly  executed 
in  the  maimer  and  foYtn  fequired  by  law.  it 
was  conceded  that  Fahacher's  adult  children 
resided  in  Hew  Orleans,  but  insisted  that  the 
domicil  of  the  minor  children  was  in  Wis- 
consin, and  a  guardian  ad  litem  was  ap- 
pointed as  to  them.  Trial  was  had  in  the 
county  court,  which  held  the  will  in  all  re- 
spects valid;  that  at  the  time  of  his  death 
and  some  time  prior  thereto,  Joseph  Faba- 
cher  was  domiciled  in  the  county  of  Wau- 
kesha, state  of  Wisconsin;  and  that  the  will 

n  was  entitled  to  probate. 

g     The  case  was  then  oarried  to  the  dreuit 

•  court  of  Waukesha*  county,  and  there  tried 
before  a  jury,  who  returned  a  yerdiot  sus- 
taining the  will  and  finding  the  domicil  of 
Joseph  Fabacher  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
March  3,  1897,  to  have  been  at  the  city  of 
Waukesha,  whereupon  the  circuit  court 
made  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law, 
and  entered  judgment  admitting  the  will  to 
probate  and  afilrming  the  judgment  to  that 
effect  of  the  county  court.  A  large  amount 
of  testimony  was  introduced  on  these  trials, 
and,  among  other  things,  it  appeared  that  on 
March  29,  1897,  Antoinette  Thormann  pe- 
titioned the  civil  district  court  for  the  par- 
ish of  Orleans,  Iiouisiana,  to  be  appointed 
administratrix  of  the  succession  of  Joseph 
Fabacher,  her  father,  asserting  that  he  "was 
at  the  time  of  his  death  and  many  years  be- 
fore a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  domiciled  and 
residing  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans;  that 
said  deceased  left  property  in  this  city,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable 
court,"  and  ''that  your  petitioner  is  the  sole 
surviving  heir  and  legitimate  child  of  said 
deceased,  issue  of  his  marriage  with  petition- 
er's mother.  .  .  ."  Letters  of  adminis- 
tration were  granted  by  the  court  April  30, 
1897. 

The  inventory  stated  the  property  of  de- 
ceased as  "one  marble  tomb  in  lot  situated  in 
Bt  Joseph  cemetery,  No.  2,  bearing  the  in- 
scription, 'Family  of  Joseph  Fabacher;'  also 
two  (2)  galvanized  iron  sofas  and  five  (5) 
vases,  valued  by  said  appraisers  at  the  sum  of 
thirty-five  hundred  dollars  ($3,500)."  An 
attempt  was  made  to  inventory  some  house- 
hold effects,  which,  however,  were  claimed  as 
the  property  of  one  of  the  sons. 

From  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of 
Waukesha  county  an  appeal  was  taken  to 
the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin,  the  judg- 
ment affirmed,  and  the  record  remanded  to 
the  circuit  court.  102  Wis.  653,  79  N.  W. 
S9.  A  writ  of  error  having  been  sued  out 
from  tills  court,  motions  to  dismiss  or  affirm 
were  submitted. 

Meter:  E.  Howard  MoCaleb  and  Will- 
lain  A.  Maury  for  plaintiff  in  error, 
ee     Mesere.  Oliarles  F.  Buck,  D.  S.  Tullar, 
§  and  T.  E.  Byan  for  defendants  in  error. 

•  *  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  contention  is  that  the  issuing  of  let- 


ters of  administration  to  Mrs.  Thormann  by 
the  civil  district  court  of  the  parish  of  Or* 
leans  waa  an  adjudication  that  Fabacher 
was  domiciled  in  that  parish  at  the  time  of 
his  death ;  that  Mrs.  Thormann  was  the  sole 
surviving  heir;  that  he  died  intestate;  thai 
this  adjudication  was  in  all  these  respects 
conclusive  against  the  world;  and  that  the 
Wisconsin  courts  in  admitting  the  will  to 
probate  did  not  ffive  to  the  Louisiana  pro* 
ceedings  that  full  faith  and  credit  to  which 
they  were  entitled  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  therefore 
denied  a  right  secured  thereby. 

But  it  is  objected  that  no  such  right  was 
specially  set  up  or  claimed  in  the  county  and 
circuit  courts,  and  this  would  appear  to  have 
been  so.  The  Louisiana  record  was  not 
pleaded^  and  seems  to  have  been  offered  and 
admitted  in  evidence  as  tending  to  throw 
light  on  the  question  of  domicil,  and  not  aa 
concluding  it  Mrs.  Thormann  contested  that 
question  on  the  merits,  and  also  denied  the 
validity  of  the  will  in  respect  of  its  execu- 
tion, and  because  of  undue  influence.  As 
the  supreme  court  was  reviewing  the  decision 
below  for  errors  committed  there,  it  would 
ordinarily  follow  that  error  could  not  bepred* 
icated  on  the  deprivation  of  a  right  which 
had  not  been  asserted,  and  perhaps  might 
properly  be  held  to  have  been  waived. 

However,  while  we  think  that  on  this  reo> 
ord  there  was  color  for  the  motion  to  die* 
miss,  we  shall  decline  to  sustain  that  motion 
inasmuch  as  the  supreme  court  in  its  opinion 
oonsidered  the  particular  ouestion  here  pr&> 
sented,  but  wilt  dispose  of  the  case  on  the 
motion  to  affirm,  as  the  ruling  of  that  courts 
so  far  as  open  to  our  examination,  is  so  ob- 
viously correct,  under  the  circumstances^ 
that  further  argument  is  unnecessary. 

The  question  before  us  is  whether  the  su« 
preme  court  deprived  Mrs.  Thormann  of  a 
right  secured  to  her  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  in  holding  that  her^ 
appointment  as  administratrix  of  the  sue-S 
cession  of  Joseph* Fabacher  was  not  a  con** 
elusive  adjudication  that  Fabacher's  domi* 
cil  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  the  par* 
ish  of  Orleans,  Louisiana.  The  court  said: 
'*The  record  of  the  Louisiana  court  in  evi- 
dence merely  shows  that  the  contestant  wa8» 
after  appropriate  proceedings,  appointed  ad* 
ministratrix  of  the  succession  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  that  the  inventory  of  the  estate 
there  presented  consisted  of  the  tomb,  ete. 
There  was  no  attempt  in  that  court  to  ad* 
judicate  as  to  the  property  situated  in  Wis* 
cousin,  nor  as  to  the  domicil  of  the  deceased* 
That  court,  it  may  be  conceded,  had  juris- 
diction as  to  any  tangible  property  actually 
located  in  that  state.  .  .  .  Certainly 
there  was  no  adjudication  in  the  Louisiana 
court  which  precluded  the  county  court  of 
Waukesha  county  from  taking  jurisdiction 
and  admitting  the  will  to  probate  and  ad- 
ministering so  much  of  the  estate  as  was  ac- 
tually located  in  Wisconsin,  and  this  in- 
dudeo  the  bonds*  mortgages,  and  evidencea 
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of  debt  deposited  in  the  Waukesha  bank  with 
the  president  thereof,  who  is  executor  of  the 
will?' 

Fabacher's  property  in  Wisconsin  con- 
sisted of  moTables  and  immovables.  His 
will  was  executed  in  that  state  in  accord- 
ance with  its  laws«  and  was  open  to  no  ob- 
jection for  want  of  testamentary  capacity. 
But  Mrs.  Thormann  resisted  the  probate  on 
the  ground  that  the  will  was  invalid  by  the 


law  of  Louisiana^  and  that  that  law  must  be  *0r leans,  and  owned,  aa  contended,  immovable* 


applied  in  Wisconsin,  because  Louisiana 
was,  and  Wisconsin  was  not,  the  domicil  of 
the  deceased.  We  need  not  go  into  the  rules 
and  their  exceptions  governing  such  cases, 
for  the  issue  as  to  Fabacher's  domicil, 
raised  by  Mrs.  Thormann  in  the  Wisconsin 
proceedings  to  which  she  made  herself  a 
party,  was  regularly  tried  at  large  and  de- 
termined against  her.  Nevertheless  she  con- 
tended in  the  state  supreme  court  that  the 
judgment  below  was  erroneous  as  matter  of 
law  because  the  question  of  d(»nicil  had 
been  absolutely  concluded  by  her  appoint- 
ment in  Louisiana. 

Yet  the  proceeding  in  Louisiana,  insti- 
tuted, it  may  be  remarked,  after  tbe  will 
was  presented  for  probate  in  Wisconsin, 
10  amounted  to  no  more  than  an  69  parte  ap- 
S  plication  for  letters  of  administration  and  a 
*  grant  thereof.  Doubtless  theMestination  of 
the  tomb  and  accompanying  seats  and  vases 
was  therebv  fixed,  but  not  that  of  property 
in  Wisconsin ;  nor  can  the  bare  appointment 
be  held,  on  principle  or  authority,  to  fore- 
close inquiry  into  the  fact  of  domicil  in  the 
courts  of  another  sovereignty. 

The  technical  distinction  between  an  origi- 
nal and  an  ancillary  administration  is  unim- 
portant here. 

Whatever  the  effect  of  the  appointment,  it 
must  be  as  a  judgment  and  operate  by  way 
of  estoppel.  Now  a  judgment  in  rem  binds 
only  the  property  within  the  control  of  the 
court  which  rendered  it;  and  a  judgment  in 
personam  binds  only  the  parties  to  that 
judgment  and  those  in  privity  with  them. 
This  appointment  cannot  be  treated  as  a 
judgment  in  pereonamf  and  as  a  judgment  in 
rem  it  merely  determines  the  right  to  admin- 
ister the  property  within  the  jurisdiction, 
whether  considered  as  directly  operating  on 
the  particular  things  seized,  or  the  general 
status  of  assets  there  situated. 

In  this  country  the  general  rule  is,  "that 
administration  may  be  granted  in  any  state 
or  territory  where  unadministered  personal 
property  of  a  deceased  person  is  found,  or 
real  property  subject  to  the  claim  of  any 
creditor  of  the  deceased."  1  Woerner  on  Ad- 
ministration, 2d  ed.  8  204. 

As  to  successions,  the  law  of  Louisiana 
provides  as  follows: 

"Art.  935.  The  place  of  the  opening  of  suc- 
cessions is  fixed  as  follows: 

*'In  the  parish  where  the  deceased  resided, 
if  he  had  a  fixed  domicil  or  residence  in  this 
state. 

"In  the  parish  where  the  deceased  owned 
immovable  property,  if  he  had  neither  domi- 
cil nor  residence  in  this  state,  or  in  the  par- 
iah in  which  it  appears  by  the  inventory  hia 


principal  cffeets  art,  If  lit  haft  tfftett  In  dll* 
ferent  parishea. 

"In  the  parish  In  which  tht  deceased  haa 
died,  if  he  had  no  flztd  rtaldenot,  nor  any  im* 
movable  effects  within  this  state,  at  the  timt 
of  his  death." 

The  order  of  appointment  bv  tht  Looisiana 
court  did  not  make,  nor  did  the  letters  thtm- 
selves  recite,  any  finding  as  to  Fabaehcr'ag 
last  domicil,  and  as  he  died  in  tht  pariah  of  S 


property  and  effects  there,  such  a  flndinff 
was  wholly  imneoessary  to  jurisdiction,  and 
is  not  to  be  presumed. 

In  DeMora  v.  Ooneha,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div. 
208,  it  was  held  that  the  decree  of  a  probata 
court  was  not  conclusive  in  rem  as  to  domi- 
cil, although  the  fact  was  found  therein,  be- 
cause it  did  not  appear  that  the  decree  was 
necessarily  based  on  that  finding;  and  it  wat 
doubted  whether  the  findings  on  which  }ud^ 
ments  in  rem  are  based  are  in  all  caaes  con* 
elusive  against  the  world.  The  decision  wat 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Oonoha  t. 
Ooneha,  L.  R.  II  App.  Gas.  641.  The  east 
is  a  leading  and  instructive  one,  was  ably 
argued,  and  has  been  repeatedly  followed 
since  the  judgment  was  pronoimoed. 

In  Brigham  v.  Fayenoeather,  140  Biaaa. 
411,  5  N.  E.  265,  conclusive  tffeet  to  Judg- 
ments in  probate  proceedings  in  respect  of 
their  grounds  was  denied  altogether. 

Again,  it  is  thoroughly  settled  that  tht 
constitutional  provision  that  full  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to  tht  ju- 
dicial proceedings  of  other  states,  does  not 
precluae  inquiry  into  the  jurisdiction  of  tht 
court  in  which  the  judgment  Is  rendered, 
over  the  subject-matter,  or  the  partita  af- 
fected by  it,  or  into  the  facta  necessary  to 
give  such  jurisdiction.  Thompson  v.  Whit' 
man,  18  Wall.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Oole  r. 
Cunningham,  133  U.  S.  107,  33  L.  ed.  638, 10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  269 ;  Orover  d  B.  Sewing  MaeK 
Co,  V.  RadoUffe,  137  U.  S.  287,  34  L.  ed.  670, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  92;  Bimmons  v.  Ba/uil,  138 
U.  S.  439,  34  L.  ed.  1054,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rap. 
369;  Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140  U.  S.  254,  36 
L.  ed.  464,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  773;  Cooper  T. 
NeioeU,  173  U.  S.  655,  43  L.  ed.  808,  19  tiup. 
Ct.  Rep.  506. 

The  point  before  us  is  a  narrow  one,  but 
in  any  aspect  in  which  it  may  be  considered 
we  are  unable  to  assent  to  the  view  that  the 
supreme  court  of  Wsconsin  was  bound  to 
treat  the  proceeding  in  Louisiana  as  oondn* 
sively  determining  the  question  of  domicil; 
and  unless  it  was  so  bound  its  decision  d^ 
prived  plaintiff  in  error  of  no  right  secured 
to  her  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  tht 
United  States. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  681) 
CHARLES  L.  BiAXWEIA  Plff.  In  Err.. 

V, 

GEORGE  K.  DOW,  as  Warden  of  tht  Utak 
State  Prison. 

Due  process  of  law — sufficienoy  of  inform^' 
tion  without  indictment — privileges  omI 
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immufUtisB  cf  eiivsent  of  United  Biatet  in 
rttpeai  to  criminal  pro«0ou<iofif— iMiIidity 
•/  trial  hy  eight  jurorB. 

1.  A  proceeding  by  information.  Instead  oC  hf 
an  indictment  by  a  grand  Jury,  li  not  insnlll- 
dent  to  constitute  due  process  of  law. 

S.  The  prirlleges  and  immunities  of  a  citlaen 
of  the  United  States  do  not  Include  tbe  right 
of  trial  by  Jury  in  a  state  court  for  a  state 
offense,  or  the  right  to  be  exempt  from  any 
trial  in  such  case  for  an  Infamous  crime,  un- 
less upon  presentment  by  a  grand  Jury. 

•l  The  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
to  the  Federal  Constitution  has  not  had  the 
effect  of  making  ail  tbe  proTlslons  contained 
In  the  first  ten  amendments  operatlye  In  state 
eoorts,  on  the  ground  that  the  fundamental 
rights  protected  by  those  amendments  are,  by 
▼irtue  of  the  Fourteenth  Amexkdment,  to  be 
regarded  as  privileges  or  Immunities  of  dtl- 
sens  of  the  United  States. 

4.  The  language  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment should  be  read  in  connection  with  the 
known  condition  of  affairs  out  of  which  the 
occasion  for  its  adoption  may  have  arisen, 
and  then  construed,  if  there  be  therein  any 
doubtfol  expressions,  in  a  way,  so  far  as  is 
reasonably  possible,  to  forward  the  known 
purpose  ot  object  for  which  the  amendment 
was  adopted. 

f.  A  state  statute  providing  for  a  jnry  of  eight. 
Instead  of  twelye,  persons  In  sny  criminal 
case  not  capital,  does  not  deny  the  right  of 
the  defendant  to  due  process  of  law.  If  all  per- 
sons within  the  state  are  made  liable  to  bs 
proceeded  against  In  the  same  way. 

[No.  384.] 

Argued  December  4,  1899.    Decided  FelMrth 
dry  26,  1900. 

IN  EHROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tbe 
State  of  Utah  to  review  a  decision  deny- 
ing a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  on  the  ground 
of  tbe  uneonstitutionalitj  of  a  statute.    Af- 
firmed. 
Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 
Mr,  J.  W.  N.  Wl&ltecotton  for  plain- 
tiff in  error. 
Meesre.  Alexander  C.  Bisliop  and  WilU 
d  iam  A.  Lee  for  defendant  in  error. 

IS 

•    *Mr.  Justice  PeeUtain  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

On  the  27tb  of  June,  1898,  an  information 
was  filed  against  the  plaintiff  in  error  by  the 
prosecuting  attorney  of  tbe  county,  in  a  state 
court  of  tbe  state  of  Utah,  charging  him  with 
the  crime  of  robbery  committed  within  tbe 
county  in  May,  1898.  In  September,  1898, 
be  was  tried  before  a  jury  composed  of  but 
eight  jurors,  and  convicted  and  sentenced  to 
imprisonment  in  tbe  state  prison  for  eighteen 
years,  and  since  that  time  has  been  confined 
in  prison,  undergoing  tbe  sentence  of  tbe 
state  court. 

In  May,  1899,  he  applied  to  the  supreme 
court  of  tbe  state  for  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus, and  alleged  in  bis  sworn  petition  that  be 
was  a  natural-born  citizen  of  tbe  United 
States,  and  that  bis  imprisonment  was  un- 
lawful because  be  was  prosecuted  under  an 
information  instead  of  by  indictment  by  a 
20  S.  C— 29. 


grand  Jury,  and  was  tried  1^  a  Jury  compoaed 
of  eigbt,  instead  of  twelve  Jurors.  He  ape* 
ciaUy  set  up  and  claimed  ( 1 )  that  to  proie- 
cnte  bim  hj  information  abridged  bis  priyi* 
leges  and  immunities  as  a  citizen  of  tbe 
United  States,  under  Article  5  of  the  Amend* 
ments  to  the  Ck)n8titution  of  tbe  United 
States,  and  also  violated  section  1  of  Article 
14  of  those  Amendments;  (2)  that  a  trial 
by  jury  of  only  eigbt  persons  abridged  bis 
privileges  and  immunities  as  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  under  Article  6,  and  also  vio- 
lated section  1  of  Article  14  of  such  Amend- 
ments; (3)  that  a  trial  by  such  a  Jury  and 
bis  subsequent  imprisonment  l^  reason  of 
tbe  verdict  of  that  jury  deprived  bim  of  bia 
liberty  without  due  process  of  law,  in  viola- 
tion of  section  1  of  Article  14,  which  provides 
that  no  state  sbaJl  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of  es 
law.  S 

*  Tbe  supreme  court  of  tbe  state,  after  a* 
bearing  of  tbe  case,  denied  tbe  petition  for  a 
writ,  and  remanded  the  prisoner  to  tbe  cus- 
tody of  tbe  keeper  of  tbe  state  prison  to  un- 
dergo tbe  remainder  of  bis  sentence;  and  be 
then  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  and  brought 
tbe  case  here. 

The  questions  to  be  determined  in  this 
court  are  ( 1 )  as  to  tbe  validity,  with  refer- 
ence to  tbe  Federal  Constitution,  of  tbe  pro- 
ceeding against  the  plaintiff  in  error  on  an 
information  instead  of  by  an  indictment  by 
a  grand  jury;  and  (2)  tbe  validity  of  the 
trial  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  by  a  jury  com- 
posed of  eight  instead  of  twelve  jurors. 

We  think  tbe  various  questions  raised  by 
tbe  plaintiff  in  error  have  in  substance, 
though  not  all  in  terms,  been  decided  by  this 
court  in  tbe  cases  to  which  attention  will  be 
called.  Tbe  principles  which  have  been  an- 
nounced in  those  cases  clearly  prove  tbe  va- 
lidity of  tbe  clauses  in  tbe  Constitution  of 
Utah  which  are  herein  attacked  as  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  tbe  United  Statea 
It  will  therefore  be  necessary  in  this  case  to 
do  but  little  else  than  call  attention  to  the 
former  decisions  of  this  court,  and  thereby 
furnish  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  conten- 
tions of  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  proceeding  by  information,  and  also 
the  trial  by  a  jury  composed  of  eigbt  jurors, 
were  both  provided  for  by  the  state  Consti- 
tution. 

Section  13,  Article  1,  of  the  Constitution 
of  Utah  provides : 

''Offenses  heretofore  required  to  be  prose- 
cuted by  indictment  shall  be  prosecuted  by 
information  after  examination  and  commit- 
ment by  a  magistrate,  unless  tbe  examina- 
tion be  waived  by  tbe  accused  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  state,  or  by  indictment,  with  or 
without  such  examination  and  commitment. 
Tbe  grand  jury  shall  consist  of  seven  per- 
sons, five  of  whom  must  concur  to  find  an 
indictment;  but  no  gprand  jury  shall  be 
drawn  or  summoned  unless  in  the  opinion  of 
the  judge  of  the  district  public  interest  de- 
mands it" 

Section  10,  article  1,  of  that  Constitution 
is  as  follows: 

"In  capital  cases  tbe  right  of  trial  by  Jury 
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■hall  remain  inTiolate.  In  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction,  except  in  capital  cases,  a  jury 
shall  consi^  of  eight  jurors.  In  courts  of 
inferior  jurisdiction  a  jury  shall  consist  of 
four  jurors.  In  criminal  cases  the  verdict 
shall  be  unanimous.  In  civil  cases  three 
fourths  of  the  jurors  may  find  a  verdict.  A 
jury  in  civil  cases  shall  be  waived  unless  de- 
manded.'' 

The  objection  that  the  proceeding  by  in- 
formation does  not  amount  to  due  process  of 
law  has  been  heretofore  overruled,  and  must 
be  regarded  as  settled  by  the  case  of  Hurt  ado 
T.  California,  110  U.  S.  616,  28  L.  ed.  232, 
4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Ill,  292.  The  case  has 
since  been  frequently  approved.  Ballinger 
V.  Davis,  146  U.  S.  314,  322,  36  L.  ed.  986. 
091,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  105;  McNuUy  v.  Cali- 
fornia, 149  U.  S.  645,  37  L.  ed.  882,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  959;  Hodgson  ▼.  Vermont,  168  U. 
8.  262,  272,  42  L.  ed.  461,  464,  18  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  80;  Holden  t.  Hardy,  169  U.  6.  366, 
S84,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383; 
Brown  t.  Veu>  Jersey,  175  U.  8.  172,  176,  20 
Sup.  Ot  Rep.  77,  44  li.  ed.  — ;  BoXln  r.  ^e- 
hrasha,  176  U.  8.  83,  20  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  287, 
44Ii.ed. — . 

But  the  plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  the 
Burtado  Case  did  not  decide  the  question 
whether  the  state  law  violated  that  clause 
in  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  which  pro- 
vides that  no  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any 
law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
Although  the  opinion  is  mainly  devoted  to  an 
inquiry  whether  the  California  law  was  a 
violation  of  the  "due  process  clause"  of  the 
above-mentioned  amendment,  yet  the  matter 
in  issue  in  the  case  was  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  state  law,  and  the  court  held  it  valid.  It 
was  alleged  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  before  the  court  which  passed  sen- 
tence, that  the  proceeding  was  in  conflict 
with  the  Fifth  and  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ments, and  those  grouuds  were  before  this 
court.  The  Fifth  Amendment  was  referred 
to  in  the  opinion  delivered  in  this  court,  and 
it  was  held  not  to  have  been  violated  by  the 
state  law,  although  that  amendment  pro- 
vides for  an  indictment  by  a  grand  jury. 
This  decision  could  not  have  been  arrived  at 
if  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  were  enti- 
tled, by  virtue  of  that  clause  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  relating  to  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  to  claim  in  a  state  court  that  he  could 
not  be  prosecuted  for  an  infamous  crime  un- 
less upon  an  indictment  by  a  grand  jury. 
In  a  Federal  court  no  person  can  be  held  to 
answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous 
crime  unless  by  indictment  by  a  grand  jury, 
with  the  exceptions  stated  in  the* Fifth 
Amendment  Yet  this  amendment  was  held 
in  the  Hurtado  Case  not  to  apply  to  a  pros- 
ecution for  murder  in  a  state  court  pursuant 
to  a  state  law.  The  claim  was  made  in  the 
ease  (and  referred  to  in  the  opinion)  that 
the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
provided  an  additional  security  to  the  indi- 
vidual against  oppression  by  the  states  them- 
selves, and  limited  their  powers  to  the  same 
extent  as  the  amendments  theretofore  adopt- 


ed had  limited  the  powers  of  the  Federal 
government  By  holding  that  the  oonviotion 
upon  an  information  was  rMd,  the  court 
necessarily  held  that  an  indictment  was  not 
necessary;  that  exemption  from  trial  for  an 
infamous  crime,  excepting  under  an  indict- 
ment, was  not  one  of  those  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
which  a  state  was  prohibited  from  abridg- 
ing. The  whole  case  was  probably  regard^ 
as  involved  in  the  question  as  to  due  process 
of  law.  The  particular  objection  founded 
upon  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  is  now  taken  and 
insisted  upon  in  this  case. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  may  not  bs 
improper  to  inquire  as  to  tiie  validity  of  a 
conviction  in  a  state  court,  for  an  infamous 
crime,  upon  an  information  filed  by  the  prop- 
er officer  under  the  authority  of  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  state  wherein  the 
crime  was  committed  and  the  conviction 
took  place;  confining  the  inquiry  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  provision  in  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  prohibiting  the 
states  from  making  or  enforcing  any  law 
which  abridges  the  privileges  or  immunities 
of  citizens  of  the  United  Stltes.  To  the 
other  objection,  that  a  conviction  upon  an 
information  deprives  a  person  of  his  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law,  the  Hurtado 
Case  is,  as  we  have  said,  a  complete  and  con- 
clusive answer. 

The  inquiry  may  be  pursued  in  connection 
with  that  in  regard  to  tne  validity  of  the  pro- 
vision in  the  state  Constitution  for  a  trial 
before  a  jury  to  be  composed  of  but  eight 
jurors  in  criminal  cases  which  are  not  cap- 
ital. One  of  the  objections  to  this  provision 
is  that  its  enforcement  has  abridged  the  priv- 
ileges and  immunities  of  the  plaintiff  in  er-e 
ror  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States;  the 2$ 
other  objection  beine  that  a^oonviction  thus  • 
obtained  has  resulted  in  depriving  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  of  his  liberty  wthout  due  process 
of  law.  Postponing  an  inquiry  in  regard  to 
this  last  objection  until  we  have  examined 
the  other,  we  proceed  to  inquire.  What  are 
the  privileges  and  immunities  of  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  which  no  state  can 
abridge?  Do  they  include  the  right  to  bs 
exempt  from  trial,  for  an  infamous  crime, 
in  a  state  court  and  under  state  authority 
except  upon  presentment  by  a  grand  jury? 
And  do  they  also  include  the  right  in  all 
criminal  prosecutions  in  a  state  court  to  bs 
tried  by  a  jury  composed  of  twelve  jurors? 

That  a  jury  composed,  as  at  common  law, 
of  twelve  jurors  was  intended  by  the  Sixth 
Amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  Thompson  v.  Vtah^ 
170  U.  S.  343,  349,  42  L.  ed.  1061,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  620.  And  as  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  in  certain  suits  at  oommon  law  is  pre- 
served by  the  Seventh  Amendment,  audi  a 
trial  implies  that  there  shall  be  an  unan- 
imous verdict  of  twelve  jurors  in  all  Federal 
courts  where  a  jury  trial  is  held.  Ameri' 
can  Pub.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  166  U.  S.  464,  41  L.- 
ed.  1079,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  618;  SpringvOU 
V.  Thomas,  166  U.  8.  707,  41  L.  ed.  1X72, 
17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  816. 
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It  would  Beem  to  be  quite  plain  that  the 
provision  in  the  Utah  Conetitution  for  a 
jury  of  eight  jurors  in  all  state  criminal 
triala^  for  other  than  capital  offenses,  yio* 
lates  the  Sixth  Amendment,  provided  that 
amendment  is  now  to  be  construed  aa  ap- 
plicable to  criminal  prosecutions  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States  m  state  courts. 

It  is  conceded  that  there  are  certain  prir- 
ileges  or  immunities  possessed  by  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  because  of  his  citizen- 
ship, and  that  they  cannot  be  abridged  by  any 
action  of  the  states.  In  order  to  limit  the 
powers  which  it  was  feared  might  be  claimed 
or  exercised  by  the  Federal  government,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  (institution  as  it 
was  when  adopted,  the  first  ten  amendments 
to  that  instrument  were  proposed  to  the  leg- 
islatures of  the  several  states  by  the  first 
Congress  on  the  25th  of  September,  1789. 
They  were  intended  as  restraints  and  limita- 
tions upon  the  powers  of  the  general  govem- 
H  ment,  and  were  not  intended  to  and  did  not 
ghave  any  effect  upon  the  powers  of  the  re- 
•  spective  states.  This  has-been  many  times 
decided.  The  cases  herewith  cited  are  to 
that  effect,  and  tney  cite  nuiny  others  which 
decide  the  same  matter.  Spies  v.  Illinois, 
123  U.  S.  131, 166,  31  L.  ed.  80,  86,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  21;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366, 
882,  42  L.  ed.  780,  787,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383; 
Brown  v.  New  Jersey,  175  U.  S.  172,  174, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Reo.  77,  44  L.  ed.  — . 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  since  the 
adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  the 
effect  of  the  former  amendments  has  been 
thereby  changed  and  greatly  enlarged.  It 
is  now  urged  in  substance  that  all  the  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  first  ten  amend- 
ments, so  far  as  they  secure  and  recognize 
the  fundamental  rights  of  tlie  individual  as 
a^inst  the  exercise  of  Federal  power,  are  by 
virtue  of  this  amendment  to  be  regarded  as 
privileges  or  immunities  of  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  therefore  the  states  can- 
not provide  for  any  procedure  in  state  courts 
which  could  not  be  followed  in  a  Federal 
court  because  of  the  limitations  contained  in 
those  amendments.  This  was  also  the  con- 
tention made  upon  the  argument  in  the 
Spies  Case,  123  U.  S.  151,  31  L.  ed.  80,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  21 ;  but  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
therein,  which  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Waite,  the  Question  was  not  decided 
because  it  was  held  that  the  case  did  not 
reouire  its  decision. 

In  the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall. 
36,  21  L.  ed.  304,  the  subject  of  the  priv- 
ileges or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  as  distinguished  from  those  of  a  par- 
ticular state,  was  treated  by  ^Ir.  Justice 
Miller  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
He  stated  that  the  argument  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs,  claiming  that  the  ordinance  of 
the  city  of  New  Orleans  was  invalid,  rested 
wholly  on  the  assumption  that  the  citizen- 
ship is  the  same  and  the  privileges  and  im- 
munities guaranteed  by  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  are  the  same  as  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  citizens  of  the  several 
•tates.  This  he  showed  to  be  not  well 
founded;  that  there  was  a  citizenship  of  the 


United  States  and  a  dtizenship  of  the  states, 
which  were  distinct  from  each  other,  depend* 
ing  upon  different  characteristics  and  cir- 
cumstances in  the  individual;  that  it  was 
only  privileges  and  immunities  of  the  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  that  were  placed 
by  the  amendment  under  the  protection  of 
the  Federal  Constitution,  and  that  the  prir-  • 
ileges  and  immunities  of  a  eltizen  of  a  state,  §J 
whatever  they  might  be,  were  not* intended  ^ 
to  have  any  additional  protection  by  the  par- 
agraph in  question,  but  they  must  rest  for 
their  security  and  protection  where  they 
have  heretofore  rested. 

He  then  proceeded  to  inquire  as  to  tha 
meaning  of  the  words  "privileges  and  immu- 
nities" as  used  in  the  amendment,  and  said 
that  the  first  occurrence  of  the  phrase  in 
our  constitutional  history  is  found  to  be  in 
the  fourth  article  of  the  old  confederation, 
in  which  it  was  declared  "that  the  better  to 
secure  and  perpetuate  mutual  friendship 
and  intercourse  among  the  people  of  the  dif- 
ferent states  in  this  union  the  free  inhabit 
ants  of  each  of  these  states,  paupers,  vaga- 
bonds, and  fugitives  from  justice  excepted, 
shall  be  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and 
immunities  of  free  citizens  in  the  several 
states;  and  the  people  of  each  state  shall 
have  hee  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  any 
other  state,  and  shall  enjoy  therein  all  the 
privileges  of  trade  and  commerce,  subject 
to  the  same  duties,  impositions,  and  restric- 
tions as  the  inhabitants  thereof  respeo- 
tively."  A  provision  corresponding  to  this 
he  found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  in  section  2  of  the  Fourth  Article, 
wherein  it  is  provided  that  ''the  citizens  of 
each  state  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the  priv- 
ileges and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  sev- 
eral states."  What  those  privileges  were  is 
not  defined  in  the  Constitution,  but  the  jus- 
tice said  there  could  be  but  little  question 
that  the  purpose  of  both  those  provisions 
was  the  same,  and  that  the  privileges  and 
immunities  intended  were  the  same  in  each. 
He  then  referred  to  the  case  of  Corfield  T. 
Coryell,  decided  by  Mr.  Justice  Washing- 
ton in  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
Pennsylvania,  in  1823  (4  Wash.  C.  C.  371, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,230),  where  the  question  of 
the  meaning  of  this  clause  in  the  Constitu- 
tion was  raised.  Answering  the  question, 
what  were  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  of  the  several  states,  Mr.  Justice 
Washington  said  in  that  case: 

"W^e  feel  no  hesitation  in  confining  these 
expressions  to  those  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties which  are  in  their  nature  fundamental; 
which  belong  of  right  to  the  citizens  of  all 
free  governments,  and  which  have  at  all 
times  been  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  of  the  sev- 
eral states  which  compose  this  Union  from  j^ 
the  time  of  their  becoming  free,  independ-  j§ 
ent,  and  sovereign.  *What  these  fundamen-* 
tal  principles  are  it  would  perhaps  be  more 
tedious  than  difficult  to  enumerate.  They 
may,  however,  be  all  comprehended  under 
the  following  general  heads :  Protection  by 
the  government,  the  enjoyment  of  life  and 
liberty  with  the  right  to  acquire  and  pos- 
sess property  of  every  kind,  and  to  pursue 
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and  obtain  happiness  and  safety,  subject, 
nerertheless,  to  such  restraints  as  the  goy- 
ernment  may  prescribe  for  the  general  good 
of  the  whole." 

Having  shown  that  prior  to  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  the  legislation  under  re- 
view would  have  been  regarded  as  relating 
to  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  state,  with  which  the  United  States  had 
no  concern,  Justice  Miller  continued: 

"It  would  be  the  vainest  show  of  learning 
to  attempt  to  prove  by  citations  of  author- 
ity, that  up  to  the  adoption  of  the  recent 
amendments  no  claim  or  pretense  was  set  up 
that  those  rights  depended  on  the  Federal 
government  for  their  existence  or  protection, 
beyond  the  very  few  express  limitations 
which  the  Federal  Constitution  imposed  up- 
on the  state»— such,  for  instance,  as  the  pro- 
hibition against  ea  post  faoto  laws,  bills  of 
attainder,  and  laws  impairing  the  obligation 
of  contracts.  But  with  the  exception  of  these 
and  a  few  other  restrictions  the  entire  do- 
main of  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  of  the  states,  as  above  defined,  lay 
within  the  constitutional  and  legislative 
power  of  the  states,  and  without  that  of  the 
Federal  government.  Was  it  the  purpose  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  by  the  simple 
declaration  that  no  state  should  make  or 
enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  priv- 
ileges ana  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  to  transfer  the  security  and 
protection  of  all  the  civil  rights,  which  we 
have  mentioned,  from  the  states  to  the  Fed- 
eral government?  And  where  it  is  declared 
that  Congress  shall  have  the  power  to  en- 
force that  article,  was  it  intended  to  bring 
within  the  power  of  Congress  the  entire  do- 
main of  civil  rights  heretofore  belonging  ex- 
clusively to  the  states? 

"All  this  and  more  must  follow,  if  the 
proposition  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  be 
^  sound.  For  not  only  are  these  rights  sub- 
g  ject  to  the  control  of  Congress  whenever  in 
•  its  discretion  any^of  them  are  supposed  to  be 
abridged  by  state  legislation,  but  that  body 
may  also  pass  laws  in  advance,  limiting  and 
restricting  the  exercise  of  legislative  power 
by  the  states,  in  their  most  ordinary  and 
usual  functions,  as  in  its  judgment  it  may 
think  proper  on  all  such  subjects.  And,  still 
further,  such  a  construction,  followed  by  the 
reversal  of  the  judgments  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Louisiana  in  these  cases,  would  con- 
stitute this  court  a  perpetual  censor  upon 
all  legislation  of  the  states,  on  the  civil 
rights  of  their  own  citizens,  with  authority 
to  nullify  such  as  it  did  not  approve  as  con- 
sistent with  those  rights  as  they  existed  at 
the  time  of  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 
The  argument,  we  admit,  is  not  always  the 
most  conclusive  which  is  drawn  from  the 
consequences  urged  against  the  adoption  of 
a  particular  construction  of  an  instrument. 
But  when,  as  in  the  case  before  us,  these 
consequences  are  so  serious,  so  far-reaching 
and  pervading,  so  great  a  departure  from 
the  structure  and  spirit  of  our  institutions; 
when  the  effect  is  to  fetter  and  degrade  the 
state  governments  by  subjecting  them  to  the 
oontrol  of  Congress  in  the  exercise  of  powers 


heretofore  universally  ooneeded  to  them  of 
the  most  ordinary  and  fundamental  charac- 
ter; when,  in  fact,  it  radically  changes  the 
whole  theory  of  the  relations  of  the  state 
and  Federal  governments  to  each  other  and 
of  both  these  governments  to  the  people, — 
the  argument  has  a  foroe  that  is  irresistible 
in  the  absence  of  language  which  expresses 
such  a  purpose  too  clearly  to  admit  of  doubt. 
We  are  convinced  that  no  such  results  were 
intended  by  the  Congress  which  proposed 
these  amendments,  nor  by  the  legislatures  of 
the  states  which  ratified  them." 

If  the  rights  granted  by  the  Louisiana  leg* 
islature  did  not  infringe  upon  the  privileges 
or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  the  question  arose  as  to  what  such 
privileges  were,  and  in  enumerating  some 
of  them,  without  assuming  to  state  them  all, 
it  was  said  that  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  as  such,  had  the  right  to  come  to  the 
seat  of  government  to  assert  claims  or  trans- 
act business,  to  seek  the  protection  of  the 
government  or  to  share  its  offices;  he  had  the 
right  of  free  access  to  its  seaports,  its  va^ 
rious  offices  throughout  the  country,  and  ton 
the  courts  of  justice  in  the  several  states;  § 
to*demand  the  care  and  protection  of  the  gen*  • 
eral  government  over  his  life,  liberty,  and 
property  when  on  the  high  seas  or  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  government;  the 
right,  with  others,  to  peaceably  assemble  and 
petition  for  a  redress  of  grievances;  the 
right  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  to 
use  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
btates,  however  they  may  penetrate  the  ter« 
ritory  of  the  several  states ;  also  all  rights 
secured  to  our  citizens  by  treaties  with  for- 
eign nations;  the  right  to  become  citizens  of 
any  state  in  the  Union  by  a  bona  fide  resi- 
dence therein,  with  the  same  rights  as  other 
citizens  of  that  state;  and  the  rights  se- 
cured to  him  by  the  Thirteenth  and  Fifteenth 
Amendments  to  the  Constitution.  A  right, 
such  as  is  claimed  here,  was  not  mentioned, 
and  we  may  suppose  it  was  regarded  as  per- 
taining to  the  state,  and  not  covered  by  the 
amendment. 

Other  objections  to  the  judgment  were 
fully  examined,  and  the  result  was  reached 
that  the  legislation  of  the  state  of  Louisi- 
ana complained  of  violated  no  provision  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

We  have  made  this  extended  reference  to 
the  case  because  of  its  great  importance,  the 
thoroughness  of  the  treatment  of  the  sub- 
ject, and  the  great  ability  displayed  by  the 
author  of  the  opinion.  Although  his  sug- 
gestion that  only  discrimination  by  a  state 
against  the  negroes  as  a  class  or  on  account 
ot  their  race  was  covered  by  the  amendment 
as  to  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  has 
not  been  affirmed  by  the  later  cases,  yet  it 
was  but  the  expression  of  his  belief  as  to 
wnat  would  be  the  decision  of  the  court  when 
a  case  came  before  it  involving  that  point. 
The  opinion  upon  the  matters  actually  in- 
volved and  maintained  by  the  judgment  in 
the  case  has  never  been  doubted  or  overruled 
by  any  judgment  of  this  court.  It  remains 
one  of  the  leading  cases  upon  the  subjeot  of 
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that  portkMi  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
of  which  it  treats. 

The  definition  of  the  words  "privileges  and 
immunities/'  as  given  by  Mr.  Justice  Wash- 
ington, was  adopted  in  substance  in  Paul  ▼. 
Virginia,  8  Wall.  180,  19  L.  ed.  360,  and  in 
Ward  V.  Maryland,  12  Wall.  430,  20  L.  ed. 
ei  453.     These  rights,  it  is  said  in  the  Slaugh* 
g  ter-Eouse  Cases,  have  always  been  held  to  be 
•  the  class  of* rights  which  the  state  govern- 
ments  were  created  to  establish  and  secure. 
In   the   same   volume   as   the   Slaughter' 
Bouse  Cases  is  that  of  Bradwell  v.  Illinois, 
16  Wall.  130,  21  L.  ed.  442,  where  it  is  held 
that  the  right  to  practise  law  in  the  courts 
of  a  state  is  not  a  privilege  or  immunity  of 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  within  the 
meaning    of    the    Fourteenth    Amendment. 
And  in  Minor  ▼.  Happersett,  21  Wall.  162, 

22  L.  ed.  627,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of 
suffrage  was  not  necessarily  one  of  the  priv- 
ileges or  immunities  of  citizenship  before  the 
adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and 
although  a  woman  was  in  one  sense  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  yet  she  did  not  ob- 
tain the  right  of  suffrage  by  the  adoption  of 
that  amendment.  The  right  to  vote  is  a 
most  important  one  in  our  form  of  govern- 
ment, yet  it  if  not  given  by  the  amend- 
ment. 

In  speaking  of  the  meanins  of  the  phrase 
"privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
several  states,"  under  section  2d,  article 
fourth,  of  the  Constitution,  it  was  said  by 
the  present  Chief  Justice,  in  Cole  ▼.  Cunning' 
ham,  133  U.  S.  107,  83  L.  ed.  538,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  269,  that  the  intention  was  "to  confer 
on  the  citizens  of  the  several  states  a  general 
citizenship,  and  to  communicate  all  the  priv- 
ileges and  immunities  which  the  citizens  of 
the  same  state  would  be  entitled  to  under  the 
like  circumstances,  and  this  includes  the 
right  to  institute  actions." 

And  in  Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  8.  239, 
248,  43  L.  ed.  432,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165,  va- 
rious cases  are  cited  regarding  the  meaning 
of  the  words  "privileges  and  immunities," 
under  the  Fourth  Article  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, in  not  one  of  which  is  there  any  mention 
made  of  the  right  claimed  in  this  case  as 
one  of  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citi- 
zens in  the  several  states. 

These  cases  show  the  meaning  which  the 
courts  have  attached  to  the  expression,  as 
used  in  the  Fourth  Article  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  the  argument  is  not  labored  which 
gives  the  same  meaning  to  it  when  used  in 
uie  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

That  the  primary  reason  for  that  amend- 
ment was  to  secure  the  full  enjoyment  of  lib- 
QQ  erty  to  the  colored  race  is  not  denied;  yet 
o  it  is  not  restricted  to  that  purpose,  and  it 
P  applies  to* everyone,  white  or  black,  that 
comes  within  its  provisions.  But,  as  said 
in  the  Slaughter-Hottse  Cases,  the  protection 
of  the  citizen  in  his  rights  as  a  citizen  of  the 
state  still  remains  with  the  state.  This  prin- 
ciple is  again  announced  in  the  decision  in 
United  States  v.  Cruikshank,  92  U.  S.  542, 

23  L.  ed.  588,  wherein  it  is  said  that  sov- 
ereignty, for  the  protection  of  the  rights 
of  life  and  personal  liberty  within  the  respeo- 


tiTe  states,  rests  alone  with  tfa«  states.  But 
if  all  these  rights  are  included  in  the  phraM 
"privileges  and  immunities"  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  which  the  states  by  retp 
son  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  cannot  in 
any  manner  abridge,  then  the  sovereignty 
of  the  state  in  regard  to  them  has  been  en- 
tirely destroyed,  and  the  Blaughter-House 
Cases  and  United  States  ▼.  Cruikshank  aro 
all  wrong,  and  should  be  overruled. 

It  was  said  in  Minor  v.  Happersett,  21 
Wall.  162,  22  L.  ed.  627,  that  the  amend- 
ment did  not  add  to  the  privileges  and  im« 
raunities  of  a  citizen;  it  simply  furnished 
an  additional  guaranty  for  the  protection  of 
such  as  he  already  had.  And  in  Re  Kemm' 
ler,  136  U.  S.  436,  448,  34  L.  ed.  519,  524, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  930,  it  was  stated  by  the 
present  Chief  Justice  that — 

"The  Fourteenth  Amendment  did  not  rad* 
ically  change  the  whole  theory  of  the  rela- 
tions of  the  state  and  Federal  governments 
to  each  other,  and  of  both  governments  to 
the  people.  The  same  person  may  be  at  the 
same  time  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and 
a  citizen  of  a  state.  Protection  to  life,  lib- 
erty, and  property  rests  primarily  with  the 
states,  and  the  amendment  furnishes  an  ad- 
ditional guaranty  against  any  encroachment 
by  the  states  upon  those  fundamental  rights 
which  belong  to  citizenship,  and  which  the 
state  governments  were  created  to  secure. 
The  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  Statee,  as  distinguished  from  the 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
states,  are  indeed  protected  by  it;  but  those 
are  privileges  and  inunimities  arising  out 
of  the  nature  and  essential  character  of  the 
national  government,  and  granted  or  secured 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
United  States  v.  Cruikshank,  92  U.  8.  542, 
23  L.  ed.  588;  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16 
Wall.  36,  21  L.  ed.  394." 

In    Cooley's    Constitutional    Limitations, 
4th  ed.  p.  497,  marg.  page  897,  the  auUiorj 
says:  g 

*  "Although  the  precise  meaning  of  'prir-* 
ileges  and  immunities'  is  not  very  definitely 
settled  as  yet,  it  appears  to  be  conceded  that 
the  Constitution  secures  in  cfach  state  to  the 
citizens  of  all  other  states  the  right  to  re- 
move to  and  carry  on  business  therein;  the 
right  by  the  usual  modes  to  acquire  and  hold 
property,  and  to  protect  and  deifend  the  same 
in  the  law;  the  right  to  the  usual  remed'es 
for  the  collection  of  debts  and  the  enforce- 
ment of  other  personal  rights,  and  the  right 
to  be  exempt,  in  property  and  person,  from 
taxes  or  burdens  which  the  property  or  per- 
sons of  citizens  of  the  same  state  are  not  sub- 
ject to." 

There  is  no  intimation  here  that  among, 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  are  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  in  a  state  court  for  a  state  offense,  and 
the  right  to  be  exempt  from  any  trial  for  an 
infamous  crime,  unless  upon  presentment  by 
a  ^and  jury.  And  yet  if  these  were  such 
privileges  and  immunities,  they  would  be 
among  the  first  that  would  occur  to  anyone 
when  enumeraUng  or  defining  them.  Nor 
would  these  rights  come  under  ^  deser^ 
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tlon  giyen  by  tha  Ohief  Justioe  in  the  Kemm' 
ler  Case,  136  U.  S.  436,  448,  84  L.  ed.  619» 
S24,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  930.  Such  privileges  or 
Immunities  do  not  arise  out  of  the  nature 
or  essential  character  of  the  national  gov- 
ernment. 

In  Walker  v.  Sauvinet,  92  U.  S.  90,  23  L. 
«d.  67 8«  it  was  held  that  a  trial  by  jury  in 
suits  at  common  law  in  the  state  courts  was 
not  a  privilege  or  immunity  belonging  to  a 
person  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
protected,  therefore^  by  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment.  The  action  was  tried  without 
*  jury  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  Louisiana.  The  plaintiff  in 
error  objected  to  such  a  trial,  alleging  that 
he  had  a  constitutional  right  to  a  trial  by 
jury,  and  that  the  statute  was  void  to  the 
extent  that  it  deprived  him  of  that  right. 
The  objection  was  overruled.  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Waite,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said: 

"By  article  7  of  the  Amendments  it  is  pro- 
vided that  'in  suits  at  common  law,  where 
the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed  twenty 
dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be 
preserved.'  This,  as  has  been  many  times 
n  decided,  relates  only  to  trials  in  the  courts 
S  oi  the  United  States.  Edwards  v.  Elliott, 
•  21  Wall.*557,  22  L.  ed.  492.  The  states,  so 
far  as  this  amendment  is  concerned,  are  left 
to  regulate  trials  in  their  own  courts  in  their 
own  way.  A  trial  by  jury  in  suits  at  com- 
moA  law  pending  in  the  state  courts  is  not 
therefore  a  privilege  or  immunity  of  nation- 
al citizenship,  which  the  states  are  forbid- 
den by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to 
abridge.  A  state  cannot  deprive  a  person 
of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
but  this  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  all 
trials  in  the  state  courts  affecting  th<^  prop- 
erty of  persons  must  be  by  jury,  '.^is  re- 
quirement of  the  Constitution  is  met  if  the 
trial  is  had  according  to  the  settled  course 
of  judicial  proceedings.  {Den  em  dem,  ifur- 
ray  v.  Hohoken  Land  d  Improv.  (Jo.  18  How. 
286,  15  L.  ed.  372.)  Due  process  of  law  is 
process  due  according  to  the  law  of  the  land. 
This  process  in  the  states  is  regulated  by  the 
law  of  the  state;  Our  power  over  that  law 
is  only  to  determine  whether  it  is  in  conflict 
with  the  supreme  law  of  the  land, — that  is 
to  say,  with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  made  in  pursuance  thereof, — 
•r  with  any  treaty  made  under  the  authority 
•f  the  United  SUtes." 

This  case  shows  that  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  in  forbidding  a  state  to  abridge 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States  does  not  include  among 
them  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  a  civil  case, 
in  a  state  court,  although  the  right  to  such 
a  trial  in  the  Federal  courts  is  specially  se- 
cured to  all  persons  in  the  cases  mentioned 
in  the  Seventh  Amendment. 

Is  any  one  of  the  rights  secured  to  the  in- 
dividual by  the  Fifth  or  by  the  Sixth  Amend- 
ment any  more  a  privilege  or  inmiunity  of  a 
dtizen  of  the  United  States  than  are  those 
•eeured  by  the  Seventh?    In  none  are  they 

eTileges  or  immunities  granted  and  belong- 
l  to  the  individual   as   a   citizen   of   the 


United  States,  but  they  are  teeured  to  all  per- 
sons  as  against  the  Federal  goveniment»  en* 
tirely  irrespective  of  such  citizenship.  Aa 
the  individual  does  not  enjoy  them  as  a 
privilege  of  citizenship  of  the  United  States, 
therefore,  when  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
prohibits  the  abridgment  hw  the  states  of 
those  privileges  or  immunities  which  he  en- 
joys as  such  citlsen,  it  is  not  correct  or  rea^o 
spnable  to  say  that  it  eovers  and  extends  toS 
eertain  rights  which  he  does  not  enjoy  by* 
reason  of  his  citizenship,  but  simply  because 
those  rights  exist  in  favor  of  all  individuals 
as  against  Federal  governmental  powers.  The 
nature  or  character  of  the  right  of  trial  by 
jui^  is  the  same  in  a  criminal  (Nrosecution 
as  in  a  civil  action,  and  in  neither  case  does 
it  spring  from  nor  is  it  founded  upon  the  eiti* 
zenship  of  the  individual  as  a  citizen  of  the 
Unitea  States,  and  if  not,  then  it  cannot  be 
said  that  in  either  case  it  is  a  privilcige  <Hr  im- 
munity which  alone  belongs  to  him  as  such 
citizen. 

So  it  was  held  in  the  oyster  planting  ease 
{McCready  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  301,  24  L. 
ed.  248),  that  the  right  which  the  people  of 
that  state  acquired  to  appropriate  its  tide 
waters  and  the  beds  therein  for  taking  and 
cultivating  fish  was  but  a  regulation  of  the 
use,  by  the  people,  of  their  common  prop- 
erty, and  the  right  thus  acquired  did  not 
come  from  their  citizenship  alone,  but  from 
their  citizenship  and  property  combined.  It 
was  therefore  a  property  right,  and  not  a 
mere  privilege  or  immunity  of  citizenship, 
and  for  that  reason  the  citizen  of  one  state 
was  not  invested  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  with  any  interest  in  the  com- 
mon property  of  the  citizen  of  another  state. 

This  was  a  decision  under  another  seo- 
tion  of  the  Constitution  (section  2d  of  Arti- 
cle Fourth)  from  the  one  under  discussion, 
and  it  gives  to  the  citizens  of  each  state  all 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
several  states;  but  it  is  cited  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  where  the  privilege  or  im- 
munity does  not  rest  alone  upon  citizenship 
a  citizen  of  another  state  does  not  partici- 
pate therein. 

In  this  case  the  privilege  or  immunity 
claimed  does  not  rest  upon  the  individusi 
by  virtue  of  his  national  citizenship,  and 
hence  is  not  protected  by  a  clause  which  sim- 
ply prohibits  the  abridgment  of  the  privi* 
leges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  Those  are  not  distinctly  privileges 
or  immunities  of  such  citizenship,  where 
everyone  has  the  same  as  against  the  Fed- 
eral government,  whether  citizen  or  noL 

The  Fourteenth  Amendment,  it  must  be 
remembered,  did  not  add  to  those  privileges 
or  immunities.  The  Sauvinet  Caee  is  an  au-  ^ 
thority  in  favor  of  the  contention  that  thef 
amendment*does  not  preclude  the  states  by 
their  constitutions  and  laws  from  altering 
the  rule  as  to  indictment  by  a  grand  jury, 
or  as  to  the  number  of  jurors  necessary  to 
compose  a  petit  jury  in  a  criminal  case  not 
capital. 

The  same  reasoning  is  applicable  to  the 
case  of  Kennard  v.  LoniMana  ex  rel.  Morgan^ 
92  U.  S.  480,  23  L.  ed.  478,  although  that 
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ease  was  decided  with  special  reference  to 
the  "due  prooess  of  law"  clause. 

In  Re  kemmler,  136  U.  S.  436,  448,  84  L. 
ed.  619,  624,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  930,  it  was 
stated  that  it  was  not  contended  and  could 
not  be  that  the  Eighth  Amendment  to  the 
Federal  Constitution  was  intended  to  apply 
to  the  states.  This  was  said  long  after  the 
adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and 
also  subsequent  to  the  makii^  of  the  claim 
that  b^  its  adoption  the  limitations  of  the 
preceding  amenaments  had  been  altered  and 
enlarged  so  as  in  effect  to  make  them  appli- 
cable to  proceedings  in  the  state  courts. 

In  Presaer  v.  Illinois,  116  U.  S.  262,  29  L. 
ed.  615,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  680,  it  was  held 
that  the  Seoond  Amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, in  regard  to  the  right  of  the  people  to 
bear  arms,  is  a  limitation  only  on  the  power 
of  Congress  and  the  national  government, 
and  not  of  the  states.  It  was  therein  said, 
however,  that  as  all  citizens  capable  of  bear- 
ing arms  constitute  the  reserved  military 
force  of  the  national  government  the  states 
could  not  prohibit  the  people  from  keeping 
and  bearing  arms,  so  as  to  deprive  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  their  rightful  resource  for  main- 
taining the  public  security,  and  disable  the 
people  from  performing  their  duty  to  the 
general  government. 

In  O'Neil  v.  Vermont,  144  U.  8.  323,  332, 
86  L.  ed.  460.  466,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  693,  it 
was  stated  that  as  a  general  question  it  has 
always  been  ruled  that  the  Eighth  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  does  not  apply  to  the  states. 

In  Thorington  v.  Montgomery,  147  U.  S. 
490,  37  L.  ed.  252,.  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  394,  it 
was  said  that  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  operates  exclusively  in  re- 
straint of  Federal  power,  and  has  do  appli- 
cation to  the  states. 

We  have  cited  these  cases  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties of  citizens  of  the  United  States  do  not 
QD  necessarily  include  all  the  rights  protected 
S  by  the  first  eight  amendments  to  the  Fed- 
*  era]  Constitution  against  the*powers  of  the 
Federal  government.  They  were  decided 
subsequently  to  the  adoption  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment,  and  if  the  particular 
clause  of  that  amendment,  now  under  consid- 
eration, had  the  effect  claimed  for  it  in  this 
case,  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  it  would 
have  been  asserted  and  the  principles  applied 
in  some  of  them. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  laat  clause  of 
the  Seventh  Amendment,  which  provides 
tiiat  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  other- 
wise re-examined  in  any  court  of  the  United 
States  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
common  law,  is  not  confined  to  trials  by  jury 
in  Federal  courts,  but  applies  equally  to  a 
eause  tried  before  a  jury  in  a  state  court 
and  brought  thence  before  a  Federal  court. 
The  Juatioes  v.  Murray,  9  Wall.  274,  sub 
noju.  tiew  York  Supreme  Court  Justices  v. 
United  States  ex  rel,  Murray,  19  L.  ed.  658 ; 
Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co,  v.  Chicago,  166  U.  S. 
£26,  41  L.  ed.  979,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  681  ; 
Capital  Traction  Co,  v.  Hof,  174  U.  S.  1, 
43  L.  ed.  873,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  680.    But 


these  decisions  only  carry  out  the  idea  thai 
the  amendment  is  a  restraint  upon  Federal 
power,  and  not  upon  the  power  of  the  state^ 
inasmuch  as  they  declare  that  the  dause  re- 
stricts the  right  of  the  Federal  courts  to 
re-examine  the  facts  found  by  a  jury  in  a 
state  court,  as  well  as  in  a  Federal  one. 

In  MissouH  v.  Lewis,  101  U.  S.  22,  25  L. 
ed.  989,  it  was  held  that  the  clause  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  which  prohibits  a 
state  from  denying  to  any  person  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  did  not  thereiby  pro- 
hibit the  state  from  prescribing  the  jurisdie- 
tion  of  its  several  courts  either  as  to  their 
territorial  limits  or  the  subjectrmatter,  or 
amount  or  finality  of  their  respective  judg- 
ments or  decrees;  that  a  state  might  estab- 
lish one  system  of  law  in  one  portion  of  its 
territory  and  another  system  in  another, 
provided  it  did  not  encroach  upon  the  prop- 
er jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  nor 
abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  nor  deny  to  any 
person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws  in  the  same  district,  nor 
deprive  him  of  his  rights  without  due  proo- 
ess of  law.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion, 
which  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley, 
he  said: 

"We  might  go  still  further  and  say,  with 
undoubted  truUi,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
Constitution  to  prevent  any  state  from  a 
adopting  any  system  of  laws  or  judicature  it  S 
sees  fit^for  all  or  any  part  of  its  territory.  * 
If  the  state  of  New  York,  for  example, 
should  see  fit  to  adopt  the  civil  law  and  its 
method  of  procedure  for  New  York  city  and 
the  surrounding  counties,  and  the  common 
law  and  ita  method  of  procedure  for  the  rest 
of  the  state,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  to  prevent  its  do- 
ing so.  This  would  not  of  itself,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  be  a 
denial  to  any  person  of  the  equal  jproteetion 
of  the  laws.  If  every  person  residing  or  be- 
ing in  either  portion  of  the  state  should  be 
accorded  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws 
prevailing  there,  he  could  not  justly  com- 
plain of  a  violation  of  the  clause  referred  tot. 
For,  as  before  said,  it  has  respect  to  persons 
and  classes  of  persons.  It  means  that  no 
person  or  class  of  jpersons  shall  be  denied  the 
same  protection  of  the  laws  which  is  enjoyed 
by  other  persons  or  other  classes  in  the  same 
place  and  under  like  circumstances.  The 
Fourteenth  Amendment  does  not  profess  to 
secure  to  all  persons  in  the  United  States 
the  benefit  of  the  same  laws  and  the  same 
remedies.  Great  diversities  in  these  re- 
spects may  exist  in  two  states  separated  only 
by  an  imaginary  line.  On  one  side  of  this 
line  there  may  be  a  right  of  trial  by  jury, 
and  on  the  other  side  no  such  right.  Eadi 
state  prescribes  its  own  modes  of  judicial  pro- 
ceeding. If  diversities  of  laws  and  judicial 
proceedings  may  exist  in  the  several  states 
without  violating  the  equality  clause  in  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  there  is  no  solid 
reason  why  there  may  not  be  such  diversities 
in  different  parts  of  the  same  state.  A  uni- 
formity which  is  not  essential  as  regards 
different   states  cannot   be  essential  as  re- 
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gArds  different  parU  of  »  ttate,  provided 
that  in  each  and  all  tiiere  is  no  infraetion  of 
the  eonstitutlonal  provision.  Diversities 
whieh  are  allowable  in  different  states  are 
allowable  in  different  parts  of  the  same  state. 
Where  part  of  a  state  is  thickly  settled,  and 
another  part  has  but  few  inhabitants,  it  nuiy 
be  desirable  to  have  different  systems  of 
judicf.cure  for  the  two  portions, — atrial  by 
jury  in  one,  for  example,  and  not  in  the 
other.  large  cities  may  require  a  multipli- 
cation of  courts  and  a  peculiar  arrangement 
oof  jurisdictions.  It  would  be  an  unfortu- 
§  nat«  restriction  of  the  powers  of  the  state 
*  government  if  it  could  not»  in  its^discretion, 
provide  for  these  various  exigencies.  If  a 
Mexican  state  should  be  acquired  by  treaty 
and  added  to  an  adjoining  state  or  part  of  a 
state  in  the  United  States,  and  the  two 
should  be  erected  into  a  new  state,  it  cannot 
be  doubted  that  such  new  state  might  allow 
the  Mexican  laws  and  judicature  to  continue 
unchanged  in  the  one  portion,  and  the  com- 
mon law  and  its  corresponding  judicature  in 
the  other  portion.  Such  an  arrangement 
would  not  be  prohibited  bv  any  fair  construc- 
tion of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  It 
would  not  be  based  on  any  respect  of  persons 
or  classes,  but  on  municipal  considerations 
alone,  and  a  regard  for  the  welfare  of  all 
classes  within  the  particular  territory  or  ju- 
risdiction." 

Although  this  case  was  principally  dis- 
cussed under  that  clause  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  which  prohibits  a  state  from 
denying  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  yet  the  ap- 
plication of  the  amendment  with  regard  to 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States  was  also  referred  to,  and 
if  it  had  been  supposed  that  it  secured  to  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  when  proceeded 
against  under  state  authority,  all  the  priv- 
ileges and  immunities  set  forth  in  the  first 
eight  amendments  to  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion, Mr.  Justice  Bradley  could  not,  in  the 
course  of  his  opinion  in  the  case,  have  said 
that  a  trial  by  jury  might  exist  as  a  right  in 
one  state  and  not  exist  in  another.  Trial 
by  jury  would  in  such  case  have  been  pro- 
tected under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  be- 
cause it  was  granted  to  all  persons  by  Article 
Six  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  in  the  Fed- 
eral courts,  and  by  Article  Seven  in  civil  ac- 
tions at  common  law,  where  the  value  in  con- 
troversy should  exceed  $20.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  was  stated  that  great  diversity  in 
these  respects  might  exist  in  two  states  sepa- 
rated only  by  an  imaginary  line,  on  one  side 
of  which  there  might  be  a  right  of  trial  by 
jury,  and  on  the  other  side  no  such  right. 
Each  state,  it  was  said,  prescribes  its  own 
modes  of  judicial  procedure.  The  decision 
of  this  case  was  by  an  unanimous  court,  and 
the  remarks  of  the  justice  are  wholly  irrec- 
oncilable with  the  existence  of  a  riffht  of 
H  trial  by  jury  in  a  state  court,  whi^  was 
f  guaranteed  and  protected  by  the  Fourteenth 
«  Amendment,  notwithstanding  the* denial  of 
such  right  by  and  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  state. 
The  principle  to  be  deduced   from   these 


various  cases  is  that  tlw  rights  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  rest  with  the  state  gov- 
ernments, and  are  not  protected  by  the  par- 
ticular clause  of  the  amendment  under  dis- 
cussion. What  protection  mav  be  afforded 
the  individual  against  state  l^slation  or  the 
procedure  in  state  courts  or  tribunals,  under 
other  clauses  of  the  amendment,  we  do  not 
now  inquire,  as  what  has  been  heretofore 
said  is  restricted  to  the  particular  dause  of 
that  amendment  which  is  now  spolcen  of,— 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  has  cited 
from  the  speech  of  one  of  the  Senators  of  the 
United  States,  made  in  the  Senate  when  the 
proposed  Fourteenth  Amendment  was  under 
consideration  by  that  body,  wherein  he 
stated  that  among  the  privileges  and  immu- 
nities which  the  committee  having  the 
amendment  in  charge  sought  to  protect 
against  invasion  or  abridgment  uj  the 
states  were  included  those  set  forth  in  the 
first  eight  amendments  to  the  Constitution; 
and  counsel  has  argued  that  this  court 
should  therefore  ffive  that  construction  to 
the  amendment  which  was  contended  for  by 
the  Senator  in  his  speech. 

What  speeches  were  made  by  other  Sena- 
tors and  by  Representatives  in  the  House  up- 
on this  subject  is  not  stated  1^  counsel,  nor 
does  he  state  what  construction  was  given  to 
it,  if  any,  by  other  members  of  Congress.  It 
is  clear  that  what  is  said  in  Congress  upon 
such  an  occasion  may  or  may  not  express  the 
views  of  the  majority  of  those  who  favor  the 
adoption  of  the  measure  which  may  be  be- 
fore that  body,  and  the  question  whether  the 
proposed  amendment  itself  expresses  the 
meaning  which  those  who  spoke  m  its  favor 
may  have  assumed  that  it  did,  is  one  to  be 
determined  by  the  language  actually  therein 
used,  and  not  by  the  spcMhes  made  regard- 
ingit  ^ 

What  individual  Senators  or  Representa- 
tives may  have  urged  in  debate,  in  regard  to 
the  meaning  to  be  given  to  a  proposed  con- 
stitutional amendment,  or  bill,  or  resolution,  g 
does  not  furnish  a  firm  ground  for  its  proper  9 
construction,  nor  is  it  important^aa  explana-  * 
tory  of  the  groimds  upon  which  the  members 
voted    in    adopting    it     United    States    v. 
Trana-Miaaouri  Freight  Aaao.  166  U.  S.  290, 
318,  41  L.  ed.  1007,  1019,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
540;  Dunlap  v.  United  Statea,  173  U.  S.  65, 
75,  43  L.  ed.  616,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  319. 

In  the  case  of  a  constitutional  amendment 
it  is  of  less  materiality  than  in  that  of  an 
ordinary  bill  or  resolution.  A  constitu- 
tional amendment  must  be  agreed  to,  not  on- 
ly by  Senators  and  Representatives,  but  it 
must  be  ratified  by  the  legislatures,  or  by 
conventions,  in  three  fourUis  of  tho  states 
before  such  amendment  can  take  effect.  The 
safe  way  is  to  read  its  language  in  oonnee- 
tion  with  the  known  condition  of  affairs  out 
of  which  the  occasion  for  its  adoption  may 
have  arisen,  and  then  to  construe  it,  if  there 
be  therein  any  doubtful  expressions,  in  a 
way,  so  far  as  is  reasonably  possible,  to  for- 
ward the  known  purpose  or  ooject  for  whidi 
the    amendment  was  adopted.      This  rule 
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could  not,  of  course,  be  so  used  as  to  limit  the 
force  and  effect  of  an  amendment  in  a  man- 
ner which  the  plain  and  unambiguous  lan- 
guage used  therein  would  not  justify  or  per- 
mit. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  we  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  clause  under  consideration 
does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  Utah  Con- 
stitution and  legislation. 

The  remaining  question  is  whether  in 
denying  the  right  of  an  individual,  in  all 
criminal  cases  not  capital,  to  have  a  jury 
composed  of  twelve  jurors,  the  state  deprives 
him  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due 
process  of  law. 

This  question  is,  as  we  believe,  substan- 
tially answered  by  the  reasoning  of  the  opin- 
ion in  the  Hurtado  Case,  110  U.  S.  516,  535, 
28  L.  ed.  232,  238,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Ill,  292. 
The  distinct  question  was  there  presented 
whether  it  was  due  process  of  law  to  prose- 
cute a  person  charged  with  murder  by  an 
information  under  the  state  Constitution 
and  law.  It  was  held  that  it  was,  and  that 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  did  not  prohibit 
such  a  procedure.  In  our  opinion  the  right 
to  be  exempt  from  prosecution  for  an  i^a- 
mous  crime,  except  upon  a  presentment  by  a 
grand  jury,  is  of  the  same  nature  as  the 
right  to  a  trial  by  a  petit  jury  of  the  number 
fixed  by  the  common  law.  If  the  state  have 
eo  the  power  to  abolish  the  grand  jury  and  the 
§  consequent  proceeding  by  indictment,  the 
*  same  course  of*  reasoning  which  establishes 
that  right  will  and  does  establish  the  right 
to  alter  the  number  of  the  petit  jury  from 
that  provided  by  the  oommon  law.  Many 
cases  upon  the  subject  since  the  Hurtado 
Case  was  decided  are  to  be  found  gathered  in 
Hodgson  ▼.  Vermont,  168  U.  S.  262,  42  L.  ed. 
461,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  80;  Holden  v.  Hardy, 
169  U.  S.  366,  384,  42  L.  ed.  780,  788,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  383 ;  Broum  v.  New  Jersey,  175  U. 
S.  172,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  77,  44  L.  ed.  — ; 
Bolln  V.  Nehraska,  176  U.  S.  83,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  287.  44  L.  ed.  — . 

Trial  by  jury  has  never  been  afbrmed  to 
be  a  necessary  requisite  of  due  process  of 
law.  In  not  one  of  the  cases  cited  and  com- 
mented upon  in  the  Hurtado  Case  is  a  trial 
by  jury  mentioned  as  a  necessary  part  of 
such  process. 

In  Re  Converse,  137  U.  S.  624,  34  L.  ed. 
796,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  191,  it  was  stated  that 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  was  not  de- 
signed to  interfere  with  the  power  of  a  state 
to  protect  the  lives,  liberty,  and  property  of 
its  citizens,  nor  with  the  exercise  of  that 
power  in  the  adjudications  of  the  courts  of 
a  state  in  administering  process  provided  by 
the  law  of  the  state. 

In  Caldwell  v.  Texas,  137  U.  S.  692,  34  L. 
ed.  816,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  224,  it  was  held  that 
no  state  can  deprive  particular  persons  or 
classes  of  persons  of  equal  and  impartial 
justice  under  the  law,  without  violating  the 
provisions  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution,  and  that  due  process  of 
laWj  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  i 
is  secured  when  the  laws  operate  on  all 
alike,  and  no  one  is  subjected  to  partial  or 


arbitrary  exerefse  of  the  powers  of  goreni* 
nsent* 

In  Leeper  y.  Texas,  139  U.  S.  462,  467,  SS 
L.  ed.  225,  226,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  577,  it  waa 
said  ''that  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
the  powers  of  states  in  dealing  with  crime 
within  their  borders  are  not  limited,  except 
that  no  state  can  deprive  particular  per* 
sons,  or  class  of  persons,  of  equal  and  im- 
partial justice  under  the  law;  that  law  in 
its  regular  course  of  adminiatration  through 
courts  of  justice  is  due  process,  and  when 
secured  by  the  law  of  the  state  the  constitu- 
tional requirement  is  satisfied;  and  that  due 
process  is  so  secured  by  laws  operating  on 
all  alike,  and  not  subjecting  the  individual 
to  the  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
government  unrestrained  by  the  established 
principles  of  private  right  and  distributive 
justice.  Hurtado  v.  California,  110  U.  S. 
516,  535,  28  L.  ed.  232,  238,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  J 
111,  292,  and  cases  cited."  See  also,  forS 
statement^as  to  due  process  of  law,  the  cases  * 
of  Davidson  ▼.  New  Orleans,  96  U.  8.  97,  24 
L.  ed.  616;  Hagar  ▼.  Reclamation  DUft,  No. 
108,  111  U.  S.  701,  707,  28  L.  ed.  569,  4  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  663. 

The  clause  has  been  held  to  extend  to  a 
proceeding  conducted  to  judgment  in  a  state 
court  under  a  valid  statute  of  the  state,  if 
such  judgment  resulted  in  the  taking  of  pri- 
vate property  for  public  use,  without  compen- 
sation made  or  secured  to  the  owner,  under 
the  conditions  mentioned  in  the  cases  here- 
with cited.  Chicago,  B,dQ,  R.  Co,  v.  Chicago^ 
166  U.  S.  226,  41  L.  ed.  985,  17  Sup.  Ct  Kep. 
681 ;  Backus  v.  Fort  Street  Union  Depot  Co. 
169  U.  S.  557,  42  L.  ed.  853,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
445. 

It  has  also  been  held  not  to  impair  the 
police  power  of  a  state.  Ba/rhier  v.  Connolly, 
113  U.  S.  27«  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
375. 

It  appears  to  us  that  the  questions 
whether  a  trial  in  criminal  cases  not  capital 
shall  be  by  a  jury  composed  of  eight  instead 
of  twelve  jurors,  and  whether  in  case  of  an 
infamous  crime  a  person  shall  only  be  liable 
to  be  tried  after  presentment  or  indictment 
of  a  grand  jury,  are  eminently  proper  to  be 
determined  by  the  citizens  of  each  state  for 
themselves,  and  do  not  come  within  the 
clause  of  the  amendment  under  considera- 
tion, so  lonff  as  all  persona  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state  are  made  liable  to  be 
proceeded  against  by  the  same  kind  of  pro- 
cedure and  to  have  the  same  kind  of  trial/ 
and  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  is  se- 
cured to  them.  Caldwell  v.  Texas,  137  U. 
S.  692,  34  L.  ed.  816,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  224; 
Leeper  v.  Texas,  139  U.  S.  462,  35  L.  ed.  225, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  577.  It  is  emphatically  the 
case  of  the  people  by  their  organic  law  pro- 
viding for  their  own  affairs,  and  we  are  of 
opinion  they  are  much  better  judges  of  what 
they  ought  to  have  in  these  respects  than 
anyone  else  can  be.  The  reasons  given  in 
the  learned  and  most  able  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Matthews,  in  the  Hurtado  Case,  for 
the  judgment  therein  rendered,  apply  with 
equal  force  in  regard  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  of 
less  than  twelve  jurors.    The  right  to  be 
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proceeded  against  only  by  iiidietmeiit»  and 
the  right  to  a  trial  by  twelve  jurors,  are  of 
the  same  nature^,  and  are  subject  to  the  same 
judgment,  and  the  people  in  the  several 
states  have  the  same  right  to  provide  by 
IS  their  organic  law  for  the  change  of  both  or 
§  either.  Under  this  construction  of  the 
•  amendment  there  can  be  no  just  fear  that  the 
liberties  of  the  citizen  will  not  be  carefully 
protected  by  the  states  respectively.  It  is  a 
oase  of  self-protection,  and  the  people  can  be 
trusted  to  look  out  and  care  for  themselves. 
There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  their  willingness 
or  their  ability  to  do  so,  and  when  providing 
in  their  Constitution  and  legislation  for  the 
manner  in  which  civil  or  criminal  actions 
«hall  be  tried,  it  is  in  entire  conformity  with 
the  character  of  the  Federal  government  that 
they  should  have  the  right  to  decide  for 
themselves  what  shall  be  the  form  and  char- 
tieter  of  the  procedure  in  such  trials,  whether 
there  shall  be  an  indictment  or  an  informa- 
-tion  only,  whe^er  tiiere  shall  be  a  jury  of 
twelve  or  a  lesser  number,  and  whether  the 
verdict  must  be  unanimous  or  not.  These 
are  matters  which  have  no  relation  to  the 
•character  of  the  Federal  government.  As 
'was  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Brawn  v. 
ifeto  Jersey,  175  U.  S.  172,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
77,44  L.ed. — .the  state  has  full  control  over 
the  procedure  in  its  courts,  both  in  civil  and 
criminal  cases,  subject  only  to  the  qualifica- 
tion that  such  procedure  must  not  work  a 
denial  of  fundamental  rights  or  conflict  with 
specific  and  applicable  provisions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution.  The  legislation  in  ques- 
tion is  not,  in  our  opinion,  open  to  either  of 
these  objections. 

Judffed  by  the  various  cases  in  this  court 
we  think  there  is  no  error  in  this  record, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Utah  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

For  dissenting  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Kar^ 
lAB,  see  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  494,  44  L.  ed.  — 
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CHARLES  L.   BENEDICT,  Ajipl., 

UNITED   STATES. 

fclory  of  fudge  after  reeignaiion    emira  pay 
for  holding  terme  of  court, 

the  salary  payable  to  a  Judge  of  the  United 
States  district  court  after  his  resignation,  un- 
der n.  8.  Bev.  Stat.  |  714,  when  he  has  held 
his  commission  at  least  ten  years  and  has 
reached  the  age  of  seventy  years,  does  not  In- 
clude the  allowance  of  $300  per  term  provid- 
ed by  n.  8.  Rev.  Stat.  |  618,  In  case  of  a 
Judge  holding  terms  of  the  dreult  court  for 
the  southern  district  of  New  Tork  for  crim- 
inal business,  although  the  Judge  may,  for 
Bumy  years  before  his  resignation,  have  held 
every  such  term. 

[No.  486.] 

Argued  January  16,  1900.    Decided  Fehru- 
ary  26,  1900. 
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,N  APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Claims  dismissing  a  petition  for  an 
alleged  reaidue  of  salary  due  to  a  Judge  of 
the  District  Court  after  his  reaignAtion. 
Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  S4  Ct  Q.  888. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t 

This  was  a  petition  by  the  late  distrioC 
judge  for  the  eastern  district  of  New  York, 
for  his  retiring  salary,  under  Rev.  Stat.  § 
714,  at  the  rate  of  $6,800  per  annum,  which 
the  petition  avers  was  the  salarv  which  wa« 
b^  law  payable  to  him  during  the  feajr  pre- 
vious to  his  resignation.  The  petitioner  ac- 
knowledges tlie  payment  of  $5,000  and 
olaims  a  residue  of  $1,800,  to  which  he  avers 
hiiDself  to  be  justly  entitled. 

Upon  hearing  the  oase  and  upon  the  con- 
sent of  parties,  the  court  of  elAims  found 
the  following  facts: 

*'First.  The  petitioner,  Charles  L.  Bene- 
dict, is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  of 
lawful  age,  and  resides  at  Dongan  BUlls, 
Staten  Island,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and 
state  of  New  York. 

"Second.  In  the  month  of  April,  1865,  the 
petitioner  was  duly  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  judge  of  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  for  the  east- 
em  district  of  New  York. 

"Third.  The  petiUoner  duly  entered  on 
the  duties  of  his  office,  and  duly  performed 
the  same  until  the  year  1897,  during  which, 
and  on  or  about  the  20th  of  July,  1897,  he 
resigned  his  office,  having  then  held  his 
commission  as  judge  of  said  court  for  mor* 
than  ten  years,  and  having  attained  Uie  age 
of  seventy  and  upward. 

"Fourth.  Sinoe  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
Februanr  7,  1878,  the  petitioner  has  held, 
under  the  provisions  of  that  act  and  the 
Revised  Statutes,  to  wit,  %%  613  and  658  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  the  six  terms  of  theoo 
dreuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  theg 
southern  district  of  New  Yorky*r«f erred  to* 
in  said  statutes,  in  every  year,  and  has  r&> 
oelved  for  holding  each  of  said  terms  the 
sum  of  $800 ;  the  same  being  paid  to  him  by 
the  United  States  marshal  for  the  southera 
district  of  New  York,  pursuant  to  IS  61S 
and  597,  Revised  Statutes. 

"Fifth.  That  the  same  was  paid  upon  a 
voucher  in  substance  as  follows: 

(Omitted.) 

"The  total  amount  thus  paid  annually  to 
the  plaintiff  was  $1,800. 

"Sixth.  That  such  payments  to  the  p^ 
titioner  by  the  marshal  were  from  time  to 
time  allowed  in  the  marshal's  accounts  and 
paid  to  him  out  of  the  appropriations  for 
defraying  the  expenses  of  the  oourts  of  the 
United  Statea. 

"Seventh.  During  the  year  previous  to  the 
petitioner's  resignation  he  received  the  said 
$1,800  for  that  year,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  {§  618,  697,  and  668,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  above  set  forth,  and  also  the 
salary  of  $5,000  payable  to  him  as  provided 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  24, 1891 
(26  SUt.  at  L.  783,  chap.  287),  out  of  the 
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«ppropriatioii  to  pav  the  mImtIm  oI  distriet 
Judses  of  the  United  States. 

"Eighth.  During  the  Tear  linoe  hia  mlg- 
■atlon  petitioner  hat  only  reeeived  aa  Mlary 
the  turn  of  $6,000,  which  turn  has  been  re- 
eeived hj  him  without  prejudice  to  the 
elaim  which  he  maices  in  this  proceeding. 

"Ninth.  The  petitioner  presented  to  the 
auditor  of  the  state  and  other  departments 
a  bill  for  the  amount  of  his  salary  claimed 
by  him  herein  to  be  remaining  due  and  un- 
paid, and  made  claim  on  the  auditor  for  the 
payment  of  said  bill,  but  the  auditor  refused 
to  audit  or  approve  the  said  bill,  and  no  part 
of  the  said  $1,800  has  been  paid  to  him.^ 

The  petition  was  dismissed  (34  Ct.  CI. 
988),  and  petitioner  appealed  to  this  court 

Mr.  Bob«ri  B.  Beaedlet  for  appellant 
ABtietant  Attorney   General   Pradt  and 
Bolioitor  Chneral  RicKanU  for  appellee. 

9     Mr.  Justice  Brawn  delivered  the  opinion 

g  of  the  court : 

f  *By  Rev.  SUt  §  714,  "when  any  Judge  of 
any  court  of  the  United  States  resigns  his 
office,  after  having  held  his  commission  as 
such  at  least  ten  years,  and  having  attained 
the  age  of  seventy  years,  he  shall,  during  the 
residue  of  his  natural  life,  receive  the  same 
salary  which  was  by  law  payable  to  him  at 
the  time  of  his  resignation." 

In  April,  1865,  petitioner  was  appointed 
by  the  President,  judge  of  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district 
of  New  York,  and  served  as  such  until  July 
20,  1807,  when  he  resigned  his  office,  having 
then  held  his  commission  for  over  thirty 
years,  and  attained  the  age  of  seventy  years 
and  upwards.  The  salary  of  all  district 
Judges  was  fixed  by  the  act  of  February  24, 
1891  (26  Stat  at  L.  783,  chap.  287),  at  the 
rate  of  $5,000  per  annum.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion made  but  that  petitioner  was  entitled 
to  this  amount  and  that  it  has  been  paid 
him. 

The  oontroversy  arises  over  the  proper 
construction  of  the  act  of  February  7,  1873, 
reproduced  in  Rev.  Stat  S§  658  and  613.  By 
I  658  it  is  enacted  that  "the  regular  terms  of 
the  circuit  court  shall  be  held  in  each  year, 
at  the  times  and  places  following:  •  .  . 
in  the  southern  district  of  New  York,  at  the 
eity  of  New  York,  .  .  .  exclusively  for 
the  trial  and  disposal  of  criminal  cases,  and 
matters  arising  and  pending  in  said  court, 
on  the  second  Wednesday  in  January,  March, 
and  May,  on  the  third  Wednesday  in  June, 
and  on  tiie  second  Wednesday  in  October  and 
December  ;**  and  by  S  813  H  is  provided  that 
''the  terms  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  south- 
ern district  of  New  York,  appointed  exclu- 
sively for  the  trial  and  disposal  of  criminal 
business,  may  be  held  by  the  circuit  judge  of 
the  second  judicial  court  [circuit]  and  the 
district  judges  for  the  southern  and  eastern 
districts  of  New  York,  or  any  one  of  said 
three  judges;  and  at  every  such  term  held  by 
said  judge  of  said  eastern  district  he  shall 
receive  tiie  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars, 
the  same  to  be  paid  in  the  manner  now  pre- 
scribed by  law  for  the  payment  of  the  ex- 


penses of  another  diatriet  Jndga  whila  hold* 
inffoonrt  in  said  district" 

The  facts  are  that»  after  the  passaga  ofP 
this  act  of  February  7,  1878,  petitioner  held  S 
each  year  the  six  terms  of  the  district*court  * 
of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  dis- 
trict of  New  York,  referred  to  in  the  stattttOy. 
and  received  for  holding  each  of  said  terma 
the  sum  of  f300,  amounting  in  all  to  |l,80O 
per    annum.    Petitioner    now    insists   thai 
this  was  a  part  of  the  salary  which  was  by 
law  payable  to  him  at  the  time  of  his  resig- 
nation, within  the  meaning  of  the  retiring 
act,  f  714,  and  should  therefore  be  added  to* 
the  $5,000  per  annum  admitted  to  be  du* 
him. 

The  case  in  realltjr  turns  upon  the  mean^* 
ing  of  the  word  "salary/'  as  used  in  f  714. 
The  word  "salary"  may  be  defined  generally 
as  a  fixed  annual  or  periodical  payment  for 
services,  depending  upon  the  time,  and  not 
upon  the  amount,  of  services  rendered. 
Thompson  v.  Phillipe,  12  Ohio  St  617;  Lan- 
die  V.  Lincoln  County,  81  Or.  427,  50  Pae. 
530;  Dane  v.  Smith,  54  Ala.  49;  State  em  ret. 
Murphy  v.  Barnes,  24  Fla.  33,  8  So.  433; 
Castle  V.  Lawlor,  47  Conn.  345 ;  Com,  em  reL 
Wolfe  V.  Butler,  99  Pa.  542.  As  applied  to 
district  judges  in  general,  and,  indeed,  to 
every  district  Judge  except  the  Judse  of  the 
eastern  district  of  New  York,  it  doubtlesa 
refers  to  the  salary  of  $5,000  fixed  by  the 
act  of  February  24,  1891.  Sudi  salary  ia 
an  annual  stipend,  payable  in  sickness  aa 
well  as  in  health,  for  duties  much  mora 
onerous  in  some  districts  than  in  others,  and 
regardless  of  the  fact  whether  such  duties  are* 
performed  by  the  judge  in  person^  or  by  the 
judge  of  another  district  called  in  to  take* 
his  place.  It  is  a  compensation  which  can* 
not  be  diminished  during  the  continuance  of 
the  incumbent  in  office,  and  of  which  he  can- 
not be  deprived  except  by  death,  resignation^ 
or  impeachment 

Wholly  different  considerations  apply  to 
the  compensation  provided  for  by  §  013.  To 
entitle  the  judge  of  the  eastern  district  of 
New  York  to  the  $300  per  term,  providled  for 
by  that  section,  it  is  necessary  that  the  term 
be  actually  held  by  him,  when  he  is  paid  for 
his'  services  in  the  manner  provided  by  law 
for  the  expenses  of  a  district  judge  holding 
court  in  another  district  than  his  own.  He 
may  hold  but  one  term  a  year,  for  which  ha 
would  receive  $300.  He  may  hold  three 
terms,  for  which  he  may  receive  $900,  or  hav4 
may  hold  the  entire  six  terms  and!  reoeivaS 
$1,800.  Such  *  compensation  is  a  variablo* 
quantity,  dependent  upon  the  number  of 
terms  held  by  the  judge.  Upon  the  theory 
of  the  petitioner,  if  he  had  held  but  one  terns 
during  the  year  previous  to  his  resignation^ 
he  would  be  entitled  to  but  $300  in  addition 
to  his  regular  salary  of  $5,000.  The  fact 
that  he  was  able  to  hold  the  entire  number 
of  six  terms  for  the  twenty-four  years  pro> 
ceding  his  resiffnation  Is  a  tribute  to  his  ix>- 
dustry,  faithfuTnese,  and  capacity,  as  well  aa 
to  his  good  health,  but  it  does  not  affect  tha 
question  in  a  legal  point  of  view.  This  com* 
pensation  was  not  only  for  services  actuaP 
performed,  but  was  subject  to  be  dimir* 
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or  taken  away  at  the  will  of  Congress.  It 
was  something  entirely  distinct  from  the 
salary  paid  to  him  as  judge  of  the  district 
court  for  the  eastern  district  of  New  York, 
but  was  in  fact,  as  was  held  by  the  court  of 
claims,  extra  pay  for  extra  work  performed 
—for  particular,  as  distinguished  from  con- 
tinuous, services. 

We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
that  court  was  right,  and  it  is  tkerefore 
affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKeana  did  not  sit  in  this 


(176  U.  S.  886) 

ADIRONDACK     RAILWAY     COMPANY, 
Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Vested  right  of  railway  company  to  condemn 
lande — effect  of  filing  map— impairment  of 
obligation  of  contract. 

A  railroad  company*8  right  to  take  lands  by 
eminent  domain,  so  long  as  It  is  nnexecnted 
except  by  merely  filing  a  map  of  a  proposed 
roate,  is  not  vested  so  as  to  make  the  con- 
demnation of  the  land  by  the  state  for  otber 
purposes  operate  as  an  Impairment  of  the  ob- 
ligation of  the  contract  with  the  railroad 
company,  wben  the  company  was  organized 
under  general  statutes  which  provided  for  the 
alteration,  amendment,  or  repeal  of  corporate 
charters. 

[No.  439.] 

Argued  January  15, 16, 1900.    Decided  Feb- 
ntary  26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  State  of  New  York  to  review  a  de- 
cision affirming  a  judgment  which  reversed 
that  of  the  Appellate  Division  and  affirmed 
the  original  judgment  in  favor  of  the  Peo- 
ple of  the  State  enjoining  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings by  a  railroad  company.  Affirmed. 
See  same  case  below,  160  N.  Y.  225,  64  N. 
E.  689. 

g  Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller: 
•  •This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  of 
the  court  of  appeals  of  the  state  of  New 
York  affirming  a  final  judgment  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  New  York  perpetually  fenjoin- 
fnff  the  Adirondack  Railway  Company  from 
taxing  certain  lands  by  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings. The  People  of  the  State  of  New 
York  brought  the  action,  and  obtained  judg- 
ment at  a  special  term  of  the  supreme  court, 
which  was  reversed  by  the  apjpellate  divi- 
sion, 39  App.  Div.  34,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  869, 
whose  order  was  in  turn  reversed  by  the 
court  of  appeals,  and  the  original  judgment 
affirmed.     160  N.  Y.  225,  54  N.  E.  689. 

The  case  is  thus  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  of  appeals  by  Vann,  J. : 

**In  1882  the  Adirondack  Railway  Compa- 
ny was  incorporated  for  the  term  of  one 
thousand  years  to  construct  and  operate  a 
railroad  from  Saratoga  Springs  to  the  river 
St  Lawrence,  near  the  city  of  Ogdensburg. 


It  was  a  reorganization  of  an  older  corpora^ 
tion  known  as  the  Adirondack  Company, 
which  was  organized  in  1863,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  236  of  the  Laws  of*  that 
year.  Prior  to  the  foreclosure  which  re- 
sulted in  the  reorganization,  the  Adirondack 
Company  had  constructed  a  railroad  from 
Saratoga  Springs  to  North  creek,  in  the 
county  of  Warren,  and  this  railroad,  togeth- 
er with  the  right  to  extend  the  same,  be- 
came the  property  of  the  Adirondadc  Rail- 
way Com]»any,  which,  in  April,  1892,  applied 
to  the  railroad  conunissioners  for  a  certifi- 
cate, under  chapter  665  of  the  Laws  of  1890, 
to  relieve  it  from  the  statutory  obligation 
of  extending  its  lines;  on  the  9th  of  May  fol- 
lowing, the  commissioners  issued  their  cer- 
tificate accordingly.  The  Adirondack  Rail- 
way Company,  thenceforth  called  the  defend- 
ant, made  no  attempt  to  extend  its  road  un- 
til the  early  part  of  1897,  when  a  survey  was 
made  for  a  proposed  extension  from  North 
creek  through  the  oonnties  of  Warren,  Ham- 
ilten,  and  Essex,  to  the  outlet  of  Long  lake 
in  Hamilton  coimty,  where  it  was  expected 
that,  by  connecting  with  other  roads,  a  route 
would  be  secured  to  the  St.  Lawrence  river. 
Before  anything  further  was  done  to  extend 
the  road,  certain  action,  taken  by  the  state, 
should  be  briefly  alluded  to.  g 

"In  1885  the  forest  preserve  was  created  § 
by  statute,* embracing  *all  the  lands  now* 
owned,  or  which  may  be  hereafter  acquired, 
by  the  state  of  New  York  within'  certain 
counties,  and  the  area  was  extended  by  sub- 
sequent legislation.  Laws  1885.  chap.  283; 
Laws  1887,  chap.  639;  Laws  1893,  chap.  332. 
These  acts  reouired  said  lands  to  be  forever 
kept  as  wild  forest  lands,  and  provided  that 
they  should  not  be  sold,  leased,  or  teken  by 
any  corporation,  public  or  private.  A  forest 
commission  with  appropriate  powers  was 
created  to  care  for  the  forest  preserve,  and 
appropriations  were  made  from  time  to  time 
to  enable  it  to  properly  discharge  ite  duties. 

"In  1890  the  forest  commission  was  au- 
thorized to  'purchase  lands  so  located  within 
such  counties  as  include  the  forest  preserve, 
as  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  a 
state  park,'  and  in  1892  the  Adirondack  park 
was  established  and  placed  under  the  control 
of  said  commission.  Laws  1890,  chap.  37; 
Laws  1892,  chap.  707. 

'*The  revised  Constitution,  which  went  in- 
to effect  on  the  let  of  January,  1895,  pro- 
vides that  'the  lands  of  the  staie,  now  owned 
or  hereafter  acquired,  constituting  the  forest 
preserve  as  now  fixed  by  law,  shall  be  forever 
kept  as  wild  forest  lands.  They  shall  not  be 
leased,  sold,  or  exchanged,  or  be  taken  by 
any  corporation,  public  or  private,  nor  shall 
the  timber  thereon  be  sold,  removed,  or  de- 
stroyed.*   Const,  art  7,  S  7. 

"In  1895  the  legislation  relating  to  the 
forest  preserve  and  the  Adirondack  park 
was  extended  by  the  fisheries,  game,  and  for^ 
est  law,  and  it  was  declared  by  S  290  that 
'such  park  shall  be  forever  reserved,  main- 
tained, and  cared  for  as  ground  open  for 
the  free  use  of  all  the  people  for  their  health 
and  pleasure,  and  as  forest  lands  necessary 
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to  the  preservation  of  the  headwaten  of  the 
diiel  rivers  of  the  state,  and  a  future  timber 
supply;  and  shall  remain  part  of  the  forest 
preserve.'  Laws  1805,  chap.  395,  S9  270, 
295.  During  the  sanie  year  the  forest  com- 
mission was  authorized  to  purchase  80,000 
acres  for  the  use  of  the  Adirondack  park. 
Laws  1895,  chap.  561.  In  1897  an  act  was 
pused,  the  object  of  which,  according  to  its 
title,  was  'to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of 
land  in  the  territory  embraced  in  the  Ad- 
«irondack  park,  and  making  an  appropria- 
^tion  therefor.'  Laws  1897,  chap.  220.  By 
*  this  act  the^ppointment  of  a  forest  preserve 
board  waa  authorized,  and  it  was  made  its 
duty  'to  acquire  for  the  state,  by  purchase 
or  otherwise,  land,  structures,  or  waters,  or 
such  portion  thereof  in  tho  territory  em- 
braced in  the  Adirondack  park,  as  defined 
and  limited  by  the  fisheries,  game,  and  forest 
law,  as  it  may  deem  advisable  for  the  inter- 
ests of  the  state.'  Section  3  of  said  act  pro- 
vides that  'the  forest  preserve  board  may 
enter  on  and  take  possession  of  any  land, 
structures,  and  waters  in  the  territory  em- 
braced in  the  Adirondack  park,  the  appro- 
priation of  which  in  its  judgment  shall  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  specified  in  §  290 
of  the  fisheries,  game,  and  forest  law,  and  in 
I  7  of  article  7  of  the  Constitution.'  It  is 
provided  by  the  next  section  that  'upon  the 
request  of  the  forest  preserve  board  an  ac- 
curate description  of  such  lands  so  to  be  ap- 
propriated shall  be  made  by  the  state  en^- 
neer  and  surveyor,  or  the  superintendent  of 
the  state  land  survey,  and  certified  by  him 
to  be  correct,  and  such  board,  or  a  majority 
thereof,  shall  indorse  on  such  description 
a  certificate  stating  that  the  lands  described 
therein  have  been  appropriated  by  the  state 
for  the  purpose  of  making  them  a  part  of 
the  Adirondack  park ;  and  such  description 
and  certificate  snail  be  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  secretary  of  state.  The  forest  preserve 
board  shall  thereupon  serve  on  the  owner  of 
any  real  property  so  appropriated  a  notice 
of  the  filing  and  the  date  of  filing  of  such 
description,  and  containing  a  general  de- 
scription of  the  real  property  belonging  to 
such  owner  which  has  oeen  so  appropriated ; 
and  from  the  time  of  such  service,  the  entry 
upon  and  appropriation  by  the  state  of  the 
real  property  described  in  such  notice  for  the 
uses  and  purpose  above  specified  shall  be 
deemed  complete,  and  thereupon  such  prop- 
erty shall  be  deemed  and  be  the  property  of 
the  state.  Such  notice  shall  be  conclusive 
evidence  of  an  entry  and  appropriation  by 
the  state.  9  4.  Provision  is  made  by  the 
next  secUon  for  the  payment  for  lands  so 
taken,  and  for  damages  resulting  from  the 
appropriation  by  agieement  with  the  owner 
and  the  delivery  of  a  certificate  payable  by 
the  state  treasurer  upon  the  warrant  of  the 
•comptroller.  §  6.  If  the  forest  preserve 
g  board  is  unable  to  agree  with  the  owner  upon 
19 the  value  of  the  property  appropriated,  the 
owner,  within  two  years  after  the  service  up- 
on him  of  the  notice  of  appropriation,  may 
present  a  claim  for  the  value  of  the  land  to 
the  court  of  claims,  which  has  jurisdiction 
Id  hear  and  determine  the  same  and  to  render 


indgment  thereon.  The  amomit  of  the  fiiud 
ndgment  is  payable  by  the  treasurer  upon 
the  warrant  of  the  comptroller.  §  6  No 
provision  is  made  by  the  act  for  the  pay- 
ment of  any  lien  upon  the  lands  except  that 
when  a  judgment  for  damages  is  rendered, 
and  it  appears  that  there  is  a  lien  or  encum- 
branoe  upon  t^e  property  approjpriated,  the 
amount  thereof  shall  be  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  comptroller  may  deposit  the 
amount  awarded  in  the  proper  bank  to  be 
paid  and  distributed  to  the  person  entitled 
to  the  same  as  directed  by  the  judgxnent. 
§  19.  The  sum  of  $600,000  was  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  act,  and  the 
comptroller  was  authorized  to  borrow  $400,- 
000  more  upon  the  request  of  the  forest  pre- 
serve board  to  be  expended  under  its  direc- 
tion. 

"On  the  6th  of  August,  1897,  after  certain 
negotiations  with  the  owners  of  a  part  of  an 
extensive  tract  of  land  known  as  Uie  Totten 
&  Crossfield  purchase,  the  forest  preserve 
board  passed  a  resolution  accepting  the  offer 
of  the  owners  of  about  18,000  acres  of  town- 
ship 23,  and  32,000  acres  of  township  15  of 
that  purchase  for  the  sum  of  $149,000,  of 
which  $99,000  was  for  the  land  and  $60,000 
was  for  certain  improvements  at  Indian  lake 
for  the  use  of  the  state,  to  be  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans  and  specifications  to  be 
furnished  by  uie  state  engineer.  Township 
16  of  the  Totten  &  Crossfield  purchase  lies, 
as  is  admitted  in  the  answer,  'wholly  within 
the  bounds  of  the  forest  preserve  and  also  of 
the  Adriondack  park.'  Upon  the  15th  of 
August,  1897,  a  representative  of  the  state 
engineer  with  a  surveying  party  began  sur- 
veying at  Indian  lake  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
structing a  dam  at  its  mouth  in  order  to 
stow  water  for  the  use  of  the  Champlain  ca- 
nal and  for  water  power  on  the  Hudson  river. 
Upon  the  completion  of  the  survey  plans  and 
specifications  were  prepared  and  the  con- 
struction of  the  dam  was  commenced.  g 

"September  18,  1897,  the  defendant  causedeS 
a  map  and^profile  to  be  filed  in  the  counties* 
of  Hamilton,  Warren,  and  Essex  for  the  ex- 
tension of  its  road  across  township  15,  which 
the  forest  preserve  board  had  agreed  to  pur- 
chase as  aforesaid,  and  which  lies  partly  in 
each  of  said  three  counties.  It  also  gave  no- 
tice of  such  filing  to  the  occupants  as  re- 
quired by  statute,  but  did  nothing  else. 
About  the  1st  of  October  following,  as  the 
owners  were  about  to  convey  to  the  state 
the  lands  covered  by  the  resolution  of  August 
0,  and  receive  their  money,  the^  were  re- 
strained from  so  doing  by  an  injunction  is- 
sued in  an  action  brought  by  the  Adirondack 
Railway  Company  against  them.  There- 
upon they  placed  the  deed  in  escrow  to  be  de- 
livered when  the  injunction  was  dissolved, 
made  another  deed  embracing  the  same  prem- 
ises, except  the  land  described  in  the  railroad 
survey,  aelivered  it  to  the  forest  preserve 
board,  and  received  the  $99,000,  according  to 
agreement.  Immediate  steps  were  taken  to 
vacate  the  injunction,  but  they  were  not  at 
first  successful,  and  on  the  7th  of  October  the 
forest  preserve  board  met,  and,  learning  that 
the  jnetice  who  granted  the  injunction  had 
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declined  to  TMAte  it,  they  took  itept  to  ap* 

Sropriata  the  land  in  question  for  s^  P&rk  un- 
er  the  power  of  eminent  domain.  The  state 
engineer  having  furnished  a  description  in 
writing  of  the  0-rod  strip,  which  the  defend- 
ant desires  for  a  railroad,  and  certified  that 
the  same  was  correct,  the  three  members  of 
the  forest  preserve  board,  acting  under  chap- 
ter 220  of  the  Laws  of  1897,  annexed  thereto 
a  certificate  of  condemnation  and  si^ed  the 
same  as  the  forest  preserve  board,  in  these 
words:  'State  of  New  York,  county  of  Al- 
bany, city  of  Albany,  m.  We,  Timothy  L. 
Woodruff,  Charles  H.  Bsbcock,  and  Campbell 
W.  Adams,  bein?  the  forest  preserve  board, 
acting  under  and  in  pursuance  to  an  act  of 
the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York,  be- 
ing chapter  220  of  the  Laws  of  1807,  entitled 
"i&  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Acquisition  of 
Land  in  the  Territory  Embraced  in  the  Adi- 
rondack Park  and  Making  an  Appropriation 
Tlierefor,"  do  hereby  certify  that  the  lands 
in  township  15,  Totten  &  Crossfield  purchase, 
in  the  counties  of  Hamilton,  Essex,  and  War- 
j  ren,  of  the  state  of  New  York,  described  in 
CO  the  foregoing  certificate  of  the  state  engi- 
*  neer,  have  been  and  hereby  are*duly  appro- 
priated by  the  state  of  New  York  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  them  a  part  of  the  Adiron- 
dack park.'  Thegt  papers,  indorsed  'State 
engineer's  certificate  and  description  and  for- 
est preserve  board's  certificate  of  condemna- 
tion,' were  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary 
of  sUte  on  the  7th  of  October,  1807.  On  the 
same  day  a  notice  of  this  action  of  the  board 
with  a  general  description  of  the  property 
appropriated  and  a  copy  of  the  papers  above 
mentioned,  were  served  on  William  McEch- 
ron,  the  president  of  the  Indian  River  Com- 
pany, which  then  owned  the  lands  involved. 
This  service  was  made,  as  the  special  term 
is  presumed  to  have  found,  at  ten  minutes 
before  noon.  On  the  same  day  the  defendant 
began  proceedings  to  condemn  said  strip  for 
the  purpose  of  extending  its  railroad,  but,  as 
the  special  term  is  also  presumed  to  have 
found,  tiiey  did  not  file  the  lia  pendens  until 
i^ternoon,  and  hence  not  until  after  the 
aforesaid  proceeding  in  behalf  of  the  state 
had  been  completed.  No  notice  of  condem- 
nation was  served  on  the  defendant. 

"On  the  2d  of  March,  1808,  the  injunction 
restraining  the  conveyance  of  said  lands  to 
the  state  was  reversed  on  appeal  by  the  ap- 

Sellate  division,  and  thereupon  the  original 
eed  in  escrow  was  delivered  and  recorded. 
The  defendant  went  on  with  its  condemna- 
tion proceedings  until  it  was  restrained  by  a 
temporary  injunction  granted  in  this  action, 
which  was  brought  to  restrain  that  company 
and  the  other  defendants  from  further  con- 
tinuing the  proceedings  to  condemn. 

'*The  defendant  alone  answered,  and  after 
a  trial  the  special  term  rendered  judgment 
for  the  people,  perpetually  enjoininj^  it  from 
taking  the  land.  Upon  appeal  the  judgment 
was  reversed  by  the  appellate  division  and  a 
new  trial  ordered,  by  a  divided  vote,  u^n 
the  ground  that  the  company,  by  the  filing 
of  its  map  on  the  18th  of  September,  had  im- 
pressed upon  the  land  a  Hen  that  was  good 
as  against  the  state  of  New  York.    The  peo- 


ple liave  appealed  to  this  court,  giving  tha 
usual  stipulation  for  Judgment  ataolnta." 

Mr.  B.  BnmluuB  Moffat  for  plaintiff  is 
error. 

Mr.  Edward  Winalow  Palce  for  d^ 

fendant  in  error.  ^ 

*Mr.  Chief  Justice   FuUor  delivered   tha* 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  court  of  appeals  ruled  that  on  tha 
record  it  must  be  presumed  that  all  the  facts 
warranted  by  the  evidence  and  necessary  to 
support  the  judgment  were  found  by  the 
courts  below ;  that  it  was  to  be  assumed  that 
the  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  by 
the  forest  preserve  board  were  fully  com« 
pie  ted  as  re<}uired  by  the  statute  of  1807  be- 
fore proceedings  to  condemn  on  its  part  were 
commenced  by  the  railroad  company;  and 
that,  therein,  if  the  condemnation  act  under 
which  the  board  proceeded  was  valid,  titla 
to  the  strip  of  land  in  question  passed  to  tha 
state,  becune  a  part  of  the  forest  preserve^ 
and  the  railroad  company  was  forbidden  by 
the  Constitution  to  take  it.  The  court  sus- 
tained the  validity  of  the  law,  and,  witbont 
discussing  "whether  the  state  became  tha 
equitable  owner  through  contract,  posses- 
sion, and  performance,"  held  that  "it  became 
the  legal  owner  through  the  power  of  emi- 
nent domain." 

Plaintiff  in  error  contends,  in  substance: 
that  it  possessed  by  contract  a  vested  right 
to  construct  its  road  over  the  6-rod  strip  in 
question,  and  to  take  that  strip  by  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  and 
that  the  condemnation  features  of  the  act 
of  1807,  as  construed  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
are  void  because  impairinff  the  obligation  of 
the  contract ;  that  the  conaemnation  features 
of  the  act  as  construed  to  confer  authority 
on  the  state  to  acouire,  by  the  proceedings  ia 
question,  title  to  the  6-rod  strip  are  unoonsti* 
tutional  and  void  in  that  they  authorise  tha 
taking  from  plaintiff  in  error  its  vested  prop- 
erty right  to  construct,  maintain,  and  oper- 
ate its  railroad  over  said  strip,  "without 
any  notice  whatsoever  or  opportunity  to  ba 
heard,  and  without  the  making  of  any  ( 
pensation  therefor;"  that  the 
authorized  by  the  act  of  1807  do  not  con 
tute  due  process  of  law. 

Section  1  of  article  VIII.  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  New  York  authorised  the  formation 
of  corporations  under  general  laws,  and  by 
special  act  (for  municipal  purpoees  and)  in  J 
cases  where  in  the  judgment  of  the  legisla-:Q 
ture  the  objects  of  the^eorporation  could  not* 
be  attained   under   general  laws,  but   pn^ 
vided  that  "all  general  laws  and  apedal  acts 
passed  pursuant    to    this    section  may    ba 
altered  from  time  to  time  or  repealed." 

The  Adirondack  Company  was  organised 
in  1863  under  the  general  railroad  law  of 
New  York  of  April  2,  1860,  which  reserved 
the  right  of  the  legislature  to  ^'at  anv  time 
annul  or  dissolve  any  incorporation  UMmed 
under  this  act" 

The  Revised  Statutes,  in  force  from  1820 
to  1882,  provided:  "The  charter  of  every 
corporation  that  shall  hereafter  ba  granted 
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by  the  legiBlature  shall  be  subject  to  Alters^ 
tion»  suspension,  and  repeal,  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  leipslature.'' 

B7  an  act  of  Maxch  SI,  1866,  the  Adiron- 
dack Company  was  authorized  to  "amend  its 
articles  of  association  so  as  to  enable  it,  un- 
der the  general  law,  to  extend  its  railroad  to 
some  point  on  Lake  Ontario  or  river  St. 
Lawrence." 

April  25,  1867,  the  railroad  law  of  April 
2,  1850,  was  amended  so  as  to  provide  that 
if  corporations  formed  under  the  act  should 
not  within  Ave  years  after  the  filing  and  re- 
cording of  its  articles  of  association  com- 
mence construction  or  finish  its  road  and 
put  it  in  operation  within  ten  years,  its  cor- 
porate existence  and  powers  should  cease. 

In  1882  the  railroad  of  the  Adirondack 
Company  extended  from  Saratoga  Springs 
to  North  creek,  and  in  that  year  the  Adiron- 
dack Railway  Company  acquired  all  the 
rights  of  the  Adirondack  Company,  and,  un- 
der the  reorganization  laws  of  New  York, 
organized  itself  with  a  life  of  a  thousand 
years. 

The  83d  section  of  the  railroad  law  of 
June  7,  1890,  provided  as  follows  [chap. 
505] :  ''A  railroad  corporation,  reorganized 
under  the  provisions  of  law,  relating  to  the 
formation  of  new  or  reorganized  corpora- 
tions upon  the  sale  of  their  property  or  fran- 
chise, shall  not  be  compelled  or  required  to 
extend  its  road  beyond  the  portion  thereof 
constructed,  at  the  time  the  new  or  reorgan- 
ized corporation  acquired  title  to  such  rail- 
road property  and  franchise,  provided  the 
board  of  railroad  commissioners  of  the  state 
shall  certify  that  in  their  opinion  the  public 
interests  under  all  the  circumstances  do  not 
^  require  such  extension.  If  such  board  shall 
eS  so  certify,  and  shall  file  in  their  office  such 
*  certificate,  which  certificate*  shall  be  irre- 
versible by  such  board,  such  corporation 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  incurred  any  ob- 
ligation so  to  extend  its  road,  and  such  cer- 
tificate shall  be  a  bar  to  any  proceedings  to 
compel  it  to  make  such  extension,  or  to  annul 
its  existence  for  failure  so  to  do,  and  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive  in  all  courts  and 
proceedings  whatever.  This  section  shall 
not  authorize  the  abandonment  of  any  por- 
tion of  a  railroad  which  has  been  constructed 
or  operated  or  apply  to  Kings  county." 

On  the  9th  of  May,  1892,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Adirondack  Railway  Company, 
the  board  of  railroad  commissioners  issued 
its  certificate,  certif^ping  that  in  its  opinion 
the  public  interests,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, did  not  require  the  extension  of  the 
road  of  the  Adirondack  Railway  Company 
beyond  the  portion  thereof  constructed  at  the 
time  the  said  company  acquired  title  to  said 
railroad  propertv  and  franchises,  namely,  be- 
yond North  creek,  in  the  county  of  Warren. 
Counsel  argue  that  the  contract  with  the 
state  was  that  plaintiff  in  error  should  avail 
itself  of  the  grant  and  complete  the  road 
within  ten  years  from  the  filing  of  its  arti- 
cles of  association,  or  forfeit  its  existence 
and  powers;  that  this  was  one  of  the  con- 
ditions of  the  contract;  that  it  was  perfectly 
•ompetent  for  the  state  to  release  tne  other 


party  from  the  fulfilment  of  such  condition 
without  in  any  wav  withdrawing  its  own 
grant  if  it  chose  to  ao  so;  and  that  this  was 
the  sole  effect  of  the  application  for  and  the 
obtaining  of  the  certificate.  In  other  words« 
that  the  Adirondack  Railway  Company  was 
released  from  the  obli|^tion  to  extend  its 
road,  but  retained  the  right  to  do  so  at  any 
time  within  nine  hundred  and  ninely  years, 
and  that  although  the  company  still  poa- 
sessed  and  operated  the  road  so  far  as  con- 
structed, and  had  asked  and  received  a  dis- 
pensation from  carrying  its  enterprise  fur- 
ther except  as  it  might  choose  during  the 
passage  of  centuries,  tiie  state  was  bound  by 
contract  not  to  withdraw  the  bare  right,  not> 
withstanding  the  contract,  according  to  its 
express  terms,  might  be  changed  or  abrih 
gated. 

Undoubtedly  the  power  to  amend  or  re>|9 
peal  cannot  be  availed  of  to  take  away  prop-  S 
erty  already  acquired  or  to  deprive  a*  oor-  * 
poration  of  the  fruits  already  reduced  to  pos- 
session of  contracts  lawfully  made.  But  the 
capacity  to  acquire  land  by  condemnation 
for  the  construction  of  a  railroad  attends 
the  franchise  to  be  a  railroad  corporation, 
and  when  unexecuted  cannot  be  held  to  be  in 
itself  a  vested  right  surviving  the  existonce 
of  the  franchise  or  an  authorized  circum- 
scription of  its  scope.  People  em  rel.  8ekun 
V.  Cook,  148  U.  S.  397,  87  L.  ed.  498, 13  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  645 ;  PeareaU  v.  Oreat  Northern  R. 
Co.  161  U.  S.  646,  40  L.  ed.  838,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  705;  Bonk  of  Oommeree  v.  Tenneeeee 
for  use  of  Memphis,  163  U.  8.  424,  41  L.  ed. 
214,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1118. 

But  it  is  said  that  by  the  filing  of  the  map 
across  township  15  and  the  service  of  its  no- 
tices, the  railroad  company  so  far  exerted 
its  capacity  to  extend  and  construct  as  to  se- 
cure rights  in  the  strip  of  land  which  could 
not  be  taken  at  all,  or,  if  so,  not  without 
compensation. 

The  railroad  law  provided  that  companies 
formed  under  it  before  constructing  any 
part  of  their  road  into  or  through  any 
county  named  in  their  articles  of  associa- 
tion should  make  a  map  and  profile  of  the 
route  intended  to  be  adopted,  file  the  same  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which 
the  road  was  to  be  made,  and  give  written  no- 
tices to  all  actual  occupants  of  the  route  so 
designated,  and  that  any  party  feeling 
aggrieved  by  the  location  mi^t  within  fif- 
teen days  after  receiving  notice  apply  to  a 
justice  of  the  supreme  court,  by  petition, 
who  could  affirm  or  alter  the  proposed  route 
in  such  manner  as  might  be  consistent  with 
the  just  righte  of  all  parties  and  the  public 
The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provided  for 
proceedings  to  be  taken  to  acquire  title  to 
real  property  for  a  publie  use  by  condemna^ 
tion. 

In  this  case  the  railroad  company  filed  ite 
map  on  September  18  and  served  ite  notices 
September  23,  1897.  The  Forest  Preserve 
Board  on  August  0,  1897,  had  accepted  an 
offer  by  the  owners  of  lands,  over  which  the 
route  was  proieeted,  and  conveyance  thereof 
was  about  to  be  delivered,  when  on  Septem- 
ber 30,  1897,  an  injunction  was  granted  ni 
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the  suit  of  tlie  railway  oompanj  raitraining 

the  owners   from    conveying.    The    fifteen 

days  for  objections   to   the  proposed   route 

e  prescribed  by  the  railroad  law  had  not  then 

S  expired.    The  state  eondemned   October  7, 

•*  and  on  the  same  day,  but  subsequently/the 

eompany  commenced  proceedings  to  condemn 

under  the  Code. 

The  court  of  appeals  held  that  assun:ing 
that  the  filing  of  the  map  created  a  lien,  or 
something  in  the  nature  of  a  lien,  as  this 
was  by  statute  and  not  by  contract,  it  could 
be  done  away  with  by  statute  without  liabil- 
ity to  make  compensation,  unless  some 
Tested  right  had  accrued  under  it.  The  court 
further  held  that  no  lien  nor  any  right  in  tiie 
nature  of  a  lien  could  be  created  as  against 
the  state  by  the  mere  filing  of  a  route  map 
under  the  railroad  law;  that  the  filing  es- 
tablished no  right  against  the  owners,  be- 
cause that  would  be  in  violation  of  the  Con- 
stitution; and  that  it  established  none 
against  the  state  because  the  power  of  the 
stete  was  paramount.  But  the  court  was  of 
opinion  that,  as  against  all  other  railroad 
companies,  and  as  against  all  other  creatures 
of  the  state  empowered  to  use  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  "it  gave  the  exclusive  right 
to  occupy  the  particular  strip  of  land  for 
railroad  purposes  imtil  the  legislature  au- 
thorized it  to  be  devoted  to  some  other  pub- 
lic use."  And  the  court  said:  "The  claim 
that  a  lien,  good  as  against  the  creator  of 
the  corporation,  was  placed  upon  the  land 
simply  oy  the  grant  of  a  franchise  to  exist 
as  a  corporation  in  order  to  build  a  road, 
followed  by  the  filing  of  a  map  of  the  pro- 
posed route  and  notice  thereof  to  the  occu- 
pants, but  by  nothing  else,  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. There  is  no  property  in  a  naked 
railroad  route  existing  on  paper  only,  that 
the  state  is  obliged  to  pay  for  when  it  needs 
the  land  covered  by  that  route  for  a  great 
public  use,  and  its  officers  are  authorized  to 
act  by  appropriate  legislation." 

In  arriving  at  these  conclusions  the  court 
of  appeals  was  construing  and  applying  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  we  per- 
ceive no  adequate  ground  for  declining  to  ac- 
cept its  views  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rule  on  that  subject.  In  any  view,  we  think 
that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  state 
impaired  the  obligation  of  no  contract  be- 
tween it  and  the  railway  company. 

Counsel  concedes  that  the  sovereign  power 
of  eminent  domain  is  inherent  in   govern- 
Hment  as  such,  requiring  no  constitutional 
S  recognition,  and  is  as  indestructible  as  the 
•  state  itself  ;*and  "that  all  private  property, 
tangible  and  intangible,  is  held  subject  to 
the  exercise  of  the  right  by  the  sovereign 
power,  even  that  which  may  already  be  de- 
voted to  a  public  use." 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  constitu- 
tional limitations  on  the  exercise  of  the  pow- 
er, though  conditions  merely  and  not  part 
of  the  power  itself,  require  that  the  owner 
shall  have  an  opportunity  to  contest  the 
legality  of  the  talcing,  and  that  ultimate 
payment  of  just  compensation  must  be  se- 
eured. 
And  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of 


1897  is  attacked  as  authorizing  the  depriva* 
tion  of  property  without  due  process  of  law» 
and  the  taking  thereof  without  provision  for 
compensation. 

The  forest  preserve  was  created  by  an  act 
of  May  16,  1886  [chap.  286],  and  oonsisted 
of  "all  the  lands  now  owned  or  which  may 
hereafter  be  acquired  by  the  state  of  New 
York"  within  the  counties  of  Essex,  War- 
ren, Hamilton,  and  other  counties. 

Section  8  read:  "The  lands  now  or  here- 
after  constituting  the  forest  preserve  shall 
be  forever  kept  aa  wild  forest  lands.  They 
shall  not  be  sold,  nor  shall  they  be  leased  or 
taken  by  any  person  or  corporation,  publio 
or  private."  The  forest  commission  waa 
created  by  the  act,  and  in  1890  was  author- 
ized to  "purchase  lands  so  located  within 
such  counties  as  include  the  forest  preserve, 
as  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  a 
state  park,"  and  an  appropriation  was  made 
for  that  purpose.  By  an  act  of  May  20, 
1892  [chap.  707],  the  Adirondack  park  waa 
established  in  the  counties  of  Hamilton,  Her- 
kimer, St.  Lawrence,  Franklin,  Essex,  and 
Warren,  was  made  part  of  the  forest  pre- 
serve, and  declared  to  be  "forever  reserved, 
maintained,  and  cared  for  as  ground  open 
for  the  free  use  of  all  the  people  for  their 
health  or  pleasure,  and  as  forest  lands  nee- 
essary  to  the  preservation  of  the  headwaters 
of  the  chief  rivers  of  the  state,  and  a  future 
timber  supply,"  and  the  forest  commission 
was  given  power  to  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  land  subject  to  restrictions  therein 
mentioned.  Laws  on  the  subject  of  this 
park  were  passed  in  1893,  1894,  and  1896, 
and  in  the  latter  year  a  new  state  Constitu- 
tion came  into  effect,  of  which  section  7  d 
article  VII.  was  as  follows:  "The  lands  of 
the  state  now  owned  or  hereafter  acquired, 
constituting  the  forest  preserve,  as  now  fixed  od 
by  law,  shall  be  forever  kept  as  wild  forest  J 
lands.  *They  shall  not  be  leased,  sold,  or* 
exchanged,  or  be  taken  by  any  corporation, 
public  or  private,  nor  shall  the  timber  there- 
on be  sold,  removed,  or  destroyed." 

Then  came  the  act  of  1897  [chap.  220] 
creating  the  forest  preserve  board,  which  waa 
empowered  to  acquire  for  the  state  by  pur- 
chase or  otherwise  such  "lands,  structures, 
or  waters"  within  the  limits  of  Adirondack 
park  as  might  be  deemed  advisable  for  the 
interests  of  the  state,  and  to  enter  thereon 
and  take  possession  thereof. 

By  section  4  it  was  provided  that  when 
the  board  should  have  determined  to  appro- 
priate certain  lands,  the  state  engineer 
should  furnish  it  with  an  accurate  descrip- 
tion thereof  certified  by  him  to  be  correct; 
that  a  majority  of  the  board  should  indorso 
on  such  description  a  certificate  setting  forth 
that  the  lands  specified  had  been  appit>- 
priated  by  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing them  a  part  of  Adirondack  park,  which 
description  and  certificate  should  thereupon 
be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state; 
that  the  board  should  then  serve  on  the  own- 
er of  the  property  so  appropriated  a  notice 
setting  forth  the  fact  of  such  filing,  the  date 
of  filing,  and  a  general  deeeription  thereof; 
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and  that  "from  the  time  of  sueh  senrice  the 
entry  upon  and  approprUition  by  the  ttate 
of  the  real  proper^  described  in  aneh  notice 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  abore  specified 
shall  be  deemed  complete,  and  thereupon 
such  property  shall  be  deemed  and  be  the 
property  of  the  state.  Such  notice  shall  be 
eoncluaiTe  evidence  of  an  entry  and  appro- 
priation by  the  state." 

Under  the  6th  section  the  owner,  if  unable 
to  agree  with  the  board  on  the  value  of  the 
property  appropriated  or  the  amount  of 
damages  resulting  from  such  appropriation, 
might  within  two  years  after  the  service  up- 
on him  of  the  notice  of  appropriation,  present 
to  the  court  of  claims  a  claim  for  the  value 
of  the  land  and  for  damages,  and  the  court 
of  claims  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  such  claims  and  render  judgment 
thereon,  provision  being  made  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  judgment 
o  By  the  19th  section  it  was  provided  that 
eS  when  a  judgment  for  damages  was  rendered, 
•  "and  it  appears  that  there  is*any  lien  or 
encumbrance  on  the  property  so  appro- 
priated, the  amount  of  such  lien  shall  be 
stated  in  the  judgment,  and  the  comptroller 
may  deposit  the  amount  awarded  to  the 
claimant  in  any  bank  in  which  moneys  be- 
longing to  the  state  may  be  deposited,  to  the 
account  of  such  judgment  to  be  paid  and 
distributed  to  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
same  as  directed  by  the  judgment.'* 

The  lands  taken  for  the  park  were  there- 
by dedicated  to  a  public  use  regarded  by  the 
state  as  of  such  vital  importance  to  the  peo- 
ple that  they  were  expressly  put  by  the  Con- 
stitution beyond  the  reach  of  any  other  des- 
tination. The  general  rule  is  that  the  neces- 
sity or  expediency  of  appropriating  particu- 
lar property  for  public  use  is  not  a  matter 
of  judicial  cognizance,  but  one  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  this  must  obviously  be  so 
where  the  state  takes  for  its  own  purposes. 
The  state  possesses  the  power  as  a  sovereign, 
and  as  a  sovereign  exerts  it.  How  can  its 
citizens  call  on  the  courts  to  review  the 
grounds  on  which  the  state  has  acted  in  the 
absence  of  legislation  permitting  that  to  be 
done? 

It  is  true  that  the  state  may  delegate  the 
power,  and  where  it  has  done  so  to  a  railroad 
corporation,  and  by  its  exercise  lands  have 
been  subjected  to  a  public  use,  they  cannot 
be  applied  to  another  public  use  without 
specific  authority,  expressed  or  imperatively 
implied,  to  that  effect.  But  the  sovereign 
power  of  the  state  cannot  be  alienated,  and 
where  exercised  is  exclusive. 

In  this  case  the  use  for  the  park  was  in  it- 
self inconsistent  with  the  use  for  railroad 
purposes,  and  the  legislation  and  the  Consti- 
tution alike  forbade  this  company  to  acquire 
for  its  use  any  portion  of  that  which  the 
state  had  taken  for  its  own  exclusive  and 
designated  purposes. 

Compensation  must  indeed  be  made,  and 
inqidry  as  to  its  amount  in  some  appropriate 
way,  before  some  properly  constituted  tri- 
bunal, must  be  provided  for  {Bcujkus  v.  Fort 
Street  Union  Depot  Co.  169  U.  S.  557,  42  L. 
20  S.G.-80. 


ed.  853,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  445) ;  and  it  is  the 
rule  in  New  York  that  where  this  is  done, 
and  a  certain,  definite,  and  adequate  source 
of  payment  is  provided,  compensation  needo 
not  actually  be  made  in  advance  of  a  taking  § 
by  the  state  or  one  of  its  municipal *iubdivi-  • 
sions.    Re  New  York,  99  N.  Y.  569,  2  N.  B. 
642;  Sweet  v.  Rechel,  159  U.  S.  400,  40  L.  ed. 
196,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  43. 

This  act  fulfils  these  requirements  in  that 
the  state  treasury  is  the  source  of  payment, 
and  an  appropriate  mode  is  desi^ated  for 
the  ascertainment  of  ^compensation  as  to 
owners  and  those  holding  liens  and  encum- 
brances. In  providing  for  notice  to  owners 
only,  the  act  seems  to  contemplate  that  it 
will  appear  in  the  progress  of  the  proceed- 
ings to  ascertain  compensation  whether  there 
are  outstanding  claims,  and  that  such  claim- 
ants may  thereupon  come  forward  and  be 
heard. 

We  need  not  discuss  the  sufficiency  of  the 
provision  in  this  respect^  since  we  agree  with 
the  court  of  appeals^  as  has  already  been 
indicated,  that  the  railroad  company  occu- 
pies no  position  entitling  it  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion. The  steps  it  had  taken  had  not  cul- 
minated in  the  acquisition  of  any  propertv 
or  vested  right;  and  no  contract  between  it 
and  the  state  was  impaired,  nor  was  due 
process  of  law  denied  to  it  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed  on  this 
record. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(176  U.  S.  532) 
ROBERT  JACKSON,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

GEORGE  E.  EMMONS  and  J.  Paul  Smith. 

Dismissal  of  action  for  failure  to  amend  deo" 
laration  or  pay  costs. 

PlafntlfTs  failure  to  amend  his  declaration,  for 
which,  in  good  faith,  he  has  obtained  leave, 
with  a  continuance  of  the  case  by  withdraw- 
ing a  Juror,  and  his  failure  to  pay  the  term 
costs  Imposed  on  blm  as  a  condition  of  the 
amendment  by  an  order  subsequently  made, 
when  he  could  no  longer  have  any  choice  as 
to  the  acceptance  of  the  leave  on  those  condl- 
tions,  will  not  Justify  the  dismissal  of  his  ac- 
tion. 

[No.  157.] 

Submitted  February  t,  1900.    Decided  Feb- 
ruary 26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to    the   Court   of  Appeale   d 
the    District    of    Columbia    affirming    a 
decision  dismissing  an  action.     Reversed. 
See  same  case  below,  13  App.  D.  C.  269. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion, 
jifr.  J.  J.  Waters  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  William  F.  Matiingly  for  defend- 
ants in  error.  n 

•Mr.  Justice  MoKeniui  delivered  the  opin-* 
ion  of  the  court: 
This    is    an    action    for    damages.    The 
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ground  of  it  ii  iaJnriM  to  the  wifo  of  tiio 
plaintiff  in  error,  end  to  hit  house  bj  blast- 
ing rock  near  the  latter. 

The  allegation  is  that  "by  such  blasting^ 
the  defendant  "unlawfully  and  f ordbly,  with 
gpreat  and  dangerous  riolence,  threw  large 
and  heavy  pieces  of  said  rodcy  formation 
from  time  to  time  into  the  premises  •  .  . 
and  near  said  ground  occupied  and  held  by 
said  plaintiff  under  a  yearly  ground  rent» 
with  other  rights  and  privileges,  and  against 
the  house  and  habitation  on  said  premises, 
which  house  was  and  is  owned  by  said  plain- 
tiff, and  was  used  and  occupied  during  said 
period  by  said  plaintiff  and  his  family  as  a 

Damages  are  laid  at  $6,000. 

The  defendant's  plea  is  not  guilty;  and 
further,  that  the  cause  ol  action  did  not  ao- 
€nie  within  three  years. 

Tho  ease  came  on  to  trial  before  a  Jury, 
and  the  record  shows  that  on  December  8, 
1M7,  "after  a  pi^al  hearing  of  the  case,  the 
alaintiff  by  leave  of  the  court  withdraws  a 
juror,  and  the  remaining  Jurors  are  dis- 
charged from  further  consideration  of  the 
case,  with  leave  to  amend  his  declaration  as 
advised  within  twenty  days,  and  the  case  is 
continued  for  the  term." 

Subsequently,  on  motion  of  the  attomsy 
lor  the  defendants,  and  after  notice  to  plain- 
tUr,  the  order  limiting  plaintiiTs  time  to 
amend  was  rescinded,  and  ne  was  given  twen- 
ty days  from  the  7th  of  January,  1898,  to 
amend  his  declaration,  and  was  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  term  in  which  the  Juror 
was  withdrawn. 

On  the  27th  of  January  the  plaintiff 
served  on  the  defendants'  attorney  the  fol- 
lowing notice: 

1226  31st  Street,  Jan.  27,  1898. 
Wm.  P.  Mattingly,  Esq., 

Atty.  for  Geo.  £.  Emmons,  etc. 
^     We  intended  in  good  faith  to  change  or 
S  ''amend"  our  declaration  in  the  case  of  Jack- 
•  son  o.  Emmons  and  Smith,  so*  as  to  avoid 
unnecessary  appeals,  but  the  "amendment" 
since  made  to  the  leave  given  us  (at  your 
request),  compelling  us  to  pay  unexpected 
costs,  induces  us  to  elect  not  to  amend  now, 
especially  as  on  further  investigation  we  are 
confirmed  in  the  opinion  that  Jackson  is  the 
legal  owner  of  the  house  he  complains  of  as 
damaged ;  so  please  notice  that  we  stand  up- 
on our  declaration  now  as  originally  filed. 
Very  respectfully  yours, 

J.  J.  Waters, 
Atty.  for  Robt  Jackson. 

On  March  8, 1898,  the  defendants  gave  no- 
tice that  they  would  move  "the  court  to  dis- 
miss the  suit,  or  to  take  such  other  action  in 
the  premises  as  may  be  lawful  and  proper." 

And  on  the  25th  of  March  the  following 
order  was  made: 

"The  plaintiff,  though  granted  leave  to 
amend  his  declaration  on  the  7th  dav  of  Jan- 
nary,  1898,  within  twenty  days,  and  that  he 
pay  the  costs  of  the  October  term,  1897,  has 
sot  so  amended  or  paid  said  costs,  and  it  ap- 
pearing upon  the  rsaords  that  the  plalntuT 


declines  to  so  amend,  therefbra  the  defend* 
ants  move  the  court  to  dismiss  this  sulk 
which  is  granted;  therefore  it  is  considered 
that  the  plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  suit^ 
and  thai  the  defendants  go  thereof  without 
day  and  recover  against  the  plaintiff  their 
costs  of  defense,  to  be  taxed  by  the  derk,  and 
have  execution  thereof.  Penalty  ol  bond  on 
appeal  fixed  at  $50.00." 

on  March  26, 1898,  the  plaintiff  moved  the 
court  to  vacate  the  order  of  dismissal,  and 
supported  it  br  an  affidavit  of  what  had 
transpired  at  tne  trial  inducing  his  action 
of  withdrawing  a  Juror  and  taking  the  order 
to  amend  his  declaration.  It  is  also  stated 
that  "afterwards,  before  plaintiff's  time  to 
amend  had  expired,  defendants  moved  to 
compel  him  to  pay  costs  of  the  past  term, 
being  119.70,  as  given  by  the  dark  of  the 
court,  as  a  condition  of  amending,  and  af- 
fiant wished  time  to  see  if  his  client  could 
comply  with  this  when  required  by  the  court, 
so  as  to  avoid  controversy,  but  finding  his 
client  could  not  comply  in  time,  as  said  is 
client  is  very  poor  and  a  colored  laborer,  and  g 


that  it  was  not  necessarr  to  his  *case  to  • 
amend,  affiant  elected  not  to  do  so,  and  to 
avoid  misunderstanding  so  informed  defend- 
ant's counsel  by  the  letter  he  exhibits  with 
his  motion  to  dismiss." 

The  motion  to  vacate  the  order  dismissing 
the  case  was  denied,  and  the  plaintiff  took  an 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  whidi  af* 
firmed  the  ruling  of  the  lower  eonrt^  and  thla 
appeal  was  then  taken. 

The  trial  court  erred  in  dismissinff  tlie 
granting  le 


If  the  original  order  granting  leave 

to  amend  had  been  made  conditional  upon 
the  payment  of  coets  the  plaintiff  might  or 
might  not  have  accepted  it.  To  decune  to 
amend  afterwards  upon  conditions  which 
were  not  exacted,  or  even,  as  far  as  the  rec- 
ords show,  were  not  contemplated,  cannot  be 
charged  against  him  as  misconduct  Indeed. 
there  is  no  question  of  his  good  ftiith,  ana 
whatever  conditions  or  rights  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  in  consequence  of  the  motion 
should  have  been  asserted  and  adjudged 
when  the  plaintiff's  motion  was  made.  If 
such  rights  had  been  asserted  the  plaintiff 
would  have  had  a  choice  of  yielding  or  not 
vielding  to  them,  which  afterwards  conld  not 
be  exercised. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  judgment  cf  the 
Court  of  AppeaU  should  he  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  dire^ 
tions  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Supremo 
Court,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


(176  U.  S.  422) 
UNITED  STATES,  Appt^ 

V, 

LUIS  MAHIA  ORTIZ  and   Tomas  Ortia. 

Private  Umd  cladme^Metfieam  grami — hut- 
den  of  proof  af  voUdity  of  pronl— jkhmt 
of  surveyor  general — hearing  additionai 
teetimany  ae  to  oknm  reoommended  5y 
predeoeeaor  eompeteneg  to  teetify  ae  to 
eignaiuree  on  Umd  grant    eompofieon  af 
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9igMiur99^^ue  of  mitarged  phoiographio 

eopiet. 

1.  An  applicant  for  eoBtlrmattoB  of  a  private 
land  claim  is  cbargod  bj  the  act  of  CongrMM 
of  March  8,  1891,  i  18,  with  the  duty  of  ten- 
dering proof  as  to  the  existence,  regal  arlty, 
and  archive  record  of  the  grant,  as  well  as 
his  connection  with  It. — inch  as  possession, 
ownership,  and  other  related  Incidents,— of 
snfflcient  probative  force  to  create  a  Jost  in- 
ference as  to  the  reality  and  validity  of  the 
grant,  before  the  harden  of  proof,  if  at  all, 
can  be  shifted  from  blm  to  the  United  States. 

S.  The  fanctlon  of  the  surveyor  general  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  1854  (10  Stat,  at  L. 
808)  was  merely  advisory,  and  until  action  by 
Gongresi  had  supervened  on  a  recommenda- 
tion for  the  confirmation  of  a  private  land 
claim  made  by  his  predecessor  In  office  It  wss 
not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty,  of  thst  of- 
ficial, oo  proper  suggestion  being  made  to 
him.  to  hear  additional  evidence  and  transmit 
It  for  the  consideration  of  Congress. 

8.  The  supplementary  proceeding  before  a  sur- 
veyor general  to  whom  additional  testimony 
Is  presented  In  respect  to  a  petition  for  the 
eonflrmation  of  a  land  claim  which  was  recom- 
mended by  his  predecessor,  but  has  not  yet 
been  acted  upon  by  Congress,  is  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1891,  i  5,  permitting  the 
nse  in  evidence  of  proceedings  before  such 
officer. 

4.  A  person  who  hss  acquired  great  fsmlllar- 
Ity,  during  a  long  course  of  official  action, 
with  the  official  records  and  the  signatures  of 
a  Mexican  governor  and  his  military  secre- 
tary on  grants  of  land.  Is  qualified  as  an  ex- 
pert to  testify  ss  to  the  genuineness  of  such 
signatures. 

I.  Signatures  of  Mexican  officials  on  documents 
produced  from  official  archives,  the  genuine- 
ness of  which  hss  never  been  challenged,  and 
which  8 re  officially  treated  as  authentic,  may 
be  admitted  In  evidence  as  standards  of  com- 
parison, when  there  is  an  Issue  as  to  the  for- 
gery of  the  signatures  of  the  same  persons  on 
an  alleged  grant 

t.  Enlarged  photographic  copies  of  an  alleged 
forged  signature  and  a  signature  olfered  as  a 
standard  of  comparison  are  admissible  In  evi- 
dence on  proof  by  the  photographer  of  the 
aeenracy  of  the  method  pursued  and  the  re- 
•alts  obtained  by  him  In  making  the  copies. 

[No.  20.] 

Argued  Octoler  11,  1899.    Decided  Fehru- 
ary  26, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  the  Court  of  Private  Land 
Claims  to  review  a  decision  confirming 
an  alleeed  Mexican  land  grant.    Reverted. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs,  WilUam  H.  Pope«  SoUoiter  Oet^ 
erdl  Richards,  and  MatiKew  G.  Reynolds  for 
appellant. 
S      Mr.  T*  B,  Oatron  for  appellees. 

9  

•    *  Mr.  Justice  WUto  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Did  the  court  below  err  in  confirming  an 
alleged  Mexican  land  grant?  is  the  inquiry 
which  arises  on  this  record. 

The  Asserted  grant  is  designated  as  the 
"Sierra  Mosca/'  and  embraces  many  thou- 
sand aeres  of  land  situated  in  the  county  oi 


Santa  Fe,  New  Meidoo.  The  offiefal  proceed- 
ingt  had  in  relation  to  the  grant  prior  to  tho 
eommenoement  of  this  suit  were  as  follows: 
In  1872  a  petition  was  filed  before  the  sur» 
▼eyor  ^feneral  of  New  Mexico,  asking  the  con- 
firmation ol  the  grant  in  the  name  of  '*the 
heirs  and  those  holding  under  them  of  Juan 
Luis  Ortiz,  deceased.^'  No  other  or  fuller  de- 
scription of  the  persons  asserting  the  right 
appeared  in  the  proceedings.  The  surveyor 
general,  after  hearing,  forwarded  his  reeom- 
mendation  that  the  grant  be  confirmed,  to 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
in  October,  1873,  and  the  papers  were  in  the 
same  year  submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  Congress.  The  proceedings  be- 
fore the  surveyor  general  and  the  resulting 
official  action,  as  above  stated,  were  by  virtue 
of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  22,  1854.  10 
Stat,  at  L.  308,  chap.  103.  No  action  having 
been  taken  by  Congress,  in  December,  1876, 
certain  persons  alleging  themselves  to  bo 
part  owners  of  a  claimed  Spanish  grant  of 
land,  which  it  was  averred  conflicted  with 
the  one  in  question,  petitioned  the  then  sur- 
veyor general  of  New  Mexico  to  hear  addi- 
tional testimony  as  to  the  reality  of  the 
grant  which  had  been  recommended  for  con- 
firmation, on  the  ground  that  the  testimony 
when  heard  would  establish  that  the  grant 
had  been  erroneously  recommended  for  con- 
firmation, because,  among  other  reasons 
stated,  it  was  a  forgery,  whilst  intimating 
a  doubt  as  to  his  power  to  review  the  action 
of  his  predecessor  in  office,  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral yet  ordered  the  inquiry  to  be  made,  and, 
after  some  lapse  of  time  on  due  notice,  testi- 
mony was  taken.  In  consequence  of  the  no- 
tice given,  the  attorney  for  the  petitioners, 
on  the  original  application  to  confirm,  ap- 
peared and  cross-examined  the  witnesses. 
Subsequently  acting  upon  such  evidence,  the 
then  incumbent  of  the  surveyor  general's  of-  ^ 
fice  transmitted  the  proceedings  to  the  Com-  9 
missioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  with'the  * 
recommendation  that  the  grant  be  rejected  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  affirmatively  shown 
by  the  proof  to  be  a  forgery.  Tliis  supple- 
mentary report  and  papers  were  also,  in  De- 
cember, 1887,  submitted  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  Congress  for  its  consider- 
ation. 

No  action  having  been  taken  by  Congress 
upon  either  the  original  or  supplementary 
report,  the  present  suit  was  commenced,  in 
the  oourt  oi  private  land  claims,  to  obtain 
the  confirmation  of  the  grant.  The  petition 
by  which  the  cause  was  initiated  was  filed  in 
the  name  of  Luis  Maria  Ortiz  and  Tomas 
Ortiz,  and  averred  that  the  alleged  Sierra 
Mosca  grant  had  been  made  on  June  4,  1846, 
by  Manuel  Armijo,  the  then  governor  of  the 
territory  of  New  Mexico,  to  Juan  Luis  Ortiz, 
and  that  the  grantee  had  on  June  8,  1846, 
been  placed  in  legal  possession  of  the  granted 
land  by  Jose  Dolores  Trujillo,  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  according  to  the  laws  and  customs 
then  in  force  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  It 
was  averred  that  "the  original  papers  re- 
lating to  this  said  grant  of  land  are  now  on 
flle  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor  general  of 
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ih«  territory  of  New  Mexico,  known  in  that 
office  as  private  land  claim  No.  75,  for  the 
Sierra  Mosca  tract,  and  are  not  in  the  con- 
trol of  the  plaintiffs,  so  that  they  can  file 
them  therewith."  A  copy,  however,  with  a 
tranelation  of  the  papers  thus  referred  to, 
was  annexed  to  the  petition.  The  petition- 
ers asserted  their  right  under  the  grant  as 
follows:  'The  plaintiffs  are  the  owners  in 
fee  in  and  to  the  said  land  grant  by  inherit- 
ance from  their  father,  Caspar  Ortiz,  who  ac- 
quired his  title  thereto,  as  they  are  informed 
and  believe,  by  inheritance  from  his  father 
and  their  grandfather,  Juan  Luis  Ortiz,  the 
original  grantee,  and  by  purchase  from  the 
other  heirs  of  the  same."  No  enumeration 
of  the  other  heirs  and  no  more  precise  specifi- 
cation of  the  date  and  character  of  the  al- 
leged purchase  was  contained  in  the  petition. 
The  petition  was  generally  traversed,  and 
subsequently  an  answer  was  filed,  specifically 
averring  that  the  alleged  granting  papers 
were  forgeries,  and  denying  that  delivery  of 
possession  had  ever  been  made  by  a  Justice 
of  the  peace,  as  stated  in  the  petition.    After 

tt  trial  upon  these  issues,  the  grant  was  con- 

9  firmed,  Murray,  J.,  dissenting. 

*  *  Inverting  the  order  in  which  they  have 
been  discussed  at  bar,  and  stating  them  in  a 
condensed  form,  the  questions  presented  for 
decision  are:  First.  Does  the  proof  establish 
that  the  grant  in  question  was  made,  and 
that  delivery  of  juridical  possession  there- 

.  under  was  operated  by  a  Mexican  official 
charged  with  such  duty?  Second.  If  it  be 
found  that  the  grant  was  made,  was  there 
legal  power  in  the  then  governor  of  New 
Mexico  to  make  it,  and,  if  so,  was  the  power 
so  executed  as  to  authorize  the  court  to  en- 
ter a  decree  of  confirmation?  The  first  of 
these  questions  opens  for  consideration,  not 
only  the  issue  of  forgery,  but  also  involves 
deciding  whether  the  proof  is  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  engender  the  affirmative  convic- 
tion of  the  genuineness  of  the  granting  pa- 
pers. The  second  raises  several  questions  of 
law — that  is,  as  to  the  power  of  the  governor, 
at  the  date  when  the  sUeged  gjant  is  averred 
to  have  been  made,  the  necessity  of  approval 
of  his  action  by  the  departmental  assembly, 
and  other  legal  issues.  Necessarily,  all  the 
questions  coming  under  the  second  head  arise 
only  in  the  event  the  objections  to  the  con- 
firmation of  the  grant  embodied  in  the  first 
proposition  are  found  to  be  untenable. 

Before  analyzing  the  evidence  in  order  to 
develop  and  weieh  the  proof  tending  to  show 
the  existence  of  the  grant,  it  will  subserve 
clearness  of  statement,  at  the  outset,  to  de- 
termine upon  whom  is  cast  the  burden  of 
showing  the  existence  of  the  grant,  and  in  a 
general  way  to  consider  briefly  the  quantum 
of  proof  required  for  that  purpose.  By  the 
first  subdivision  of  {  13  of  the  act  of  March 
8,  1891,  constituting  the  court  of  private 
land  claims,  that  court  and  this  court  are 
commanded  not  to  allow  a  claim  "that  shall 
not  appear  to  be  upon  a  title  lawfully  and 
regularly  derived  from  the  government  of 
Spain  or  Mexico,"  etc.  The  statute  author- 
izes no  presumption  in  favor  of  the  genuine- 
of  a  title  from  the  mere  fact  that  the 


claimant  for  confirmation  presents  a  paper 
which  is  asserted  to  be  a  grant  from  a  Men- 
can  officiaL  The  command  of  the  statute  is 
not  that  th«  United  States,  when  an  alleged 
Mexican  title  is  presented  for  confirmation, 
shall  be  put  to  the  burden  of  showing  that« 
the  title  in  question  is  not  genuine,  but  that  Q 
the  evidence  presented  in  favor  of  th«*a8-« 
serted  title  shall  be  of  such  persuasive  and 
preponderatinff  force  as  to  convince  the  court 
that  the  title  is  real,  and,  besides,  possesses 
the  legal  attributes  which  the  statute  re- 
quires as  essential  to  confirmation.  It  is 
clear,  then,  that  the  law  casts,  primarily,  up- 
on the  applicant  for  confirmation,  the  duty 
of  tendering  such  proof  as  to  the  existence, 
regularity,  and  archive  record  of  the  grant,  as 
well  as  his  connection  with  it,  such  as  pos- 
session, ownership,  and  other  related  inci- 
dents, of  sufficient  probative  force  to  create 
a  just  inference  as  to  the  reality  and  validity 
of  the  grant  before  the  burden  of  proof,  if  at 
all,  can  be  shifted  from  the  claimant  to  the 
United  States.  This  construction  which 
arises  from  the  text  of  the  act  of  1891  is  sus- 
tained by  considering  that  previous  to  that 
enactment  there  had  been  many  decisions  of 
this  court  rendered  under  the  California  act 
of  1851,  construing  that  act  as  imposing  up- 
on the  claimants  for  confirmation  the  pri- 
mary burden  of  proof,  although  the  provi- 
sions of  the  California  act  were  not  as  ex- 
plicitly mandatory  as  are  those  of  the  act  of 
1891.  Thus  from  the  date  of  the  decision  in 
United  StateB  v.   Cambuston,  20   How.   64, 

15  L.  ed.  830,  announced  in  1857,  to  the  rul- 
ing in  Berreyeta  ▼.  United  States,  154  U.  8. 
623,  and  23  L.  ed.  913, 14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1170, 
rendered  in  1876,  it  was  often  decided  that 
the  burden  of  proof  to  sustain  a  Spanish  grant 
rested  upon  the  claimants,  and  tnat  the  fail- 
ure to  show  that  the  official  archives  con- 
tained evidence  that  the  grant  had  been 
made,  and  the  fact  of  the  production  of  the 
oriffinal  title  papers  solely  from  the  custody 
and  possession  of  the  grantee,  were  circum- 
stances so  suspicious  as  to  create  a  presump- 
tion against  the  genuineness  of  the  grant, 
calling  for  the  production  by  the  grantee  of 
more  than  slight  evidence  to  overthrow  the 
presumption.  Liico  ▼.  United  States,  23 
How.  515,  528,  16  L.  ed.  545,  547;  Peralta  r. 
United  States,  3  Wall.  434,  440,  18  L.  ed. 
221,  223.  Indeed,  this  burden  of  proof  rest- 
ing upon  the  grantee  had  been  frequently  de- 
darea  by  this  court,  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  law  of  1891,  to  be  essentially  neces- 
sitated by  the  situation  and  as  the  sola 
means  of  avoiding  the  danger  of  imposing 
upon  the  United  States  by  means  of  forged  or 
fabricated  grants.  United  States  v.  Tesch* 
maker,  22  How.  392,  405,  16  L.  ed.  353,  357; 
United  States  ▼.  Pioo,  22  How.  406,  16  L.  ed. 
357;  Fuentes  ▼.  United  States,  22  How.  443, 

16  L.  ed.  376;  Lueo  v.  United  States,  23  How.  h 
515,  528,  16  L.  ed.  545,  547;  United  States  T.  ? 
Bolton,  23  How/341,  347,  16  L.  ed.  569,  571 ;  • 
Palmer  v.  United  States,  24  How.  125,  16  L. 
ed.  609;  United  States  v.  Knight,  1  Black, 
227,  sub  nom.  United  States  v.  MoOrehead,  17 
L.  ed.  76;  United  States  v.  Jfeleigh,  1  Black, 
298,17  L.  ed.  144;  United  States  r.  VdUejo,! 
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Blsdc,  541,  17  L.  ed.  2Z2  ;White  t.  United 
Btaiea,  I  Wall.  660.  17  L.  ed.  608;  Romero  T. 
United  States,  I  Wall.  721,  743, 17  L.  ed.  627, 
631;  Pico  V.  United  States,  2  Wall.  279,  281, 
17  L.  ed.  856,  857 ;  Peralto  v.  United  States, 
9  Wall.  434,  440,  18  L.  ed.  221,  223. 

It  is  preliminarily  necessary  to  dispose  of 
certain  exceptions  taken  to  the  admissibility 
of  evidence,  and  \vhich  are  pressed  on  our  at- 
tention. 

1.  The  petitioners  in  opening  their  case  of- 
fered in  evidence  the  original  proceedings  be- 
fore tlie  surveyor  general,  including  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses  then  examined,  after 
having  made  the  prerequisite  proof  of  death 
of  such  witnesses  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  S  5  in  the  act  of  1891.  26 
Stat,  at  L.  854,  chap.  539.  Subsequently,  the 
defendant,  in  proving  its  case,  offered  the 
supplementary  proceedings  which  had  been 
bad  before  the  surveyor  genersl  (including 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  taken  in  that 
proceeding — proper  foundation  also  having 
been  laid  for  the  introduction  of  such  testi- 
mony), the  finding  of  the  surveyor  general 
made  in  the  proce^ings,  and  the  forwarding 
of  the  whole  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office,  and  the  submissions  made  of 
kll  the  matters  in  question  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  Congress.  All  this  was  ob- 
jected to  on  the  ground  that  tho  power  of 
the  surveyor  general  was  exhausted  by  the 
original  investigation  and  report,  and  that 
therefore  a  succeeding  incumbent  of  the  of- 
fice was  without  legal  authority  to  have  fur- 
ther considered  the  grant  or  to  have  taken 
any  additional  testimony  as  to  its  genuine- 
ness or  validity. 

But  the  function  of  the  surveyor  general, 
under  the  act  of  1854  (10  Stat,  at  L.  308, 
chaj>.  103),  was  merely  advisory,  and,  until 
action  by  Congress  had  sunervened,  it  was 
not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty,  of  that  offi- 
cial, on  proper  suggestion  being  made  to  him, 
to  hear  additional  evidence  and  transmit  it 
for  the  consideration  of  Confess,  in  a  claim 
pending  for  confirmation.  The  act  of  the 
surveyor  general  in  making  the  supplemen- 
tary investigation  was  certainly  eitner  di- 
OB  recUy  or  impliedly  authorized  or  ratified  by 
3  liis  official  superiors,  since  the  knowledge  of 
*  the  investigation  was  conveyed  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  Greneral  Land  Office,  and  not 
only  the  action  taken  by  the  surveyor  gener- 
al, but  all  the  papers  relating  thereto,  were 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  laid  before 
dongress.  Obviously,  the  purpose  of  the  5th 
section  of  the  act  of  1891,  in  permitting  the 
use,  subject  to  the  restrictions  and  qualifi- 
cations found  in  the  act,  of  the  proceeding 
had  before  the  surveyor  general,  was  to  al- 
low all  the  proof  then  existing  to  be  received 
and  to  be  given  such  weight  as  it  was  enti- 
tled to  have.  The  court  below  therefore 
properly  admitted  the  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings. 

2.  William  Tipton  was  called  as  a  witness 
for  the  government.  The  witness,  after 
stating  that  he  was  appointed  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  to  assist  in  preparing  the  de- 
fense of  cases  coming  before  the  court  of  pri- 
vate land  claims,  proceeded  to  suy  that  for  a 


long  period  of  time,  oorcfrixiff  about  sixteen 
years,  he  had  been  previously  employed  in 
the  office  of  the  surveyor  general  of  New 
Mexico;  that  in  such  employ  as  clerk,  copy- 
ist, translator,  and  custodian  of  the  archives, 
he  had  constant  official  occasion  to  examine, 
translate,  and  consider  the  Spanish  and  Mex- 
ican archives  extant  in  the  office;  that,  in 
consequence  of  these  facts,  he  was  entirely 
familiar  with  the  signatures  of  Governor 
Armijo  and  Secretary  Vigil,  the  signatures 
of  whom  purported  to  be  affixed  to  the  grant 
relied  upon;  that  his  knowledge  on  the  sub- 
ject had  been  derived  from  examining  not 
less  than  seventy-five  or  eighty  signatures  of 
Governor  Armijo,  and  not  less  than  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty  signatures  of  Secretary 
Viffil,  found  in  the  archives,  which  were 
either  attached  to  grants,  to  the  journals  of 
the  territorial  deputation  and  departmen- 
tal assembly,  and  to  other  official  documents. 
Besides  the  familiarity  of  the  witness  with 
the  signatures  in  controversy,  he  was  ex- 
amined as  to  his  capacity  as  a  general  hand- 
writing expert,  the  whole  as  a  basis  for  elicit- 
ing from  him  his  opinion  as  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  signatures  referred  to.  Objec- 
tion was  made  to  allowing  the  witness  to  tes- 
tify on  this  subject,  because  it  was  contended 
the  proof  did  not  lay  an  adequate  foimdation 
therefor,  and  the  overruling  of  this  objection  g 
was  excepted  to.  ^ 

•It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the* 
witness  was  competent  to  express  an  opinion 
as  a  general  scientific  expert  on  handwrit- 
ing, or  to  consider  the  limitations  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  testimony  of  that  character, 
since  the  special  qualifications  of  the  wit- 
ness resisting  from  his  great  fsiniliarity,  ac- 
quired during  a  long  course  of  official  action^ 
witii  the  official  records  and  the  signatureir 
of  Governor  Armijo  and  Secretary  Vigil, 
qualified  him  beyond  question  to  testify  as 
an  expert  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
tures found  upon  the  alleged  frrant.  The 
case  is  directly  within  the  principle  decided 
in  Rogers  v.  Bitter,  12  Wall.  317,  20  L.  ed. 
417,  where  it  was  held  that  witnesses  who  in 
the  course  of  administration  of  the  duties  of 
an  official  position  had  acquired  a  familiar- 
ity with  a  certain  signature,  although  they 
had  never  seen  the  party  write  and  had  never 
corresponded  with  him,  were  competent  to 
express  an  opinion  on  the  subject  of  the 
genuineness  of  a  signature  purporting  to 
have  been  made  by  that  person.  The  court 
said  (p.322,  L.ed.  p.419): 

''It  IS  settled  everywhere,  that  if  a  person 
has  seen  another  write  his  name  but  once  he 
can  testify,  and  that  he  is  equally  competent^ 
if  he  has  personally  communicated  with  him 
by  letter,  although  he  has  never  seen  him 
write  at  all.  But  is  the  witness  incompe- 
tent unless  he  has  obtained  his  knowledge 
in  one  or  the  other  of  these  modes? 
Clearly  not,  for  in  the  varied  affairs  of 
life  there  are  many  modes  in  which  one 
person  can  become  acquainted  with  the 
handwriting  of  another,  besides  havingseen 
him  write  or  corresponded  with  him.  There 
is  no  good  reason  for  excluding  any  of  these 
modes  of  getting  inforinati<m,  and  if  the 
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tomt  on  the  prelimiiiarx  ezamination  of  th« 
witness  cui  see  that  he  has  that  degree  of 
knowledge  of  the  partr's  handwriting  which 
will  enable  him  to  judffe  of  its  genuineness^ 
he  should  be  permitted  to  give  to  the  jury 
his  opinion  on  the  subject." 

Referring  to  the  testimony  of  the    wit- 
nesses showing  knowledge  derived  from  the 
connection  with  the  official  archives  which 
were  undoubtedly  genuine,  the  court  added: 
o     'The  three  witnesses  told  enough  to  satisfy 
$  any  reasonable  mind  that  th^  were  better 
•  able  to  judge  of  the  signature  of  ^Sanchez, 
than  if  they  had  only  received  one  or  two 
letters  from  him«  or  saw  him  write  his  name 
once." 

The  court  below  did  not  err  in  admitting 
the  testimony. 

8.  The  witness  Tipton  produced  fifteen 
signatures  of  Governor  Armijo,  and  several 
of  Secretary  Vigil,  written  approximately 
about  the  time  when  the  allegd   erant  in 

?[uestion  purported  to  have  been  made,  taken 
rom  among  the  signatures  of  these  officers 
contained  in  the  archives,  and  they  were  of- 
fered as  standards  of  comparison  with  the 
signatures  found  on  the  grant  in  contro- 
versy. It  is  objected  that  the  genuineness  of 
these  signatures  had  not  been  adequately 
proved,  and  therefore  they  should  not  have 
been  admitted  to  be  used  as  standards  of 
comparison. 

They  were  correctly  received.  The  whole 
testimony  of  the  witness  demonstrated  that 
the  signatures  in  question  were  upon  docu- 
ments which  the  witness  produced  from  the 
archives,  the  appropriate  place  for  them,  and 
the  genuineness  of  the  papers  to  which  they 
were  annexed  had  never  been  challenged  and 
were  offidally  treated  as  authentic  This 
justified  their  admission,  at  all  events  in  the 
absence  of  any  suggestion  of  proot  as  to 
their  nongenuineness. 

4.  The  defense  caused  the  signature  of 
Gk)vernor  Armijo  to  the  alleged  grant  and 
one  existing  on  one  of  the  documents  offered 
as  a  standard  of  comparison  to  be  photo- 
graphically enlarged.  After  proving  by  the 
photographer  by  whom  the  photographs  were 
made  the  accuracy  of  the  method  pursued 
and  the  results  obtained  by  him,  the  en- 
larged photographs  were  tendered,  and  were 
admitted  in  evidence  over  objection.  The 
ruling  was  correct.  Maroy  v.  Bame9,  16 
Gray,  161,  163,  77  Am.  Dec.  406. 

l^e  petitioners  offered  in  evidence  the  al- 
leged granting  papers,  which  are  reproduced 
in  the  margin.f    Postponing  for  after  con- 


sideration the  determination   of  the  legal  $ 
vaIue*of  the  documents  so  offered,  we  come  • 
to  review  the  evidence  relied  upon  to  show 
that  the  asserted  grant  had   been  actuallv  n 
executed.    Having  proved  the  death  of  aU^ 
the  witnesses  who*  testified  before  the  sur^  • 
veyor  general  in  1872,  offer  was  then  made  of 
all   the    proceedings,  including   such   test!* 
mony.    Upon  this  evidence  and  the  testi* 
mony  of  one  witness  tending  to  show  the  pos- 
session at  one  time  in  the  original  grantee  of 
the  granting  papers,  the  claimants  in  opea- 
ing  rested. 

The  witnesses  who  testified  before  the  sur> 
veyor  general  in  1872  were  as  follows:  A*' 
tonio  Sena,  who  was  for  some  time  prior  to 
December,  1845,  prefect  of  the  department 
in  which  the  land  in  question  was  situated, 
and  who  ceased  to  hold  that  office  about  the 
month  stated,  and  after  an  interregnum 
again  held  tlie  office  after  the  end  of  March* 
1846;  Ramon  Sena  y  Rivera,  who  in  1846 
was  an  employee  in  the  office  of  the  military 
commandancy  of  New  Mexico,  under  the  offi- 
cial direction  of  Donaciano  Vigil,  military 
secretary  of  Governor  Armijo  in  June,  1846» 
and  prior  thereto;  Pftblo  Doniinguez,  who 
was  also  employed  as  clerk  in  the  same  of- 
fice with  Ramon  Sena  y  Rivera,  and  Joah 
Houghton,  Esq.,  an  attorney  residing  at  San- 
ta F«,  who  had  been  United  States  vice  con- 
sul, chief  justice  and  associate  justice  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  territory,  and  register 
of  the  United  States  land  office.  Of  these  g 
witnesses,  the  two  first  (the  Senas)  testi- $ 
fled* that  the  grant  was  genuine,  from  the* 
fact  that  they  had  seen  it  executed,  one  be- 
sides swearing  that  he  was  present  at  the  de- 
livery of  juridical  possession  by  Jose  Dolores 
Trujillo,  the  alleged  justice  of  the  peace. 
The  other  two  witnesses  (Houghton  and 
Dominguez)  testified  to  their  familiarity 
with  the  signatures  of  Governor  Armijo  and 
the  civil  SecreUry  Vigil,  from  having  seen 
them  write  and  sign,  and  that  the  signatures 
to  the  alleged  grant  were  in  their  opinion 
genuine. 

The  defense  offered  the  proceedings  before 
the  surveyor  general  on  the  supplementary 
hearing,  in  1878,  including  the  testimony 
then  taken  of  witnesses  since  deceased,  and 
then  offered  other  proof,  oral  and  document- 
ary, tending  to  make  out  the  defense.  The 
only  evidence  directly  relating  to  the  genu- 
ineness of  the  signatures  was  that  of  Dona» 
ciano  Vigil  and  William  Tipton,  the  signa- 
tures of  Armijo  and  Vigil  introduced  for  the 


t[  Translation.] 
Alleged  Documents  of  Title. 
Most  excellent  governor  and  commanding  gen- 
eral of  the  Department  of  Mexico  : 
I,  Juan  Luis  Ortis,  a  resident  of  Pojoaqne,  be- 
fore the  superiority  of  your  excellency,  with  the 
highest  respect  and  in  the  most  ample  form  al- 
lowed by  law  and  proper  for  me,  appear  and 
state :    That,  desiring  through  the  most  legiti- 
mate and  proper  means  to  encourage  agricul- 
ture, so  much   recommended  of  the  laws,   and 
finding  myself  at  this  time  with  land  so  consid- 
erably restricted  as  not  to  furnish  a  fair  subsist- 
ence for  the  support  of  the  large  family  I  pro- 
vide for,  and  having  seen  and  examined  with 


great  care  a  tract  of  public  land  which  is  situ- 
ated near  the  place  of  my  residence,  which  I 
describe  to  your  excellency  under  the  following 
boundaries :  On  the  east  by  a  mountain  called 
the  Mosca,  or  Panchuelo  slope ;  on  the  west  one 
fourth  of  a  league  below  the  waterfall  on  the 
Little  Springs  Meadow  ;  on  the  north  a  little  flat 
mountain  and  some  arroyos  running  between 
north  and  west :  and  on  the  south  a  rocky  hill 
situated  above  the  Chupadero  valley,  or  bound- 
ary of  the  citlxens  of  Tesuque  river;  and  find* 
Ing  In  the  said  tract,  which  1  solicit  of  yoar  ex- 
cellency, the  advanUge  of  containing  fertile 
lands  for  cuUlvatlon,  pastures,  and  water  suO- 
clent.  and  else  which  Is  needed  necessary  tot 
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purposes  of  comparison,  and  the  enlarged 
photographs    heretofore    referred    to.     The 

Suestioii  then  is,  Did  the  evidence  offered  hj 
he  petitioners  make  out  a  case,  and  if  so, 
did  Uie  defense  rebut  the  proof,  if  any,  which 
arose  fioui  the  evidence  upon  which  the 
claimants  rested? 

Without  reference  to  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  on  either  side,  a  comparison  of  the 
signatures  of  Governor  Armijo  and  Secre^ 
tu-y  Vigil,  as  found  on  the  alleged  grant, 
with  the  signatures  on  the  documents  offered 
for  the  purposes  of  comparison,  engenders, 
in  our  minds,  a  very  strong  conviction 
against  the  genuineness  of  the  grant  relied 
up(ML  And  this  conclusion  is  not  at  all 
shaken  by  a  comparison  of  the  signatures  to 
the  grant  with  those  which  were  introduced 
by  &e  petitioners  in  rebuttal,  also  for  the 
purposes  of  oomparison.  Without  elaborat- 
ing tiie  reasons  by  which  the  conviction  of 
want  of  genuineness  is  suggested,  by  the 
comparison,  it  suffices  to  say  that  the  entire 
characteristics  of  the  signatures  to  the  grant 
present  cuch  saliently  suspicious  features, 
when  the  comparison  is  made,  aa  to  leave  it 
impossible  for  the  mind  to  resist,  if  not  the 
absolute  conviction,  in  any  event  the  grave 
doubt  which  irresistibly  arises.  It  is  worthy 
of  being  noted  that  the  surveyor  general  bo- 
^  fore  whom  the  first  proceedings  were  had 
^considered  that  the  mere  inspection  of  the 
•  signatures  to  tht^grant  created  such  a  doubt 
of  its  genuineness  that  he  would  not  have 
been  able  to  have  recommended  confirmation 
on  the  face  of  the  papers,  but  for  testimony 
taken  before  him.    He  said: 

''I  doubted  at  first  the  genuineness  of  the 
papers  as  showing  the  grant  and  possession 
to  have  been  given  as  set  forth;  but  the 
testimony  brought  before  me,  especially  of 


the  two  last  witnesses,  who,  beyond  all  ques- 
tion, are  highly  reapectable  men,  has  set  my 
mind  at  rest  on  that  point." 

By  the  application  of  the  rule  whioh  wt 
have  at  the  outset  referred  to,  caating  upon 
the  claimant  the  burden  of  sustaining  the 
validity  of  an  asserted  grant,  we  are  com- 
pelled to  refuse  to  affirm  the  judgment  of 
confirmation,  unless  the  testimony  offered 
for  the  claimants  removes  the  doubt  in  ques- 
tion. 

Now,  the  testimony  as  to  the  grant  as  we 
have  seen  was  twofold  in  its  nature.  First, 
Joab  Houghton  and  Pablo  Domin^ez,  who, 
from  a  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
officials,  testified  that  in  their  opinion  the 
signatures  on  the  grant  were  genuine,  and 
that  of  the  two  Senas  who  swore  that  they 
had  personally  witnessed  the  execution  of 
the  grant,  and  therefore  gave  direct  testi- 
mony to  the  genuineness  of  the  signatures. 
Let  us  consider  whether  these  two  classes  of 
evidence  dispel,  if  not  the  conviction,  at  least 
the  grave  douibt  which  has  arisen,  as  above 
sUted. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Houghton,  whose 
sincerity  we  do  not  doubt^  embodied  but  his 
opinion  of  the  genuineness  of  the  signature, 
lliat  the  appearance,  however,  of  the  signa- 
tures was,  to  his  mind — as  it  was  to  that  of 
the  surveyor  general — suggestive  of  suspi- 
cion, is,  we  tMnk,  manifest  from  his  testi- 
mony. Thus,  on  beinff  shown  the  alleged  de- 
cree or  grant,  and  on  bein^  asked  by  counsel 
for  claimant  whether  the  signatures  of  Armi- 
jo and  Vigil  were  genuine  or  not,  the  wit- 
ness said:  ''I  reoognize  Armijo's  signature 
as  being  genuine  on  this  document,  as  I  do 
that  of  Juan  B.  Vigil,  though  signed  some- 
what differently  from  his  usual  way."  Be> 
ing  interrogated  by  the  surveyor  general, 


raising  stock;  and,  satisfied,  as  I  am,  that  It 
Is  public  and  nnapproprlated  land,  as  I  have  al* 
ready  stated,  I  have  not  hesitated  to  apply  to 
the  Justice  of  yonr  excellency,  asking,  very  re- 
spectfally.  that  for  the  sake  of,  and  in  Justice, 
yon  be  pleased  to  grant  me  the  said  possession, 
which  1  ask  In  the  name  of  the  Mexican  nation, 
te  which  we  have  the  honor  to  belong,  protest- 
ing that  I  do  not  act  In  dissimulation,  and  what- 
ever be  necessary,  etc.,  stating  to  yonr  excel- 
lency at  the  same  time  that  my  petition  Is  not 
upon  paper  of  the  proper  stamp,  there  being 
none  In  this  city ;  but  I  promise  to  attach  one 
eancelled  as  soon  as  there  shall  be  any. 

Most  excellent  sir,  Juan  Lois  Ortla. 

Santa  F^  June  3,  1846. 

Santa  F6,  N.  M.,  June  4th,  1846. 

What  Is  stated  by  the  petitioner  In  the  fore- 
going petition,  asking  that  there  be  granted  to 
blm  the  public  land  which  he  describes  In  the 
same,  being  true,  and  this  government  being 
convinced  of  the  good  reasons  he  sets  fortU,  the 
petitioner  will  apply  to  the  proper  Justice  that 
he  may  place  him  In  possession  of  the  land  soli- 
cited in  entire  conformity  to  the  laws  In  the 
premises. 

Juan  B.  Vlgll  y  Alarld.  Sec.  Armljo. 

At  this  place,  our  Lady  of  Gnadnlupe  of  Po- 
Joaqne,  on  the  eighth  day  of  the  month  of  June, 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-six,  be- 
fore me,  Cltlsen  Jose  Dolores  Trujlllo,  Justice  of 
the  peace  at  said  place,  appeared  Cltlsen  Juan 
Luis  Ortls,  resident  of  the  same,  who  presented 
ae  the  foregoing  superior  decree  ef  Maanel 


Armljoy  most  excellent  governor  and  command- 
ing general  of  the  Department  of  New  Mexico, 
placed  npon  the  margin  of  the  present  petition, 
dated  on  the  4th  Instant,  In  which  I  am  notified 
to  place  the  said  Jnan  Lois  Ortls  In  possession 
of  the  land  he  requests  be  granted  him.  In  con« 
formity  with  the  laws  of  possession ;  wherefore, 
I,  said  Justice  of  the  peace,  accompanied  by  my 
attending  witnesses,  proceeded  to  pat  In  execn- 
tlon  the  said  superior  decree,  which  I  fulfilled, 
designating  the  boondarles  set  forth:  On  the 
esst  a  high  mountain  called  the  Mosca,  or  Pacb- 
uelo  slope ;  on  the  west  a  fourth  of  a  league  be- 
low the  waterfall  on  Little  Springs  Meadow; 
on  the  north  a  small  flat  mountain,  some  ar* 
royos  running  between  west  and  north ;  and  on 
the  south  a  rocky  hill,  which  stands  above  the 
Chupadero  valley,  or  boundary  of  the  residents 
of  Tesuque  river;  and  having  eomplled  with 
what  I  am  directed  to  do  by  the  most  excellent 
governor  and  commanding  general  aforesaid,  I 
gave  him  to  understand  that  said  favor  and 
donation  has  been  conferred  npon  him  in  the 
name  of  the  Mexican  nation,  to  which  we  have 
the  honor  of  belonging.  And  In  due  testimony, 
as  well  in  the  present  as  in  the  future,  I  exe- 
cuted to  him  the  present  document  of  possession, 
signed  by  myself  and  my  attending  witnesses, 
with  whom  I  act  specially  for  lack  of  a  notary 
public,  there  being  none  In  this  department  To 
all  of  which  I  certify. 

Jose  Dolores  TruJlUa 

Attending :  Ygnado  Alavid. 

Attending:  Miguel  Goaaalee. 
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and  after  stating  that  he  did  not  know  that 

Mexican  officials  need  steel  pens  at  Santa 

H9  F6  in  184G,  the  witness  testified  as  follows: 

CO 

•  *  Q.  Was  Goremor  Armijo  in  the  habit  of 
becoming  intoxicated? 

A.  I  think  not.  I  have  seen  him  often, 
but  never  saw  him  intoxicated. 

Q,  Have  you  ever  seen  him  in  a  condi- 
tion of  excitement  or  nervousness,  such  as 
would  be  likely  to  affect  his  handwriting  if 
using  a  kind  of  pen  he  was  unfamiliar  with  ? 

A.  Yes;  I  have  seen  him  frequently  in 
such  a  condition,  particularly  at  the  time  of 
the  battles  in  Mexico  in  1846,  and  of  the  ap- 
proach here  of  the  American  troops  during 
the  summer  of  1846. 

The  testimony  of  Dominguez  also  but  ex- 
pressed his  opinion.  The  probative  force  of 
the  opinion  of  this  witness  as  to  the  signa- 
tures in  question  is  greatly  weakened,  how- 
ever, by  his  statements  on  other  subjects, 
tfuch  as  the  possession  under  the  grant  and 
the  ofltoial  capacity  of  Trujillo  as  justice 
of  the  peace,  which,  as  will  be  hereafter  seen, 
are  entirely  irreconcilable  with  the  facts, 
which,  if  not  conclusively  established,  are  in 
any  event  sustained  by  a  preponderance  of 
proof. 

In  conflict  with  the  opinion  of  Houghton 
and  Dominguez  is  that  expressed  bv  Dona- 
dano  Vigil  in  his  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
government  He,  as  has  been  stated,  was 
military  secretary  of  Governor  Armijo  at 
the  time  the  grant  was  alleged  to  have  been 
made,  and  Dominguez  was  a  clerk  in 
Vigil's  office.  With  respect  to  the  signatures 
upon  the  decree,  purporting  to  have  been 
made  by  Armijo,  the  witness  said  that  he 
had  been  intimate  with  Governor  Armijo, 
and  had  seen  him  write,  and  was  well  ac- 
quainted with  his  handwriting,  and,  while 
unwilling  to  swear  positively  that  the  signa- 
ture "Armijo"  on  the  decree  was  not  genuine, 
because  the  witness  had  not  actually  seen 
the  name  written,  the  witness  swore  that 
Governor  Armijo  always  wrote  his  name  like 
the  signature  upon  a  document  exhibited  by 
the  witness,  which  he  had  seen  Armijo  write, 
and  further  stated  that  he  (the  witness)  had 
never  seen  a  genuine  signature  of  Governor 
Armijo  like  that  on  the  decree  of  grant,  and 
that,  in  his  judgment,  "the  signatures  is  not 
;;  the  same  Armijo  was  accustomed  to  write." 
$     The  testimony  of  this  witness  conveys  an 

•  impression  of* conscientious  circumspection, 
the  absence  of  which  is  particularly  to  be  re- 
marked in  the  testimony  of  Dominguez  with 
which  Vigil  conflicts.  The  document  pro- 
duced by  Vigil  as  a  type  of  the  signature  of 
Armijo  has  been  certified  up,  and  placing  it 
in  juxtaposition  with  the  signature  of  Armi- 
jo on  the  alleged  grant  fortifies  and 
strengthens  the  doubt  arising  from  the  com- 
parison previously  referred  to. 

The  testimony  of  Vigil  is  fortified  by  that 
of  Tipton,  who,  in  lucid  and  cogent  reasons, 
supports  the  opinion  which  he  unequivocally 
expressed,  that  the  signatures  of  both  Armi- 
jo and  Vigil  y  Alarid  were  not  genuine.  The 
proof  on  Uiis  branch  of  the  case,  in  the  best 


view  which  may  be  taken  of  it  for  the  p6» 
titioners,  conies,  then,  to  this:  The  genuine* 
ness  of  the  signatures  to  the  grant  as  a  mat- 
ter of  opinion  is  supported  by  two  witnesses, 
the  testimony  of  one  of  whom  at  once  tug* 
gesta  the  doubt  whioh  arises  on  the  face  of 
the  paper,  and  the  statements  of  the  other 
one  of  whom  is  weakened  by  his  declarations 
on  other  subjects  which,  as  will  be  hereafter 
seen,  have  been  susbtantially  overthrown. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  proof  of  want  of 
genuineness  as  a  matter  of  opinion  is  sus- 
tained  l^  two  witnesses,  one  of  whom 
(Vigil)  based  his  opinion  from  an  intimate 
official  and  personal  relation  with  Governor 
Armijo  which  existed  at  the  time  the  alleged 
grant  was  made  and  prior  thereto,  and  the 
other  of  whom,  Tipton,  by  a  long  official  re* 
lation  with  documents  containing  the  signa- 
tures of  Governor  Armijo  and  Secretary 
Vigil,  had  apt  and  valuable  means  of  form- 
ing a  correct  and  reliable  opinion,  and 
whose  testimony  is  so  clear  and  so  intelli- 
gent as  to  carry  great  weight  with  it.  This 
state  of  the  proof  certainly,  instead  of  re- 
moving the  doubt  suggested  by  the  inspec- 
tion and  comparison,  greatly  confirms  it. 

What,  then,  is  the  effect  of  the  testimony 
of  the  two  witnesses  (the  Senas)  who  in  the 
first  proceeding  before  the  surveyor  general 
testified  to  Iheir  persimal  knowledge  of  the 
signing  of  the  grant? 

Antonio  Sena,  after  stating  that  he  was 
prefect  in  June,  1846,  of  the  first  district  of 
New  MexicOj  on  being  asked  whether  a  grant 
had  been  made,  and,  if  he  replied  yes,  to  sayw 
by  whom  and  to  whom,  testified  as  follows  t  $ 
•  "There  was  a  grant  made  for  this  property  • 
in  Junes  1846,  by  Governor  Armijo  to  Juan 
Luis  Orti£;  and  the  decree  now  here  is  the 
original  one,  signed  by  Governor  Armijo,  in 
my  presence,  on  the  4th  day  of  June,  1846. 
I  now  mean  the  paper  in  this  case  marked 
'Sierra      Mosoa    grants-original.'    In    the 
montii  of  June,  1846,  there  was  no  stamped 
government  paper  here,  and  we  had  to  use 
common  paper.^' 

Ramon  Sena  testified  to  an  intimate  ao- 
quaintanoe  with  the  governor  and  secretary, 
and  on  being  asked  to  state  whether  the 
signatures  to  the  decree  were  genuine,  and 
whether  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  was  placed  in  pos- 
session, answered: 

"I  have  examined  the  signatures  of  Armijo 
and  Vigil  y  Alarid,  upon  the  document  men- 
tioned, and  am  satisfied  that  they  are  both 
genuine.  In  the  year  1846—1  think  in  ths 
month  of  June — I  was  requested  by  Juan 
Luis  Ortiz  to  go  with  him  to  present  to  Gov- 
ernor Armijo  a  petition  for  land,  and  the  pe- 
tition of  said  Ortiz  shown  me  on  said  docu- 
ment A  is  Uie  petition,  and  bears  the  senu- 
ine  signature  ot  said  Ortiz.  Governor  Armi- 
jo directed  a  clerk  (I  don't  remember  who) 
to  write  the  decree,  the  same  on  the  margin 
of  the  document  shown  me  as  document  A, 
which  decree  he  then  and  there  signed,  as  did 
also  Senor  Vigil  y  Alarid ;  the  governor  then 
handed  the  document  to  Ortiz,  who  requested 
me  to  proceed  with  him  to  the  alcalde  at 
Pojoaque,  to  be  by  him  placed  in  possession 
of  the  land«  and  who  did  place  Ortis  in  pos* 
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the  record  of  that  act  borne  by 
document  A  is  the  act  of  poeeession  I  refer 
to,  and  the  signature  of  tfose  Dolores  Tm- 
JiUo,  which  it  bears,  is  his  genuine  signature. 
.  .  .  The  petition  of  Ortiz  to  the  gover- 
nor was  presented  to  him  in  duplicate,  and 
when  he  had  acted  upon  them  he  handed  one 
'Of  the  documents  to  Ortiz  and  the  other  he 
handed  to  Senor  Vigil  j  Alarid«  to  be  placed 
4unong  the  archives." 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  it  was  not 
shown  when,  if  dead,  the  attesting  witnesses 
to  the  act  of  possession  had  died,  and  they 
were  not  called  upon  to  testify  before  the 
surveyor  general  or  at  the  trial  below — a 
circumstance   which   necessarily  greatly  de- 

« tracts  from  the  weight  ol  the  testimony  of 

^  Ramon  Sena. 

•  *Both  the  Senas  were  sons-in-law  of  the  al- 
leged grantee,  Juan  Luis  Ortiz.  One  was 
certainly  a  clerk  with  Dominguez  in  the  of- 
fice of  Donaciano  Vigil  at  the  very  time  the 
grant  is  asserted  to  have  been  executed,  and 
yet  Vigil,  who  was  military  secretary  of 
Armijo,  says  that  he  never  heard  at  the  time 
anything  concerning  the  alleged  execution  of 
the  grant.  It  is  suggestive  of  doubt,  there- 
fore, that  a  grant  for  many  thousand  acres 
of  land  should  have  been  made  by  Armiio  to 
Juan  Luis  Ortiz,  an  acquaintance  of  Vigil, 
and  yet  that  the  fact  should  have  been  wit- 
nessed and  known  by  a  derk  in  Vigil's  of- 
fice without  any  information  having  been 
conveyed  to  the  head  of  that  office.  It  ia 
worthy  also  of  remark  that  Ramon  Sena 
says  that  when  the  grant  was  executed  he 
took  such  an  interest  in  it  that  he  left  the 
office  where  he  was  employed  and  went  to  the 
place  where  the  land  was  situated  to  witness 
the  delivery  of  juridical  possession  made  by 
the  justice  of  the  peace,  although,  as  already 
stated,  Ramon  Sena's  name  does  not  appear 
upon  the  act  of  possession  as  an  attesting 
witness  thereto. 

In  addition  to  the  peculiarities  in  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses,  to  which  attention 
has  been  called,  there  is  a  conflict  between 
their  statements  which  the  record  leaves 
wholly  unexplained.  Thus,  Antonio  Sena 
explicitly  says  that  but  one  paper  was  signed 
by  Governor  Armijo,  and  that  the  decree 
shown  him  was  the  original  grant,  and  he 
makes  no  reference  to  any  duplicate  original 
petition  being  presenteid  to  the  governor, 
whilst  Ramon  Sena  affirms  that  duplicate 
originals  of  the  certificate  were  made  and 
presented  to  the  governor,  and  that  he  acted 
upon  both. 

Despite  the  inconsistencies  in,  and  the  im- 
probabilities suggested  by,  the  testimony  of 
the  Senas  above  stated,  let  it  be  conceded, 
arguendo,  that  their  statements  of  personal 
knowledge  of  the  execution  of  the  grant, 
standing  alone,  would  be  sufficient  to  over- 
throw &e  doubt  engendered  by  the  appear- 
ance of  the  signatures  to  the  grant,  and  by 
the  other  testimony  on  the  subject,  still  such 

8  admission  cannot  be  here  controlling  because 
^  of  the  fact  that  the  testimony  of  the  Senas  ia 

•  shown  to  have  been  incorrect  in  other»parti- 
Cttlars  so  important  as  to  deprive  it  of  the 


wel|dlit  whieh  otherwiM  miglit  be  attribatad 
toil 

A  direct  issue  was  made  in  the  pleadings 
in  this  case  as  to  the  official  existence  of  the 
person  by  whom  the  act  of  juridical  posses- 
sion purported  to  have  been  executed.  The 
petition  presented  for  confirmation  to  the 
surveyor  general  in  1872  alleged  on  this  sub- 
ject as  follows: 

'The  said  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  w«s  placed  in 
the  legal  possession  ol  said  grant  by  JoM 
Dolores  Trujillo,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  and  customs  then  in  force 
in  said  republic,  governing  the  making, 
granting,  and  placing  persons  or  grantees  in 
possession  of  lands  granted  to  them." 

In  the  asserted  granting  papers  TrujiUo 
specifically  describes  himself  as  "justice  of 
the  peace  at  said  place"  (Pojoaque),  and 
grants  the  juridical  possession  in  his  capaiy 
ity  as  such  officer.  On  the  subject  of  this  of* 
ficial,  Antonio  Sena,  on  being  shown  the  aol 
of  juridical  possession,  testified  as  follows  t 

Q.  Who  was,  if  you  can  state,  the  justiea 
of  the  peace  at  Pojoaque  at  that  timet 

A.    It  was  Jose  Dolores  Trujillo. 

Q,  Do  you  know  the  signature  of  Josa 
Dolores  Trujillo?  If  so,  please  examine  the 
signature  on  the  document  marked  ''Sienrn 
Mosoa  grant— original,"  purporting  to  ba 
his,  and  state  whether  it  is  genuine. 

A.  I  know  the  siffnature,  and  have  exam- 
ined the  one  referred  to;  and  it  is  his  genu- 
ine signature.  I,  as  prefect,  had  authority 
to  appoint  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  my 
district,  and  I  appointed  him  for  the  pre- 
cinct or  demarcation  of  Pojoaque. 

By  necessary  implication  in  the  passage 
already  quoted  from  the  testimony  of  Ramon 
Sena,  he  also  affirms  the  official  character  of 
Trujillo  as  an  alcalde  or  justice  of  the  peace. 

By  the  Mexican  law  in  force  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  alleged  grant  a  justice 
of  the  peace  exercised  his  authority  over  a 
designated  area  known   as  a  demarcation. 
Contemplating  the  contingency  of  the  ab- 
sence or  inability  from  other  cause  of  sueho 
an  appointed  official  to  act,  there  was  an  ofll- ) 
cial  known*as  a  fuez  da  pom  auplenta  or  sub-  • 
stitute  justice  of  the  peace.    The  area  em- 
braced within  the  demarcation  over  which 
the  jurisdictioa  of  the  justice  of  the  peace 
extended  was  subdivided  into  precincts,  for 
which    an    inferior   official    was   appointed, 
known  as  a  juez  de  barrio. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  differ- 
ence, if  any,  between  the  authority  of  these 
officials,  as  the  question  is  not  what  was  the 
power  of  Trujillo,  as  an  officer,  but  whether 
the  proof  shows  that  he  was  an  official,  or  at 
all  events  whether  it  does  not  give  rise  to 
such  serious  doubt,  on  the  subject,  as  to 
cause  us  to  be  unable  to  sustain  the  alleged 
delivery  of  juridical  possession. 

It  is  clearly  proved  that  in  1846,  at  the 
time  the  alleged  granting  papers  purport  to 
have  been  executed  and  long  prior  thereto, 
there  was  no  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  de- 
marcation of  Pojoaque,  as  there  was  no  such 
demarcation.    At  that  time  Pojoaque  was  a 
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■mall  town  within  th«  demarcation  of  San 
Ildefonso,  that  demarcation  being  subdivided 
into  four  batrioa,  as  follows:  £1  Rancho, 
Cuyamungue,  Jacona,  and  Pojoaque. 

Now,  the  proof  is  that  in  1845,  and  also 
in  the  year  when  the  grant  was  alleged  to 
have  been  made  (1846),  the  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  demarcation  of  San  Ildefonso 
was  Jesus  Maria  Serrano.  This  fact  is  es- 
tablished by  official  documents  in  the  record, 
and  is  conceded  by  the  defendants  in  error. 
It  is  also  shown  by  official  documents,  and  is 
not  denied,  that  in  1845  the  substitute  of 
Serrano  for  the  demarcation  of  San  Ildefonso 
was  Teodoro  Gonzales.  Whilst  there  is  no 
official  record  of  the  reappointment  of  Qon- 
sales  as  juez  de  pa»  8uplente  for  the  demar- 
cation for  the  year  1846,  Qonzales — who  was 
examined  before  the  surveyor  general  in  1878 
—testified  positively  to  tiiat  fact,  and  said 
that  in  1846  he  and  he  alone  was  such  officer. 
Another  witness  also,  Jesus  Maria  Ortiz  y 
Baca,  who  was  examined  before  the  survey- 
or general  at  the  same  time,  but  who  again 
testified  at  the  trial,  confirmed  this  sUite- 
ment  of  Qonzales.  The  uncontradicted 
statements  of  these  witnesses  were  corrobo- 
rated by  those  of  other  witnesses  living  in 
the  vicinage  of  Pojoaque,  who  said  that  they 
H  knew  Serrano  to  have  been  justice  of  the 
)  peace,  and  Gonzales  to  have  been  his  sub- 
•  stitute  in  June,  1846,  and  ths4«although  they 
were  personally  acquainted  with  Jose  Dolo- 
res Trujillo,  they  never  heard  of  his  laying 
any  claim  to  any  one  of  these  offices  or  exer- 
cising or  pretending  to  exercise  any  of  the 
functions  thereof. 

It  is  impossible  to  deduce  any  reasonable 
conclusion  favorable  to  the  contention  that 
Trujillo  was  a  juess  de  pae  tuplente  in  1846 
upon  the  assumption  that  lapse  of  time  had 
led  these  witnesses  to  confound  one  year 
with  another,  since  the  testimony  shows  that 
both  in  1845  and  subsequently  in  1846  no 
person  of  the  name  of  Trujillo  held  that  of- 
fice. 

What  is  the  state  of  the  proof  as  to  the 
fuez  de  barrio  of  Pojoaque  in  1846,  wh^n  the 
alleged  grant  was  made? 

Those  officials,  it  would  seem,  were  recom- 
mended for  appointment  by  the  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  demarcation,  through  the 
prefect  of  the  district,  to  the  governor  of  the 
department  for  confirmation,  their  commis- 
sions going  to  them  through  the  justice  of 
the  demarcation.  It  is  shown  by  official  evi- 
dence— ^which  is  undenied — that  in  1845  the 
fuecea  de  barriog  for  the  four  precincts  with- 
in the  demarcation  of  San  Ildefonso  were  as 
follows: 

At  El  Rancho,  Don  Joaquin  Lujan. 

"  Jacona,  Don  Jesus  Lujan. 

*  Cuyamungue,  Don  Jesus  Maria  Ortis. 

••  Pojoaque,  Don  Miffuel  Trujillo. 

In  December,  1845,  it  is  shown  that  the 
then  prefect  of  the  department,  Santiago 
Flores,  addressed  a  letter  to  Serrano,  as  just- 
ice of  the  peace  of  the  demarcation  of  San 
Ildefonso,  advising  him  that  it  had  been 
seen  fit  to  "re-elect"  him  "justice  of  the 
peace  for  the  coming  year,"  and  directing 
him:    "As  soon  as  you  receive  this  to  ap- 


point the  precinct  justices  which  tliere  ooriit 
to  be  within  the  limits  of  the  demarcaticB 
under  your  charge,  repeating  to  this  pr^- 
fecture  with  the  greatest  possible  prompt* 
ness  as  to  whom  you  have  appointed  to  those 
positions,  in  order  that  they  be  approved  by 
his  excellency  the  governor." 

No  documentary  proof  was  adduced  show- 
ing that  Serrano  complied  with  this  order, 
although  of  course  the  assumption  would  be  ^ 
either  that  the  incumbents  held  over,  or  that  Z 
••vacancy  was  not  allowed  to  exist,  and  the  * 
appointments  were  promptly  made  as  di- 
rected.   Now,  as  Trujillo  was  not  even  a 
juez  de  barrio  in  the  previous  year,  he  could 
not  have  held  over,  and  the  testimony  ex- 
cludes the  implication  that  he  could  at  that 
time  have  been  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy 
and  acted  as  such  odicer  without  the  Icnowl- 
edge  of  the  residents  at  the  place  where  his 
functions  would  have  been  exercised. 

Santiago  Flores  was  not  the  incumbent  of 
the  office  of  prefect  on  January  12,  1846,  as 
on  that  date  one  JOse  Francisco  Baca  y  Ter- 
ms was  acting  as  prefect,  and  he  appears 
from  the  record  to  have  continued  to  be  pre- 
fect as  late  as  March  27  following,  his  suc- 
cessor in  the  office  being  Antonio  Sena.  As- 
suming, then,  that  Sena's  testimony  can  be 
construed  as  relating  to  the  office  of  /ues  de 
barrio,  it  would  have  to  be  further  assumed 
that  the  appointments  for  the  year  1846  had 
not  been  made  as  commanded  by  the  prefect 
and  as  required  by  law,  and  that  therefore 
either  the  offices  had  been  vacant  from  the 
close  of  1845  until  Sena's  assumption  of  the 
prefecture  in  April,  1846,  or  that  a  vacan<7 
had  occurred  in  the  office  of  juez  de  barrio^ 
at  Pojoaque,  as  to  which,  however,  no  proof 
has  been  ofl'ered.  True  it  is  that  counsel  for 
the  petitioners  who  conducted  the  cross-ex* 
amination  of  the  witnesses  before  the  sur* 
veyor  general  in  the  proceedings  initiated  in 
1872,  testified  that  when  the  files  of  the  for- 
mer demarcation  of  San  Ildefonso  were  prcK 
duced  before  the  surveyor  general  in  1878, 
in  looking  over  them  he  saw  a  paper,  not 
among  the  records  as  produced  at  this  trial, 
signed  by  Antonio  Sena  from  the  prefect's 
office,  "in  which  he  designated  or  appointed 
Jose  Dolorez  Trujillo  as  alcalde  auplente,  lo* 
cated  at  Pojoaque,  in  the  jurisdiction  of  San 
Ildefonso,"  the  witness  afterwards  correcting 
his  testimony  by  stating  that  the  document 
which  he  recollected  to  have  seen  "was  dated 
either  the  very  last  days  of  the  month  of 
December,  1845,  or  in  the  first  three  or  four 
months  of  the  year  1846,  and  it  was  a  docu- 
ment appointing  Jose  Dolorez  Trujillo  as  al- 
calde or  juez  de  barrio  suplente  of  the  juris- 
diction of  San  Ildefonso  at  Pojoaque."  In 
the  brief,  however,  our  attention  is  called  to 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  reo-es 
ord,  and  that  the  word  "suplente**  in  the? 
quotation  just  referred  to  is  erroneously* 
placed  after  the  words  "juez  de  barrio**  in- 
stead of  following  the  word  "alcalde,"  and 
that  the  statement  should  read  "alcalde  eup- 
lenie  or  juez  de  barrio,**  Although  one  of 
the  questions  pending  before  the  surveyor 
general  in  1876  was  whether  Trujillo  had 
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«iFer  been  appointed  1^  Sena  m  a  Justice  of 
the  peace,  it  is  conceded  thie  paper  wae  not 
when  seen  offered  in  evidence,  nor  was  the 
attention  of  the  surveyor  general  called  to 
it»  nor  was  any  copy  taken  of  it  The  course 
pursued,  it  is  said,  having  been  taken  be- 
cause it  was  deemed  that  the  investigation 
before  the  surveyor  general  could  have  no 
legal  force,  and  because  it  was  feared  that  if 
attention  was  directed  to  the  document  it 
might  be  abstracted.  On  this  subject,  also, 
there  is  testimony  from  the  counsd  who  ap- 
peared for  the  petitioners  in  the  supplement- 
ary proceedings  referred  to,  showing  that 
when  the  records  were  then  produced  he  also 
made  a  critical  examination  of  them,  and  no 
such  paper  as  the  one  described  was  seen  by 
him.  But  no  conflict  need  necessarily  arise 
from  the  statements  of  the  two  witnesses, 
for  it  might  well  be  that  a  paper  was  seen  by 
one  of  tne  witnesses  at  one  time,  and  was 
not  seen  by  the  other  at  another  time,  be- 
cause it  may  have  been  surreptitiously  placed 
on  the  files,  and  thereafter  abstracted  un- 
known to  either  counsel.  This  is  fortified  by 
the  fact  that  the  custodian  of  the  archives 
who  produced  them  at  the  supplementary 
hearing,  and  who  had  the  custody  of  them 
long  prior  to  that  occasion  and  was  familiar 
with  them,  had  never  heard  of  or  seen  any 
such  paper.  If  surmises  were  compelled,  in 
view  of  the  high  position  of  couns^,  the  di- 
rection which  conjecture  would  take  may  be 
indicated  by  the  suggestion  that  Sena  was 
alive  at  the  time  of  the  supplementary  hear- 
ing, and  that  Caspar  0rti2  not  only  was 
alive,  but  on  one  occasion  was  present  in  an 
adjoining  room  when  the  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses was  beinff  taken  before  the  surveyor 
general,  althou^  not  called  as  a  witness. 
Considering  the  paper  as  testified  to,  its  pres- 
ence would  accentuate  rather  than  assuage 
the  flprave  suspicion  which  the  other  facts  to 
which  we  have  alluded  give  rise. 
^  Certainly,  it  could  not  have  been  a  contem- 
J  poraneous  paper,  if  Sena  purported  to  have 
•  acted  as  prefect  in  December,  1846/ and  as 
•uch  to  have  appointed  Trujillo  as  alcalde 
Muplenie  for  the  year  1846,  because  the  of- 
ficial documents  in  the  record  show  that  on 
December  6,  1845,  Santiago  Flores,  and  not 
Sena,  was  prefect,  and  that  Flores  was  such 
officer  prior  to  that  date  appears  in  his  of- 
ficial communication  to  justice  of  the  peace 
Serrano,  of  date  December  6,  1845,  showing 
that  before  that  date  as  prefect  Flores  had 
nominated  Serrano  to  the  governor  to  serve 
as  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  year  1846. 
Nor  could  it  have  been  genuine  if  the  ap- 
pointment was  of  Trujillo  as  alcalde  suplente 
or  fucz  de  barrio  during  any  time  from  the 
beginning  of  December,  1845,  up  to  the  close 
of  the  month  of  March,  1846,  because  during 
all  that  time  the  record  shows  that  Sena  was 
not  prefect.  Besides,  if  the  paper  as  testified 
to  was  now  here  just  as  it  is  described  in  the 
testimony,  it  would  not  help  the  situation, 
for  it  would  vary  from  the  declarations  in 
the  act  of  possession  and  from  the  testimony 
of  Sena.  In  the  paper  as  to  the  delivery  of 
possession,  Trujillo  represents  himself,  not 
as  /wes  de  larrio,  but  as  a  justice  of  the 


peaoe^  and  Sena  testified  as  follows:  1,  tm 
prefect,  had  authority  to  appoint  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  in  my  district,  and  I  ap* 
pointed  him  for  the  precinct  or  demarcation 
of  Pojoaque."  Now,  as  a  former  prefect,  he 
was  familiar  with  the  designation  of  minor 
officials,  and  would  not  therefore  have  con* 
founded  a  iustioe  of  the  peace  with  a  juesg  de 
barrio.  The  official  correspondence  of  Sena 
contained  in  the  record  shows  that  the  dea- 
ignation  "justice  of  the  peace''  was  applied 
by  Sena  to  the  justice  of  a  demarcation,  and 
the  term  jueg  de  barrio  he  applied  to  a  jus- 
tice of  a  precinct  within  the  demarcation. 
And  a  like  practice  is  shown  by  the  record  to 
have  been  pursued  by  the  successor  of  Sena. 

And  on  this  subject  the  record  contains  a 
very  suggestive  fact. 

It  is  shown  that  at  a  time  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  the  alleged  grant  the  demarcation 
of  San  Ildefonso  was  divided,  and  from  the 
territory  of  which  it  was  composed  there 
were  established  two  demarcations,  one  that 
of  San  Ildefonso  and  the  other  that  of  Pojoa- 
que,  and  that  the  records  of  the  former  de- 
marcation were  kept  at  Pojoaque.  This,  of  ^ 
course,  necessarily  cave  rise  to  two  justices  J 
of  the  peace,  one  of  the  demarcation* of  San  7 
Ildefonso  and  the  other  of  Pojoaque.  The 
new  demarcations  thus  created,  if  they  did 
not  continue  up  to  the  trial  below,  oertainly 
so  continued  for  many  years.  The  descrip- 
tion of  the  capacity  of  Trujillo  found  in  the 
alleged  act  of  possession  and  of  his  official 
character  given  by  Sena,  is  more  aptly  appro- 
priate to  the  demarcation  of  Pojoaque  as  it 
existed  after  the  division  and  subsequent  to 
the  making  of  the  alleged  ^ant  From  this 
circumstance  may  well  arise  the  reflection 
that  if  the  papers  were  not  executed  ui^til  at 
or  about  the  time  their  existence  was  pub- 
licly asserted  in  1872,  the  mind  of  the 
draughtsman  might  inadvertently  have  tiJc- 
en  into  consideration  the  demarcation  of 
Pojoaque  created  after  June,  1846,  and 
which  had  many  years  obtained,  and  have 
thus  overlooked  the  state  of  things  existing 
in  1846. 

2.  The  impossibility  of  deducing  from  the 
testimony  of  the  two  Senas  proof  sufficient  to 
overcome  the  grave  doubt  as  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  grant  already  engendered  by  the 
proof  referred  to,  is  further  confirmed  by 
considering  the  state  of  the  evidence  on  the 
subject  of  possession. 

In  the  petition  for  grant  Ortiz  is  repre- 
sented as  living  at  Pojoaque,  and  as  assert- 
ing that  he  found  himself  at  that  time  "with 
land  so  considerably  restricted  as  not  to  fur- 
nish a  fair  subsistence  for  the  support  of  the 
large  family"  he  provided  for,  and  it  was 
further  represented  that  the  tract  which  was 
solicited  possessed  "the  advantage  of  con- 
taining fertile  lands  for  cultivation,  pasture 
and  water  sufficient,  and  else  which  is  needed 
for  raising  stock."  In  the  proceedings  in- 
stituted before  the  surveyor  general  in  1872 
the  land  embraced  within  the  boundaries 
mentioned  in  the  grant  was  marked  on  a 
sketch  filed  with  the  petition  as  aggregating 
about  115,200  acres,  while  a  survey  made  by 
the  United  States  in  1876— asserted  by  pe- 
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titioners  fn  the!r  petition  filed  below  to  be 
incorrect — gave  the  area  as  33,250.39  acres. 
The  brief  for  defendants  in  error,  however, 
BOW  declares  that  the  claim  is  limited  to  not 
exceeding  11  leagues,  the  claim  as  con- 
firmed by  the  court  below.  In  the  petition 
of  1872  it  was  averred  that  from  tne  date 
«  Ortiz  was  placed  in  possession  he  "and  his 
9  heirs  had  cultivated  a  portion  of  said  grant 

*  and  the  rest  they  have  used  ia^herding  their 
animals  and  in  obtaining  wood."  The  only 
proof,  however,  introduced  by  the  petition- 
ers before  the  surveyor  general  in  1872,  bear- 
ing upon  the  occupancy  or  cultivation  of  the 
tract  in  question  by  Ortiz  and  those  claim- 
ing under  him,  were  statements  contained  in 
the  depositions  of  Antonio  Sena,  Ramon 
Sena,  and  Pablo  Dominguez.  These  wit- 
nesses, however,  spoke  only  in  general  terms. 
Antonio  Sena  ana  Dominguez  simply  testi- 
fied that  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  and  his  heirs  had 
always  occupied  the  land  and  it  had  always 
been  reputed  to  be  theirs,  while  Ramon  Sena 
thus  expressed  himself: 

"Ortiz  lived  upon  the  land  during  his  life- 
time, and  his  heirs  have  continued  to  occupy 
it  since  his  death,  and  it  has  been  continu- 
ously occupied  by  him  and  them,  and  they 
have  always  been  the  reputed  owners  of  the 
land,  and  respected  as  such." 

The  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial  be- 
low, however,  tended  to  show  that  the  upper 
portion  of  the  tract  in  question  had  been 
claimed  by  the  heirs  of  the  father  of  Juan 
Luis  Ortiz  under  an  alleged  prior  grant  to 
their  ancestor,  and  that  portions  of  such 
tract  had  been  occupied  and  cultivated  by 
some  of  said  heirs,  under  such  claim;  and 
a  number  of  witnesses,  relatives  and  neigh- 
bors of  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  during  his  lifetime, 
testified,  not  merely  that  they  had  never 
known  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  to  have  occupied  or 
cultivated  the  land,  but  that  the  existence 
even  of  the  allged  grant  of  1840  was  not 
known  or  heard  of  in  the  neighborhood  until 
ite  presentation  in  1872  to  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral for  confirmation.  Further,  it  is  estab- 
lished, though  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  may  have 
livitd  at  Pojoaque  in  June,  1846,  he  took  up 
his  residence  at  Santa  F6  in  the  house  of  his 
son  Gaspar  not  very  long  after  the  date 
nas<^.  In  fact,  the  widow  of  Gaspar  in  her 
testimony  said  that  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  died 
about  1861  or  1862,  and  that  he  resided  at 
her  house  in  Santa  F6  for  about  twenty  to 
thirty  years  before  his  death.  If,  however, 
we  accept  the  statement  of  another  witness, 
a  relative  named  Jose  Ortiz,  aged  fifty-eight 
years  at  the  time  he  testified,  Juan  Luis 
Ortiz  died  in  1859  or  1860,  and  lived  with  his 
son  Gaspar,  and  clerked  in  the  store  of  that 
son  in  Santa  F^  for  ten  or  twelve  years  be- 
H  fore  he  (Juan  Luis  Ortiz)  died.  It  would 
^  thus  appear  that  Juan  Luis  Ortiz  left  Pojoa- 

•  que  and  the  vicinity  of  this  grant  for*Santa 
F6,  if  not  before,  at  least  very  soon  after, 
the  date  of  the  asserted  grant.  The  widow 
of  the  son  Gaspar,  however,  did  not  give  any 
evidence  tending  to  show  any  knowledge  on 
her  part  of  any  cultivation  or  use  of  the 
tract  by  or  on  behalf  of  Juan  Luis  Ortiz, 


during  her  acquaintance  with  him,  which 
must  have  extended  back  at  least  to  the  time 
of  her  marriage  to  the  son,  which  she  stated 
to  have  been  in  1848.  Particularly  she  did 
not  explain  how  he  could  have  so  occupied 
and  cultivated  when  living  at  her  house  in 
Santa  F6  and  acting  as  clerk  for  her  hus- 
band. 

Despite  the  great  weight  of  the  adverse 
testimony  above  referred  to,  the  claimants 
in  the  court  below  introduced  no  evidence 
whatever  as  to  possession,  cultivation,  or  im* 
provement  of  the  alleged  granted  land,  ex- 
cept that  in  the  opening  of  their  case  there 
was  introduced  the  ew  parte  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  before  the  surveyor  general  on  th« 
first  investigation. 

3.  The  foregoing  considerations,  weighing 
against  the  validity  of  the  asserted  gran^ 
are  fortified  by  the  fact  that  although  Juan 
Luis  Ortiz  and  his  son  Gaspar  lived,  prior  to 
1854  and  subsequent  thereto,  in  Santa  F69 
where  was  located  the  office  of  the  surveyor 
general  of  New  Mexico,  and  the  act  author* 
izine  the  presentation  of  claims  of  that  of* 
ficial  was  passed  in  1854,  it  was  not  until 
1872  that  the  alleged  grant  made  its  public 
appearance.  There  are  also  many  other 
facts  and  circumstances  in  the  record  cast- 
ing the  gravest  doubt  on  the  genuineness  of 
the  alleged  grant,  and  tending  to  contradict 
the  testimony  of  the  Senas.  To  avoid  too 
much  prolixity,  however,  we  shall  not  refer 
to  them. 

All  the  foregoing  considerations  render  it 
unnecessary  to  examine  the  questions  which 
are  pressed  in  argument  as  to  the  form  of  the 
alleged  grant  here  relied  on,  the  claimed  in* 
attention  to  the  requirements  of  the  regula- 
tions of  1828,  and  the  nonproduction  of  an 
expediente  or  of  a  testimonio  of  title,  upon 
which  questions  we  refrain  from  expressing 
any  opinion  whatever.  Luco  v.  United 
States,  23  How.  528,  16  L.  ed.  547;  United 
States  V.  Castro,  24  How.  340,  16  L.  ed.  659; 
United  States  v.  Knight,  1  Black.  227,  sub 
nom.  United  States  v.  Moorehcad,  17  L.  ed.5 
76;  Peralta  v.  United  States,  3  Wall.  434,? 
18  L.  ed.  221;  Van  Reynegan  r.  Bolton,  95* 
U.  S.  33,  35, 24  L.  ed.  351.  The  view  we  have 
taken  of  the  proof  also  conclusively  negates 
the  premise  of  fact  upon  which  is  argued 
that  there  was  archive  evidence  of  the  grant 
(as  this  premise  must  rest  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  Ramon  Sena  alone),  and  therefore 
bring  the  case  directly  under  the  rule  laid 
down  in  United  States  v.  Camhuston,  20 
How.  59,  15  L.  ed.  828;  United  States  v. 
Castro,  24  How.  346,  16  L.  ed.  659;  United 
States  V.  Knight,  1  Black,  227,  sub  nom. 
United  States  v.  Moorehead,  17  L.  ed.  76,  and 
Peralta  v.  United  States,  3  Wall.  434,  18 
L.  ed.  221. 

It  results  that  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
examine  the  legal  questions  to  which  at  tho 
outset  attention  was  called,  and  that  the 
court  below  erred  in  confirming  the  grants 
and  its  decree  so  doing  is  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  that  court  with  directions 
to  enter  a  decree  rejecting  the  claim  and 
dismissing  the  petition,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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GEORGE   L.   WHITMAN 

V, 

HATIONAL  BANK  OF  OXFORD. 

iMf-emeouting  oonatiiutional  protn<ion^~<x>»- 
traetudl  liability  of  stockholder  under 
Btatute9 — pUice  iohcre  liability  can  be  0ti- 
fcroed  by  action. 

1.  Th«  words  "ihtll  be  ■ecured,"  la  Kan. 
Const,  art.  12,  |  2,  declaring  the  liability  of 
•tockholdera  In  eorporatlona,  are  not  merely 
directory  to  the  leglslatnre  to  make  pro- 
Tlakm  for  such  liability,  bat  of  tbemaelTea  de- 
clare it;  and  to  thia  extent  the  Conetitntion 
la  aelf-executing. 

2.  The  liability  of  a  stockholder  to  an  addi- 
tional amount  equal  to  his  stock,  though 
created  by  statute,  is  contractual  In  its  na- 
ture, where  the  parties  voluntarily  form  a 
corporation  under  such  atatute. 

8.  An  action  to  enforce  the  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder under  the  state  Constitution  and 
statutes,  which  make  him  liable  to  an  addi- 
tional amount  equaJ  to  his  stock,  can  be  main- 
tained in  any  court  of  competent  Jurisdiction, 
because  the  liaUMty  la  contractual  In  Its  na- 
ture. 

[No.  27.] 

Argued  March  8,  9, 1899.    Decided  Uareh  6, 
1900. 

ON  WRIT  OF  ERROR  to  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second 
Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirming  a  judg^ 
ment  for  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  enforce  the 
liability  of  a  stockholder  in  a  oorporation  of 
another  state.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  51  U.  S.  App.  636.  83 
Fed.  Rep.  288,  28  C.  C.  A.  404. 

Statement  by  l^fr.  Justice  Browert 
This  was  an  action  brought  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  souUiem 
district  of  New  York,  by  the  National  Bank 
of  Oxford,  a  national  banking  association, 
incorporated  and  established  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  doing  business  at 
Oxford  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  against 
George  L.  Whitman,  a  citizen  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  asserting  his  liability,  under 
the  provisions  of  tho  institution  and  laws 
of  the  state  of  Kansas,  for  a  debt  of  more 
than  $2,000  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the 
Arkansas  City  Investment  Company,  a  cor- 
§  poration  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  in  which 
ttthe  defendant  was  a  stockholder. 
*  *  The  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Kansas  of 
1859  provided,  in  article  12,  fi  2,  as  follows: 
"Dues  from  corporations  shall  be  secured 
by  individual  liability  of  the  stockholders  to 
an  additional  amount  equal  to  the  stock 
owned  by  each  stockholder;  and  such  other 
means  as  shall  be  provided  by  law;  but  such 
individual  liabilities  shall  not  apply  to  rail- 
road corporations,  nor  corporationa  for  re- 
ligious or  charitable  purposes." 

The   General    SUtutes  of   1868   of  that 
•tate,  chapter  28,  contained  the    following 
provisions : 
''See.  32.  If  any  execution  shall  have  been 


issued  affainst  the  property  or  effects  of  a 
corporation,  except  a  railway  or  a  religioua 
or  charitable  corporation,  and  there  cannot 
be  foimd  any  property  whereon  to  lev^r  such 
exeeution,  then  execution  may  be  issued 
against  any  of  the  stockholders  to  an  extent 
e^ual  in  amount  to  the  amount  of  stock  by 
him  or  her  owned,  together  with  any  amount 
unpaid  thereon ;  but  no  execution  shall  issue 
against  any  stockholder,  except  upon  an  or* 
der  of  the  court  in  which  the  action,  suit,  or 
other  proceeding  shall  have  been  brought  or 
instituted,  made  upon  motion  in  open  courts 
after  reasonable  notice  in  writing  to  the 
person  or  persons  sought  to  be  charged ;  and, 
upon  such  motion,  such  court  may  order  exe- 
cution to  issue  accordingly;  or  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution  mav  proceed  by  action  to 
charge  the  stockholders  with  the  amount  of 
his  judgment." 

''Sec.  40  (as  amended  in  1883).  Lawa 
1883,  chap.  46,  p.  88.  A  oorporation  is  dis- 
solved— first,  by  the  expiration  of  the  time 
limited  in  its  charter;  second,  by  a  judgment 
of  dissolution  rendered  by  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction;  but  any  such  corporation 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  dissolved  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  any  creditors  of  such  cor- 
poration to  prosecute  suits  against  the  stock- 
holders thereof  to  enforce  their  individual 
liability,  if  it  be  shown  that  such  corporation 
has  suspended  business  for  more  than  one 
year,  or  that  any  corporation  now  so  sus- 
pended from  business  shall  for  three  months 
after  the  passage  of  this  act  fail  to  resume 
its  usual  and  ordinary  business." 

"Sec.  44.  If  any  corporation,  created  un-n 
der  this  or  any  general  statute  of  this  state,  g 
except  railwav  or  charitable  or«  religious* 
corporations,  be  dissolved,  leaving  debts  un- 
paid, suits  may  be  brought  ac^ainst  any  per- 
son or  persons  who  were  stockholders  at  tiie 
time  of  such  dissolution,  without  joining  the 
corporation  in  such  suit;  and  if  judgment  be 
rendered,  and  execution  satisfied,  the  defend- 
ant or  defendants  may  sue  all  who  were 
stockholders  at  the  time  of  dissolution,  for 
the  recovery  of  the  portion  of  such  debt  for 
which  they  were  liable,  and  the  execution 
upon  the  judgment  shall  direct  the  collection 
to  be  made  from  property  of  each  stock- 
holder, respectively;  and  if  any  number  of 
stockholders  (defendants  in  the  case)  shall 
not  have  propertv  enough  to  satisfy  his  or 
their  portion  of  the  execution,  then  the 
amount  of  deficiency  shall  be  divided  equally 
among  all  the  remaining  stockholders,  and 
collections  made  accordingly,  deducting  from 
the  amount  a  sum  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  stock  owned  by  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  the  company  dissolved." 

The  complaint  alleged,  and  the  plaintiff  at 
the  trial  introduced  evidence  of,  the  follow- 
ing facts:  The  Kansas  corporation  was  duly 
formed  under  the  general  laws  of  the  state 
of  Kansas  in  1886,  for  the  purpose  of  a  gen- 
eral banking  and  real-estate  business;  had 
its  only  place  of  business  at  Arkansas  City 
in  that  state;  was  not  a  railway,  religious, 
or  charitable  eorporation ;  and  had  a  capital 
of  $200,000,  divided  inio  2,000  shares  of  f  100 
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«acb»  of  which  the  defendant^  from  the  time 
of  the  formation  of  the  corporation,  and  ever 
aftor,  owned  one  half.  In  December,  1890, 
that  corporation  made  a  general  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors,  and  from  that 
time  wholly  suspended  business.  About  four 
months  before  its  failure,  it  indorsed  and 
guaranteed  for  value  two  promissory  notes, 
together  amounting  to  $4,875,  which  were 
discounted  by  the  plaintiff.  In  1896  the 
^intiff  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  un- 
paid balance  of  those  notes,  in  a  district 
court  of  the  county  of  Cowley  and  state  of 
Kansas,  against  the  corporation,  and,  after 
its  general  appearance  and  subsequent  de- 
fault, recovered  judgment  against  it  for  the 
sum  of  $3,449 ;  an  execution  thereon  against 
the  corporation  was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  county,  who  returned  it  wholly  unsatis- 
fied, because  he  could  not  find  any  property 
on  which  to  make  a^levy;  and  the  corpora- 
tion had  in  fact  no  assets  of  any  kind. 

The  defendant  moved  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  to  direct  a  verdict  in  his 
favor,  upon  the  ground  that  it  had  no  juris- 
diction to  enforce  a  statutory  remedy  of  the 
state  of  Kansas.  The  court  denied  the  mo- 
tion, directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
overruled  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  en- 
tered a  final  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  76 
Fed.  Rep.  697.  That  judgment  was  affirmed 
by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals.  61  U.  S. 
App.  536,  83  Fed.  Rep.  288,  28  C.  C.  A.  404. 
The  defendant  thereupon  applied  for  and 
obtained  this  writ  of  certiorari.  168  U.  S. 
710,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  950. 

Messrs,  William  O.  Clioato,  Joseph  JST. 
Choate,  and  William  G.  Wilson  for  Whit- 
man. 

Messrs.  Howard  A*  Taylor  and  Will- 
iam B.  Homblowor  for  Bank. 


Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

By  S  2  of  article  12  of  the  Constitution  of 
Kansas  a  certain  definite  liability  is  cast 
upon  each  stockholder  in  other  than  railway, 
religious,  and  charitable  corporations.  This 
liability  is  for  the  dues  of  the  corporation 
and  to  an  amount  equal  to  the  stock  owned 
bv  him.  The  word  **dues"  is  one  of  general 
significance,  and  includes  all  contractual  ob- 
ligations. Whether  broad  enough  to  include 
liabilitiee  for  torts«  either  before  or  after 
Judgment,  is  not  a  question  before  us,  and 
upon  it  we  express  no  opinion.  The  words, 
**shall  be  secured,"  are  not  merely  directory 
to  the  legislature  to  make  provision  for  such 
liability,  but  of  themselyes  declare  it.  To 
this  extent  the  Constitution  is  self-execut- 
ing. Willis  V.  Mahon,  48  Minn.  140,  16  L. 
R.  A.  281,  50  N.  W.  1110.  The  discretion  of 
the  legislature  extends  beyond  this,  as  in- 
dicated by  the  clause  "and  such  other  means 
as  shall  be  provided  by  law."  A  failure  of 
the  legislature  to  create  courts  or  prescribe 
modes  of  procedure  may,  it  is  true,  make  in- 
g  effective  this  constitutional  provision,  but 
S  does  not  destroy  the  liability;  nor  is  it  ere- 
*  ated  hy  the  act  of  the  legislatiir«i|pre8cribing 
tha  mode  of  its  enforcement.    This  it  the 


obvioui  meaning  of  the  constitutional  pr^ 
vision.  "The  simplest  and  most  obvioua  lib 
terpretation  of  a  Constitution,  if  in  itaell 
sensible,  is  the  most  likely  to  be  that  meant 
by  the  people  in  its  adoption."  Lamar, 
Justice,  in  Lake  County  v.  Rollins,  ISO  U.  8. 
662,  671,  32  L.  ed.  1060, 1003,  0  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
651,  652. 

But  this  constitutional  provision  does  not 
stand  alone.  The  legislature  of  Kansas  hat 
acted  on  the  subject-matter,  and  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  statutes  are  to  be  taken  to- 
gether, as  making  one  body  of  law;  and  it 
senses  no  good  purpose  to  inquire  what 
rights  and  remedies  a  creditor  oi  a  corpora- 
tion might  have,  or  what  liabilities  would 
rest  upon  a  stockholder,  if  either  Constitu- 
tion or  statutes  stood  alone  and  unaided  by 
the  other. 

In  S  32  of  chapter  23  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  that  state,  passed  before  the  organi- 
zation of  the  corporation  referred  to,  the 
legislature  prescribed  the  mode  of  enforcing 
this  constitutional  liability,  and  if  such  were 
needed  declared  to  what  extent  it  could  be 
enforced.  It  may  be  either  bv  motion  in  a 
case  in  which  judgment  has  been  rendered 
against  the  corporation  and  execution  there- 
on returned  unsatisfied,  or  by  a  direct  action 
by  the  plaintiff  in  such  judgment.  Neither 
remedy  can  be  made  effectual  in  the  courts 
of  Kansas  against  a  stockholder  unless  by 
due  service  of  process  he  is  brought  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  such  courts.  Wilson  t. 
Seligman,  144  U.  S.  41, 86  L.  ed.  888, 12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  541;  Howell  v.  Manglesdorf,  88 
Kan.  194,  100,  6  Pao.  760. 

Whatever  else  may  be  said  about  tha 
remedy,  it  is  direct,  certain,  and  available 
to  every  creditor  of  a  corporation,  and  leaves 
to  the  stoddiolders  the  adjustment  between 
themselves  of  their  respective  individual 
shares  of  the  corporate  obligations.  In  view 
of  the  present  tendency  to  carry  on  business 
through  corporate  instrumentalities  and  the 
freedom  from  personal  liability  which  at- 
tends ordinary  corporate  action,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  this  limited  additional  remedy 
is  open  to  judicial  condemnation. 

The  liability  which  by  the  Constitution 
and  statutes  is  thus  declared  to  rest  upon 
the  stockholder,  though  statutory  in  its 
origin,  is  contractual  in  its  nature.  It  would  J 
not  be  doubted  that  if  the  stockholders  In^ 
this  corporation  had  formed  a* partnership,* 
the  obligations  of  each  partner  to  the  others 
and  to  creditors  would  be  contractual,  and 
determined  by  the  general  conmion  law  in 
respect  to  partnerships.  If  Kansas  had 
provided  for  partnerships  with  limited  lia- 
bility, and  these  parties,  complying  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  had  formed  such  a 
partnership,  it  would  also  be  true  that  their 
obliffations  to  one  another  and  to  creditors 
would  be  contractual,  although  only  in  the 
statute  was  to  be  found  the  authority  for  the 
creation  of  such  obligations.  And  it  is  none 
the  less  so  when  these  same  stockholders 
organized  a  corporation  under  a  law  of 
Kansas,  which  prescribed  the  nature  of  the 
obligations  which  each  thereby  assumes  to 
tha  others  and  to  the  ereditors.    Whila  the 
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statute  of  Kansas  permitted  the  forming  of 
the  eorporation  under  certain  oonditions, 
the  action  of  these  parties  was  purely  yolun- 
tarj.  In  other  words,  they  entered  into  a 
contract  authorized  by  statute. 

FUuh  V.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371,  27  Ia  ed.  066, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  263,  is  much  in  point.  In 
that  case  a  corporation  was  organized  in  the 
state  of  New  York,  under  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature, which  contained  this  proyision: 

"Sec.  10.  All  the  stockholders  of  every 
company  incorporated  under  this  act  shall  be 
severally  individually  liable  to  the  creditors 
of  the  company  in  which  they  are  stock- 
holders, to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount 
of  stock  held  by  them  respectively,  for  all 
debts  and  contracts  made  by  such  company, 
until  the  whole  amount  of  capital  stock  fixed 
and  limited  by  such  company  shall  have 
been  paid  in,  and  a  certificate  thereof  shall 
have  been  made  and  recorded  as  prescribed 
in  the  following  section." 

An  action  was  brought  in  Florida  against 
one  of  the  stockholders,  and  on  error  to  this 
court  it  was  held  that  the  stockholder  was 
liable,  the  court  saying  (377,  L.  ed.  969,  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  267): 

^We  think  the  liability  imposed  by  §  10  is 
a  liability  arising  Mpon  contract    The  stock- 
holders of  the  company  are  by  that  section 
made    severally    and    individually    liable, 
within  certain  limits,  to  the  creditors  of  the 
company  for  its  debts  and  contracts.     Every- 
one who  becomes  a  member  of  the  company 
b^  subscribing  to  its  stock  assumes  this  lia- 
bility,   which    continues    until    the    capital 
tt  stock  is  all  paid  up  and  a  certificate  of  that 
S  fact  is  made,  published,  and  recorded." 
•     *And  again,  after  noticing  the  rulings  of 
the   court  of  appeals  of  the  state  of  New 
York  (379,  L.  ed.  969,  Sujp.  Ct  Rep.  268) : 

"If  this  were  a  case  arising  in  the  state  of 
New  York  we  should  therefore  follow  the 
construction  put  upon  the  statute  by  the 
courte  of  that  stete.  The  circumstence  that 
the  case  comes  here  from  the  state  of  Florida 
should  not  leave  the  stetute  open  to  a  dif- 
ferent construction.  It  would  be  an  anomaly 
for  this  court  to  put  one  interpretation  on 
the  stetute  in  a  case  arising  in  New  York, 
and  a  different  interpretetion  in  a  case  aris- 
ing in  Florida.  Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is 
that  this  action  was  not  brought  to  enforce 
a  liability  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty. 

"The  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  upon 
this  liability  in  any  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  and  the  parties 
is  therefore  clear.  Denn  ok  v.  Central  R,  Co, 
103  U.  S.  11,  26  L.  ed.  439." 

And  finally,  in  reference  to  the  objection 
that  the  action  was  one  at  law  against  a 
single  stockholder  instead  of  in  equity 
against  all  (380,  L.  ed.  970,  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
269): 

"But  in  this  case  the  stetute  makes  every 
stockholder  individually  liable  for  the  debts 
of  the  company  for  an  amount  eciual  to  the 
amount  of  his  stock.  This  liability  is  fixed 
and  does  not  d^^^nd  on  the  liability  of  other 
stockholders.  There  is  no  necessity  for 
bringing  in  other  stockholders  or  creditors* 
Any  creditor  who  has  recovered  judgment 


against  the  company  and  sued  out  an  ezeeo- 
tion  thereon,  which  has  been  returned  unsat* 
isfied,  may  sue  any  stockholder,  and  no  other 
creditor  can.  Such  actions  are  irninteined 
without  objection  in  the  courte  of  New  York, 
under  fi  10  of  the  stetute  relied  on  in  this 
case.  Bhellington  v.  Howland,  63  N.  Y.  371; 
Wilea  V.  Suydam,  64  N.  Y.  173;  Handy  ▼. 
Draper,  89  IH.  Y.  334;  Rocky  Mountain  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Bliss,  89  N.  Y.  838." 

In  Richmond  v.  Irons,  121  U.  S.  27,  80  L^ 
ed.  864,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  788,  in  which  the 
question  presented  was  whether  the  individ- 
ual liability  of  a  stockholder  in  a  national 
bank  survived  as  against  an  administrator, 
it  was  said  (p.  65,  L.  ed.  p.  873,  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  p.  801 ) : 

"Under  that  act  the  individual  liability  of 
the  stockholders  is  an  essential  element  in 
the  contract  by  which  the  stockholders  be-q 
came  members  of  the  corporation.  It  isg 
volunterily* entered  into  by  subscribing  for" 
and  accepting  shares  of  stock.  Ite  obliga- 
tion becomes  a  part  of  every  contract,  dent, 
and  engagement  of  the  bank  iteelf,  as  much 
so  as  if  they  were  made  directly  by  the  stock- 
holder instead  of  by  the  corporation.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  statute  to  indicate  that  the 
obligation  arising  upon  these  undertakings 
and  promises  should  not  have  the  same  force 
and  effect,  and  be  as  binding  in  all  respects, 
as  any  other  contracts  of  the  individual 
stockholder." 

In  Concord  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Hawkintf 
174  U.  S.364, 872,43  L.  ed.  1007,1011, 19  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  739,  742,  in  which  one  national 
bank  was  sought  to  be  charged  as  stockhold- 
er in  another  national  bai&,  was  this  dec- 
laration : 

"In  the  present  case  it  is  sought  to  escape 
the  force  of  these  decisions  by  the  contention 
that  the  liability  of  the  stockholder  in  a  na- 
tional bank  to  respond  to  an  assessment  in 
case  of  insolvency  is  not  contractual,  but 
stetutory. 

"Undoubtedly,  the  obligation  is  declared 
by  the  stetute  to  attech  to  the  ownership  of 
the  stock,  and  in  that  sense  may  be  said  to 
be  stetutory.  But  as  the  ownership  of  the 
stock,  in  most  cases,  arises  from  the  volun- 
tery  act  of  the  stockholder,  he  must  be  re- 
garded as  having  agreed  or  contracted  to  h% 
subject  to  the  obligation." 

Similar  are  the  views  enterteined  by  th« 
supreme  court  of  Kansas. 

In  Ahhey  v.  W,  B,  Grimes  Dry  Goods  Co, 
44  Kan.  415,  418,  24  Pac.  426,  427,  we  find 
this  stetement: 

"The  liature  of  this  liability  is  peculiar; 
it  seems  to  have  been  created  for  the  exclu- 
sive benefit  of  corporate  creditors;  the  lia- 
bility reste  upon  the  stockholders  of  a  cor- 
poration to  respond  to  the  creditors,  for  an 
amount  equal  to  the  stock  held  by  each,  and 
it  has  been  held  that  the  action  to  enfoice 
this  liability  can  only  be  mainteined  by  the 
creditors  themselves,  in  their  own  right  and 
for  their  own  benefit" 

And  again,  in  Plumb  v.  Bank  of  Bnter^ 
prise,  48  Kan.  484,  486,  29  Pae.  699,  700: 

'^nder  our  Constitution  and  stetutes,  the 
individual  liability  stends  as  a  sort  of  surety 


480 


SM)  SUPEEME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Txbm, 


for  the  eorpontte  liability,  and  ereditors  of 
the  eorporation  are  supposed  to  eontract 

fe.  with  reference  to  the  indiYidual  responsibil- 

S  ity  of  the  stockholders." 

•  *  In  Achenhach  y.  Pomeroy  Oodl  Co.  2  Kan. 
App.  357,  359,  42  Pac.  734,  736,  is  thie  lan- 
guMre: 

"The  liability  of  a  stockholder  in  an  insol- 
vent corporation  is  of  the  nature  of  a  liabil- 
ity on  contract,  and  survives  against  the  le- 
gal representatives  of  a  deceased  stockhold- 
er," 

And  while  the  word  "statutory"  is  some- 
times found  in  the  opinions  of  that  court  as 
descriptive  of  the  stoclcholder's  liability,  evi- 
dently the  word  is  so  used  to  indicate  the 
origin  rather  than  the  nature  of  the  lia- 
bility. Thus,  in  Hotoell  v.  Manglesdorf,  33 
Kan.  194,  199,  6  Pac.  759,  762,  it  was  said: 

"While  the  liability  is  sUtutory,  it  is  one 
which  arises  uj^on  the  contract  of  subscrip- 
tion to  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation, 
and  an  action  to  enforce  the  same  is  transi- 
tory, and  may  be  brought  in  any  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  in  the  state  where  personal 
service  can  be  made  upon  the  stockholder." 

Obviously  this  recognizes  the  contractual 
nature  of  Uie  obligation  as  well  as  its  stat- 
utory origin.  Again,  in  Pierce  v.  Topeka 
Commercial  Security  Co.  60  Kan.  164,  55 
Pac.  853,  it  was  held  that  a  stockholder,  sued 
by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  corporation, 
might  set  off  against  that  claim  the  indebt- 
edness of  the  corporation  to  him,  accruing 
before  he  became  liable  as  stockholder,  the 
court  saying  (55  Pac.  854) : 

"Where  the  statute  creates  a  liability 
against  stockholders  which  is  personal  and 
several,  and  actionable  b^  any  creditor 
against  any  stockholder,  it  is  generally  held 
that  a  stockholder  may  in  such  a  proceed- 
ing brought  against  himself  set  off  debts  due 
to  him  from  the  company." 

Thus  while  the  statutory  origin  of  the  ob- 
ligation is  asserted,  its  contractual  nature 
is  recoenized  in  that  the  right  of  set-off  is 
affirmed. 

That  an  action  upon  this  liability  is  not 
one  to  enforce  a  penal  statute  of  Kansas,  but 
only  to  secure  a  private  remedy,  is  not  open 
to  question  since  the  decision  in  Huntington 
V.  AtiHll,  146  U.  S.  657,  36  L.  ed.  1123,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  224. 

And  as  this  liability  is  one  which  is  con- 
tractual in  its  nature,  it  is  also  clear  that 
an  action  therefor  can  be  maintained  in  any 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  Dennick 
V.  Central  R.  Co.  103  U.  S.  11,  26  L.  ed.  439 ; 
QC  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S.  657,  36  L. 
S  ed.  1123,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  224. 

*  *  Similar  views  have  been  expressed  by  the 
highest  courts  of  several  states  in  like  ac- 
tions based  upon  the  same  Kansas  constitu- 
tional and  statutory  provisions.  Ferguson 
V.  Sherman,  116  Cal.  169,  37  L.  R.  A.  622. 
47  Pac.  1023 ;  Bell  v.  Farwell,  176  111.  489, 
42  L.  R.  A.  804.  52  N.  E,  346;  Hancock  Nat, 
Bank  v.  Ellis,  172  Mass.  39,  42  L.  R.  A.  396, 
51  N.  £.  207 ;  Western  Nat.  Bank  v.  Law 
rence,  117  Mich.  669,  76  N.  W.  105;  Ouemey 
V.  Moore,  131  Mo.  650,  32  S.  W.  1132.  See 
also  Paine  v.  Stewart,  33  Conn.  516;  Cush- 


ing  V.  Perot,  176  FtL  66,  34  L.  B.  A.  787,  34 
Atl.  447 ;  Bhodea  v.  United  Btatee  Nat.  Bank, 
24  U.  S.  App.  607,  66  Fed.  Rep.  612, 13  C.  C 
A.  612, 34 1.  R.  A.  742;  Bank  of  North  Amer- 
ica V.  Rindge,  67  Fed.  Rep.  279;  MoTiekat 
V.  Jonee,  70  Fed.  Rep.  754;  Meohamet^  Sao. 
Bank  v.  Fidelity  Ins.  Truet  d  8.  D.  Co,  87 
Fed  Rep.  113;  Dexter  v.  Edmonds,  89  Fed. 
Rep.  467 ;  Brown  v.  Troll,  89  Fed.  Rep.  64L 
We  see  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  tho 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  and  it  i$  thoreforo 
affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Peokham  dissents. 


(176  U.  8.  686) 
THE  PANAMA. 

Priee — exemption  of  mail  steamship  from 
capture — exemption  of  merchant  vessel 
carrying  armament, 

1.  A  mall  steamship  carrying  mall  of  tlie 
United  States  is  not  for  that  reason  exempt 
from  capture  as  an  enemy  vessel. 

2.  The  exemption  from  capture  by  the  Pre»> 
ident's  proclamation  of  April  26,  1898,  of 
"Spanish  merchant  yessels"  while  eompletlag 
their  voyage  then  began,  if  they  do  not  have 
on  board  any  prohibited  article  or  contraband 
of  war,  does  not  extend  to  a  Spanish  vessel 
owned  by  a  sabject  of  the  enemy,  when  It 
has  an  armanent  fit  for  hostile  use,  and  Is  in- 
tended in  the  event  of  war  to  be  used  as  a 
war  vessel,  and  which  is  destined  to  a  port  o( 
the  enemy,  although  the  armament  Is  one  that 
the  vessel,  as  a  mall  steamship.  Is  required  by 
eontract  with  the  Spanish  government  to 
carry. 

[No.  127.1 

Argued  November  S,  1899,    Decided  Fehr^ 
ary  26,  1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  thg 
Southern  District  of  Florida  condemning  a 
vessel  as  a  prize.      Affirm^. 

See  same  case  below,  87  Fed.  Rep.  927,  tub 
nom.  The  Buena  Ventura. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

JIfr.  J.  Parker  Kirlin  for  appellant. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Hoyt  and 
Solicitor  General  Richards  for  appellee. 

Messrs.  Oeorge  A,  King  and  William  B. 
King  for  captors.  o 

S 
*  Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of* 
the  court: 

This  was  a  libel  for  the  condemnation  off 
the  steamship  Panama  as  prize  of  war,  and 
was  heard  in  the  district  court  upon  the  libely 
the  claim  of  the  master  in  behalf  of  the  own- 
er of  the  vessel,  and  the  depositions  in  pr^ 
paratorio  of  h^  master,  her  supercargo,  and 
her  chief  engineer,  which  showed  the  follow- 
ing state  of  facts: 

The  Panama  was  a  steamship  of  1432  tone 
register ;  was  owned  by  the  Compania  Trang^ 
atlantica,  a  corporation  of  Barcelona  la 
Spain;  sailed  under  the  Spanish  flag;  had  a 
commission  as  a  royal  mail  ship  from  thi 
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fOfwnmieiit  of  tSpam;  carried  a  crew  of  71 
Ben  all  told,  who  had  been  shipped  at  dif- 
ferant  times  at  Hayana;  and  her  usual 
courae  of  voyage  included  the  ports  of  New 
York  and  Havana^  and  Progreso,  Vera  Cms 

g  and  other  Mexican  ports,  with  general  ear- 

S  foesy  passengers,  and  mails. 

*  *Her  last  voyage  began  in  Havana,  for  a 
nrand  trip  b^  way  of  New  York,  and  was  to 
have  ended  in  Vera  Cruz.  She  sailed  from 
New  York  at  half  past  two  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon  of  April  20,  1898,  with  a  clear- 
ance from  the  customhouse  at  that  port  for 
Havana,  Progreso,  and  Vera  Cruz,  having 
on  board  the  United  States  mails,  twenty- 
nine  passengers  (all  Spaniards  except  one 
Frenchman),  and  a  general  cargo,  the  prod- 
uce or  manufacture  of  the  United  States, 
shipped  at  New  York,  and  to  be  delivered,  at 
the  risk  of  the  shippers,  to  consignees  at 
those  ports.  She  pursued  the  usual  course 
of  ships  bound  southward  alonff  the  coast  un- 
til she  passed  Alligator  Reef  light  on  the 
coast  of  Florida,  and  then  bore  away  for 
Havana,  and  sighted  the  Cuban  coast  on  the 
morning  of  April  25 ;  and  on  that  day,  when 
about  26  miles  from  Havana,  was  captured 
by  the  United  States  ship  of  war  Mangrove, 
and  was  sent  in  charge  of  a  prize  crew  into 
Key  West.  She  had  no  military  or  naval 
officer  on  board,  made  no  resistanoe  to  the 
capture,  and  delivered  all  her  papers  and 
mails  to  the  prize  master. 

There  were  mounted  on  board  the  Pananaa, 
at  the  time  of  her  capture,  five  guns:  Two 
breech-loading  Hontoria  9  centimeter  guns, 
one  on  each  side  of  the  ship,  with  30  rounds 
of  shot  for  each;  one  Maxim  rapid-firing 
gun,  on  the  bridge,  with  ammunition;  and 
two  signal  guns,  one  on  each  side  of  the  pilot 
house,  with  ammunition.  She  also  had  on 
boaru  about  twenty  Remington  rifles,  and 
ten  Mauser  rifles,  with  ammunition  for  each, 
and  about  thirty  or  forty  cutlasses.  The 
cannon  had  been  put  on  board  about  three 
years  before,  and  the  small  arms  and  ammu- 
nition had  been  on  board  a  year  or  more. 
She  was  so  armed  in  accordance  with  a  con- 
tract with  the  Spanish  government,  which 
required  all  the  mail  steamships  of  the  com- 
pany to  be  armed,  and  article  26  of  which 
was  as  follows:  "Every  ship  shall  take  on 
board,  for  her  own  defense,  the  following 
armament:  'Two  Hontoria  9  centimeter 
guns,  with  powder  and  ammunition  for  30 
shots  for  each  piece;  twenty  Remington 
rifles,  with  100  rounds  apiece,  and  bayonet 
§or  sword-bayonet;  and  twenty  cutlasses." 
jp     The  master  of  the  Panama  moved  the  court 

*  to  allow  further*proof  upon  the  matters  set 
forth  in  two  test  affidavits,  filed  by  leave  of 
the  court,  in  which  he  testified  more  distinct- 
ly that  the  mounted  guns  and  small  arms 
which  the  Panama  carried  had  not  been 
shipped  for  the  purpose  of  war,  or  in  expecta- 
tion of  hostilities  between  the  Spanish  gov- 
ernment and  the  United  States,  but  were 
taken  on  board  pursuant  to  the  requirements 
id  tiiat  contract ;  and  also  testified  that  the 
Bpanii^  government  had  never  taken  posses- 
non  of  t£e  Panama  under  the  terms  of  the 
contract;  and  that  until  the  capture  he  and 
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his  officers  were  ignorant  of  the  existence  of 
the  war  between  Spain  and  the  United 
States,  and  of  any  blockade  of  the  port  ol 
Havana.  And  he  asked  leave  to  submit  to 
the  court  the  whole  contract,  as  contained  in 
a  printed  book,  which  was  in  the  chart  room 
of  the  Panama,  and  in  the  custody  of  the 
prize  master,  and  which  has  since  been  sent 
up  to  this  court  as  one  of  the  exhibits  in  the 


By  that  contract,  concluded  between  the 
Spanish  government  and  the  Compania 
Transatlantica  on  November  18,  1886,  and 
drawn  up  and  printed  in  Spanish,  the  com- 
pany bound  itself  to  establish  and  to  main- 
tain for  twenty  years  various  lines  of  mail 
steamships,  one  of  whidi  included  Havana, 
New  York,  and  other  ports  of  the  United 
States  and  of  Mexico;  and  the  Spanish  gov- 
ernment agreed  to  pay  certain  subsidies  to 
this  company,  and  not  to  subsidize  other 
steamship  lines  between  the  same  points. 
Among  the  provisions  of  the  contract,  be- 
sides article  26,  above  quoted,  were  the  fol- 
lowing: 

By  article  25,  new  ships  of  the  West  In- 
dian line  must  be  of  iron,  or  of  the  material 
which  experience  may  prove  to  be  the  best; 
must  have  double-bottomed  hulls,  divided 
into  watertight  compartments,  with  all  the 
latest  improvements  loiown  to  the  art  of 
naval  construction;  and  "their  deck  and 
aides  shall  have  the  necessary  strength  to 
support  the  artillery  that  they  are  to 
mount.''  All  the  ships  of  that  line  must 
have  a  capacity  for  500  enlisted  men  on  the 
orlop  deck,  and  a  convenient  place  for  them 
on  tne  main  deck.  The  company,  when  be- 
ginning to  build  a  new  ship,  shall  submit  to 
the  minister  of  the  colonies  her  plans  as  pre- 
pared for  commercial  and  postal  service  ;o 
"the  minister  shall  cause  to  be  studied  theg 
measuret^that  should  be  taken  looking  to  the* 
rapid  mounting  in  time  of  war  of  pieces  of 
artillery  on  board  of  said  vessel;  and  may 
compel  the  company  to  do  such  strengthen- 
ing of  the  hull  as  he  mav  deem  necessary  for 
the  possible  mounting  of  that  artillery;  said 
strengthening  shall  not  be  required  for  a 
greater  num&r  than  eix  pieces  whose  weight 
and  whose  force  of  recoil  do  not  exceed  those 
of  a  piece  of  14  centimeters."  The  plans  of 
ship«  already  built  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
minister  of  marine,  in  order  that  he  may 
cause  to  be  studied  the  measures  necessary 
to  adapt  them  to  war  service;  and  any 
changes  that  he  may  deem  necessary  or  pos- 
sible for  that  end  shall  be  made  by  the  com- 
pany. But  in  both  old  and  new  ships  the 
changes  proposed  by  the  ministry  must  be 
such  as  not  to  prejudice  the  commercial  pur- 
poses of  the  vessels. 

By  article  35,  the  vessels,  with  their  en- 
gines, armaments,  and  other  appurtenances, 
must  be  constantly  maintained  in  good  con- 
dition for  service. 

By  article  41,  the  officers  and  crews  of  the 
vessels,  and,  as  far  as  possible,  the  engineers, 
shall  be  Spaniards. 

By  article  49,  the  company  mav  employ  its 
yesfliels  in  the  transportation  of  all  classes 
€i  passengers  and  merchandise,  and  engaga 


482 


20  SUPREME  CX)URT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Tbum« 


In  all  commereial  operations  that  will  not 
prejudice  the  eenrioes  that  it  must  render 
to  the  state. 

By  article  60,  when  by  order  of  the  goT- 
emment  munitions  of  war  shall  be  taken  on 
board,  the  company  may  require  that  it  shall 
be  done  in  the  manner  and  with  the  precau- 
tions necessary  to  avoid  explosions  and  dis- 
asters. 

By  article  64,  in  case  of  the  suspension  of 
the  mail  service  by  a  naval  war,  or  by  hos- 
tilities in  any  of  the  seas  or  ports  visited 
by  the  company's  ships,  the  government  may 
take  possession  of  them  with  their  equipment 
and  supplies,  having  a  valuation  of  the  whole 
made  by  a  commission  composed  of  two  per- 
sons selected  by  the  government,  two  by  the 
company,  and  a  fifth  person  chosen  by  those 
four;  at  the  termination  of  the  war,  the 
vessels  with  their  equipment  are  to  be  re- 
turned to  the  company,  and  the  government 
is  to  pay  to  the  company  an  indemnity  for 
e  any  diminution  in  their  value,  according  to 
2  the  opinion  of  the  commission,  and  is  also, 
•  foT*the  time  it  has  the  vessels  in  its  servios^ 
to  pay  5  per  cent  on  the  valuation  aforesaid. 
By  article  66,  at  the  end  of  the  war,  the  gov- 
ernment may  relieve  the  company  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  if  tne  casualties  of 
the  war  have  disabled  it  from  continuing  the 
service.  And  by  article  67,  in  extraordinary 
political  circumstances,  and  though  there  be 
no  naval  war,  the  government  may  charter 
one  or  more  of  the  companVs  vessels,  and  in 
that  event  shall  pay  an  indemnity  estimated 
by  the  aforesaid  commission. 

The  district  court  denied  the  motion  of  the 
master  to  take  further  proof;  restored  parts 
of  the  cargo  to  claimants  thereof;  gave 
olaimants  of  other  parts  of  the  cargo  leave 
to  introduce  further  proof;  and  entered  a 
final  decree  of  condemnation  and  sale  of  the 
Panama  and  the  rest  of  her  cargo,  upon  the 
ground  that  she  was  enemy's  property,  and 
was  upon  the  high  seas  at  the  time  of  the 
President's  proclamation  exempting  certain 
vessels  from  arrest.  87  Fed.  Rep.  927.  The 
court  also,  on  the  application  of  the  commo- 
dore commanding  at  Key  West,  and  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  prize  commissioners, 
ordered  all  the  mountea  guns  and  the  am- 
munition therefor  to  be  appraised  by  two 
officers  of  the  Navy,  and  delivered  to  the  com- 
modore for  the  use  of  the  Navy  Department 
The  master  of  the  Panama  appealed  to  this 
court  from  the  decree  condemning  the  vessel. 

The  recent  war  with  Spain,  as  declared  by 
the  act  of  Congress  of  April  25,  1898,  chap. 
189,  and  recognized  in  the  President's  proc- 
lamation of  April  26,  1898,  existed  on  and 
after  April  21,  1898.  30  Stat,  at  L.  364, 
1770.  This  proclamation  declared,  among 
the  rules  on  which  the  war  would  be  con- 
ducted, the  following: 

"4.  Spanish  merchant  vessels,  in  any  ports 
or  places  within  the  United  States,  snail  be 
allowed  till  May  21st,  1898,  inclusive,  for 
loading  their  cargoes  and  departing  from 
such  ports  or  places ;  and  such  Spanish  mer- 
chant vessels,  if  met  at  sea  by  any  United 
States  ship,  shsll  be  permitted  to  continue 
their  voyage,  if,  on  examination  of  their  pa- 


pers, it  shall  appear  that  their  cargoes  were 
taken  on  board  before  the  expiration  of  the  h 
above  term:     Provided,  that  nothing  herein S 
contained  shaU»«pply  to  Spanish  vessels  hav** 
ing  on  board  any  officer  in  the  military  or 
naval  service  of  the  enemy,  or  any  ooal  (ex- 
cept such  as  may  be  necessary  for  their  yoJ' 
ftge)>  or  any  other  article  prohibited  or  con- 
traband of  war,  or  any  despatch  of  or  to  tlit 
Spanish  government." 

"6.  The  right  of  search  is  to  be  exercised 
with  strict  regard  for  the  rights  of  neutrals, 
and  the  voyages  of  mail  steamers  are  not  to 
be  interfered  with  except  on  the  dearest 
grounds  of  suspicion  of  a  violation  of  law 
in  respect  of  contraband  or  blockade." 

It  has  been  decided  by  this  court,  in  the 
recent  case  of  The  Buena  Ventura,  176  U. 
S.  884,  9ub  nam.  The  Buena  Ventura  v. 
United  States,  20  Sop.  Gt  Rep.  148, 44  L.  ed. 
— ,  that  a  Spanish  merchant  vessel,  which 
had  sailed  before  April  21, 1898,  from  a  port 
of  the  United  States  on  a  voya^  to  a  for- 
eign port,  not  having  on  board  any  officer 
in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  Spain, 
nor  any  article  contraband  of  war,  nor  any 
despatch  of  or  to  the  Spanish  government, 
was  protected  by  the  fourth  clause  of  the 
President's  proclamation  of  April  26,  1898, 
from  condemnation  while  on  that  voyage; 
but  that  her  capture,  before  that  proclama- 
tion was  issued,  was  with  probable  cause; 
and  that  she  should  therefore  be  ordered  to 
be  restored  to  her  owner,  but  without  dam- 
ages or  costs. 

That  case  would  be  decisive  of  this  one, 
but  for  the  mails  and  the  arms  carried  by 
the  Panama,  and  the  contract  with  the  Span- 
ish government  under  which  the  arms  were 
put  on  board. 

It  was  argued  in  behalf  of  the  claimant 
that,  independently  of  her  being  a  merchant 
vessel,  she  was  exempt  from  capture  by  rea- 
son of  her  being  a  mail  steamship  and  ac- 
tually carrying  mail  of  the  United  States. 

There  are  instances  in  modern  times,  in 
which  two  nations,  by  convention  between 
themselves,  have  made  special  agreements  con- 
cerning mail  ships.  But  international  agree- 
ments for  the  immunity  of  the  mailships  of 
the  contracting  parties  in  case  of  war  be* 
twcen  them  have  never,  we  believe,  gone 
further  than  to  provide,  as  in  the  postal  con- 
vention between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain  in  1848,  in  that  between  Great :« 
Britain  and  France  in  1833,  and  in  other 2 
similar* conventions,  that  the  mail  packets* 
of  the  two  nations  shall  continue  their  navi- 
gation, without  impediment  or  molestation, 
until  a  notification  from  one  of  the  govern- 
ments to  Uie  other  that  the  service  is  to  be 
discontinued;  in  which  case  they  shall  be 
permitted  to  return  freely,  and  under  spe- 
cial protection,  to  their  respective  portsu 
And  the  writers  on  international  law  con- 
cur in  affirming  that  no  provision  for  the 
immunity  of  mail  ships  from  capture  has  as 
yet  been  adopted  by  such  a  general  consent 
of  civilized  nations  as  to  constitute  a  rule 
of  international  law.  9  Stat,  at  L.  909; 
Wheaton,  8th  ed.  pp.  659-061,  Dana's  note; 
Calvo,  5th  ed.  i§  2378,  2809;  De  Boeck,  «| 
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207,  208.  De  Boeek,  in  |  208,  after  obsenr- 
iiiff  that,  in  the  case  of  mail  packets  between 
belligerent  countries,  it  seems  difficult  to  go 
farther  than  in  tiie  convention  of  1833,  aboy 
mentioned,  proceeds  to  discuss  the  case  of 
mail  packets  betweoi  a  belligerent  and  a 
neutral  country,  as  follows:  ''It  goes  with- 
out saying  that  each  belligerent  may  stop 
the  departure  of  its  own  mail  packets.  But 
ean  either  intwcept  enemy  mail  packets  T 
There  can  be  no  question  of  intercepting  neu- 
tral packets,  because  communications  be- 
tween neutrals  and  belligerents  are  lawful, 
in  principle,  saving  the  restrictions  relating 
to  blockade,  to  contraband  of  war,  and  the 
like;  the  right  of  search  furnishes  belliger- 
ents with  a  sufficient  means  of  control.  But 
there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  possible,  accord- 


ing to  existing  practice,  to  intercept  and  Jreport  of  Portalls,  himself  a  high  authority.* 
seize  the  enemy's  mail  packets."  Wheaton,  8th  ed.  p.  4G0;  De  Boeck,  S  81.  In 

case  referred  to,  an  American  vessel, 


The  provision  of  the  sixth  clause  of  the 
President's  proclamation  of  April  20,  1898, 
relating  to  interference  with  the  voyages  of 
mail  steamships,  appears  by  the  context  to 
apply  to  neutral  vessels  only,  and  not  to  re- 
strict in  any  degree  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  their  naval  officers,  to 
search  and  seize  vessels  carrying  the  mails 
between  the  United  States  and  the  enemy's 
country.  Nor  can  the  authority  to  do  so, 
in  time  of  war,  be  affected  by  the  facts  that 
before  the  war  a  collector  of  customs  had 
granted  a  clearance,  and  a  postmaster  had 
put  mails  on  board,  for  a  port  which  was 
not  then,  but  has  since  become,  enemy's 
country.  Moreover,  at  the  time  of  the  cap- 
ture of  the  Panama,  this  proclamation  had 
not*been  issued.  Without  an  express  order 
of  the  government,  a  merchant  vessel  is  not 
privileged  from  search  or  seizure  by  the  fact 
that  it  has  a  government  mail  on  board.  The 
Peterhoff,  5  Wall.  28,  61,  sub  nom.  The 
Peterhoff  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  664,  572. 

The  mere  fact,  therefore,  that  the  Pana- 
ma was  a  mail  steamship,  or  that  she  carried 
mail  of  the  United  States  on  this  voyage, 
does  not  afford  any  ground  for  exempting 
her  from  capture. 

The  remaining  question  in  the  case  is 
whether  the  Panama  came  within  the  class 
of  vessels  described  in  the  fourth  clause  of 
the  President's  proclamation  of  April  26, 
1898,  as  "Spanish  merchant  vessels,"  and  as 
not  "Spanish  vessels  having  on  board  any 
officer  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
enemy,  or  any  coal  (except  such  as  may  be 
necessary  for  their  voyage),  or  any  other  ar- 
ticle prohibited  or  contraband  of  war,  or  any 
despatch  of  or  to  the  Spanish  government." 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  it  was  argued 
that  the  arms  which  the  Panama  carried, 
under  the  requirements  of  her  mail  contract 
and  for  the  protection  of  the  mails,  are  not 
to  be  regarded  as  contraband  or  munitions  of 
war,  within  the  sense  of  this  clause;  that 
"contraband,"  as  therein  referred  to,  means 
contraband  cargo,  not  contraband  portion  of 
the  ship's  permanent  equipment;  and  that, 
if  the   furnishings  of  a   ship  could   be  re- 

Erded    as    contraband,    every   ship    would 
ve  contraband  on  board. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  in 


support  of  the  condemnation,  that  the  arms 
which  the  Panama  carried,  belonging  to  her 
owner,  were  contraband  of  war,  and  ren- 
dered her  liable  to  capture;  and  that  by  rea* 
son  of  her  being  so  armed,  and  of  the  provi- 
sions of  her  mail  contract  with  the  Spanish 
government,  requirinff  her  armamentt  and 
recognizing  the  right  of  that  govern- 
ment in  ease  of  a  suspension  of  tSe  mall 
service  by  war,  to  take  possession  of  her 
for  warlike  purposes,  she  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  a  merchant  vessel,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  proclamation,  but  must  be 
treated  like  any  regular  vessel  of  the  Span- 
ish navy  under  similar  circumstances. 

The  claimant  much  relied  on  a  case  de- 
cided in   1800   by  the  French   Council  ol^ 
Prizes,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  and  J 


the 

carrying  ten  cannon  of  various  sizes,  together 
with  muskets  and  munitions  of  war,  had 
been  captured  by  French  frigates;  and  had 
been  condemned  by  two  inferior  French  tri- 
bunals, upon  the  ground  that  she  was  armed 
for  war,  and  had  no  commission  or  authority 
from  her  own  government.  The  claimants 
contended  that  their  ship,  being  bound  for 
India,  was  armed  for  her  own  defense,  and 
that  the  munitions  of  war,  the  muskets  and 
the  cannon  that  composed  her  armament  did 
not  exceed  what  was  usual  in  like  cases  for 
long  voyages.  Upon  this  point,  Portalis, 
acting  as  commissioner  of  the  French  gov- 
ernment, reported  his  conclusion  on  the  ques- 
tion of  armament  as  follows:  "For  my 
part,  I  do  not  think  it  is  enough  to  have  or 
to  carry  arms,  to  incur  the  reproach  of  be- 
ing armed  for  war.  Armament  for  war  is 
of  a  purely  offensive  nature.  It  is  estab- 
lished when  there  is  no  other  object  in  the 
armament  than  that  of  attack,  or,  at  least, 
when  everything  shows  that  such  is  the  prin- 
cipal object  of  the  enterprise;  then  a  vessel 
is  deemed  enemy  or  pirate,  if  she  has  no  com- 
mission or  papers  sufficient  to  remove  all 
suspicion.  But  defense  is  a  natural  right, 
and  means  of  defense  are  lawful  in  voyages 
at  sea,  as  in  all  other  dangerous  occupations 
of  life.  A  ship  which  had  but  a  small  crew, 
and  a  considerable  cargo,  was  evidently  in- 
tended for  conmierce,  and  not  for  war.  The 
arms  found  on  this  ship  were  evidently  in- 
tended, not  for  committing  acts  of  rapine  or 
hostility,  but  for  preventing  them;  not  for 
attack,  but  for  sell-defense.  The  pretext  of 
being  armed  for  war  therefore  appears  to 
me  to  be  unfounded."  The  Ck>uncil  of  Prizes, 
upon  consideration  of  the  report  of  Porta- 
lis, adjudged  that  the  capture  of  the  vessel 
and  her  cargo  was  null  and  void,  and  or- 
dered them  to  be  restored,  with  damages. 
The  Pigou,  or  Pigou,  2  Pistoye  et  Duverdy, 
Prises  Mari times,  51 ;  B.  0.  2  Cranch,  96-98« 
and  note,  2  L.  ed.  219. 

But  in  that  case  the  only  question  at  issue 
was  whether    a    neutral    merchant    vessel, 
carrying  arms  solely  for  her  own  defense, 
was  liable  to  capture  for  want  of  a  commis- 1* 
sion  as  a  vessel  of  war  or  privateer.    That  J 
the  capture  took  place  while  there* was  no* 
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Btat«  of  war  between  France  and  the  United 
States  is  shown  by  her  being  treated,  through- 
out the  case,  as  a  neutral  vessel ;  if  she  had 
been  enemy's  property,  she  would  have  been 
lawful  prize,  even  if  she  had  a  commission, 
or  if  she  were  unarmed.  She  was  not  enemy's 
property,  nor  in  the  enemy's  possession,  nor 
bount  to  a  port  of  the  enemv;  nor  had  her 
owner  made  any  contract  with  the  enemy  by 
which  the  enemy  was,  or  would  be,  under  any 
circumstances,  entitled  to  take  and  use  her, 
either  for  war,  or  for  any  other  purpose. 

Generally  speaking,  arms  and  ammunition 
are  contraband  of  war.  In  Ths  Peterkoff,  6 
Wall.  28,  8ub  nom.  The  Peterhoff  v.  United 
Btaiee,  18  L.  ed.  664,  Chief  Justice  Chase, 
delivering  the  judgment  of  this  court,  said: 
"The  classification  of  goods  as  contraband  or 
not  contraband  has  much  perplexed  text 
writers  and  jurists.  A  strictly  accurate  and 
satisfactory  classification  is  perhaps  imprac- 
ticable; but  that  which  is  best  supported  by 
American  and  Enclieh  decisions  may  be  said 
to  divide  all  merchandise  into  three  classes. 
Of  these  classes,  the  first  consists  of  articles 
manufactured,  and  primarily  and  ordinarily 
used,  for  military  purposes  in  time  of  war; 
the  second,  of  articles  which  may  be  and  are 
used  for  purposes  of  war  or  peace,  according 
to  circumstances;  and  the  third,  of  articles 
exclusively  used  for  peaceful  purposes.  Mer- 
chandise of  the  first  class,  destined  to  a  bel- 
ligerent country  or  places  occupied  by  the 
army  or  navy  of  a  belligerent,  is  always  con- 
traband; merchandise  of  the  second  class  is 
contraband  only  when  actually  destined  to 
the  military  or  naval  use  of  a  belligerent; 
while  merchandise  of  the  third  class  is  not 
contraband  at  all,  though  liable  to  seizure 
and  condemnation  for  violation  of  blockade 
or  siege."  And  it  was  adjudged  that  so 
much  of  the  cargo  of  the  Peterhoff,  as  con- 
sisted of  artillery  harness,  artillery  boots, 
and  army  shoes  and  blankets,  came  fairly  un- 
der the  description  of  goods  primarily  and 
ordinarily  used  for  military  purposes  in 
time  of  war ;  and,  being  destined  directly  for 
the  use  of  the  rebel  military  service,  came 
within  the  second,  if  not  within  the  first, 
class  of  goods  contraband  of  war.  5  Wall. 
68,  18  L.  ed.  671. 
c  Yet  it  must  be  admitted  that  arms  and 
le  ammunition  are  not  contraband  of  war,  when 
*  taken  and  kept  on  board  a  merchant *ressel 
as  part  of  her  equipment,  and  solely  for  her 
defense  against  "enemies,  pirates,  and  as- 
sailing thieves,''  according  to  the  ancient 
phrase  still  retained  in  policies  of  marine  in- 
surance. Pratt,  in  his  essay  on  the  Law  of 
Contraband  of  War,  speaking  of  the  class  of 
"articles  which  are  of  direct  use  in  war," 
says:  "With  respect  to  these  no  questions 
can  arise.  On  proof  of  the  use  of  the  article 
being  solely  or  particularly  applicable  to  hos- 
tile purposes,  the  conveyance  of  it  to  the 
enem^  would  amount  to  such  a  direct  inter- 
position in  the  war  as  necessarily  to  entail 
the  confiscation  of  the  property."  But  he 
afterwards  adds  this  qualification:  "But 
even  in  the  case  of  articles  of  direct  use  in 
war,  an  exception  is  always  made  in  favor 
of  such  a  quantity  of  them  as  may  be  sup- 


posed to  be  necessary  for  the  use  or  defense 
of  the  ship."  And  again,  speakine  of  "war- 
like stores,"  he  says :  "These  are,  from  their 
very  nature,  evidently  contraband;  but  every 
vessel  is,  of  course,  allowed  to  carry  such  a 
quantity  as  may  be  necessary  for  purposes  of 
defense;  this  provision  is  expressly  intro- 
duced in  many  treaties."  Pratt,  Contraband 
of  War,  xxii,  xzv,  xl.  And  at  pages  239,  244, 
246  of  his  appendix  he  quotes  express  provi- 
sions to  that  effect  in  the  treaties  between 
Great  Britain  and  Russia  in  1760,  1797,  and 
1801.  See  also  Several  Dutch  Schuyte,  6  a 
Rob.  48;  The  Happy  Couple,  Stewart  Adm. 
(Nova  Scotia)  66,  69;  Madison,  quoted  in  8 
Whart.  Int.  Law  Dig.  §  368,  p.  313. 

But  the  fact  that  arms  carried  by  a  mer- 
chant vessel  were  ori|^nally  taken  on  board 
for  her  own  defense  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
her  character.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  the 
case  of  The  Amelia  ( 1801 )  reported  by  the 
name  of  Talbot  v.  Seemant  1  Cranch,  1,  2  L. 
ed.  16.  In  that  case,  during  the  naval  war- 
fare between  the  United  States  and  France 
near  the  end  of  the  last  century,  a  neutral 
merchant  vessel,  having  eight  iron  cannon 
and  eight  wooden  guns  mounted  on  board, 
and  a  cargo  of  merchandise,  sailed  from  Cal- 
cutta for  Hamburg,  both  being  neutral 
ports;  and  before  reaching  her  destination 
was  captured  by  a  French  cruiser,  and  put  by 
her  captors,  with  the  cannon  still  on  board, 
in  charge  of  a  French  prize  crew,  with  di-t* 
rections  to  take  her  into  a  French  port  for  2 
adjudication  as  prize;  and  on  her  wayl^hither  * 
was  recaptured  by  a  United  States  ship  of 
war.  The  recapture  was  held  to  be  lawful, 
and  to  entitle  the  recaptors  to  salvage  be- 
fore restoring  the  vessel  to  her  neutral  own- 
er, because,  as  Chief  Justice  Marshall  said, 
"the  Amelia  was  an  armed  vessel  command- 
ed and  manned  by  Frenchmen,"  "she  was  an 
armed  vessel  under  French  authority,  and  in 
a  condition  to  annoy  the  American  commerce." 
1  Cranch,  32,  2  L.  ed.  26.  And  in  The 
Charming  Betay  (1804)  2  Cranch,  64,  sub 
nom,  Murray  v.  The  Charming  Betsy,  2  L. 
ed.  208,  that  case  was  expressly  approved, 
as  a  precedent  to  be  followed  under  similar 
circumstances ;  but  was  held  to  be  inapplica- 
ble where  the  arms  on  board  at  the  time  of 
the  recapture  were  but  a  single  musket  and 
a  small  amount  of  powder  and  ball.  2 
Cranch,  121,  2  L.  ed.  227.  Notwithstanding 
that  the  Amelia  was  a  neutral  vessel,  with 
an  armament  originally  taken  on  board  for 
defense  only,  and  therefore,  while  in  the  pos- 
session of  her  neutral  owner,  would  not  (ac- 
cording to  the  French  case  above  cited)  have 
been  liable  to  capture  as  an  armed  vessel, 
yet,  after  she  had  been  taken  possession  of 
by  the  enemy,  with  the  same  armament  still 
on  board,  and  thus  was  in  a  condition  to  be 
used  by  the  enemy  for  hostile  purposes,  the 
fact  that  the  original  purpose  of  the  arma- 
ment was  purely  defensive  did  not  prevent 
her  from  being  considered  as  an  armed  ves- 
sel of  the  enemy. 

While  the  authorities  above  referred  to 
present  principles  and  analogies  worthy  of 
consideration  m  the  case  at  bar,  they  furnish 
no  oondusire  rule  to  govern  its  determina- 
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tion.  The  decision  of  this  case  must  depend 
upon  its  own  facts,  and  upon  the  true  con- 
■miction  of  the  President^  proclamation. 

As  to  the  facts,  there  is  no  serious  dispute. 
The  matters  stated  in  the  test  affidavits  upon 
which  the  motion  for  further  proof  was  based 
add  nothing  of  importance  to  the  facts  dis- 
closed by  the  testimony  in  prqparatorio,  and 
S'  the  mail  contract  between  her  owner  and 
e  Spanish  government,  which  forms  part 
of  the  ship's  papers. 

The  Panama  was  a  steamship  of  1432  tons 
register,  carrying  a  crew  of  seventy-one  men 
all  told,  owned  by  a  Spanish  corporation, 
sailing  under  the  Spanish  fla^,  having  a 
commission  as  a  royal  mail  ship  from  the 
oc  government  of  Spain,  and  plying  from  and 
K  to  New  York  and  Havana  and  various  Mez- 

*  ican  ports,  with*generai  cargoes,  passengers, 
and  mails.  At  t£e  time  of  her  capture,  she 
was  on  a  voyage  from  New  York  to  Havana, 
and  had  on  board  two  breech-loading  Hon- 
toria  guns  of  9  centimeter  bore,  one  mounted 
on  each  side  of  the  ship,  one  Maxim  rapid- 
firing  gun  on  tiie  bridge,  twenty  Remington 
rifles  and  ten  Mauser  rifles,  with  ammuni- 
tion for  all  the  guns  and  rifles,  and  thirty  or 
forty  cutlasses.  The  guns  had  been  put  on 
board  three  years  before,  and  the  small  arms 
and  ammunition  had  been  on  board  a  year  or 
more.  Her  whole  armament  had  been  put 
on  board  by  the  company  in  compliance  with 
its  mail  contract  with  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment (made  more  than  eleven  years  before, 
and  still  in  force),  which  specifically  re- 
quired every  nuiil  steamship  of  the  company 
to  "take  on  board,  for  her  own  defense,*' 
such  an  armament,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Maxim  gun  and  the  Mauser  rifles. 

That  contract  contains  many  provisions 
looking  to  the  use  of  the  company's  steam- 
ihips  by  the  Spanish  government  as  vessels 
of  war.  Amoi^  other  things,  it  requires 
that  each  vessel  shall  have  tiie  capacity  to 
carry  500  enlisted  men;  that  that  govern- 
ment, upon  inspection  of  her  plans  as  pre- 
pared for  commercial  and  postal  purposes, 
may  order  her  deck  and  sides  to  be  strength- 
ened so  as  to  support  additional  artillery; 
and  that,  in  case  of  the  suspension  of  the 
mail  service  by  a  naval  war,  or  by  hostilities 
in  any  of  the  seas  or  ports  visited  by  the 
company's  vessels,  the  government  may  take 
possession  of  them  with  their  equipment  and 
supplies,  at  a  valuation  to  be  made  by  a 
conunission;  and  shall,  at  the  termination 
of  the  war,  return  them  to  the  company, 
paying  5  per  cent  on  the  valuation  while  it 
has  them  in  its  service,  as  well  as  an  indem- 
nity for  any  diminution  in  their  value. 

The  Panama  was  not  a  neutral  vessel ;  but 
she  was  enemy  property,  and  as  such,  even 
if  she  carried  no  arms  (either  as  part  of  her 
equipment,  or  as  cargo )«  would  be  liable  to 
capture,  unless  protected  by  the  President's 
proclamation. 

It  may  be  assumed  that  a  primary  object 

of  her  armament^  and,  in  time  of  peace,  its 

only  object,  was  for  purposes  of  defense.  But 

A  that  armament  was  not  of  itself  inconsid- 

2  crable,  as  appears,  not  only  from  the  undia* 

•  puted  facts  of  the  case,  but*from  the  action 


of  the  district  court,  upon  the  application  of 
the  conunodore  conmmnding  at  the  port 
where  the  court  was  held,  and  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  prize  oonunisaionen,  di- 
rectine  her  arms  and  ammunition  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  commodore  for  the  use  of  the 
Navy  Department.  And  the  contract  of  her 
owner  with  the  Spanish  government^  pursu* 
ant  to  which  the  armament  had  been  put  on 
boards  expressly  provided  that,  in  case  of 
war,  that  government  might  take  possession 
of  the  vessel  with  her  equipment,  increase 
her  armament,  and  use  her  as  a  war  vessel; 
and,  in  these  and  other  provisions,  evidently 
contemplated  her  use  for  hostile  purposes 
in  time  of  war. 

She  was,  then,  enemy  property,  bound  for 
an  enemy  port»  carrying  an  armament  sus- 
ceptible of  use  for  hostile  purposes,  and  her- 
self liable,  upon  arrival  in  that  port,  to  be 
appropriated  by  the  enemy  to  such  purposes. 

The  intent  of  the  fourth  clause  of  the 
President's  proclamation  was  to  exempt  for 
a  time  from  capture  peaceful  commercial  ves- 
sels; not  to  assist  the  enemy  in  obtaining 
weapons  of  war.  This  clause  exempts 
"Spanish  merchant  vessels"  only;  and  ex- 
pressly declares  that  it  shall  not  apply  to 
"Spanish  vessels  having  on  board  any  offi- 
cer in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
enemy,  or  any  coal  (except  such  as  may  be 
necessary  for  their  voyage)  or  any  other  ar- 
ticle prohibited  or  contraband  of  war,  or  any 
despatch  of  or  to  the  Spanish  government." 

Upon  full  consideration  of  this  case,  this 
court  is  of  opinion  that  the  proclamation, 
expressly  declaring  that  the  exemption  shall 
not  apply  to  any  Spanish  vessel  having  on 
board  any  article  prohibited  or  contraband 
of  war,  or  a  single  military  or  naval  officer, 
or  even  a  despatch,  of  the  enemy,  cannot  rea- 
sonably be  construed  as  includirg,  in  the  de- 
scription of  "Spanish  merchant  vessels" 
which  are  to  be  temporarily  exempt  from 
capture,  a  Spanish  vessel  owned  by  a  sub- 
ject of  the  enemy;  having  an  armament  fit 
for  hostile  use;  intended,  in  the  event  of 
war,  to  be  used  as  a  war  vessel ;  destined  to 
a  port  of  the  enemy ;  and  liable,  on  arriving 
there,  to  be  taken  possession  of  by  the  enemy, 
and  employed  as  an  auxiliary  cruiser  of  theo 
enemy's  navy,  in  the  war  with  this  country,  g 

The  result  is,  that  the  Panama  was  law-* 
fully  captured  and  condemned,  and  that  th€ 
decree  of  the  Disiriot  Court  must  be  of* 
firmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Peokliain.  dissented. 


(176  U.  S.  650) 
FREDERICK  WEYERHAUESER,  F.  C.  A. 
Denkmann,  William  J.  Young,  ei  aU,  Plffe. 
ff»  Brr,f 

V. 

STATE  OF  MINNESOTA. 

Revaluation  of  undervalued  property  for 
tawation — oonetituttonaUty — due  prooeM 
of  law — Federal  queetion, 

1.  The  failure  to  provide  a  hearing  before  the 
governor  in  proceedings  for  the  revaluation 


486 


20  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Term. 


oi  vaderTaliMd  propertj*  pnmtant  to  Mhm. 
Ctan.  Lawt  1898,  chap.  151,  doec  not  make  tho 
ppoeeedlng  Told  for  want  ot  duo  procem  of 
tevr,  a«  tbe  governor  only  starts  tbo  Inquiry 
apon  which  reasaeasment  may  be  baaed,  and 
opportvnlty  to  be  heard  la  offered  In  the 
cottTM  of  the  sobaeQoent  proceedinga. 

a.  A  reaaaeoameut  of  groaaly  underralned 
property,  ao  as  to  make  the  property  bear 
the  same  burden  It  would  have  borne  if  the 
tme  aaseaament  had  been  made  in  the  first 
Inatance,  does  not  violate  the  constltatlonal 
proYlalon  for  due  proceaa  of  law,  on  the 
ground  that  the  former  aasesaments  con- 
stitnted  Judicial  Judgments  which  could  be 
set  aside  only  after  notice  and  opportunity 
to  be  heard. 

Sl  No  Federal  queatlon  la  InvolTod  In  the  In- 
quiry whether  a  party  has  been  given  or  re- 
fused the  benefit  of  the  law  of  estoppel. 

[Ko.  128.] 

Argued  January  SO,  1900.    Deeided  Pehru- 
ary  26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Minnesota  to  review  a  decision 
affirming  a  judgment  which  upheld  the  con- 
stitutionality of  a  statute  for  reassessment 
•f  undervalued  property.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  72  Minn.  619,  75  N. 
W.  718. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MeKonnas 
This  writ  of  error  brings  up  for  review 
a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minne- 
sota affirming  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  of  Itasca  county,  assessing  certain 
taxes  for  the  years  1888  to  1893,  inclusive, 
on  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  law  upon  which  the  proceedings  in 
taxation  were  based,  omitting  parts  not  ma- 
terial to  the  pending  controversy,  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Whenever  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to 
the  ffovernor  of  this  state  by  a  complaint  in 
writing  and  under  oath,  or  by  the  nnding  of 
any  court,  the  legislature  or  any  committee 
thereof,  that  for  any  reason  any  considerable 
amount  of  property  in  any  county  in  this 
state  ...  if  assessed  .  .  .  has  been 
grossly  undervalued  by  the  assessor  or  other 
M  county  officials,  whether  such  valuation  and 
g  assessment  has  or  has  not  been  reviewed  or 
•  acted  upon  by  the  county  board  of*equaliza- 
tion  of  any  such  county,  he  shall  forthwith 
appoint  in  writing  some  competent  citizen 
of  this  state,  not  a  resident  of  such  county, 
to  ascertain  the  character,  location,  value, 
and  ownership  of  the  real  and  personal  prop- 
arty  of  any  such  county  so  .  .  .  under- 
assessed or  undervalued,  who  shall  forthwith 
proceed  to  examine  and  report  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  prepare  a  list  or  lists  thereof  in 
duplicate,  showing  therein  the  character,  lo- 
cation, ownership,  and  valuation  of  all  such 
property,  with  the  year  or  years  for  which 
the  same  or  any  part  thereof  has  been  .  .  . 
undervalued ;  said  list  shall  also  show  there- 
in opposite  each  tract,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land 
or  personal  property  .  .  .  underassessed 
for  any  year  or  vears  thereupon,  in  which 
the  same  was  undervalued  or  underassessed. 


with  the  amount  of  such  assessment,  the  ae- 
tual  and  true  value  thereof  at  the  time  and 
for  which  the  same  was  subject  to  and  should 
have  been  assessed  together  with  the  differ- 
enoe  between  the  assessed  and  actual  value 
thereof  as  so  found.  One  of  which  duplicate 
reports  or  lists  shall  be  hj  him  filed  with  the 
county  auditor  of  such  county  on  or  before 
the  first  day  of  January  in  the  year  in  which 
any  such  assessment  Is  to  be  made,  and  the 
other  of  said  lists  shall  be  by  him  filed  with* 
in  the  same  time  with  the  state  auditor.** 
[Gen.  Stat.  1894,  chap.  11,  §  1632.] 

It  is  provided  in  other  sections  of  the  law 
that  the  county  auditor  shall  enter  the  lists 
on  the  assessment  books,  and  that  the  as- 
sessor shall  assess  the  property  at  its  true 
value  corresponding  witn  tne  lists,  and  the 
auditor  shall  procrad  as  under  the  general 
law. 

The  taxes  which  are  In  controversy  were 
assessed  under  this  law,  and  proceedings  were 
instituted  for  their  recovery  in  accordance 
with  the  usual  practice  in '  collecting  taxes 
against  lands  in  Minnesota. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  claimed  in  their  an- 
swer that  the  law  of  the  state  and  the  pro- 
ceedings under  it  were  repugnant  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  in  that  they 
impaired  the  obligation  of  the  contracts  made 
by  plaintiffs  in  error  with  their  grantors,  de- 
prived them  of  their  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  denied  them  the  equal  m 
protection  of  the  laws.  |§ 

*The  facts  were  stipulated  as  follows:         • 

"It  is  hereby  stipulated  between  the  par- 
ties to  the  above-entitled  action  that  the  fol- 
lowing are,  and  mav  be  considered  by  the 
court  as,  facts  in  said  matter: 

"That  the  defendants  above  named  are  the 
owners  of  the  lands  described  in  their  an- 
swer in  this  proceeding ;  that  the  defendants 
became  the  owners  of  such  lands  on  Septem- 
ber 18,  1893;  that  in  each  of  the  years  1888, 
1889,  1890,  1891,  1892,  1893,  and  1894  texes 
were  assessed  upon  all  said  lands  by  the 
proper  officials  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
chapter  11,  General  Statutes  of  1878,  and  the 
amendments  thereto,  and  that  such  taxes  for 
each  of  said  years  were,  before  the  same  be- 
came delinquent,  paid  by  the  defendants  and 
their  predecessors  in  estate;  that  the  taxes 
sought  to  be  recovered  against  said  lands  in 
this  proceeding  are  claimed  to  be  due  by  rea- 
son of  an  assessment  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  chapter  151,  General  Laws 
1803,  upon  the  ground  that  said  lands  in 
said  prior  assessment  proceedings  had  been 
grossly  undervalued. 

"That  prior  to  January  1,  a.  d.  1894,  it 
was  made  to  appear  to  the  governor  of  this 
state,  by  duly  verified  complaint,  that  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  property  in  said  county 
of  Itasca  had  been  grossly  undervalued  in 
the  tax  proceedings  for  the  years  from  1888 
to  1893,  inclusive;  that  thereupon  and  forth- 
with the  said  governor  did.  In  writing,  ap- 
point a  competent  citizen  of  this  state,  not 
a  resident  of  said  county,  to  ascertain  the 
character,  location,  value,  and  ownership  of 
the  real  and  personal  property  in  said  county 
so  omitted,  underassessed,  or  undervalued,  to 
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wit,  ont  J.  S.  Dedoa;  that  thareupon  the  laid 
Dedon  did  forthwith  proceed  to  examine  and 
report  upon  the  subjeot,  and  did  prepare  a 
duplicate  list  of  such  lands  as  he  determined 
had  been  so  underassessed  or  undervalued, 
in  the  manner  and  form  as  prescribed  in  9  I 
of  said  chapter  161,  General  Laws  1893;  that 
thereafter,  and  prior  to  January  1,  ▲.  o.  1894, 
the  said  duplicate  lists  were  filed  with  the 
state  auditor  and  with  the  coimty  auditor 
of  said  Itasca  county;  that  thereafter  the 
county  auditor  and  county  assessor  of  said 
Itasca  county  took  the  proceedings  in  regard 
g  to  said  lands  described  in  said  lists,  which 
S  are  prescribed  in  9  2  of  said  chapter  151. 

*  ^''That  the  said  lands  so  owned  by  these  de- 
fendants were  returned  as  undervalued  lands 
for  each  of  said  years  from  1888  to  1893,  in- 
clusive, and  were  entered  by  the  county  au- 
ditor upon  the  real-estate  assessment  books 
for  the  year  1894,  and  were  assessed  by  the 
assessor  of  said  Itasca  county  at  the  respec- 
tive values  shown  by  said  lists,  and  were  also 
entered  by  the  county  auditor  upon  the  as- 
sessment and  tax  books  for  each  of  said  years 
from  1888  to  1893,  inclusive,  and  were  as- 
sessed by  him  at  the  valuation  and  amounts 
as  shown  by  said  lists  to  have  been  omitted 
or  undervalued,  and  arrearages  of  taxes  by 
reason  of  said  increased  valuation  were  ex- 
tended upon  said  assessment  books,  and  the 
taxes  claimed  in  this  proceeding  are  the  prop- 
er amount  of  taxes  claimed  in  this  proceed- 
ing, which  would  be  due  against  said  lands 
on  account  of  said  increased  valuation  if 
such  tax  were  legal  and  valid  and  oould  be 
collected  in  this  proceeding. 

"That  no  notice  of  any  of  said  proceedings 
by  any  of  said  persons  in  making  said  re- 
assessment or  revaluation  of  said  lands,  or  in 
extending  said  taxes  against  said  lands,  was 
ever  given,  by  publication  or  otherwise,  to 
these  defendants." 

The  trial  court  found  in  accordance  with 
the  stipulation,  and  further  found,  as  a  con- 
elusion  of  law,  that  the  proceedings  for  levy- 
ing and  assessing  the  taxes  were  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  chapter  161,  Gen- 
eral Laws  of  1893,  but  that  the  said  law  and 
the  proceedings  therein  provided  were  un- 
constitutional, and  the  taxes,  therefore,  not 
a  l^;al  charge  against  the  lands. 

The  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  supreme 
court,  and  the  taxes  sustained.  68  Minn. 
353,  71  N.  W.  266. 

The  court  in  its  opinion  confined  its  con- 
sideration to  the  validity  of  the  law  under 
the  Constitution  of  the  state,  and  did  not 
pass  upon  the  claim  that  it  was  also  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
After  the  judgment  was  entered  in  compli- 
ance with  its  mandate  by  the  district  court 
the  case  was  again  certified  to  the  supreme 
court  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the 
state. 
^  The  certificate  recited  the  facts  which  have 
g  already  been  set  out,  and  "that  the  points 

•  raised  by  the  deefmlants  [♦plaintiffs  in  error] 
berein  are  as  follows,  to  wit:  1.  Is  chapter 
161,  General  Laws  of  1893,  of  the  state  Min- 
nesota, and  the  assessment  of  taxes  attempt- 
ed to  be  made  thereunder  in  this  proceeding, 


oonstitntional  and  legal?  2.  In  particular, 
is  said  chapter  161  and  the  assessment  of 
taxes  attempted  to  be  made  in  pursuance 
thereof  in  this  proceeding,  in  violation  of  ar- 
ticle 14  of  the  Amendments  to  the  Constitu* 
tion  of  the  United  States,  providing  that  no 
state  shall  deprive  any  person  of  his  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  or  deny  to 
any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws!" 

The  supreme  court  affirmed  the  judgment. 
72  Minn.  619,  76  N.  W.  718. 

Messrs,  George  Wei  wood  Murray  and 

John  B.  Atwater  argued,  and  Moses  E. 
Clapp  submitted  the  case  for  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Messrs.  W.  B,  Dovglas  and  C.  W,  fifomer- 
6^  submitted  the  case  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  MeKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  procedure  under  the  statute  is  as  fol- 
lows: A  complaint  to  the  governor  of  the 
state  that  a  considerable  amount  of  property 
has  been  grossly  undervalued  by  the  assessor 
or  other  county  ofiicials. 

The  appointment  by  the  governor  of  a  com- 
petent person  to  examine  and  report,  and  if 
he  find  undervalued  property  to  prepare  a 
list  in  duplicate  showing  its  character,  loca- 
tion, ownership,  and  valuation,  one  of  which 
lists  shall  be  filed  with  the  county  auditor. 

The  entry  of  the  list  on  the  assessment 
books  by  the  auditor. 

The  assessment  of  the  property  at  its  value 
corresponding  to  the  list. 

Proceedings  bv  the  county  auditor  as  ua-io 
der  the  general  law.  g 

*This  procedure  was  exactly  followed,  and* 
it  is  stipulated  that  "the  taxes  claimed  in 
this  proceeding  are  the  proper  amount  of 
taxes  due  against  said  lands  on  account  of 
said  increased  valuation.  ..."  la 
other  words,  the  lands  have  not  been  made  to 
bear  a  greater  burden  than  they  would  and 
should  have  borne  if  they  had  been  originally 
assessed  at  their  true  valuation.  It  is,  how- 
ever, claimed  that  the  increased  taxation  is 
illegal  because  the  law  authorizing  it  offends 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

The  grounds  of  the  contention  are  that  the 
former  assessments  constituted  judicial  judg- 
ments, and  hence  to  commit  to  the  executive 
the  power  of  setting  them  aside,  or  to  set 
them  aside  without  notnce  or  opportunity  to 
be  heard,  is  not  due  process  of  law.  And 
further,  that  the  statute  deprives  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  in  that  it  gives  to  owners  of  similar 
real  estate  an  opportunity  to  contest  the  ab- 
solute assessed  valuation  of  their  property, 
and  to  plaintiffs  in  error  only  the  opportun- 
ity to  contest  the  gross  overvaluation;  and 
that  if  the  state  Imew  of  fraud  in  the  as- 
sessments it  is  estopped  to  assert  it  against 
an  innocent  party,  which  plaintiffs  in  error 
are  claimed  to  be,  and  as  tne  statute  ignores 
this  doctrine  of  estoppel,  it  does  not  provide 
due  process. 

Conceding,  arguendo,  that  the  former  aa- 
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■easmenta  were  Judicial  Judgmenta,  the  argu- 
ment baaed  on  their  immunity  from  execu- 
tire  power  or  attack  is  not  supported  by  the 
atatute.  It  does  not  commit  to  the  governor 
control  over  them,  and  it  doea  give  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard.  The  sovernor  only  atarta 
the  inquiry  upon  which  the  reasseament 
may  be  based,  and  the  statute  directa  the 
proceedings  in  an  orderly  course  of  inquiry, 
report,  entry  upon  the  assessment  books,  aa- 
aeasment  by  the  assessor,  and  an  action  for 
the  collection  of  the  taxes  levied  in  the  regu- 
lar judicial  tribunals. 

The  complaint  of  plaintiffs  in  error  seems 
to  be  that  a  hearing  before  the  governor  was 
not  provided.  If  Uie  basis  of  this  is  that 
the  owner  of  property  must  have  notice  of 
every  step  in  taxation  proceedings,  we  agree 
«  with  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  that  it 
S  is  untenable.  Pittahurgh,  C.  C,  d  St,  L.  R. 
•  Co.  y,*Weat  Virginia  Bd.  of  Puhlio  Works, 
172  U.  8.  32,  43  L.  ed.  364,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
00;  Davidaon  v.  New  Orleans,  96  tJ.  S.  97,  24 
L.  ed.  616;  Hagar  v.  Reclamation  Dist.  No, 
108,  111  U.  S.  701,  28  L.  ed.  669,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  663;  Winona  d  St,  P. 
Land  Co,  ▼.  Minnesota,  169  U.  S.  626,  40 
L.  ed.  247,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  83.  If  the 
basis  of  the  complaint  is  that  the  governor 
acts  judicially,  and  plaintiffs  in  error  were 
entitled  to  have  notice,  and  be  heard  before 
he  rendered  judgment,  it  ia  also  untenable. 
The  governor  does  not  act  judiciallv — ^he  de- 
termines nothinp;  but  that  a  complaint  haa 
been  made  in  writing  and  under  oath,  or  that 
it  haa  been  found  by  a  court,  or  the  leg- 
islature or  any  committee  thereof,  that  a 
considerable  amount  of  property  in  a  county 
of  the  state  haa  been  grossly  undervalued. 
If  the  perception  of  the  fact  of  a  complaint 
or  a  finding  of  a  court  or  legislature  is  a 
judgment  in  the  sense  urged,  every  act  of 
government  is  a  judgment,  and  all  of  its  ex- 
ercises could  be  stopped,  upon  the  reasoning 
of  plaintiffs  in  error,  by  perpetual  hearings. 
But  supposing  the  governor's  act  is  a  judg- 
ment, it  ends  with  the  appointment  of  an 
examiner.  What  is  substantial  comes  aft- 
erwards, and  if  against  what  may  be  detri- 
mental in  that  the  landowner  can  be  heard, 
he  is  afforded  due  process  within  the  rule 
announced  bv  the  authorities,  supra. 

That  the  landowner  is  provided  with  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard  is  decided  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  state.  In  the  opinion  in 
the  case  at  bar  the  court  said,  quoting  from 
40  Minn.  612,  41  N.  W.  465,  42  N.  W.  473: 
"Within  twenty  days  after  the  last  publi- 
cation of  the  delinquent  list  any  person  may 
by  answer  interpose  any  defense  or  objec- 
tion he  may  have  to  the  tax.  He  may  set  up 
ae  a  defense  that  the  tax  is  void  for  want  of 
authority  to  levy  it,  or  that  it  was  partially, 
unfairly,  or  unequally  assessed.  St,  Louis 
County  Comrs,  v.  Neitleton,  22  Minn.  366. 
He  may  set  up  as  a  defense  pro  tanto  that  a 
part  of  a  tax  has  not  been  remitted,  as  re- 
quired by  some  statute.  Houston  County 
Comrs.  V.  Jessup,  22  Minn.  552.  That  the 
land  is  exempt,  or  that  the  tax  has  been 
paid.  Chicago  County  v.  St,  Paul  d  D,  R. 
Co.  27  Minn.  109,  6  N.  W.  454.    That  there 


was  no  authority  to  levy  the  tax,  or  that  the 
special  facts  authorizing  the  insertion  of 
taxes  for  past  years  in  the  liat  did  not  exist  g 
or  any  omissions  in  the  proceedings  prior  to^ 
filing  the  list,  resulting  to  hia*  prejudice.* 
Olmsted  County  T.  Barher,  31  Minn.  256,  17 
N.  W.  473,  944.  The  filing  of  the  list  ia  the 
institution  of  an  action  againat  each  tract 
of  land  described  in  it  for  the  recovery  of 
the  taxes  appearing  in  the  liat  against  such 
tract,  and  tendera  an  issue  on  every  fact 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  such  taxea. 
Chauncey  v.  Wass,  35  Minn.  1,  26  N.  W.  467, 
and  30  N.  W.  826.  The  only  limitation  or 
restriction  upon  the  defenses  or  objections 
which  may  be  interposed  ia  that  contained  in 
§  79,  to  the  effect  that  if  a  party  interposea 
aa  a  defense  an  omission  of  any  of  the  tninga 
provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  assess- 
ment or  levy  of  a  tax  or  of  anything  required 
by  any  officer  to  be  done  prior  to  filing  the 
list  with  the  clerk,  the  burden  is  on  lum  to 
show  that  such  omission  haa  resulted  in  pre- 
judice to  him,  and  that  the  taxes  have  been 
partially,  unfairly,  or  imequally  assessed. 
This  relates,  not  to  want  of  authority  to 
levy  the  tax,  but  to  some  omission  to  do  or 
irregularity  in  doing  the  things  required  to 
be  done  in  assessing  or  levying  a  tax  other* 
wise  valid.  St.  Louis  County  Comrs.  T. 
Nettleton,  22  Minn.  856.  And  certainly,  in 
justice  or  reason,  a  party  cannot  complain 
that  when  he  objects  to  a  tax  on  the  ground 
of  some  omission  or  irregularity  in  matters 
of  form,  he  ia  required  to  ahow  that  he  waa 
prejudiced." 

This  court  in  Winona  d  St.  P.  l-^wd  Co.  ▼• 
Minnesota,  159  U.  S.  526,  40  L.  ed.  247,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  83,  quoted  the  above  extract  aa 
establishing  that  the  property  owner  was  af- 
forded a  hearing  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  and 
declared  the  rule  that  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  was  satisfied  if  an  oppor- 
tunity be  given  to  question  the  validity  or 
amount  of  the  tax  "either  before  that 
amount  is  determined  or  in  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings for  its  collection."  And  referring 
to  the  difference  in  the  manner  of  assessment 
and  the  successive  opportunities  for  review 
which  were  given  to  the  property  owner  in 
one  case  and  not  in  the  other,  said:  "But 
there  is  nothing  in  this  difference  to  affect 
the  constitutional  rights  of  a  party.  The 
legislature  may  authorize  different  modes  of 
assessment  for  different  properties,  provid- 
ing the  rule  of  assessment  is  the  same.  Kei^ 
tucky  Railroad  Tax  Cases,  115  U.  8.  321» 
337,  suh  nom.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  d  T.  P.  R, 
Co,  V.  Kentucky,  29  L.  ed.  414,  419,  6  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  57;  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  d  St.  L,  R. 
Co,  V.  Backus,  154  U.  S.  421,  38  L.  ed.  1031, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1114."  The  later  cases  ofg 
State  V.  Lakeside  Land  Co.  71  Minn.  283,8 
73  N.  W.  970,  and  State  ▼.  West^Duluth* 
Land  Co.  (Minn.)  78  N.  W.  115,  cited  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  do  not  militate  against  the 
rule  in  any  way  substantial  to  the  pending 
controversy. 

The  special  objections  of  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror therefore  cannot  be  sustained,  nor  the 
broader  one  that  the  first  assessments  ara 
final  against  any  power  of  review  or  addi- 
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tion  hj  the  legislainn.    We  held  in  the 
Winona  Case,  9upra,  that  the  legielature  had 
power  to  provide  for  the  assessment  of  prop- 
er^ which  had  escaped  taxation  in  prior 
years,  and,  as  we  hare  seen,  a  special  man- 
ner of  assessment  was  sustained.    We  agree 
with  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  that  a 
gross  undervaluation  of  property  is  within 
the  principle  applicable  to  an  entire  omis- 
sion of  property.    If  it  were  otherwise  the 
power  and  duty  of  the  legislature  to  impose 
taxes  and  to  equalize  their  burdens  would 
be  defeated  by  the  fraud  of  public  officers, 
perhaps  induced  by  the  very  property  owners 
who  afterwards  claim  its  illegal  advantage. 
If  an  officer  omits  to  assess  property,  or 
grossly  undervalues  it,  he  violates  his  duty, 
and  the  property  and  its  owners  escape  their 
Just  share  of  the  public  burdens.    In  Stanley 
V.  Albany  Supers,  121  U.  S.  535,  30  L.  ed. 
1000,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1234,  we  held  that 
against    an    excessive    valuation    of    prop- 
erty its  owner  had  a  remedy  in  equity  to 
frevent  the  collection  of  the  illegal  excess, 
t  would  be  very  strange  if  the  state,  against 
a  gross  undervaluation  of  property,  could 
not,  in  the  exercise  of  its  sovereignty,  give 
itself  a  remedy  for  the  illegal  deficiency. 
And  this  is  the  effect  of  the  statute.    It 
"merely  sets  in  motion  new  proceedings  to 
aollect  the  balance  of  the  state's  claim,  and 
there  is  no  constitutional  objection  in  the 
way  of  doing  this,"  as  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  said  in  its  opinion. 

The  other  objections  to  the  statute  do  not 
demand  an  extended  consideration.  That  it 
deprives  plaintiffs  in  error  of  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws  is  based  on  the  absence  of 
a  provision  for  ni>tice  in  the  progress  of  the 
proceedings,  and  is  answered  by  the  Winona 
Caae,  159  U.  S.  526,  40  L.  ed.  247,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  83. 

The  fourth  contention,  that  the  state  is 
estopped  to  assert  fraud  in  the  former  as- 
A  sessment  if  we  should  concede  has  any  basis 
S  in  law,  lacks  an  essential  basis  of  fact. 
•     'The   plaintiffs  in  error   purchased  after 
the  enactment  of  the  statute,  and  the  record 
affords  no  presumptions  of  ignorance  or  in- 
nocence.   If  plaintiffs  had  been  attentive  to 
the  assessment  of  the  land  its  gross  under- 
valuation could  not  have  escaped  their  no- 
tice.   Besides,  whether  a  party  in  a  case  has 
been  given  or  refused  the  benefit  of  the  law 
of  estoppel  involves  no  Federal  question. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


virtue  of  his  efflctal  statfen  to  grant  any  11> 
cense  or  permit  to  exempt  a  vessel  of  the 
enemy  from  capture  and  confiscation. 

4.  A  colorable  trsnsfer  of  a  ship  from  a  beillf- 
erent  to  a  nentral  is  in  Itself  ground  for  con- 
demnation as  prise. 

6.  The  burden  of  proving  neutral  ownership 
of  a  vessel  In  a  prise  case  Is  on  the  claim- 
ants. 

[No.  102.] 
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PHe»— «es«el  trading  in  provisions— friendly 
act^^lioense  or  ewemption  hy  consul, 

1.  The  trading  to  a  stronghold  of  the  enemy, 
of  an  enemy  vessel  carrying  provisions,  con- 
stitutes, nnder  the  laws  of  war.  Illicit  Inter- 
course with  the  enemy,  subjecting  the  proper- 
ty to  capture  as  a  prize. 

2.  The  Individual  acts  of  friendship  of  a  sub- 
ject of  one  nation  at  war,  toward  the  other 
nation,  wilt  not  affect  hla  status  as  an  enemy. 

S.    A  United  States  consul  has  no  authority  by 
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APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Florida  eondemning  a 
vessel  as  a  prize.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fullevt  | 
•The  Benito  Estenger  was  captured  by  the* 
U.  S.  S.  Hornet  on  June  27,  1898,  oflf  Cape 
Cruz  on  the  south  side  of  the  island  of  Cuba, 
and  was  brought  into  the  port  of  Key  West 
and  duly  libelled  on  July  2.    The  depositions 
in  preparatorio  of  Badamero  Perez,  Edwin 
Cole,  and  Enrique  de  Messa  were  talcen,  and 
thereafter  and  on  July  27  a  claim  was  inter- 
posed by  Perez  as  master  of  the  steamer  on 
behalf  of  Arthur  Elliott  Beattie,  a  British 
subject,  as  owner,  supported  by  test  affida- 
vits of  himself  and  de  Messa.    The  cause  was 
preliminarily  heard  on  the  libel,  the  deposi- 
tions in  preparatorio  and  the  test  affidavits, 
and  sixty  days  given  for  further  proofs.  Ac- 
cordingly the  depositions  of  the  claimant 
and  sundry  others  were  taken  on  behalf  of 
the  claimant,  and  the  testimony  of  the  con- 
sul of  the  United  States  at  Kingston  on  be- 
half of  the  captor.    The  cause  coming  on  for 
final  hearing,  the  court  entered  a  decree  De- 
cember 7, 1898,  condemning  the  vessel  as  law- 
ful prize  as  enemy  property,  and  ordering 
her  to  be  sold  in  accordance  with  law.  Claim- 
ant thereupon  appealed,  and  assigned  errors 
to  the  effect  in  substance  that  the  court  erred 
in  failing  to  hold  that  the  Benito  Estenger 
was  a  British    merchant    ship,    duly  docu- 
mented and  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
British  flag,  and  lawfully  owned  and  regis- 
tered by  a  subject  domiciled  in  Great  Bri- 
tain; and  also  in  holding  that  the  Benito  g 
Estenger  was  lawful  prize  of  war,  inasmuch  lo 
as  she  was  engaged  on  a  voyage  iii*behalf  of* 
the  local  Cuban  junta  in  Kingston,  allies  of 
the  United  States,  and  when  captured  was  in 
the  service  of  the  United  States,  and  em- 
ployed in  friendly  offices  to  the  forces  of  the 
United  States. 

The  vessel  prior  to  June  0,  1898,  was  the 
property  of  Enrique  de  Messa,  of  the  firm 
of  Gallego,  de  Messa  &  Company,  subjects  of 
Spain  and  residents  of  Cuba.  On  that  day 
a  bill  of  sale  was  made  by  de  Messa  to  the 
claimant,  Beattie,  a  British  subject,  and,  on 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
British  law  governing  registration,  was  reg- 
istered as  a  British  vessel  in  the  port  of 
Kingston,  Jamaica.  The  vessel  had  been  en- 
gaged in  trading  with  the  island  of  Cuba, 
and  more  particularly  between  Kingston  and 
Montego,  Jamaica,  and  Manzanillo,  Cuba. 
She  left  Kingston  on  the  23d  of  June,  and 
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prooeeded  with  a  carffo  of  flour,  rice,  oom- 
meal,  and  coffee  to  Manzanillo,  where  the 
cargo  was  discharsed.  She  cleared  from 
Manzanillo  at  2  o'clock  a.  u.,  June  27,  for 
Mont^o,  and  then  for  Kingston,  and  was 
captured  at  half-past  fire  of  that  day  off 
Cape  Cruz.  The  principal  question  was  as 
to  the  ownership  of  the  vessel  and  the  leffal- 
ity  of  the  alleged  transfer,  but  other  collat- 
eral questions  were  raised  in  respect  of  the 
alleged  Cuban  sympathies  of  de  Messa ;  serv- 
ice on  behalf  of  the  Cuban  insurgents  in  the 
United  States ;  and  the  relation  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  consul  to  the  transactions  which 
preceded  the  seizure.  It  was  argued  that 
the  vessels  of  Cuban  insurgents  and  other 
adherents  oould  not  be  deemed  property  of 
the  enemies  of  the  United  States;  that  this 
capture  oould  not  be  sustained  on  the  ground 
that  the  vessel  was  such  property;  that  the 
conduct  of  de  Messa  in  his  sale  to  Beattic 
was  lawful,  justifiable,  and  the  only  means 
of  protecting  the  vessel  as  neutral  property 
irm.  8pani»i  seizure;  and  finally,  tnat  this 
court  oould  and  should  do  justice  by  order- 
ing restitution,  under  all  the  droumstances 
of  the  case. 

Mr,  Harrlactoa  Putnam  for  appellant. 

Assistant  Attorney  Om^eral  Hoyt  and  8o- 
Bhttor  General  Rioharde  for  appellee. 

Meaers.  Joseplk  K.  MoOAmmon,  James 
V.  ffoyden,  George  A.  King^  and  William  B, 
j^  Km§  lor  captors. 

^  *llr.  Chief  Justice  FuUer  delivered  the 
Dpinitm  of  the  court: 

If  the  alleged  transfer  was  colorable  mere- 
ly, and  Messa  was  the  owner  of  the  vessel  at 
tM  time  of  capture,  did  the  district  court  err 
in  condemning  the  Benito  Estenger  as  law- 
ful prize  as  enemy  property? 

**^uemj  property^'  is  a  technical  phrase 
peculiar  to  prize  courts,  and  depoids  upon 
principles  of  public  policy  as  distinguisned 
from  the  common  law.  The  general  rule  is 
that  in  war  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the 
belligerents  are  enemies  to  each  other  with- 
out regard  to  individual  sentiments  or  dispo- 
sitions, and  that  political  status  determines 
the  question  of  enemy  ownership.  And  by 
the  law  of  prize,  property  engaged  in  any  il- 
legal intercourse  with  the  enemy  is  deemed 
enemy  property,  whether  belonging  to  an 
ally  or  a  citizen,  as  the  illegal  traffic  stamps 
it  with  the  hostile  character  and  attaches  to 
it  all  the  penal  consequences.  Prize  Cases, 
2  Black,  636,  674,  sub  nom,  Preoiat  v.  Unit- 
ad  States,  17  L.  ed.  459,  478;  The  BaUy,  8 
Cranch,  382,  384,  3  L.  ed.  697,  698;  Jecker 
▼.  Montgomery,  18  How.  110,  15  L.  ed.  311; 
The  Peterhoff,  6  Wall.  28,  sul  nom.  The  Pe- 
terhcf  V.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  564;  The 
Flying  Baud,  0  Well.  263,  sub  nom.  The  Fly- 
ing Beud  V.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  756. 

Messa  was  a  Spanish  subject,  residing  at 
Santiago,  and  for  years  engaged  in  business 
there.  His  vessel  had  a  Spanish  crew  and 
Spanish  officers,  and  he  testified  that  he  was 
on  board  of  her  as  supercargo.  She  had  the 
Spanish  flag  in  her  lockers,  though  she  was 
flying  the  British  flag  at  the  moment,  under 


a  transfer,  which,  as  presently  to  be  seen, 
was  colorable  and  invalid.  There  was  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  Messa  sympa- 
thized with  the  Cuban  insurgents,  but  no 
proof  that  he  was  himself  a  Cuban  rebel  or 
that  he  had  renounced  his  allegiance  to 
Spain.  The  vessel  carried  to  Manzanillo  on 
this  voyage  a  cargo  of  provisions,  consisting 
principally  of  1,100  barrels  of  flour. 

Manzanillo  was  a  city  of  several  thousands« 
inhabitants,  and  the  first  important  place  ong 
the  south  Cuban  coast  between^Santiago  an^* 
Cienfuegos,  lying  inside  the  bay  formed  by 
the  promontory  which  Cape  Cruz  terminates, 
and  about  60  miles  northeast  of  the  cape. 
Cape  Cruz  is  about  due  north  from  Montego 
bay  on  the  northwestern  shore  of  Jamaica, 
and  about  76  miles  distant,  while  Kingnton 
is  on  the  southeastern  coast  of  Jamaica.  The 
record  lacks  evidence  of  the  condition  of  af- 
fairs there  at  that  time,  but  official  reports 
leave  no  doubt  that  it  was  defended  by  sev- 
eral vessels  of  war  and  by  shore  batteries, 
and  was  occupied  by  some  thousands  of  Span- 
ish soldiers.  On  the  6th  of  April,  1898,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  had  instructed  Ad- 
miral Sampson,  among  other  things,  that  the 
department  desired,  "that  in  case  of  war,  jem 
will  maintain  a  strict  blockade  of  Cuba,  par- 
ticularly the  ports  of  Havana,  Matanzas, 
and,  if  possible,  Santiago  de  Cuba,  Manza- 
nillo, aiNl  Cienfuegos."  Manzanillo  was  the 
terminua  of  a  cable  which  connected  with 
Santa  Crvs,  Trinidad,  Cienfue«>s,  and  Ha- 
vana, and  was  subse^ently  cut  oy  the  forces 
of  the  United  States,  in  order  to  check  the 
inland  traffic  with  Manzanillo,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  calling  of  reinforcements  to  resist 
the  capture  of  that  place.  And  it  appeared 
that  Admiral  Sampson  had  been  for  sobm 
weeks  endeavoring  to  stop  blockade  running 
on  the  south  coast  of  Cuba,  and  that  a  large 
vessel  with  a  heavy  battery  was  stationed 
at  Cape  Cruz.  ManzaniNo  was  not  declared 
blockaded,  however,  until  the  proclamation 
of  June  27,  1898 ;  but  the  consul  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  at  Kingston  had  warned  Messa  and 
Beattie  that  a  blockade  in  fact  existed.  The 
claimant  testified  that  the  vessel  was  diar- 
tered  by  Flouriaehe,  a  Cnban  merchant,  and 
that  the  cargo  was  consfgned  to  Bauriedel  ft 
Company,  at  ManzaniTlcK  The  deposition  of 
neither  of  these  was  taken.  According  to 
the  explicit  testimony  erf  the  consul,  he  was 
informed  by  both  the  claimant  and  his 
brother  that  the  flour  was  transferred  hj 
Bauriedel  k  Company,  through  a  communi- 
cating way  from  their  warehouse  to  the 
Spanish  government  warehouse,  immediately 
upon  its  delivery;  and  no  evidence  to  con- 
tradict this  was  introduced. 

The  instructions  of  the  Navy  Departments 
to  "Blockading  Vessels  and  Cruisers,"  in  theg 
late  war,  included  amon^  articles*oondition** 
ally  contraband,  "provisions,  when  destined 
for  an  enemy's  ship  or  ships,  or  for  a  place 
that  is  besieged.'* 

In  The  Oommercen,  1  Wheat.  382,  4  L.  ed. 
116,  Mr.  Justice  Story  said:  "By  the  mod- 
em law  of  nations  provisions  are  not,  in  gen- 
eral, deemed  contraband;  but  they  may  ba- 
oome  so^  although  the  property  of  a  neutral. 
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on  account  of  the  particular  fituatioa  of 
the  war,  or  on  account  of  their  destination. 
•  .  •  If  destined  for  the  ordinary  use  of 
life  in  the  enemy's  country,  they  are  not»  in 
seneral,  contraband;  but  it  is  otherwise  if 
destined  for  military  use.  Hence,  if  des- 
tined for  the  army  or  navy  of  the  enemy,  or 
for  his  ports  of  naval  or  military  equipment, 
they  are  deemed  contraband." 

In  T&e  Jimge  Margaretha,  1  C.  Rob.  180, 
103,  Sir  William  Scott  discussed  this  ques- 
tion, and,  after  referring  to  many  instances, 
concluded:  ''And  I  take  the  modem  estab- 
liflhed  rule  to  be  this,  that  generally  they 
are  not  contraband,  but  may  become  so  un- 
der circumstances  arising  out  of  the  particu- 
lar situation  of  the  war,  or  the  condition  of 
the  parties  engaged  in  it.** 

But,  while  alluding  to  this  subjeet  by  way 
of  illustration,  we  do  not  feel  called  on 
to  consider  under  what  particular  circum* 
stances,  generally  speaking,  provisions  mav 
be  held  contraband  of  war.  It  is  enougn 
that  in  dealing  with  a  vessel  adjudicated  to 
have  been  an  enemy  vessel,  the  fact  of  trade 
with  the  enemy,  especially  in  supplies  neces- 
sary for  the  enemy's  forces,  is  of  well  nigh 
decisive  importance. 

In  reply  it  is  suggested  that  this  cargo 
was  intended  for  the  Cuban  insurgents,  and 
a  Quotation  is  made  from  a  letter  of  the  con- 
sul to  the  effect  that  he  had  been  "told  pri- 
vately by  the  president  of  the  local  Junta,  who 
has  performed  valuable  services  for  me,  that 
the  proceeds  of  this  cargo  are  to  be  forward- 
ed to  the  Cuban  government  and  troops 
through  the  Cuban  agent  at  Manzanillo." 
The  suggestion  derives  no  support  from  the 
record,  and  the  facts  remain  that  the  pro- 
visions were  delivered  to  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment, and  that  the  trade  to  this  Spanish 
stronghold  constituted  under  the  laws  of  war 
2  illicit  intercourse  with  the  enemy. 
10  This  brinffs  us  to  consider  the  contention 
*  that  Messa^had  rendered  important  services 
to  the  United  States ;  that  he  was  the  friend, 
and  not  the  enemy,  of  this  government,  and 
that  there  was  an  agreement  between  him 
and  the  United  States  consul  which  operated 
to  protect  the  vessel  from  capture.  But 
Messa's  status  was  that  of  an  enemy,  as  al- 
ready stated,  and  this  must  be  held  to  be  so 
notwithstanding  individual  acts  of  friend- 
ship, certainly  since  there  was  no  open  ad- 
herence to  the  Cuban  cause,  and  allegiance 
aould  have  been  shifted  with  the  accidents  of 
war.  The  legal  conclusion  was  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  Messa  had,  in  cultivating 
friendly  relations  with  the  consul,  given  the 
latter  an  old  government  plan  of  the  prov- 
ince of  Santiago  and  an  especiallv  prepared 
ehart  of  the  harbor.  Thus  displaying  his 
amicable  inclinations,  he  endeavored  to  ob- 
tain from  the  consul  a  letter  of  protection 
for  the  voyage  he  was  about  to  undertake, 
but  this  the  consul  declined  to  furnish,  and 
informed  him  at  the  same  time  that  Manza- 
nillo  was  blockaded,  and  that  the  contem- 
plated venture  would  be  at  his  own  risk. 

Nevertheless,  the  consul  agreed  to  write 
the  admiral,  and  did  write  him  June  23,  that 
offered   to  give  certain  information 


that  might  be  valuable,  and  that  he  pr^ 
posed  to  be  off  Cape  Cruz  on  June  80,  when 
he  could  be  picked  up  there  and  taken  to  the 
admiral  if  desired;  but  the  consul  said: 
"You  quite  understand  that  in  dealing  with 
those  people  one  is  always  more  or  less  ii* 
able  to  imposition.  I  therefore  make  IM» 
recommendation  of  Messa  to  you.''  There- 
was  nothing  to  show  that  the  voyage  wae> 
undertaken  on  the  strength  of  this  letter,  or 
that  it  in  any  way  contributed  to  the  cap- 
ture, nor  that  the  admiral  intended  to  avail 
himself  of  the  suggestion  in  regard  to  Messa.- 

The  claimant  asserted,  and  the  consul  do^ 
nied,  that  protection  to  the  voyage  was  ex- 
tended by  the  latter.  But  we  do  not  go  at 
length  into  this  matter  because  we  think 
that  no  engagement  with  the  United  Staite» 
nor  any  particular  service  to  the  Unitedl 
States  was  made  out  in  that  connection,  and, 
so  far  as  appears,  the  vessel  was  <^aptureJ 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  cruising  duty  at  a 
time  and  under  circumstances  when  her  li^ia 
ability  was  not  to  be  denied.  Moreover,  ag 
United  States* sonsul  has  no  authority,  by* 
virtue  of  hie  official  station,  to  grant  any  li- 
cense or  permit  the  exemption  of  a  vessel  of 
an  enemy  from  capture  and  confiscation. 
This  was  so  held  by  Judge  McCaleb  in 
Rogers  v.  The  Amado,^  Newberry  Adm.  400, 
in  which  he  quotes  the  language  of  Sir  Wil* 
Ham  Scott  in  The  Hope,  1  Dod.  Adm.  226, 
220:  "To  exempt  the  property  of  enemies 
from  the  effect  of  hostilities  is  a  very  high 
act  of  sovereign  authority;  if  at  any  time 
delegated  to  persons  in  a  subordinate  sittt- 
ation,  it  must  be  exercised  either  by  those 
who  have  a  special  commission  granted  t» 
them  for  the  particular  business,  and  who^ 
in  legal  language,  are  termed  "mandaioriee,"' 
or  by  persons  in  whom  such  a  power  is  vested 
in  va  tue  of  any  otticial  situation  to  which  it 
may  be  considered  incidental.  It  ia  quite 
clear  that  no  consul  in  any  country,  partic- 
ularly in  an  enemy's  country,  is  vestea  with 
any  such  power  in  virtue  of  his  station.  E% 
ret  nan  prceponitur;  and  therefore  his  acts 
relaunff  to  it  are  not  binding. 

In  The  Joseph,  8  Cranch,  451,  3  L.  ed.  621,. 
the  vessel  was  condemned  for  trading  witb 
the  enemy,  and  it  was  held  that  she  was  not 
excused  by  the  necessity  of  obtaining  funda 
to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  ship,  nor  by  the 
opinion  of  an  American  minister  expressed 
to  the  master,  that  by  undertaking  the  voy* 
age  he  would  violate  no  law  of  the  United 
States.  The  court  said  that  these  consider- 
ations, "if  founded  in  truth,  present  a  esiso 
of  peculiar  hardship,  yet  they  afford  no  legal 
excuse  which  it  is  competent  to  this  court  t» 
admit  as  the  basis  of  its  decision." 

This  is  equally  true  of  the  case  before  xm, 
for  even  if  the  circumstances  may  have  Jua- 
tified  liberal  treatment,  that  cannot  be  pet' 
mitted  to  influence  our  decision.  It  belongs 
to  another  department  of  the  government 
to  extend  such  amelioration  as  appears  to 
be  demanded  in  particular  instances. 

Neither  the  case  of  Lee  Cinq  Fr^ee,  4 
Lebau's  Nouveau  Code  de  Prises,  63,  nor  that 
of  The  Maria,  6  C.  Rob.  201,  cited  by  oounsel, 
it  in  point    In  the  former^  the  Committee 

>  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,00S. 
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of  Public  Safety  in  the  year  three  of  the 

French  Calendar  of  the  Revolution  decreed 

the  condemnation  of  Lea  Cinq  Fr^res  as  an 

«  enemy's  yessel,  and  of  her  cargo,  although 

g  belonging  to  Frenchmen,  but  further  decreed 

*  ^  restitution  of  the  cargo  or  its^ralue,  as  mat- 

ter of  grace,  in  consideration  of  services  ren- 
dered oy  the  elaimanta  in  furnishing  pro- 
visions to  the  Republic,  adding  that  this 
should  not  be  drawn  into  a  precedent.  The 
latter  simply  involved  the  interpretation  of 
an  indulgence  specifically  granted  by  the 
British  government. 

Thus  far  we  have  proceeded  on  the  as- 
sumption that  the  transfer  of  the  Benito 
Estenger  was  merely  colorable,  and  this,  if 
so,  furnished  in  itself  ground  for  condemna- 
tion. A  brief  examination  of  the  evidence, 
in  the  light  of  well-settled  principles,  will 
show  that  the  assumption  is  correct. 

Messa's  story  of  the  transfer  was  that  the 
steamer  had  been  owned  by  Oallego,  Measa, 
ft  Company,  and  then  by  himself;  that  he 
was  compelled  to  sell  in  order  to  get  money 
to  live  on;  that  he  made  the  sale  for  $40,000, 
for  which,  or  a  large  amount  of  which,  cred- 
it was  given  on  an  indebtedness  of  Messa  to 
Beattie  &  Company,  and  that  he  was  em- 
ployed by  Beattie  to  go  on  the  vessel  as  his 
representative  and  business  manager. 

it  appeared  that  Beattie  applied  to  the 
customs  and  shipping  office  in  Jamaica  for 
a  British  register,  lodeed  with  him  the  bill 
of  sale,  and  made  a  declaration  of  ownership 
before  him  as  r^istrar  of  shipping,  which 
documents  were  filed  on  June  9  and  14  re- 
spectively, and  were  in  conformi^  with  the 
requirements  of  British  law.  The  deposi- 
tions of  the  shipbroker  and  his  employees 
fmt  the  price  at  £9,000,  and  showed  their  be- 
ief  that  the  sale  was  bona  fide,  founded  on 
what  passed  between  Messa  and  Beattie. 
Thev  did  not  know  what  arrangements  were 
made  for  the  pavment  of  the  price,  or  how  or 
in  what  shape  the  purchase  money  was  paid. 
The  accountant  stated  that  after  the  sale 
Beattie  went  on  board  and  took  possession 
of  the  vessel,  and  informed  the  officers  in 
charge  that  he  had  become  the  owner,  gave 
orders  regarding  her,  and  informed  witness 
that  he  had  given  Messa  the  position  as  su- 
percargo. 

There  was  considerable  confusion  on  the 
point  as  to  who  was  master  of  the  vessel  aft- 
er the  transfer.  Perez  testified  that  he  was, 
H  and  as  master  he  interposed  the  claim  on  be- 
g  half  of  Beattie.    He  also  swore  that  Mr. 

•  Beattie  "informed  him^that  he  could  remain 
AS  master,  but  it  would  be  necessary  for  him 
to  put  an  English  subject  on  board  as  first 
officer  or  second  captain,  in  conformity  with 
the  British  law."  Cole,  a  British  subject, 
asserted  that  he  was  master,  and  Beattie 
stated  that  he  appointed  him  such  with 
Perez  as  mate  and  pilot,  while  Messa  said 
that  Perez  was  master  and  that  he,  Messa, 
was  supercargo.  Perez  had  been  the  captain 
of  the  ship  and  remained  on  her,  and  conced- 
ing that  Cole  was  placed  on  board  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  captain,  the  inference  is  not  un- 
reasonable that  thifl  was  for  appeicancee 
only* 


Beattie  testified  that  he  was  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  Beattie  k  Company,  composed  of 
himself  and  his  brothers,  all  British  sub- 
jects, and  interested  in  lands,  sugar  estates, 
mines,  and  forests  in  the  district  of  Man- 
zanillo;  that  he  had  resided  there  for  some 
vears  returning  to  his  parent's  home  in  Eng- 
land for  several  months  at  a  time;  that  he 
concluded  the  purchase  of  the  Benito  Esten- 
ger from  Messa  on  June  9,  1898;  that  she 
left  Jamaica  on  her  last  voyage  on  June  28, 
bound  for  Manzanillo,  and  chartered  by 
Flouriache,  a  Cuban  merchant,  carrying  a 
careo  of  food  stuffs  sent  for  the  purpose  of 
trade;  that  he  bought  the  vessel  for  £9,000; 
but  he  declined  to  state  of  what  the  payment 
or  payments  of  the  purchase  money  con- 
sisted, although  saying  that  the  sale  was 
bona  fide. 

The  consul  testified  that  claimant,  in  oon* 
versation,  while  insisting  that  the  transfer 
was  absolute,  admitted  that  it  was  effected 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  vessel. 

In  short,  the  statements  as  to  price  were 
conflicting;  the  reason  assigned  for  the  sale 
was  to  get  money  to  live  on,  and  yet  appar^ 
cntly  no  money  passed,  and  Messa  said  that 
he  received  credit  for  a  large  part  of  the 
consideration  on  indebtedness  to  claimant's 
firm;  claimant  himself  refused  to  describe 
the  payment  or  payments ;  the  Spanish  mas- 
ter and  crew  remained  in  charge;  Messa  went 
on  the  voyage  as  supercargo;  the  vessel  con- 
tinued in  trade,  which,  in  this  instance  at 
least,  appeared  to  be  plainly  trade  with  the 
enemy;  and,  finally,  it  is  said  by  claimant's 
counsel  in  his  printed  brief :  "It  will  not  be  « 
contended  upon  this  appeal  that  all  the  in-^ 
terest  of  Mr.^Messa  in  the  Benito  Estenger  • 
ceased  on  June  9,  1898.  The  transfer  was 
obviously  made  to  protect  the  steamer  as  neu- 
tral property  from  Spanish  seizure.  That 
Mr.  Messa,  however,  still  retained  a  bene- 
ficial interest  after  tills  sale  and  transfer  of 
flags,  and  continued  to  act  for  the  vessel  as 
supercargo,  has  not  been  disputed." 

The  attempt  to  break  the  force  of  this  ad- 
mission by  the  contention  that  the  change 
of  flag  was  justifiable  as  made  to  avoid  cap- 
ture by  the  Spanish  is  no  more  than  a  reit- 
eration of  the  arfipment  that  Messa  was  a 
Cuban  rebel,  and  nis  vessel  a  Cuban  vessel, 
which,  as  has  been  seen,  we  have  been  un- 
able to  concur  in.  If  the  transfer  were  in- 
valid, she  belonged  to  a  Spanish  subject,  she 
was  engaged  in  an  illegal  venture,  and  her 
owner  cannot  plead  his  fear  of  Spanish  ag- 
gression. 

Transfers  of  vessels  HagranU  heUo  were 
originally  held  invalid,  but  the  rule  has  been 
modified,  and  is  thus  given  by  Mr.  Hall,  who, 
after  stating  that  in  France  "their  sale  is 
forbidden,  and  they  are  declared  to  be  prize 
in  all  cases  in  which  they  have  been  trans- 
ferred to  neutrals  after  the  buyers  could  have 
knowledge  of  the  outbreak  of  the  war,"  saysi 
"In  England  and  the  United  States,  on  the 
contrary,  the  right  to  purchase  vessels  is  in 
principle  admitted,  they  being  in  themselvee 
Ic^timate  objects  of  trade  as  fully  as  any 
other  kind  of  merchandise,  but  the  oppor* 
tonities  of  fraud  being  greats  the  dreum- 
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stances  attending  a  sale  are  eeyerely 
tinised,  and  the  transfer  is  not  held  to  be 
good  if  it  is  subjected  to  any  condition  or 
siren  tadt  understandins  fay  which  the  yen- 
dor  keeps  an  interest  in  the  vessel  or  its  prof- 
HMp  a  control  over  it,  a  power  of  revocation, 
or  a  right  to  its  restoration  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  was."  International  Law,  4th  ed.  525. 
And  to  the  same  effect  is  Mr.  Justice  Storj  in 
his  Notes  on  the  Principles  and  Practice  of 
Prise  Courts  (Pratt's  ed.)  63,  2  Wheat.  App. 
80:  "In  respect  to  the  transfers  of  enemies' 
ships  during  war,  it  is  certain  that  purchases 
of  them  by  neutrals  are  not,  in  general,  ille- 
gal ;  but  such  purchases  are  liable  to  great  sus- 
picion; and  if  good  proof  be  not  given  of 
A  their  validity  by  a  bill  of  sale  and  nayment 
ao  of  a  reasonable  consideration,  it  will  mate- 

*  rially  impair  the  validity  of  s*neutral  claim ; 
.  .  .  and  if  after  such  transfer  the  ship 
be  employed  habitually  in  the  enemy's  trade, 
or  under  the  management  of  a  hostile  pro- 
prietor, the  sale  will  be  deemed  merely  col- 
orable and  collusive.  .  .  .  Anything 
tending  to  continue  the  interest  of  the  enemy 
in  the  ship  vitiates  a  contract  of  this  de- 
scription altogether." 

The  8eoh3  0e8chu)i$tem,  4  C.  Hob.  100,  is 
elted,  in  which  Sir  William  Scott  said: 
''This  is  the  case  of  a  ship,  asserted  to  have 
been  purchased  of  the  enemy;  a  liberty  which 
this  country  has  not  denied  to  neutral  mer- 
chants, though  by  the  regulation  of  France 
It  is  entirely  forbidden.  The  rule  which 
this  country  has  been  content  to  applv  is, 
that  property  so  transferred  must  be  bona 
fide  and  absolutely  transferred;  that  there 
must  be  a  sale  devesting  the  enemy  of  all 
further  interest  in  it;  and  that  anything* 
tending  to  continue  his  interest  vitiates  a 
oontract  of  this  description  altogether." 

In  The  Jemmy,  4  G.  Rob.  31,  the  same  emi- 
nent jurist  observed:  "This  case  has  been 
admitted  to  farther  proof,  owing  entirely  to 
the  suppression  of  a  circumstance,  which  if 
the  court  had  known,  it  would  not  have  per- 
mitted farther  proof  to  have  been  introduced; 
namely,  that  the  ship  has  been  left  in  the 
trade,  and  under  the  management  of  the 
former  owner.  Wherever  that  fact  appears, 
the  court  will  hold  it  to  be  conclusive,  be- 
cause, from  the  evideniia  rei,  the  strongest 
presumption  necessarily  arises  that  it  is 
merely  a  covered  and  pretended  transfer. 
The  presumption  is  so  strong  that  scarcely 
any  proof  can  avail  against  it.  It  is  a  rule 
which  the  court  finds  itself  under  the  abso- 
lute necessity  of  maintaining.  If  the  enemy 
eould  be  permitted  to  make  a  transfer  of  the 
ship,  and  yet  retain  the  management  of  it, 
as  a  neutral  vessel,  it  would  be  impossible 
for  the  court  to  protect  itself  against 
frauds." 

And  in  The  0mnihu8y  6  C.  Rob.  71,  he 
said:  "The  court  has  often  had  occasion  to 
observe  that  where  a  ship,  asserted  to  have 
been  transferred,  is  continued  under  the  for- 
mer agency  and  in  the  former  habits  of  trade, 
■ot  all  the  swearing  in  the  world  will  con- 
^  TliMe  it  that  it  is  a  genuine  transaction." 
fi     The  rule  was  steted  by  Judge  Gadwaladsr 

•  of  the  eastem^distriot  of  Pennsylvania  thust 


''The  role  of  decision  in  some  eomtriss  has 
been  that,  as  to  a  vessel,  no  change  of  owner- 
ship during  hostilities  can  be  regarded  in  a 
prias  court.  In  the  United  States,  as  in 
England,  the  strictness  of  this  rule  is  not 
observed.  But  no  such  change  of  property 
is  recognized  where  the  disposition  and  con- 
trol of  a  vessel  continue  in  the  former  agent 
of  her  former  hostile  proprietors ;  more  espe- 
cially when,  as  in  this  case,  he  is  a  person 
whose  relations  of  residence  are  hostile." 
The  Island  Belle,  6  Phila.  501,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
7,107. 

So  in  The  Baltica,  Spinks  Prize  Gases,  204, 
several  vessels  had  been  sold  by  a  father,  an 
enemy,  to  his  son,  a  neutral,  immediately  be- 
fore the  war,  and  only  paid  for  in  part,  the 
remainder  to  be  paid  out  of  the  future  earn- 
ings thereof,  and  the  Baltica,  which  was 
one  of  them,  was  condemned  on  the  ground 
of  a  continuance  of  the  enemy's  interest. 

In  The  Soglaeie,  Spinks  Prize  Gases,  104, 
Dr.  Lushington  held  the  onue  probandi  to  be 
upon  the  claimant,  and  made  these  observa- 
tions: ''With  regard  to  documents  of  a  for- 
mal nature,  though  when  well  authenticated 
they  are  to  be  duly  appreciated,  it  does  not 
follow  that  they  are  always  of  the  greatest 
weight,  because  we  know,  without  attribut- 
ing blame  to  the  authorities  under  which 
they  issue,  they  are  instruments  oftenpro- 
cured  witii  extraordinary  facility.  What 
the  court  especially  desires  is  that  testimony 
which  bears  less  the  appearance  of  formality, 
—evidence  natural  to  the  transaction,  but 
which  often  carries  with  it  a  proof  of  ite  own 
genuineness;  the  court  looks  for  that  cor- 
respondence and  other  evidence  which  natu- 
rally attends  a  transaction,  accompanies  it, 
or  follows  it,  and  which,  when  it  bears  upon 
the  face  of  it  the  aspect  of  sincerity,  will 
always  receive  ite  due  weight." 

In  The  Bmet  Merck,  Spinks  Prize  Gases, 
87,  the  sale  was  to  neutrals  of  Mecklenburfl 
shortly  before  the  breaking  out  of  war,  and 
it  was  ruled  that  the  onus  of  giving  satis- 
factory proof  of  the  sale  was  on  the  claimant, 
and  without  it  the  court  could  not  restore 
even  though  it  was  not  called   on   to  pro- 
nounce affirmatively  that  the  transfer  was 
fictitious  and  fraudulent.    In  that  case  the 
vessel  was  condemned  partly  because  of  ab-H 
sence  of  proof  of  payment,  Dr.  Lushington  JJ 
saying:    "We*all  know  that  one  of  the  most* 
important  matters  to  be  esteblished  by  a 
claimant  is  undoubted  proof  of  payment." 

To  the  point  that  the  burden  of  proof  was 
on  the  claimant,  see  also  The  Jenny,  5  Wall. 
183,  sub  nom.  United  States  v.  The  Jenny,  18 
L.  ed.  693 ;  The  Amia:ble  /so&ella,  6  Wheat.  1, 
5  L.  ed.  101 ;  United  States  v.  The  LiUa,  2 
Cliff.  169,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,600;  Story's  Prise 
Gourts,  26. 

We  think  that  the  requiremento  of  the  law 
of  prize  were  not  satisfied  by  the  proofs  In 
regard  to  this  transfer,  and  on  all  the  evi- 
dence are  of  opinion  that  the  court  below  was 
right  in  the  conclusion  at  which  it  arrived. 

Decree  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Shlnw,  Mr.  Justice  WUtOk 
and  Mr.  Justice  Peokliaa  dissented. 
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CHARLB8  L  MAXWEIX,  Plff.  im  Brr^ 

v» 

OBORGB  N.  DOW,  m  Warden  of  the  Utah 

Btat«  PriiO]i.t 

[Ko.  884.] 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
SUte  of  Utah. 

m 

^Diaeentiiig  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Har- 
ts 

Under  an  information  filed  against  him 
In  one  of  the  courts  of  the  state  of  Utah, 
Maxwell,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  was  convicted  of  the 
erime  of  robbery,  and  having  been  tried  by  a 
Jnrr  consisting  of  eight  persons  was  found 
guilty  and  sentenced  to  confinement  in  the 
penitentiary  for  the  term  of  eighteen  years. 

He  insists  that  his  imprisonment  is  in 
violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 

•  States  in  that  he  was  proceeded  against  by 
S  infonnation, — ^not  by  indictment  or  present- 

*  ment  of  grand*Jttry,^-and  was  tried  for  an 
infamous  erime  by  a  Jury  composed  of  less 
than  twelve  persons. 

By  its  opinion  and  Judgment  just  rendered 
this  court  holds  that  neither  the  prosecution 
by  information  nor  the  trial  by  eight  jurors 
was  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

Upon  the  first  point  I  do  not  care  to  say 
anything.  For,  in  Hurtado  v.  California, 
110  U.  S.  516,  28  L.  ed.  232,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
Ill,  292,  this  court  held  that  a  state  enact- 
ment authorizing  the  prosecution  by  in- 
formation for  the  erime  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree — ^the  penalty  for  such  crime  be- 
ins  death — was  not  in  violation  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  The  princi- 
ples there  announced  have  been  reafiirmed  in 
later  cases.  In  the  Hurtado  Case  I  dissented 
from  the  opinion  and  judgment  of  the  court 
and  stated  fuller  the  reasons  why,  in  my 
Judgment,  no  civil  tribunal  or  court,  Fed- 
eral or  state,  could  legally  try  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  for  an  infamous  crime 
otherwise  thiui  on  the  indictment  or  present- 
ment of  a  grand  jury.  I  adhere  to  the  viewe 
then  expressed,  but  further  discussion  of  the 
question  decided  seems  unnecessary. 

The  remaining  question  in  the  present 
ease  is  whether  the  trial  of  the  accused  by 
eight  jurors  is  forbidden  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

The  Fourteenth  Amendment,  after  declar- 
ing that  all  persons  born  or  naturalized  in 
the  United  States  and  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction thereof  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside, 
provides  that  ''no  state  shall  make  or  en- 
force any  law  which  shall  abridge  the 
privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  nor  shall  any  state  deprive 
any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law." 

What  are  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
"citizens  of  the  United  StotesT"  Without 
attempting  to  enumerate  them,  it  ought  to 
be  dcemedi  safe  to  say  that  such  privileges 

>  For  main  opinion  in  this  ease  see  20  Sup.  CL 
Rep.  448.  44  L.  Ed.  — . 
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and  immunities  embrace  at  least  tlMse  ex- 
pressly recognized  by  the  Constitutioo  of  the 
united  States  and  placed  beyond  the  power 
of  Congress  to  talce  away  or  impair.  ^^ 

When  the  Constitution  was  adopted  by  tb«  g 
convention  of*1787  and  placed  before  the  peo-  • 
pie  for  their  acoeptance  or  rejection*  many 
wise  statesmen  whose  patriotism  no  one  then 
questioned  or  now  questions  earnestly  ob- 
jected to  its  acceptance  upon  the  ground  that 
it  did  not  contain  a  bill  of  rights  guarding 
the  fundamental  guaranties  of  life,  liberty^ 
and  property  aeainst  the  unwarranted  «x* 
ercise  of  power  bv  the  national  government. 
But  the  friends  of  the  Constitution,  believing 
that  the  failure  to  accept  it  would  destroy 
all  hope  for  permanent  union  among  the  peo- 
pie  of  the  original  states,  and  following  the 
advice  of  Washington,  who  was  the  leader 
of  the  constitutional  forces,  met  this  ob* 
jection  by  showing  that  when  the  Constitu- 
tion had  been  accepted  by  the  requisite  num- 
ber of  states  and  thereby  became  the  sii» 
preme  law  of  the  land,  such  amendments 
could  be  adopted  as  would  relieve  the  ap- 
prehensions of  those  who  deemed  it  neces- 
sary, by  express  provisions,  to  guard  against 
the  infringement  by  the  agencies  of  the  gen- 
eral government  of  any  of  the  essential 
rights  of  American  freemen.  This  view  pre- 
vailed, and  the  implied  pledge  thus  given 
was  carried  out  by  the  first  Congress,  which 
promptly  adopted  and  submitted  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  several  states  the  first  ten  Amende 
ments.  These  Amendments  have  ever  since 
been  regarded  as  the  national  Bill  of  Rights. 

Let  us  look  at  some  of  those  Amendments.. 
It  is  declared  by  the  First,  "Conferees  shall 
make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of 
religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise 
tnereof,  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech 
or  of  the  press,  or  the  right  of  the  people 
peaceably  to  assemble  and   to   petition   the 

rernment  for  a  redress  of  grievances;'^ 
the  Third,  "no  soldiers  shall,  in  time  of 
peace,  be  quartered  in  any  house,  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner,  nor  in  time  of  war« 
but  in  a  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law;** 
by  the  Fourth,  "the  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and 
effects  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  war- 
rants shall  issue  but  upon  probable  cause, 
supported  by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  partic- 
ularly describing  the  place  to  be  searched, 
and  the  persons  or  thinss  to  be  seized;"  by 
the  Fifth,  no  person  shall  "be  subject  for  thsA 
same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  g 
life  or  limb,  nor  shall  he  be  eompelled*in  any* 
criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  him- 


self, nor  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  nor  shall 
private  property   be   taken   for   public  use 


without  just  compensation;"  1^  the  Sixth, 
"in  all  criminal  proeecutions  the  aoeused 
shall  enjoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and  public 
trial  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  state  and 
district  wherein  the  erime  shall  have  been 
committed,  which  district  shall  have  been 
previously  ascertained  by  law,  and  to  be  in- 
formed of  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  ao- 
eusation,  to  be  confronted  witn  the  witnesses 
against  him.  to  have  compulsory  process  for 
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obtaining  witnMSes.ln  his  favor,  and  to  Inva 
the  aasistanoe  of  oounsel  for  hit  dofense;" 
and  by  the  Eighth,  "excessive  bail  shall  not 
be  required  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted." 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  privileges  and  im- 
munities enumerated  in  these  Amendments 
belong  to  everv  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
They  were  universally  so  regarded  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. 
In  order  to  form  a  more  perfect  union,  es- 
tablish justice,  insure  domestic  tranquillity, 
provide  for  the  common  defense,  promote  the 
general  welfare*  and  secure  the  blessings  of 
liberty  to  themselves  and  their  posterity,  the 
political  community  known  as  the  people  of 
the  United  States  ordained  and  established 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 
•very  member  of  that  political  community 
was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  was 
that  community  that  adopted,  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  the  first  ten 
Amendments;  and  what  they  had  in  view 
by  so  doing  was  to  make  it  certain  that  the 
privileges  and  immunities  therein  specified 
— ^the  enjoyment  of  which,  the  fathers  be- 
lieved, were  necessary  in  order  to  secure  the 
blessings  of  liberty— «ould  never  be  impaired 
or  destroyed  by  the  national  government 

Now,  the  original  Constitution  declared 
that  "the  trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases 
of  impeachment,  shall  be  by  jury."  This 
was  supplemented  by  the  Sixth  Amendment^ 
declaring  that  in  all  criminal  prosecutions 
the  accused  should  enjoy  the  right  to  a 
g  speedy  and  public  trial  by  an  impartial  jury 
S  of  the  state  and  district  wherein  the  crime 
*  was  committed.  And^we  have  held  that  the 
jury  here  referred  to  was  a  common-law  jury 
eonsisting  of  neither  more  nor  less  than 
twelve  persons,  whose  unanimous  verdict 
was  necessary  to  acquit  or  convict  the  ac- 
cused; that  a  jury  of  less  number  was  not 
admissible  in  any  criminal  trial  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Coltunbia  or  in  a  territory  of  the 
United  States,  or  in  any  prosecution  of  a 
criminal  character  in  a  court  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  any  court  organized  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States.  Cdllan  v. 
Wilson,  127  U.  S.  540,  82  L.  ed.  223,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1801 ;  Thompson  v.  Utah,  170  U.  8. 
843, 42  L.  ed.  1061, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  620.  We 
have  often  adjudged  that  the  declaration  in 
Magna  CHiarta  that  the  King  would  not  pass 
upon  any  freeman,  npr  condemn  him,  ^but 
by  the  lawful  judgment  of  his  peers/'  re- 
ferred to  a  jury  of  twelve  persons. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  understand  why  the 
fathers  entrenched  the  riffht  of  trial  by  jury 
in  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  They  re- 
garded the  recognition  and  exercise  of  that 
right  as  vital  to  the  protection  of  liberty 
against  arbitrary  power.  Mr.  Hallam  in  his 
Constitutional  History  of  England,  after  ob- 
serving that  liberty  had  been  the  slow  fruit 
of  ages,  said  that  as  early  as  the  reign  of 
Henry  VII.  one  of  the  essential  checks  upon 
royal  power  was  that  "the  fact  of  yiilt  or  in- 
nocence on  a  criminal  charge  was  determined 
in  a  public  court,  and  in  the  county  where 
the  offense  was  alleged  to  have  occurred,  by  a 
fury  of  twelve  men,  from  whose  unanimous 


verdict  no  appeal  eould  be  made."  And  it  li 
an  interesting  fact  that  the  first  ordinance 
adopted  by  the  Plymouth  colony  in  1623  was 
one  declaring,  among  other  thincs,  that  "all 
eriminal  facts"  should  be  tried  by  the  ver> 
diet  of  twelve  honest  men  to  be  impaneled 
by  authority,  in  form  of  a  Jurye  upon  th^r 
oaths."  The  value  of  that  institution  was 
recognized  by  the  patriotic  men  of  the  revolu- 
tionary period  wnen  in  the  Declaration  of 
Independence  they  complained  that  the  Kinff 
of  Great  Britain  had  deprived  the  people  m 
the  colonies  in  many  cases  of  the  benents  of 
trial  by  jury.  Referring  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Constitution  relating  to  the  per* 
sonal  security  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  Kent  says  they  "must  be  regarded  as 
fundamental  in  every  state,  for  the  colonies  9 
were  parties  to  the  national  declaration  of  g 
rights  in  1774,  in  which  the  trial  by* jury,* 
and  the  other  rights  and  liberties  of  En^ 
lish  subjects,  were  peremptorily  claimed  as 
their  undoubted  inheritance  and  birthright." 
Upon  this  general  subject  Mr.  Justice  Story 
in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Constitution  has 
said:  "It  was  under  the  consciousness  of 
the  full  possession  of  the  rights,  liberties, 
and  immunities  of  British  subjects,  that  ths 
colonists  in  almost  all  the  early  legislation 
of  their  respective  assemblies  insisUd  up<m 
a  declaratory  act,  acknowledging  and  con- 
firming them.  And  for  the  most  part  Uiej 
thus  succeeded  in  obtaining  a  real  and  effeo- 
tive  Ma^pna  Charta  of  their  liberties.  The 
trial  by  jury  in  all  cases,  civil  and  criminal, 
was  as  firmly  and  universally  established  in 
the  colonies  as  In  the  mother  country."  1 
Story,  Const.  |  165.  Again,  the  same 
eminent  jurist  says:  "It  seems  hardly 
necessary  in  this  place  to  expatiate  upon  the 
antiquity  or  importance  of  the  trial  by  jury 
in  criminal  cases.  It  was  from  very  early 
times  insisted  on  by  our  ancestors  in  the 
parent  country,  as  the  great  bulwark  of  their 
dvil  and  political  liberties,  and  watched 
with  an  unceasing  jealoui^  and  solicitude. 
The  right  constitutes  one  of  the  fundamental 
articles  of  Masna  Charta,  in  which  it  is  de- 
clared, 'nullushomo  oapiatur,  neo  impri90n&' 
iur,  aut  exuletur,  out  aUquo  mode  deitnuh 
tur,  eto.;  nisi  per  legale  judicium  parium 
suorum,  vel  per  legem  terrw;'  no  man  shall 
be  arrested,  nor  imprisoned,  nor  banished, 
nor  deprived  of  life,  etc,  but  by  the  judg- 
ment of  his  peers,  or  by  the  law  of  the  land. 
The  judgment  of  his  peers  here  alluded  to, 
and  commonly  called,  in  the  quaint  language 
of  former  times,  a  trial  per  pais,  or  trial  by 
the  country,  is  the  trial  by  a  jury,  who  are 
called  the  peers  of  the  party  accused,  being 
of  the  like  condition  and  equality  in  the 
state.  When  our  more  immediate  ancestors 
removed  to  America,  they  brought  this  great 
privilege  with  them,  as  their  birthright  and 
inheritance,  as  a  part  of  that  admirable  com- 
mon law  which  had  fenced  round  and  inter- 
posed barriers  on  every  side  against  the  ap- 
proaches of  arbitrary  power.  It  is  now  in« 
corporated  into  all  our  state  Constitutions 
as  a  fundamental  rig^t,  and  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  would  have  bean  justly 
obnoxious  to  the  most  eoneliisivis  objeetiim 
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H  if  it  had  not  recognized  and  eonflrmed  it  in 
g  the  most  solemn  terms.    The  great  object  of 

•  a  trial  by  jury^in  criminal  cases  is  to  guard 
against  a  spirit  of  oppression  and  tyranny 
on  the  part  of  rulers,  and  against  a  spirit  of 
violence  and  vindieUyeness  on  the  part  of 
the  people.  Indeed,  it  is  often  more  impor- 
tant to  guard  against  the  latter  than  the 
former."  2  Story,  Const  §S  1779,  1780. 
Blackstone  has  said:  "A  celebrated  French 
writer,  who  ooncludes  that  because  Rome, 
Sparta,  and  Carthage  have  lost  their  liber- 
ties, therefore  those  of  England  in  time  must 

gerish,  should  have  reoollected  that  Rome, 
parta,  and  Carthage,  at  the  time  when  their 
liberties  were  lost,  were  strangers  to  the  trial 
by  jury."  2  Bl.  Com.  379.  In  a  recent  Ameri- 
can work  on  trial  by  jury  the  author  well 
says:  "The  English  colonists  settled  here 
with  a  deep-rooted  regard  for  this  right.  It 
had  been,  no  doubt,  to  them  in  the  mother 
oountry  a  valuable  protection.  They  brought 
it  with  them  and  established  and  cherished 
it  as  one  of  their  dearest  privileges,  and  in 
every  enimieration  of  their  rights  and  imr 
munities  it  takes  a  conspicuous  place." 
Again,  the  same  author:  "Ever  since  Magna 
Charta,  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  has  been 
esteemed  a  peculiarly  dear  and  inestimable 
privilege  by  the  English  race;  and  whether 
in  a  strictly  historical  view  the  right  was  de- 
fined or  secured  by  that  instrument  or  not, 
it  was  nevertheless  invariably  appealed  to 
and  implicitly  relied  on  as  unalterably  and 
inviolably  securing  the  right  among  other 
valuable  privileges  guaranteed  therein. 
During  long  centuries,  when  popular  rights 
were  overborne  by  prerogative  or  despotism, 
those  who  claimed  and  were  denied  the  right 
to  such  a  trial  founded  their  demand  on  the 
guaranty  of  the  Great  Charter,  and  solemnly 
protested  against  its  violation  when  the 
privilege  was  denied  them ;  and  whenever  an 
invasion  or  violation  of  individual  righte 
was  threatened,  the  security  afforded  by  this 
guaranty  was  relied  on  as  an  effectual  safe- 
guard either  to  repel  the  attack  or  nullify 
its  effect"  Proffatt,  Jury  Trial,  |§  81,  82. 
And  this  court  has  declared  that  "the  trial 
by  jury  is  justly  dear  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. It  has  always  been  an  object  of  deep 
interest  and  solicitude,  and  every  encroach- 
ment upon  it  has  been  watehed  with  great 
jealousy."    Parsons  v.  Bedford,  3  Pet  433, 

ei446,7L.ed.  ?;t2,  736. 

5     Kotwithstending  this  history  of  the  in- 

*  corporation  into  the*  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  of  the  provision  relating  to 
trial  by  jury,  it  is  now  adjudged  that  im- 
munity from  trial  for  crime  except  by  a  jury 
of  twelve  jurors  is  not  an  immunity  belong- 
ing to  citizens  of  the  United  States  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

It  does  not  solve  the  question  before  us  to 
say  that  the  first  ten  Amendmente  had  ref- 
erence only  to  the  powers  of  the  national 
government,  and  not  to  the  powers  of  the 
states.  For,  if,  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  it  was  one  of 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  that  they  should  not  be  tried 
lor  crime  in  any  oourt  organized  or  existing 


onder  national  authority  except  by  a  jury 
composed  of  twelve  persons,  how  can  it  be 
that  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  may  be 
now  tried  in  a  state  court  for  crime,  par- 
ticularly for  an  infamous  erime,  by  eight  ju- 
rors, when  that  Amendment  expressly  de- 
clares that  "no  state  shall  make  or  enforce 
any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges 
or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  T"  It  does  not  meet  the  case  to  say 
that  a  trial  by  eight  jurors  is  as  much  a 
trial  by  jury  as  if  there  were  twelve  jurors; 
for  if  a  citizen  charged  with  crime  can  be 
subjected  to  trial  by  a  less  number  of  ju- 
rors that  that  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, the  number  may  be  reduced  to  three. 
Indeed,  under  the  interpretetion  now  given 
to  the  amendment,  it  will,  I  think,  be  impos- 
sible to  escape  the  conclusion  that  a  state 
may  abolish  trial  by  jury  altogether  in  a 
criminal  case,  however  grave  the  offense 
charged,  and  authorize  the  trial  of  a  case  of 
felony  before  a  single  judge.  I  cannot  as- 
sent to  this  interpretation,  because  it  is  op- 
posed to  the  plain  words  of  the  Constitution, 
and  defeats  the  manifest  object  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  under  the  original 
Constitution  and  the  Sixth  Amendment,  it 
is  one  of  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens   of   the   United   Stotes   that  when 
charged  with  crime  they  shall  be  tried  only 
by  a  jury  composed  of  twelve  persons;  con- 
sequently, a  stete  stetute  authorizing  the 
trial  by  a  jury  of  eight  persons  of  a  citizen 
of  the  United  Stotes,  charged  with  crime,  is 
void  under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment^  de-99 
daring  that  no  state  shall  make  or  enforce ^ 
any  law  that^'^shall  abridge  the  privileges* 
or   immunities  of   citizens   of   the   United 
Stotes." 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  trial  of  the 
accused  for  the  crime  charged  against  him 
by  a  jury  of  eight  persons  was  not  consistent 
with  the  "due  process  of  law"  prescribed  by 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  Kef  erring  to 
the  words  in  the  Fifth  Amendment,  that  "no 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law,"  this 
court  said  in  Den  ex  dem.  Murray  v.  JIo- 
boken  Land  d  Improv,  Co,  18  How.  272,  276, 
277,  16  L.  ed.  872,  374:  "The  ConsUtution 
contoins  no  description  of  those  processes 
which  it  was  intended  to  allow  or  forbid. 
It  does  not  even  declare  what  principles  are 
to  be  applied  to  ascer&in  whether  it  be  due 
process.  It  was  manifest  that  it  was  not 
left  to  the  legislative  power  to  enact  any 
process  which  might  be  devised.  The  arti- 
cle  is  a  restraint  on  the  legislative,  as  well 
as  on  the  executive  and  judicial,  powers  of 
the  government,  and  cannot  be  so  construed 
as  to  leave  Congress  free  to  make  any  process 
'due  process  of  law'  by  Ite  mere  will.  To 
what  principles  are  we  to  resort  to  ascertoin 
whether  this  process  enacted  by  Congress  is 
due  process  T  To  this  the  answer  must  be 
twofold.  We  must  examine  the  Constitu- 
tion itoelf  to  see  whether  this  process  be  in 
conflict  wiUi  any  of  ite  provisions.  If  not 
found  to  be  so,  we  must  look  to  those  settled 
usages  and  modes  of  proceeding  ewisting  in 
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the  common  and  9tatuie  law  of  Bngland  5^ 
fore  tha  emigration  of  our  anoeetore,  and 
whieh  are  shown  not  to  liare  been  unsuited 
to  their  civil  and  political  condition  1^  hay- 
ing been  acted  on  bj  them  after  the  settle- 
ment of  this  country/' 

No  one,  I  think,  can  produce  any  authority 
to  show  that  according  to  the  ''settled  usages 
and  modes  of  proceeding  existing  in  the  com- 
mon and  statute  law  of  England  before  the 
otdgration  of  our  ancestors,"  the  trial  of  one 
accused  of  felony  otherwise  than  by  a  jury 
of  twelve,  or  wholly  without  a  jury,  was  con- 
sistent with  "due  process  of  law."  If  the 
original  Constitution  had  not  contained  a 
specific  prohibition  of  trials  for  crime  other- 
wise than  by  a  jury,  the  requirement  of  due 
process  of  law  in  the  Fifth  Amendment 
^  would  have  stood  in  the  way  of  any  act  of 
i{  Congress  authorizing  criminal- trials  in  the 
*  Federal  courts  in  any  mode  except  by  a  com- 
mon-law jury.  When,  therefore,  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  forbade  the  deprivation 
by  any  state  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  the  intention  was  to 
prevent  any  state  from  infringing  the  guar- 
anties for  the  protection  of  life  and  liberty 
that  had  already  been  guarded  against  in- 
fringement by  the  national  government. 

This  interpretation  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  finds  support  in  some  of  the  de- 
cisions of  this  court.  In  addition  to  the 
clause  forbidding  the  deprivation  of  property 
"without  due  process  of  law,"  there  is  in  the 
Fifth  Amendment  a  clause  specifically  de- 
claring, "nor  shall  private  property  be  taken 
for  public  use  without  just  compensation." 
The  Fourteenth  Amendment  does  not  in 
terms  refer  to  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use,  yet  we  have  held  that  the  re- 
quirement of  "due  process  of  law"  in  that 
Amendment  forbids  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  public  use  without  making  or 
securing  just  compensation.  Chicago,  B,  d 
Q.  K.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  166  U.  S.  226,  233,  241, 
41  L.  ed.  979,  983,  986, 17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  581 ; 
Norwood  V.  Baker,  172  U.  S.  269,  277,  43  L. 
ed.  443,  446,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  187. 

If,  then,  the  "due  process  of  law"  required 
by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  does  not  al- 
low a  state  to  take  private  property  without 
just  compensation,  but  does  allow  the  life 
or  liberty  of  the  citizen  to  be  taken  in  a  mode 
that  is  repugnant  to  the  settled  usages  and 
the  modes  of  proceeding  authorized  at  the 
time  the  Constitution  was  adopted  and 
which  was  expressly  forbidden  in  the  nation- 
al Bill  of  Rights,  it  would  seem  that  the  pro- 
tection of  private  property  is  of  more  con- 
sequence that  the  protection  of  the  life  and 
li^rty  of  the  citizen. 

If  the  court  had  not  ruled  otherwise,  I 
should  have  thought  it  indisputable  that 
when  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  it  was 
declared  that  no  state  should  make  or  en- 
force any  law  abridging  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
nor  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  the 
People  of  the  United  States  put  upon  the 
states  the  same  restrictions  that  had  been 
imposed  npon  the  national  government  in 
20  8.  C— 32. 


respect,  as  well  of  the  privileges,  and  im-  ^ 
munities  of  dtizens  of  the  United  States,  as  g 
o<*the  protection  of  the  fundamental  rights  • 
of  life*  liberty,  and  property. 

The  dedsion  to-day  rendered  is  very  far- 
reachinff  in  its  consequences.  I  take  it  no 
one  doubts  that  the  great  men  who  laid  the 
foundations  of  our  government  regarded  the 
preservation  of  the  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties specified  in  the  first  ten  Amendments  as 
vital  to  the  personal  security  of  American 
citizens.  To  say  of  any  people  that  they  do 
not  enjoy  those  privileges  and  immunities  is 
to  say  that  they  do  not  enjoy  real  freedom. 
But  suppose  a  state  should  prohibit  the  free 
exercise  of  religion;  or  abridge  the  freedom 
of  speech  or  of  the  press;  or  forbid  its  people 
from  peaceably  assembling  to  petition  the 
government  for  a  redress  of  grievanoes;  or 
authorize  soldiers  in  time  of  peace  to  be 
quartered  in  any  house  without  the  consent 
of  the  owner;  or  permit  the  persons,  houses, 
papers,  and  effects  of  the  citizens  to  be  sub- 
jected to  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures 
under  warrants  not  issued  upon  probable 
cause  nor  supported  by  oath  or  affirmation, 
nor  describing  the  place  to  be  searched  and 
the  persons  or  things  to  be  seized;  or  allow 
a  person  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life 
or  limb;  or  compel  the  accused  to  be  a  wit- 
ness against  himself ;  or  deny  to  the  accused 
the  right  to  be  informed  of  the  nature  and 
cause  of  the  accusation  against  him,  to  be 
confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him, 
to  have  compulsory  process  for  obtaining 
witnesses  in  his  favor,  or  to  have  the  assist 
ance  of  counsel;  or  require  excessive  bail; 
or  inflict  cruel  and  unusual  punishment^ 
These  or  any  of  these  things  being  done  by  a 
state,  this  court,  according  to  the  reasoning 
and  legal  effect  of  the  opinion  just  delivered, 
would  be  bound  to  say  that  the  privileges 
and  immunities  specified  were  not  privileges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment,  and  that  citizens  of  the  United 
States  affected  by  the  action  of  the  state 
could  not  invoke  the  protection  of  that 
Amendment  or  of  any  other  provision  of  the 
national  Constitution.  Suppose  the  state  of 
Utah  should  amend  its  Constitution  and 
make  the  Mormon  religion  the  established 
religion  of  the  state,  to  be  supported  by « 
taxation  on  all  the  people  of  Utah,  g 
Could  its  right  to  do* so,  as  far  as  the* 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  is  con- 
cerned, be  gainsaid  under  the  principles  of 
the  opinion  just  delivered?  If  such  an 
amendment  were  alleged  to  be  invalid  under 
the  national  Constitution,  could  not  the 
opinion  herein  be  cited  as  showing  that  the 
right  to  the  free  exercise  of  religion  was  not 
a  privilege  of  a  "citizen  of  the  United 
States"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment?  Suppose,  again,  • 
state  should  prescribe  as  a  punishment  for 
crime  burning  at  the  stake  or  putting  out 
the  eyes  of  the  aceused.  Would  this  court 
have  any  alternative  under  the  decision  Just 
rendered  but  to  say  that  the  immunity  from 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments  recojg^ized 
in  the  Eighth  Amendment  as  belonging  to 
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erery  citizen  of  the  United  States  w&t  not 
an  unmunitr  of  a  eitizen  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  was 
not  protected  hy  that  Amendment  against 
impairment  by  the  state?  The  privileges 
and  immunities  specified  in  the  first  ten 
Amendments  as  belonging  to  the  people  of 
the  United  States  are  equally  protected  by 
the  Constitution.  No  judicial  tribunal  has 
authority  to  say  that  some  of  them  may  be 
abridged  by  the  states  while  others  may  not 
be  abridged.  If  a  state  can  take  from  the 
eitizen  charged  with  crime  the  ri^ht  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury  of  twelve  persons,  it  can,  so 
far  as  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
is  concerned,  take  away  the  remaining  priT- 
ileffes  and  immimities  specified  in  the  nation- 
al Bill  of  Rights.  There  is  no  middle  posi- 
tion, unless  it  be  assumed  to  be  one  of  the 
functions  of  the  judiciary  by  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  Constitution  to  mitigate  or  de- 
feat what  its  members  may  deem  the  erro- 
neous or  unwise  action  of  the  people  in 
adopting  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  The 
eourt  cannot  properly  say  that  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  does  not  protect 
the  citizen  when  charsed  with  crime  in  a 
state  court  against  trial  otherwise  than  by  a 
Jury  of  twelve  persons,  but  does  protect  him 
against  cruel  and  unusual  punishment,  or 
against  being  put  twice  in  jeopardy  of  life 
or  limb  for  the  same  offense,  or  against  be- 
ing compelled  to  testify  against  himself  in 
a  criminal  prosecution,  or  in  freedom  of 
^  speech  or  in  the  free  exercise  of  religion, 
e  The  right  to  be  tried  when  charged  with 
*  crime  by  a  jury  of  twelve  personalis  placed 
by  the  Constitution  upon  the  same  basis  as 
the  other  rights  specified  in  the  first  ten 
Amendments.  And  while  those  Amendments 
originally  limited  only  the  powers  of  the  na- 
tional government  in  respect  of  the  priv- 
ileges and  immunities  specified  therein,  since 
the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
those  privileges  and  immunities  are,  in  my 
opinion,  also  guarded  against  infringement 
by  the  states. 

If  it  be  said  that  there  need  be  no  appre- 
hension that  any  state  will  strike  down  the 
guaranties  of  life  and  liberty  which  are 
found  in  the  national  Bill  of  Rights,  the  an- 
swer is  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  now  in 
the  penitentiarv  of  Utah  as  the  result  of  a 
mode  of  trial  that  would  not  have  been  tol- 
erated in  England  at  the  time  American  in- 
dependence was  achieved,  nor  even  now,  and 
would  have  caused  the  rejection  of  the  Con- 
stitution by  every  one  of  the  original  states 
if  it  had  been  sanctioned  by  any  provision  in 
that  instrument  when  it  was  laid  before  the 
people  for  acceptance  or  rejection.  Lib- 
erty, it  has  been  well  said,  depends,  not  so 
much  upon  the  absence  of  actual  oppression, 
as  on  the  existence  of  constitutional  ehedjos 
upon  the  power  to  onpresa.  These  checks 
should  not  be  destroyed  or  impaired  by  judi- 
cial decisions.  On  the  contrary,  speakinff  1^ 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  we  have  declared  in 
Boyd  y.  United  State:  116  U.  S.  616,  6S6, 
i9  L.  ed.  746,  753,  6  Snpw  Ct.  Rep.  624,  685, 
that  ''it  is  the  dnt^  of  oourto  to  be  watehfol 
for  the  ooMtitutional  righU  of  the  dtiaeii." 


If  some  of  the  guarantlea  of  life,  liberty,  and 
property  which  at  the  time  of  the  adoptiea 
of  the  national  Constitution  were  regarded 
as  fundamental  and  as  absolutely  essential 
to  the  enjovment  of  freedom,  have  in  the 
judgment  of  some  oeased  to  be  of  practical 
value,  it  is  for  the  people  of  the  United 
States  so  to  declare  l^  an  amendment  of 
that  instrument  But  if  I  do  not  wholly 
misapprehend  the  scope  and  legal  effect  m 
the  present  decision,  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  does  not  stand  in  the  way 
of  any  state  striking  down  guaranties  of  life 
and  liberty  that  English-speakinff  people 
have  for  centuries  regarded  as  vital  to  per- 
sonal security,  and  which  the  men  of  the 
revolutionary  period  universally  claimed  as 
the  birthright  of  freemen. 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  and  judgment 
of  the  court. ' 


(176  V.B.9W 
J.  FRANK  ALDRICH,  Receiver  of  the  Fi- 
delity National  Bank  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio^ 
Appt., 

CHEl^ilCAL   NATIONAL    BANK   of   New 
York. 

Liability  of  national  hank  for  loan  fra/udr 
ulently  obtained  by  officera — deducting 
collectioTie  from  collateral  in  proving 
claim  againet  insolvent  bank, 

1.  A' national  bank  whldi  nsee  In  Its  business 
money  obtained  bj  its  vice  president  as  a 
loan  to  It  from  another  national  bank  cannot 
escape  liability  to  aceonnt  therefor  upon  the 
ground  that  the  loan  was  not  negotiated  by 
It  or  by  Its  direction,  or  that  It  eonld  not  It- 
self have  legally  borrowed  the  money. 

2.  Collections  from  collateral  securities  nude  by 
a  creditor  of  a  national  bank  after  the  de> 
dared  Insolvency  of  the  bank  need  not  be  de- 
ducted from  the  amount  on  which  dividends 
are  to  be  computed  by  the  receiver  of  the 
bank,  as  the  secured  creditor  Is  a  creditor  te 
the  full  amount  doe  him  when  the  Insolvency 
ii  declared,  and  bis  right  to  dividends  Is  un- 
affected by  his  collateral. 

[No.  58.] 

Argued  October  tO,  J899,    Decided  March  8, 
1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Sixth  Circuit  affirming  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  against  the  receiver  of  a  national 
bank.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  eti&  nom.  Armetrong 
V.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  54  U.  S.  App.  462,  83 
Fed.  Rep.  556,  27  C.  C.  A.  601. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meaera,  F.  W.  Oldlutai  and  Jdha  W* 
Herron  for  appellant. 

Meaara,  Oeorse  H.  Tenaaamt  WUUaai 
WortliiBstoii,  and  George  0.  Kobb4  for  ap-  . 
pellee.  2 

•Mr.  JnatiM  BwIm  ddiwed  tka  opiaioa  * 
of  the  eourt: 
This  UtigatioB  ha 
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vean,  and  the  cue  as  now  presented  will  be 
best  understood  if  a  statement  be  made 
showing  the  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court 
and  drcuit  court  of  appeals. 

In  its  bill  in  this  case  the  Chemical  Na- 
tional Bank  alleged  that  on  the  2d  day  of 
March,  1887,  it  loaned  to  the  Fidelity  Na- 
tional Bank  the  sum  of  $300,000  which  the 
latter  bank  promised  to  repay  on  demand 
with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  loan,  and 
at  Uie  same  time  delivered  as  collateral  se- 
curity therefor  a  certificate  of  deposit  for  the 
above  amount  together  with  sundry  promis- 
sonr  notes. 

The  certificate  referred  to  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing form:  » 

Certificate  of  Deposit. 
This  certificate  is  not  subject  to  check, 
but  must  be  presented  to  draw  the  money. 
No.  346. 

The  Fidelity  National  Bank. 

Cincinnati,  Feb.  28,  1887. 
E.  L.  Harper  has  deposited  in  this  bank 
Uiree  hundred  thousand  dollars  ($300,000), 
payable  to  the  order  of  himself  on  return  of 
this  certificate  in  current  funds.    $300,000. 
Ammi  Baldwin, 
Cashier. 
Indorsed!    *E.  L.  Harper.** 

It  was  alleged  that  the  signature  of  Bald- 
win as  cashier  was  used  as  the  signature  of 
the  bank  by  Its  authority. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  on  Biay  21st, 
1887,  the  Chemical  Bank  at  the  request  of 
the  Fidelity  Bank  returned  some  of  the  notes 
delivered  as  collateral  security,  and  re- 
ceived in  substitution  therefor  other  notes. 
The  latter  notes  were  described  in  a  schedule 
attached  to  the  bill,  and  it  was  alleged  that 
the  bank  was  still  the  owner  and  holder  of 
them,  except  three  executed  by  J.  W.  Wil- 
shire  for  $25,000  each,  which  had  been  paid 
at  maturity  by  John  V.  Lewis,  the  indorser 
thereof,  the  money  so  paid  being  held  in  lieu 
of  the  notes  delivered  as  collateral  security 
for  the  loan. 

After  settinff  forth  the  appointment  on 
the  21st  day  of  June,  1887,  of  Armstrong  as 
receiver  of  the  Fidelity  Bank,  as  well  as  the 
subseauent  proceedings  by  which  on  the  12th 
S  day  of  July,  1887,  that  corporation  was  dis- 
8  solved,  the  bill  alleeed  that  the  Fidelity 
*  Bank  never  repaid  ue  loan  nor  any*  part 
thereof;  that  the  Chemical  Bank  presented 
to  the  receiver  proof  of  its  claim,  and  re- 
quested him  to  submit  it  to  the  Comptroller 
of  the  Currency  in  order  that  a  dividend 
might  be  paid  to  it  from  the  assets  of  the 
bank  equal  in  ratio  to  the  dividends  paid  to 
other  creditors,  and  that  it  might  thereafter 
receive  further  dividends  until  its  claim  was 
paid;  but  that  the  Comptroller  and  the  re- 
ceiver had  refused  to  allow  it  to  be  enrolled 
as  a  creditor. 

The  receiver,  without  explicitly  respond- 
ing to  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to  the 
making  of  the  U)an,  said  that  he  was  unable 
to  state  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  loaned 
to  the  RdelitT  Bank  the  sum  of  $300,000. 
In  an  amended  answer  he  specifically  denied 


that  the  Chemical  Bank  loaned  to  the  Fidel- 
ity Bank  the  sum  named,  or  that  any  such 
loan  was  made  fay  the  former  to  the  latter 
on  the  faith  and  credit  of  the  alle^  certifi- 
cate of  deposit,  or  that  such  certificate  was 
executed  and  delivered  by  the  cashier  of  the 
Fidelity  Bank  as  its  act  and  by  its  author- 
ity. 

The  answer  averred  that  on  the  2d  day  of 
l^larch,  1887,  and  prior  thereto,  Harper  was 
the  vice  president  of  the  Fidelity  Bank,  and 
engaged  in  speculations  in  which  he  used  its 
funds ;  that  m  the  use  of  those  funds  he  was 
assisted  by  Baldwin,  but  that  such  use  was 
not  known  to  the  other  directors  of  the  bank* 
was  not  authorized  by  it,  and  was  a  fraud- 
ulent and  illegal  appropriation  of  its  funds 
for  the  personal  use  of  Harper;  that  a  paper 
was  signed  by  Baldwin,  as  cashier  of  the  Fi- 
delity Bank,  which  was  believed  to  be  the 
same  paper  alleged  to  be  a  certificate  of  de- 
posit of  the  Fidelity  Bank;  that  such  certifi- 
cate was  not  entered  upon  the  books  of  tha 
bank,  nor  taken  from  the  book  from  whidi, 
if  regular,  it  should  have  been  taken;  that 
its  execution  was  unknown  to  the  other  offi- 
cers of  the  bank,  and  was  unauthorized  1^ 
it;  and  that  no  consideration  was  received 
for  it  by  the  Fidelity  Bank  from  Harper,  or 
from  any  other  person,  nor  was  money  de- 
posited in  the  bank  as  the  basis  of  the  certifi- 
cate. 

Continuing,  the  defendant  averred  that 
the  certificate  of  deposit  and  the  promissory 
notes  described  in  the  bill  were  forwarded  to  h 
the  Chemical  Bank  by  Harper,  and  the  sum  g 
of*$300,000  was  received  by  him  from  that  • 
bank;  that  he  represented  to  the  officers  of 
the  Fidelity  Bank  that  the  money  was  re- 
ceived from  a  loan  made  to  him,  and  b^  his 
direction  was  credited  on  his  personal  ac- 
count, and  was  thereupon  drawn  out  and 
used  for  his  individual  purposes,  and  that 
the  other  officers  of  the  bank  had  no  knowl- 
edge that  the  facts  were  otherwise  than  as 
represented  by  him.  It  was  also  averred 
that  a  large  portion  of  the  promissory  notes 
delivered  as  collateral  security  for  the  loan 
was  the  personal  property  of  Harper  in 
which  the  Fidelity  Bank  had  no  interest. 

The  answer,  after  reciting  the  fact  of  the 
payment  by  the  indorser  Lewis  of  the  three 
notes  made  by  Wilshire  for  $25,000  each,  al- 
leged that  the  fourth  note  of  Wilshire  for  the 
same  amount,  also  indorsed  by  Lewis,  was 
not  presented  for  payment  by  plaintiff  at 
maturity,  in  consequence  whereof  that  note 
was  not  paid  and  the  indorser  was  dis- 
charged, it  was  also  averred  that  the 
Chemical  Bank  credited  the  payment  of  the 
above  three  sums  of  $25,000  upon  the  alleged 
loan  of  $300,000,  reporting  the  same  to  the 
defendant  as  payments  on  that  account,  and 
treated  them  in  all  respects  as  proper  cred- 
its on  such  loan.  Payment  of  certain  other 
notes  since  the  bringing  of  the  action  was  al- 
so alleged  to  have  been  made  to  the  Chem- 
ical Bank. 

The  defendant  therefore  claimed  that  the 
Fidelilj  Bank  was  not  liable  to  the  Chemical 
Bank  for  the  amount  of  the  loan,  but  if  it 
were    otherwise    adjudged,    the    defendant 
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asked  that  all  payments  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff upon  the  collateral  paper  forwarded  by 
Harper  as  security  for  the  loan  should  be 
credited  thereon;  that  the  above  note  of  Wil- 
shire,  indorsed  by  Lewis,  not  having  been 
paid  in  consequence  of  plaintiff's  nefflect  to 
present  the  same  for  payment^  should  be  al- 
so credited;  that  the  balance  of  the  collat- 
eral paper  should  first  be  exhausted  and  the 
proceeds  credited;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
should  be  permitted  to  prove  only  the 
amount  found  due  after  such  credits  had 
been  made. 
To  the  answer  as  amended  the  plaintiff 

e  filed  a  general  replication* 
In  deciding  the  caee  the  circuit  court, 

•  among  other  things,* said :  "Conceding  that 
the  transaction  of  $300,000  loan  was  fraud- 
ulent as  between  E.  L.  Harper  and  the  Fi- 
delity Bank,  and  that  he  appropriated  the 
entire  proceeds  to  his  individual  use,  the 
claim  of  the  Chemical  Bank,  which  dealt  in 
good  faith  in  the  transaction,  and  was  inno- 
cent of  any  knowledge  or  participation  in 
the  fraud,  is  not  affected  thereby.  The  ne- 
ffotiation  of  the  loan  was  within  the  author- 
ity of  Harper  as  vice  president  of  the  Fidel- 
ity Bank,  and  if  he  used  that  authority 
fraudulently  for  his  own  advantage,  the 
bank  that  enabled  him  to  commit  the  fraud 
must  suffer  from  the  consequences,  and  not  the 
bank  that  made  the  loan  and  advanced  the 
money,  under  the  representation  and  in  the 
belief  that  it  was  conducting  a  fair,  legiti- 
mate business  transaction  with  the  Fidelity 
Bank."  But  the  court  held  that  all  collec- 
tions made  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  claim 
upon  the  collaterals  held  by  the  Chemical 
Bank  as  security  for  the  loan  should  be  de- 
ducted therefrom.    50  Fed.  Rep.  708,  802. 

From  this  decision  both  parties  appealed 
to  the  circuit  court  of  app^s.  That  court 
reversed  the  decree,  holding  upon  an  ex- 
tended review  by  Judge  Taft  of  the  adjudged 
cases  that  creditors  of  an  insolvent  national 
bank  could  not  be  reauired  in  proving  tkeir 
claims,  to  allow  creoit  for  any  collections 
made  after  the  declared  insolvency  of  the 
bank  from  collateral  securities  held  by  them. 
16  U.  8.  App.  465,  69  Fed.  Rep.  872,  8  C.  C. 
A.  166,  28  L.  R.  A.  231. 

The  Chemical  Bank  filed  a  petition  for  re- 
hearing upon  the  ground  that  the  court  had 
erred  in  fixing  the  amount  of  interest  to  be 
allowed  the  bank  on  the  dividends  declared. 

While  that  petition  was  under  considera- 
tion by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  this 
court  decided  the  case  of  Western  Nat.  Bank 
V.  ArtMtrong,  162  U.  8.  846,  38  L.  ed.  470, 
14  8up.  Ct  Rep.  672,  which  related  to  a 
transaction  between  that  bank  and  Harper. 
Thereupon  the  receiver  filed  a  petition  for 
rehearing,  upon  the  question  as  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  loan  involved  in  the  present  suit. 

The  above  petitions  for  rehearing  having 

been  granted,  the  cause  was  acain  heard  in 

the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  it  was  there 

decided  that  under  the  special  facts  disclosed 

eo  by  the  evidence,  and  in  view  of  the  decision 

g  in  Western  Nat.  Bank  v.  Armstrong,  the 

•  parties  should  be  allowed  an^opportunity  to 
introduce  further  evidence  "upon  the  issue 


whether  the  Fidelity  Bank  owes  anything  to 
the  Ghemioal  Bank  bv  virtue  of  the  loan." 
The  former  order  of  the  court  was  therefore 
modified,  and  the  decree  of  the  drcuit  court 
was  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded,  with 
leave  to  the  parties  to  adduce  such  addition* 
al  evidence.  31  U.  8.  App.  76,  83,  66  Fed. 
Hep.  673,  677,  13  C.  C.  A.  47,  28  U  R.  A« 
239. 

The  cause  was  again  heard  in  the  circuit 
court,  which  said:  '^pon  the  evidence,  the 
finding  of  this  court  is  that  the  power  of  the 
Fidelity  to  borrow  money  by  conducting 
such  a  transaction  as  is  involved  in  this 
case  is  established,  and  that  the  same  is 
legitimately  within  the  business  of  banking 
under  the  national  bank  act."  It  found  for 
the  Chemical  Bank  on  the  issue  defined  in 
the  mandate  of  the  appellate  court.  76  Fed. 
Rep.  339,  345,  347.  The  decree  was  in  these 
words :  "And  the  court  being  now  fully  ad- 
vised, finds  that  the  Fidelity  National  Bank 
upon  the  second  day  of  March,  1887,  bor- 
rowed from  the  complainant  the  sum  of 
$300,000,  and  that  on  the  21st  day  of  June, 
1887,  when  the  Fidelity  National  Bank  was 
declared  insolvent,  there  was  due  from  the 
Fidelity  National  Bank  to  the  complainant 
the  said  sum  of  1306,450;  that  dividends 
have  been  declared  from  the  assets  of  the  Fi- 
delity National  Bank  to  the  creditors  there- 
of at  the  dates  and  for  the  rates  per  CMitum, 
as  follows,  that  is  to  say:  October  31st, 
1887,  the  first  dividend  of  25  per  centum; 
June  15th,  1889,  the  second  dividend  of  10 
per  centum;  June  30th,  1890,  the  third  divi- 
dend of  10  per  centum;  August  5th,  1891, 
the  fourth  dividend  of  6  per  centum;  August 
16th,  1894,  the  fifth  dividend  of  8  per 
centum.  The  court  further  finds  that  upon 
the  25th  day  of  April,  1890,  the  defendant 
rejected  the  claim  aforesaid  of  the  com- 
plainant, which  had  been  theretofore  pre- 
sented to  him;  and  that  after  tiie  previous 
decree  of  this  court  upon,  to  wit,  the  26th 
dav  of  July,  1892,  said  defendant  paid  to 
said  complainant  the  sum  of  $100,000  upon 
account  of  the  sum  which  might  be  due  to 
the  complainant  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
for  that  purpose  made  in  the  decree  of  this 
court,  enter^  in  this  cause  on  the  8th  day 
of  July,  1892.  The  court  finds  that  there  is  jF 
now  due  this  21st  day  of  October,  1896,  to  3 
the  complainani*lrom  the  defendant  the  sum  * 
of  $117,749.78,  being  the  dividends  aggravat- 
ing 68  per  centum  heretofore  declared  from 
the  assets  of  the  Fidelity  National  Bank, 
computed  upon  the  amount  of  the  complain- 
ant's claim  as  herein  allowed,  with  interest 
on  those  of  said  dividends  which  were  de- 
clared prior  to  April  26th,  1890,  from  said 
last-named  day,  and  with  interest  upon  those 
thereafter  dedared  from  the  dates  of  their 
declaration,  respectively,  after  crediting  the 
said  payment  of  $100,000,  upon  the  26  th  day 
of  July,  1892,  the  computation  being  made 
upon  the  principle  ordinarily  applied  in  par- 
tial payments.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  ad* 
judged,  and  decreed  that  the  defendant  pay 
to  the  complainant  the  said  sum  of  $117,* 
749.78,  with  interest  thereon  from  said  21st 
day  of  October,  1896,  and  that  hereafter^ 
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while  any  balance  remains  due  the  complain- 
ant upon  said  loan,  said  defendant  pay  to 
complainant  diyidenda,  calculated  upon  said 
sum  of  $305,450,  like  to  those  paid  to  other 
creditors  of  the  Fidelity  National  Bank." 

The  receiver  appealed  from  this  decree, 
and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the 
decree  of  the  court  below.  The  opinion  of 
that  court  states  fully  the  grounds  upon 
which  it  held  the  case  not  to  come  within  the 
rule  announced  In  Western  National  Bank 
T.  Armstrong,  54  U.  S.  App.  4G2,  83  Fed. 
Rep.  556.  27  C.  C.  A.  601. 

From  that  decree  the  reoeiver  has  appealed 
to  this  court — the  present  appellant  having 
succeeded  Armstrong. 

The  principal  contention  of  the  appellant 
is  that  under  the  principles  announced  in 
Western  National  Bank  v.  Armstrong  the 
Fidelity  National  Bank  incurred  no  liabil- 
ity on  account  of  the  money  obtained  from 
the  Chemical  National  Bank.  But  the  ap- 
pellee insists  that  the  language  of  this  court 
in  tiiat  case,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  power 
of  a  national  bank  as  incidental  to  its  busi- 
ness to  borrow  money  was  much  broader 
than  was  necessary  for  the  determination  of 
the  issues  then  before  the  court,  and,  if  in- 
terpreted as  is  done  by  the  appellant,  is  in 
eonfiict  with  the  adjudged  cases,  inconsist- 
ent with  sound  principle,  and  should  be 
modified. 
s  In  the  last-named  case  the  Western  Nation- 
I  al  Bank  of  New  York  alleged  that  the  Fidel- 
ity Bank  was  indebted  t9*it  on  account  of  a 
loan  made  May  28th,  1887,  '^t  the  special 
instence  and  request  of  £.  L.  Harper,  who 
was  then  the  vice  president  and  general  man- 
ager of  the  said  Fidelity  National  Bank, 
with  full  authority  te  make  said  loan  on  ite 
behalf,"  and  which  loan,  it  was  further  al- 
leged, was  secured  by  collateral,  signed  by 
one  Gahr  and  indorsed  by  Harper,  and  by 
the  indorsement  and  delivery  to  the  Western 
Bank  by  Harper,  of  certificates  for  1,600 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Fidelity 
Bank.  It  was  also  alleged  that  the  collat- 
eral was  without  value,  and  that  the  stock 
was  wholly  invalid  and  void.  The  Fidelity 
Bank  denied  that  the  Western  Bank  made 
any  loan  to  it,  or  that  it  had  any  connection 
with  or  interest  in  the  transaction  referred 
to  in  tiie  bill.  The  pleadings  and  evidence 
raised  the  question  whether  Harper,  in  his 
transactions  with  the  New  York  bank,  could 
legally  bind  the  Fidelity  Bank  of  which  he 
was  vice  president.  This  court  said:  "It 
may  be  conceded  that  the  New  York  bank 
acted  upon  the  theory  that  the  loan  was  to 
the  Ohio  bank,  and  took  the  notes  and  certifi- 
cates of  stock  as  collateral.  But  the  liabil- 
ity of  tiie  Ohio  bank  is  not  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  such  a  concession.  It  has 
further  to  be  shown  that  the  Ohio  bank  was 
really  a  party  to  the  transaction,  either  by 
having  authorized  Harper  to  effect  the  loan 
on  ite  behalf,  or  by  havmff  ratified  his  action 
and  having  accepted  and  enjoyed  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  discount.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever  that  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Fidelity  National  Bank  gave  any  authority 
to  Harper  to  borrow  money  on  behalf  of  the 


bank,  much  less  to  borrow  so  enormous  a 
sum  on  so  long  a  time.  In  this  respect  the 
complainant's  case  stends  barely  on  the  as- 
sertion in  the  bill  that  'Harper  was  the  vIm 
president  and  general  manager  of  the  Fidel- 
ity National  Banl^  with  full  authority  to 
miake  said  loan  on  ite  behalf.'  The  only  evi- 
dence we  find  in  the  record  tending  to  sup- 
port such  averment  is  found  in  the  answer 
by  J.  Harvey  Waters,  the  general  bookkeeper 
of  the  Fidelity  National  Bank,  on  cross-ex- 
amination, wherein  he  steted  that  E.  L. 
Harper  was  the  vice  president  and  managing  « 
officer,  and  that  by  'managing  officer^  he  g 
meant  that  Harper  was* the  general  manager  • 
of  the  business  of  the  bank.'  No  such  officer 
as  that  of  'general  manager'  is  known  or 
named  in  the  national  bank  acts,  nor  does 
any  such  office  exist  by  usage.  The  most 
that  can  be  claimed  in  this  case  is  that 
Harper  acted  as  the  principal  executive  offi- 
cer of  the  bank.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that» 
as  such,  he  had  power,  without  authority 
from  the  board,  to  bind  the  bank  by  borrowing 
$200,000  at  four  months'  time.  It  might 
even  be  questioned  whether  such  a  transac- 
tion would  be  within  the  power  of  the  board 
of  directors.  The  powers  expressly  granted 
are  stated  in  the  8th  section  of  the  national 
bank  act  (Rev.  Stet.  S  5136,  f  7) :  A  na- 
tional bank  can  'exercise  by  ite  board  of  di- 
rectors, or  duly  authorized  officers  or  agente, 
subject  to  law,  all  such  incidentel  powers  as 
shall  be  necessarj^  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  banking,  by  discounting  and  negotiating 
promissory  notes,  drafte,  bills  of  exchange, 
and  other  evidences  of  debt;  by  receiving  de- 
posite;  by  buying  and  selling  exchange,  coin, 
and  bullion;  by  loaning  money  on  personal 
security;  and  by  obteining,  issuing,  and  cir- 
culating notes.'  The  power  to  borrow  money 
or  to  give  notes  is  not  expressly  given  by  the 
act  The  business  of  the  bank  is  to  lend, 
not  to  borrow;  to  discount  the  notes  of  oth- 
ers, not  to  get  ite  own  notes  discounted. 
Still,  as  was  said  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 
First  Nat,  Bank  v.  National  Exoh,  Bank,  98 
U.  S.  122, 127, 23  L.  ed.  679, 681,  'authority  is 
thus  given  in  the  act  to  transact  such  a  bank- 
ing business  as  is  specified,  and  all  incidentel 
powers  necessary  to  carry  it  on  are  granted. 
These  powers  are  such  as  are  required  to 
meet  all  legitimate  demands  of  the  author- 
ised business,  and  to  enable  a  bank  to  eon- 
duct  ite  afifairs,  within  the  general  soope  of 
ite  charter,  safely  and  prudently.  This  nec- 
essarily implies  the  right  of  a  bank  to  incur 
liabilities  in  the  regular  course  of  ite  busi- 
ness, as  well  as  to  become  the  creditor  of 
others.'  Nor  do  we  doubt  that  a  bank,  in 
certein  circumstences,  may  become  a  tem- 
porary borrower  of  money.  Yet  such  trans- 
actions would  be  so  much  out  of  the  course 
of  ordinary  and  legitimate  banking  as  to  re-  h 
quire  those  making  the  loan  to  see  to  it  that  3 
the  officer  or  agent  aeting*lor  the  bank  had  • 
special  authority  to  borrow  money.  Bven« 
therefore,  if  it  be  conceded  that  it  was  within 
the  power  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Fl- 
delify  National  Bank  to  borrow  $200,000  on 
time,  it  is  yet  obvious  that  the  vice  presi- 
dent, however  general  his  powers,  oould  not 
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exercise  tneh  a  power  onlese  specially  eu- 
thorized  so  to  do,  and  it  is  equally  obvious 
that  persons  dealing  with  uie  bank  are 
presumed  to  known  the  extent  of  the 
general  powers  of  the  officers.  Without 
pursuing  this  part  of  the  subject  further, 
we  think  it  eyident  that  Harper  had  no  au- 
thority to  borrow  this  money,  and  that  the 
bank  cannot  be  held  for  his  engagements, 
even  if  made  in  behalf  of  the  buik,  unless 
ratification  on  the  part  of  the  bank  be 
shown." 

In  the  view  w<e  take  of  the  present  case  it 
is  not  necessary  to  extend  this  opinion  b^  a 
review  of  the  numerous  authorities  which, 
it  is  contended,  support  the  general  propo- 
sition that  a  national  bank  is  entitled  under 
the  law  of  its  creation  and  in  the  conduct  of 
its  business  to  borrow  money,  and  that  the 
lender  is  not  obliged  to  show  that  the  officer 
or  a^^ent  acting  for  the  bank  had  special  au- 
thority to  negotiate  the  loan.  If  the  present 
ease  depended  upon  that  question  it  might 
be  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  lan- 
guage in  Weaiem  Nat.  Bank  v.  Arm8irong 
reauired  modification* 

It  may  be  well,  however,  to  observe 
that  this  court,  in  Auten  v.  United  States 
Nat.  Bank,  174  U.  8.  125,  141,  143, 
43  L.  ed.  920,  026,  027,  10  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  628,  635,  held  that  the  borrowing 
of  money  was  not  out  of  the  usual  course  of 
banking  business.  We  said:  "A  power  so 
useful  cannot  be  said  to  be  illegitimate,  and 
declared  as  a  matter  of  law  to  be  out  of  the 
usual  course  of  business,  and  to  charge 
everybody  connected  with  it  with  knowledge 
that  it  may  be  in  excess  of  authority.  It 
would  seem,  if  doubtful  at  all,  more  like  a 
question  of  fact»  to  be  resolved  in  the  partio- 
ular  case  by  the  usage  of  the  parties  or  the 
usage  of  communities."  It  is  important  al- 
so to  observe  that  the  court  said  that  West' 
mm  Nat.  Bank  v.  Armstrong  was  not  to  be 
regarded  as  an  adjudication  to  the  contrary. 
We  may  further  observe  that  the  last- 

X  named  case  differs  from  the  present  case  in 

3  many  important  particulars. 

*  *  In  Western  Nat,  Bank  v.  Armstrong  the 
defendant  bank  did  not  receive  or  get  the 
benefit  of  the  money  alleged  to  have  been 
loaned  to  it  at  the  instance  of  its  vice  presi- 
dent. This  court  took  care  in  that  case  to 
say  that  it  did  "not  appear  that  the  bank 
ever  got  a  penny  of  the  oorrowed  money  or 
any  iMnefit  or  advantage  whatever  by  reason 
«f  the  transaction." 

In  the  present  case  it  appears  that  the  fol- 
lowing letter,  under  date  of  February  28th, 
1887,  and  signed  hj  E.  h.  Harper  as  vice 

S resident  of  the  Fidelity  Bank,  was  ad- 
ressed  to  the  cashier  of  the  Chemical  Bank: 
"Enclosed  herewith  we  hand  you  for  credit 
our  certificate  of  deposit  No.  345  for  $300,- 
000,  with  bills  as  collateral,  as  follows: 
[Here  was  given  a  list  of  twenty-seven 
notes.]  We  desire  to  keep  a  large  reserve 
with  you,  and  we  trust  you  will  make  the 
rate  as  low  as  you  proposed  some  time  since. 
Please  place  the  amount  to  our  credit  and 
advise  the  rate."  This  letter  having  been 
received  by  the  Chemical  Bank,  its  cashier 


wrote  to  the  cashier  of  the  Fidelity  Bank 
under  date  of  March  2,  1887 :  "Your  favor 
of  the  28th  inst.  has  been  received.  We  cred- 
it Fidelity  National  Bank  $300,000,  and 
shall  be  considerate  as  to  the  rate  of  interest 
when  the  loan  is  paid."  Before  this  last  let- 
ter could  have  reached  Cincinnati  the  book* 
keeper  of  the  Fidelity  Bank,  acting  under 
instructions  from  Harper,  credited  him  per* 
sonally  on  the  books  of  that  bank  with  $300,* 
000.  But  the  credit  of  $300,000  gives 
to  the  Fidelity  Bank  on  the  books  of 
the  Chemical  Bank  remained  unaltered, 
and  that  amount  wa«  drawn  from  the  latter 
bank  in  the  ordinary  eourse  of  business  cm 
the  authorized  checks  of  the  Fidelity  Bank 
and  went  to  discharge  its  legal  obligations. 
And  it  may  be  added  that  the  Fidelity  Bank 
had  notice  of  the  above  credit  In  its  favor; 
for,  besides  other  evidence,  it  was  shown  that 
in  the  monthly  statement  sent  by  the  Chem- 
ical Bank  to  the  Fidelity  Bank  covering  the 
transactions  of  March,  1887,  there  appeared 
under  the  date  of  March  2d  a  credit  to  the 
Fidelity  Bank  as  follows:  '*Tem.  loan, 
$300,000." 

We  have  then  a  case  in  which  a  national 
bank  having  used  in  its  business  money 
which  its  vice  president  obtained  as  a  loang 
to  it  from  anotner  national  bank  denies  alle 
liability  to*account  for  the  same  upon  the* 
^ound  that  the  loan  was  not  negotiated  by 
it  or  by  its  direction,  as  well  as  upon  the 
ground  that  it  could  not  itself  have  legally 
borrowed  the  money  from  the  other  bank. 
Do  the  statutes  relating  to  national  bank- 
ing associations  require  that  such  a  defense 
be  sustained  t  This  question  is  recogniased 
by  the  court  as  one  of  great  importance,  and 
has  received  careful  consideration  in  tha 
light  of  the  adjudged  cases.  We  proceed  ta 
the  examination  of  those  cases. 

In  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  State  NaL 
Bunk,  10  Wall.  604,  644, 19  L.  ed.  1008, 1028, 
in  which  one  of  the  questions  was  as  to  the 
liability  of  a  bank  on  account  of  certain  cer- 
tificates issued  by  its  cashier  and  of  certain 
purchases  of  gold  made  by  him,  the  court 
said  that  if  the  certificates  and  the  gold  a^ 
tually  went  into  the  bank  which  the  cashier 
assumed  to  represent,  then  the  bank  was  li* 
able  for  money  had  and  received,  wha^ 
ever  may  have  been  the  defect  in  the  au- 
thority of  the  cashier  to  make  the  purchaseu 

In  Marsh  v.  Fulton  County,  10  Wall.  676, 
684,  19  L.  ed.  1040,  1043,  it  was  held  that 
"the  obligation  to  do  justice  rests  upon  all 
persons,  natural  and  artificial,  and  if  a 
county  obtains  the  money  or  property  of  oth- 
ers without  authority,  tiie  law.  Independent 
of  any  statute,  will  compel  restitution  or 
compensation." 

In  United  States  T.  State  Nat.  Bank,  M 
U.  S.  30,  36,  24  L.  ed.  647,  648,  which  were 
actions  brought  in  the  court  of  claime 
against  the  United  States  to  recover  tha 
amount  of  certain  gold  certificatea  d^ 
posited  in  the  subtreasury  at  Boston  and 
forwarded,  after  being  cancelled,  to  tha 
treasurer  of  the  United  States,  and  in  which 
transactions  fraud  was  imputed  to  the 
cashier  of  the  subtreasury  at  Boston,  thie 
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court  said!  •*Tii  these  capes,  and  many  oth- 
ers that  might  be  cited,  the  rules  of  law  ap- 
plicable to  individuals  were  applied  to  the 
united  States.  Here  the  basis  of  the  liabil- 
i^  insisted  upon  is  an  implied  contraet  by 
which  they  might  well  become  bound  in  vir- 
tue of  their  corporate  character.  Their 
sovereignty  is  in  no  wise  involved.  .  .  . 
Surely  it  ought  to  require  neither  argument 
nor  authority  to  support  the  proposition 
e  that,  where  the  money  or  property  of  an  in- 
S  nocent  person  has  gone  into  the  coffers  of  the 
«  nation  by  means  of  a  fraud  to  which  its 
agent  was  a  party,  such  money  or  property 
cannot  be  held  by  the  United  States  against 
the  claim  of  the  wronged  or  injured  party. 
The  agent  was  agent  for  no  such  purpose. 
His  doings  were  vitiated  by  the  underlying 
dishonesty,  and  could  confer  no  right*  upon 
his  principal." 

The  rule  was  illustrated  in  Louisiana  v. 
Wood,  102  U.  8. 204, 26  L.  ed.  153,  which  was 
an  action  against  a  municipal  corporation  to 
compel  it  to  repay  money  received  and  paid 
into  its  treasury  on  account  of  bonds  sold 
by  it,  but  which  it  had  issued  without  au- 
thority of  law.  Thia  court  held  that  the  law 
Implied  from  whaA  was  done  a  contract  that 
the  city  would  return  the  money  paid  to  it 
by  mistake.  To  the  same  effect  is  Chapman 
V.  Douglas  County,  107  U.  8.  348,  356,  27 
li.  ed.  378,  381,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  62  et  seq. 
In  Parkershurg  v.  Brown,  106  U.  S.  487, 
003, 27  L.  ed.  238,  245, 1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  442,  it 
appeared  that  the  city  of  Parkersburg,  West 
Virginia,  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  l^s- 
lature  of  that  state,  issued  its  bonds  to  be 
loaned  to  persons  engaged  in  manufacturing 
and  to  be  secured  by  deed  of  trust  or  mort- 
gage on  real  estate.  The  bonds  were  held  to 
be  void  under  the  principles  announced  In 
Citizens'  8av,  d  Loan  Asso.  v.  Topeka,  20 
Wall.  655,  22  L.  ed.  455,  and  the  question 
arose  whether  the  city  was  bound  to  account 
for  Uie  property  conveyed  to  it  in  trust  to 
secure  bonds  so  issued  and  loaned  to  persons 
encaged  in  manufacturing.  This  court  said : 
'Notwithstanding  the  invalidi^  of  the 
bonds  and  of  the  trust,  the  O'Briens  had  a 
right  to  reclaim  the  property  and  to  call  on 
the  city  to  account  for  it.  The  enforcement 
of  such  right  is  not  in  affirmance  of  the  ille- 
gal contract,  but  is  in  disaffirmance  of  it, 
and  seeks  to  prevent  the  city  from  retaining 
the  benefit  which  it  has  derived  from  the  un- 
lawful act  2  Com.  Cont  109.  There  was 
no  illegality  in  the  mere  putting  of  the  prop- 
erty by  the  O'Briens  in  the  hands  of  the  city. 
To  deny  a  remedy  to  reclaim  it  is  to  give  ef- 
fect to  the  illegal  contract  The  illegality 
of  that  contract  does  not  arise  from  any 
moral  turpitude.  The  property  was  trans- 
ferred unaer  a  contract  which  was  merely 
tnalum  prohibitum,  and  where  the  city  was 
^  ti^e  principal  offender.  In  such  a  case  the 
9  party  receiving  may  be  made  to  refund  to 
^  the  person  from  whom  it  has  received*prop- 
erty  for  the  imauthorized  purpose,  the  value 
of  that  which  it  has  actually  received. 
White  V.  Franklin  Bank,  22  Pick.  181 ;  Mar- 
vilU  V.  American  Tract  Boo,  123  Mass.  120, 
£5  Am.  Bep.  40;  Davis  T.  Old  Colony  B.  Co. 


131  Mass.  258,  275,  41  Am.  Rep.  221,  and 
cases  there  cited." 

In  Read  v.  Plattsmouth,  107  U.  B.  568, 
576,  27  L.  ed.  414,  417,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  208, 
214,  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  validity 
of  bonds  issued  by  a  municipal  corporation, 
the  court  said:  "In  the  present  case  the 
statute  in  question  does  not  impose  upon  the 
city  of  Plattsmouth,  by  an  arbitrary  act,  a 
burden  without  consent  and  consideration. 
On  the  contrary,  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  bonds  issued,  as  to  the  excess  over  $15,- 
000,  were  void,  because  unauthorized,  the 
city  of  Plattsmouth  received  the  money  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  applied  it  to  the 
purpose  intended,  of  building  a  sehoolhouse 
on  property  the  title  to  which  is  eofofirmed 
to  it  by  the  very  statute  now  claimed  to  be 
unconstitutional,  and  an  obligation  to  re- 
store the  value  thus  received,  kept,  and  used 
immediately  arose." 

A  ease  aptly  illustrating  the  principle  ad* 
verted  to  is  Logan  County  Vat,  Bank  t. 
Townsend,  139  U.  S.  67,  74,  78,  35  L.  ed.  107, 
1 10, 112, 1 1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  496,  499,  500.  The 
facts  in  that  ease  were  these:  Townsend,  It 
was  alleged,  sold  to  the  Losan  County  Na- 
tional Bank,  through  ita  cashier,  bonds  of  a 
railroad  corporation  in  consideration  of  a 
named  sum  and  the  agreement  of  the  bank 
that  it  would,  upon  his  demand,  replace  the 
bonds  to  him  at  the  same  price  or  less.  The 
bank  rdhised  to  comply  with  the  agreement 
to  replace  the  bonds,  and  Townsend  sued  to 
recover  from  it  the  damages  sustained  by 
him,  to  wit,  the  difference  between  the  price 
paid  by  the  bank  and  the  value  of  the  bonds. 
The  bank,  in  ita  defense,  denied  that  it  had 
any  connection  with  the  transaeUon  between 
Townsend  and  its  cashier  otherwise  than  that 
the  latter  having  deposited  the  proceeds  in 
the  bank  it  had  paid  them  to  the  plaintiff. 
Its  principal  defenee  was  that  the  cashier 
as  such  had  no  authority  to  make  the  eon- 
tract  set  out,  and  that  the  defendant  had  it- 
self no  right,  power,  or  authority  to  make  it 
Takinff  it  to  be  true,  as  found  by  the  jury, 
that  the  alleeed  agreement  was  made  by  the 
cashier  for  tke  buik,  and  not  upon  his  in-^ 
dividual  account,  and  assuming  from  the*^ 
record*that  the  bank  held  the  bonds  at  the  • 
time  Townsend  sued,  this  court  said:  "If  it 
be  assumed,  in  accordance  with  the  bank's 
contention,  that  it  was  without  power  to 
purchase  these  bonds,  to  be  replaced  to  the 
plaintiff  on  demand,  Uie  question  would  still 
remain  whether,  notwithstanding  the  act  of 
Congress  defining  and  limitinff  its  powers,  it 
was  exempt  from  liability  to  Uie  plaintiff  for 
the  value  of  the  bonds,  if  it  refused,  upon  de- 
mand, to  replace  or  surrender  them  at  Uie 
same  or  a  less  price.  It  would  seem,  upon 
defendant's  theory  of  its  powers,  to  be  too 
clear  to  admit  of  dispute  that  the  act  of  Con- 
gress does  not  give  a  national  bank  an  ab- 
solute right  to  retain  bonds  coming  into  its 
possession  by  purchase  under  a  contract 
which  it  was  without  authority  to  make. 
True,  it  is  not  under  a  duty  to  surrender 
possession  until  reimbursed  tiie  full  amount 
due  it;  it  has  the  right  to  hold  the  bonds  as 
security  for  the  return  of  the  eonaSderation 
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paid  for  them;  tmt  wben  such  amount  U  re- 
turned, or  tendered  back  to  it,  and  the  sur- 
render of  the  bond!  is  demanded,  its  author- 
ity to  retain  them  no  longer  eodtts.  And 
from  the  time  of  such  demand  and  its  re- 
fusal to  return  the  bonds  to  the  vendor  or 
owner,  it  becomes  liable  for  their  yalue  up- 
on grounds  apart  from  the  contract  under 
which  it  obtained  them.  It  could  not  right- 
fully hold  them  under  or  by  virtue  of  the 
contract,  and  at  the  same  time  refuse  to  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  purchase.  If  the 
bank's  want  of  power  under  the  statute  to 
make  such  a  contract  of  purchase  may  be 
pleaded  in  bar  of  all  claims  against  it  based 
upon  the  contract, — and  we  are  assuming, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  it  may  be, 
—it  is  bound  upon  demand,  accompanied  by 
a  tender  back  of  the  price  paid,  to  surrender 
the  bonds  to  its  yenaor.  The  bank,  in  this 
case,  insistinff  that  it  obtained  the  bonds  of 
the  plaintiff  m  violation  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, is  bound,  upon  being  made  whole,  to 
return  them  to  him.  No  exemption  or  im- 
munity from  this  principle  of  right  and  duty 
is  given  by  the  national  bcuiking  act" 
Again:  ''Our  conclusion  upon  the  whole 
case,  so  far  as  the  questions  arising  in  it  may 
be  reviewed  by  this  court,  is,  that  if  the 
ee  bank  had  no  authority  to  purchase  the  bonds 
g  in  question,  it  is  vet  not  exempt,  by  reason 
•  of  anything* in  the  national  banking  act, 
from  liability  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  differ- 
ence between  the  price  it  paid  for  them  and 
their  value  at  the  time  it  refused,  upon 
plaintiff's  demand,  to  comply  with  the  con- 
tract made  by  it  for  their  purchase  and  held 
onto  the  bonds." 

In  Central  Transp,  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Pal- 
ace Car  Co.  130  U.  S.  24,  GO,  35  L.  ed.  55,  08, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  478,  488,  which  involved 
the  validity  of  a  certain  contract  whereby 
one  corporation  leased  and  transferred  all 
its  cars,  contract  rights,  and  personal  prop- 
erty to  another  corporation,  and  which  lease 
was  held  to  be  void,  this  court  said:  "A 
contract  ultra  virea  being  unlawful  and 
void,  not  because  it  is  in  itself  immoral,  but 
because  the  corporation,  by  the  law  of  its 
creating,  is  incapable  of  making  it,  the  courts, 
while  refusing  to  maintain  any  action  upon 
the  unlawful  contract,  have  always  striven 
to  do  justice  between  the  parties,  so  far  as 
oould  be  done  consistently  with  adherence  to 
law,  by  permitting  property  or  money, 
parted  with  on  the  faith  of  the  unlawful  con- 
tract, to  be  recovered  back,  or  compensation 
to  be  made  for  it.  In  such  ease,  however, 
the  action  is  not  maintained  upon  the  un- 
lawful contract,  nor  according  to  its  terms; 
but  on  an  implied  contract  of  the  defendant 
to  return,  or,  failing  to  do  that,  to  make 
compensation  for,  property  or  money  which 
it  has  no  right  to  retain.  To  maintain  such 
an  action  is  not  to  affirm,  but  to  disaffirm, 
the  unlawful  contract."  This  principle  was 
recognized  and  enforced  in  Pullman's  Palace 
Car  Co.  V.  Centred  Transp.  Co.  171  U.  S.  138, 
161,  43  L.  ed.  108,  114,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808, 
813,  in  which  it  was  said:  '^e  riffht  to  a 
reoovery  of  the  property  transferred  under 
an  iUc^  contract  la  founded  upon  the  im- 


plied promise  to  return  or  make  compensa- 
tion for  it** 

In  Dittey  T.  Dominion  Nat.  Bank,  43  U. 
8.  App.  618,  615,  75  Fed.  Rep.  760,  771,  22  C. 
C.  A.  376,  377,  which  was  an  action  against 
a  receiver  of  a  national  bank  to  recover  the 
amount  of  a  loan  made  by  its  president  with- 
out the  Icnowledge  of  the  directors  and  for 
which  he  gave  the  note  of  the  bank, — ^the  ob- 
ject of  the  transaction  beinc  to  cover  up  cer- 
tain frauds  of  the  presidentr — the  eourt» 
speaking  by  Judge  Taft,  said:  "In  our 
opinion,  even  if  the  president  may  not  have 
had  authority  to  effect  the  loan,  yet  when  he,  ^ 
in  order  to  conceal  hie  previous  embezzle- § 
menti^deposited  the  sum  to  the  credit  of  the  • 
Citizens'  Bank  with  its  reserve  agent  in  New 
York,  and  it  was  checked  out  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bank,  the  bank  and  its  board  of  di- 
rectors were  affected  with  the  knowledoe 
which  Overman  as  its  president  had  of  the 
receipt  of  the  moneys.  Having  received  the 
benefit  through  an  agent,  it  is  affected  with 
the  burden  of  the  notice  which  that  agent  had 
of  its  reception,  and  therefore  it  became  li- 
able for  money  had  and  received  to  its  use 
from  the  Dominion  Bank.  We  think  the 
same  principle  applicable  in  this  ease  which 
was  applied  in  Uie  case  of  Atlantic  Cotton 
MilU  V.  Indian  Orchard  Mills,  147  Mass. 
268,  17  N.  £.  406.  In  that  case  the  treas- 
urer of  two  corporations  was  a  defaulter  in 
both  positions.  The  defalcations  were  of 
long  standing,  and  to  avoid  discovery  at  the 
annual  settlement  of  one  company  he  drew 
checks  of  the  other  and  deposited  them  to  the 
credit  of  the  one  company  in  bank.  The 
question  was  whether  the  company  whose 
bank  account  had  been  swelled  by  the  checks 
of  the  other  was  a  debtor  to  the  other  for 
the  deposits  thus  made  by  the  common  treas- 
urer. It  was  held  that  the  company  receiv- 
ing the  money,  having  received  it  through 
ike  sole  agency  of  the  man  who  knew  it  to 
be  stolen,  could  only  take  and  hold  it  with 
the  burden  of  his  knowledge.  So  in  this  case 
the  bank,  having  received  the  money  through 
the  agency  of  its  president,  could  not  retain 
it  wrUiout  assuming  the  burden  of  the  pres- 
ident's Icnowledge  as  to  how  it  came  to  be 
obtained.  We  do  not  see  that  the  circum- 
stance in  one  case  that  the  treasurer  stole 
the  money,  and  in  the  other  that  the  presi- 
dent obtained  it  on  the  false  representation 
that  he  was  authorized  to  borrow  it  for  his 
bank  makes  any  reasonable  distinction  b^ 
tween  the  two  cases." 

In  Perkins  v.  Boothhy,  71  Me.  01,  07,  the 
question  was  as  to  the  liability  of  a  joint- 
stock  company  on  account  of  notes  g^ven  by 
its  agent  for  money  loaned  and  which  was 
appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  com- 
pany's debts.    The  directors  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  loan  or  the  appropriation  of  the 
money,  unless  knowledge  could  be  implied 
from  the  fact  that  those  acts  were  done  l^ 
the  agent    The  defense  was  that  the  agent's  » 
want  of  authority  to  effect  the  loan  relieved  9 
the* company  from  responsibility,  not  only* 
on  the  notes,  but  for  any  claim  under  the 
common  counts  for  money  had  and  received. 
After  observing  that  although  the  directors 
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upon  reoeiving  notice  of  the  act»  of  the  agent 
in  terms  repudiated  them,  yet  after  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts  retained  the  benefit  of  the 
loans  effected  and  used  the  money  in  die- 
eharffe  of  valid  claims  against  the  company 
whi<£  would  have  been  in  force  except  for 
the  unauthorized  acts  of  the  agent,  the  court 
said:  "'If  liable  in  one  case  why  should 
not  a  corporation  be  always  liable  to  refund 
the  money  or  property  of  a  person  which  it 
has  obtained  improperly  and  without  con- 
sideration, or  if  unable  to  return  it,  to  pay 
for  the  benefit  obtained  thereby?  To  say 
that  a  corporation  cannot  sue  or  be  sued 
upon  an  ultra  virea  arrangement  is  one 
thing.  To  say  that  it  may  retain  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  which  have  come  into  its  pos- 
session without  makine  any  oompensation 
whatever  to  the  person  from  whom  it  has  ob- 
tained them,  is  something  very  different,  and 
savors  very  much  of  an  inducement  to  fraud.' 
Green's  Brice's  Ultra  Vires,  618.  The  ques- 
tion whether,  upon  reason  and  authority,  the 
application  of  this  principle  should  be  ex- 
tended to  municipal  corporations,  or 
whether,  on  the  contrary,  the  purposes  for 
which  such  bodies  are  organized,  the  limited 
powers  conferred  upon  them,  as  well  as  con- 
siderations of  public  policv  and  safety,  may 
remove  them  from  such  liability,  is  one  of 
great  importance.    It  does  not  arise  in  this 


In  Bank  of  Lakin  v.  National  Bank,  57 
Kan.  183,  45  Pac.  587,  a  bank  was  held  lia- 
ble for  the  amount  of  certain  notes  executed 
in  its  name  by  its  cashier  without  its  author- 
ity, but  the  proceeds  of  which  were  received 
by  the  bank,  the  court  saying  that  "a  princi- 
pal cannot  receive  the  benefits  of  a  transac- 
tion and  at  the  same  time  deny  the  author- 
ity of  the  agent  by  whom  it  was  consum- 
mated." 

Without  further  citation  of  cases  we  ad- 
judge, both  upon  principle  and  authority, 
that  as  the  money  of  the  Chemical  Bank  was 
obtained  under  a  loan  negotiated  by  the  vice 
president  of  the  Fidelity  Bank  who  assumed 
to  represent  it  in  the  transaction,  and  as  the 
«  Fidelity  Bank  used  the  money  so  obtained  in 
g  its  banking  business  and  for  its  own  benefit, 
•  the^latter  bank,  having  enjoyed  the  fruits  of 
the  transaction^  cannot  avoid  accountability 
to  the  New  York  bank,  even  if  it  were  true, 
as  contended,  that  the  Fidelity  Bank  could 
not  consistently  with  the  law  of  its  creation 
have  itself  borrowed  the  money.  When,  as 
the  result  of  its  arrangement  with  Harper 
as  vice  president,  the  Chemical  Bank  credited 
the  Fidelity  Bank  on  its  books  with  the  sum 
of  $300,000  the  former  thereby  undertook 
to  pay  the  checks  of  the  latter  to  the  extent 
of  that  credit.  And,  as  already  stated,  that 
oredit  was  fully  exhausted  by  the  payment 
of  the  checks  of  the  Fidelity  Bank  drawn  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  its  business.  If  the 
latter  bank  in  this  way  used  the  money  ob- 
tained from  the  Chemical  Bank,  it  is  under 
an  implied  obligation  to  pay  it  back  or  ac- 
count for  it  to  the  New  York  bank.  It  can- 
not escape  liability  on  the  ground  merely 
that  it  was  not  permitted  by  its  charter  to 
obtain  money  from  another  bank.    Suppose 


the  Fidelity  Bank  by  Its  chcdt  upoB  tiM 
Gkemieal  Bank  had  drawn  the  whole  93009- 
000  at  one  time,  and  now  had  the  money  in 
its  possession  unused?  It  would  not  be  al- 
lowed to  hold  the  money,  even  if  it  were  with- 
out power  under  its  charter  to  have  borrowed 
it  from  the  Chemical  Bank  for  use  in  its 
business.  Or  suppose  a  national  bank,  in 
violation  of  the  act  of  Confess,  takes  as  se- 
curity for  a  loan  made  by  it  a  deed  of  trust 
of  real  estate,  and  subsequently  causes  the 
property  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied 
in  payment  of  ite  claim  against  the  borrower, 
a  surplus  being  left  in  its  hands,  which  it 
uses  in  its  business  or  in  discharge  of  its  ob- 
ligations. If  sued  by  the  borrower  for  the 
amount  of  such  surplus,  could  the  bank  suc- 
cessfully resiet  payment  upon  the  ground 
that  the  statute  forbade  it  to  make  a  loan  of 
money  on  real  estate  security?  Common 
honesty  requires  this  question  to  be  an- 
swered in  the  negative.  But  it  could  not  be 
so  answered  if  it  be  true  that  the  Fidelity 
Bank  could  use  in  ite  business  and  for  ite 
benefit  money  obtained  by  one  of  ite  officers 
from  another  bank  under  the  pretense  of  a 
loan,  and  be  discharged  from  liability  there- 
for upon  the  ground  that  it  could  not  itself 
have  directly  borrowed  from  the  other  bank 
the  money  so  obteined  and  used.  There  iB^ 
nothing  in  the  aote  of  Congress  authorizing  g 
or  permitting  a  national  bank  toi*appropriate# 
and  use  the  money  or  property  of  others  for 
ite  benefit  without  liability  for  so  doing.  If 
the  Fidelity  Bank  did  not  iteelf  borrow  this 
money  from  the  Chemical  Bank,  although 
the  latter  bank  in  good  faith  believed  that  it 
did,  then  tiie  crediting  of  the  former  on  the 
books  of  the  latter  with  $300,000  was  a  mis- 
take of  which  the  Fidelity  Bank  was  not  en- 
titled in  equity  and  good  conscience  to  teke 
advantage,  and  from  which  it  should  not  be 
permitt^  to  derive  profit  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  other  bank.  So,  if  the  Fidelity  Bank 
took  the  benefit  of  that  credit  with  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  facts,  then  ite  defense  is  with- 
out excuse  and  immoral.  If  it  innocently 
availed  itself  of  that  credit  without  knowl- 
edge of  the  facte,  the  principles  of  natural 
justice  demand  that  it  be  held  accounteble 
for  the  money  of  another  bank  which  it  used 
in  its  business  without  giving  any  considera- 
tion therefor. 

The  fact  that  after  the  Fidelity  Bank  had 
been  credited  on  the  books  of  the  Chemical 
Bank  with  the  $300,000  Harper  fraudulently 
caused  himself  to  be  credited  on  the  books  of 
the  Fidelity  Bank  with  a  like  sum,  is  a  mat- 
ter with  which  the  Chemical  Bank  had  no 
connection,  and  cannot  affect  ite  right  to  de- 
mand a  return  of  the  money  which  went  (as 
the  Chemical  Bank  in  good  faith  supposed  it 
would)  into  the  treasury  of  the  Fidelity 
Bank,  and  was  by  it  used  in  meeting  ite  cur- 
rent obligations.  The  dishonesty  of  Harper 
in  his  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  Fi- 
delity Bank  did  not  discharge  that  bank 
from  the  obligation  under  which  it  came  by 
using  in  ite  business  the  money  obteined  by 
ite  idee  president  under  the  guise  of  a  loan 
to  the  bank. 

It  is  no  defense  to  the  claim  of  the  Chemi- 
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eal  Bank  to  say  that  the  directors  of  the 
Fidelity  Bank  were  unaware  of  the  fraudu- 
lent acts  of  Harper.  We  do  not  rest  our  oon- 
duBion  in  the  present  case  upon  any  ques- 
tion as  to  diligence  or  want  of  diligence  upon 
the  part  of  directors.  We  rest  it  upon  the 
fact,  and  the  implied  obligation  arising 
therefrom,  that  the  Fidelity  Bank  used  in 
its  business  and  for  its  benefit  the  money 
which  the  Chemical  Bank  placed  to  its  cred- 
ao  it  in  consequence  of  a  loan  negotiated  by 
S  Harper  who  assumed  to  represent  it. 

•  *  Independently,  therefore,  of  any  question 
as  to  the  scope  of  the  power  of  a  national 
bank  to  borrow  money  to  be  used  in  its  busi- 
ness, we  hold  that  the  Fidelity  Bank  became 
liable  to  the  Chemical  Bank  by  using  the 
money  obtained  from  the  latter,  under  the 
arrangement  made  by  Harper  in  his  capacity 
as  vice  president;  consequently,  the  decree 
recognizing  the  claim  of  the  Chemical  Bank 
for  the  amount  of  the  loan  of  March,  1887, 
was  right. 

2.  It  is  assigned  for  error  that  the  collec- 
tions from  collaterals  securing  the  alleged 
loan  prior  to  the  declaration  of  dividends  by 
the  receiver  were  not  deducted  from  the 
amount  of  such  loan  in  determining  the  sum 
upon  which  dividends  should  be  paid  to  the 
dhemical  Bank,  and  that  the  Chemical  Bank 
was  not  required  first  to  exhaust  its  collat- 
eral security  and  apply  the  proceeds  on  its 
claim  before  proving  it  against  the  receiver 
for  dividends. 

This  assignment  of  error  was  prepared  by 
counsel  prior  to  the  decision  of  this  court  in 
Merrill  v.  National  Bank,  173  U.  S.  131,  136, 
146,  147,  43  L.  ed.  640,  642,  646,  19  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  360,  366,  367,  in  which  case  this  court 
said  that  the  inquiry  on  the  merits  was 
whether  a  secured  creditor  of  an  insolvent 
national  bank  may  prove  and  receive  divi- 
dends upon  the  face  of  his  claim  as  it  stood 
at  the  time  of  the  declaration  of  insolvency, 
without  crediting  either  his  collaterals  or 
collections  made  therefrom  after  such  dec- 
laration, subject  always  to  the  proviso  that 
dividends  must  cease  when  from  them  and 
from  collaterals  realized  the  claim  has  been 
paid  in  full.  It  was  held  that  in  the  dis- 
tribution of  insolvent  estates,  "the  secured 
creditor  is  a  creditor  to  the  full  amount  due 
him  when  the  insolvency  is  declared,  just  as 
much  as  the  unsecured  creditor  is,  and  can- 
not be  subjected  to  a  different  rule.  And  as 
the  basis  on  which  all  creditors  are  to  draw 
dividends  is  the  amount  of  their  claims  at 
the  time  of  the  declaration  of  insolvency,  it 
necessarily  results,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
that  basiSj  that  it  is  immaterial  what  col- 
lateral any  particular  creditor  may  have. 
The  secured  creditor  cannot  be  charged  with 
the  estimated  value  of  the  collateral,  or  be 
a  compelled  to  exhaust  it  before  enforcing  his 
S  direct  remedies  against  the  debtor,  or  to  sur- 

*  render  it  as  a  condition  thereto/ though  the 
receiver  may  redeem  or  be  subrogated  as  cir- 
cumstances may  require.  .  .  .  When  secured 
ereditors  have  received  payment  in  full,  their 
right  to  dividends  and  their  right  to  retain 
their  securities  cease,  but  collections  there- 
from are  not  otherwise  material.  Insolvency 


gives  unsecured  ereditors  no  greater  rights 
than  th^  had  before,  though  through  rs- 
demption  or  subrogation  or  the  realizatloo 
of  a  surplus  they  may  be  benefited." 

3.  It  is  also  insisted  that  the  Chemical 
Bank  should  have  been  required  to  deduct 
from  its  claim  the  amount,  principal  and  in- 
terest, of  the  note  for  $25,000  indorsed  by  J. 
V.  Lewis,  who,  it  is  alleged,  was  released  be- 
cause of  its  failure  to  take  the  steps  reouired 
by  the  rules  of  conunercial  law  in  order  to 
charge  him  as  indorser.  Upon  this  point 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  upon  the  firfit 
hearing  of  this  case,  said:  ''Our  conclusion 
upon  this  main  question  in  the  case  makes  it 
unnecessary  for  us  to  consider  the  other 
questions  discussed  by  counsel,  which  were- 
material  only  in  view  of  the  position  taken 
by  the  court  Oelow  on  the  issue  just  consid- 
ered. If  the  Chemical  Bank  should  receive 
trom  dividends  and  collections  payment  of 
debt,  principal  and  interest,  now  owing  to  it 
by  the  Fidelity  Bank,  the  question  would 
arise  whether  it  could  not  properly  bs 
charged  with  the  note  for  $25,000  which^ 
through  negligence,  it  failed  to  collect.  It  is 
quite  clear,  however,  that  dividends  declared 
and  to  be  declared,  together  with  all  collet 
tions  from  collateral,  including  as  such  tho 
note  just  referred  to,  will  fall  far  short  ol 
paying  the  $300,000  and  interest  due  th* 
Chemical  Bank  on  the  original  debt  Th* 
question  suggested,  therefore,  does  not  ariso 
on  the  facU  of  the  case."  16  U.  S.  App.  466^ 
539,  50  Fed.  Rep.  372,  382,  8  C.  C.  A.  156, 
165, 28  L.  R.  A.  231,  238.  We  concur  in  th«* 
view. 

Having  noticed  all  the  questions  that  in- 
quire consideration,  the  decree  below  is  ^ 
jirmed. 


(176  U.  9.  640> 
HANCOCK  NATIONAL  BANK,  Plff.  mBrr^ 

V. 

JONATHAN  W.  FARNUM. 

Federal  queetion — judgment  of  other  etat9 
against  oorporation  binding  on  etoekhold^ 
er, 

1.  A  contention  that  a  state  court  denies  to  a 
Judgment  of  another  state  the  effect  to  whlck 
It  is  entitled  by  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat  |  905,  in- 
volves  a  Federal  question  for  the  purpose  ei 
a  writ  of  error  from  the  Sopeeme  Court  of  the 
United  SUtes. 

2.  A  judgment  against  a  corporation  which  bf 
the  laws  of  the  ftate  In  which  It  is  rendered 
Is  binding  on  the  stockholders  must  be  glTsn 
b7  a  court  of  another  state  the  same  condn- 
slve  effect  against  a  stockholder  who  is  sued 
therein ;  and  the  only  defenses  which  he  can 
make  against  it  are  those  which  he  oould 
make  In  the  courts  of  the  state  In  which  It 
was  rendered. 

3.  A  judgment  of  a  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  must  be  given  the  same  effect  In  other 
states  that  It  Is  entitled  to  in  the  state  la 
which  it  Is  rendered,  and  that  Is  the  same  •• 
if  It  were  a  judgment  of  a  state  tribunal  stf 
egnal  anthority. 

[No.  80.1 


1890. 
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12,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Rhode  Island  to  reriew  a  deci- 
sioD  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  deolaration 
in  an  action  against  a  stockholder  baaed  on 
a  judgment  against  the  corporation  in  an- 
other state.     Reversed, 

See  same  case  below,  20  R.  I.  460,  — -  L.  B. 
A.  — ,  40  Atl.  341. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewers 
The  facts  of  this  case  are  these:  The  plain- 
tiff in  error,  plaintiff  below,  a  creditor  of  the 
Commonwealth  Loan  k  Trust  Company,  a 
corporation  duly  or^^anized  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Kansas,  recovered  a  judgment 
on  December  8«  1893,  in  the  circuit  cuurt  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Kansas 
against  the  corporation  for  the  sum  of 
$X6,136.7G  debt,  and  $28.45  costs  of  suit 
Thereafter,  on  April  27,  1894,  an  execution 
was  issued  on  the  judgment,  and  after  due 
search  and  diligence  no  property  of  the  cor- 

Siration  could  be  found  to  be  taJcen  in  satis- 
ction  thereof,  and  it  was  returned  wholly 
unsatisfied.  The  corporation  was  not  a 
railway,  religious,  or  cnaritable  corporation. 
The  defendant  is  a  stockholder  in  that  cor- 
poration, holding  ten  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  par  value  of  $100  each,  ana  ap- 
pearing as  such  stockholder  on  the  books  of 
the  corporation.  Setting  forth  these  facts 
with  further  detail  of  the  provisions  of  tha 
Kansas  Constitution  and  statutes,  the  plain- 
tiff filed  its  declaration  in  the  common  pleas 
division  of  the  supreme  court  of  Rhode 
v4  Island  to  recover  a  judgment  for  a  sum  equal 
S  to  the  amount  of  defendant's  stock.  To  this 
*  declaration  a  demurrer  was  filed*and  sus- 
tained and  judgment  entered  for  the  defend- 
ant (20  R.  I.  466,  —  L.  R.  A.  —  ,  40  Atl. 
S4I),  to  reverse  which  judgment  the  plalntifiT 
sued  out  this  writ  of  error. 

Meeeri.  William  Reed  Bisdow,  ff.  J. 

Jaquith,  William  J.  Cronin,  and  John  JS, 
OofUey  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Meaers,  Walter  T*  Ansellt  Stephen  0. 
EdtDorde,  Seeher  Edwards,  and  Albert  Oerald 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  case  brings  to  our  consideration  the 
same  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions 
of  the  state  of  Kansas  which  were  before  us 
iu  Whitman  v.  National  Bank,  176  U.  S.  559, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  477,  44  L.  ed.  — .  In  that 
case  we  decided  that  a  plaintiff,  after  the  re- 
covery of  a  judgment  against  a  Kansas  cor- 
poration in  the  courts  of  Kansas,  and  the  re- 
turn of  an  execution  unsatisfied,  could  main- 
tain an  action  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  against  a  stockholder  of  the  cor- 
poration to  recover  in  satisfaction  of  his 
judgment  an  amount  not  exceeding  the  par 
value  of  the  defendant's  stock.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  rediscuss  the  questions  there 
considered. 

It  remains  to  be  determined  whether  the 
action  of  the  supreme  court  of  Rhode  Island 


in  failing  to  recognize  the  right  which,  in 
^e  case  just  referred  to,  we  have  held  that 
the  plaintiff  posaeBsed,  it  one  which  can  be 
revised  by  tius  proceeding  in  error.  In  or- 
der to  give  this  court  jurisdiction  of  a  caat 
decided  in  the  courts  of  a  state  there  mutt 
be  some  question  arising  under  the  Constita- 
tion  of  the  United  States;  some  alleged  d^ 
nial  of  a  right  or  immunity  secured  by  that 
Constitution.  The  plaintiff  sayt  that  the  do* 
cision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Rhode  Island 
denied  it  a  right  given  by  {  1,  article  4,  of 
the  Constitution  o?  the  United  States^  which  m 
reads :  "Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  9 
in  each^ttate  to  the  public  acts,  records,  and  S 
judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  state. 
And  the  Congress  may  by  cenerai  laws  pre- 
scribe the  manner  in  which  such  actt, 
records,  and  proceedings  shall  be  proved,  and 
the  effect  thereof,"  and  the  following  statute 
passed  in  pursuance  thereof,  to  wit,  Revised 
SUtutes,  S005: 

"The  acts  of  the  legislature  of  any  state 
or  territory,  or  of  any  country  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  shall  be 
authenticated  by  having  the  seals  of  such 
state,  territory,  or  country  affixed  thereto. 
The  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  the 
courts  of  any  state  or  territory,  or  of  any 
such  country,  shall  be  proved  or  admitted  in 
any  other  court  within  the  United  States,  by 
the  attestation  of  the  clerk,  and  the  seal  of 
the  court  annexed,  if  there  be  a  seal,  together 
with  a  certificate  of  the  judge,  chief  justice, 
or  presiding  magistrate,  that  the  said  at- 
testation is  in  due  form.  And  the  said 
records  and  judicial  prooeedinffs,  so  authen- 
ticated, shall  have  such  faith  and  credit 
given  to  them  in  every  court  within  the 
United  States  as  they  have  by  law  or  usage 
in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  which  they 
are  taken." 

The  plaintiff's  contention  that  these  Fed* 
oral  provisions  required  a  decision  different 
from  that  made  by  the  state  court  was  dis- 
tinctly presented  and  ruled  against.  The 
jurisdiction,  therefore,  of  this  court,  is  clear. 
It  may  examine  and  inquire  whether  any 
right  secured  by  these  provisions  was  denied 
by  the  state  court,  though  if  it  finds  that  no 
such  right  was  denied,  the  judgment  will 
have  to  be  afiirmed,  no  matter  what  may  be 
the  opinion  of  this  court  as  to  the  correctness 
of  the  ruling  as  a  question  of  general  law. 

The  Constitution  declares  that  full  faith 
and  credit  shall  be  ffiven  in  each  state  to  the 
public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceed- 
ings of  everv  other  state,  and  that  Congreet 
may  not  only  prescribe  the  mode  of  authen- 
tication, but  also  the  effect  thereof.  Section 
905  prescribes  such  mode,  and  adds  that  the 
''records  and  judicial  proceedings,  so  au- 
thenticated, shall  have  such  faith  and  credit 
given  to  them  in  every  court  within  the 
United  States  as  they  have  by  law  or  usages 
in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  which  they^ 
are  taken."  Such  is  the  congressional*  dec- • 
laration  of  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the 
records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  one  state 
in  the  courts  of  every  other  stote.  In  other 
words,  the  local  effect  must  be  reoognized 
everywhere  through  the  United  Statet. 
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Whaty  UkOk,  y  the  faltii  and  eredit  giren 
by  law  or  uaa^  in  the  oonrts  of  Eansae  to  a 
judgment  against  a  corporation?  What  U 
the  effect  of  such  a  Judgment  aa  there  eetab- 
liahed?  This  is  a  question  not  answered  by 
referring  to  general  principles  of  law»  by  de- 
termining what  at  common  law  was  the 
significance  and  effect  of  a  Judgment,  but 
can  be  answered  only  by  an  examination  of 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Kansas.  The 
law  and  usage  in  Kansas,  prescribed  by  its 
legislature  and  enforced  in  its  courts,  make 
simh  a  judgment  not  only  oonclusiye  as  to 
the  liability  of  the  corporation,  but  also  an 
adjudication  binding  each  stockholder 
therein.  We  do  not  mean  that  it  is  con- 
clusive as  against  any  individual  sued  as  a 
stockholder  that  he  is  one,  or  if  one,  that 
he  has  not  already  discharged  by  payment 
to  some  other  creditor  of  the  corpora- 
tion the  full  measure  of  his  liability,  or 
that  he  has  not  claims  against  the  cor- 
poration, or  judgments  against  it,  which  he 
may,  in  law  or  equity,  as  any  debtor, 
whether  by  judgment  or  otherwise,  set 
off  against  a  claim  or  judgment,  but  in 
other  respects  it  is  an  adjudication  binding 
him.  He  is  so  far  a  part  of  the  corporation 
that  he  is  represented  by  it  in  the  action 
against  it  Ball  v.  Reese,  68  Kan.  614,  60 
Pac.  876.  In  that  case  it  was  said,  correct- 
ing an  inference  which  was  sought  to  be 
drawn  from  language  in  the  case  of  Howell 
V.  Manglesdorf,  33  Kan.  194,  6  Pac  760,  in 
respect  to  the  effect  of  a  judgment  against  a 
corporation  (pp.  617,  618,  Pac.  p.  876). 

'*The  general  holding  in  this  court  has 
been  that  a  judgment  is  final  and  conclusive 
between  the  parties  and  their  privies;  and 
we  think  it  must  be  held  that  every  stock- 
holder in  a  corporation  is  so  far  privy  in 
interest  in  an  action  against  the  corporation 
that  he  is  bound  by  the  judgment  agieiinst  it. 
In  the  absence  of  fraud  and  collusion,  the 
judgment  must  be  held  to  be  final  and  con- 
clusive against  the  stockholder  if  the  court 
^  rendering  it  has  final  jurisdiction.  As  the 
^  judgment  was  valid,  the  court  committed 
•  error  in  allowing  the  defendants  to  gO^behind 
it  and  contest  matters  which  were  conclu- 
sively settled  by  the  judgment  against  the 
corporation." 

This  representative  character  of  the  cor- 
poration has  been  affirmed  by  this  court  in 
several  cases.  In  Haiokins  v.  Glenn,  131  U. 
B.  310.  33  L.  ed.  184,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  739,  it 
was  held  that  "in  the  absence  of  fraud,  stock* 
holders  are  bound  by  a  decree  against  their 
corporation  in  respect  to  corporate  matters, 
and  such  a  decree  is  not  open  to  collateral 
attack."  This  was  a  case  in  which  an  as- 
sessment ordered  by  a  court  which  had  juris- 
diction of  the  corporation  was  held  binding 
upon  stockholders  residing  in  another  state ; 
and  in  the  opinion,  on  page  329,  L.  ed.  p. 
191,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  742,  it  was  said  by 
Chief  Justice  Fuller: 

"A  stockholder  is  so  far  an  integral  part 
of  the  corporation  that,  in  the  view  of  the 
law,  he  it  privy  to  the  proceedings  touching 
the  body  of  which  he  is  a  member.** 


See  also  Glenn  v.  Liggett,  136  U.  S.  533, 
34  L.  ed.  264,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  867;  Chreat 
Western  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Purdy,  162  U.  S.  329, 
337,  40  L.  ed.  986,  990,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  810. 

Now,  as  the  iudffment  rendered  in  the 
Kansas  court  is  In  uiat  state  not  only  con- 
clusive against  the  corporation,  but  also 
binding  upon  the  stodcholder,  it  must,  in  or- 
der to  have  the  same  force  and  effect  in  other 
states  of  the  Union,  be  adjudged  in  their 
courts  to  be  binding  upon  him,  and  the  only 
defenses  which  he  can  make  against  it  are 
those  which  he  could  make  in  the  courts  of 
Kansas.  The  question  to  be  determined  in 
this  case  was  not  what  credit  and  effect  are 
given  in  an  action  against  a  stockholder  in 
the  courts  of  Rhode  Island  to  a  judgment  in 
those  courts  against  the  corporation  of  which 
he  is  a  stockholder,  but  what  credit  and  ef- 
fect are  given  in  the  courts  of  Kansas  in  a 
like  action  to  a  similar  judgment  there  ren- 
dered. Thus  and  thus  only  can  the  full  faith 
and  credit  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  the  act  of  Congress 
be  secured. 

In  Crapo  v.  Kelly,  10  Wall.  610,  619,  21 
L.  ed.  430,  434,  referring  to  the  statute  of 
Congress  respecting  the  authentication  of 
records,  it  was  said : 

"Under  this  statute  it  has  been  held  in 
this  court,  from  an  early  day,  that  the  faith 
and  credit  spoken  of  are  not  limited  to  the  ]e 
form  of  the  record,  and  are  not  satisfied  byS 
its  admission^as  a  record.     It  is  held  that  * 
the  same  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  record 
in  the  courts  of  the  state  where  produced,  as 
in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  which  it  is 
taken." 

The  fact  that  this  Judgment  was  rendered 
in  a  court  of  the  United  States,  sitting 
within  the  state  of  Kansas,  instead  of  one  or 
the  state  courts,  is  immaterial;  for,  as  said 
in  Crescent  City  L.  fif.  L.  d  8,  H.  Co.  ▼. 
Butchers'  Union  8.  H,  d  L.  8,  L,  Co.  120  U. 
S.  141, 147,  30  L.  ed.  614,  617,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
472,  476,  citing  Dupasseur  v.  Roohereau,  21 
Wall.  130,  136,  22  L.  ed.  588,  590;  Emhry  v. 
Palmer,  107  U.  S.  3,  27  L.  ed.  346,  2  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  26. 

"It  may  be  conceded,  then,  that  the  judg^ 
ments  and  decrees  of  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States,  sitting  in  a  particular  state, 
in  the  courts  of  that  state,  are  to  be  accorded 
such  effect,  and  such  effect  only,  as  would 
be  accorded  in  similar  circumstances  to  the 
judgments  and  decrees  of  a  state  tribunal  of 
equal  authority." 

See  also  Metcalf  v.  Watertoum,  153  U.  8. 
671-676,  38  L.  ed.  861-863,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
947;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C,  d  8t.  L.  R.  Co,  v. 
Long  Island  Loan  d  T.  Co,  172  U.  S.  493,  43 
L.  ed.  628,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  238. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
supreme  court  of  Rhode  Island  has  failed  to 
give  to  the  judgment  in  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Kansas 
that  force  and  effect  which  it  has  within  the 
limits  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  that  the 
failure  so  te  do  is  an  error  available  in  this 
court  The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Rhode  Island  muet  therefore  he  rvverMd^ 
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sad  the  ease  remanded  for  further  proeeed- 
IngB  not  inconsistent  with  the  views  herein 
expressed. 

Mr.  Justice  Peckham  dissents. 


MTfi  XT.  s.  646) 

ILLINOIS    CENTRAL    RAILKOAD    COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

CITY  OF  CHICAGO. 

Federal  question — as  to  impairing  obligation 
of  contract — right  of  railroad  company  to 
fill  in  and  use  submerged  lands  on  lake 
front — condition  as  to  consent  of  city  coun- 
cil— effect  of  enlarging  city — contintumoe 
of  condition, 

1.  The  question  whether  the  right  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  enter  upon,  take,  and  use 
"lands,  streams,  and  materials  of  every  kind 
for  the  complete  operation  of  the  road"  is  im- 
paired by  a  statute  and  ordinance  prohibiting 
any  encroachment  upon  or  obstmctlon  in  the 
harbor  of  a  city  without  permission  of  the 
commissioner  ol  public  works,  may  constitute 
a  Federal  question  for  review  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  writ  of  error  to 
a  state  court 

1.  Submerged  lands  along  the  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan  were  not  Included  In  the  grant  to 
the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company  by  Its 
charter,  authorising  it  to  enter  upon  and 
ose  "any  lands*  streams,  and  materials  of 
every  kind,"  and  declaring  that  "all  such 
lands,  waters,  materials,  and  privileges  be- 
longing to  the  state  are  hereby  granted  to 
said  corporation  for  said  purposes." 

t.  The  consent  of  the  common  council  of  the 
city,  required  by  the  charter  of  the  Illinois 
Central  Railroad  Company  to  "authorize  said 
coiporation  to  make  a  location  of  their  track 
within  any  city,"  is  required  for  the  location 
of  depots,  engine  houses,  and  the  necessary 
track  approaches  to  the  same. 

4.  A  portion  of  a  city  subsequently  included  by 
enlarging  Its  boundaries  is  subject  to  the  pro- 
vision of  a  railroad  company's  charter  requir- 
ing the  consent  of  the  common  council  for  the 
location  of  the  railroad  track,  depots,  and  en- 
gine houses  within  the  city. 

6.  The  condition  that  the  power  of  a  railroad 
company  to  locate  Its  track  within  a  city 
should  be  exercised  only  with  the  consent  of 
the  common  council  must  be  construed  as  at- 
taching to  the  location  of  railroad  structures 
after  the  original  coustractlon  of  the  road.  If 
the  power  itself  continues  as  to  them. 

[No.  114.] 

Argued    January    24,    2$,    1900,    Decided 
March  12, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illi- 
nois to  review  a  judgment  denying  an  in- 
junction against  interfering  with  the  filling 
in  and  use  of  submerged  lake  front  by  a 
railroad  company.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  173  111.  471,  50  N.  E. 
1104. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
Xhia  WM  a  bill  in  equi^  ixietituted  by  the 


lUinois  Central  Railroad  Company  in  the  su- 
perior court  of  Cook  county,  to  obtain  an  in- 
junetion  restraining  the  city  of  Chicu;o 
from  interfering  with  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  the  railroad  company  to  fill  in,  for 
railroad  purposes,  certain  lands  submerged 
by  the  shallow  waters  of  Lake  Michigan  in 
front  of  property  owned  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany, in  fee,  and  situated  between  Twenty- 
fifth  and  Twenty-seventh  streets  in  said  city. 
The  purpose  of  the  railroad  company  in  re- 
claiming the  land  was  to  erect  thereon  an 
engine  house  and  locomotive  stalls  necessary ^^ 
to  the  operation  of  the  road.  ^ 

^The  case   was   heard    upon  bill,  answer,* 
cross  bill,   and   demurrer   to   cross   bill,  in 
which  were  set  forth  substantially  the  fol- 
lowing facts,  as  recited  in  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  (173  111.  471,  50  N.  E.  1104) : 

By  an  act  of  Congress  approved  Septem- 
ber 20,  1850  (9  Stat,  at  L.  466,  chap.  61), 
''the  right  of  way  through  the  public  lands 
be  .  .  .  granted  to  the  state  of  Illinoie 
for  the  construction  of  a  railroad  from  the 
southern  terminus  of  the  Illinois  &  Michi- 
gan Canal  to  a  point  at  or  near  the  junction 
of  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers,  with  a 
branch  of  the  same  to  Chicago,  on  Lake 
Michigan,  and  another  via  the  town  of  Ga- 
lena, in  said  state,  to  Dubuque,  in  the  state 
of  Iowa,  with  the  right,  also,  to  take  the  nec- 
essary materials,  of  earth,  stones,  timber, 
etc,  for  the  construction"  of  the  railroad. 
The  act  also  granted  to  the  state  of  Illinois, 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  and  making  the 
railroad  and  branches  above  named,  every 
alternate  section  of  land  designated  by  even 
numbers,  for  six  sections  in  width,  on  each 
side  of  the  railroad  and  branches.  By  the 
act  it  was  further  provided  that  the  railroad 
and  branches  should  be  and  forever  remain 
a  public  highway  for  the  use  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  free  from  toll  or 
other  charge  upon  the  transportation  of  any 
property  or  troops  of  the  United  States. 

The  company  was  created,  organized  un- 
der, and  now  exists  by  virtue  of,  an  act  of 
the  legislature  of  the  state  of  Illinois  ap- 
proved February  10,  1861,  entitled  "An  Act 
to  Incorporate  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad 
Company"  (Private  Laws  of  1851,  p.  61), 
and  by  its  charter  it  was  authorized  to  sur- 
vey, locate,  construct,  complete,  alter,  main- 
tain, and  operate  a  railroad,  with  one  or 
more  tracks  or  lines  of  rail,  from  the  south- 
ern terminus  of  the  Illinois  &.  Micliigan 
Canal,  to  a  point  at  or  near  the  junction  of 
the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers,  with  a 
branch  of  the  same  into  Chicago,  on  Lake 
Michigan,  and  also  a  branch  via  the  city  of 
Galena  to  a  point  on  the  Mississippi  river 
opposite  the  town  of  Dubuque,  in  the  state 
of  Iowa.  By  S  3  of  its  charter  it  was  provid*  » 
ed  as  follows:  "The  said  corporation  shall  J 
have  right*(Kf  way  upon,  and  may  appropriate  • 
to  its  sole  use  and  control  for  the  purposes 
oontemplated  herein,  land  not  exceeding  200 
feet  in  width  through  its  entire  length ;  may 
enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  and  use 
all  and  singular  any  lands,  streams,  and  ma- 
terials of  every  kind,  for  the  location  of  de* 
pots  and  stopping  stages,  for  the  purpoit 
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of  coiiBtruetiiig  hMgm,  dftms, 
ezcaTations,  Btation  groundii,  ipoil  banks, 
turnouts,  engine  houses,  shops,  and  other 
ImildinsB  necessary  for  the  construction, 
completing,  altering,  maintaining,  preserv- 
ing, and  complete  operation  of  said  road. 
All  such  lands,  waters,  materials,  and  privi- 
leges belonging  to  the  state  are  hereby  grant- 
ed to  said  corporation  for  said  purposes;  but 
when  owned  or  belonging  to  any  person,  com- 
pany, or  corporation,  and  cannot  be  obtained 
by  voluntary  grant  or  release,  the  same  may 
be  taken  and  paid  for,  if  any  damages  are 
awarded,  in  the  manner  provided  in  'An 
Act  to  Provide  for  a  General  Svstem  of  Rail- 
road Incorporations,'  approved  November  5, 
1840,  and  the  final  decision  or  award  shall 
vest  in  the  corporation  hereby  created  all 
the  rights,  franchises,  and  immunities  in 
said  act  contemplated  and  provided;  .  .  . 
Provided,  that  nothing  in  this  section  con- 
tained shall  be  so  construed  as  to  authorise 
the  said  corporation  to  interrupt  the  navi- 
gation of  said  streams." 

The  bill  also  avers  that  the  company  con- 
structed its  line  of  railroad  within  the  then 
limits  of  the  city  of  Chicago  in  the  year 
1852,  and  completed  its  railroad  between  the 
termini  named  in  its  charter,  in  the  state  of 
Illinois,  in  the  year  1857;  that  the  total 
number  of  miles  of  its  railroad  in  the  state, 
upon  completion,  was  706;  that  at  the  time 
of  the  construction  of  its  railroad,  in  1852, 
into  the  city  of  Chicago,  the  southern  limits 
and  boundary  of  the  city  extended  oniy  to 
Twenty-second  street;  that  in  1852  it  con- 
structed its  line  of  railroad  immediately 
along  the  shore  and  partly  over  tne  shallow 
waters  of  Lake  Michigan  from  Fifty-first 
street  to  Twenty-second  street,  then  the 
southern  boundary  of  the  city,  and  that  its 
A  railroad  was  constructed  into  the  city  of 
2  Chicago  through  the  waters  of  Lake  Michi- 
•  gan,  pursuant  to  an*  ordinance  of  the  citv; 
uiat  its  railroad  within  the  limits  of  the 
city  was  constructed  on  piling  set  in  the 
open  waters  of  Lake  Michigan  east  of  the 
shore;  that  between  Park  Row  and  Ran- 
dolph street  the  distances  in  a  direct  east 
and  west  line  between  the  shore  line  and  the 
inner  or  west  line  of  the  piling  on  which  the 
railroad  of  the  company  was  constructed 
throuffh  the  open  waters  of  Lake  Michigan 
varied  from  5  feet  at  Park  Row  to  310  feet 
At  Madison  street,  and  that  the  depth  of  the 
water  along  the  line  of  piling  between  the 
noints  above  named  varied  from  2V^  to  O^li 
feet;  that  the  comi>any  now  owns  or  con- 
trols by  lease,  and  is  now  operating  under 
one  management,  the  whole  of  the  trunk 
line  as  one  continuous  line  from  New  Or- 
leans, through  the  states  of  Louisiana, 
Mississippi,  Tennessee,  Kentucky,  and  Illi- 
fiois,  into  the  city  of  Chicago;  that  it  con- 
trols, by  lease  or  otherwise,  under  the  same 
management,  many  other  lateral  lines  In  the 
states  above  named,  and  also  in  the  states  of 
Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Minnesota,  and  Dakota, 
which  connect  with  and  are  tributary  to  the 
parent  line  of  the  company;  that  the  number 
ii  miles  now  owned  or  controlled  by  the  eom- 
pKBj  under  one  management  exceeds  4,000. 


It  Is  fnrthor  alleged  la  tiio  bill  that  tibs 
<Atj  of  Chicago  Is  the  business  center  of  tho 
various  lines  which  constitute  the  system 
owned  by  the  company;  that  the  business 
carried  on  over  the  terminal  tracks  and  fa- 
cilities of  the  company  within  the  present 
limits  of  the  city  of  Chicago  is  so  great  and 
so  constantly  increasing  Uiat  the  whole  of 
its  ri^ht  of  way  and  lands  contiguous  thers- 
to,  within  said  limits,  are  used  to  their  ut- 
most capacity  as  yards,  shops,  depot 
grounds,  side  tracks,  switching  trades,  stor- 
age tracks,  delivery  tracks,  team  tracks,  and 
other  structures,  ul  of  which  are  absolutely 
necessary  as  terminal  facilities  to  enable  the 
company  to  carry  on  and  conduct  its  busi- 
ness as  a  common  carrier  of  freight  and  pas- 
sengers, and  that  all  the  tracks,  structures, 
and  appliances  of  its  terminal  facilities  are 
necessary  and  essential  to  enable  the  com- 
pany to  carry  on  its  business;  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  company  as  a  common  carrier^ 
greatly  increases  from  year  to  year,  audio 
that  it  has  so  continued  to  increase  that  its  ? 
terminal*facilities  in  the  city  are  not  wholly 
adequate  for  the  purposes  sjid  uses  de- 
scribed and  intended  by  its  charter.  !nie 
bill  sets  out  in  detail  its  business  and  its 
increase  from  year  to  year,  and  alleges  that 
its  terminal  facilities  in  the  city  of  Chicago 
have  been  found  to  be  wholly  inadequate  to 
enable  the  company  to  carry  on  its  business; 
that  in  order  to  meet  the  increased  business 
necessities  and  requirements  of  the  company 
it  is  absolutely  necessary  th&t  the  company 
should  construct,  operate,  and  use«n  ei^ne 
house  316  feet  in  diameter,  and  containing 
forty  stalls,  together  with  a  machine  shop, 
turn  table,  coal  chute,  and  other  structures; 
that  it  has  no  engine  house  whatever  at 
which  it  is  practicable  for  its  engines  to  be 
overhauled  and  fitted  for  operation;  that  it 
has  no  land  whatever  unoccupied  by  other 
necessary  tracks  and  structures,  which  Is 
either  sufficient  in  dimensions  or  suitably  lo- 
cated, upon  which  to  locate  and  construct  an 
engine  house  of  the  necessary  dimensions 
and  capacity,  with  the  necessary  appurte- 
nances thereto,  required  and  necessary  for 
the  business  of  the  company,  and  that  in  or- 
der to  build  such  engine  house  and  the  ap- 
purtenances it  is  necessary  to  construct  the 
same  upon  land  covered  by  the  shallow  wa- 
ters of  Lake  Michigan,  at  a  point  between 
Fifty-first  street  and  Eighteenth  street. 

It  is  also  set  up  in  the  bill  that,  in  1852, 
at  the  time  of  the  construction  of  the  road 
within  the  city  of  Chicago,  it  purdiased  cer- 
tain lands  lying  between  Twenty-fifth  and 
Twenty-seventh  streets,  bordering  on  the 
shore  of  Lake  Michigan;  that  in  the  deeds 
the  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  was  designated 
as  the  east  boundary  line  thereof,  and  that 
the  company,  as  owner,  was  vested  with  all 
the  riparian  rights  and  privileges  incident 
to  the  ownership  in  fee  of  the  shore  land; 
that  in  the  year  1882  it  constructed  a  break- 
water or  bulkhead  in  the  shallow  waters  of 
Lake  Michigan,  the  same  being  located  and 
constructed  in  front  of  the  land  which  the 
company  purchased  in  1862,  above  referred 
to,  tne  east  and  west  lino  of  the  breakwater 
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on  tlie  north  coctending  ffom  *  point  on  tho 
■hore  oontinuotts  with  the  northern  boundary 
of  the  land  eonv^yed  to  the  oompany  in  1852, 
and  extending  to  a  point  200  feet  easterly 
from  the  shore  line,  running  thence  south* 
«r1y  *  a  distance  of  761  feet,  and  thenoe 
westerly  to  the  shore  line,  a  distance  of  325 
feet;  that  the  brealcwater  built  by  the  com- 
pany in  1882  was  constructed  on  two  rows 
of  piling  driven  into  the  bed  of  Lake  Michi- 
gan, and  the  space  between  the  rows  of  pil- 
uig  was  filled  in  with  stone,  in  order  to 
strengthen  the  breakwater  and  enable  it  to 
withstand  the  force  of  Lake  Michigan  dur- 
ing periods  of  storm;  that  all  the  shore  land 
embraced  within  the  lines  of  the  breakwater 
now  is,  and  ever  since  the  year  of  1852  has 
been,  owned  in  fee  simple  by  the  oompany, 
and  that  it  is  entitled  to  all  the  riparian 
riffhts  and  privileges  incident  to  the  owner- 
ship in  fee  of  the  snore  land;  that  the  super- 
fldal  area  of  the  land  covered  by  the  shal- 
low waters  of  Lake  Michigan  \rina  within 
the  lines  of  the  breakwater  and  the  shore 
line  of  Lake  Michigan  is  195,200  square  feet, 
or  4.48  acres;  that  the  superficial  area  of 
the  ground  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
the  engine  house,  machine  shop,  coal  chute, 
and  other  necessary  structures  appurtenant 
thereto  is  188,426.9  square  feet,  or  3.86  acres. 
The  bill  further  states  that  in  the  year 
1894  a  part  of  the  breakwater  referred  to 
as  having  been  constructed  by  it  in  the  year 
1882  was  destroyed  by  a  storm  on  Lake  Mich- 
igan; that  it  being  necessary,  to  enable  the 
company  to  carry  on  and  conduct  its  busi- 
ness, that  an  engine  house,  of  sufficient  ca- 
pacitv  to  meet  its  necessary  requirements 
and  demands  in  conducting  its  business  and 
to  accomplish  the  objects  for  which  the  com- 
pany was  chartered,  be  constructed  and 
erected  at  a  reasonably  suitable  and  proper 
location,  and  it  being  necessary  that  such 
engine  house  should  be  erected  and  con- 
structed upon  the  lands  submerged  by  the 
shallow  waters  of  Lake  Michigan  lyiug  in 
front  of  land  on  the  shore  of  Lake  Michigan 
owned  in  fee  simple  by  the  companv,  the 
company  caused  plans  to  be  made,  as  before 
stated,  for  an  engine  house  316  feet  in 
diameter,  and  containing  forty  stalls  or  com- 
partments, and  under  the  power,  authority, 
and  right  given  and  vested  in  the  company 
bf  its  charter,  and  in  the  exercise  of  its 
rights  as  riparian  owner,  it  elected  and  de- 
termined to  locate  and  construct  said  engine 
^  house  on  land  submerged  bv  the  shallow  wa- 
tt ters  of  lAke  Michigan  lying  within  the 
#  limits^of  the  breakwater,  and  to  repair  the 
breakwater,  and  fill  in  the  submerged  lands 
lying  within  the  limits  of  the  breakwater, 
for  Uie  purpose  of  constructing  thereon  said 
engine  house  and  the  necessary  appurte- 
nances thereto;  that  the  breakwater  does 
not  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  navigation 
of  Lake  Michigan;  that  the  Secretary  of 
War  gave  his  consent  to  the  repair  of  the 
breakwater;  that  the  commissioner  of  pub- 
lic works  of  the  dty  of  Chicago  also  gave 
his  consent  to  the  repair;  that  the  company 
placed  upon  the  ground  laree  quantities  of 
material  for  repairing  the  breakwater,  the 


filling  in  of  the  lands  covered  by  the  shal- 
low  waters  of  Lake  Miohigan  embraced  with* 
in  the  lines  thereof,  and  for  the  construction 
of  the  engine  house  and  appurtenances  there- 
to on  the  lands  to  be  fiUed  in;  that  it  re- 
paired the  breakwater  by  driving  two  rows 
of  piling,  and  filled  in  a  large  part  of  the 
space  between  the  exterior  and  interior  line 
of  nilinff  with  stone,  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling the  breakwater  to  withstand  the  force 
of  Lake  Michigan;  that  the  company  waa 
prevented  by  the  police  force  of  the  citv  of 
Chicago,  acting  under  the  orders  and  direc- 
tion of  the  mayor,  from  completing  the 
work;  that  the  city  of  Chicago,  without 
right  or  authority,  interferes  with  and  pre- 
vents the  company  from  filling  in  the  lands 
within  the  lines  of  such  breakwater. 

The  answer  of  the  city  set  up  its  charter 
and  authority  under  an  act  of  the  general 
assembly  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Incorporation  of 
Cities  and  Villages  <  Approved  April  10, 
1872,  in  Force  July  1,  1872),"  and  the  sev- 
eral acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple^ 
mentavy  thereto,  and  that,  among  other 
things,  it  was  "empowered  to  regulate  and 
control  the  use  of  public  landing  places  for 
docks  and  levees;  to  control  and  regulate 
the  anchorage,  moorage,  and  landing  of  all 
water  crafts  and  their  cargoes;  to  make 
regulations  in  regard  to  the  use  of  harbors, 
and  to  appoint  harbor  masters  and  define 
their  duties,  and  that  in  the  exercise  of  such 
power  this  defendant  has,  through  its  police 
power,  prevented  the  said  complainant 
hitherto  from  filling  up  the  said  lake  and 
intruding  upon  the  navigable  waters  there*  «$ 
of,  and  that  all  the  acto  and  doings  com-g 
plained  of  as  done  and^performed  by  this* 
defendant,  its  officers,  a^nts,  and  employees, 
have  been  done  strictly  m  the  line  of  its  duty 
in  that  behalf  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
its  own  riffhts  and  the  rights  of  the  publio 
generally,  in  the  premises,  so  as  to  prevent 
obstructions  in  the  harbor  and  the  seizurs 
and  apnropriation  by  the  complainant  of  the- 
bed  and  navigable  waters  of  the  said  lake;*^ 
and  also  pleaded  the  decision  of  this  court 
in  /tttnois  O,  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  146  U.  & 
387,  86  L  ed.  1018,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  110,  a» 
res  fudioaia  of  all  the  questions  in  contro- 
versy. The  cross  bill  prayed  a  counter  in- 
junction against  any  interference  by  the 
railroad  company. 

Upon  a  hearing  upon  these  |>leadings  the 
superior  court  denied  the  injunction  ae- 
manded  by  the  railroad  company  and  die* 
missed  its  bill.  On  appeal  the  supreme 
court  affirmed  this  decree.  173  111.  471,  50 
K.  E.  1104.  Whereupon  the  railroad  com- 
pany sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from  thie 
court 

Meaar:  William  D.  Chithrie,  Benjamin 
F,  Ayer,  and  James  Fentress  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Messrs,  Granville  W.  Brownisig  and 
Charles  M.  Walker  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  oourt: 

The  supreme  court  of  Illinois  disposed  ot 
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this  ease  npon  two  grounds:  (1)  That  the 
power  givcA  hj  the  charter  of  the  IllinoiB 
Central  Railroad  Company  of  February  10, 
185 19  to  "enter  upon  and  take  possession  of 
and  use  all  and  singular  any  lands,  streams, 
and  materials  of  every  kind,  for  the  location 
of  depots  and  stopping  stages  for  the  .  •  • 
complete  operation  of  said  road,"  and  the 
grant  to  said  corporation  of  "all  such  lands, 
waters,  materials,  and  privileges  belonging 
to  the  state,"  did  not  include  lands  covered 
by  the  waters  of  Lake  Michigan.  (2)  That, 
even  if  the  grant  were  broad  enough  to  in- 
clude the  waters  of  the  lake,  it  did  not  fol- 
low that  the  railroad  company  would  have 
^  the  right,  at  any  time  it  might  see  proper, 
^^  to  take  and  appropriate  to  itself  any  of  the 
lands*oovered  by  such  waters,  provided  only 
that  the  navigation  of  the  lake  was  not  in- 
terfered with. 

!•  The  ultimate  Jurisdiction  of  this  court 
is  invoked  by  the  allegation  of  the  bill  that 
the  above  provision  of  the  railway's  charter 
was  and  is  an  irrevocable  contract  between 
the  state  of  Illinois  and  the  complainant, 
eonferring  upon  it  "a  vested  and  continuing 
right  to  use  the  shallow  waters  and  sub- 
merged lands  of  Lake  Michigan  for  such 
purposes,  when  such  use  is  reasonably  nec- 
essary for  the  business  of  your  orator;  pro- 
vided, that  the  same  does  not  interfere  with 
the  navigation  of  the  lake,  having  reference 
to  the  manner  in  which  commerce  is  conduct- 
ed thereon;"  and  that  "any  law  of  the  state 
of  Illinois,  or  any  judgment,  decree,  or  de- 
cision of  any  court  or  tribunal  thereof,  whidi 
denies  or  in  any  way  impairs  its  right  to 
use  the  submerged  land  of  Lake  Michigan 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  and  using 
engine  houses,  shops,  and  other  buildings 
thereon,  etc.,  impairs  the  obligaticm  of  the 
contract  created  by  said  charter,"  ete. 

The  answer  of  the  city  avers  that,  under 
an  act  of  the  ffeneral  assembly  of  the  state, 
approved  April  10,  1872,  it  was  empowered 
"to  regulate  and  control  the  use  of  public 
landing  places  for  docks  and  levees;  to  con- 
trol and  regulate  the  anchorage,  moorage, 
and  landing  of  all  water  crafts  and  their 
cargoes;  to  make  regulations  in  regard  to 
the  use  of  harbors,  and  to  appoint  harbor 
masters  and  define  their  duties,  and  that  in 
the  exercise  of  such  power  this  defendant 
has,  through  its  police  power,  prevented  the 
said  complainant  hitherto  from  filling  up 
the  said  lake  and  intruding  upon  the  navi- 
gable waters  thereof;"  and  that  the  city  was 
also  empowered  to  regulate  its  police  and 
pass  and  enforce  all  necessary  police  ordi- 
nances; and  that  in  pursuance  of  this  au- 
thority the  city  council  made  and  established 
an  ordinance  ( 793 )  that  "no  person  or  per- 
sons shall  drive  or  place  or  caused  to  be 
driven  or  placed  any  pile  or  piles,  stone, 
timbers,  earth,  or  other  obstruction  in  the 
harbor  of  the  city  without  the  permission  of 
the  commissioner  of  public  works,"  etc. 
This  was  the  only  authority  claimed  in 
19  the  answer,  but  as  all  this  legislation  was 
S  subsequent  to  the  charter  of  the  railroad 
•  company,  the  city  now  sets  up  in  support  of 
its  motion,  to  dismiss  for  want  of  a  Federal 


question  that  it  wm  provided  in  t  8  of  the 
railroad's  charter  of  1861  that  "nothing  in 
this  act  contained  shall  authorise  said  cor« 
poration  to  make  a  location  of  their  track 
within  any  atf,  without  the  eonsent  of  the 
common  council  of  said  city,**  and  that  this 
section  operates  as  a  restriction  upon  the 
power  of  the  railroad  to  locate  its  track,  or 
other  structures,  depots,  engine  houses,  or 
otherwise,  over  an^  lands  contiguous  to  the 
city  under  Lake  Michigan,  or  any  other  pub- 
lic property  over  which  the  police  power  of 
the  city  extends. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  dty  had,  in 
1851,  even  greater  powers  over  the  sub- 
merged lands  on  its  lake  front  under  its 
charter  than  it  has  now;  but  the  only  sup- 
port for  this  contention  lies  in  an  amended 
charter  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  passed  Feb- 
ruary 14,  1851,  four  days  after  the  charter 
of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company 
was  adopted.  As  this  was  a  subsequent  act» 
it  is  impossible  to  argue  from  it  that  the 
police  power  of  the  city  at  the  date  of  the 
charter  was  as  ample  as  that  conferred  by 
the  act  of  April  10,  1872,  set  up  in  the  an- 
swer. The  extract  to  which  attention  is 
called  by  counsel  from  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Illinois  in  Illinois  O.  R, 
Co.  V.  Ruoker,  14  III.  353,  356,  to  the  effeet 
that  under  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago the  common  council  was  empowered  to 
regulate,  control,  and  protect  the  bed  and 
waters  of  the  lake  as  a  part  of  the  city  of 
Chicago,  may  have  been,  and  probably  was^ 
based  upon  the  act  of  Februarr  14,  185 1» 
and,  in  any  event,  is  too  indefinite  to  be 
made  the  basis  of  any  adjudication  as  to 
the  power  of  the  common  council. 

We  have  examined  the  first  charter  of  the 
dty  of  Chicago,  adopted  March  14,  1837,  and 
the  amendments  thereto,  down  to  the  charter 
of  February  14,  1851,  and  find  nothing  prior 
to  the  last-mentioned  date  defining  the  pow- 
ers of  the  common  council  over  the  waters 
of  Lake  Michigan  adjacent  to  the  city,  or 
anything  from  which  it  can  be  argued  that 
the  authority  of  the  common  council,  with  9 
respect  to  the  harbor  and  adjacent  waters,  g 
was  as  ample  as  that  conferred  by  the  acta  • 
of  the*general  assembly  subsequent  to  the 
chartering  of  the  railroad  company. 

The  question  then  is  reduced  to  thiss 
Giving  to  the  charter  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany the  broadest  construction  daimed  by 
it  (and,  in  determining  the  existence  of  a 
Federal  question,  we  are  bound  to  do  this)^ 
may  it  not  be  reasonably  insisted  that,  un- 
der the  act  of  1872  and  ordinance  No.  703, 
that  "no  person  or  persons  shall  drive  or 
place  or  caused  to  be  driven  or  placed  any 
pile  or  piles,  stone,  timbers,  earth,  or  other 
obstruction  in  the  harbor  of  the  city  with- 
out the  permission  of  the  commissioner  of 
public  works,"  the  right  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany "to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of 
and  use  all  and  singular  lands,  streams,  and 
materials  of  every  kind  for  the  complete 
operation  of  the  road,"  is  impaired?  We 
think  it  may.  Without  determining  the  ef- 
fect of  such  ordinance,  the  question  whether 
it  impairs  the  charter  of  the  company,  giv- 
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;  to  that  charter  a  hrotid  eonatnietloii,  is 

jIj  open  to  contention.  Bacon  t.  Temu, 
188  U.  8.  207,  216,  41  L.  ed.  182,  138,  16 
6ap.  Ct  Rep.  1023;lFaZIa  WdOa  t.  WoUa 
Walla  Water  Co,  172  U.  S.  6,  10,  43  L.  ed. 
842,  345,  19  8up.  Ct.  Rep.  77.  The  claim  is 
sertainly  not  a  f rirolous  one.  In  determin- 
iag  the  ezistenoe  of  a  Federal  question  it  is 
omy  necessary  to  show  that  it  is  set  up  in 
good  faith  and  is  not  wholly  destitute  of 
merit.  Said  Chief  Justice  Chase  in  MilUn- 
sor  T.  Hartupee,  6  Wall.  268,  261,  18  L.  ed. 
820,  speaking  of  the  Talidity  of  an  author- 
Itjr  exercised  under  the  United  States: 
"Something  more  than  a  bars  assertion  of 
such  authority  seems  essential  to  the  juris- 
diction of  this  court.  The  authority  in- 
tended  by  the  act  is  one  haying  a  real  exis- 
tence, derived  from  competent  governmental 
power.  If  a  different  construction  had  been 
intended,  Congress  would  doubtless  have 
used  fitting  words.  The  act  would  have 
given  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  decisions 
against  claims  of  authority  under  the  United 
States.  ...  If  a  right  were  claimed  un- 
der a  treaty  or  statute,  and  on  looking  into 
the  record  it  should  appear  thatno  such  treaty 
or  statute  existed  or  was  in  force,  it  would 
hardly  be  insisted  that  this  court  could  re- 
view the  decision  of  a  state  court  that  the 
right  claimed  did  not  exist."  So,  in  New 
Orleans  v.  New  Orleana  Waterworks  Co.  142 
U.  S.  79,  35  L.  ed.  043,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  142, 
g  we  held  that  the  bare  averment  of  a  Federal 
S  question  is  not  always  sufficient;  tnat  such 
*  averment  must  not  be  whoUv  without  foun- 
dation, since  if  it  were  otherwise  a  Fed- 
eral question  might  be  set  up  in  almost  every 
ease,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  in- 
voked simply  for  the  purpose  of  delay. 

But  as  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Fed- 
eral question  in  this  case  was  properly  set 
np  in  the  record,  and  is  not  destitute  of 
merit,  the  motion  to  dismiss  must  be  denied. 

2.  Upon  the  merits,  the  case  turns  upon 
the  proper  construction  of  the  charter  of  the 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company,  granted 
by  the  general  assembly  February  10,  1861. 
As  was  said  in  the  case  just  decided  of 
Walsh  V.  Columbus,  ff.  Valley  d  A,  R,  Co. 
176  U.  S.  460,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  898, 44  L.  ed. 
— t  and  the  prior  cases  therein  cited,  when- 
ever a  contract  created  by  a  state  statute 
is  alleeed  to  have  been  impaired  by  subse- 
quent legislation,  it  is  for  this  court  to  de- 
termine the  proper  construction  of  such 
statute,  as  well  as  the  question  whether  the 
subsequent  legislation  has  impaired  it. 

The  sections  of  the  charter  upon  which  the 
railroad  company  relies  for  taking  posses- 
sion of  this  property,  so  far  as  the  same  are 
pertinent  to  this  case,  are  as  follows: 

"Sec  3.  The  said  corporation  shall  have 
right  of  way  upon,  and  may  appropriate  to 
its  sole  use  and  control,  for  the  purposes  con- 
templated herein,  land  not  exceeding  200 
feet  in  width  through  its  entire  length ;  may 
enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  and  use 
mU  and  singular  any  lands,  streams,  and  ma- 
ieriais  of  every  kind,  for  the  location  of 
depots  and  stopping  stages,  for  the  purpose 
of  constructing  bridges,  dams,  embankments, 
20  S.  C— 83. 


excavations,  station  grounds,  spoil  banks, 
turnouts,  engine  houses,  shops,  and  other 
buildinn  necessary  for  the  construction, 
completing,  altering,  maintaining,  preserv- 
ing, and  complete  operation  of  said  road. 
Au  such  lands,  waters,  materials,  and  prvoi- 
leges  belonging  to  the  state  are  hereby  gremt' 
ed  to  said  corporation  for  said  purposes;  but 
when  owned  or  belonging  to  any  person,  com- 
pany, or  corporation,  and  cannot  be  obtained 
by  voluntary  grant  or  release,  the  same  may 
be  taken  and  paid  for,  if  any  damages  are 
awarded,  in  the  maimer  provided  in  'An  Act 
to  Provide  for  a  General  System  of  Railroad  g 
^corporations,'  approved  November  fifth,S 
cjbe  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine;* 
and  the  final  decision  or  award  shall  vest  in 
the  corporation  hereby  created  all  the  rights, 
franchises,  and  immunities  in  said  act  con- 
templated and  provided;  .  .  .  Provided, 
that  nothing  in  this  section  contained  shall 
be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  the  said  cor- 
poration to  interrupt  the  navigation  of  said 
streams." 

"Sec  8.  .  .  .  Nothinff  in  this  act  con- 
tained shall  authorise  said  corporation  to 
make  a  location  of  their  track  within  any 
city,  without  the  consent  of  the  oomnum 
council  of  said  city." 

"Sec.  10.  Said  corporation  may  oonstruet 
their  said  road  and  branches  over  or  across 
any  stream  of  water,  watercourse,  road, 
highway,  railroad,  or  canal,  which  the  route 
of  its  road  shall  intersect,  but  the  corpora^ 
tion  shall  restore  the  stream  or  watercourse, 
road  or  highway,  thus  intersected,  to  its  for- 
mer state,  or  in  a  sufficient  manner  not  to 
have  impaired  its  usefulness.    .    .    ." 

"Sec  16.  .  .  .  Third,  That  said  com- 
pany shall  prooeed  to  locate,  survey,  and  lay 
out,  construct,  and  complete  said  road  and 
branches,  through  the  entire  length  thereof, 
.  .  .  with  a  branch  also  diverging  from 
the  main  track  at  a  point  not  north  of  the 
parallel  of  thirty-nine  and  a  half  degrees 
north  latitude,  and  running  on  the  most  eli- 
gible route  into  the  city  of  Chicago,  on  Lake 
Michigan.  That  the  central  road  or  main 
track  shall  be  completed,  with  at  least  one 
line  of  rails,  or  single  track,  with  the  neces- 
sary turnouts,  stations,  equipments,  and  fur- 
nishings, within  four  years  from  the  date 
of  the  execution  of  said  deed  of  trust,  and 
the  branches  within  six  years  from  the  said 
date." 

The  position  of  the  railroad  company  un- 
der these  sections,  presupposing  as  it  does 
a  vested,  continuing,  and  irrevocable  right 
for  all  time,  to  use  such  of  the  shallow  wa- 
ters and  submerged  lands  of  Lake  Michigan 
as  it  may  now  or  hereafter  find  to  be  neces- 
sary to  the  proper  and  complete  operation 
of  its  road,  and  a  surrender  by  the  city  of  all 
power  of  interference,  is  certainly  a  some- 
what startling  one  It  is  no  matter  of  sur- 
prise that  the  magnitude  of  the  claim 
should  have  at  once  aroused  the  authorities  a 
of  the  city  to  inquire  into  its  soundness.  § 
-Under  the  law  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  as  * 
laid  down  by  the  supreme  court,  not  only  in 
the  case  under  consideration,  but  in  the 
prior  case  of  People  em  rel.  Moloney  v.  Kirk, 
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162  m.  140.  45  N.  E.  830,  "the  state  holds 
the  title  to  the  lands  covered  by  the  waters 
of  Lake  Michiffan  Ijin^^  within  its  bounda- 
ries, but  it  holds  the  title  in  trust  lor  the 
people^  for  the  purposes  of  navigation  and 
fishery.  The  state  nas  no  power  to  barter 
and  sell  the  lands  as  the  United  States  sells 
its  public  lands,  but  the  state  holds  the  title 
in  trust  in  its  sovereign  capacity,  for  the 
people  of  the  entire  state."  Such  was  also 
the  ruling  of  this  court  in  a  case  between 
the  same  parties  ( Illinois  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Illinois, 
146  U.  S.  387,  36  L.  ed.  1018,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  110,  Affirming  Illinois  C.  R,  Co.  v.  lU 
linois,  33  Fed.  Rep.  730).    This,  too,  is  a 

Suestion  of  local  law  wiiii  regard  to  which 
he  decisions  of  the  state  courts  are  con- 
elusive.  Packer  v.  Bird,  137  U.  S.  661,  34 
L.  ed.  819,  11  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  21;  Hardin  t. 
Jordan,  140  U.  S.  371,  85  L.  ed.  428,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  808,  838. 

But  we  are  now  asked  to  say  that,  not  the 
state,  but  a  railway  company,  is  vested  with 
a  power  which,  in  the  course  of  time  and  in 
the  increasing  magnitude  of  its  business, 
may  enable  it  to  do,  by  indirection  or  piece- 
meal, what  it  has  been  held  the  state  could 
not  do  directly— take  the  whole  water  front 
of  the  city  to  the  limit  of  navigation  for  the 
operation  of  the  road,  and  that,  too,  with- 
out the  consent  and  against  the  protest  of 
the  city.  If  such  authority  be  possible,  it 
should  be  granted  in  the  clearest  and  most 
unmistakable  language. 

But  on  examining  §  3  of  the  charter — ^the 
source  of  this  almost  unlimited  power — ^we 
find  that,  so  far  from  its  being  conferred  in 

Srecise  and  definite  words,  the  implication 
I  clearly  against  the  power  claimed.  In 
fact,  it  is  only  by  a  strained  and  unnatural 
oonstruction  that  any  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  legislature  to  abdicate  its  authority 
over  the  submerged  lands  of  Lake  Michigan 
can  be  raised. 

Referring  to  the  particular  language  of 
the  grant  in  that  section,  it  is  manifest  that 
such  authority  must  arise  either  from  the 
right  ffiven  "to  enter  upon  and  take  posses- 
sion of  and  use  all  and  singular  any  lands, 
streams,  and  materials  of  every  kind,"  etc, 
or  from  the  grant  of  "all  such  lands,  waters, 

e  materials,  and  privileges  belonging  to  the 

§  state." 

•  *  We  do  not  question  the  general  principle 
that  the  word  "lands"  includes  everything 
which  the  land  carries  or  which  stands  upon 
it,  whether  it  be  natural  timber,  artificial 
structures,  or  water,  and  that  an  ordinary 
grant  of  land  by  metes  and  bounds  carries 
all  pools  and  ponds,  non-navigable  rivers, 
and  waters  of  every  description  by  which 
such  lands,  or  any  portion  of  them,  may  be 
submerged,  since,  as  was  said  by  the  court 
in  Queen  ▼.  Leeds  d  L,  Canal  Co.  7  Ad.  &  £1. 
671,  685:  "  I^ands  are  not  the  less  land  for 
being  covered  with  water."  See  also  Brock- 
et V.  Ohio  d  P.  R.  Co.  14  Pa.  241 ;  Beckrnan 
V.  Kreamer,  43  111.  447,  02  Am.  Dec.  146; 
Booker  v.  Cummings,  20  Johns.  90,  11  Am. 
Dee.  249;  State  v.  Fottmeyer,  33  Ind.  402,  5 
Am.  Rep.  224;  King  v.  Wharton,  Holt,  409; 
Buckingham  t.  Smith,   10  Ohio,   288;  MiU 


River  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  t.  Smith,  34  Conn. 
462;  Waters  ▼.  LiU^,  4  Pick.  146,  16  Am. 
Dee.  333;  Washington  Ice  Oa.  ▼•  ShorioU, 
101  111.  46,  40  Am.  Rep.  196. 

But  it  is  equally  weU  settted  that,  in  tha 
absence  of  any  local  statute  or  usage,  *  grant 
of  lands  by  the  state  doea  not  past  tifie  to 
submerged  lands  below  high-water  mark 
{Pollard  T.  Hagan,  3  How.  212, 11  L.  ed.  666; 
Goodtitle  ew  dem.  Pollard  y.  Kibbe,  0  How. 
471,  13  L.  ed.  220;  United  States  v.  Pacheoo, 
2  Wall.  587,  17  L.  ed.  865;  Weber  ▼.  State 
Harbor  Comrs.  18  WaU.  57,  21  L.  ed.  798; 
Hardin  v.  Jordan,  140  U.  S.  371,  381,  35  L. 
ed.  428,  433,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808,  838; 
Shivelg  v.  Botclby,  152  U.  S.  1,  13,  88  L.  ed. 
331,  336,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  548),  and  that 
this  principle  also  applies  to  the  Great 
Lakes.  lUinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  146  U. 
S.  387,  36  L.  ed.  1018,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  110; 
Hardin  ▼.  Jordan,  140  U.  S.  371,  382,  35  L. 
ed.  428,  433,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808,  838; 
Seaman  ▼.  Smith,  24  III.  521 ;  People  ew  reL 
Moloney  r.  Kirk,  162  HI.  138,  146,  45  N.  E. 
830;  Revell  y.  PeopU,  111  IIL  479,  43  L.  B. 
A.  790,  52  N.  E.  1052. 

It  is  true,  as  was  said  by  the  court  in 
Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  13,  38  L.  ed. 
331,  336,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  548,  that  if  either 
the  language  of  the  grant  or  long  usage  ub» 
der  it  clearly  indicates  an  intention  that  wa- 
ters submerged  by  the  sea  shall  be  included, 
it  is  within  the  power  of  the  sovereign  to 
grant  them.  But  we  know  of  nothing  in  the 
way  of  constant  usage  with  regard  to  these 
submerged  waters  which  lends  support  to 
the  argument  of  the  railroad  company  that 
this  case  is  within  the  exception,  and  not 
within  the  general  principle,  of  Shively  ▼. 
Bowlby.  To  make  usage  significant  of  theg 
proper  interpretation  of  the  ffrant,  it  should  § 
>appear  that  it  was  a  usage  for  the  railroad  * 
company  to  appropriate  such  lands  without 
the  express  consent  of  the  city,  but  with  its 
silent  acquiescence.  Undoubtedly  such 
usage  might  be  inferred  from  repeated  ap- 
propriations by  the  railroad  without  objec- 
tion from  the  city  authorities.  But  the 
facts  seem  to  be  tliat,  wherever  the  railroad 
has  taken  such  lands,  it  has  done  so  mih  the 
express  consent  or  subsequent  ratification  of 
the  state  or  city.  Thus,  the  railroad  origi- 
nally entered  the  city  under  an  ordinance 
adopted  June  14,  1852,  giving  it  the  right 
"to  enter  said  city  at  or  near  the  intersec- 
tion of  its  southern  boundary  with  Lake 
Michigan,  and  following  the  shore  on  or  near 
the  margin  of  said  lake  northerly  to  the 
southern  bounds  of  the  open  space  known  as 
Lake  Park,  in  front  of  canal  section  15,  and 
continue  northerly  across  the  open  space  in 
front  of  said  section  15  to  such  grounds  aa 
the  said  company  may  acquire  between  the 
north  line  of  Kandolph  street  and  the  Chica- 
go river,  .  .  .  upon  which  said  ground 
shall  be  located  the  depot  of  said  railroad,'' 
and  express  permission  was  given  in  {  3  of 
Uiis  ordinance  to  extend  the  railroad  com- 
pany's works  and  "fill  out  into  the  lake  to 
a  point  on  the  southern  pier  not  less  than 
400  feet  west  from  the  present  east  end  of 
the  same." 
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In  llUnoia  0.  R.  Oo.  T.  Ruoket,  14  DL  S53, 
it  wu  held  that  the  eompany  had  the  right 
5y  U»  charter  to  locate  its  road  ov«r  these 
premitee,  the  eity  having  consented  io  eueh 
location.  That  wae  an  application  by  the 
railroad  company  for  the  condemnation  of 
certain  lands  along  the  water  front.  The 
petitioner  alleged  that  the  railroad  had  been 
located  and  was  to  be  oonstmcted  in  the  wa- 
ters of  the  lake,  along  the  margin,  in  front 
of  the  premises  of  the  landowners,  and  part- 
ly oyer  the  same.  One  of  the  defenses  was 
tiiat  the  corporation  had  no  power  to  locate 
its  road  In  tne  waters  of  Lake  Michigan,  and 
that  the  premises  in  question  were  a  part  of 
the  harbor  of  Chicago  and  an  encroachment 
thereon.  Counsel  for  the  road  took  the  posi- 
tion that  the  state  had,  by  the  express  words 
M  of  the  charter,  given  to  the  company  author- 
§  ity  to  locate  its  road  in  the  waters  of  the 
•  lake.  The  opinion^is  very  brief,  and  the  re- 
port of  the  ease  unsatisfactory,  but  the 
court  did  hold  that  the  company  had  the 
right  by  its  charter  to  locate  the  road  over 
the  premises  in  question,  the  city  having  as- 
sented. In  the  case  under  consideration  the 
supreme  court  took  the  view  that  the  contro- 
versy in  that  case  concerned  only  the  200- 
feet  strip  for  the  location  of  the  main  track ; 
that  no  question  was  raised  or  decided  in  re- 
gard to  tne  right  of  the  railroad  company  to 
go  Beyond  the  200-feet  right  of  way,  and  take 
submerged  lands  for  an  engine  house  or 
other  purposes  named  in  the  charter.  This 
is  entirely  true;  at  the  same  time  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  wherein  authority  to  take  this 
200-feet  strip  is  distinguishable  from  an  au- 
thority to  take  such. other  submerged  lands 
as  are  necessary  for  the  complete  operation 
of  the  road.  It  is  highly  probable  that,  if  the 
ease  had  been  presented  in  the  light  of  subse- 
quent authorities,  a  different  conclusion  might 
have  been  reached.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  of 
the  Rucker  Case,  however,  that  the  city  was 
no  party  to  the  litigation,  having  expressly 
consented  to  the  location  of  the  main  track, 
and  that  it  is  in  no  sense  estopped  by  the  ad- 
judication. It  was  entirely  competent  for 
the  supreme  court  in  the  instant  case  to  take 
a  different  view  of  the  law. 

It  would  appear  that,  prior  to  1860,  other 
encroachments  had  been  made  upon  these 
submerged  lands,  and  upon  April  16,  1860, 
the  general  assembly  by  an  act  condoned 
these  encroachments,  and  declared  that  the 
right  of  the  company  "under  the  grant  from 
the  state  in  its  charter  .  .  .  and  under 
and  by  virtue  of  its  appropriation,  occupan- 
cy, use,  and  control  ...  in  and  to  the 
lands  submerged,"  was  confirmed,  a  proced- 
ure which  seems  to  have  been  quite  unneces- 
sary upon  the  present  theory  of  the  railroad 
company  that  it  has  a  perpetual  right  under 
its  charter  to  take  such  submerged  lands  as 
were  necessary  for  its  complete  operation. 
McAuley  v.  Columbus,  C.  d  /.  C.  R.  Co.  83 
HI.  352. 

The  position  here  taken,  that  the  grant  of 

the  railroad  company  did  not  include  the 

submerged  lands  along  the  lake  shore,  is  not 

9  in  conflict  with  the  New  York  cases,  which 

f  related*  to  submerged  lands   admittedly  be- 


longing to  private  parties.  In  the  prind- 
pal  case.  Re  New  York  0,  d  B.  R.  R.  Co,  77 
N.  Y.  248,  the  proceeding  was  for  i^e  con- 
demnation of  lands  in  the  eity  of  New  York, 
alone  the  Hudson  river,  a  large  portion  of 
which  was  under  water.  It  was  neld  that, 
so  far  as  they  belonged  to  private  parties, 
they  might  be  condenmed,  but  so  far  as  the 
lands  formed  a  part  of  the  streets  and  ave- 
nues of  the  city,  the  company  could  not  ao> 
quire  title  to  them  for  the  reason  tliat  they 
belonged  to  the  city  and  were  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  citing  People  y.  Kerr,  27  K.  Y. 
188.  it  was  also  held  that,  so  far  as  re- 
spected the  lands  of  private  parties,  the  fact 
that  they  were  submerged  made  no  differ- 
ence. In  Re  Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  103  N.  Y.  261,  8  N.  E.  548,  it  appeared 
that  the  statute  authorizing  the  formation 
of  railroad  corporations  empowered  them  to 
acquire  lands,  under  the  right  of  eminent  do- 
main, not  only  from  individuals,  but  also 
from  the  state;  but,  as  observed  by  the  court 
in  the  opinion,  all  questions  as  to  the  right 
of  a  railroad  company  to  acquire  lands  un- 
der navigable  waters,  as  against  the  state, 
were  excluded  from  the  controversy.  In  the 
case  of  Kerr  v.  West  Shore  R.  Co.  127  N.  Y. 
260,  27  N.  E.  883,  it  was  held  that  proceed- 
ings taken  by  the  company  to  acquire  a  right 
of  way  across  plaintin's  lands  were  effect^ 
to  vest  in  the  company  whatever  title  plain- 
tiff had  in  the  upland  or  in  the  land  under 
the  waters  of  the  river,  but  it  was  said  in 
the  opinion  to  be  familiar  law  that  the 
shores  of  navigable  rivers  and  streams,  and 
the  lands  under  the  waters  thereof,  belong 
to  the  state,  and  may  be  appropriated  by  the 
state  to  all  municipal  purposes. 

The  grant  of  "waters^  in  the  second  sen- 
tence of  S  3  Is,  as  shown  by  the  context,  still 
less  decisive  of  an  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  to  make  a  general  erant  of  the 
waters  of  Lake  Michigan.  By  the  first  sen- 
tence of  this  section  power  is  given  to  tiie 
corporation  to  appropriate  land  not  exceed- 
ing 200  feet  in  width  through  its  entire 
length,  and  "to  enter  upon  and  take  posses- 
sion of  and  use  all  and  singular  any  lands, 
streams,  and  materials  of  every  kind  for  the 
location  of  depots  and  stopping  stages* etc., 
for  .  .  .  the  complete  operation  of  said 
road ;"  and  by  the  second  sentence  "all  such 
lands,  waters,  materials,  and  privileges,  be- 
lon^ng  to  the  state,  are  hereoy  granted  to 
said  corporation  for  the  said  purposes, 
.  .  .  provided  that  nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion contained  shall  be  so  construed  as  to 
authorize  the  said  corporation  to  interrupt 
the  navigation  of  said  streams.*'  Obviously 
the  words  "such  waters"  in  the  second  sen- 
tence is  limited  to  the  "streams"  specified  in 
the  first  sentence,  and  power  was  given  to 
the  railroad  company  to  take  possession  of 
such  streams  for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
bridges,  dams,  embankments,  excavations, 
station  grounds,  etc,  upon  the  theory  that 
the  navigable  streams  of  the  state  could  not 
be  bridged,  diverted,  or  encroached  upon  ex- 
cept with  the  express  authority  of  the  state. 
The  object  of  the  section  was  evidently  to 
confer  such  authority,  subject,  of  course,  to 
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the  miTigatioii  laws  of  tht  United  States. 
B^eanaha  d  L.  M,  Transp,  Co.  ▼.  Chicago, 
107  U.  8.  678,  683,  27  L.  ed.  442,  445,  2  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  186;  lUinoia  River  Packet  Co.  ▼. 
Peoria  Bridge  Asm.  38  111.  467;  Chicago  ▼. 
McGinn,  61  111.  266,  2  Am.  Rep.  295. 

The  word  "streams"  was  evidently  used 
to  denote  running  waters,  and  is  wholly  in- 
applicable to  a  body  of  water  like  Lake  Mich- 
igan. Trustees  of  Sohoola  t.  SchroU,  120 
111.  509, 12  N.  E.  243.  That  this  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  is  also  evident 
from  the  proviso  of  the  section  "that  nothing 
in  this  section  oontained  shall  be  so  con- 
strued as  to  authorize  the  said  corporation 
to  interrupt  the  navigation  of  said  streams." 
The  use  of  this  word  "streams"  was  not  only 
intended  to  differentiate  the  waters  of  rivers 
from  the  waters  of  the  lake,  but  also  has  its 
bearing  as  tending  to  show  that  the  word 
"land"  was  used  m  the  sense  of  dry  lands, 
or  upland,  as  distinguished  from  submerged 
land.  It  is  incredible  that,  if  the  general 
assembly  had  intended  to  authorize  the  com- 
pany to  take  possession  of  submerged  lands, 
as  it  found  it  necessary  or  convenient  so  to 
do,  it  would  not  have  employed  more  explicit 
language  to  that  effect. 

3.  But  even  if  the  grant  were  as  broad  as 
claimed,  and  ffave  the  company  a  right  to 
le  take  parcels  of  submerged  land,  as  it  ^ame 
§  necessary  for  its  railroad  purposes,  we  are 
*  yei^eonstrained  tohold  that  it  could  not  do  so 
without  the  consent  of  the  common  council. 
The  8th  section  of  the  charter  provides  that 
"nothing  in  this  act  oontained  shall  author- 
ize said  corporation  to  make  a  location  of 
their  track  within  any  city,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  common  council  of  said  city." 
We  see  nothing  in  the  act  from  which  an  in- 
tention can  be  inferred  to  confine  this  provi- 
so to  the  main  track  of  the  road,  and  agree 
with  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  that  it  in- 
cluded its  depots,  engine  houses,  and  the  nec- 
essary track  approaches  to  the  same.  Such 
seems  to  have  been  the  practical  construc- 
tion placed  upon  it  by  the  city  and  the  rail- 
road company.  If  the  position  of  the  com- 
pany, that  it  applies  only  to  the  main  track, 
were  sound,  it  would  be  possible  for  it,  upon 
establishing  the  necessity  for  additional  fa- 
cilities, to  locate  these  engine  houses  and 
work  shops  in  localities  where  they  would  be 
an  intolerable  nuisance  to  the  inhabitants; 
or  perhaps  miles  distant  from  the  main  line 
to  which  approaches  would  become  necessary 
by  tracks  laid  through  populous  portions  of 
the  city,  regardless  of  the  wishes  of  its  con- 
stituted authorities. 

It  is  also  insisted  by  the  company  that 
this  restriction  applies  only  to  the  city  as 
bounded  in  1851,  at  the  date  of  the  charter, 
and  that  as  the  southern  limit  of  the  city  at 
that  time  was  Twenty-second  street,  no  such 
consent  is  now  necessary  to  be  obtained, 
though  the  boundaries  of  the  city  have  long 
since  been  extended  to  a  point  below  the  land 
proposed  to  be  taken.  Had  the  company  sig- 
nified a  desire  to  take  possession  of  these 
lands  before  the  limits  of  the  city  had  been 
extended,  it  is  possible  that  it  might  claim  a 
vested  right  to  do  so,  though  the  boundaries 


were  subsequently  enlarged;  but  the  object 
of  the  provision  was  evidently  for  the  protec> 
tion  of  cities  in  general,  and  not  for  the  pro* 
tection  of  oities  as  they  existed  *t  the  oate 
of  the  charter.  The  rmtd,  as  originally  con- 
structed, ran  through  an  almost  uninhabited 
country,  and  yet  a  country  whidi  gave  prom- 
ise  of  a  large  population  and  of  creat  oities 
bein^  built  up  along  the  line  of  the  road; 
and  it  is  highly  improbable  that  the  growth 
of  the  state  should  not  have  been  foreseen 
and  contemplated  in  this  l^slation.  In*« 
deed,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  les-S 
islature  intended^that  the  road,  so  far  as  It* 
passed  through  existing  cities,  all  then  in- 
significant, should  be  subject  to  the  will  of 
the  common  council,  but  so  far  as  it  passed 
through  cities  that  might  arise  in  the  future, 
or  existing  cities  whose  boundaries  would 
shortly  be  enlarged,  it  abdicated  such  power. 

The  case  of  Regina  v.  Cottle,  3  Eng.  L.  4 
£q.  474,  is  pertinent  in  this  connection.  A 
turnpike  act,  passed  in  1840,  and  which  wae 
to  be  in  force  for  thirty-one  years,  provided 
that  it  should  not  be  lawful  to  continue  or 
erect  any  turnpike  gate  across  the  roads  in 
the  town  of  Taunton,  or  in  any  other  town 
through  or  into  which  the  roads  might  pass 
or  be  made.  It  was  held  that  the  pronibi- 
tion  extended  to  the  erection  of  a  gate  with- 
in the  limits  of  a  town  as  it  existed  at  any 
time  during  the  operation  of  the  act,  and  not 
merely  at  the  time  when  the  act  passed. 
Said  Lord  Campbell:  "We  think  that  the 
legislature  contemplated  the  probable  in- 
crease of  Taunton  within  a  period  longer 
than  that  generally  assigned  for  a  genera- 
tion of  the  human  race,  and  intend^  tiiat 
its  inhabitants,  as  it  increased,  should  be 
exempt  from  the  annoyance  of  a  turnpike 
gate  cutting  off  the  free  intercourse  between 
neighbors  in  the  same  street.  .  .  .  This 
construction  is  fortified  by  the  reference  to 
'any  other  town  through  or  into  which  the 
said  roads  may  pass,' — meant,  probably,  to 
protect  the  iimabitants  of  any  new  town 
which  might  spring  up  within  the  district 
while  the  act  snould  be  in  force." 

The  case  of  People  ex  ret.  Woodhaven  Oas* 
light  Co.  V.  Deehan,  153  N.  T.  528,  47  N.  E. 
787,  is  also  apposite  in  this  connection. 
In  that  case  a  grant  by  the  town  au- 
thorities to  an  incorporated  gas  com- 
pany of  a  power  to  lay  conductors  "for 
conducting  gas  in  and  through  the  pub- 
lic streete  and  highways  of  said  town," 
without  any  express  limitation  was  held 
not  to  be  restricted  to  existing  streets 
and  highways,  but  to  be  construed  as  extend- 
ing to  such  as  were  subsequently  enlarged, 
changed,  or  opened.  In  delivering  the  opin- 
ion the  court  observed :  "When  tne  right  to 
use  the  streete  has  been  once  granted  in  gen- 
eral terms  to  a  corporation  engaged  in  sup- 
plying gas  for  public  and  private  use,  suoi 
grant  necessarily  contemplates  that  new 
streete  are  to  be  opened  and  old  ones  extend- 1« 
ed  from  time  to  time,  and  so  the  privilege  § 
ma^^be  exercised  in  the  new  streete  as  wdl* 
as  in  the  old.  Such  a  grant  is  generally  in 
perpetuity,  or  during  the  existence  of  the 
corporation,  or  at  least  for  a  long  period  of 
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time,  and  shonld  be  glTen  effect  according  to 
its  nature,  purpose,  and  duration." 

There  is  nothing  in  these  cases  in  conflict 
with  those  of  People  eto  rel.  Chope  v.  Detroit 
4  E.  PL  Road  Co,  37  Mich.  105,  and  Detroit 
T.  Detroit  d  H,  PI  Road  Co.,^  43  Mich.  140. 
in  both  of  which  it  was  held  that  a  toll  gate, 
lawfully  erected  upon  land  which  was  sub- 
sequently taken  into  the  city,  could  not  be 
declared  a  nuisance  by  reason  of  the  exten- 
sion of  the  boundaries,  and  that  the  same 
could  not  be  abated  without  a  violation  of 
the  Constitution. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  howerer, 
no  invasion  of  the  right  of  property  is  con- 
templated. The  subjection  of  the  railroad 
company  to  the  will  of  the  common  council 
deprived  the  company  of  nothing  it  before 
possessed,  but  limited  the  exercise  of  a  right 
which  had  not  yet  become  vested  and  was 
still  subject  to  the  police  power.    The  quea- 

U  N.  W.  fJi. 


tion  is  really  one  of  the  intention  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  in  incorporating  this  Drovisioii 
into  the  charter  of  the  oompany,  ana  in  view 
of  the  need  of  some  control  of  this  kind  and 
the  condition  of  the  country  at  the  time  tha 
charter  was  adopted,  we  can  have  no  doubt 
whatever  that  the  assent  of  the  common 
council  was  intended  to  be  required  as  a  per- 
manent condition.  Especially  is  this  so  in 
view  of  the  insistence  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany that  the  power  to  appropriate  Uiese 
submerged  lands  is  a  continuing  one.  In 
such  case  the  condition  upon  whicn  the  pow- 
er should  be  exercised,  namely,  the  consent 
of  the  common  council,  should  also  be  con- 
strued as  continuous.  In  other  words,  the 
railroad  company  cannot  assert  the  power 
and  in  the  same  breath  repudiate  the  eon* 
dition. 

In  oonclnsion,  we  are  of  opinion  that  th€ 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Oonrt  of  Illinois  was 
clearly  right,  ana  it  <a  therefore  affirmed^ 
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WATERS-PIERCE  OIL  COMPANY,    Plff. 
in  Err., 

STATE  OP  TEXAS. 

Power  of  state  to  exclude  foreign  oorporth 
tiona — forfeiting  permit  of  foreign  com- 
pany— permit  as  a  contract — repeal  of 
statute  by  unconstitutional  act, 

A.  The  rtgbt  of  a  foreign  oorporatlon  to  en- 
fa«e  In  buslneai  wltliln  a  state  other  than 
that  of  Its  creation  depends  solely  upon  the 
will  of  such  other  state,  except  with  respect 
to  business  of  a  Federal  nature. 

S  A  forfeiture  of  the  permission  to  a  foreign 
cvrporatlon  to  do  business  In  the  state  for 
▼lolatlon  of  the  provisions  of  TSz.  act  1889, 
under  which  the  permit  was  giren,  and  which 
provides  for  the  forfeiture,  does  not  violate 
anj  contract  obligation,  as  the  provision  for 
the  forfeiture  was  a  part  of  the  obligation. 

••  A  repeal  of  Tex.  act  1889,  permitting  for- 
eign corporations  to  do  business  in  the  state, 
does  not  result  from  the  provision  of  Tsz.  act 
1895,  exempting  lal>or  organisations,  on  tlie 
ground  that  this  provision  is  unconstitutlon- 
«i,  since,  if  it  were  so,  the  entire  act  would  be 
"void  and  could  not  operate  as  a  repeal  of  the 
former  act. 

[No    97.] 

Arfued  January  8,  9,  1900,    Decided  March 
19,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals 
lor  the  Third  Supreme  Judicial  District 
«l  the  State  of  Texas  to  review  a  decision 
sustaining  a  forfeiture  of  a  permit  of  a 
foreign  corporation  to  do  business  in  the 
•tate.      Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1, 
44  S.  W.  936. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKennai 

The  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company  is  a  pri- 
vate corporation  incorporated  under  the 
laws  of  Missouri,  and  its  principal  offices 
are  situated  in  St.  Louis. 

It  was  incorporated  to  deal  in  naval 
stores,  and  to  deal  in  and  compound  petro- 
leum and  other  oils  and  their  products,  and 
to  buy  and  sell  tiie  same  in  Missouri  and 
other  states.  Its  capital  stock  was  orig- 
inally $100,000,  but  was  subsequently  in- 
creased to  $400,000. 

On  the  0th  day  of  July,  1889,  it  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  state  of  Texas,  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  law,  a 
certified  copy  of  its  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion, and  secured  a  permit  to  transact  busi- 
ness in  the  state  for  the  term  of  ten  years. 

By  virtue  of  the  permit  the  company  en- 
gaged in  business  in  the  state,  and  while  so 
engaged,  it  is  claimed,  violated  the  statutes 
g  of  the  state  against  illegal  combinations  in 
•  restraint  of*eompetition  in  trade  (copies  of 
the  statutes  are  inserted  in  the  margin ),t 
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and  thereby  incurred  a  forfeiture  of  its  per- 
mit to  do  business  in  the  state.  J 

*  This  suit  is  brought  to  enforce  such  for-* 
feiture,  and  was  tried  in  the  district  court  J 
of  Travis  county,  Texas,  before  the  oourt^nd « 
a  jury.    A  verdict  was  rendered  against  the 
company,  upon  which  a  Judgment  was  duly 
entered.    The  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the 
eoort  of  civil  appeals  (19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1» 
44  S.  W.  936),  and  this  writ  of  error  was 
sued  out  in  due  course.  \ 

*The  pleadings  are  very  voluminous,  alles-  * 
ing  the  grounds  of  action  and  the  grounds 
of  defense,  with  much  elaboration  ai^  many^ 
repetitions.  J 

*  The  basis  of  the  action  is  an  agreement 
which  is  set  out  in  full  in  the  complaint,  J 
made  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  1882,*be-* 
tween  a  great  many  firms  and  partnerships, 
individuals  and  corporations,  owning  and 
controlling  a  lar^  amount  of  tue  money  and 
capital  invested  in  the  production  of  petro- 
leum and  its  products,  and  in  their  shipment 
and  sale. 

The  parties  to  the  agreement  embraced 
three  classes:    (1)  Certain  partnerships  and 
corporations,  of  the  number  of  eleven;    (2) 
certain  individuals,  of  the  number  of  forty- 
four,  who  are  enumerated;  and   (3)  a  por- 
tion of  the  stockholders  and  members  of  oth- 
er  corporations   and    limited   partnerships, 
twenty-five  being  enumerated,  one  of  which 
was  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company.  Other  ^ 
Individuals,  partnerships,  and  corporations  e 
could* afterwards  join  upon  the  request  of* 
the  trustees  provided  for  by  the  agreement. 

It  was  mutually  agreed  that  a  corporation 
should  be  formed  in  Ohio,  New  York,  Penn- 
sylvania, and  New  Jersey,  or  any  existing 
corporation  could  be  used,  to  mine,  manufac- 
ture, refine,  and  deal  in  petroleum  and  all 
its  products  and  all  the  materials  used  in 
such  business,  and  transact  other  business 
collateral  thereto. 

To  the  several  corporations  thus  organ- 
ized all  the  business,  rights,  and  stock  of 
the  parties  to  the  agreement  were  to  be 
transferred,  and  trust  certificates  issued  ia 
consideration  thereof. 

It  is  averred  that  the  object  of  the  par> 
ties  in  entering  into  said  agreement  and 
trust  was  to  control  and  monopolize  the  pe- 
troleum industry  in  the  United  States  ajid 
the  several  states  thereof,  and  the  business 
of  manufacturing,  refining,  selling,  and 
transporting  petroleum  and  its  products,  re- 
fined, illuminating,  and  lubricating  oils,  and 
that  they  intended  to  and  did  create,  make, 
and  elTect  a  combination  of  their  capital, 
skill,  and  acts  for  such  purposes  and  for  the 
following  purposes,  to  wit: 

"Ist  To  create  and  carry  out  restric- 
tions in  trade  in  petroleum  and  its  products, 
refined,  illuniinaUng,  and  lubricatins  oil,  in 
the  United  States,  and  in  the  domestic  trade 
of  the  states  thereof. 

"2d.  To  increase  the  price  of  petroleum 


tSec  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  legl  si  store  of 
the  state  of  Texas,  that  a  trust  Is  a  combination 
sf  capital,  skill,  or  acts  by  two  or  more  per- 
,  firms,  corporations,  or  associations  of  per- 
r  of  eitiier  two  or  more  of  them.  Cor 


either,  any,  or  ail  of  tbe  following  purposes: 
First — To  create  or  carry  oat  restrictions  la 
trade.  Second — To  limit  or  reduce  tbe  prodac- 
tion.  or  Increase  or  reduce  the  price  of  me^ 
chandise   or   commodities.     Third — ^To   pMvent 
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•ad  iU  prodnoU,  same  being  oommercial 
eommodiUes  and  oi  prime  necessity  to  the 
people. 

"dd.  To  prevent  competition  in  the  manu- 
facture, sale,  and  purchase  of  petroleum  and 
its  products. 

"4th.  To  fix  at  a  standard  figure  the  price 
of  petroleum  and  its  products,  whereby  the 
price  of  the  same  to  the  public  shall  be  con- 
trolled and  established,  petroleum  and  its 
products  being  commodities  of  merchandise, 
intended  for  use  and  sale  in  the  state  of 
Texas  as  well  as  other  states. 

"5th.  For  the  purpose  of  agreeing,  obli- 
gating, and  binding  themselves  not  to  sell, 
dispose  of,  or  transport  petroleum  and  its 
said  products  below  a  common  standard  fig- 
ure, and  to  keep  the  price  of  petroleum  and 
its  products  at  a  fixed  or  graded  figure,  and 
establish  and  settle  the  price  of  petroleum 


and  Its  products*  between  themselres  and  < 
others,  and  to  preclude  a  free  and  unre- 
stricted competition  among  themselves  and 
others  in  the  sale  of  petroleum  and  its  prod- 
ucts, and  for  the  purpose  of  pooling,  combin- 
ing, and  uniting  any  interest  they  should 
and  did  have  in  connection  with  the  sale  of 
petroleum  and  its  products,  that  the  pricei 
of  same  might  be  affected." 

That  the  truatoes  provided  for  in  said 
agreement  proceeded  to  executo  it»  and  are 
still  executing  it,  and  for  such  purpose  have 
divided  the  nuurkets  of  the  United  States  iB 
various  subdivisions,  and  one  of  them  is 
composed  of  southwestom  Missouri,  Arkan- 
sas, Texas«  Indian  territory,  Oklahoma  ter- 
ritory, and  a  part  of  Louisiana. 

That  the  means  employed  to  effect  the 
purpose  of  the  agreement  is  to  reduce  prices 
below  what  is  reasonable  in  order  to  destroy 


competition  In  mannfacture,  making,  transpor- 
tation, sale,  or  purchase  of  merchandise,  produce, 
or  commodities.  Fourth — ^To  fix  at  any  stand- 
ard or  figure  whereby  Its  price  to  the  public 
shall  be  In  any  manner  controlled  or  established, 
any  article  or  commodity  of  merchandise, 
produce,  or  commerce  intended  for  sale,  use,  or 
consumption  In  this  state.  Fifth — ^To  make  or 
enter  Into  or  execute  or  carry  out  any  contract, 
obligation,  or  agreement  of  any  kind  or  descrip- 
tion by  which  they  shall  bind  or  have  bound 
themselves  not  to  sell,  dispose  of,  or  transport 
any  article  or  commodity,  or  article  of  trade, 
use,  merchandise,  commerce,  or  consumption  be- 
low a  common  standard  figure,  or  by  which  they 
shall  agree  In  any  manner  to  keep  the  price  of 
such  article,  commodity,  or  transportation  at  a 
fixed  or  graduated  figure,  or  by  which  they 
shall.  In  any  manner,  establish  or  settle  the 
price  of  any  article  or  commodity  or  transpor- 
tation between  them  or  themselves  and  others 
to  preclude  a  free  and  unrestricted  competition 
among  themselves  or  others  in  the  sale  or  trans- 
portation of  any  such  article  or  commodity,  or 
by  which  they  shall  agree  to  pool,  combine,  or 
unite  any  interest  they  may  have  in  connection 
with  the  sale  or  transportation  of  any  such  ar- 
ticle or  commodity  that  Its  price  might  in  any 
manner  be  affected. 

Sec.  2.  That  any  corporation  holding  a  char- 
ter under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Texas  which 
shall  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  thereby  forfeit  Its  charter  and  franchise, 
and  Its  corporate  existence  shall  cease  and  de- 
termine. 

Sec.  3.  For  a  violation  of  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  by  any  corporation  mentioned 
herein,  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral or  district  or  county  attorney,  or  either  of 
them,  upon  his  own  motion,  and  without  leave 
or  order  of  any  court  or  Judge,  to  Institute  suit 
or  quo  warranto  proceedings  In  Travis  county, 
at  Austin,  or  at  the  county  seat  of  any  county 
in  the  state,  where  such  corporation  exists,  does 
business,  or  may  have  a  domlcll,  for  the  forfeit- 
ure of  Its  charter  rights  and  franchise,  and  the 
dissolution  of  its  cori>orate  existence. 

Sec.  4.  Every  foreign  corporation  violating  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  act  Is  hereby  denied  the 
right  and  prohibited  from  doing  any  business 
within  this  state;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  attorney  general  to  enforce  this  provision 
by  injunction  or  other  proper  proceedings  In  the 
district  court  of  Travis  county.  In  the  name  of 
the  state  of  Texas. 

Sec  5.  That  the  provisions  of  chapter  48, 
General  Laws  of  this  state,  approved  July  9, 


1879,  to  prescribe  the  remedy  and  regulate  the 
proceedings  by  quo  warranto,  etc.,  shall,  except 
in  so  far  as  they  may  conflict  herewith,  govern 
and  control  the  proceedings  when  Instituted  tm 
forfeit  any  charter  under  this  act. 

Sec.  6.  Any  violation  of  either  or  all  of  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  and  Is  hereby  de- 
clared a  conspiracy  against  trade,  and  any  per- 
son  who  may  be  or  may  become  engaged  In  any 
such  conspiracy,  or  take  part  therein,  or  aid  or 
advise  In  Its  commission,  or  who  shall,  as  prin- 
cipsl,  msnager,  director,  agent,  servant,  or  em- 
ployee, or  in  any  other  capacity,  knowingly  car- 
ry out  any  of  the  stipulations,  purposes,  prices, 
rates,  or  orders  thereunder,  or  In  pursuance 
thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  less  than 
$50  nor  more  than  $5,000.  and  by  imprisonment 
in  the  penitentiary  not  less  than  one  nor  more 
than  ten  years,  or  by  either  such  fine  or  Im- 
prisonment. Each  day  during  s  violation  of 
this  provision  shall  constitute  a  separate  of« 
fense. 

Sec  7.  In  any  indictment  for  an  offense 
named  in  this  act,  It  is  sufficient  to  stste  the 
purposes  or  effects  of  the  trust  or  combination, 
and  that  the  accused  was  a  meml>er  of,  acted 
with,  or  In  pursuance  of,  it,  without  giving  Its 
name  or  description,  or  how,  when,  or  where  tt 
was  created. 

Sec.  8.  In  prosecutions  under  this  act  It  shafl 
be  sufficient  to  prove  that  a  trust  or  combina- 
tion as  defined  herein  exists,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant belonged  to  It  or  acted  for  or  In  con- 
nection with  It,  without  proving  all  the  mem- 
bers belonging  to  it,  or  proving  or  producing 
any  article  of  sgreement  or  sny  written  Instrti- 
ment  on  which  It  may  have  been  based,  or  that 
it  was  evidenced  by  any  written  instrument  at 
all.  The  character  of  the  trust  or  combina- 
tion alleged  may  be  established  by  proof  of  Its 
genera]  reputation  as  such. 

Sec.  9.  Persons  ont  of  the  state  may  commit 
and  be  liable  to  Indictment  and  conviction  for 
committing  any  of  the  offenses  enumerated  la 
this  act,  which  do  not  In  their  commission  nec- 
essarily require  a  personal  presence  In  this  state; 
the  object  being  to  reach  and  punish  all  persona 
offending  against  Its  provisions  whetber  within 
or  without  the  state. 

Sec  10.  Each  and  every  firm,  person,  corp^ 
ration,  or  association  of  persons  who  shall  in 
any  manner  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  shall  for  each  and  every  day  that  such  vlo> 
latlon  shall  be  committed  or  continued  forfeit 
and  pay  the  sum  of  $50  which  may  be  recovered 
in  the  name  of  the  state  of  Texas  In  any  county 
where  the  offense  Is  committed,  or  where  either 
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competition,  and  when  it  ia  destroyed  raise 
them  again  above  the  market  price.  A 
member  of  the  trust  is  indemnified  against 
loss  by  the  combined  power  and  wealth  of 
all  of  its  parties. 

That  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company  has 
become  a  party  to  said  agreement  through 
the  control  that  the  trustees  acquired  by  a 
transfer  of  stock  of  the  oil  company  to  them, 
and  that  the  company  has  taken  no  corpo- 
rate action  against  the  transfer  of  such 
Btock  or  such  conti'ol,  but  has  acquiesced  in 
both,  and,  "through  its  directors,  officers, 
and  agents  conforms  its  corporate  action  to 
the  policy  fixed  by  said  nine  trustees,    .    •    • 


and  pursues  •  •  .  and  executes  the 
purposes  and  objects  of  said  trust  agreement 
above  set  out  in  this  state." 

That  in  pursuance  of  the  policy  of  said 
agreement  it  confines  its  business  in  the  sub- 
division aforesaid ;  does  not  invade  or  trans- 
act business  in  any  other;  that  no  other 
party  to  the  agreement  transacts  bumnesa 
in  the  territory  allotted  to  and  accepted  by 
the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  and  the  lat- 
ter adopts  and  pursues  the  methods  of  driv- 
ine  out  and  overcoming  competition  in  the 
sale  of  oils  that  are  adopted  and  pursued 
by  the  other  members  in  the  territory  al- 
lotted to  them;  that  in  the  market  of  Tex- 


of  the  offenders  reside,  or  In  Travis  County,  and 
It  rtiall  be  tiie  duty  of  the  attorney  general  or 
the  district  or  the  county  attorney  to  prosecute 
for  and  recover  the  same. 

Sec.  11.  That  any  contract  or  agreement  In 
violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
absolutely  void  and  not  entforceable  either  in 
law  or  equity. 

Sec  12.  That  the  provisions  hereof  shall 
be  held  cumulative  of  each  other  and  of  all  other 
law*  in  any  way  affecting  them  now  in  force  in 
this  state. 

Sec.  13.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not 
apply  to  agrlcultudral  products  or  live  stock 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  producer  or  raiser. 

Approved  March  30,  1889.  Acts  of  1880,  p. 
141. 

The  Act  of  1805. 
Chapter  83.— [H.  B.  No.  404.]     An  Act  to  De- 
fine Trusts,  Provide  for  Penalties  and  Punish- 
ment of   Corporations,   Persons,   Firms,   and 
Associations  of  Persons  Connected  with  them, 
and  to  Promote  Free  Competition  in  the  State 
of  Texas,  and  to  Repeal  all  Laws  and  Parts 
of  Laws  in  Conflict  with  this  Act 
Sec  1.     Be  it  enacted  by  the  legislature  of 
the  state  of  Texas,  That  an  act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  Define  Trusts  and  to  Provide  for  Penal- 
ties and  Punishment  of  Corporations,  Persons, 
Firms,  and  Associations  of  Persons  Connected 
with  them,  and  to  Promote  Free  Competition  in 
the  State  of  Texas,"  approved  March  80,  1889, 
be  so  amended  as  to  hereafter  read  as  follows : 
Sec.  1.     That  a  trust  is  a  combination  of  capi- 
tal, skill,  or  acts  by  two  or  more  persons,  firms, 
corporations,    or    associations   of    persons,    or 
either  two  or  more  o£  them,  for  either,  any,  or 
all  of  the  following  purposes: 

1.  To  create  or  carry  out  restrictions  In 
trade  (or  commerce,  or  aids  to  commerce,  or  to 
create  or  carry  out  restrictions  in  the  full  and 
free  pursuit  of  any  business  authorized  or  per- 
mitted by  the  laws  of  this  state). 

2.  To  increase  or  reduce  the  price  of  mer- 
chandise, produce,  or  commodities. 

8.  To  prevent  competition  in  manufacture, 
making,  transportation,  sale,  or  purchase  of 
merchandise,  produce,  or  commodities  (or  to 
prevent  competition  in  aids  to  commerce). 

4.  To  fix  at  any  standard  or  flgore.  whereby 
its  price  to  the  public  shall  be  in  any  manner 
controlled  or  established,  any  article  or  com- 
modity of  merchandise,  produce,  or  commerce 
Intended  for  sale,  use,  or  consumption  in  this 
state. 

5.  To  make  or  enter  into  or  execute  or  carry 
out  any  contract,  obligation,  or  agreement  of 
any  kind  or  description  by  which  they  shall 
bind  or  have  bound  themselves  not  to  sell,  dis- 
pose of,  or  transport  any  article  or  commodity 
or  article  of  trade,  use,  merchandise,  commerce, 
or  consumption  below  a  common  standard  fig- 
ure, or  by  which  they  shall  agree  In  anj  manner 


to  keep  the  price  of  such  article,  commodity,  or 
transportation  at  a  fixed  or  graded  figure,  or  by 
which  they  shall  in  any  manner  establish  or 
settle  the  price  of  any  article  or  commodity  or 
transportation  between  them  or  themselves  and 
others  to  preclude  a  free  and  unrestricted  com- 
petition among  themselves  or  others  in  the  sale 
or  transportation  of  any  such  article  or  com- 
modity, or  by  which  they  shall  agree  to  pool, 
combine,  or  nnite  any  interest  they  may  have 
in  connection  with  the  sale  or  transportation 
of  any  such  article  or  commodity  that  its  pries 
might  in  any  manner  be  affected. 

Sec.  2.  That  any  corporation  holding  a  char- 
ter under  the  laws  of  the  state  ol  Texas  which 
shall  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  thereby  forfeit  its  charter  and  franchise, 
and  Its  corporate  existence  ahall  cease  and  de- 
termine. 

Sec.  8.  For  a  violation  of  any  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act  by  any  corporation  mentioned 
herein  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral or  district  or  coanty  attorney,  or  either  of 
them,  upon  his  own  motion  and  without  leave 
or  order  of  any  court  or  Judge,  to  institute  suit 
or  quo  warranto  proceedings  In  Travis  county, 
at  Austin,  or  at  the  county  seat  of  any  connty 
in  the  state  where  such  corporation  exists,  does 
business,  or  may  have  a  domlcil,  for  the  forfeit- 
ure of  its  charter  rights  and  franchise  and  the 
dissolution  of  its  corporate  existence. 

Sec  4.  Every  foreign  corporation  violating 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  is  hereby  de- 
nied the  right  and  prohibited  from  doing  any 
business  within  this  state,  and  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  attorney  general  to  enforce  this 
provision  by  injunction  or  other  proper  proceed- 
ings in  the  district  court  of  Travis  county,  la 
the  name  of  the  state  of  Texas. 

Sec.  5.  That  the  provisions  of  chapter 
48,  General  Laws  of  this  state,  approved  Jnly 
9,  1879,  to  prescribe  the  remedy  and  regnlate 
the  proceedings  by  quo  warranto,  etc,  shall,  ex- 
cept in  so  far  as  they  may  confilct  herewith, 
govern  and  control  the  proceedings  when  l»- 
stituted  to  forfeit  any  charter  under  this  act 

Sec  6.  If  any  person  shall  be  or  may  be- 
come engaged  in  any  combination  of  capital, 
skill,  or  acts  by  two  or  more  persons,  firms,  cor- 
porations, or  associations  of  persons,  or  of  eith- 
er two  or  more  of  them,  for  either,  any,  or  all 
of  the  following  purposes: 

1.  To  create  or  carry  out  restrictions  In 
trade  or  commerce  or  aids  to  commerce,  or  to 
create  or  carry  out  restrictions  in  the  fnil  and 
tree  pursuit  of  any  business  authorised  or  per- 
mitted by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

2.  To  increase  or  reduce  the  price  of  mer- 
chandise, produce,  or  commodities. 

8.  To  prevent  competition  in  manufacture, 
making,   transportation,   sale,  or   pnrchase   ol 
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as  there  Is  no  oompeiiiioii  between  the 
Waters-Pieroe  OU  Oompany  and  suoh  other 
parties;  and  that  by  reason  of  the  facts 
{;  stated  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company  has 
•  monopolized  and  still«monopolizes  the  trade 
in  petroleum  and  its  products  in  Texas,  and 
performs  the  unlawful  purpose  of  said  trust 
a^eements  "in  reference  to  the  trade  in  said 
commodities  which  are  of  prime  importance 
and  necessity  to  the  people  of  the  state." 

That  since  the  6th  day  of  July,  1889,  the 
oil  company  has  made  contracts,  sometimes 
in  writing  and  sometimes  verbally,  with  mer- 
chants and  others  through  its  agents  in  this 
state,  in  consideration  of  a  small  rebate  on 


the  oil  purchased,  or  for  other  eons! deraHona 
unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  said 
merchants  hare  contracted  not  to  buy  any 
oil  from  any  other  person,  or  oornoration, 
but  will  "deal  with  and  buy  and  sell  oils  ob- 
tained from  said  defendant  company  exclu* 
sively,"  and  in  some  instances  agreed  with 
said  company  not  to  sell  the  oils  so  bought 
to  anyone  buying  from  or  dealing  with  any 
other  person  or  corporation  dealing  in  oils 
in  oomi>etition  with  the  defendant. 

The  names  of  some  of  the  persons  and  mer- 
chants are  given. 

That  about  the  year  1890  the  defendant 
company  entered  into  contracts  with  certain 


merchandise,  produce,  or  commodities,  or  to  pre- 
vent competition  In  aids  to  commerce. 

4.  To  fix  at  any  standard  or  figure  whereby 
Its  price  to  the  public  shall  be  in  any  manner 
controlled  or  established  any  article  or  commod- 
ity of  merchandise,  produce,  or  commerce  In- 
tended for  sale,  use,  or  consumption  in  this 
state. 

5.  To  make  or  enter  into  or  execute  or  carry 
ont  any  contract,  obligation,  or  agreement  of 
any  kind  or  description,  by  which  they  shall 
bind  or  have  bound  themselves  not  to  sell,  dis- 
pose of,  or  transport  any  article  or  commodity, 
or  article  of  trade,  use,  merchandise,  commerce, 
or  consumption,  below  a  common  standard  fig- 
ure, or  by  which  they  shall  agree  in  any  man- 
ner to  keep  the  price  of  such  article,  commodity, 
or  transportation  at  a  fixed  or  graduated  figure, 
or  by  which  they  shall  In  any  manner  establish 
or  settle  the  price  of  any  article  or  commodity  or 
transportation  between  them  or  themselves 
and  others  to  preclude  a  free  and  unrestricted 
competition  among  themselves  and  others  In 
the  sale  or  transportation  of  soiy  such  article 
or  commodity,  or  by  which  they  shall  agree  to 
pool,  combine,  or  unite  any  Interest  they  may 
have  In  connection  with  the  sale  or  transporta- 
tion ot  any  such  srtlcle  or  commodity  that  its 
prices  may  In  any  manner  be  affected,  or  aid  or 
advise  in  the  creation  or  carrying  ont  of  any 
such  combination,  or  who  shall  as  principal, 
manager,  director,  agent,  servant,  or  employee, 
or  in  any  other  capacity,  knowingly  carry  out 
any  of  the  stipulations,  purposes,  prices,  rates, 
directions,  conditions,  or  orders  of  such  com- 
binations, shall  be  punished  by  fine  of  not  less 
than  |50  nor  more  than  |5,000,  and  by  impris- 
onment tn  the  penitentiary  not  less  than  one 
nor  more  than  ten  years,  or  by  either  such  fine 
or  imprisonment.  Each  day  during  a  violation 
of  this  provision  shall  constitute  a  separate  of- 
fense. 

Sec  7.  In  any  Indictment  for  an  offense 
named  In  this  act  it  is  sufficient  to  state  the  ef- 
fects or  purposes  of  the  trust  or  combination, 
and  that  the  accused  was  a  member  of,  acted 
with,  or  in  pursuance  of,  it,  without  giving  its 
name  or  description,  or  how,  when,  or  where  It 
was  created. 

Sec  8.  In  proseeutlons  under  this  act  It 
ahall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  a  trust  or  com- 
bination as  defined  herein  exists,  and  that  the 
defendant  belonged  to  it  or  acted  for  or  in  con- 
nection with  it,  without  proving  all  the  mem- 
bers belonging  to  It,  or  proving  or  producing 
any  article  of  agreement  or  any  written  Instru- 
ment on  which  It  may  have  been  based,  or  that 
it  was  evidenced  by  any  written  instrument  at 
all.  The  character  of  the  trust  or  combination 
alleged  may  be  established  by  proof  of  its  gen- 
eral reputation  as  such. 

Sec.  9.  I*ersons  out  of  the  state  may  commit 
and  be  liable  to  Indictment  and  conviction  for 


committing  any  of  the  offenses  enumerated  In 
this  act,  which  do  not  la  their  commission  nec- 
essarily reQuLre  a  personal  presence  in  this  state, 
the  object  being  to  reach  and  punish  all  persons 
offending  against  Its  provisions,  whether  within 
or  without  the  state. 

Sec.  10.  Each  and  every  firm,  person,  cor- 
poration, or  association  of  persons  who  shall 
in  any  manner  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of 
this  act  shall  for  each  and  every  day  that  such 
violation  shall  be  committed  or  continued  for- 
feit and  pay  the  sum  of  $50,  which  may  be  r^ 
covered  In  the  name  of  the  state  of  Texas  in  any 
county  where  the  offense  Is  committed,  or  where 
either  of  the  offenders  reside,  or  in  Travis  coun- 
ty, and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral or  the  district  or  county  attorney  to  prose- 
cute for  and  recover  the  same. 

Sec.  11.  That  sny  contract  or  agreement  in 
violation  of  the  provisions  of  tiiis  act  shall  be 
absolutely  void  and  not  enforceable  either  In 
law  or  equity. 

Sec  12.  That  the  provisions  hereof  shall  be 
held  cumulative  of  each  other  and  of  all  other 
laws  In  any  way  affecting  them  now  in  force  In 
this  state:  Provided,  this  act  shall  not  be  held 
to  apply  to  live  stock  and  agricultural  products 
in  the  hands  of  the  producer  or  raiser,  nor  shall 
it  be  understood  or  construed  to  prevent  the  or- 
ganisation of  laborers  for  the  purpose  of  main- 
taining any  standard  of  wages. 

Sec.  IS.  That  nothing  In  this  act  shall  be 
held  or  construed  to  affect  or  destroy  any  rights 
which  may  have  accrued,  or  to  affect  the  right 
of  the  state  to  recover  penalties,  or  to  affect 
the  right  of  the  state  to  forfeit  charters  of 
domestic  corporations  and  prohibit  foreign  cor- 
porations from  doing  business  in  this  state,  or 
affect  the  right  of  the  state  to  maintain  prose- 
cutions for  violations  thereof,  under  any  law  of 
this  state  relating  to  trusts,  for  acts  heretofore 
done. 

Sec  14.  Any  court,  officer,  or  tribunal  hav- 
ing Jurisdiction  of  the  offense  deilned  in  this 
act,  or  any  district  or  county  sittomey  or  grand 
Jury,  may  subpoena  persons  and  compel  their  at- 
tendance as  witnesses  to  testify  as  to  the  viola- 
tion of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  foregoing 
sectiona  Any  person  so  summoned  and  exam- 
ined shall  not  be  liable  to  prosecution  for  any 
violation  of  said  sections  about  which  he  may 
testify  fully  and  without  reservation. 

Sec  16.  All  laws  or  parts  of  laws  In  conflict 
with  this  act  are  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  16.  Whereas,  the  people  of  this  state 
are  without  an  adequate  remedy  against  trusts, 
therefore  an  emergency  and  imperative  public 
necessity  exists  requiring  that  the  constitution- 
al rule  which  requires  that  all  bills  shall  be 
read  on  three  several  days,  be  suspended,  and  It 
is  so  enacted. 

Approved  April  30,  1S96. 
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jobbers  and  merchants  of  the  city  of  Browns- 
▼ille,  whereby  tbey  respectively  a^^reed  to 
buy  all  the  oil  needed  in  their  respective 
businesses  of  the  defendant  company  for 
various  rebates  on  the  box  or  gallon,  and 
they  were  respectively  to  sell  such  oil  to  re- 
tail dealers  at  the  invoice  price  fixed  by  Uie 
oompany,  and  various  penalties  were  a^eed 
to  be  paid  to  the  company  if  oil  should  be 
purchased  from  anyone  else,  and  that  busi- 
ness was  done  under  said  contracts  until 
certain  dates  in  the  latter  part  of  December, 
1890. 

That  the  company  is  seeking  to  renew  all 
of  said  oontraots,  and  is  seeking  to  carry  on 
its  business  in  said  city  under  the  same. 

That  the  Eagle  Refining  Company  is  a 
oorporation  legally  incorporated  in  Ohio  for 
the  purpose  of  manufacturinff,  refining, 
compounding,  and  dealing  in  all  kinds  of 
oils,  greases,  and  petroleum  and  its  various 
products,  and  duly  obtained  a  permit  to  do 
such  business  in  the  state  of  Texas  on  the 
6th  day  of  November,  1891,  and  began  to 
transact  such  business  in  the  state  "in 
g  honest  and  sharp  oompetition  with  the 
•  Watert^rierce  Oil  Company,"  and  continued 
to  do  so  up  to  the  13th  day  of  October,  1894, 
^«rhen  the  two  companies  "entered  into  a  cer- 
tain combination  and  trust,"  the  exact  terms 
4>f  which  are  unknown  to  petitioner,  whereby 
itbe  oil  company  secured  the  control  of  all 
the  property,  business,  and  franchises  of  the 
Eagle  Company,  and  the  latter  agreed  to 
witndraw  from  doing  any  business  in  the 
state  in  competition  with  the  oil  company 
lor  fifteen  years. 

That  since  said  date  the  oil  company  has 
been  doing  businese  in  the  name  of  the  Eagle 
Company,  in  apparent,  but  not  real,  oompe- 
tition with  itself,  and  that  said  contract  has 
affected  the  production  of  petroleum  and 
has  affected  also  the  sale  of  its  products. 

It  is  also  averred  that  prior  to  the  year 
1890  one  C.  W.  Robinson  was  engaged  in  the 
oil  business  in  oompetition  with  the  oil 
company,  and  that  some  day  in  that  year  the 
oompany  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
him  by  the  terms  of  which  the  company  se- 
cured the  control  and  management  of  his 
business,  although  it  is  conducted  in  his 
name;  that  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
he  is  to  buy  and  sell  exclusively  the  oils  of 
the  eompany,  and  the  agreement  is  still  in 
force. 

That  the  contracts  and  agreements  with 
the  merchants  aforesaid  and  with  the  Eagle 
Refining  Company  and  said  Robinson  were 
for  the  purposes  hereinbefore  enumerated, 
and  resulted  in  effecting  such  purposes. 

That  the  oil  company,  since  its  permit  to 
do  business  in  the  state,  has  abused  its 
franchiBee  and  privileges;  has  monopolized 
the  oil  trade  in  the  state;  has  unlawfully 
entered  into  the  contract  mentioned  above, 
and  is  engaged  in  making  similar  ones;  has 
lowered  Uie  price  of  its  oils  against  com- 
peting oils  below  a  reasonable  and  fair 
market  price;  either  has  refused  to  sell  or 
would  sell  only  at  an  exorbitant  figure  to  any 
person  who  dealt  in  competing  oils ;  haa  pur- 
•ued  and  carried  out  a  system  of  threats  and 


intimidations  and  bribery  td  pfdtrent  parties 
from  buying  or  selling  competing  oils;  has 
threatened  those  dealing  in  such  oils  with 
a  ruinous  reduction  of  price;  has  given  re- 
bates to  buyers  from  it  as  an  inducement  not 
to  patronize  a  competitor;  has  offered  money g 
or  the*payment  of  expenses  incident  there-* 
to,  to  get  and  induce  parties  ordering  com- 
peting oils  to  countermand  the  orders,  and 
refuse  to  take  the  same  after  contracting 
therefor.  That  this  is  the  general  course  of 
dealing  pursued  by  the  ou  company,  and 
when  competitive  oils  are  driven  out  of  the 
market  thereby  it  raises  the  price  of  oil  far 
above  the  true  and  reasonable  market  value 
of  the  same. 

That  such  course  of  dealing  has  resulted 
in  the  complete  monopolization  by  the  oil 
company  of  the  oil  trade  of  the  state, 
and  is  still  stifling  and  threatening  legiti- 
mate oompetition,  to  the  great  injury  of  the 
people  of  the  state. 

That  by  reason  of  the  acts  detailed  the 
oil  company  has  forfeited  its  right  and  per- 
mit to  do  business  in  the  state. 

To  the  petition  of  the  state  the  oil  eon^ 
pany  demurred  and  answered.  In  its  de- 
murrer it  urged  the  repugnancy  of  the  stat- 
utes of  1889  and  1805  to  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  insufiicieney  of  the 
allegations  of  the  petition  as  a  ground  of 
forfeiture  of  its  permit  to  do  buNsess  in  the 
state.  In  its  answer  it  denied  generally  and 
specifically  those  allegations,  claimed  the 
permit  as  a  contract,  and  invoked  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  against  its  im- 
pairment by  a  subsequent  law  of  the  state; 
claimed  to  be  engaged  in  interstate  eom- 
merce,  and  denied  Uie  jurisdiction  el  the 
state  to  regulate  it. 

There  was  evidence  submitted  e«  the  is- 
sues, but  the  court  instructed  the  jmij  that 
the  evidence  was  net  sufficient  to  show  that 
the  oil  company  became  a  member  of  or  en- 
tered into  the  Stondard  0x1  Trust  agree- 
ment. Also  that  the  contracts  with  the 
Eagle  Refining  Company  and  with  C.  W. 
Robinson  were  not  in  violation  of  the  laws 
of  the  state,  and  confined  their  oouuderation 
to  their  bearing  upon  the  course  oi  dealing 
of  the  company  in  the  state. 

The  court  also  withdrew  transactions  of 
interstate  commerce  from  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  and  submitted  only  those  of  lo- 
cal business. 

Applying  the  facts  of  the  case  to  the  defi- 
nitions of  the  statutes,  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  as  follows: 

"Now,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  § 
the  defendant* company,  acting  through  its* 
duly  appointed  and  authorized  agents,  en- 
tered into  and  performed  a  contract  in  the 
state  of  Texas  with  any  of  the  parties  deal- 
ing in,  buying,  and  selling  oils,  as  named  and 
set  out  in  plaintiff's  petition,  since  July  6^ 
1889,  by  the  terms  of  which  contract  it  was 
agreed  that  said  parties  were  to  buy  oil  from 
the  defendant  company  exclusively  fmr  a 
specified  time  and  from  no  other  source,  in 
consideration  of  rebates  allowed  them  by  de- 
fendant company,  or  for  any  other  raiuable 
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consideration,  or  if  you  find  that  said  com- 
pany, 8o  acting  through  its  duly  appointed 
and  authorized  aeents  since  said  date,  made, 
entered  into,  and  carried  out  a  oontraot  in 
this  state  with  any  of  the  persons  named  and 
as  stated  in  plaintiff's  petition,  bv  the 
terms  of  which  said  parties  bound  and  obli- 
gated themselves  for  a  valuable  oonsideia- 
tion  to  buy  all  the  oils  from  defendant  com- 
pany, and  not  to  buy  oils  from  any  other 
source  for  any  specifiM  time,  and  not  to  soil 
said  oils  so  bought  from  defendant  com- 
pany to  any  person  handling  or  dealing 
m  oils  in  competition  with  defendant 
company,  or  if  said  defendant  company, 
so  acting  since  said  date,  made  and  en- 
tered into  and  carried  out  in  this  state  a 
contract  with  anv  of  the  parties  as  stated 
and  named  in  plaintiif's  petition,  by  the 
terms  of  which  said  parties,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  bound  and  obligated  them- 
selves to  said  company,  either  verbally  or 
in  writing,  to  buy  all  their  oils  excliuively 
from  defendant  company  and  from  no  oth- 
er source,  and  to  sell  said  oils  so  bought  to 
other  parties  desiring  to  purchase  the  Kame 
at  a  price  fixed  by  said  company's  officers  or 
agents,  and  you  further  find  that  said  sales 
of  oils  were  not  interstate  commerce,  as  that 
is  hereinafter  explained  to  you,  and  that  said 
officers  or  agents  so  acting  for  said  company 
in  making  said  contracts,  if  any  were  so 
made,  were  acting  in  the  scope  of  thedr  em- 
ployment and  duty,  and  were  authorized  to 
make  such  contracts  by  the  governing  offi- 
cers of  said  company,  or  that  said  governing 
officers,  with  a  knowledge  that  said  contracts 
had  been  made,  consented  to  and  ratified  or 
carried  out  the  same  after  they  were  made, 
then  you  are  instructed  that  the  defendant 
would  be  guilty  of  violating  the  laws  against 
trusts  of  this  state,  and  if  you  so  find  the 
facts  to  be  as  abovs  stated  you  will  return 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defend- 
jiant  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company." 
*The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  against  the 
defendant  company,  but  in  favor  of  the  in- 
dividual defendants,  upon  which  the  follow- 
ing judgment  was  entered  against  the  com- 
pany: 

"It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed by  the  court  that  the  defendant,  the 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  be,  ana  is  here- 
by, denied  the  right  and  prohibited  from  do- 
ing any  business  within  this  state,  and  that 
its  permit  to  do  business  within  this  state, 
heretofore  issued  July  6,  1889,  by  the  sec- 
retary of  state  of  this  state,  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  canceled  and  held  for  naught, 
and  that  said  defendant,  the  Waters-Pierce 
Oil  Company,  its  managers,  superintendents, 
agents,  servants,  and  attorneys,  be,  and 
are  hereby,  perpetually  enjoined  and  re- 
strained from  doing  business  within  this 
state. 

"Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  in 
any  way  aSteci  or  apply  to  or  prohibit  said 
defendant's  ri^ht  to  engage  in  interstate 
commerce  withm  this  state." 

On  appeal  to  the  court  of  civil  appeals  the 
judgment  was  affirmed,  the  court  holding 
that  the  statutes  were  valid  exercises  of  the 


police  power  of  the  state.  It  also  held  that 
the  statute  of  1889  was  a  condition  of  the 
permit  of  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company 
to  do  business  in  the  state.  A  rehearing 
was  denied.  A  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  was  denied,  and  the  cas» 
was  then  brought  here. 

The  assignments  of  error  express  in  va- 
rious ways  the  alleged  discriminationa  of 
the  statutes  between  persons  and  classes  of 
persons,  and  the  alleged  denrivation  of  many, 
persons  of  the  right  and  liberty  of  contractr 
while  permitting  such  right  and  liberty  t» 
others;  the  denial  to  foreign  corporations* 
of  the  right  to  do  any  business  in  the  staie^ 
interstate  or  otherwise;  the  assumption  hy 
the  state  of  the  power  to  punish  acts  done 
out  of  the  state,  and  authorizing  a  oonvie^ 
tion  of  what  are  claimed  to  be  criminal  of* 
fenses  by  a  preponderance  of  proof. 

Messrs.  Georse  Clark,  J.  D.  Jolmson, 
Jol&n  G.  Jolmson,  8.  0,  T,  Dodd,  and  D.  C. 
Bolinger  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  T.  S.  Smith,  if.  if.  Orane^  and  T. 
A.  Fuller  for  defendant  in  error. 

M 

*Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  delivered  the  opiA-7 
ion  of  the  court: 

Transactions  of  interstate  commerce  were 
withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  tha 
jury  and  were  also  excepted  from  the  judg- 
ment. The  transactions  of  local  commerce 
whic^  were  held  by  the  state  courts,  trial 
and  appellate,  to  be  violations  of  the  stai* 
utes  consisted  in  contracts  with  certain  ner- 
chanU  by  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  re* 
quired  them  to  buy  oils  exclusively  from  \\p 
**and  from  no  other  source:"  or  buy  oHs  ex- 
clusively from  it  and  not  to  sell  to  any  per- 
son handling  competing  oils;  or  to  buy  ex* 
clusively  from  it  and  to  sell  at  a  price  fixed 
by  it. 

The  statutes  must  be  considered  hi  refers 
ence  to  these  contracts.  In  any  ether  as- 
pect they  are  not  subject  to  our  review  OB 
this  record,  except  the  power  ef  the  state 
court  to  restrict  their  regulation  to  local 
commerce,  upon  which  a  contention  is 
raised.  It  is  based  on  the  following  provi- 
sion: 

"Every  foreign  corporation  vielatinff  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  act  is  herebv  aenie!t 
the  right  and  prohibited  from  doinff  any 
business  within  this  state,  and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  attorney  general  to  enforce  this 
provision  by  injunction  or  other  proceedings 
in  the  district  court  of  Travis  county  in  the 
name  of  the  state  of  Texas." 

The  claim  is,  if  we  understand  H,  that  the 
statute  prohibits  all  business  of  foreign  cor- 
porations, and  hence  is  unconstitutional  ae 
including  interstate  business^  and  cannot  be 
limited  by  judicial  construction  to  local  busi'^ 
ness,  and  the  unconstitutional  taint  thereby 
removed.  To  sustain  the  contention*, 
United  States  v.  Reese,  92  U.  6.  221,  23  L. 
ed.  5G5;  Trade  Mark  Oases,  100  U.  S.  82, 
25  L.  ed.  550;  United  States  ▼.  Harris,  106 
U.  S.  629,  27  li.  ed,  290, 1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  601 ; 
Baldwin  v.  Franks,  120  U.  S.  078,  80  L.  ed. 
7G6,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  056,  703;  and  some  other 
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are  cited.  They  do  not  austain  the 
oontentJon.  The  iifterpretatioii  of  certain 
statutes  of  the  United  States  was  involved, 
and  the  court,  finding  the  meanins  of  the 
statutes  plain,  decided  that  it  coula  not  he 
changed  oy  construction  even  to  save  the 
statutes  from  uncondtitutionality.  This  was 
but  an  exercise  of  judicial  interpretation. 
$      The  courts  of  Texsta  have  like  power  of  in- 

•  ierpretation  of  th^itatutes  of  Texas.  What 
they  say  the  sta4;ule6  of  thai  state  mean  we 
must  accept  them  to  mean  whether  it  is  de- 
clared by  limiting  the  objects  of  their  gen- 
eral language  or  by  separating  their  provi- 
sions into  valid  and  invalid  parts.  TuUia 
T.  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R.  Co.  175  U.  S.  348,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Ide,  44  L.  ed.  — ;  8t,  Louis, 
/.  If.  d  a.  K.  Co.  V.  Pauly  173  U.  S.  404,  43 
L.  ed.  746,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  419. 

We  may  return,  therefore,  to  the  proposi- 
tions which  were  submitted  to  the  jury. 

They  have  been  broadly  discussed,  and  con- 
siderations have  been  presented  which  tran- 
scend them,  and  relate  to  grievances  which 
do  not  affect  plaintiff  in  error.  We  are  con- 
fined to  its  grievance.  Clark  v.  Kansas 
City,  176  U.  S.  114,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  284, 
44  L.  ed.'— ;  TulUs  v.  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R 
Co.,  175  U.  S.  348^  20  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  136,  44 
L.  ed.  — . 

What  is  it?  It  is  said  that  the  statutes 
of  Texas  limit  its  right  to  make  contracts 
and  take  away  the  property  or  liberty  as- 
sured by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Besides, 
it  is  asserted  that  the  statutes  make  many 
discriminations  between  persons  and  classes 
of  persons,  and  able  arguments  are  built  up- 
on their  alleged  injustice  and  oppression. 
We  are  not  called  upon  to  answer  those  ar- 
guments or  to  condemn  or  vindicate  the 
statutes  on  this  record. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  is  a  foreign  corpora* 
tion,  and  what  right  of  contracting  has  it 
in  the  state  of  Texas?  This  is  the  only  in- 
quiry, and  it  cannot  find  an  answer  in  the 
rights  of  natural  persons.  It  can  only  find 
an  answer  in  the  rights  of  corporations  and 
the  powers  of  the  state  over  them.  What 
those  rights  are  and  what  that  power  is  has 
often  b^n  declared  by  this  court 

A  corporation  is  the  creature  of  the  law, 
and  none  of  its  powers  are  original.  They 
are  precisely  what  the  incorporating  act  has 
made  them,  and  can  only  be  exerted  in  the 
manner  which  that  act  authorizes.  In  oth- 
er words,  the  state  prescribes  the  purposes 
of  a  corporation  and  the  means  of  executing 
those  purposes.  Purposes  and  means  are 
within  the  state's  control.  This  is  true  as 
to  domestic  corporations.  It  has  even  a 
broader  application  to  foreign  corporations. 

Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Pet  519,  10 

L.  ed.  274,  involved  the  power  of  the  Bank 

of    Augusta,    chartered    by    the    state    of 

)  Georgia,  and  invested  by  its  charter  with  a 

*  function  of  dealing  in  bills  of*exchange,  to 
eixereise  that  funHion  in  the  state  of  Ala- 
bama. In  passing  on  the  question  certain 
principles  were  declared  which  have  never 
aince  been  disturbed. 

▲  contract  of  the  oorporation,  it  mw  de- 


clared, is  the  contract  of  the  legal  entity, 
and  not  of  its  individual  members.  Its 
rights  are  those  given  to  it  in  that  character, 
and  not  the  rights  which  belong  to  its  con- 
stituent citizens. 

Its  charter  confers  its  powers  and  the 
means  of  executing  them,  and  such  powers 
and  means  can  only  be  exercised  in  other 
states  by  the  permission  of  the  latter. 

Chief  Justice  Taney  said,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

"The  nature  and  character  of  a  corpora- 
tion created  by  a  statute,  and  the  extent  of 
the  powers  which  it  may  lawfully  exercise, 
have,  upon  several  occasions,  been  under 
consideration  in  this  court  In  the  case  of 
Head  v.  Providence  Ins.  Co.  2  Cranch,  127, 
2  L.  ed.  229,  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 
'Without  ascribing  to  this  body,  which  in  its 
corporate  capacity  is  the  mere  creature  of 
the  act  to  which  it  owes  its  existence,  all 
the  qualities  and  disabilities  annexed  by  the 
common  law  to  ancient  institutions  of  this 
sort,  it  may  correctly  be  said  to  be  precisely 
what  the  incorporating  act  has  made  it;  to 
derive  all  its  powers  from  that  act,  and  to 
be  capable  of  exerting  its  faculties  only  in 
the  manner  in  whidi  that  act  authorizes. 
To  this  source  of  its  being,  then,  we  must  re- 
cur to  ascertain  its  powers;  and  to  deter- 
mine whether  it  can  complete  a  contract  by 
such  communications  as  are  in  this  record.' 
In  the  case  of  Dartmouth  College  v.  Wood- 
ward, 4  Wheat  636,  4  L.  ed.  659,  the  same 
principle  was  again  decided  by  the  court 
'A  corporation/  said  the  court,  *is  an  arti- 
ficial being,  invisible,  intangible,  and  exist- 
ing only  in  contemplation  of  law.  Being  a 
mere  creature  of  the  law,  it  possesses  only 
those  properties  which  the  character  of  iU 
creation  confers  upon  it,  either  expressly  or 
as  incidental  to  its  very  existence.'  And  in 
the  case  of  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dan- 
dridge,  12  Wheat.  64,  6  L.  ed.  552,  where  th« 
question  in  relation  to  the  powers  of  corpo- 
rations and  their  mode  of  action  were  very 
carefully  considered,  the  court  said;  'But 
whatever  may  be  the  implied  powers  of  ag-9 
gregate  corporations,* by  the  common  law,* 
and  the  modes  by  which  those  powers  are  to 
be  carried  into  operation,  corporation6  cre- 
ated by  statute  must  depend,  both  for  their 
powers  and  the  mode  of  exercising  them, 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  statute  it- 
self.' " 

The  power  of  the  bank  to  deal  in  bills  of 
exchange  in  the  state  of  Alabama  was  sus- 
tained, but  it  was  put  upon  the  ground  that 
neither  the  policy  of  the  state  nor  its  laws 
forbade  it,  and  that  the  law  of  international 
comity  which  prevailed  there  sustained  it 

In  Paul  V.  Virginia,  8  Wall.  168,  19  L. 
ed.  357,  the  dependent  and  derivative  rights 
of  corporations  were  again  declared.  Bank 
of  Augusta  v.  Earle  was  quoted  from,  and 
it  was  again  decided  that  a  corporation  is 
the  mere  creation  of  local  law,  and  can  hav« 
no  legal  existence  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
sovereignty  where  created,  and  the  recognl* 
tion  of  its  existence  in  other  states  and  the 
enforcement  of  its  contracts  made  therein 


1890. 


WATERS-PIERCE  OIL  CO.  T.  TEXAS. 


depend  purely  upon  the  comity  of  those 
states. 

"Haying  no  absolute  right  of  recognition 
in  other  states,  but  depending  for  euch  rec- 
ognition and  enforcement  of  its  oontracta 
upon  their  assent,  it  follows,  aa  a  matter  of 
eourse,  that  such  assent  may  be  granted  up* 
on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  those  states 
may  think  proper  to  impose.  They  may  ex- 
clude the  foreign  corporation  entirely;  they 
may  restrict  its  business  to  particular  lo- 
calities, or  they  may  exact  such  security  for 
the  performance  of  its  contracts  with  their 
citizens  as  in  their  judgment  will  best  pro- 
mote the  public  interest.  The  whole  matter 
rests  in  their  discretion." 

And  it  was  also  decided  that  a  corporation 
did  not  have  the  rights  of  its  personal  mem^ 
bars,  and  could  not  invoke  that  provision  of 
S  2,  article  4,  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  which  gave  to  the  citizens  of 
€ach  state  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  of  the  several  states.  See  also 
Pembina  Consol.  Silver  1/tn.  d  Mill.  Co.  ▼. 
Pennaylixinia,  125  U.  S.  181,  31  L.  ed.  650,  8 
Sup.  Ot  Rep.  737;  Duoat  v.  Chicago,  10 
Wall.  410,  10  L.  ed.  072.  And  it  has  since 
been  held  in  Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  S. 
230,  43  L.  ed.  432,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165,  and 
in  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Daggs,  172  U.  8.  667,  43 
L.  ed.  652,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  281,  that  the 
prohibitive  words  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment have  no  broader  application  in  that 
respect. 
§  In  Blake  v.  McClung,  a  Virginia  corpora- 
*  tion  was  denied  ths^right  to  participate  up- 
on terms  of  equality  with  Tennessee  credit- 
ors in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of  a 
British  corporation  in  tlie  hands  of  a  Ten- 
nessee court 

In  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dagga,  the  right  ot 
the  company,  a  Connecticut  corporation,  to 
limit  by  contract  its  liability  to  the  actual 
damages  caused  by  fire,  notwithstanding  a 
provision  in  a  statute  of  Missouri  making 
the  measure  of  damages  in  case  of  total  loss 
the  value  of  the  property  stated  in  the  pol- 
icy, was  denied. 

See  also  Pembina  Conaol.  Min.  d  Mill.  Co. 
T.  Pennsylvania,  125  U.  S.  181,  31  L.  ed. 
660,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  737. 

In  Hooper  v.  California,  155  U.  S.  648,  30 
Lu  ed.  207,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207,  conditions 
upon  a  foreign  corporation  were  considered, 
and  a  statute  of  California  sustained,  mak- 
ing it  a  misdemeanor  for  a  person  in  that 
state  to  procure  insurance  for  a  resident  in 
the  state  from  an  insurance  company  not 
incorporated  under  its  laws,  and  which  had 
not  filed  a  bond  required  by  the  law  of  the 
state.  All  preceding  cases  were  cited,  and 
it  was  assumed  as  settled  "that  the  right 
of  a  foreign  corporation  to  engage  in  busi- 
ness within  a  state  other  than  that  of  its 
creation  depends  solely  upon  the  will  of 
such  other  state."  And  the  exception  to  the 
rule  was  stated  to  be  "only  cases  where  a 
corporation  created  by  one  state  rests  its 
right  to  enter  another  and  to  engage  in  busi- 
ness therein  upon  the  Federal  nature  of  its 
business." 

This  exception  was  recognized  in  the  case 


at  bar,  and  the  business  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  of  a  Federal  nature  excluded  from  the 
operation  of  the  judgment. 

The  pending  ease  might  be  rested  on 
Hooper  v.  Cdlifomi^,  simply  as  authority, 
and  we  have  entered  upon  the  reasoning  up- 
on which  it  was  based  because  its  applica- 
tion to  the  contentions  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  is  not  properly  estimated  in  the  argu- 
ments of  counsel. 

Nor  can  the  plaintiff  in  error  claim  an  ex- 
emption from  the  principle  on  the  ground 
that  the  permit  of  the  company  was  a  con- 
tract inviolable  against  subsequent  legisla- 
tion by  the  state.  That  contention  was  pre- 
sented to  the  court  of  civil  appeals,  and  the 
court  properly  replied:  "After  the  act  of 
1830  went  into  effect  the  state  granted  to 
appellant  [plaintiff  in  error  here]  authority 
to  engage  in  its  business  within  the  state  for  ^• 
a*period  of  ten  years.  The  act  of  1880,  as  7 
well  as  that  of  1805,  provides  for  the  for- 
feiture of  the  permit  of  a  foreign  corpora* 
tion  which  may  violate  any  of  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.  .  .  .  The  action  in  force  when 
the  appellant  entered  the  state  informed  it 
that  for  a  viola/tion  of  its  terms  the  permit 
to  do  business  here  would  be  forfeited.  This 
provision  of  the  law  was  as  much  a  part  of 
the  obligation,  and  as  binding  upon  the  ap- 
pellant, as  if  it  had  been  expressly  made 
part  of  the  permit"  [10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  10, 
44  S.  W.  045.] 

The  statute  of  1880,  therefore,  was  a  con- 
dition upon  the  plsantiff  in  error  within  the 
power  of  the  state  to  impose,  and  whatever 
its  limitations  were  upon  the  power  of  con- 
tracting, whatever  its  discriminations  were, 
they  became  conditions  of  the  permit  and 
were  accepted  with  it. 

The  statute  was  not  repealed  by  the  act 
of  1805.  The  only  substantial  addition 
made  by  the  latter  was  to  exclude  from  its 
provisions  organizations  of  laborers,  for  the 
purpose  of  maintaining  a  standard  of 
wage^  The  court  of  civil  appeals  said  of 
it: 

"If  the  clause  in  the  act  of  1806  which 
exempts  from  its  operation  labor  organiza* 
tions  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  their 
wages  would  render  that  statute  obnoxious 
to  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution (which  we  do  not  think  the  case), 
the  entire  act  would  be  void,  and  could  not 
operate  as  a  repeal  of  the  former  law  of 
18S0;  and  so  that  if  it  should  be  deter- 
mined that  this  latter  act  was  unconstitu- 
tional, the  former  act  would  be  in  force, 
and  would  not  be  subject  to  the  objections 
urged  against  it,  for  the  reasons  stated  by 
us  in  passing  upon  these  objections,  and 
therefore  the  state  could  maintain  a  case  un- 
der this  act."  [10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  18,  44  & 
W.  046.] 

In  other  words,  as  to  that  act  the  situa- 
tion is  this:  It  is  either  constitutional  or 
unconstitutional.  If  it  is  constitutional, 
the  plaintiff  in  error  has  no  le^l  cause  to 
complain  of  it.  If  unconstitutional,  it  does 
not  affect  the  act  of  1880,  and  that,  as  we 
have  seen,  imposes  valid  conditions  upon  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  their  violation  sttb> 
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J«cted  its  permit  to  do  business  in  the  state 
to  forfeiture. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  HeTlaa  dissented. 


(ne  V,  s.  668) 

OOLUS  P.  HUNTINGTON,  as  Special  Re- 

ceiyer  of  the  Central  Land  Company  of 

West  Virginia,  Appt,, 

V. 

JOHN  B.  LAIDLEY  et  al. 

Appeal    from    oirouii     oourt^'-qiieeiion    of 
juriediotion, 

1.  A  direct  appeal  from  a  circuit  oaort  to  tbe 
Supreme  Coart  of  the  United  States  on  the 
ground  that  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  drcnlt 
court  Is  In  Issue  may  be  sustained  when  the 
final  decree  dismissing  a  bill  and  the  order 
allowing  the  appeal  therefrom,  as  well  as  the 
distinct  and  contemporaneous  certificate  by 
the  court,  show  that  the  only  question  on 
wlilch  the  decree  was  based  was  that  of  Ju- 
risdiction. 

S.  The  dismissal  by  a  circuit  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  for  want  of  Jurisdiction,  ot  a  suit 
to  set  aside  a  deed  as  a  cloud  on  title,  cannot 
be  Justified  by  the  fact  that  the  matter  was 
res  iudioata  or  was  under  control  of  the  state 
eonrt,  since  these  matters  affect  the  merits 
of  the  case,  rather  than  the  Jurisdiction. 

[No.  106.] 

Argued    January    18,   19,    1900.    Deaided 
Maroh  19, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  SUtes  for  the  District  of 
West  Virginia  dismissing  a  bill  for  want  of 
jurisdiction.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  MoMweU  ETarts  and  F.  B.  En- 
sloic  for  appellant 

Messrs,  X,  T.  Vlasoi&t  Holmes  CoBrad« 
W.  R.  Thompson,  W.  K.   Cowden,  Brown, 
Jaekson,  d  Knight,  and  W.  8.  Laidley  for 
\  appellees. 

"Mr.  Justice  Graj  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  oourt: 

This  is  a  direct  appeal  to  this  court,  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  chap.  617,  8  6,  from 
a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  West  Virginia,  dis- 
missing for  want  of  jurisdiction  a  bill  in 
equity  filed  by  Collis  P.  Huntington,  a  citi- 
sen  of  New  York,  as  special  receiver  of  the 
Gmtral  Land  Company  of  West  Virginia,  a 
corporation  of  West  Virginia,  against  John 
B.  Laidley,  a  citizen  of  West  Virginia,  and 
against  citizens  of  other  states,  to  charge  a 
tract  of  240  acres  of  land  in  that  state  with 
a  trust. 

The  question  of  jurisdiction,  and  the  as- 
pect in  which  it  was  presented  to  the  oourt 
below,  will  be  best  understood  by  first  giv- 
ing an  outline  of  the  undisputed  facts  and 
of  the  proceedings  in  this  case,  as  gathered 
from  the  voluminous  record  transmitted  to 
this  court. 


On  February  26,  >870«  Sarah  H.  G.  Pernqr- 
backer,  a  married  woman,  owning  a  tract  of 
land  of  240  acres  in  West  Virginia,  executed 
with  her  husband  a  deed  thereof,  with  a  sep- 
arate acknowledgment  by  each,  to  Hunting- 
ton, who  on  October  16,  1871,  conveyed  his 
title  therein  to  the  Central  Land  Company; 
and  that  company  afterwards,  and  before 
April,  1882,  sold  parts  of  the  tract  to  one 
Remley  and  to  other  persons.  The  suffi- 
ciency of  Mrs.  Pennybacker's  acknowledg- 
ment was  doubted;  and  on  January  26, 1882, 
she,  having  become  a  widow,  executed  and 
aclaiowledged,  in  due  form  of  law,  a  deed  of 
the  tract  to  Laidley.  All  those  deeds  were 
duly  recorded. 

In  April,  1882,  Laidley  brought,  in  the 
circuit  court  ol  Cabell  county,  in  the  state  of 
West  Virginia,  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  Central  Land  Company  to  re- 
cover the  tract  of  land;  and  a  verdict  and 
judgment  obtained  by  the  Central  Land 
Company  in  that  action  were,  in  November, 
1887,  set  aside  and  reversed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  appeals  of  West  Virginia,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  upon  the  ground  that  Mrs. 
Pennybacker's  acknowled^ient  to  her  first 
deed  was  defective.  30  W.  Va.  606,  4  8.  £.  9 
706.  S 

«The  Central  Land  Company  filed  in  the  * 
county  court  in  June,  1887,  a  bill  in  equity, 
and  in  March,  1888,  an  amended  bill,  against 
Laidley,  Huntington,  Mrs.  Pennybadcer,  and 
the  several  n-antees  of  the  Central  lAnd 
Company,  alleging  that  Laidley  obtained  his 
deed  from  Mrs.  rennybacker  by  fraud,  and 
held  the  land  in  trust  for  the  Central  Land 
Company,  and  should  be  restrained  from 
proceeding  with  the  action  at  law.  The 
county  court  dismissed  that  bill,  and  its  de- 
cree was  affirmed  in  February,  1889,  by  the 
supreme  court  of  appeals.  32  W.  Va.  134, 
3  L.  R.  A.  826,  0  S.  £.  61. 

In  September,  1890,  the  action  of  eject- 
ment of  Laidley  a^nst  the  Central  Land 
Company  (proceedings  in  which  had  been 
stayed  to  await  the  decision  in  the  equity 
suit)  was  tried  again  in  the  oounty  court, 
and  a  verdict  and  judgment  returned  for 
laidley.  A  petition  for  a  writ  of  error  to 
review  that  judgment  was  afterwards  de- 
nied by  the  supreme  court  of  appeals;  and 
on  March  26,  1891,  the  county  court  issued 
a  writ  of  possession  in  favor  of  Laidley.  A 
writ  of  error  from  this  court  to  the  supreme 
court  of  appeals  was  sued  out  by  the  Cen- 
tral Land  Company  on  July  7,  1891,  and  was 
dismissed  by  this  oourt  for  want  of  jurisdie- 
tion  on  June  3,  1896.  169  U.  S.  103,  40  L. 
ed.  91,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  80. 

In  November,  1883,  Laidley  brought  in  the 
county  court  separate  actions  of  ejectment 
against  Remley  and  the  other  persons  who 
had  taken  deeds  from  the  Central  Land  Com- 
pany of  parts  of  the  tract  of  240  acres.  In 
each  of  those  actions,  the  defendant  filed  a 
claim  for  improvements,  and  Laidley  (pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  West 
Virginia  of  1801,  chap.  91,  §8  10-13)  elected 
to  allow  the  improvements,  and  on  Septem- 
ber 10,  1890,  took  judgment  for  the  value  of 
the  lot  recovered,  with  an  order  for  its  sale. 
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instead  of  a  tadgment  for  the  potseaeion  of 
the  land,  and  for  the  transfer  of  the  title. 
On  December  15,  1890,  the  court  appointed 
special  commifiBioners  to  make  the  sales.  On 
October  21,  1897,  the  court  substituted,  in- 
stead of  those  commissioners,  William  R. 
Thompson,  and   he   advertised   the  lots  for 

^  sale. 

g      Meanwhile,  on  November  11,    1890,  Hun- 

*  tinffton  and  others^*  stockholders  in  the  Cen- 
tral Land  Ck>mpany,  had  filed  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  a  bill  in  equity 
against  the  company  to  wind  up  its  affairs, 
because  its  charter  was  about  to  expire ;  and 
on  the  same  day  the  court  appointed  Frank 
B.  Enslow  temporary  receiver  to  take  pos- 
session of  all  its  property.  On  December  16, 
1890,  Enslow  reported  to  the  court  that  he 
had  taken  possession  of  all  the  property  of 
the  company,  including  the  tract  of  240 
acres;  and  the  court  appointed  Huntington 
special  receiver,  and  directed  Enslow  to  turn 
over  all  its  property  to  him,  which  was  ac- 
cordingly done. 

On  February  28,  1891,  Huntington,  as 
such  special  receiver,  filed  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  against  Laidley, 
and  against  sundry  persons  claiming  under 
grants  from  him,  the  bill  in  the  present  case, 
which  set  forth  the  conveyances  from  Mrs. 
Pennybacker  to  Huntington,  from  him  to  the 
Central  Land  Comnany,  from  that  company 
to  Remley  and  otners,  from  Mrs.  Penny- 
backer  to  Laidley,  and  from  him  to  the  other 
defendants,  and  the  appointment  of  Hun- 
tington as  receiver;  alleged  that  the  deed 
from  Mrs.  Pennybacker  to  Huntington  was 
duly  acknowledged  by  her,  and  was  valid; 
and  that  LaidleVs  acts,  in  obtaining  the 
later  deed  from  her  to  himself,  and  in  con- 
veying parts  of  the  land  to  other  persons, 
were  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the  Central 
Land  Company,  and  created  a  cloud  upon  the 
title  of  that  company  and  of  those  claiming 
under  it;  and  prayed  for  an  injunction 
against  the  defendants  from  interfering  with 
the  plaintiff's  possession  of  the  tract  of  240 
acres,  and  from  doing  any  act  tending  to  af- 
fect his  title,  or  to  cast  a  cloud  upon  it,  and 
from  proceeding  to  enforce  any  claim  to,  or 
taking  possession  of,  or  making  any  sales  of, 
any  of  the  lots  sold  by  the  Central  Land 
Company;  and  further  prayed  that  the  deed 
from  Mrs.  Pennvbacker  to  Laidley,  and  his 
deeds  to  the  otner  defendants,  be  declared 
void.  On  the  filing  of  the  bill,  a  temporary 
injunction  was  issued  as  prayed  for. 

Chi  January  12,  1892,  a  demurrer  by  Laid- 
fij  ley  to  this  bill,  and  a  motion  by  him  to  dis- 
«  solve  the  injunction,  were  both  overruled. 

*  *0n  January  26,  1894,  the  plaintiff  filed  an 
aii.ended  bill  in  this  cause,  repeating  the  al- 
legations and  prayers  of  the  original  bill; 
and  further  alleging  that,  by  reason  of  cer- 
tain facts  fully  and  specifically  set  forth, 
and  alleged  to  have  been  discovered  bv  the 
plaintiff  since  he  filed  the  original  bill,  the 
acts  of  Laidley  in  procuring  the  deed  to  him- 
self from  Mrs.  Pennvbacker  were  done  while 
he  stood  in  a  confidential  relation  to  Hun- 
tington, and  were  fraudulent  as  against 
Hnntington  and  the  Central  Land  Company; 


and  also  allefl^ng  that,  if  the  legal  title 
passed  to  Laidley  by  his  deed  from  Mrs.  Pen- 
nybacker, he  and  his  grantees  held  the  legal 
title  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  gran- 
tees  of  the  Central  Land  Company;  and 
therefore  praying  that  the  defendants 
might  be  decreed  to  convey  the  lands,  so  held 
by  them  respectively,  to  Huntington  as  re- 
ceiver of  the  Central  Land  Company,  and  to 
the  grantees  of  that  company. 

On  February  26,  1896,  Laidley  and  the 
other  defendants  filed  a  plea  and  answer  in 
which  they  denied  the  allegations  of  the  bill ; 
set  up  by  way  of  estoppel  the  judgments 
in  the  state  courts  in  favor  of  Laidley  and 
against  the  Central  Land  Company,  in  the 
action  of  ejectment,  and  in  the  suit  in  equi- 
ty, between  them ;  and  claimed  to  be  allowed 
the  amounts  awarded  to  Laidley  in  his  ac- 
tions of  ejectment  against  Remley  and 
others. 

On  December  26, 1890,  the  plaintiff  was  al- 
lowed to  further  amend  his  Mil  in  particu- 
lars which  need  not  be  stated;  and  the  de- 
fendants filed  the  same  plea  and  answer  to 
the  bill  as  so  amended. 

On  July  12,  1897,  the  court,  upon  a  hear- 
ing of  the  parties,  adjudged  that  "said  plea 
of  ree  judicata*'  be  overruled;  and  gave  the 
defendants  leave  to  answer  the  bill ;  and  de- 
nied motions  of  the  defendants  to  dissolve 
the  injunction,  and  to  remove  Huntington 
from  the  office  of  receiver. 

On  July  13,   1897,  Laidley  filed  another 
plea  and  answer,    setting   up,    in  different 
form,  substantially  the  same  defenses  as  in 
the  former  plea  and  answer.    On  September 
4,  1897,  the  other  defendants  filed  an  answer 
to  that  bill;  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  an 
order  on   Laidley,   returnable   January  10,  g 
1898,  to  show  cause  why  his  new  plea  ande 
answer  should  not  bc*stricken  from  the  files* 
as  irregular.    On  October  4,  1897,  the  plain- 
tiff filed  a  general  replication  to  the  answer 
of  the  other  defendants. 

On  December  17,  1897,  Huntington,  as 
plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar,  filed  a  petition 
in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
a  rule  against  Laidley  and  against  his  at- 
torneys, Z.  T.  Vinson  and  William  R.  Thomp- 
son, to  show  cause  why  they  should  not  be 
fineid  and  attached  for  contempt  in  violat- 
inff  the  injunction  granted  by  that  court  in 
February,  1891,  by  undertakii^j^  to  sell  the 
lots  described  in  Laidley's  actions  of  eject- 
ment against  Remley  and  othera  On  De- 
cember 20,  1897,  Laidl^  and  Thompson  filed 
answers  to  this  rule,  ana  annexed  thereto  as 
exhibits  copies  of  the  proceedings  in  those 
actions  of  ejectment. 

On  December  20,  1897,  on  motion  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  court  extended  the  time  for 
taking  the  testimony  in  the  cause  until  nine- 
ty days  after  the  hearing  on  the  motion  to 
strike  out  Laidley's  plea  and  answer. 

On  March  3,  1898,  the  rule  for  an  attach- 
ment for  contempt  was  argued.  On  June 
26,  1898,  the  court  entered  an  order  dis- 
charging that  rule,  becanae,  as  tiie  order 
stated,  the  court  found  that  the  circuit  court 
of  Cabell  county.  West  Virginia,  had  taken 
jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  ths  sabjeel^ 
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matter^  prior  to  the  iiuititution  of  this  suit, 
and  the  cause  was  still  pending  in  that 
court,  and  therefore  the  circuit  eourt  of  the 
United  States  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant 
the  injunction  restraining  the  sale  of  the 
property  under  decrees  of  the  state  court. 

On  the  same  day,  and  without  anv  further 
hearing  in  the  cause,  the  court,  of  its  own 
motion,  entered  a  final  decree,  as  follows: 
"This  cause  having  come  on  this  25th  day  of 
June,  1898,  to  be  considered  by  this  court 
upon  a  petition  filed  by  the  complainant 
herein  on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1897, 

Graying  that  a  rule  be  issued  requiring  that 
ohn  B.  Laidley,  one  of  the  defendants  here- 
in, and  his  attorneys,  Z.  T.  Vinson  and  W. 
R.  Thompson,  should  appear  and  show  cause 
why  they  should  not  be  fined  and  attached 
for  contempt  for  violating  the  injunction 
^  order  heretofore  entered  in  the  above-enti- 
]^  tied  cause,  and  upon  the  answer  and  exhibits 
Z  attached  thereto  of  the  said^defendant,  John 
B.  Laidley,  to  said  petition,  and  upon  the  an- 
swers and  exhibits  attached  thereto  of  his 
attorneys,  Z.  T.  Vinson  and  W.  R.  Thomp- 
son, thereto,  and  upon  the  bill  and  the  an- 
swers to  said  bill ;  and  the  court  having  con- 
sidered the  matter,  and  having  duly  ex- 
amined the  bill  and  amended  bills  herein, 
and  the  answers  of  the  defendant  and  the  ex- 
hibits attached  thereto,  and  the  records  in 
the  ejectment  suits  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Cabell  county,  in  which  John  B.  Laidley  was 
plaintiff  and  the  Central  Land  Company  of 
West  Virginia  and  others  were  defendants, 
and  the  record  in  the  chancery  cause  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Cabell  county,  in  which  the 
Central  Land  Company  of  West  Virginia 
was  plaintiff  and  John  B.  Laidley  and  others 
were  defendants,  which  said  records  in  said 
state  court  actions  were  not  disputed  or  de- 
nied by  the  complainant;  and  it  appearing 
from  such  examination  to  the  satisfaction  of 
this  court,  upon  consideration  thereof,  that 
this  suit  does  not  really  and  substantially 
involve  a  dispute  or  controversy  properly 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  because 
of  the  pendency  in  the  state  court,  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  of  the  action 
of  ejectment  in  which  John  B.  Laidley  was 
plaintiff  and  the  Central  Land  Company  of 
West  Virginia  was  defendant,  which  was  be- 
gun in  the  circuit  court  of  Cabell  county. 
West  Virginia,  on  the  first  Monday  of  April, 
1882,  and  of  the  other  actions  in  ejectment 
brought  in  said  state  court  by  the  said 
John  B.  Laidley  as  plaintiff  in  relation  to 
the  property  in  question  in  this  suit,  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  cause,  and  of 
the  chancery  cause  in  said  state  court  in 
which  the  Central  Land  Company  of  West 
Virginia  was  plaintiff  and  John  B.  Laidley 
and  others  were  defendants,  which  was 
brought  in  said  state  court  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  cause ;  and  this  court  be- 
ing therefore,  for  the  aforesaid  reason,  of  the 
opinion  that  it  is  required  to  dismiss  this 
suit  by  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
approved  March  3,  1875,  and  entitled  'An 
Act  to  Determine  the  Jurisdiction  of  Circuit 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  and  to  Regulate 
the  Removal  of  Causes  from  State  Courts, 


and  for  Other  Purposes,'  It  is  now,  therefore, 
on  this  court's  own  motion,  adjudged  and  ^ 
decreed    that    this  suit    and  the    bill  and  g 
amended  bills  therein  be,  and  *they   hereby  • 
are,  dismissed  and  stricken  from  the  docket 
of  this  court,  without  costs." 

On  the  same  day,  the  following  proceed- 
ings took  place,  and  were  filed  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  namely:  The 
plaintiff  presented  a  petition  for  an  appeal 
from  that  decree  to  this  court,  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1891,  chan.  517,  9  5,  alleging 
that  he  was  aggrieved  by  the  final  decree  by 
which  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States, 
notwithstanding  that  it  had  the  first  actual 
physical  possession  of  the  land  involved  in 
this  cause,  dismissed  the  suit  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  thereof,  l^cause 
of  the  pendency  of  the  suits  in  the  state 
court,  begun  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
this  cause.  And  the  district  judge  signed  an 
order  "that  the  appeal  be  allowed  as  prayed 
for,"  approved  an  appeal  bond,  and  signed  a 
citation  to  the  appellees,  as  well  as  a  certifi- 
cate in  these  terms:  "A  final  decree  having 
been  entered  herein  on  the  25th  day  of  June, 
1898,  dismissinff  this  suit  and  the  bill  and 
amended  bills  therein:  Now  therefore  this 
court,  in  pursuance  of  the  second  paragraph 
of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
approved  March  3,  1891,  and  entitled  'An 
Act  to  Establish  Circuit  Courts  of  Appeals, 
and  to  Define  and  Regulate  in  Certain  Cases 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  Other  Purposes,'  hereby  cer- 
tifies to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  decision  the  question  of  the  juris- 
diction alone  of  this  court  over  this  cause  as 
follows:  Is  this  court  without  jurisdiction 
of  this  cause,  because  of  the  pendency  in  the 
state  court,  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  of  the  action  of  ejectment  in  which 
John  B.  Laidley  was  plaintiff  and  the  Cen- 
tral Land  Company  of  West  Virginia  was  de- 
fendant, which  was  begun  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Cabell  county.  West  Virginia,  on 
the  first  Monday  in  April,  1882,  and  of  the 
other  actions  in  ejectment  brought  prior  to 
this  cause  in  said  state  court  by  the  said 
John  B.  Laidley  as  plaintiff  in  relation  to 
the  property  in  question  in  this  suit,  and  of 
the  chancery  cause  in  which  the  Central 
Land  Company  of  West  Virginia  was  com- 
plainant and  John  B.  Laidley  and  others 
were  defendants,  which  was  brought  in  said 
state  court  prior  to  the  commencement  of  g 
this  cause?"  9 

*The  appeal  in  this  case  is  taken  under* 
that  clause  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  chap. 
517,  S  5,  which  provides  that  appeals  or 
writs  of  error  may  be  taken  from  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  directly  to  this 
court  "in  any  case  in  which  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  is  in  issue;  in  such  cases  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  alone  shall  be  certi- 
fied to  the  Supreme  Court  from  the  court 
below  for  decision."     26  Stat  at  L.  827. 

The  appellees  have  moved  to  dismiss  tlie 
appeal,  upon  the  ground  that  the  decree  of 
dismissal  involved  the  consideration  and  de- 
termination of  the  l^gal  effect  and  conclusive- 
ness of  the  several  judgments,  and  decrees  of 
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the  state  oourts,  and  therefore  the  appeal 
should  have  been  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
pealSy  and  not  to  this  court;  and  upon  the 
further  ground  that  the  district  judge  could 
not  certify  a  question  decided  b7  the  circuit 
judge,  or  allow  an  appeal  from  his  decree. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  appellate  juris- 
diction of  this  court  under  this  clause,  the 
record  must  distinctly  and  unequivocally 
show  that  the  court  below  sends  up  for  con- 
sideration a  single  and  definite  question  of 
jurisdiction.  This  may  appear  in  either  of 
two  ways:  by  the  terms  of  the  decree  ap- 
pealed from  and  of  the  order  allowing  the 
appeal;  or  by  a  separate  certificate  of  the 
court  below.  Maynard  v.  Hecht,  151  U.  S. 
324,  38  L.  ed.  179,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  353; 
Re  Lehigh  Min.  d  Mfg.  Co,  156  U.  S.  322,  39 
L.  ed.  438,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  376;  Shields  v. 
Coleman,  167  U.  S.  168,  39  L.  ed.  660,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  670;  Interior  Constr,  d  Im- 
prov.  Co.  V.  Qihney,  160  U.  S.  217,  40  L.  ed. 
401,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  272;  Van  Wagenen 
▼.  aewall,  160  U.  S.  369,  40  L.  ed.  460,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370;  Chappell  ▼.  United 
States,  160  U.  S.  499,  40  L.  ed.  610,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  397;  Davis  v.  Oeissler,  162  U.  S. 
290,  40  L.  ed.  972,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  796. 
In  the  case  at  bar  it  appears  in  both  ways. 

The  final  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  recited  that,  at  the  hearing 
upon  the  petition  for  a  rule  for  an  attach- 
ment for  contempt,  the  court  examined  the 
bill  and  amended  bills  and  the  answers  there- 
to, and  the  undisputed  records  of  the  suits 
in  the  state  court ;  and  that  from  such  exam- 
ination it  appeared  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court  that  this  suit  did  not  really  and  sub- 
stantially involve  a  dispute  or  controversy 
properly  within  its  jurisdiction,  because  of 
the  pendency  of  those  suits  in  the  state 
court,  and  for  that  reason  the  court  was  of 
!•  opinion  that  it  was  required  by  $  6  of  the 
9  act  of  March  3,  1876,  chap.  137,  to  dismiss 

*  the  suit;*  and  it  was  therefore,  upon  the 
court's  own  motion,  adjudged  and  decreed 
that  the  suit  be  dismissed.  The  act  of  March 
3,  1875,  chap.  137,  S  5,  referred  to  in  that 
decree,  provides  that  if,  in  any  suit  com- 
menced in  a  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  it  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  that 
court,  at  any  time  after  the  suit  is  brought, 
"that  such  suit  does  not  really  and  substan- 
tially involve  a  dispute  or  controversy  prop- 
erly within  the  jurisdiction  of  said  circuit 
court,"  that  court  shall  dismiss  the  suit.  18 
Stat,    at   L.  472.    And  such  dismissal  for 

•  want  of  jurisdiction  is  reviewable  by  this 
court  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  chap. 
617,  §  6.  Wetmore  t.  Rymer,  169  U.  S.  115, 
42  L.  ed.  682,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  293.  The  final 
decree,  therefore,  clearly  shows  that  the  ques- 
tion decided  below  was  a  specific  question  of 
jurisdiction  only.  This  dismissal  of  the  suit 
for  want  of  jurisdiction  was  the  only  ground 
assigned  for  the  appeal ;  and  the  app^  was 
allowed  "as  prayed  for." 

The  same  question  is  also  distinctly  stated 
in  the  certificate  made  and  filed  by  the  dis- 
trict judge  on  the  same  day  on  which  the 
final  decree  was  entered,  and  on  which  he 
allowed  the  appeal  and  signed  the  citation. 
20  S.  C— 34. 


It  does  not  appear  from  the  record,  and  it 
immaterial,  whether  the  final  decree  waa 
rendered  by  the  circuit  judge  or  by  the  dis* 
trict  judge.  The  district  judge  was  a  judge 
of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  Stat^ 
and  as  such  had  authority  to  allow  the  ap- 
peal and  to  sign  the  citation,  even  if  the  de- 
cree was  rendered  by  the  circuit  judge.  Rev. 
Stat.  $8  099,  1012;  Rodd  v.  Hearit,  17  WalL 
354,  21  L.  ed.  627.  We  can  have  no  doubt 
that  the  district  judge,  who  as  a  judge  of  the 
circuit  court  lawfully  allowed  the  appeal  . 
and  signed  the  citation,  was  authorized  also 
to  certify  to  this  court  the  Question  of  juris- 
diction determined  by  that  aecree. 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  then,  appear- 
ing by  the  decree  itself  and  by  the  order  al- 
lowing the  appeal  therefrom,  as  well  as  by 
the  distinct  and  contemporaneous  certificate, 
to  have  been  the  only  question  on  which  the 
decree  below  was  based,  is  rightly  before  this 
court  for  determination. 

Ihe  condition  of  the  cause,  at  the  time 
when  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
entered  a  final  decree  dismissing  it  for  wantoo 
of  jurisdiction,  was  as  follows:  An  injuno-g 
tioflThad  been  granted  upon  the  filing  of  the* 
bill.  The  court  had  overruled  a  demurrer 
to  the  bill,  as  well  as  a  plea  of  all  the  de- 
fendants setting  up  the  judgments  in  the 
state  courts  as  res  judicata;  and  had  given 
leave  to  the  defendants  to  answer  the  bill. 
Thereupon  the  defendant  Laidley  filed  a  plea 
and  answer  setting  up  substantially  the 
same  defenses  as  before;  and  the  plaintiff 
obtained  an  order  to  show  cause  why  this 
plea  and  answer  should  not  be  stricken  out 
as  irregular.  The  other  defendants  an- 
swered the  bill,  and  the  plaintiff  filed  a  gen- 
eral replication  to  their  answer.  The  court 
extended  the  time  for  taking  testimony  in 
the  cause  until  ninety  days  after  hearing 
the  motion  to  strike  out  Laidley's  plea  and 
answer.  That  motion  was  never  heard;  the 
time  allowed  for  taking  testimony  had  not 
expired;  and  the  cause  was  not  heard,  or 
ready  to  be  heard,  as  between  the  plaintiff 
and  any  of  the  defendants,  except  upon  a 
rule  (which  had  been  obtained  by  the  plain- 
tiff and  argued  by  both  parties)  for  an  at- 
tachment against  Laidley  and  his  attorneys 
for  contempt  in  violating  the  injunction 
previously  granted.  Yet  the  court  not  only 
discharged  the  rule  for  an  attachment  for 
contempt,  but  at  the  same  time,  of  its  own 
motion,  and  without  any  further  hearing  of 
the  cause,  or  of  any  matter  therein,  entered 
the  final  decree  dismissing  the  suit  for  want 
of  jurisdiction.  This  action  of  the  court 
was  irregular.  The  defendant,  as  the  case 
stood,  was  not  entitled  to  present  any  objec- 
tion to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over 
the  principal  cause;  and  the  plaintiff  waa 
entitled  to  be  heard  upon  any  such  obje<^ 
tion  taken  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion. 
Hartog  v.  Memory,  116  U.  S.  588,  29  L.  ed. 
725,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  521 ;  Morris  v.  Oilmer, 
129  U.  S.  315,  327,  32  L.  ed.  600,  694,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  289;  Wetmore  v.  Rymer,  169  U.  S. 
115,  122,  123,  42  L.  ed.  682,  684,  685, 18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  293. 

Independently  of  that  consideration^  the 
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decree  dismissing  this  suit  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction was  erroneous.  It  may  be  tnat 
the  order  discharging  the  rule  for  an  attach- 
ment for  a  contempt  in  violating  the  injunc- 
tion by  proceedings  under  orders  of  the  state 
court  was  correct.  Rev.  Stat.  9  720;  Diggs 
T.  Wolcott,  4  Cranch,  179,  2  L.  ed.  587; 
Biggs  V.  Johnson  County,  6  Wall.  166,  196, 
9uh  nom.  United  States  ea  rel,  Riggs  v. 
Johnson  County  Supers.  18  L.  ed.  768,  776; 
Central  Nat,  Bank  v.  Stevens,  169  U.  S.  432, 

a  460,  42  L.  ed.  807,  817,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  403. 

S  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  circuit 

*  court  of  the  United*8tates  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  this  suit  for  anv  purpose. 

Before  the  commencement  of  tne  present 
suit,  all  the  proceedings  between  Laidi^  and 
the  Central  Land  Company  in  the  state 
court,  which  aifected  the  whole  tract  of  240 
acres,  had  been  brought  to  an  end — ^Laidley's 
action  of  ejectment  against  the  Central  Land 
Comj)any,  bv  a  ludgment  and  a  writ  of  pos- 
session in  Laidley's  favor,  and  the  Central 
Land  Company's  bill  to  restrain  Laidley 
from  proceeding  with  that  action,  by  a  decree 
dismissing  the  bill.  And  Laidley's  proceed- 
ings in  ejectment  in  the  state  court  against 
Remley  and  others  concerned  only  the  legal 
title  in  parts  of  the  tract  of  240  acres. 

The  present  suit  seeks  to  charge  the  whole 
tract  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
as  receiver  of  the  Central  Land  Company. 
Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the 
question  whether  the  proceedings  in  any  or 
all  of  the  suits,  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  the 
state  court,  afforded  a  defense — either  by 
wav  of  res  judicata,  or  because  of  any  con- 
trol acquired  by  the  state  court  over  the 
subject-matter — to  this  bill  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  was  not  a  ques- 
tion affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court, 
but  was  a  question  affecting  the  merits  of  the 
cause,  and  as  such  to  be  tried  and  deter- 
mined by  that  court  in  the  exercise  of  its 
Jurisdiction.  The  circuit  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  cannot,  by  treating  a  question  of 
merits  as  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  enable 
this  court,  upon  a  direct  appeal  on  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  only,  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion of  merits,  except  in  so  far  as  it  bears 
upon  the  question  whether  the  court  below 
had  or  had  not  jurisdiction  of  the  case. 

In  any  aspect  of  the  case,  the  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  dis- 
missing the  suit  for  want  of  jurisdiction, 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
to  that  court  for  further  proceedings  there- 
in. 

The  case  of  Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  178  U.  & 
601,  43  L.  ed.  783,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  497, 
dted  by  the  appellees,  has  no  tenden<7  to 
support  the  opposite  oondusion.  In  that 
ease,  this  court  dismissed  the  appeal,  be- 
cause the  decree  below  was  not  founded 
e  solely  upon  a  want  of  jurisdietion  in  the  eir- 
fieuit  court  of  the  United  States,  but  also 

*  upon  thti*grounds  that  the  plaintiff's  remedy 
was  at  law  and  not  in  equity,  and  that  oer- 
tain  judgments  of  the  state  courts  could  not 
be  reriewed  on  the  reasons  put  forward. 
And  of  the  last  ground  this  court,  speaking 
by  the  Chief  Justice,  said  that  it  "was  not 


in  itself  a  decision  of  want  of  Jurisdiction, 
because  the  circuit  court  was  a  Federal 
court,  but  a  decision  that  the  circuit  court 
was  unable  to  grant  relief  because  of  the 
Judgments  rendered  by  those  other  courts." 
173  U.  S.  607,  43  L.  ed.  786,  19  Sup.  CL  Rep. 
499. 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for 
further  proceedings. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  dissents: 
I  dissent  from  the  opinion  and  judgment 
in  this  case.  In  a  purely  technical  sense  it 
may  not  be  open  to  criticism.  But  when, 
as  disclosed,  it  appears  that  in  the  state 
courts  by  final  determinations,  beyond  any 
opportunity  of  review,  the  legal  and  equita- 
ble title  to  the  tract  in  controversy  has  bc«n 
adjudged  to  be  in  Laidley  (even  if  there  be 
question  of  the  correctness  of  those  deci- 
sions), it  seems  to  me  that  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1875,  referred  to  in  the  opinion  of 
the  majority,  the  Federal  court  not  only  may 
rightfully,  but  also  should,  hold  that  what- 
ever may  be  the  state  of  the  pleadings  the 
litigation  in  that  court  must  stop.  Of 
course,  everybody  knows  that  when  there  has 
been  in  separate  actions  in  courts  of  law  and 
equity  final  determination  as  to  both  the 
legal  and  equitable  title  there  is  no  excuse 
for  further  litigation,  and  I  think  that  we 
sacrifice  substance  to  form  when  we  hold 
that  the  Federal  court  should  not,  when 
these  facts  are  disclosed,  act  promptly,  but 
must  wait  until  the  issues  presented  by 
pleadinn  have  been  attempted  to  be  sup- 
ported by  testimony  and  the  case  is  readv 
for  final  hearing,  interest  reipuhliocs  ut  s%i 
finis  litium. 


(177  U.  S.  20) 
JOHN    N.    QUACKEXBUSH,  Appt^ 

V, 

UNITED    STATES. 

Reaffpointmcnt  of  naval  oommofMier— H^Jkl 
to  back  pay—counterclaim  for  pay  r^ 
ceived  without  right, 

1.  The  reappointment  of  a  naval  commaader 
who  bad  been  dismissed  or  suspended  from 
the  service,  under  the  act  of  Congress  d 
February  16.  1897,  suspending  for  bis  benefit 
only  tbe  proTlefons  as  to  appointments  in  the 
nary,  and  autborislng  tbe  President  to  ap- 
point blm,  **late  a  commander  In  the  navy,**  to 
the  same  grade  and  ranii  as  of  a  certain  date, 
and  to  place  him  on  the  retired  list  as  of  a 
later  date,  but  providing  "that  he  shall  re> 
ceive  no  pay  or  emoluments  except  from  the 
date  of  each  reappointment,"  precJodes  any 
claim  by  him  to  leave  or  waiting  orders  pay. 
or  pay  as  a  retired  ofilcer,  for  any  time  pre- 
ceding the  date  of  his  reappointment,  or  the 
snbstltntlon  for  the  aetnal  date  thereof  of 
the  date  to  which  the  appointment  related. 

8.  n&e  terms  of  a  commission  cannot  change 
tbe  effect  of  the  appointment  of  an  oAeer  In 
tbe  navy,  as  defined  by  a  statnte  aathorlslng 
It. 

S.  Payments  made  to  a  late  oommander  in  the 
navy  after  he  is  lawfully  oat  of  the  service 
cannot  be  recovered  back  by  the  government, 
but  aie  ratified  when  Congress  snbosQuentlj 
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psMes  an  act  for  hla  relUt  providing  for  his 

reappointment  to  bla  original  rank,  but  pro- 
Tiding  tliat  be  aball  receive  no  pay  except 
from  tlie  date  ai  hia  reappointment. 


[No.  145.] 

Argued  Feifruary  1,  1900. 
19,  1900. 


Decided  Match 


APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  diBtniasing  a  petition  for  pay  al- 
leged to  be  due  to  a  naval  commander.    Af- 
fimted. 
See  same  ease  below,  83  Ct.  CI.  855. 

Stotement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  F«ll«rt 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
court  of  claims  dismissing  the  petition  of 
^  claimant  and  the  counterclaim  of  defendants 
cf  in  the  above-entitled  cause.  33  Ct.  CI.  355. 
*  The*petit!on  was  ftled  December  11,  1897, 
and  sought  recovery  for  amounts  alleged  to 
he  due  from  the  govermnent  "from  the  1st 
day  of  August,  1883,  until  the  Ist  day  of 
June,  1895,  at  the  rate  of  $2,300  per  annum, 
being  the  leave  or  waiting  orders  pay  as  pre- 
scribed by  law  for  the  grade  or  rank  of  com- 
mander, and  from  the  Ist  day  of  June,  1895, 
to  the  26th  day  of  May,  1897,  at  the  rate  of 
$2,625  per  annum,  beins  three  quarters  of 
the  sea  pavas  prescribed  by  law  for  the  grade 
or  rank  of  commander.'*  The  counterclaim 
averred  that  claimant  was  indebted  to  de- 
fendants "by  reason  of  payments  illegally 
made  to  him  during  the  period  from  June 
9,  1874,  up  to  and  including  March  81,  1881, 
when  the  claimant  was  not  in  the  naval  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States." 

The  facts  were  in  substance  as  follows: 
Claimant  was  duly  and  legally  commissioned 
a  commander  in  the  Navy  of  the  United 
States  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate  on  the  2d  day  of  January.  1872, 
to  take  rank  from  the  25th  day  of  May, 
1871.  Thereafter  in  the  month  of  Febru- 
ary, 1874,  certain  charges  were  filed  against 
claimant  before  the  Navy  Department,  and 
a  court  martial  was  duly  organized  to  try 
the  same,  by  which,  after  hearing,  and  in 
that  month,  claimant  was  sentenced  to  be 
dismissed  from  the  naval  service  of  the 
United  States.  This  sentence  was  approved 
by  the  President,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  June  9,  1874,  addressed  a  letter  to 
the  claimant  at  Boston,  Massachusetts,  in- 
forming him  of  the  sentence,  its  approval, 
and  that  from  that  day  claimant  would 
"cease  to  be  an  officer  of  the  Navy."  On 
June  12,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  addressed 
a  letter  to  "Commander  John  N.  Quacken- 
bush,  U.  S.  Navy,"  requesting  him  to  "re- 
turn to  the  Department  the  order  dismissing 
you  irom  the  Navy."  Both  these  letters 
were  delivered  to  claimant  on  one  and  the 
same  day,  to  wit,  on  or  about  June  15,  1874. 
In  ohedience  to  the  order  of  June  12,  claim- 
ant returned  the  letter  of  dismissal. 

December  8,  1874,  the  SecreUry  of  the 
Nayjr  officiaUy  addressed  a  letter  to  claim- 
ant, in  which,  after  setting  forth  the  finding 
of  the  court  martial  and  the  sentence,  the 
Seeretaiy  said:     "This  sentence  was,  on  the 


0th  day  of  June,  1874,  mitigated  to  suspen- 
sion from  rank  and  duty  on  furlough  payg 
for  siz^years,  the  suspension  to  date  from* 
that  day."  December  13,  1877,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  transmitted  to  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  United  States  a  state- 
ment of  the  facts  in  the  case,  embodying  the 
correspondence,  and  requested  his  advice 
thereon.  In  answer,  the  Attorney  General, 
Mardi  16,  1878  (15  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  463), 
advised  the  Secretary  that  the  claimant  re- 
mained an  officer  in  the  Navy. 

In  that  correspondence  the  date  of  the 
President's  approval  of  the  sentence  was 
given  as  June  5,  1874,  but  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral held  that  the  letter  of  the  Secretary  of 
December  8,  1874,  was  satisfactory  proof  of 
the  mitigation  of  the  sentence  by  the  Presi- 
dent on  June  9,  and  that  it  was  competent 
for  him  to  grant  commutation  on  that  day. 

Section  1363  of  the  Revised  Statutes  pro- 
vided that  "there  shall  be  allowed  on  the 
active  list  of  the  line  officers  of  the  Navv 
.  .  .  ninety  commanders  .  .  .  ;" 
which  number  was,  by  the  act  of  August  5, 
1882  (22  Stat  at  L.  284,  286,  chap.  391 ),  re- 
duced to  eighty-five. 

June  10,  1874,  the  President  sent  to  the 
Senate  the  name  of  W.  S.  Schley  to  be  com- 
mander in  the  Navy,  "vice  Quackenbush, 
dismissed,"  and  the  nomination  was  duly 
confirmed  June  12,  1874.  The  records  of  the 
Nary  Deoartment  show  that  there  were  ninety 
commanders  borne  on  the  active  list  of  the 
Navy  from  the  date  of  the  appointment  of 
W.  S.  Schley  to  August  5,  1882,  when  the 
number  was  reduced  by  law,  except  during 
the  early  part  of  the  year  1879,  when  the 
list  was  temporarily  increased  to  ninety-one 
by  Congi*ess. 

After  Schley's  appointment,  as  Quacken- 
bush was  still  on  the  register,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  when  his  attention  was  called 
to  the  matter,  directed  that  no  nomination 
should  be  made  to  the  next  succeeding  va- 
cancy, and  this  recommendation  was  com- 
plied with,  no  appointment  being  made  to 
the  position  subsequently  becoming  vacant 
by  the  retirement  of  Commodore  Morria 

The  court  of  claims  found  that,  pursuant 
to  the  commuted  sentence,  and  by  virtue 
thereof,  claimant  was  placed  under  suspen- 
sion, on  furlough  pay,  and  was  borne  upon 
the  official  printed  Navy  register  as  a  com-  J{ 
mander  in  the  Navy  "under  suspension,^  from* 
the  year  1874  up  to  and  including  the  vear 
1880,  when  the  sentence  expired,  and  from 
and  after  the  date  of  such  expiration  he  was 
borne,  on  said  register  as  a  commander  of 
the  Navy  on  waiting  orders  until  the  publi- 
cation of  the  register  for  1883,  when  his 
name  was  omitted  and  dropped  from  the 
same.  "During  the  whole  of  aaid  period  he 
retained  his  proper  and  legal  place  on  the 
official  list  of  commanders  in  the  Navy,  and 
was  advanced  in  numbers  from  year  to  year, 
as  promotions  of  his  seniors  in  said  crade 
occurred,  in  the  same  manner  and  in  all  re- 
spects in  the  rcffular  course,  as  other  officers 
in  his  said  grade  and  rank  were  advanced." 

Ue  was  paid  as  on  furlough  for  six  yean, 
and  thereafter,  from  June  9,  1880,  to  Mareb 
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81,  1881,  was  taken,  by  direction,  on  the 
rolls  of  the  paymaster  at  the  Nary  Yard  at 
Boston,  Massachusetts,  and  paid,  as  on 
"waiting  orders." 

On  the  80th  of  March,  1881,  the  judgment 
of  this  court  was  announced  in  Blake  y. 
United  States,  103  U.  S.  227,  26  L.  ed.  462. 
It  was  there  ruled  that  the  President  has 
the  power  to  supersede  and  remove  an  offi- 
cer of  the  Army  or  the  Navy  by  the  appoint- 
ment, by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate,  of  his  successor.  What  di- 
rection, if  any,  was  given  at  the  time,  in 
view  of  this  decision,  did  not  appear;  but, 
at  all  events,  from  March  31,  1881,  until 
May  26,  1807,  claimant  received  no  pay,  al- 
lowances, or  emoluments  of  any  kind. 

In  April,  1882,  the  views  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  were  requested  by  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  on  naval  aifairs  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  respect  of  the 
propriety  of  the  passage  of  a  pending  bill 
"to  confirm  the  status  of  John  N.  Quacken- 
bush,  a  commander  in  the  United  States 
Navy,"  and  the  Secretary  responded  that  it 
appeared  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
President,  in  exercising  clemency  in  the  case 
of  Commander  Quackenbush,  that  he  should 
be  retained  in  the  service,  and  that  it  seemed 
just,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  that 
he  should  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that 
clemency. 

The  following  entry  appears  opposite 
claimant's  name  on  one  of  the  records  of  the 
Navy  Department:  "208.  John  N.  Quack- 
enbush left  off  the  register  published  1st  Au- 
gust, 1883,  by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy ;  his  action  being  based  upon  a  de- 
ei  cision  of  the  Supreme  Court;" 
•  •December  6,  1883,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  designated  to  the  President  D.  W.  Mul- 
Ian  to  be  a  commander  in  the  Navy  "vice 
John  N.  Quackenbush,  no  longer  in  the  serv- 
ice;" and  in  that  month  the  President  sent 
to  the  Senate  the  nomination  of  said  Mullan 
to  be  a  commander  in  the  Navy  from  the  3d 
day  of  July,  1882,  "vice  John  N.  Quacken- 
bush, no  longer  in  the  service."  The  nom- 
ination was  duly  confirmed  and  Mullan 
commissioned. 

Claimant  filed  a  petition  April  15,  1895, 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  asking  that  he 
be  restored  to  his  proper  position  on  the  list 
of  naval  officers,  but  the  Secretary  declined 
to  grant  any  relief,  holding  that  the  matter 
of  his  rights  was  res  judicata  under  the  ac- 
tion taken  by  his  predecessor.  In  May, 
1895,  claimant  exhibited  a  petition  in  the 
supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
praying  that  a  writ  of  mandamus  issue  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  requiring  him  to 
put  claimant's  name  back  on  the  list  of 
naval  officers,  which  was  dismissed  Febru- 
ary 11,  1896. 

Bills  for  the  relief  of  Commander  Quack- 
enbush were  introduced  in  Congress  from 
1882  to  1807,  and  many  reports  made  there- 
on. 

February  16,  1807,  an  act  entitled  "An 
Act  for  the  Relief  of  John  N.  Quackenbush, 
Late  a  Commander  in  the  United  States 
Navy,"  became  a  law  without  the  approval 


of  the  President    29  Stat  at  L.  803,  chap^ 
235.    This  act  read  as  follows: 

"That  the  provisions  of  law  regulating  ap- 
pointments in  the  Navy  by  promotion  in  the 
line,  and  limiting  the  number  of  commanders 
to  be  appointed  in  the  United  States  naval 
service,  are  hereby  suspended  for  the  purpose 
of  this  act  only,  and  only  so  far  as  they  af- 
fect John  N.  Quackenbush;  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  is  hereby  author- 
ized, in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  and 
jud^ent,  to  nominate  and,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to  appoint 
said  John  N.  Quackenbush,  late  a  command- 
er in  the  Navy  of  the  United  States,  to  the 
same  grade  and  rank  of  commander  in  the 
United  States  Navy  as  of  the  date  of  Au- 
gust first,  eighteen  hundred  and  eishty-three, 
and  to  place  him  on  the  retired  list  of  the 
Navy,  as  of  the  date  of  June  first,  eighteen  S 
hundred  and  ninety-five: *ProtHd«<i,  That  he* 
shall  receive  no  pay  or  emoluments  except 
from  the  date  of  such  reappointment" 

In  May,  1897,  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  act,  the  President  nominated 
claimant  to  the  Senate  to  be  a  commander 
on  the  retired  list  of  the  Navy,  and  the  nomi- 
nation was  confirmed.  The  claimant  took 
the  prescribed  oath  on  May  26,  1897,  since 
whicn  last-mentioned  date  he  has  been  paid 
three  quarters  of  the  sea  pay  of  a  commander 
in  the  Navy  on  the  active  list  Claimant 
reached  the  age  of  sixty-two  on  May  31, 
1895. 

Uessre,  Jolin  Paul  Jones  and  Bicl&ard 
R.  Beall  for  appellant 

Messrs,  Oeorse  H.  "Walker  and  L,  A. 

Pradt  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

In  BUike  v.  United  States,  103  U.  S.  227, 
26  L.  ed.  462,  it  was  held  that  the  President 
has  power,  l^  and  with  the  advice  and  eon- 
sent  of  the  Senate,  to  displace  an  officer  in 
the  army  or  navy  by  the  appointment  of  an- 
other person  in  his  place,  and  that  when  that 
has  been  done  he  cannot  again  become  an 
officer  except  upon  a  new  anointment  with 
like  advice  and  consent  That  ruling  has 
been  repeatedly  affirmed  and  followed. 
Keyes  v.  United  States,  109  U.  S.  336,  27 
L.  ed.  954,  3  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  202;  MuUan  v. 
United  States,  140  U.  S.  240,  35  L.  ed.  489, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  788.  And  see  Parsons  v. 
United  States,  167  U.  S.  324,  42  L.  ed.  185, 
17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  880. 

When  through  mistake,  or  misapprehen- 
sion, or  for  any  other  reason,  injustice  has 
been  done,  Congress  has  the  power  to  aooord 
relief,  but  the  courts  cannot  of  their  own  mo- 
tion revise  the  grounds  of  action  taken  in 
the  constitutional  exercise  of  executive 
power. 

Claimant  is  a  commander  in  the  United 
States  Navy  on  the  retired  list  by  virtue  of 
his  appointment  and  retirement  under  the 
act  of  February  16,  1897.  This  suit  was 
brought  to  recover  pay  as  on  leave  or  wait- 
ing orders  from  August  1,  1883,  to  June  1,§ 
*1895,  when   elaimant   reached   the   age  of* 
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and  pay  i 

from  June  1,  1895,  to  May  26,  1807,  when  he 
took  the  prescribed  oath  on  hia  appointment; 
and  if  he  is  entitled  to  the  amounts  raed  for, 
it  is  by  reason  of  the  act,. and  not  otherwise. 

The  act  described  claimant  in  title  and 
context  as  "late  a  commander  in  the  United 
States  Navy;"  suspended  as  to  him  "the 
provisions  of  law  regulating  appointments 
in  the  Navy  by  promotion  in  the  line,  and 
limiting  the  number  of  commanders  to  be 
appointed  in  the  United  States  Naval  serv- 
ice;" and  authorized  the  President  to  ap- 
point him  to  the  same  grade  and  rank  as  of 
the  date  of  August  1,  1883,  and  to  place  him 
on  the  retired  list  as  of  the  date  of  June  1, 
1805. 

Congress  thereby  declared  that  claimant 
had  been  prior  to  August  1,  1883,  but  was 
not  then,  a  commander,  and  that,  in  order  to 
enable  him  to  be  appointed  to  that  grade  and 
rank,  it  was  necessary  to  suspend  the  act  of 
August  5,  1882,  which  limited  the  number  of 
commanders  on  the  active  list,  and  also  for- 
bade promotion  ot  increase  of  pay  in  the  re- 
tired list.     22  Stat,  at  L.  284,  chap.  301. 

If  the  act  had  contained  nothing  more, 
the  effect  of  the  appointment  would  have 
been,  in  addition  to  fbcing  claimant's  status 
as  to  grade  and  rank  as  of  August  1,  1883, 
to  entitle  him  to  pay  from  that  date,  but 
not  to  pay  prior  thereto,  as  by  the  terms  of 
the  act  he  was  not  a  commander  until  ap- 
pointed thereunder.  The  act  did  not  stop 
there,  however,  but  a  proviso  was  added 
which  read:  ''Provided,  That  he  shall  re- 
ceive no  pay  or  emoluments  except  from 
the  date  of  such  reappointment." 

Provisos  are  commonly  used  to  limit,  re- 
strain, or  otherwise  modify  the  language  of 
the  enacting  clause,  and  that  was  the  mani- 
fest purpose  of  this  proviso.  But  it  was  not 
needed  to  limit  the  effect  of  the  act  prior 
to  Aueust  1,  1883,  or  to  enlarge  its  effect 
after  that  date.  Its  only  apparent  office  was 
to  forbid  the  allowance  of  pay  or  emolu- 
ments from  August  1, 1883,  by  limiting  such 
allowance  to  "the  date  of  such  reappoint- 
ment," which  in  that  view  must  be  regarded 
as  the  date  of  appointment  under  the  act. 
Si  This  result  is  m  harmony  with  the  Ian- 
*  gnage  used.  Glaiman^had  been  a  command- 
er and  had  ceased  to  be  such.  He  was  again 
appointed,  and  that  second  appointment  was 
a  reappointment.  The  date  of  tnat  reappoint- 
ment was  certainly  when  it  was  actuallv 
made,  and  to  substitute  the  date  to  which 
the  appointment  related  for  the  actual  date 
woula  defeat  the  obvious  object  of  the  pro- 
viso, which  was  to  narrow  the  effect  of  giv- 
ing the  reappointment  a  retroactive  opera- 
tion. It  was  allowed  that  effect  as  to  grade 
and  rank,  but  not  as  to  current  pay  or  emol- 
uments between  August  1, 1883,  and  the  date 
•of  the  reappointment.  This  fixed  his  rela- 
tive position  with  reference  to  other  officers 
in  matters  of  privilege  and  precedence,  and 
of  command  if  detailed  to  active  service  in 
time  of  war.  At  the  same  time,  by  referring 
the  appointment  to  the  prior  date  the  re- 
tired pay  was  sensibly  sJBTected.  If  claim- 
ant had  been  appointed  without  any  such 


reference  and  had  been  immediately  retired, 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  only  one  half 
the  sea  pay  of  a  commander  under  9  1588  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  for  he  would  not  have 
reached  the  age  of  sixty-two  years  while  in 
the  service;  but  as  he  was  appointed  as  of 
August  1,  1883,  he  was  put  constructively  in 
the  service  from  that  date  and  so,  on  beinff 
retired,  became  entitled  to  three  quarters  ox 
such  sea  ^ay;  and  this  he  is  receiving. 

Something  was  said  in  argument  in  re- 
spect of  the  commission,  which  is  not  set  out 
in  the  findings,  but  whatever  its  terms,  the 
conclusion  remains  unaffected.  The  ap- 
pointment and  the  commission  are  distinct 
acts,  and  the  terms  of  the  commission  can- 
not change  the  effect  of  the  appointment  as 
defined  by  the  statute. 

Assuming  claimant  to  have  been  lawfully 
out  of  the  service  June,  1874,  the  government 
preferred  a  counterclaim  for  the  pay  received 
by  him  from  then  to  March  31,  1881.  But 
the  act  of  February  16,  1807,  was  remedial 
in  ita  character,  and  although  we  cannot  for 
that  reason  give  to  its  terms  any  other  than 
their  obvious  meaning,  we  think  it  should  be 
construed  as  ratifving  these  prior  payments. 

Congress  had  all  the  facts  before  it  and 
intended  to  award  some  measure  of  relief  in 
view  of  the  circumstances.     It  went  so  far^^ 
and  no  farther,  but  it  went  far  enough  toe« 
enable  us  to* hold  that  it  would  be  inconsist-  * 
ent  with  the  object  of  the  act  to  sustain  any 
recovery  back. 

In  short  we  agree  with  the  court  of  claims 
in  its  conclusions  on  both  branches  of  tha 
case. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(177  U.  8.  16) 

WILLIS  THORP.  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

S.  A.  BONNIFIELD  et  al. 

Writ  of  error — amount  in  dispute — effeoi  ef 
settlement  reducing  judgment, 

1.  A  voluntary  settlement  by  a  judgment  debt- 
or with  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  payment  to 
him,  which  leaves  the  amount  unpaid  on  the 
Judgment  less  than  that  which  Is  necessary 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  review  It,  Is  fatal  to 
the  right  of  review,  since  the  real  matter  In 
dispute  In  such  case  Is  the  balsacs  still  xa- 
malnlng  due  on  the  judgment. 

2.  The  validity  of  a  settlement  and  part  pay- 
ment of  a  judgment,  which  leaves  the  amount 
In  dispute  Insufficient  to  sustain  a  writ  of 
error,  cannot  be  contested  by  the  defendant 
so  as  to  prevent  the  dismissal  of  a  writ  of 
error  which  he  has  taken,  when  It  is  not 
questioned  by  either  of  the  judgment  credit- 
ors, but  Is  ratified  by  their  joining  In  a  mo- 
tion to  dismlsa 

[No.  158.] 

Argued  March  U  t900.    Decided  March  iP» 
1900. 

CASE  transferred  from  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth 
Circuit,  to  which  an  appeal  had  been  taken 
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from  the  Distriet  Court  of  the  United  Stotei 
for  the  District  of  Alaska  in  an  action  on  a 
contract.  Di9miB$ed  for  wmt  of  jwriMo- 
tion. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  T.  Bomald  for  plaintiff  in  «r> 
ror. 

Mes9r8,  8.  II.  StoclMlager  and  Chorgo 
0.  Heard  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Jnstics  PeoUuun  ddiTered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  ease  has  been  transferred  from  the 
United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals  for 
the  ninth  circuit,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an 
act  of  Congress  (80  Stat,  at  L.  728)  provid- 
ing for  such  transfer.  The  act  is  set  forth 
e  in  the  margin.! 

P  •By  the  terms  of  this  act  it  is  to  operate 
only  upon  those  cases  of  which  this  court 
would  nare  had  jurisdiction  under  the  law 
existing  at  the  time  the  case  was  taken  to 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  if  a  proper  ap- 
peal had  been  taken  to  this  court  at  the  time 
the  case  was  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals. If  this  act  be  valid,  therefore,  we 
must  inquire  whether  the  case  was  one  over 
which  this  court  would  have  had  jurisdiction 
if  a  proper  appeal  had  been  taken. 

The  case  was  commenced  in  the  United 
States  district  court  for  the  district  of 
Alaska  in  April,  1895,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
eovering  monejrs  alleged  to  be  due  under  the 
terms  of  a  contract  for  the  leasing  of  certain 
mining  properties,  situated  in  that  district. 
The  plaintiffs  (defendants  in  error)  demand- 
ed Judgment  for  $7,231.25,  besides  costs  of 
the  action.  The  defendant  (plaintiff  in  er- 
ror) demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  demur- 
rer was  overruled  and  leave  given  to  answer, 
which  the  defendant  failed  to  do  within  the 
time  granted,  and  judgment  was  entered  by 
default  for  the  amount  claimed  in  the  com- 
plaint, with  costs. 

The  defendant  then  moved  to  vacate  and 
set  aside  tlie  judgment  and  that  motion  was 
denied,  and  he  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from 
the  United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals 
for  the  ninth  circuit  The  defendants  in  er- 
ror moved  to  dismiss  the  writ  on  the  ground 
that  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  had  no  ju- 
risdiction. 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals  certified  the 
question  to  this  court  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  its  instruction  upon  the  question 
of  jurisdiction.  This  court  answered  the 
question  in  the  negative,  denying  the  juris- 


diction  of  the  eireuit  court  oT appeals.  108* 
U.  a  708,  42  L.  ed.  1207,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
047.  The  mandate  from  this  court  was  duly 
issued,  and  the  drcuit  court  of  appeals,  in 
confonni^  therewith,  dismissed  the  writ  of 
error,  and  on  January  4,  1808,  it  issued  its 
mandate  to  that  effect,  directed  to  the  dia- 
trict  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis> 
triet  of  Alaska,  which  was  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  that  court  on  February  8, 
1808,  and  in  obedience  to  that  mandate  the 
writ  of  error  was  duly  dismissed  by  the  die* 
trict  court. 

On  March  20,  1808,  an  execution  upon  the 
original  Judgment  was  issued  from  the  dis- 
trict court,  directed  to  the  United  States 
marshal  of  the  district,  under  which  owtaia 
property  of  the  defendant  was  sold  and  a  r» 
turn  made  by  the  marshal  to  the  court,  and 
on  June  14,  1898,  the  sale  was  duly  oobp 
firmed  by  the  district  court. 

It  thus  appears  that  nearly  a  month  before 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  8,  1808  (eii- 
pro),  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
of  Alaska  had  been  carried  into  effect,  an 
execution  issued,  the  property  sold,  a  report 
made  of  the  sale  to  the  court,  and  that  sale 
confirmed. 

The  defendants  in  error  made  a  motion  in 
this  court  to  dismiss  the  writ  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction. That  motion  was  postponed  by 
the  court  until  the  hearing  of  tne  case  upon 
its  merits,  and  upon  the  argument  thereof 
the  motion  to  dismiss  was  renewed  upon  the 
ground  (among  others)  that  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, if  applicable  to  cases  such  as  this,  was 
unconstitutional  and  void. 

A  further  n-ound  for  dismissal  was  set  up 
because,  as  alleged,  it  appeared  from  the  rec-^ 
ord  that  the  amount  in  dispute  between  the 
parties  was  less  than  the  sum  necessary  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  this  court  This  ground 
necessitates  the  statement  of  a  few  addi- 
tional facts,  and  if  it  be  well  founded,  it 
relieves  us  from  a  discussion  of  the  consti- 
tutional question. 

After  the  demurrer  of  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiffs'  complaint  had  been  overruled  and 
leave  fiven  to  answer,  and  the  defendant 
made  default,  judgment  was  entered  for  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim.  This  was 
on  January  25,  1896.  By  the  complaint  it 
appears  that  under  the  lease  of  the  mine  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  Thorp,  the 
latter  agreed  to  mine,  work,  and  operate  the 
premises,  and  after  making  certain  pav-S 
ments,*etc.,  he  was  to  retain  for  himself* 
seven  sixteenths  of  the  profits  or  net  pro- 
ceeds arising  from  the  operation  of  the  mine, 
and  was  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  remain- 


tThat  all  esses,  dvll  and  criminal,  filed  on 
appeal  from  the  district  eoart  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Alaska,  In  the  United 
States  drcuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth 
Judldal  drcuit,  and  pending  on  appeal  therein, 
on  end  prior  to  the  thirtieth  day  of  December, 
1807,  of  which  the  Supreme  Oourt  of  the  United 
Btates  would  have  had  jurisdletion  under  the 
then  existing  law.  If  a  proper  appeal  had  been 
taken  thereto  at  the  time  said  cases  were  filed 
on  appeal  In  said  circuit  court  Ot  appeala  be, 
and  the  same  are.  deemed  and  treated  as  regu- 
larly filed  on  appeal  In  the  Supreme  Conrt  of 


the  United  States  as  oif  the  date  when  filed  In 
said  circuit  court  of  appeals.  The  clerk  of  said 
drcuit  court  of  appeals  Is  directed  to  transmit 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  ss 
soon  as  practicable,  the  records  of  such  casa» 
and  the  clerk  otf  said  Supreme  Conrt  Is  directed 
to  receive  and  file  the  same  for  hearing  and  de- 
termination in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  when  regularly  reached  on  the  docket, 
subject  to  any  rules  made  or  to  be  made  by  said 
court  which  may  be  sppHcable. 
Approved  July  8,  1808. 
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ing  nine  BizteenthB  in.  th«  proportion  of 
Mven  Bixteenths  to  the  plaintiff  Bonnifleld 
and  two  sixteenths  to  the  plaintiff  Heid. 

Immediately  after  tne  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment it  appears  by  the  affidavits  in  the  case, 
ptesented  for  the  purpose  of  setting  the 
judgment  aside,  that  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiff  Bonnifield  entered  into  negotiations 
in  regard  to  the  judgment,  and  Bonnifield  be- 
came satisfied  that  it  had  been  entered  for 
more  than  was  equitably  due  from  the  de- 
fendant, and,  accordingly,  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  a  certain  sum  to  him  (much  less 
than  by  the  face  of  the  judgment  appeared 
to  be  due  him)  Bonnifield  "made  a  complete 
settlement  of  all  his  matters  and  differences 
with  the  defendant,  and  received  a  full  and 
complete  settlement  and  satisfaction  for  his 
interest  in  the  judgment  obtained  in  the 
case/'  and  Bonnifield  thereupon  ''executed  a 
satisfaction  of  all  his  right,  title,  and  claim 
in  and  to  said  judgment,  to  wit,  seven 
eighths  thereof."  This  satisfaction  was  giv- 
en the  defendant  on  the  28th  of  Janu- 
ary, who  filed  the  same  in  the  clerk's  office 
on  the  tenth  day  of  February,  1896.  After 
he  had  filed  the  satisfaction,  and  on  the  same 
day,  the  defendant  filed  his  petition  for  a 
writ  of  error  to  the  United  States  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit. 

The  judgment  in  the  case  continued  to 
stand  on  the  face  of  the  record  at  its  orig- 
inal sum,  $7,231.25  recovery  and  $83.55 
costs.  By  the  defendant's  voluntary  settle- 
ment with  and  payment  to  Bonnifield,  one  of 
the  plaintiffs,  tne  balance  remaining  unpaid 
was  less  than  the  amount  necessary  to  give 
this  court  jurisdiction. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  cites  various  cases 
to  maintain  the  proposition  that  when  the 
defendant  in  the  case  below  brinn  it  here 
for  review  the  amount  of  the  jud^ent  or 
decree  against  him  governs  our  jurisdiction, 
and,  as  in  this  case,  the  judgment  is  for  more 
than  $7,000,  he  maintains  that  this  court 
lias  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  the  pay- 
ment and  settlement  above  mentioned. 
I  But  those  cases  have  no  application  when 
the  defendant  by  hia*own  action  has  reduced 
the  judgment  by  a  voluntary  settlement  and 
payment  below  the  amount  which  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction 
to  review  it.  Tlie  real  matter  in  dispute  is 
in  such  case  the  balance  still  remaining  due 
on  the  judgment.  Otherwise  he  might  vol- 
untarily settle  the  controversv  and  pay  the 
whole  judgment,  and  then  seek  to  review  it. 
In  this  case  it  appears  there  was  a  "full, 
final,  and  complete  settlement  of  all  mat- 
ters and  differences"  between  the  defendant 
and  plaintiff  Bonnifield,  and  the  latter  then 
executed  "a  full  and  complete  satisfaction  of 
all  his  rights,  title,  and  claim  in  and  to  said 
judgment."  And  this  was  procured  by  the 
defendant's  own  voluntary  act  Clearly 
there  was  no  matter  in  dispute  relative  to 
that  judgment  after  such  voluntary  settle- 
ment and  payment  beyond  the  sum  remain- 
ing due  thereon.  Thus  an  event  has  inter- 
vened subsequently  to  the  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  one  which  owes  its  existence  to 
the  act  of  the  defendant  himself,  which  has 


taken  away  his  right  of  review  in  this  court. 
It  is  a  compromise  or  settlement,  pro  tantOt 
between  the  parties;  or  it  is  like  a  case 
where,  pending  a  suit  concerning  the  validity 
of  the  assessment  of  a  tax,  the  tax  is  paid; 
or  the  amount  of  the  tax  has  been  tendered 
and  deposited  in  a  bank  which  by  statute  bad 
the  same  effect  as  actual  payment  and  re- 
ceipt of  the  money.  Dakota  County  v.  Olid* 
den,  118  U.  S.  222,  28  L.  ed.  981,  5  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  428;  Utile  v.  Botoere,  134  U.  S.  547, 
33  L.  ed.  1016,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  620;  Oali- 
forma  v.  8tm  Pablo  d  T.  R.  Co.  140  U.  S. 
308,  87  L.  ed.  747,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  876.  In 
such  cases  the  writs  of  error  will  be  dis- 
missed. 

The  facts  as  to  the  settlement  and  payment 
appear  here  in  the  record,  although  they  may 
be  shown  by  other  evidence,  as  the  above 
cases  hold. 

It  is  urged  that  the  plaintiff  Bonnifield 
had  no  ri^t  under  the  circumstances  to 
make  the  settlement  and  to  satisfy  the  judg- 
ment to  the  extent  which  he  did.  But  this 
does  not  answer  the  objection.  As  matter 
of  fact  he  mad  the  defendant  had  a  full  set- 
tlement, and  he  did  satisfy  the  judgment  at 
the  request  of  the  latter,  and  both  defend- 
ants in  error  now  join  in  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss, predicated  upon  that  settlement  and 
payment,  and  they  both  thus  ratify  the  same 
and  acknowledge  its  sufficiency.  The  plain- 
tiff in  error  is  in  no  position  to  deny  the 
validity  of  the  settlement  and  payment  g 
made  at  his  own*  request  and  by  himself,  • 
when  its  sufficiency  is  acknowledged  by  the 
other  parties. 

Being  satisfied  that  the  amount  in  dispute 
in  this  case  is  less  than  the  amount  required 
by  statute  to  give  us  jurisdiction,  and  with- 
out expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  other 
ground  for  the  motion,  the  writ  must  he 
diemiBsed  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 


(177  U.  S.  48) 
JONAS  GROSSMATER,   Petitions. 

Mandamu9~^to  compel  mtrff  of  judgmetU  5y 
default^-eerviee  on  local  agent  of  partner- 
ehip, 

1.  A  writ  of  maadamns  maj  Ue  to  compel  a 
court  to  enter  Judgment  by  default,  where  It 
erroneously  declines  to  take  Jurisdiction  of 
the  case  sfter  salBcient  service  on  the  defend- 
ant, who  does  not  appear,  except  specially  to 
contest  the  Jnrisdictlon. 

2.  A  partnership  Is  not  one  of  the  associations 
referred  to  in  Tex.  Kev.  Stat.  1805,  art.  1228, 
anthoriilng  service  ol  process  on  any  local 
agent  of  a  ''corporation,  Joint-stock  company 
or  association,  or  acting  corporation  or  asso- 
datlon.** 

[No.  4  OHginal.] 

Sulmitted     February     26,    1900.    Deoidei 
March  t6,  1900. 

"PETITION  for  writ  of  mandamna. 

The  fa«ts  are  stated  in  the  opinioiL 
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MeuTB,  Thonuui  H.  Clark  and  L.  B. 
Trezevant  for  petitioner. 

Mr,  William  W.  MacFarland  for  re- 
spondent. 

Mr.  JuBtioe  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  the  district  judge  of  the  United  States 
for  the  eastern  district  of  Texas,  holding  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  that 
dibtrict,  to  enter  jud^ent  by  default  for  the 
petitioner  in  an  action  brought  by  hiio  in 
that  court. 

The  proceedings  in  that  action,  as  appear* 
ing  by  the  petition  for  mandamus  and  by 
the  judge's  return  to  a  rule  heretofore  is- 
sued by  this  court,  were  as  follows:  The  pe- 
titioner, a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and 
a  resident  of  Galveston  in  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Texas,  brought  an  aotion  in  that 
court  to  recover  damages  in  the  sum  of  $50,- 
000  against  liobert  G.  Dun,  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  and  Robert  D.  Douglas, 
a  citizen  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  alleg- 
ing that  the  defendants  carried  on  business 
in  that  district  and  throughout  the  United 
^  States,  as  an  association  under  the  nanie  of 
•  R.  G.  Dun  &  Company/ and  praying  for  a 
summons  to  said  R.  G.  Dun  &  Company,  to 
be  served  upon  John  Fowler,  alleged  to  be 
a  resident  of  Galveston  and  the  local  agent 
of  said  R.  G.  Dun  &  Company.  A  summons 
was  issued  accordingly,  and  the  marshal  re- 
turned that  he  had  served  it  upon  Fowler  as 
such  local  agent.  The  defendants  having 
filed  no  plea,  answer,  or  demurrer  in  the  ac- 
tion, the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  judgment  by 
default.  The  defendants  then,  appearing 
specially  for  the  purpose,  filed  a  plea  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  because  the  defend- 
ants were  not  and  never  had  been  a  corpora- 
tion, but  were  private  individuals,  citizens 
of  the  states  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
respectively,  and  not  of  the  state  of  Texas; 
and  in  support  of  this  plea  filed  an  affidavit 
of  Fowler  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  therein 
stated.  And  the  court  thereupon  entered 
the  following  order:  "On  this  day  came  the 
plaintiff,  by  his  attorney,  and  moved  the 
court  that  judgment  by  default  be  entered 
against  the  defendant  herein  for  the  want  of 
an  appearance  or  answer,  as  required  by  law ; 
and  the  said  motion  having  been  heard  and 
argued  before  the  court^  and  the  court  being 
suiliciently  advised^  it  is  considered  and  or- 
dered by  the  court  that  the  said  motion  be 
denied." 

Two  objections  are  made  to  the  issue  of  a 
writ  of  mandamus:  (1st)  That,  if  the  de- 
cision of  the  circuit  court  was  erroneous,  the 
remedy  was  by  writ  of  error,  and  not  by 
mandamus;  (2d)  that  the  circuit  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  for  want  of 
due  service  upon  the  defendants. 

The  objection  to  the  form  of  remedy  can- 
not be  sustained.  A  writ  of  mandamue,  in- 
deed, cannot  be  used  to  perform  the  office  of 
an  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  to  review  the  ju- 
dicial action  of  an  inferior  court.  A  final 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  defendant  upon  a  plea  to  the 


jurisdiction  cannot,  therefore,  be  reviewed  by 
writ  of  mandamus.  But  if  the  court,  after 
sufficient  service  on  the  defendant,  errone- 
ously declines  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case 
or  to  enter  juc^B^ent  therein,  a  writ  of  man- 
damus lies  to  compel  it  to  proceed  to  a  de- 
termination of  the  case,  except  where  the  au- 
thority to  issue  a  writ  ol  mandamue  haa 
been  taken  away  hj  statute.  Ea  parte  BchoU 
lenberger,  06  U.  S.  360,  24  L.  ed.  853;  Re 
Pennsylvania  Go.  137  U.  S.  451-^53,  34  L.  ed. 
738,  730,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  141;  American 
Constr,  Co,  y,  Jacksonville,  T.d  K,W.R.Co,o 
(•148  U.  S.  372,  370,  37  L.  ed.  486,  480,  13  Sup.? 
^  Ct.  Rep.  758;  Re  Hohorsi,  160  U.  S.  663,  664, 
37  L.  ed.  1211,  1216,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  221. 
In  Qoldey  v.  Morning  News,  156  U.  S.  518» 
30  L.  ed.  517,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  550,  cited  for 
the  respondent,  which  was  brought  to  this 
court  by  writ  of  error,  the  circuit  court  had 
entered  a  final  jud^ent  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, setting  aside  the  summons,  and  re- 
lieving the  defendant  from  appearing  to  an- 
swer the  complaint.  But  in  the  case  now 
before  us  that  court  has  done  no  more  than 
to  decline  to  enter  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  could  not  sue  out 
a  writ  of  error  before  a  final  judgment  had 
been  entered  against  him;  and  he  could  not 
compel  the  circuit  court  to  proceed  to  final 
judgment,  otherwise  than  by  a  writ  of  man- 
damus. 

But  the  circuit  court  rightly  held  that  it 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  enter  judgment 
against  the  defendants,  because  there  had 
been  no  lawful  service  of  the  summons  upon 
them.  It  appears  by  the  record,  and  is  not 
now  denied  by  the  petitioner,  that  the  de- 
fendants were  a  partnership.  In  the  absence 
of  local  statute,  no  valid  judgment  can  be 
rendered  against  the  members  of  a  partner- 
ship without  service  upon  them.  D'Arcy  v. 
Ketohum,  11  Uow.  165,  13  L.  ed.  648.  The 
Revised  Statutes  of  Texas  of  1805  contain 
the  following  provisions : 

"Art.  1223.  In  any  suit  aginst  a  foreign 
private  or  public  corporation,  joint-stock 
company  or  association,  or  acting  corpora- 
tion or  association,  citation  or  other  prooeei 
may  be  served  on  the  president,  vice  presi- 
dent, secretary,  or  treasurer,  or  general  man- 
ager, or  upon  any  local  agent  within  this 
state,  of  such  corporation,  joint-stock  com* 
pany,  or  association,  or  acting  oorporati<m  or 
association. 

"Art.  1224.  In  suits  against  partners,  the 
citation  may  be  served  upon  one  of  the  firm« 
and  such  service  shall  be  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize a  judgment  against  the  firm  and 
against  the  partner  actually  served." 

It  is  argued,  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner, 
that  the  defendants  in  this  case  were  an  "as- 
sociation," within  the  meaning  of  article 
1223  of  these  statutes,  and  therefore  service 
on  their  local  agent  within  the  state  was 
sufficient.  But  upon  reading  that  article  in 
connection  with  article  1224,  which  immedi- 
ately follows  it,  it  is  manifest  that  the  wordeS 
in  the  former  section,* "corporation,  joint-* 
stock  company  or  association,  or  acting  cor- 
poration or  association,"  were  not  intended 
to  include  partnerships;  and  that  the  mode 
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of  serriee  in  aetiosB  against  partnerahips 
was  regulated  by  the  latter  8eetion»  which 
requires  service  in  such  actions  to  be  made 
upon  one  of  the  firm.  As  no  such  service 
had  been  made  in  the  case  before  us,  the  cir- 
cuit court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
the  action  or  to  render  judgment  against  the 
defendants. 

Writ  of  mandamua  denied. 


<177  U.  S.  104) 

UNITED  STATES,  Appf., 

V, 

CLARENCE  P.  ELDER,    Smith  Simpson, 
and  Thomas  B.  Catron  et  dl. 

Private  land  olMma — Memcan  grant — com^ 
pliance  with  preliminary  requisites — puh- 
Ho  record — construction  of  alleged  grant, 

1.  To  Test  an  applicant  under  the  oolonlsatlon 
regulations  of  1828  with  title  in  fee.  either 
absolute  and  perfect  or  conditlosial  and  Im- 
perfect, to  public  lands  In  Mew  Mexico  under 
a  Mexican  grant,  substantial  compliance  wltb 
the  ppellmlDary  requisites  to  a  grant  was  ea* 
sential ;  and  it  was  necessary  that  the  grant 
should  be  evidenced  by  an  act  of  the  governor 
clearly  and  unequivocally  conveying  the  land 
intended  to  be  granted,  and  that  a  public  rec- 
ord in  some  form  should  be  made  otf  the  grant. 

3.  A  grant  of  the  title  to  land  by  the  governor 
of  New  Mexico  was  not  made  by  an  indorse- 
ment on  a  petition,  directing  the  prefect  of  the 
4lBtrict  to  ascertain  whether  the  land  ap- 
plied for  had  an  owner  and  to  cause  delivery 
d  the  land  referred  to,  as  this  is  reasonably 
Interpreted  to  be  a  mere  license  to  occupy 
the  land  for  cultivation,  or  to  give  temporary 
possession  pending  farther  action  in  the  mat- 
ter. 

[No.  85.] 

Argued  October  IS,  16, 1899.    Decided  March 
26, 1900. 

APPEAL   from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Private  Land  Claims  confirming  title  to 
an  alleged  Mexican  grant.      Reversed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Wl&ltei 
g  The  alleged  Mexican  grant  which  forms 
jtthe  subject  of  this  controversy  relates  to  a 
tract  of  land  situate  in  the  county  of  *Taos, 
New  Mexico,  embraced  in  what  is  designated 
as  the  Cebolla  grant.  The  asserted  grant 
was  presented  in  1872  for  confirmation  to 
the  surveyor  general  of  New  Mexico,  under 
the  act  of  July  2,  1854,  by  John  T.  Graham 
and  William  Blackmore,  who  averred  that 
they  possessed  a  perfect  title  to  the  land  cov- 
ered by  the  grant,  by  reason  of  mesne  convey- 
ances from  the  original  CTantees.  This  claim 
so  presented  was  favorably  reported  to  Con- 
gress, but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  action 
was  taken  thereon.  Upon  a  survey  made  by 
the  direction  of  the  General  Land  Office  in 
November,  1877,  the  area  embraced  in  the  al- 
leged grant  was  declared  to  consist  of  17,- 
169.67  acres.  The  controversy  now  here  for 
renew  was  commenced  by  proceedings  in- 


stituted in  the  court  of  private  land  claims 
to  obtain  a  confirmation  of  this  allegedgrant. 
The  petition  to  that  end  was  filed  on  Febru- 
ary 18,  1803,  on  behalf  of  the  present  appel- 
lees, who  asserted  that  they  were  the  owners 
of  the  Cebolla  tract  bv  purchase  from  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  the  original  grantees. 
The  alleged  grant  was  asserted  to  have  been 
made  on  December  31,  1846,  by  Manuel  Ar* 
Toci\}o,  governor  of  New  Mexico,  and  the  pa- 
pers claimed  to  evidence  such  grant,  as  trans- 
lated, are  reproduced  in  the  margin.t 


tSeal  Fourth.  [saal.]  Two  reales. 

Years  one  thonssnd  eight  hundred  and  forty- 
two   and   one   thousand   eight  hundred  and 

forty-three. 
Habilitated  for  the  years  one  thousand  eight 

hundred   and    forty-four   and   one   thousand 

eight  hundred  and  forty-five. 
Administrator  Agustln  Dnraa. 

Governor  Manael  Armijo. 
To  his  excellency  Manuel  Armijo,  Qovernor  of 

this  Department  of  New  Mexico : 

I,  Carlos  Santistevan,  for  myself  and  In  the 
name  of  five  other  assoelateB»  all  residents  of 
the  town  of  Dolores,  in  the  district  of  Taos,  be- 
fore your  exceilency  In  doe  legal  form,  repre- 
sent end  state  that  finding  without  any  land 
wltb  title  In  fee  to  cultivate  tor  the  support  of 
ourselves  end  onr  needy  families*  and  having 
found  a  vacant  tract  very  suitable  tract  for  cul- 
tivation, irrigable  from  certain  water,  said  to  be 
from  the  lAma,  quite  sufficient  for  its  irriga- 
tion, at  the  place  called  by  that  name  up  to  an- 
other place,  the  Cebolla,  which  places  are  be- 
tween the  settlements  of  the  Rio  Colorado  and 
San  Cristoval,  pertaining  to  the  said  district 
of  Dolores  de  Taos,  I  ask  and  pray,  from  the 
well-known  and  distinguished  liberality  of  your 
excellency,  that  in  the  name  of  the  hi|^  pow- 
ers of  our  Mexican  Bepublic,  you  be  pleased  to 
make  us  a  grant  o<  the  said  tract ;  for  the  same 
is  of  very  convenient  else,  and  has  ample  water 
to  be  cultivated,  and  to  afford  sufficient  support 
for  the  petitioners  and  their  families,  and  would 
not  Injure  any  third  party  with  respect  to  prop- 
erty or  pasturage,  or  In  any  other  way,  but 
would  rather  result  In  the  great  welfare  and  in- 
crease of  populatl<»i  and  of  agriculture ;  and,  be- 
sides relieving  tbe  necessity  of  the  petitioners, 
it  will  also  strengthen  that  locality  or  frontier 
which  guards  the  said  population  of  the  Rio 
Colorado,  from  which  the  said  tract  Is  distant 
but  about  one  league,  and  from  the  settlement  of 
San  Cristoval  somewhat  more. 

Therefore  I  earnestly  pray  that  your  excel- 
lency be  pleased  to  accede  to  this  our  petition. 
I  declare  snd  protest,  etc. 

City  of  Sante  Fd,  December  81,  1846.  At  the 
disposition  of  your  excellency. 

Carlos  Santlstevan. 
Santa  Fe,  December  81,  1845. 

To  the  prefect  of  the  district,  that  he  ascer- 
tain whether  the  land  applied  for  has  an  owner, 
and  cause  the  corresponding  justice  to  deliver 
the  land  referred  to  by  the  petitioner. 

Armijo. 
Juan  Bautlsta  Vigil  y  Alarld,  Secretary. 

Rto  Arriba.  January  3,  1846. 

The  justice  of  the  peace  to  whom  It  corre- 
sponds to  do  so  will  Investigate  whether  the 
tract  the  petitioners  apply  for  is  vacant,  and 
whether  any  injury  to  a  third  party  would  re- 
sult from  the  granting  thereof:  and.  none  re- 
sulting, he  will  proceed  to  grant  them  of  the 
land  an  abundance  of  what  each  can  cultivate, 
under  the  condition  that  they  inclose  the  same 
with  a  regular  fence,  In  order  to  prevent  dam- 


|6)tU 

*  *  It  was  ayerred  in  the  petition  with  respect 
e  to  the  survey  above  referred  to,  that  it  was 
r  not  made  in  accordance  with  ths^boundaries 
CO  set  forth  in  the  grant,  but  was  ''of  a  differ- 
2  ent  portion  of  land,  a  part  or  all  of  which  is 

•  included  in  the  said  grant."  The^court  of 
private  land  claims  entered  a  decree  (Mur- 
ray, J.,  dissenting)  defining  the  boundaries 
of  the  tract  covered  by  the  claim  as  allowed, 
and  confirming  title  thereto  in  "the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  said  five  original  grantees  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns."  The  United 
States  thereupon  appealed  to  this  court. 


Messr:  Matthew  Q.  Beynoldsy  WiUr- 
iam  H.  Pope,  and  iSfoItcitor  General  Bioh" 
arda  for  appellant. 

Mr.  T.  B.  Catron  for  appellees. 


Mr.  Justice  Whito*  after  making  the  fore- 
going statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  contended  that  the  court  below  erred 
in  confirming  the  alleged  grantr^ 

1.  Because  the  documents  relied  upon,  as- 
suming them  to  be  genuine,  do  not  show  that 
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a  grant  was  made,  for  the  reason  that  on 
their  face  they  do  not  purport  to  be  a  grant 
by  the  governor  of  New  Mexico; 

2.  Even  if  the  papers  can,  on  their  face, 
be  coDsti'ued  as  importing  a  grant  by  the  gov- 
ernor, the  claimants  were  not  entitled  to  con* 
flrmation,  because  there  was  no  archive  evi- 
dence of  the  alleged  grant  and  no  inscription 
of  the  same  in  the  records  of  the  former  gov- 
ernment; 

3.  That  the  ^vemor  of  New  Mexico  was 
without  authority  to  make  a  grant  of  pub- 
lic lands  at  the  tune  the  papers  relied  upon 
purport  to  have  been  executed;  and — 

4.  That  even  if  it  Lc  conceded  that  the  gov- 
ernor, at  the  time  in  question,  had  power 
to  make  a  grant,  and  that  the  papers  are  held  a 
to  be  a  manifestation  of  his  purpose  to  do  so,  ^ 
>et|*because  of  a  failure  to  show  compliance* 
with   essential   conditions   exacted    by   the 
Mexican  law,  the  claimants  have  not  estalh 
lished  such  a  case  as  entitles  them  to  a  de* 
cree  of  confirmation. 

The  matters  embraced  in  the  two  last  prop- 
ositions involve  legal  questions  of  serious 
moment,  which  have  been  elaborately  dis- 
cussed at  bar»  but  are  unnecessary  to  be  con- 


ages,  and  that  they  do  not  otMtmct  the  roads, 
pastures,  and  watering  places,  snd  with  notice 
that  thej  shall  keep  arms  saffldent  for  their 
defense.  D.  Lacero. 

In  this,  the  third  precinct,  Dolores,  of  the  dis- 
trict of  Taos,  on  the  twentieth  day  of  the  month 
of  March,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty- 
six,  I,  Juan  Lorenso  Marttnes,  Justice  of  the 
peace,  by  authority  of  law,  (or  the  said  pre- 
cinct, in  pursuance  of  a  decree  of  January  8, 
eighteen  hundred  and  forty-six,  by  his  honor 
Diego  Lucero,  prefect  of  the  second  district  of 
the  north,  issued  to  me  as  the  proper  Justice, 
that  I  investigate  whether  the  land  applied  for 
by  the  five  petitioners  is  vacant,  and  I,  meeting 
no  Impediment,  proceeded  to  the  tract  and.  find- 
ing the  same  uncultivated  and  unoccupied,  took 
the  petitioners  by  the  hand,  and  leading  them 
very  slowly  and  in  full  legal  form,  in  virtue  of 
holding  competent  authority,  I  placed  them  in 
possession  of  the  land  they  pray  for  for  cultiva- 
tion, they  being  withont  land  in  fee,  doing  so  in 
the  oame  of  God  and  of  tlie  high  authority  of 
our  wise  Mexican  laws,  which  are  sulllcient  to 
grant  the  public  domain,  to  the  end  that  idle- 
ness be  banished  and  agrienltnre  be  encouraged. 
Wherefore  they,  at  the  instant  they  received 
their  liberal  donation  and  were  favored  In  this 
manner,  shouted  with  Joy,  saying  hussa  for  tlie 
renowned  sovereignty  of  the  Mexican  nation. 
And  in  this  Joy  they  plucked  up  grass  and  cast 
stones,  as  being  lawful  proprietors  of  the  land 
which  they  wished  to  irrigate  with  the  water  of 
the  valley  of  the  Lama,  as  relying  upon  that 
small  water  source  they  had  applied  for  the 
donation ;  and  I  therefore  designate  to  them  for 
limits:  On  the  north,  the  boundaries  of  the 
Rio  Colorado  grant ;  on  the  south,  to  where  the 
dividing  line  of  San  Cristoval  is  reached ;  on  the 
east,  the  monntain,  and  on  the  west,  the  edge  of 
the  blulf  of  the  Klo  del  Norte,  leaving  the  pas- 
tures»  roads,  and  watering  places  free,  east- 
wardly,  from  where  they  cannot  irrigate;  they 
not  to  prevent  pasturing  in  virtue  of  being  the 
possessors;  snd  they  are  also  obligated  to  in- 
close with  a  regular  fence,  so  that  they  may  not 
have  to  claim  damages,  and  shall  keep  arms  suffi- 
cient for  their  pdrotectlon. 

And  to  the  and  that  this  grant  may  In  all 


time  subsist,  I  authenticate  the  same  under  the 
authority  conferred  upon  me,  with  my  attend- 
ing witnesses,  for  the  lack  of  a  notary  public; 
there  being  none  in  this  department ;  and  it  is 
done  on  this  common  paper,  there  beiog  none 
of  the  proper  stamp,  the  new  settlers  binding 
themselves  to  supply  the  same  of  the  proper 
stamp  whenever  they  can  opportunely  procure 
it ;  to  all  of  which  I  certify. 

J.  Lorenzo  Martlnea 

Attending:  Juan  Jos^  Cordoya. 

Attending:  Jos6  Ccncepclon  Medina. 

NOTB. — ^The  persons  placed  In  possession,  witk 
their  full  names,  are  those  following  In  this  list 
of  names,  made  that  they,  for  the  sake  of  peace 
and  good  neighborhood,  may  In  proportion  to 
the  tract  divide  among  themselves  the  land  I 
delivered  them  without  measuring,  owing  to  the 
very  Inclement  day  and  the  much  thicket  whicb 
Impeded  the  cord :  and  they  are  In  this  list : 
Juan  Carlos  Santlstevan.  Jose  Manuel  Garcia, 
Julian  Santlstevan,  Carlos  Ortivls,  Tomas  Of^ 
tlvis. 

Valid.  [BUBBIC.] 

Attending :  Juan  Josft  Cordova. 

Attending :  Jos6  Concepdon  Medina. 

Tomas  Orllvis  being  of  those  placed  In  pos- 
session in  this  grant,  at  the  foot  of  which  thi» 
note  Is  appended,  he  tranafera  to  his  brother 
Carlos  Ortivls.  all  his  righu  in  this  grant ;  snd 
he  signed  this  before  me,  Lorenzo  Martin,  al« 
calde,  and  the  said  Tomas  signed  this  with  ne 
thU  7th  April,  1850. 

Lor*o  Martin,  Alcalde. 
Tomas  Ortlvla     X 

Attending!  Rafael  SIsneros. 

Attending :  Mateo  Romero.     X 

Carlos  Ortivls  being  of  those  placed  In  pos- 
session under  this  grant,  at  the  foot  of  whiek 
this  note  is  appended,  he  transfers  to  the  citi- 
zen Jos6  Gonzales  his  rights  In  the  grant;  and 
be  signed  this  before  two  witnesses  present; 
and  he  transferred  hla  rights  for  the  price  oC 
two  dry  cows,  one  cow  with  a  calf,  and  one  yoke 
of  oxen ;  which  he  signed  with  the  witnesses 
this  29th  of  September.  1850. 

Carlos  Ortivls.    Z 

Witness :  Joe4  Miguel  Pacheco. 

Witness :  Jose  Bltor  Valdes.     X 
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sidered,  if  at  all,  until  tha  aubjecta  covered 
by  the  first  two  contentions  are  disposed  of. 

Before  approaching  a  conaideration  of  the 
two  firat  queationa,  which  logically  oome  un* 
der  one  head,  we  premise  by  stating  that  in 
«rder  to  Juatify  the  confirmation  of  a  claim, 
nnder  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  it  ia  easen- 
tial  that  the  claimanta  eatablish,  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  proof,  the  validity  of  their 
asserted  title.  United  States  v.  Ortuf,  176  U. 
S.  422,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  408,  44  L.  ed.  — 

To  aacertain  whether  the  papers  relied 
upon  constitute  a  grant  of  title  to  land,  and 
to  determine  whether  the  existence  of  archive 
evidence  of  a  grant  is  an  essential  prerequisite 
to  the  confirmation  of  the  alleged  title,  it  ia 


Biry  to  briefly  recapitulate  the  provi' 
•ions  of  the  Mexican  colonization  law  of 
1824  and  the  regulations  of  1828  thereunder, 
and  to  review  previous  adjudications  on  the 
subject  of  the  form  required  by  Mexican  law 
to  manifest  that  the  power  to  grant  had  been 
exercised.  It  is  necessary  to  do  this,  since 
it  is  undoubted  that  although  it  be  conceded 
that  the  governor  of  the  territory  of  New 
Mexico  possessed  power  in  1845  and  1846 
to  make  a  grant  of  public  lands  situated 
within  that  territory,  nevertheless  the  right 
to  exercise  such  power  as  well  as  the  docu- 
menta  by  which  it  was  essential  to  manifest 
the  calling  into  play  of  the  power,  was  de> 
rived  from  and  was  dependent  upon  the  colo- 
nization law  and  the  regulations  thereunder 
just  mentioned. 

The  law  of  1824  waa  enacted  to  provide 
for  the  colonization  of  vacant  public  lands, 
and  the  regulationa  were  adopted  for  the 
purpose  of  executing  the  powers  which  the 
law  conferred.  Certain  articles  or  sections 
of  the  regulations  of  1828,  to  which  we  shall 

e  hereafter  have  occasion  to  refer,  are  printed 

S  in  the  margin.t 

*  ^  In  brief,  the  regulations  of  1828,  adopted 
to  earry  into  effect  the  law  of  1824,  required 

2  every  applicant  for  a  grant  of  land  to  pre- 
H  sent  a  petition  to  the  executive  head  of  the 

*  territory,^  alleging  the  existence  of  certain 
facta.  That  ofiioial  was  directed  to  obtain 
information  as  to  whether  or  not  the  neces- 
aary  conditions  authorizing  the  making  of 
a  ffrant  existed;  and  upon  the  receipt  of 
miai  information  the  application  was  to  be 
granted  or  rejected  in  strict  conformity  to 
Uw.    As  respected  grants  to  heads  of  fami- 


lies or  private  persona,  the  "proceedings" 
culminating  in  a  grant  were  required  to  be 
forwarded  to  the  l^islative  body  of  the  ter- 
ritory for  ita  approval,  until  which  approval 
grants  were  not  to  be  definitively  valid^ 
while  ffrants  to  contractors  for  the  coloniza- 
tion of  many  families  required  the  approval 
of  the  supreme  government,  to  whom  the 
proceeding^  were  to  be  sent  for  its  action. 

Ck>ncerning  the  fourth  article  or  section  of 
the  regulations  this  court  said,  in  ArgueUo 
V.  United  States,  18  How.  539,  543,  15  L.  ed. 
478,  480: 

"By  the  fourth  section  the  governor,  be- 
ing thus  informed,  may  'accede  or  not'  to 
the  prayer  of  the  petition.  This  waa  done 
in  two  ways — sometimes  he  expressed  hia 
consent  by  merely  writing  the  word  'concedo' 
at  the  bottom  of  the  expediente;  at  other 
times  it  was  expressed  with  more  formality, 
as  in  the  present  case.  But  it  seldom  sped- 
fied  the  boundaries,  extent^  or  conditions  of 
the  grant.  It  is  intended  merely  to  show 
that  the  governor  has  ^acceded'  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  applicant,  and  as  azi  order  for 
a  patent  or  definitive  title  in  due  form  to 
be  drawn  out  for  execution.  It  is  not  itself 
such  a  document  as  is  required  by  the  eighth 
section,  which  directs  that  *the  definitive 
grant  asked  for  being  made,  a  document 
signed  by  the  governor  shall  be  given  to 
serve  as  a  title  to  the  parties  interested.'  ** 

That  the  mere  approval  by  the  governor 
indorsed  on  a  petition  presented  to  him  for 
a  grant,  before  a  reference  to  ascertain  the 
existence  of  the  prerequisites  to  a  grant,  or 
indeed  the  action  of  the  governor  antecedent 
to  the  actual  execution  by  him  of  a  formal  n 
grant  which  was  required  by  law,  waa  notn 
the  equivalent*of  the  grant,  was  clearly  de-  * 
cided.    The  court,  referring  to  a  mere  ap- 
proval of  a  claim  for  land,  said: 

"The  document  of  the  26th  has  none  of  tha 
characteristics  of  a  definitive  grant.  It 
shows  only  that  the  governor  assents  that 
the  petitioner  shall  have  a  grant  of  a  tract 
of  land  called  'Laa  Pulgas.'  It  describai  no 
boundarv,  and  ascertains  no  quantity.  It 
contemplates  a  'corresponding  patent,'  and 
does  not  purport  itself  to  be  such  document." 

In  Homshy  v.  United  States,  10  Wall.  224, 
19  L.  ed.  900,  the  court  considered  the  re- 
quirement of  article  5  of  the  regulationa.  It 
waa  declared  to  have  been  the  duty  of  the 


tExcerpts  from  the  Regulations  of  November 
31,  1828  (Reynolds*  Span.  St  Mex.  Land  Laws 
pp.  141  et  9eq,): 

**1.  The  political  chiefs  of  the  territories  are 
aothorized,  under  the  law  oif  the  General  Con- 
fiees  cf  the  18tb  of  August,  1824,  and  under 
the  conditions  tbnt  will  hereafter  be  stated,  to 
grant  the  public  lands  of  their  respective  ter- 
ritories to  the  COD  tractors,  families,  or  private 
persons,  Mexicans  or  foreigners,  who  may  ap- 
ply for  them  for  the  purpose  of  cultivating  them 
or  living  upon  cbem. 

'*2.  Bvery  applicant  for  land,  whether  con- 
tractor, head  of  family,  or  private  person, 
shall  apply  to  the  political  chief  of  the  re- 
spective territory  with  ao  ai>pllcatIon  In  which 
Is  given  his  name,  country,  profession,  the  num- 
ber, nature,  religion,  and  other  circumstances 
«f  the  families  or  persons  whom  he  desires  to 


colonise,  and  shall  also  mark  as  distinctly  aa 
possible  sod  describe  on  a  map  the  land  he  ap- 
plies for. 

"3.  The  political  chief  shall  proceed  Immedi- 
ately to  obtain  the  necessary  Information  aa  to 
whether  or  not  the  conditions  re^iulred  by  said 
law  ol  the  18th  of  August  are  found  In  the  ap- 
plication, both  as  regards  the  land  and  the  ap- 
plicant, either  that  this  latter  be  attended  to 
simply  or  that  he  be  preferred,  and  shall  at  the 
same  time  hear  the  respective  municipal  au- 
thority as  to  whether  any  objection  or  not  ia 
found  to  the  grant. 

*'4.  In  view  of  all  of  which  the  political  ehlef 
shall  grant  or  not  said  application  la  strict 
conformity  with  the  law  applicable  to  the  mat- 
ter, especially  with  that  of  the  18th  of  Aogosit; 
1824,  already  cited. 

**6.  The  grants  made  to  private  persona  or 
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gOYernor,  and  not  of  the  grantee,  to  submit 
to  the  legislative  body  of  a  territory  of  the 
Republic  of  Mexico,  for  its  approbation, 
grants  issued  by  the  governor;  that  by  a 
grant,  regular  in  form  and  of  which  archive 
evidence  existed,  a  title  of  some  kind  passed 
to  the  applicant,  and  that,  as  respected  such 
a  grant,  under  the  powers  conferred  on  the 
court  by  the  California  aot,  a  failure  to  ob- 
tain juridical  possession  or  the  approval  of 
the  departmental  assembly,  prior  to  the 
treaty  of  cession,  did  not  operate  to  forfeit 
the  title  of  the  grantee  or  prevent  a  confirma- 
tion of  a  claim  based  on  such  grant.  Wheth- 
er this  rule  applies  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1891,  is  one  of  the  questions  embraced  in 
the  propositions  which  we  have  postponed 
considering  and  as  to  which  therefore  we 
presently  intimate  no  opinion  whatever. 

The  "proceedings"  which  by  article  6  of 
the  regulations  were  to  be  forwarded  to  the 
legislative  body  were  termed  an  expediente. 
What  was  embraced  in  the  expediente  is 
thus  stated  in  United  States  v.  Moorehead, 
1  Black,  227,  246,  17  L.  ed.  76,  78. 

"When  complete  an  expediente  usually 
ocmsists  of  the  petition,  with  the  disefia  an- 
nexed ;  a  marginal  decree,  approving  the  pe- 
tition; the  order  of  reference  to  the  proper 
officer  for  information;  the  report  of  that 
officer  in  conformity  to  the  order,  the  decree 
of  concession  and  the  copy  or  a  duplicate  of 
the  grant.  These  several  papers — that  is, 
the  petition  with  the  disefio  annexed,  the  or- 
der of  reference,  the  informe,  the  decree  of 
concession  and  the  copy  of  the  grant,  append- 
ed together  in  the  order  mentioned— consti- 

J2  tute  a  complete  expediente  within  the  mean- 

^  ing  of  the  Mexican  law." 

•  'And  in  United  States  v.  Larkin,  18  How. 
Sbl,  16  L.  ed.  487,  this  court,  speaking  of 
the  final  order  or  decree  by  a  governor  ex- 
hibiting favorable  action  upon  an  applica- 
tion, it  was  expressly  declared  that  a  "con- 
cession and  direction  constitute  a  part  of 
the  evidence  of  the  title,  or,  according  to  the 
Mexican  vocabulary,  a  part  of  the  "expedi- 
ente.' " 

In  Fuentes  v.  United  States,  22  How.  443, 
10  L.  ed.  376,  the  nature  and  importance  of 
an  expediente  was  commented  upon.  In  that 
case  confirmation  was  sought  of  a  purported 
grant  without  the  production  of  an  expedi- 
ente.    The  court  said  (p.  463,  L.  ed.  p.  370)  : 


"The  case,  then,  stands  altogether  discon- 
nected from  the  archives,  and  exclusively 
upon  the  paper  in  the  possession  of  Fuentes. 
It  has  no  connection  with  the  preliminary 
steps  required  by  the  act  of  Mexico  of  the 
18th  of  August,  1824,  or  with  the  regulations 
of  November  28,  1828.  It  is  deficient  in 
every  particular*— unlike  every  other  case 
which  has  been  brought  to  this  court  from 
California.  There  was  no  petition  for  the 
land;  no  examination  into  its  condition, 
whether  grantable  or  otherwise;  none  into 
the  character  and  national  status  of  the  ap* 
plicant  to  receive  a  grant  of  land;  no  order 
for  a  survey  of  it;  no  reference  of  any  pe- 
tition for  it  to  any  magistrate  or  other  offi- 
cer, for  a  report  upon  the  case ;  no  transmis- 
sion of  the  grant — supposing  it  to  be  such— 
to  the  departmental  assembly  or  territorial 
legislature,  for  its  acquiescence;  nor  was  an 
expediente  on  file  in  relation  to  it,  accord- 
ing to  the  usase  in  such  cases. 

"All  of  the  foregoing  were  customary  re- 
quirements for  granting  lands.  Where  they 
had  not  been  complied  with,  the  title  was  not 
deemed  to  be  complete  for  registration  in  the 
archives,  nor  in  a  condition  to  be  sent  to 
the  departmental  assembly  for  its  action 
upon  the  grant.  The  governor  could  not  dis- 
pense with  them  wiUi  official  propriety;  nor 
shall  it  be  presumed  that  he  has  done  so, 
because  there  may  be,  in  a  paper  said  to  be 
a  grant,  a  declaration  that  they  had  been 
observed,  particularly  in  a  case  where  the 
archives  do  not  show  any  record  of  such  a 
grant" 

That  the  proceedings  evidenced  by  the  ex- 
pediente may  be  examined  in  passing  upon 
the  claim  of  a  grant  in  fee  was  expressly  ad- 
judicated in  De   Haro  v.   United  States,  6^ 
Wall.  690,  18  L.  ed.  681.  ;; 

*  Speaking  of  the  execution  of  a  grant  in* 
duplicate,  it  was  said  in  United  States  v. 
Osio,  23  How.  273,  270,  16  L.  ed.  467,  460. 

"Grants  under  the  colonizaMon  laws  were 
usually  issued  in  duplicates,— one  copy  being 
designed  for  the  party  to  whom  it  was  madsp 
and  the  other  to  remain  in  the  archives  to 
be  transmitted  with  the  expediente  to  ths 
departmental  assembly  for  its  approvaL 
They  were  in  all  respects  the  same,  except 
that  the  copy  left  in  the  office,  sometimes 
called  the  duplicate  copy,  was  not  always 
signed  by  the  governor  and  secretary,  and  did 


families  shall  not  be  held  to  be  definitely  valid 
without  the  previous  consent  of  the  territorial 
deputation,  for  which  purpose  the  respective 
proceedings  shall  be  forwarded  to  it. 


**8.  The  grant  asked  for  being  definitely  made, 
a  document  signed  by  the  political  chief  shall  be 
Issued  to  serve  as  a  title  to  the  party  in  Interest, 
It  being  stated  therein  that  the  grant  is  made 
In  entire  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the 
laws,  In  virtue  of  which  the  possession  shall  be 
given. 

**9.  The  corresponding  entries  of  all  the  ap- 
plications presented  and  grants  made  shall  be 
made  in  a  book  Intended  for  the  purpose,  with 
the  maps  of  the  lands  that  shall  be  granted,  and 
a  detailed  report  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  su- 
preme go<vemment  every  quarter. 

*'10.  No  sUpulatlon  shall  be  admitted  for  a 


new  settlement,  unless  the  contractor  obligates 
himself  to  furnish  at  least  twelve  families  as 
settlers. 

**11.  The  political  chief  shall  set  a  ressonable 
time  for  the  settler,  within  which  he  must  aee- 
essarlly  cultivate  or  occupy  the  land  In  the 
terms  and  with  the  number  of  families  whleh  he 
has  stipulated,  in  the  Intelligence  that  If  he 
does  not  do  so  the  grant  of  the  land  should  be 
void,  but  the  political  chief  may,  nevertheless, 
revalidate  It  In  proportion  to  the  part  In  which 
the  party  In  Interest  had  compiled. 

"12.  Every  new  settler,  after  he  has  enltl- 
vated  or  occupied  the  land  under  his  stlpnlatlon, 
shall  be  careful  to  so  show  to  the  municipal  an- 
thority.  In  order  to  consolidate  and  secure  his 
right  to  the  property  to  enable  him  to  freely 
dispose  thereof,  after  the  proper  record  liss 
been  made." 
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not  usually  contain  tlie  order  directing  % 
note  of  the  grant  to  be  entered  in  the  office 
where  land  adjudications  were  required  to  be 
recorded." 

As  shown  in  the  excerpt  of  article  9  of  the 
regulations  of  1828,  it  was  required  that  a 
record  should  be  made  of  the  applications 
presented  and  grants  made.  Concerning 
this  provision,  this  court  in  the  case  last 
cited  said   (p.  279,  L.  ed.  p.  450): 

"Adjudications  of  lana  titles  were  re- 
quired by  the  Mexican  law  to  be  recorded. 
That  requirement,  however,  was  regarded  as 
fulfilled,  according  to  the  practice  in  the  de- 
partment of  California,  when  a  short  entry 
was  made  in  a  book  kent  for  the  purpose, 
specifying  the  number  of  the  expediente,  the 
date  of  the  grant,  a  brief  description  of  the 
land  granted,  and  the  name  of  the  person  to 
whom  the  grant  was  issued." 

Again,  referring  to  article  9,  in  United 
Biate9  v.  Bolton,  28  How.  341,  16  L.  ed.  569, 
this  court  said  (p.  350,  L.  ed.  p.  572) : 

"Sec  11"  (9T)  "dirccU  that  a  proper  rec- 
ord shall  be  kept  of  all  the  petitions  present- 
ed and  grants  made,  with  maps  of  the  lands 
granted. 

"This  record  is  the  evidence  of  grant  It 
being  made,  the  governor  ($8)  shall  sign  a 
document  and  give  it  to  the  party  interested 
to  serve  as  a  title,  wherein  it  must  be  stated 
that  said  grant  (to  wit,  the  record)  is  made 
in  exact  conformity  with  the  provisions  of 
the  laws.  In  virtue  of  this  document  issued 
to  the  party,  possession  of  the  lands  shall  be 
fi^ven;  but  the  document  is  not  sufficient  of 
ttself  to  prove  that  the  governor  has  official- 
ly partea  with  a  portion  of  the  public  do- 
main and  vested  the  land  in  an  individual 
10  owner.  This  must  be  established  before  the 
S  board  of  commissioners  by  record  evidence, 
*  as  found  in  the  archives,  or  which  had  been 
there  and  has  been  lost." 

As  instructive  upon  the  point  now  under 
consideration  we  quote  from  the  opinion  de- 
livered in  Pico  V.  United  States,  2  Wall.  279, 
17  L.  ed.  856: 

"The  regulations  of  1828,  which  were 
adopted  to  carry  into  effect  the  colonization 
law  of  1824,  prescribed  with  great  particu- 
larity the  manner  in  which  portions  of  the 
public  domain  of  Mexico  might  he  granted 
to  private  parties  for  the  purposes  of  resi- 
dence and  cultivation.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
state  the  several  proceedings  designated,  as 
they  have  been  the  subjects  of  frequent  con- 
sideration in  previous  opinions  of  this  court. 
All  of  them,  from  the  petition  of  the  colonist 
or  settler  to  the  concession  of  the  governor, 
were  required  to  be  in  writing,  and  when  the 
concession  was  made,  to  be  forwarded  to  the 
departmental  assembly  for  its  consideration. 
The  action  of  that  body  was  entered  with 
other  proceedings  upon  its  ioumals,  and 
these  records,  together  with  the  documents 
transmitted  to  it,  were  preserved  amonsr  the 
archives  of  the  government  in  the  custody  of 
the  secretai^  of  state  of  the  department.  The 
approval  of  the  assembly  was  essential  to 
the  definitive  validity  of  the  concession,  and 
#hen  obtained  a  formal  grant  was  issued 
by  the  governor  to  the  petitioner.    The  regu- 


lations contemplated  an  approval  to  precede 
the  issue  of  the  formal  grant,  so  when  the 
grantee  received  this  document  the  conces- 
sion  should  be  considered  final.  For  a  long 
time  after  the  adoption  of  the  regulaUons 
this  course  of  proceeding  was  followed;  but 
afterwards,  and  for  some  years  previous  to 
the  conquest,  a  different  practice  prevailed, 
and  the  formal  title  papers  were  issued  with- 
out waiting  for  the  action  of  the  assembly, 
a  clause  being  inserted  to  the  effect  that  the 
grant  was  subject  to  the  approval  of  that 
body.  Of  the  petitions  presented  and  grants 
issued,  whether  before  or  after  the  approval 
of  the  assembly,  a  record  was  required  to  be 
kept  in  suitable  books  provided  for  that  pur* 
pose. 

"As  will  be  perceived  from  this  statement, 
it  was  an  essential  part  of  the  system  of 
Mexico  to  preserve  full  record  evidence  of  all^ 
grants  of  the  public  domain,  and  of  the  vari-^ 
oiufproceedings  by  which  they  were  obtained.* 
When,  therefore,  a  claim  to  land  in  Calif or<« 
nia  is  asserted  under  an  alleged  grant  from 
the  Mexican  government,  reference  must,  in 
the  first  instance,  be  had  to  the  archives  of 
the  country  embracing  the  period  when  the 
grant  purports  to  have  been  made.  If  they 
furnish  no  information  on  the  subject,  a 
strong  presumption  naturally  arises  against 
the  validity  of  the  instrument  produced, 
which  can  only  be  overcome,  if  at  all,  by  the 
clearest  proof  of  its  genuineness,  accompa- 
nied by  open  and  oontinued  possession  of 
the  premises." 

In  Peralta  v.  United  States,  3  Wall.  434, 
18  L.  ed.  221,  there  was  considered  the  va« 
lidity  of  an  alleged  grant  claimed  to  have 
been  made  in  the  early  part  of  1846.  The 
grant  was  attempted  to  be  established  by 
the  introduction  in  evidence,  from  private 
hands,  of  an  expediente,  embracing  docu* 
ments  exhibiting  the  proceedings  had  pre- 
liminary to  the  making  of  the  alleged  grants 
including  an  order  of  the  governor,  based 
upon  the  report  of  a  prefect,  that  a  title  is- 
sue, and  parol  proof  of  the  execution  of  a 
formal  grant.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion 
affirming  the  decree  of  the  district  court  re- 
jecting the  grant,  the  court  reiterated  for^ 
mer  declarations,  saying  (p.  440,  L.  ed.  p» 
223): 

"The  colonization  regulations  of  1828  con- 
stitute the  'laws  and  usages'  by  which  the 
validity  of  a  Mexican  title  is  to  l)e  deter- 
mined. It  is  not  important  to  restate  the 
nature  and  extent  of  those  regulations,  for 
they  have  been  so  often  commented  on  that 
they  are  familiar  to  the  profession.  The 
Mexican  nation  attached  a  great  deal  of  form 
to  the  disposition  of  its  lands,  and  required 
many  things  to  be  done  before  the  proceed- 
ings could  ripen  into  a  grant.  But  the  im- 
portant fact  to  be  noticed  is,  that  a  record 
was  required  to  be  kept  of  whatever  was 
done.  This  record  was  a  guard  against 
fraud  and  imposition,  and  enabled  the  gov- 
ernment to  ascertain  with  accuracy  what 
portions  of  the  public  lands  had  been  alien- 
ated. The  record  v>as  the  grant,  and  with* 
out  it  the  title  was  not  devested.  The  gov- 
ernor was  required  to  give  a  document  to  th« 
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party  interested,  which  was  evidence  of  title, 
«nd  enabled  him  to  get  possesBion;  but  thii 
t-^tulo*  did  not  devest  tne  title,  imlest  ree- 
^  md  was  made  in  conformi^  with  law." 

•  *Th6  ■olemnity  of  juridical  posaenion  as 
ccmneeted  with  the  imettiture  of  a  private 
person  with  a  complete  and  perfect  title  to 
public  lands  of  Mexico  has  been  commented 
upon  in  variouii  decisions  of  this  court. 
Malarin  v.  United  States,  1  WalL  289,  17 
L.  ed.  505;  Graham  t.  United  States,  4  WalL 
259,  18  L.  ed.  333;  Van  Reynegan  v.  Bolton^ 
95  U.  S.  33,  24  L.  ed.  351 ;  United  States  ▼. 
Pico,  5  Wall.  530,  18  L.  ed.  695;  and  Mare 
T.  Steinbach,  127  U.  S.  70,  32  L.  ad.  51,  8 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1067. 

In  Malarin  v.  United  States,  discussing 
the  claim  of  the  execution  of  an  alleged  ffrant 
of  public  lands  in  the  territory  of  Califor- 
Bia  in  1840»  the  court  said  (p.  289,  L.  ed. 
p.  595): 

"When  the  grant  to  Pacheco  was  issued 
there  still  remained  another  proceeding  to 
be  taken  for  the  investiture  of  the  title. 
Under  the  civil,  as  at  the  common,  law,  a  for- 
mal tradition  or  livery  of  seisin  of  the  prop- 
arty  was  necessary.  As  preliminary  to  this 
proceeding  the  boundaries  of  the  quantity 
granted  had  to  be  established,  when  there 
was  any  uncertainty  in  the  description  of 
the  premisea  Measurement  and  segregation 
in  such  cases,  therefore,  preceded  the  final 
delivery  of  possession.  By  the  Mexican  law 
▼arious  regulations  were  prescribed  for  the 
guidance,  in  these  matters,  of  the  magis- 
trates of  the  vicinage.  The  conditions  an- 
nexed to  the  grant  in  the  case  at  bar  required 
the  grantee  to  solicit  juridical  possession 
from  the  proper  jud^  In  compliance  with 
this  requirement,  within  four  months  after 
the  issuance  of  the  grant,  he  presented  the 
instrument  to  the  I'udge  of  the  district,  and 
requested  him  to  designate  a  day  for  deliv- 
aring  the  possession.  The  judge  designated 
a  day,  and  directed  that  the  adjoining  pro- 
prietors be  cited,  and  that  measurers  and 
aounters  be  appointed.  On  the  day  desig- 
nated the  proprietors  appeared,  and  two 
measurers  and  two  counters  were  appointed 
and  sworn  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  their 
duties.  A  line  provided  for  the  measure- 
ment was  produced,  and  its  precise  length 
ascertained.  The  measurers  tnen  proceeded 
to  measure  off  the  land,  the  judge  and  the 
proprietors  accompanyins  them.  The  meas- 
urement being  effected,  uie  parties  went  to 
the  canter  of  the  land,  and  there  the  judge 
directed  the  grantee  to  enter  into  the  posses- 
sion, which  he  did,  and  gave  evidence  of  the 
OD  fact  'by  pulling  up  grass  and  making  demon* 
S  strations  as  owner  of  the  land.'    Of  the  vari- 

*  ouB  steps  thus  taken,  from  tha^appointment 
of  the  day  to  the  final  act  of  delivery,  a  com- 
plete record  was  kept  by  the  judge,  and  by 
him  transmitted  to  the  grantee  after  being 
properly  entered  upon  uia  'book  of  posses- 
sions.'" 

It  appears  from  the  adjudications  of  this 
aourt  that  the  formal  grants  made  to  land 
in  the  territory  of  California  enumerated 
conditions  attached  to  the  grant,  in  seeming 
aomplianca  with  tha  spirit  if  not  tha  latter 


of  tha  Mexican  aolonSsation  law»  and  with 
tha  axaotions  of  tha  regulations  adopted  to 
azaeuta  tha  same.  It  oertainlv  cannot  ba 
questioned  that»  under  Spanish  dominion, 
tha  public  lands  were  not  granted  in  tha  first 
instance,  in  fee,  to  settlers  or  colonists,  freed 
from  oonditions.  As  said  by  this  court  in 
OKwoes  V.  United  States,  168  U.  S.  188,  48 
Ii.  ed.  430,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  76,  speakii^ 
of  the  Spanish  law  in  force  m  1788: 

"Lots  and  lands  ware  distributed  to  thoaa 
who  were  intending  to  settle,  and  it  waa  pn^ 
vided  that  'when  said  settlers  shall  hava 
lived  and  labored  in  said  settlements  during 
the  space  of  four  years,  they  are  hereby  on- 
powered,  from  the  expiration  of  said  term» 
to  sell  the  same  and  freely  to  dispoaa  of  them 
at  their  will  as  their  own  property.'  But 
confirmation  by  the  audiencia,  or  the  govern- 
or if  recourse  to  tha  audiencia  was  impracti- 
cable, after  the  four  years  had  elapsed,  waa 
required  in  completion  of  the  l^gal  title." 

The  constituents  of  the  preliminary  pa- 
pers leading  up  to  a  grant  and  of  the  grant 
itself,  and  the  distinction  betwen  them,  to 
which  attention  had  been  so  often  directed 
by  this  court  was  pointedly  reiterated  in  tha 
statement  of  the  case  made  by  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Fuller  in  Ainsa  ▼.  United  States,  161 
U.  S.  219,  40  L.  ed.  677, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  648, 
as  follows: 

"An  axpediente  is  a  complete  statement  of 
every  step  taken  in  the  proceedings,  and  a 
testimonio  is  the  first  copy  of  the  expedients. 
A  grant  of  [or?]  final  utle  paper  [s]  is  at- 
tadied  to  the  testimonio  and  delivered  to 
tha  grantee  as  evidence  of  title,  and  entry  is 
made  at  the  time  in  a  book  called  the  Toma 
de  Raxon,  which  identifies  the  grantee,  data 
of  the  grant^  and  property  ffranted." 

It  is  manifest,  from  the  foregoing  review 
of  the  decisions  under  the  California  act|» 
that  it  was  held  that  in  order  to  vest  an^ 
applicant  under  the  regulations  of  1828  with  * 
title  in  fee,  either  absolute  and  perfect,  or 
oonditional   and  imperfect,   to  public  land, 
substantial  compliance  with  the  preliminary 
requisites  to  a  grant  waa  essential,  it  was 
necessary  that  a  grant  should  be  evidenced 
by  an  act  of  the  governor,  clearly  and  un- 
equivocally conveyinff  the  land  intended  to 
be  granted,  and  a  public  record,  in  some  form, 
was  required  to  M  made  of  such  grant. 

As  a  corollary  from  the  foregoing,  it  of 
course  follows  that  the  action  of  the  legisla- 
tive body  could  not  lawfully  be  invoked  for 
tha  approval  of  a  grant,  unless  the  expedi* 
ente  evidenced  action  by  the  governor,  un- 
ambiguous in  terma  as  well  as  regular  in 
character. 

Although  it  be  assumed  that  there  was  a 
settled  practice  in  New  Mexico  prior  to  tha 
treaty  of  cession,  to  evidence  a  grant  of  land 
by  a  decree  of  the  governor  entered  upon  tha 
reports  made  to  him,  without  the  execution 
of  an  independent  and  formal  grant,  such  as- 
sumption would  not  avail  in  this  case.  For, 
undoubtedly,  it  would  ba  essential  in  a  pft* 
per  of  the  character  referred  to  that  it 
should  indicate  the  land  to  which  the  grant 
referred  and  tha  persons  to  whom  it  was 
made,  and,  further,  that  there  should  be  a 
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reoord  thereof.  It  it  patent  that  the  rega- 
lationt  oontemplaied  that  the  original  '*pro- 
ceedinn"  or  expediente  which  were  to  be  for- 
warded  to  the  departmental  assembly,  if  evi* 
dencing  the  fact  that  a  grant  had  actually 
been  made,  should  remain  in  the  custody  of 
the  public  officials,  and  that  such  "proceed- 
ings^  to  be  complete  should  exhibit  the  ac- 
tion taken  by  the  governor  after  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  prerequisites  required  by 
law. 

Inspecting,  then,  the  alleged  granting  pa- 
pers on  the  assumption  of  their  genuineness, 
we  proceed  to  determine  whether  or  not  they 
Justify  the  contention  that  thereby  a  v»lid 
grant  of  any  kind  was  made.  In  doing  so 
let  us  consider,  first,  the  form  of  the  alleged 
granting  papers,  and,  second,  their  sub- 
stance. 

The  only  ground  for  contending  that  there 
was  a  grant  by  the  governor  must  rest  on 
the  inference  that  the  indorsement  by  the 
official  named,  on  the  petition  of  Santistevan, 
manifested  the  purpose  of  the  governor  to 
grant  an  absolute  title  to  land,  and  operated 
to  constitute  a  formal  deed  of  grant.  The 
§  indorsement  thus  referred  to  it  as  follows: 

*  *SanU  F6,  December  31,  1845. 

To  the  prefect  of  the  district,  that  he  as- 
certain whether  the  land  applied  for  has  an 
owner,  and  cause  the  corresponding  justice 
to  deliver  the  land  referred  to  by  the  peti- 
tioner. Armijo. 

Juan  Bautista  Vigil  y  Alarid,  Secretary. 

But,  under  all  the  authorities  to  which  we 
liave  referred  the  mere  indorsement  by  a 
Mexican  governor  of  action  on  the  petition, 
before  any  of  the  prerequisite  steps  men- 
tioned in  the  regulations  of  1828  had  been 
taken  to  determine  whether  as  to  the  land 
and  the  applicants  the  power  to  grant  might 
be  exercised,  was  treated  as  a  mere  reference 
by  the  governor  to  ascertain  the  preliminary 
facts  re<juired  to  justify  an  approval  of  an 
application,  and  not  as  having  force  and  ef- 
fect as  an  actual  grant  of  title  to  the  land 
petitioned  for.  Under  the  decisions  referred 
to,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  regular 
practice  was  deemed  to  be  the  execution  of  a 
formal  deed  of  grant,  following  a  decree  ac- 
ceding to  the  application,  after  reports  made 
as  to  the  results  of  the  investigation  di- 
rected to  be  had  as  required  by  law. 

Whilst,  as  we  have  said,  it  may  have  been 
the  practice  in  New  Mexico  for  the  governor 
not  to  make  an  independent,  formal  grant, 
but,  after  the  receipt  of  reports  from  sub- 
ordinate officials,  to  indorse  a  decree  of  con- 
cession or  grant  upon  the  papers  evidencing 
the  ''proceraings"  in  the  matter,  such  prac- 
tice would  not  justify  the  conclusion  that 
the  mere  approval  indorsed  on  a  petition, 
amounting  but  to  a  direction  to  take  the  nec- 
essary st^s  for  the  ascertainment  of  needed 
information,  should  be  treated  as  dispensing 
with  any  manifestation  by  the  governor  of 
his  intention  to  grant  a  title  to  land  after 
the  requisite  information  had  been  communi- 
cated'to  him.  It  is  manifest  that  the  prefect 
to  whom  the  indorsement  by  the  governor  on 


the  petition  was  addressed  did  not  consider 
it  as  a  grant  of  title  to  ilie  tract  of  laud  in 
question,  since  he  directed  the  justice  of  the 
peace,  if  the  land  was  vacant  and  third  par- 
ties would  not  be  injured  thereby,  to  ''pro- 
ceed to  grant  them  of  the  land  an  abundance 
of  what  ectch  ean  otUtivate,  under  the  con- 
dition that  they  inclose  the  same  with  a  reg- 
ular fence,  in  order  to  prevent  damage,  andn 
that  they  do  not  obstruct   the  roacU,  pas-^ 
tures,  and*«7atering  places,  and  with  notice* 
that  they  should  keep  arms  sufficient  for 
their  defense." 

Now,  it  is  undoubted  that  the  documents 
executed  by  the  prefect  and  the  justice  of  the 
peace  fairly  import  that  those  officials  as- 
sumed authority  to  grant  something  as  re- 
spected the  land  in  question,  either  title  or 
a  right  of  possession  for  purposes  of  cultiva- 
tion, but  it  is  beyond  controversy  that  the 
officials  referred  to  did  not>  in  1846,  possess 
power  to  grant  the  title  to  public  lands. 
Haw9  V.  United  Stai€9, 176  U.  S.  24S,  20  Sup. 
Gt  Bep.  80,  44  L.  ed.  — ;  Crispin  v.  United 
Btatea,  168  U.  S.  215,  42  L.  ed.  440,  18  Sup. 
Gt.  Rep.  53;  United  States  v.  Bergere,  168 
U.  S.  66,  42  L.  ed.  383,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  4. 
If,  however,  the  subordinate  officials  referred 
to  presumed  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  governor 
in  making  a  grant  of  title,  the  failure  of  the 
latter  to  subsequently  ratify  their  action 
rendered  their  acts  nugatory.  United  States 
V.  Bergere,  168  U.  S.  66,  42  L.  ed.  383,  18 
Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  4. 

As  a  ^ant  of  title  by  the  governor  was  a 
prerequisite  to  the  conferring  of  juridical 
possession,  of  necessity  the  ddivery  thereof 
must  have  conformed  to  such  precedent 
grant,  and  the  mere  act  of  possession  cannot 
in  any  view  have  the  force  and  effect  of  a 
grant.  The  document  evidencing  possession 
certainly  formed  no  part  of  the  "proceed- 
ings" or  expediente  which  was  required  to  be 
transmittea  to  the  legislative  body  for  its  de- 
cision, approving  or  disapproving  action 
taken  by  the  ^vernor  antecedent  to  the  giv- 
ing of  possession. 

Passing,  however,  from  the  mere  question 
of  form  and  considering  the  substance  of 
things,  can  the  papers  relied  upon  be  treated 
as  constituting  a  grant  of  title  to  the  land  in 
question  T  <>rtainly,  the  adjudications  of 
this  court  upon  the  regulations  of  1828,  from 
the  beginning,  have  established  the  doctrine 
that  a  grant  of  Mexican  land  could  not  be 
oonfinned  unless  there  had  been  at  least  a 
reasonable  compliance  with  the  require 
ments  of  those  regulations.  Now,  the  Mexi-* 
can  law  under  which,  if  at  all,  a  grant  of 
this  land  could  have  been  made,  required 
the  governor  to  be  informed  both  as  to  the 
capacity  of  the  individual  under  the  law  to 
receive  the  grant,  and  as  to  whether  the  land 
petitioned  for  was  in  a  condition  for  erant. 
And  whilst  exacting  that  the  governor  uiould 
thus  have  the  means  of  information  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  form  a  judgment,  the  law 
pointed  out  the  officials  to  whom  he  should 
refer  the  petition  for  examination  and  r»|« 
port  on  Uiese  subjects.  h 

•Now,  in  the  case  before  us,  that  the  gover-* 
nor  at  the  inception  of  the  proceedings  was 
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not  Bufficientlj  informed,  either  as  to  the  land 
or  the  applicants,  to  take  final  action  upon 
the  petition,  is  patent  on  the  face  of  the  doo- 
umenta.  Thus,  the  petition  does  not  desig- 
nate who  were  the  'MAve"  associates  of  San- 
tisteyan,  and  the  governor  in  his  indorse- 
ment requires  the  prefect  to  ascertain  the 
condition  of  the  land.  Further,  though  the 
prefect  was  not  informed,  either  by  the  peti- 
tion or  the  indorsement  of  the  governor,  as 
to  who  were  the  petitioners  to  whom  delivery 
of  the  land  was  to  be  made,  he  remained  ig- 
norant on  the  subject,  and  directed  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  to  ascertain  the  condition 
of  the  land,  and  to  grant  to  the  "petitioners" 
(asserted  in  the  petition  of  Santistevan  to 
be  «i0  in  number)  an  abundance  of  what 
each  could  cultivate  of  the  land,  under  cer- 
tain prescribed  conditions.  We  find,  how- 
ever, the  justice  of  the  peace  assuming  to 
grant  to  ''five  petitioners*'  jointly,  either  a 
title  to,  or  the  right  of  possession  of,  all  the 
land  within  described  boundaries. 

Regarded  as  a  grant  of  title,  the  docu- 
ments relied  upon  import,  contrary  to  the 
letter  and  spirit  of  the  regulations,  that  it 
was  a  matter  of  no  consequence  to  what  par- 
ticular individuals  a  grant  was  to  be  made, 
and  that  Santistevan  might  designate,  at  his 
pleasure,  the  persons  to  be  placed  with  him- 
self in  possession.  But,  by  article  3  of  the  reg- 
ulations, the  determination  whether  the  con- 
ditions required  by  the  colonization  law  ex- 
isted, ''both  as  regards  the  land  and  the  ap- 
Elicant,"  was  imposed  upon  the  executive 
ead  of  the  territory.  And  as  already 
shown,  the  grant  could  not  have  been  created 
by  the  mere  conferring  of  juridical  possession 
since  the  authority  to  give  possession  was 
necessarily  derived  from  and  must  have  con- 
formed to  a  precedent  grant. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  indorsement  of 
Governor  Armijo,  considered  by  itself  or  in 
conjunction  with  the  petition,  failed  to  iden- 
tify the  petitioners,  and  did  not,  in  terms, 
purport  to  grant  title  to  land.  As  Santiste- 
van petitioned  that  the  grant  be  made  by  the 
governor  'in  the  name  of  the  high  powers  of 
our  Mexican  Republic,"  it  is  not  permissible 
to  infer  that  the  governor  intended  to  dele- 
es  gate  to  subordinate  officials  the  power  to  de- 
S  cido  whether  an  absolute  or  any  title  to  the 
*  land  petitioned  for  should* be  granted,  or  to 
determine  what  portion  thereof  should  be 
granted.  The  reasonable  interpretation  of 
the  act  of  the  governor  would  appear  to  be 
that  he  intended  either  to  license  the  occupa- 
tion of  land  within  the  prescribed  limits  for 
cultivation,  or  that  he  desired  an  examina- 
tion and  report  to  be  made,  with  a  delivery 
of  temporary  possession,  pending  further  ac- 
tion on  his  part. 

When  it  is  borne  in  mind  that  the  applica- 
tion of  Santistevan  purports  to  have  been 
made  at  a  time  when  hostilities  were  impend- 
ing between  Mexico  and  the  United  States, 
and  the  territory  of  New  Mexico  was  un- 
doubtedly in  a  disturbed  condition,  its  citi- 
zens in  all  probability  preoccupied  with 
preparations  for  an  impending  clash  of  arms, 
the  inference  from  the  documents  we  have 
been   considering   ib  not  unwarranted   that 


but  a  mere  temporary  poesesslon  or  lieenaa 
was  intended  by  the  prefect  and  justice  of 
the  peace  to  be  conferred  upon  the  appli- 
cants. Such  an  hypothesis  would  account 
for  the  long  delay  following  the  direction  of 
the  prefect  to  the  Justice  of  the  peace,  bear* 
ing  date  January  3, 1846,  and  the  delivery  of 
possession  on  the  20th  of  March  following. 
And  it  is  to  be  remarked  that  such  a  posses- 
sion as  could  have  been  had  of  the  land  in 
ouestion  under  then  existing  circumstanoea» 
during  the  short  time  intervening  the  assert- 
ed delivery  of  possession  and  the  conquest  of 
the  country  by  the  American  forces,  would 
have  been  insufiicient  to  have  constituted 
even  an  equity  in  favor  of  the  alleged  gran* 
tees,  which  this  court  could  recognize  were 
it  clothed  with  the  broad  powers  conferred 
by  the  California  act.  Peralta  v.  United 
States,  3  Wall.  434,  441,  18  L.  ed.  221,  224. 
It  may  be  added  that  the  record  fails  to  sat- 
isfactorily establish  any  occupancy  or  culti- 
vation prior  to  the  conquest,  and  but  trifling 
cultivation  thereafter,  and  the  latter  by  a 
portion  only  of  the  alleged  grantees. 

To  summarize.  In  the  documents  present- 
ed as  establishing  title  in  the  alleged  origi- 
nal grantees,  there  is  an  entire  disregard  of 
the  requirements  of  the  regulations  of  1828, 
and  the  proceedings  do  not  warrant  the  find- 
ing that  the  acts  of  the  prefect  and  of  the 
justice  of  the  peace  were  ever  reported  to  or 
received  the  approval  of  the  governor,  or  that 
the  latter  official  ever  made  a  grant  cf  title.  j| 
The  major  portion  of  the  documents  claimed  h 
*to  constitute  title,  if  regular,  properly  con- 
stituted part  and  parcel  of  an  expediente  be- 
longing to  the  archivea  They,  however^ 
bear  no  indorsement  to  indicate  that  th^ 
had  ever  been  among  public  archives  prior  to 
their  production  in  1872  from  private  cue- 
tody  for  filing  in  the  office  of  tne  surveyor 
general  of  New  Mexico.  So,  also,  no  evi- 
dence was  introduced  tending  to  show  that 
any  sort  of  official  record  had  ever  been  made 
of  a  grant  of  title  to  the  land  in  controversy^ 
while  the  tenor  of  the  act  of  possession  for- 
bids the  inference  that  any  formal  grant  was 
ever  executed  by  the  governor.  The  case  is 
therefore  without  the  principle  of  various  de- 
cisions of  this  court  wnere,  with  respect  to  a 
formal  grant,  introduced  in  evidence,  comply^ 
ing  with  the  requirements  of  the  regulations^ 
but  whose  authenticitv  was  disputed,  the 
case  was  remanded  to  the  lower  court  to  per- 
mit the  introduction  of  evidence,  if  such 
could  be  produced,  to  establish  that  archive 
evidence  of  the  grant  once  existed.  One  of 
the  prerequisites  for  the  introduction  of  seo- 
ondary  evidence  of  title  is  proof  that  a 
"grant  was  obtained  and  made  in  the  manner 
the  law  required."  United  States  v.  Castro^ 
24  How.  360,  16  L.  ed.  660. 

Unless  it  be  assumed  that  the  Mexican  gov- 
ernment was  indifferent  as  to  the  disposition 
of  its  lands,  and  that  anybody  and  everybody 
possessed  power  to  convey  them,  as  a  matter 
of  course,  to  whoever  chose  to  ask  for  tJlem, 
proceedings  such  as  those  we  have  reviewed 
cannot  be  treated  as  bavins  had  the  effect  of 
devesting  the  Republic  of  Mexico  of  tkle  to 
a  portion  of  its  public  lands. 
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Stistalning,  as  we  do,  the  first  two  eonten- 
tions  urged  by  the  ^yemment,  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  consider  or  pass  upon  the 
others  which  were  pressed  upon  our  atten- 
tion. As  a  consequence  of  the  foregoing  rea- 
sons, it  results  that  the  claim  should  have 
been  rejected  by  the  court  of  private  land 
claims,  and  that  because  it  erroneously  con- 
firmed the  alleged  grant,  the  decree  made  be- 
low ehould  he  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  instructions  to  reject  the  daim 
and  dismiss  the  petition. 

And  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice    Brewer    and    Mr.    Justice 
Brown  concur  in  the  result. 
Mr.  Justice  Slilras  and  Mr.  Juitioe  Mo- 
dissent 


(177  U.  S.  66) 

HOUSTON  ft  TEXAS  CENTRAL  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  ei  cU.,  Plffe.  in  Err., 

V. 

STATE  OP  TEXAS. 

Writ  of  error — Federal  queetion — impair' 
ment  of  obligation  of  oontraet — state 
treasury  warrants  ciroulating  as  money — 
violation  of  Constitution — legality  of  pay- 
ment to  state  therein — toarrants  issued  in 
aid  of  Rebellion, 

1.  A  dedsioB  of  a  state  court  may  give  effect 
to  a  state  statute  and  thereby  Impair  the 
obligation  of  a  contract  with  the  state,  al- 
thoogh  the  court  does  not  mention  the  stat- 
ute. 

S.  A  case  is  not  ramoivable  to  a  Federal  court 
on  the  groDnd  that  matters  of  a  Federal  na- 
ture are  Involved,  when  no  snch  matter  ap- 
pears In  plalntlflTs  original  cause  of  action* 
but  is  first  set  up  by  his  reply  to  a  defense. 

t.  A  finding  by  the  court  that  warrants  Issued 
under  and  by  vlrtoe  of  certain  acts  of  the 
legislature  were  Issued  with  Intention  to  have 
them  circulate  as  money  Is  not  a  finding  of 
fact,  but  Is  In  the  nature  of  a  legal  conclu- 
sion, which  may  be  reviewable  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  Statea. 

4.  A  warrant  drawn  by  state  authorities  In 
payment  of  an  appropriation  made  by  the 
legislature  for  a  debt  due  from  the  state  to 
an  Individual,  and  payable  upon  presentation 
If  there  be  funds  in  the  treasury,  cannot  be 
deemed  a  bill  of  credit  in  violation  of  17.  S. 
Const,  art.  1,  |  10,  or  to  be  a  treasury  war- 
rant Intended  to  circulate  as  money  In  viola- 
tion of  Tex.  Const.  1845,  art.  7,  |  8,  although 
the  state  directs  Its  oflScers  to  receive  such 
warrants  ss  money  In  payment  of  certain 
dues  to  the  state,  and  to  deliver  them  to  those 
who  would  receive  them  as  money  in  payment 
of  dues  from  the  state,  but  not  to  reissue 
them  when  once  they  come  back  to  the  treas- 
ury of  the  state. 

5.  Payments  actually  received  by  state  ofBcers 
In  pursuance  of  a  state  statute  are  not  void 
because  made  in  state  treasury  warrants 
which  had  been  Illegally  Issued  In  violation 
of  constitutional  provisions  sgainst  Issuing 
warrants  to  circulate  as  money  or  against 
bills  of  credit,  or  because  they  were  Issued 
In  aid  of  the  Rebellion,  even  If  the  offer  of 
the  state  to  receive  them  was  not  binding 
while  unexecuted. 

£0  S.  a— 35. 


6.  The  obligation  of  the  contract  whldi  tha 
lew  raises  from  the  transactloii  Itself  when  a 
state  actually  receives  In  payment  of  an  obli- 
gation treasury  warrants  which  were  void, 
and  thereupon  cancels  them,  would  be  Im- 
paired by  any  subsequent  statute  of  the  state 
which  repudiated  or  permitted  the  repudlfr 
tlon  of  the  payments. 

7.  A  construction  by  a  state  court  of  a  state 
statute,  whereby  a  cause  of  action  under  the 
statute  for  default  of  payments  Is  enforced 
on  the  ground  that  payments  previoosly  made 
and  accepted  by  the  state  are  void,  operates 
to  Impair  the  obligation  of  the  Implied  con- 
tract arising  out  of  the  aoceptsnoe  of  the  pay- 
ments, and  therefore  violates  the  Federal 
Constitution,  although  the  state  court  does 
not  mention  the  statute. 

[No.  81.] 

Argued  Deeember  IS,  H,  15, 1899.    Decided 
March  26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  CivU  Appeals 
for  the  Third  Judicial  District  of  the 
State  of  Texas  to  review  a  dedsion  foreclos- 
ing a  lien  on  railroad  property.    Revereed. 
See  same  case  below,  41  S.  W.  157. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peokhamt 
*  This  proceeding  was  commenced  by  the « 
state  of  Texas  against  the  defendant,  the* 
Houston  ft  Texas  Central  Railroad  Company 
(hereafter  called  the  company),  to  recover 
the  amount  due  on  certain  bonda  issued  to 
the  state,  and  to  foredose  the  lien  which  ex- 
isted upon  its  property  as  security  for  the 
payment  of  such  bonda.  The  company  is  the 
legal  successor  of  the  two  companies  which 
receivM  the  loans  and  gave  their  bonds,  and 
no  question  of  liability  arises  on  that  ground. 
Judgment  was  given  in  the  trial  court  for 
the  amount  found  due,  and  a  lien  was  de- 
clared and  a  sale  of  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany ordered.  From  this  judgment  the  com- 
pany appealed  to  the  court  of  dvil  appeals 
for  the  state,  where  it  was  modified,  and  then 
affirmed.  The  company  brings  the  case  here 
on  writ  of  error. 

The  petition  of  the  state  by  which  the  pro- 
ceeding was  commenced  showed  that  the  pred- 
ecessors of  the  plaintiff  in  error  borrowed 
money  from  the  school  fund  of  the  state,  and 
gave  their  bonds  therefor.  These  bonds  were 
not  paid  according  to  thdr  tenor  and  effect, 
and  the  legislature  therefore,  on  August  18, 
1870,  passed  a  general  act  for  the  relief  of  $ 
railroad*oompanies  indebted  to  the  state,  l^  * 
which  it  was  provided  that  if  any  company 
should  on  the  1st  day  of  November,  1870,  pay 
six  months'  interest  on  the  aggreffate  amount 
of  the  loan  which,  on  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1870,  was  due  from  it  to  the  state,  and  1 
per  centum  of  the  principal,  and  thereafter 
should  make  similar  semiannual  payments, 
the  state  would  not  exact  any  other  pay- 
ments. 

(What  was  the  aggregate  amount  of  the 
loans  due  on  the  1st  of  May,  1870,  from  the 
two  companies  of  which  the  present  company 
is  the  successor,  is  the  question  in  controver- 
sy, and  its  answer  depends  upon  the  validity 
of  certain  payments  made  by  the  companies 
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to  the  state  in  treasury  ^^-arrants  during  the 
^nr.  Part  of  the  discussion  rests  upon  the 
0^  meaning  and  effect  of  this  act,  and  it  is 
o  tiierefore  given  in  full  in  the  margin.  )t 
*  •  Subsequently,  semiannual  payments  of  in- 
terest and  sinking  fund  were  made  by  or  on 
account  of  the  Washington  County  Railroad 
Company  (one  of  the  predecessors  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error),  up  to  and  including  the 
1st  of  May,  1879,  but  no  payment  was  made 
on  November  1,  1870,  or  at  any  time  there- 
after. Similar  payments  were  made  by  or 
on  account  of  the  Houston  &  Texas  Central 
Railway  Company  (the  other  of  such  pred- 
ecessors) up  to  and  including  the  1st  day 
of  May,  1803,  but  a  portion  only  of  the  semi- 
annual interest  claimed  to  be  due  in  Novem- 
ber, 1893,  was  paid,  and  nothing  has  been 
paid  since  November  1,  1893.  Judgment 
was  prayed  for  the  sums  of  money  stated  to 
be  due,  with  interest,  for  the  foreclosure  of 
the  lien,  and  for  a  sale  of  the  property  un« 
der  execution,  the  proceeds  to  be  applied  to 
the  payment  of  the  sum  due  with  interest, 
and  for  such  other  relief  as  might  be 


To  this  petition  the  defendant  filed  an  an- 
swer, and  therein,  among  other  things,  al« 
leged  that  after  the  eommencement  of  the 
civil  war  the  various  railroad  companies 
were  unable  to  fulfil  their  obligations  to  the 
state,  and  therefore  the  legislature  of  Texas, 
on  the  11th  day  of  January,  1802,  passed  an 
act  for  their  relief,  extending  the  time  of 
payment    of    interest    and    sinking    fund 

g  amounts  until  the  1st  of  January,  1864. 

•  'The  state  legislature,  on  December  16, 
1863»  passed  the  first  act  in  relatiofi  to  re- 


ceiving treasury  warrants  from  railroad 
companies,  whidi  reads  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  Be  it  enacted  bv  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  Texas,  that  uie  comntroUer  ol 
the  state  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  autnorized  to 
receive  from  the  railroad  companies  in  this 
state  who  are  indebted  to  the  special  school 
fund,  all  interest  on  their  bonds  that  may 
now  be  or  hereafter  become  due,  provide!!  the 
same  is  tendered  in  state  bonds  or  in  state 
treasury  warrants,  previous  to  the  meeting 
of  the  next  regular  session  of  the  state  legis- 
lature. 

"Sec.  2.  That  for  all  sums  so  paid  in  the 
comptroller  and  treasurer  shall  issue  to  the 
special  school  fund  the  bonds  of  the  state 
bearing  6  per  cent  interest." 

The  legislature  also  passed  another  act  on 
Mav  28,  1864,  which  reads  as  follows: 

'^Sec.  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  le^slature 
of  tlie  state  of  Texas,  that  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  which  it  is  amendatory  shall  not 
apply  to  railroad  companies  that  fail  or  re- 
fuse to  receive  state  bonds  or  state  treasury 
warrants  at  par  for  freight  or  passage  at  the 
prices  or  rates  established  by  law. 

"Sec  2.  That  whenever  satisfactory  evi- 
dence is  produced  or  furnished  to  the  comp- 
troller of  the  state  that  any  railroad  com- 
pany has  failed  or  refused  to  receive  the 
state  bonds  or  state  treasury  warrants  at 
par  for  freight  or  passage  at  the  rates  estab- 
lished by  law,  he  is  required  to  refuse  to  re- 
ceive the  state  bonds  or  treasury  warrants 
for  the  interest  due  by  said  railroad  upon  iU 
bond. 

"Sec.  3.  That  the  president  of  any  rail- 
road in  this  state  be,  and  is  hereby,  required 
to  post  in  a  conspicuous  place  in  the  railroad 


fAn  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Railroad  Companies 
Indebted  to  the  State  tor  Loans  from  the  Spe- 
cial School  Fund. 

Whereas,  the  political  disturbances  since  the 
year  1860.  by  unsettling  the  business  of  the 
oountry,  have  largely  contributed  to  prevent 
compliance  on  the  part  of  railroad  companies 
Indebted  to  the  state  for  loans  from  the  special 
school  fund,  with  their  engagements  respecting 
the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of 
said  loans ;  snd. 

Whereas.  It  is  desired  to  relieve  said  compa- 
nies from  the  liability  of  their  railroads  to  ssle 
consequent  upon  their  noncompliance  as  afore- 
aaid:  Therefore. 

Sec.  1.  Be  It  enacted  by  the  leglslatare  of  the 
state  of  Texas,  that  any  railroad  company  In- 
debted to  the  state  for  loans  from  the  specisi 
gchool  fund  may  avoid  the  sale  of  its  railroad 
for  the  nonpayment  of  principal  or  Interest  by 
the  payment  into  the  treasury  of  the  state,  on 
the  Ist  day  of  November,  a.  d.  1870,  of  six 
months'  interest  on  the  aggregate  amount  due 
on  acount  of  said  loans,  principal  and  interest, 
as  said  aggregate  amount  stood  on  the  1st  day  of 
May,  A.  n.  1870,  and  by  the  payment,  In  add!- 
tion»  on  said  1st  day  of  November  of  1  per 
cent  upon  s.ild  aggregate  amount,  to  be  applied 
toward  the  sinking  fund  provided  for  by  exist- 
ing laws  in  respect  to  said  loans,  and  by  contin- 
uing to  pay  into  the  treasury  of  the  state  six 
months*  interest,  and  1  per  cent  on  account  of 
said  sinking  fund  semiannually  thereafter,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  May  and  November  In 
each  year. 

Sec.  2.  That  If  any  railroad  company  shall 


fail  to  pay  any  amount  required  to  be  paid  la 
section  one  of  this  act  st  the  time  designated 
thereby,  or  within  ten  days  thereafter,  then  the 
whole  debt  of  such  company,  principal  and  in- 
terest, shall  become  due,  and  the  governor  shall 
proceed  without  delay  to  csuae  the  railroad  of 
said  company  and  Its  franchises  and  property,  so 
far  as  the  Hen  or  mortgage  of  the  state  covers 
the  88 me,  to  be  sold,  the  sale  to  be  in  all  reipects 
(when  not  In  oonOlct  with  this  act)  conducted 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  ef 
August  13.  ▲.  D.  18C6 :  Provided,  Koioover,  That 
in  case  the  governor  should  (for  the  protection 
of  the  school  fund)  deem  it  necessary,  he  may 
buy  in  any  road  to  be  sold  under  this  act.  In  the 
name  of  the  state:  Provided,  further.  That  If 
the  whole  principal  and  Interest  which  may  be- 
come due  as  aforesaid,  and  sJl  costs  attending 
the  advertisements  and  proposed  sale,  shall  be 
paid  before  the  day  of  sale,  then  the  proceedings 
for  sale  shall  be  stopped. 

Sec.  8.  That  the  state  of  Texss  will  not  exact 
of  any  railroad  company  not  hereafter  in  default 
In  respect  to  any  of  the  payments  required  la 
this  act  the  payment  of  the  prindpsJ  of  the  debt 
of  said  company,  excepting  said  payments  on 
account  of  the  sluicing  fund  ss  aforesaid,  bat 
th&t  any  company  may  pay  the  same  in  full  at 
any  time  on  thirty  days*  notice  to  the  governor, 
and  that  ssld  Hen  or  mortgage  of  the  state  shall 
not  Bttach  to  any  extension  of  Its  existing  road 
hereafter  constructed  by  sny  of  said  companlsa. 

Sec.  4.  That  this  act  shall  take  elfect  trom 
and  after  its  passage. 

Approved,  August  18,  1870. 
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offices  and  in  the  passenger  ears  the  provi- 
sions and  terms  of  this  act,  nnder  a  penalty 
of  $100,  to  be  recovered  for  the  benefit  of  the 
state  by  snit  before  any  tonrt  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  upon  information  of  any  par- 
ty." 

On  November  16,  1864,  still  another  act 
was  passed  by  the  legislature  which  reads  as 
follows: 

"Be  it  enacted  by  the  legislature  of  the 
{2  state  of  Texas,  that  the  railroad  companies 

•  of  this  state  that  are  indebted^to  the  special 
school  fund  shall  continue  to  be  allowed  the 
privilege  of  paying  the  interest  due  said  fund 
in  the  treasury  warrants  and  bonds  and  cou- 
pons of  the  state^  and  may  also  discharge  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  principal  of  their 
indebtedness  to  that  fund  (in  the  same  man- 
ner), provided  such  railroad  companies  shall 
satisfy  the  comptroller  that  the  treasury 
warrants  and  bonds  and  coupons  of  the  state 
are  received  by  them  at  par  with  specie  for 
freight  and  passenger  travel. 

"That  all  treasury  warrants  and  bonds 
and  coupons  of  the  state,  so  received  into  the 
state  treasury,  shall  be  canceled;  and  the 
comptroller  shall  issue  the  bonds  of  the  state, 
bearing  6  per  cent  interest,  to  the  special 
school  fund  for  the  amount  so  paid  in ;  and 
this  act  take  effect  from  its  passage." 

Upon  the  passage  of  these  various  acts  and 
in  reliance  upon  the  agreement  and  obliga- 
tion of  the  state,  as  evidenced  thereby,  the 
two  companies  acquired  treasury  warrants 
upon  good  consideration,  and  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  May,  1864,  they  received 
treasury  warrants  at  par  in  payment  of 
freight  and  passenger  services  rendered  by 
them  to  the  various  people  who  demanded 
the  same,  and  they  subsequently  paid  treas- 
ury warrants  to  the  comptroller  of  the  state 
in  payment  of  interest  due  on  their  indebt- 
edness (the  amounts  of  such  payments  are 
set  forth  in  the  answer) ;  and  upon  such  pay- 
ment and  receipt  of  the  warrants  by  the 
comptroller  and  treasurer  they  were  canceled 
as  authorized  and  required  by  the  above- 
mentioned  act;  and  thereupon  the  comptrol- 
ler and  treasurer  issued  the  bonds  of  the 
state  bearing  6  per  centum  interest  to  the 
special  school  fund  for  the  amount  so  paid 
by  the  railroad  companies  in  treasury  war- 
rants. By  reason  of  all  which  it  was  al- 
leged that  a  valid  and  binding  contract  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  railroad  companies 
was  made,  that  the  payments  in  treasury 
warrants  should  be  valid  pa^nments,  at  their 
par  value,  upon  the  various  loans  made  by 
the  state  to  the  companies;  and  it  was  fur- 
ther alleged  that  the  payments  by  treasury 
warrants  had  been  received  by  the  authori- 
ties of  the  state  and  canceled,  and  a  credit 
for  the  amount  thereof  as  payment  given  to 
the  companies  on  the  books  of  the  state,  and 
5  that  the  transaction  thereby  became  fully  ex- 

•  ecuted,  and  the^state  could  not  thereafter 
dispute  or  question  the  validity  of  such  pay- 
ments or  the  right  of  the  company  to  the 
credits  given  it  by  the  state. 

It  is  also  alleged  that  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  August  13,  1870,  and  about  the  1st 
of  November,  1870,  the  comptroller  of  the 


state,  with  the  eoneurrenoe  and  approYal  of 
the  governor,  wrongfully  and  without  au- 
thority of  law,  recharged  eaeh  of  the  tail* 
road  companies  respectively  upon  ths  books 
of  the  comptroller's  office  wltn  the  several 
amounts  theretofore  paid  by  them  respective- 
ly in  treasury  warrants,  and  there  was  de- 
manded from  the  respective  companies  on 
the  1st  day  of  November,  1870,  six  months' 
interest  and  1  per  cent  for  the  sinking  fund 
on  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  loan,  as  mads 
up  by  the  comptroller,  after  striking  out  the 
payments  maae  by  the  company  with  the 
treasury  warrants,  lliese  amounts  were 
paid  under  protest,  as  bein^  illegally  de- 
manded and  resulting  in  a  violation  of  ths 
contract  existing  between  the  companies  and 
the  state.  Payments  on  the  same  basis  were 
continued  semiannually  from  that  time,  ac- 
companied by  a  protest  similar  to  the  one 
first  mentioned,  until,  as  the  company  con- 
tends, the  full  amount  due  by  it  to  the  state 
had  been  paid,  provided  the  payments  in 
treasury  warrants  were  credited  as  valid 
payments.  Since  that  time  the  company 
has  refused  to  make  further  payments.  It 
claimed  that  the  act  of  August  13,  1870,  as 
construed  by  the  state  authorities,  impaired 
the  obligation  of  the  contract  existing  be- 
tween the  state  and  itself,  and  thereupon  it 
prayed  for  judgment. 

To  this  pleading  the  plaintiff  filed  its  first 
supplemental  petition,  and  therein  specially 
set  up  that  the  three  several  acts  of  the  leg- 
islature of  the  state,  mentioned  in  the  de- 
fendant's answer  as  the  authority  for  the 
pajrment  upon  the  bonds  of  the  company  in 
treasury  warrants,  were  unconstitutional 
and  void,  because  ( 1 )  the  warrants  in  which 
payments  were  authorized  to  be  made  were 
issued  for  the  purpose  of  being  circulated  as 
money  and  were  in  violation  of  the  state  Con- 
stitution; (2)  also  because  they  were  bills  of 
credit  emitted  by  the  state,  and  therefore  in 
violation  of  section  10  of  article  1  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States;  and  (3)  be-g 
cause  the  acts  under  which  the 'warrants* 
were  authorized  to  be  paid,  together  with 
other  acts  passed  at  or  about  the  same  time, 
plainly  indicated  that  the  treasury  warrants 
and  other  obligations  in  which  payments 
were  authorized  to  be  made,  and  which  were 
made  by  the  defendant,  were  issued  in  aid  of 
the  Rebellion  against  the  United  States  of 
America,  and  were  therefore  void. 

Upon  these  pleadings  a  motion  was  made 
by  tne  company  to  remove  the  case  to  the 
United  States  circuit  court,  on  the  ground 
that  by  the  filing  of  the  plaintiff's  last  above- 
mentioned  pleading  it  became  apparent  for 
the  first  time,  from  plaintiff's  statement  of 
its  own  claim,  that  the  case  was  one  arising 
under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  defendant  was  therefore  entitled 
to  a  removal.  The  motion  was  denied,  and 
although  further  pleadings  were  thereafter 
served  on  each  side  they  are  not  material  to 
the  matters  discussed  in  the  opinion. 

The  case  was  tried  without  a  juij,  there 
being  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts.  The  trial 
court  held  that  the  payments  in  treasury 
warranto  were  illegal  because  they  were  is- 
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fned  to  circulate  aa  money,  in  Tiolation  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  state.  It  also  held 
that  they  were  issued,  or  at  least  some  of 
them  were  issued,  in  direct  aid  of  the  Rebel- 
lion, and  were  therefore  void;  that  the  bur- 
den rested  with  the  defendant  to  show,  if  it 
could,  which,  if  any,  of  the  warrants  were 
valid.  Judgment  was  given  in  favor  of  the 
state. 

The  company  then  appealed  to  the  court  of 
civil  appeals  for  the  third  supreme  judicial 
district  of  the  state,  where  the  judgment  was 
modified  so  as  to  render  no  personal  judg- 
ment against  the  company,  and  to  foreclose 
tiie  lien  of  the  state  only  upon  that  part  of 
the  road  which  Uie  findings  showed  was  in  ex- 
istence on  August  13, 1870,  and  as  thus  modi- 
fied it  was  affirmed,  solely  on  the  ground  that 
the  warrants  were  issued  in  violation  of  the 
state  Constitution,  as  paper  intended  to  cir- 
culate as  money.  A  writ  of  error  was  ap- 
plied for  to  the  supreme  court  of  Texas,  and 
by  that  court  refused.  The  company  then 
brought  the  case  here  by  writ  of  error  to  the 
court  of  civil  appeals.  The  defendant  in 
error  has  made  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ 
on  the  ground  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, for  reasons  stated  in  the  opinion. 

•   *  Messrs,  R.  S.  Iiovett,  Jolin  O.  Carlisle, 

J,  P,  Blair,  Maxwell  Evarts,  and  Joseph  H. 
OKoaie  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs,  Charles  A.  Culberson,  T,  8, 
Bmith,  and  M,  M.  Crane  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  Justice  Peekham,  after  stating  the 
foregoing  facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error 
muftt  be  denied.  The  oase  involves  a  Fed- 
eral question  under  the  contract  clause  of  the 
Constitution. 

The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 
error,  the  plaintiff  below,  is  that  the  state 
court  decided  the  case  under  the  provisions 
of  the  state  Constitution  only,  and  without 
reference  to  the  act  of  1870,  which  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  (the  railroad  company)  alleges 
to  be  an  impairment  of  the  contract  set  up 
by  it  in  the  pleadings.  Although  the  state 
court  held  that  the  payments  in  dispute  were 
made  by  means  of  state  treasury  warrants 
issued  to  circulate  as  money,  which  were 
therefore  void  as  in  violation  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  state,  and  that  the  delivery  of 
the  warrants  by  the  company  amounted  to  no 
payment  whatever,  the  question  still  remains 
whether  by  that  decision  any  effect  was  g^ven 
to  the  act  of  1870.  We  think  the  judgment 
of  the  state  court  did  give  effect  to  that  act. 

It  will  be  seen  that  Uie  3d  section  provides 
that  the  state  will  not  exact  of  any  railroad 
company  not  thereafter  in  default,  the  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  of  the  debt,  excepting 
as  paid  by  the  payments  due  the  sinking 
fund  under  the  provisions  of  the  act;  it  also 
provides  in  the  2d  section  that  if  a  railroad 
company  failed  to  pay  the  amount  required 
to  be  paid  in  section  1,  at  the  times  desig- 
nated thereby  or  within  ten  days  thereafter, 
then  the  whole  debt  of  such  company,  prin- 


cipal and  interest,  should  beeome  due,  and 
the  ^vernor  was  directed  to  proceed  •• 
therein  stated. 

The  first  thing  to  be  done  in  order  to  be 
able  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  act 
was  to  ascertain  what  tne  aggregate  amount  IS 
K)f  the  loan  was,  as  that  amount  stood  on  the* 
Ist  day  of  May,  1870,  because  it  was  upon 
that  amount  that  interest  semiannually  wma 
to  be  paid,  and  also  lp®r  cent  of  principal  to 
the  sinking  fund.  Tne  authorities  of  the 
state  determined  what  the  aggr^ate  amount 
was  as  it  stood  on  the  Ist  day  of  May,  1870, 
and  they  arrived  at  that  amount  by  refusing 
to  recognize  as  valid  any  payment  which  the 
company  had  made  in  treasury  warrants, 
and  in  that  way  they  made  the  aggregate 
amount  larger  by  those  sums  than  that  made 
by  the  company,  which  claimed  to  be  ered* 
ited  with  the  amount  of  its  payments  in 
those  warrants.  Upon  the  aggregate  amount 
as  determined  by  the  authorities  of  the  stats^ 
payment  of  the  interest  and  for  the  sinking 
fund  was  demanded  under  the  act.  This  de- 
mand was  complied  with  by  the  company 
under  protest,  and  accompanied  by  a  claim 
on  its  part  that  the  aggregate  amount  due  on 
the  loan  was  less  than  that  stated  by  the  au- 
thorities of  the  state  by  just  the  amount  of 
the  payments  which  the  company  had  made 
in  these  treasury  warrants.  The  protest  was 
overruled  and  the  claim  denied,  and  there* 
after  the  same  protest  and  the  same  claim 
were  made  and  the  same  action  taken  upon 
the  part  of  the  state  authorities  on  each 
semiannual  occasion  when  payments  were 
due  and  made.  This  lasted  until  the  pay- 
ments made  by  the  company  in  cash  and  in 
the  treasury  warrants,  upon  tlie  basis  of  the 
legality  of  the  payments  in  such  warrants, 
paid  the  indebtedness  due  from  the  company 
to  the  state,  and  from  that  time  it  has  re- 
fused to  make  further  payments.  The  state 
did  not  acknowledge  that  full  payment  had 
been  made  of  that  indebtedness,  and  there- 
upon commenced  the  present  proceeding  to 
recover  the  amount  it  claimed  to  be  due,  and 
to  foreclose  its  lien  against  the  company. 
This  it  could  not  do  under  the  statute  of 
1870  unless  the  company  had  defaulted  in 
respect  to  the  payments  required  under  that 
act. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  company  had  not  so 
defaulted,  provided  the  payments  in  treasury 
warrants  were  duly  credited  to  it;  nor  is  it 
denied,  on  the  other  hand,  that  if  those  pay- 
ments were  not  valid  payments  and  ought 
not  to  be  credited  to  the  company,  then  it 
had  defaulted  in  respect  to  the  payments  re-^ 
quired  by  the  act  before  the  commencements 
of  thest^proceedings.  When  the  state  oourt»* 
therefore,  decided  that  these  warrants  were 
issued  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
state,  and  that  payments  in  them  were  ia 
fact  and  in  law  no  payments,  and  gave  judg- 
ment accordingly,  the  effect  of  that  decision 
was  necessarily  to  hold  that  the  company 
had  defaulted  in  respect  to  the  payments  re- 
quired under  the  act,  and  that  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  state  to  collect  the  sum  aue  were 
permitted  bv  the  act,  and  effect  was  thus 
given  to  such  act,  although  not  <Hie  word  was 
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epoken  In  regard  to  it  in  the  opinion  de- 
livered in  the  state  court. 

If  the  railroad  company  had  not  failed  to 
pay  any  amount  required  to  be  paid  in  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  act,  then  the  proceeding  herein 
oould  not  have  been  taken,  by  reason  of  the 
provision  contained  in  the  3d  section,  and  it 
18  only  after  a  failure  to  pay  for  ten  days 
that  the  2d  section  permits  the  proceedings 
to  be  taken  to  collect  the  amount.  In  giving 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  the 
court  has  in  effect  determined  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  proceeding  rightly  under  the  act  of 
1870,  and  effect  was  thus  given  to  its  pro- 
visions. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  civil  appeals 

fives  an  additional  effect  to  the  act,  because 
Y  its  judgment  there  is  struck  out  the  pro- 
vision in  tke  judgment  of  the  trial  court  in 
regard  to  the  lien  of  the  state,  and  it  has 
limited  that  lien  in  accordance  with  the  3d 
section  of  the  act,  so  that  it  should  not  at- 
tach to  any  extension  of  the  railroad  which 
had  been  constructed  since  its  passage.  Al- 
though that  modification  may  be  a  favor  to 
the  company,  it  nevertheless  gives  effect  to 
the  act.  The  company  has  not  accepted  that 
act  so  that  it  cannot  draw  in  question  itrs 
validity  as  construed  by  the  state  court,  and 
hence  no  reason  is  shown  for  the grantingof 
the  motion  to  dismiss  on  that  ground.  The 
only  acceptance  consists  in  £e  payments 
made  by  the  company  to  the  state  after  its 
passage.  The  very  first  payment  made  by 
the  company,  under  the  act,  namely,  on  the 
Ist  day  of  November,  1870,  was,  however, 
made  while  asserting  the  claim  that  pay- 
ments in  treasury  warrants  were  valid  and 
should  be  acknowledged  and  credited  to  the 
company;  and  upon  the  refusal  of  the  state 
^authorities  to  aidmit  those  payments  the 
H  company  paid  the  interest  and  percentage  oq 
*  the  larger  sum*<demanded  by  the  state,  under 
protest  that  such  demand  was  illegal  and 
improper,  and  every  subsequent  payment  was 
made  under  tho  same  protest  by  the  con- 
pany.  Payments  so  made  show  no  such  ac- 
ceptietnce  of  the  act  as  to  prevent  the  com- 
pany from  thereafter  drawing  in  question  ics 
validity  as  construed  by  the  state  authori- 
ties. 

Inus  we  see  that,  although  the  decision  of 
the  state  court  was  based  upon  the  ground 
that  the  warrants  in  which  these  payments 
were  made  had  been  issued  in  utter  viola- 
tion of  the  state  Constitution,  and  were 
hence  void,  and  that  no  payments  made  with 
such  warrants  had  any  validity,  and  al- 
thou|;h  this  ground  of  invalidity  was  arrived 
at  without  any  reference  made  to  the  act  of 
1870,  yet  the  necessary  consequence  of  the 
judgment  was  that  effect  was  thereby  given 
to  uiat  act,  and  in  a  manner  which  the  com- 
pany has  always  claimed  to  be  illegal  and  un- 
warranted by  the  act  when  properly  con- 
strued. The  company  has  never  accepted 
such  a  construction,  but  on  the  contrary  has 
always  opposed  it,  and  raises  the  question 
in  tluB  proceeding  at  the  very  outset.  Upon 
these  facts  this  court  has  jurisdiction,  and 
it  is  its  duty  to  determine  for  itself  the  cx- 
istence,  oonstruction»  uA  validity  of  the  al- 


leged contract,  and  also  to  determine 
whether,  as  construed  by  this  court,  it  has 
been  impaired  by  any  subsequent  state  legis- 
lation to  which  effect  has  been  given  by  the 
court  below.  Proprietors  of  Bridge  v.  Ho- 
hoken  Land  d  Improv,  Co.  1  Wall.  116,  17 
L.  ed.  671;  Northtoesiem  University  v.  Pf-Xh 
pie,  99  U.  S.  309,  25  L.  ed.  387;  Fiak  v.  Jef- 
ferson Police  Jury,  116  U.  S.  131,  29  L.  ed. 
587,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  329;  New  Orleans 
WatertDorks  Co,  v.  Louisiana  Sugar  Ref.  Co, 
125  U.  S.  18,  31  L.  ed.  607,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
741 ;  Central  Land  Co,  v.  Laidley,  159  U.  d. 
103,  109,  40  lu  ed.  91«  93,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
80;  Bacon  v.  Texas,  163  U.  S.  207,  216,  41 
L.  ed.  132,  136,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1023;  ifo- 
Cullough  V.  Virginia,  172  U.  S.  102,  43  L. 
ed.  382,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  134. 

In  this  case  we  think  we  have  shown  that 
the  judgment  did  give  effect  to  subsequent 
legislation,  which,  as  construed  by  the  state 
court,  the  company  claims  has  impaired  the 
obligation  of  the  contract  between  itself  and 
the  state.  The  writ  of  error  was  therefore 
well  brought. 

The  motion  for  the  removal  of  this  case  to 
the  United  States  circuit  court  was  properly 
denied.  The  statement  of  the  cause  of  a(^ 
tion  as  contained  in  plaintiff's  first  petition 
did  not  show  that  the  suit  was  one  arisins 
under  the  Constitution,  laws,  or  treaties  ^^ 
the  United  States.  k- 

*The  suit,  as  it  appears  upon  the  face  of* 
the  petition  of  plaintiff,  was  upon  the  bonds 
given  by  the  company  for  the  loan  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  school  fund,  and  to  foreclose  the 
lien  of  the  state  upon  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany, and  in  the  petition  reference  was  made 
to  the  act  of  1870  for  the  purpose  of  statinff 
the  amount  due  on  the  bonds  for  principtu 
and  interest.  Nothing  upon  the  face  of  this 
petition  showed  any  fact  upon  which  Federal 
jurisdiction  could  be  based.  The  company 
answered  by  allying  certain  payments  in 
treasury  warrants,  which,  if  properly  cred- 
ited, would  show  that,  with  the  other  pay- 
ments that  had  been  made,  there  was  nothing 
due  the  plaintiff  on  the  bonds.  As  an  an- 
swer to  tills  defense  the  plaintiff  set  up  the 
invalidity  of  the  laws  providing  for  pay- 
ments in  treasury  warrants;  that  the  war- 
rants were  issued  by  the  state  in  violation  of 
both  the  state  and  Federal  Constitutions, 
and  that  the  payments  were  therefore  illegal 
and  void.  This  was  no  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action  upon  which  suit  was  brought^ 
and  that  cause  ol  action  did  not  in  any  vrtij 
involve  a  question  arisinj^  under  the  Consti- 
tution or  laws  of  the  l^ited  States.  The 
defendant  therefore  made  out  no  case  for  a 
removal  to  the  United  States  circuit  court. 
Oregon  Short  Line  d  U.  N,  R,  Co.  v.  Skot- 
towe,  162  U.  S.  490,  494,  40  L.  ed.  1048,  1040, 
16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  869;  Tennessee  v.  Union  d 
P.  Bank,  152  V.  S.  454,  38  L.  ed.  511,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  664;  Galveston,  B,  d  S.  A,  R.  Co.  v. 
Texas,  170  U.  S.  226,  236,  42  L.  ed.  1017, 
1020,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  603. 

The  result  of  the  authorities  is  that  the 
Federal  character  of  the  suit  must  appear 
in  the  plaintiff's  own  statement  of  his  claim, 
and  that  where  a  defense  has  been  interposed. 
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the  reply  to  which  brings  out  matters  of  a 
Federal  nature,  those  matters  thus  brought 
out  by  the  plaintiff  do  not  form  a  part  of  nil 
cause  of  action,  but  are  merely  a  reply  to  the 
defense  set  up  by  the  defendant  The  review 
of  the  Federal  question  by  this  court  is  not 
thereby  precluded,  for,  it  having  been  prop- 
erly raised  in  the  state  court  and  decided 
against  the  contention  of  the  party  setting 
it  up,  this  court  may  review  it  on  error  to 
tbe  highest  court  of  the  state. 

This  brings  us  to  the  question,  What,  il 
my,  contract  existed  between  the  state  and 
the  company  consequent  upon  the  payments 
by  the  company  to  the  comptroller  of  the 

I-  state  in  the  treasury    warrants    heretofore 

*  Bieiitioned? 

The  company  contends  that  by  the  passage 
of  tiie  acts  of  December  16,  1863,  May  28, 
1864,  and  November  16, 1804,  and  by  its  com- 
pliance with  such  acts,  and  its  payment  of 
treasury  warrants  to  the  comptroller,  and 
their  receipt  by  him,  and  his  cancelation 
thereof,  there  was  an  executed  transaction, 
and  an  implied  contract  thereupon  arose  that 
Buch    pajrments   should  remain  and    be   re- 

Srded  as  valid  and  effectual,  and  that  this 
plied  contract  was  entitled  to  the  protec- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  its  obligation  could  not  be  impaired  by 
any  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
aUte. 

These  acts  have  been  alreadv  set  forth. 
The  company  alleges  that  it  fully  complied 
with  all  of  them,  and  that,  relying  upon  the 
offers  thus  made,  it  paid  to  the  State  the 
warrants  mentioned,  which  were  received  by 
the  comptroller  and  canceled,  and  bonds  of 
the  state  for  a  like  amount,  bearing  6  per 
cent  interest,  were  issued  by  him  to  the 
school  fund. 

The  provision  in  the  state  Constitution, 
which  it  is  alleged  was  violated  by  the  is- 
suing of  these  warrants,  is  contained  in  the 
6th  section  of  article  7  of  the  Constitution  of 
1845,  in  which  among  other  things,  it  was 

f provided,  ".  .  .  and  in  no  case  shall  the 
egislature  have  the  power  to  issue  'treasury 
warrants,'  'treasury  notes,'  or  paper  of  any 
description  intended  to  circulate  as  money." 
The  same  provision  is  found  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Texas  adopted  in  1861. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  state 
that  these  warrants  were  issued  in  violation 
of  that  section  of  the  Constitution,  inas- 
much as  they  were  treasury  warrants  in- 
tended to  circulate  as  money. 

It  is  stated  in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the 
court  of  civil  appeals,  "that  the  warrants  of 
the  state  issued  during  the  period  of  the  war 
after  January  1,  1862,  were  intended  to  be 
used  and  circulated  as  money.  And  in  this 
connection  it  is  well  to  say  that  we  are  of 
the  opinion,  from  all  that  is  shown  by  the 
record,  together  with  various  acts  of  the 
legislatures  during  that  time,  that  the  pay- 
ments made  in  warrants  by  the  railway  com- 
panies upon  the  obligations  sued  upon  were 
m  warrants  issued  after  the  time  we  have  de- 
«*lared  they  were  intended  to  circulate  as 
g  tftoney."  | 

•    «  The  question  whether  the  legislature  so 


intended  is  one  to  be  decided  by  an  Inspect 
tion  of  the  act  under  which  they  were  issued, 
and  possibly  by  reference  to  the  text  of  other 
acts  of  the  legislature  enacted  at  or  about 
the  same  Ume.  Whether  an  act  provides 
for  the  issuing  of  warrants  that  were  in- 
tended  to  circulate  as  money  is  in  reality  a 
question  of  law  arising  upon  the  construe- 
tion  of  the  legislative  act;  and  a  ftndinff  by 
the  court  that  warrants  issued  under  and  by 
virtue  of  certain  acts  of  the  le^slature  were 
issued  with  such  intention  is  m  the  nature 
of  a  legal  conclusion,  and  not  a  finding  of 
fact,  and  therefore  it  can  be  reviewed  by  this 
court. 

To  prove  that  these  warrants  were  so  Is- 
sued, reference  is  made  to  various  acts  of  the 
legislature  (in  addition  to  those  above  men- 
tioned under  which  the  payments  were  mads 
by  the  company),  among  which  are  the  fol- 
lowing : 

The  act  approved  February  14,  1860,  pro- 
vided that  when  an  account  was  presented 
for  payment  for  which  an  appropriation  had 
been  made  it  was  the  duty  of  the  comptroller 
to  audit  it  if  legal,  and  to  issue  his  warrant 
for  the  amount,  and  if  there  were  any  money 
in  the  treasury  to  pay  the  demand  the  comp- 
troller was  directed  to  issue  his  warrant 
upon  the  treasurer  for  the  amount,  with  10 
per  cent  per  annum  interest,  and  those  war- 
rants were  to  be  signed  by  the  governor  and 
indorsed  by  the  treasurer.  The  act  further 
provided  that  these  warrants  should  not  cir- 
culate as  money,  but  might  be  assigned. 

It  is  said  that  the  warrants  issued  under 
this  act  were  few,  and  they  are  not  classed 
among  the  warrants  in  which  any  payments 
were  made  to  the  school  fund.  It  is,  of 
course,  not  contended  that  these  warrants 
were  intended  to  circulate  as  money,  but  the 
act  was  repealed  in  18G2,  and  the  repealing 
act,  while  containing  other  provisions, 
omitted  the  provision  that  the  warrants  to 
be  issued  should  not  circulate  as  money,  and 
that  omission  is  regarded  by  counsel  as  sug- 
gestive of  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
that  the  warrants  issued  under  the  act  of 
18G2  should  so  circulate. 

By  the  2d  section  of  that  act  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  comptroller  on  presentation  of 
any  warrant  bearing  interest,  as  well  as  on 
presentation  of  any  other  legal  claim  forjj 
which  an  *  appropriation  had  been  made,* 
should  draw  a  warrant  on  the  treasury  for 
the  amount,  and  payment  was  to  be  made  il 
there  w<*re  any  money  in  the  treasury;  but 
if  not,  the  comptroller  was  authorized  to  is- 
sue one  or  more  warrants  for  the  amount 
that  might  be  due  and  payable  to  the  party 
entitled  to  payment,  or  bearer,  "and  said 
warrants  shall  be  of  such  proportions  of  the 
claim  as  may  be  expressly  required  by  tiie 
holder;  provided,  that  not  more  than  one 
tenth  of  the  whole  amount  may  be  issued  in 
warrants  of  $1  each  and  the  balance  of  $5  or 
more  each,  and  said  warrants  shall  be  in- 
dorsed by  the  treasurer,  and  every  interest- 
bearing  warrant  that  is  superseded  shall  be 
canceled  by  the  comptroller." 

The  3d  section  of  the  act  provided  that 
when  the  warrants   were   presented   at   ths 
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trea8tti7  «nd  paid  they  should  be  canceled^ 
and  should  not  be  reissued. 

By  the  act  of  January  11,  1862,  it  was 
provided  that  treasury  warrants  not  bearing 
interest,  in  addition  to  the  other  provisions 
made  for  their  reception  in  payment  for 
lands  (including  certificates  therefor), 
should  be  receivable  as  money  in  the  payment 
of  office  fees.  Including  fees  for  patents  and 
land  dues  payable  in  the  general  land  office, 
taxes,  and  all  other  dues  to  be  collected  for 
the  state  or  in  its  name,  with  exceptions 
therein  stated. 

By  another  act  passed  on  the  same  day, 
January  11,  1SG2  (General  Laws,  Texas, 
1862,  page  38),  the  treasurer  and  every  other 
officer  of  the  state  and  of  counties,  who  had 
received  as  public  money,  amoDg  other 
things,  the  treasury  warrants  of  the  state, 
were  directed  to  disburse  or  transfer  the 
same  as  money,  at  par,  if  the  person  or  per- 
sons entitled  to  have  a  disbursement  or 
transfer  would  receive  such  warrants  as 
money;  and  officers  who  were  authorized  to 
receive  public  money  were  authorized  and 
directed  to  receive  these  warrants  as  money, 
except  when  expressly  prohibited  by  some 
other  law.  Treasury  warrants  of  the  state 
received  by  the  treasurer  thereof  were  not 
to  be  reissued. 

Also  on  December  16,  1863,  another  act 
e^  was  passed,  section  2  of  which  reads  as  fol- 
« lows : 

*''Ataxof  %of  1  per  cent  shall  be  levied  and 
collected  in  kind  on  all  specie,  treasury  notes 
of  the  Confederate  States  of  America,  treas- 
ury warrants  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and 
bank  notes  held  or  owned  in  this  state,  and 
all  foreign  bills  of  exchange  and  certificates 
of  deposit,  and  other  evidences  of  money 
upon  deposit  or  secured  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  state,  owned  by  persons  residing  therein, 
shall  be  known  as  specie,  and  thereon  shall 
be  levied  a  tax  of  Vi  of  1  per  cent  in  specie." 

The  court  below  has  construed  these  vari- 
ous acts,  in  connection  "with  well-known 
matters  of  history  relating  thereto,"  and 
oonsidering  also  the  character  of  legisla- 
tion during  the  period  of  the  war,  as  estab- 
lishing the  intention  of  the  legislature  that 
the  warrants  should  circulate  as  money. 
It  is  stated  in  the  opinion  that  the  legisla- 
tion, providing  the  purpose  for  which  they 
oould  be  used  and  the  small  amounts  for 
which  they  could  be  issued,  and  also  the  size, 
shape,  and  color  of  the  warrants,  together 
with  the  history  of  the  times  and  the  well- 
known  depleted  condition  of  the  treasury 
during  that  period,  and  the  scarcity  of  ex- 
isting, reliable,  and  available  circulating 
medium,  as  money,  all  showed  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  various  acts  of  the  legislature 
was  to  give  to  the  warrants  issued  during 
that  time  as  much  as  possible  a  standing  and 
character  as  money.  Tlie  court  therefore 
held  that  the  warrants  were  void,  as  issued 
in  violation  of  the  Ck)nstitution  of  the  state ; 
the  pajnnent  made  in  them  was  in  law  no 
payment;  that  no  contract  arose  between  the 
state  and  the  company  by  reason  of  the  use 
made  of  the  warrants  in  surrendering  them 
to  the  comptroller*  and  that  therefore  no  de- 


fense to  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  was  es- 
tablished. 

Tliese  warrants  were  issued  pursuant  to 
appropriations  made  by  the  legislature  and 
in  payment  of  debts  existing  at  the  time  in 
favor  of  the  individuals  to  whom  they  were 
delivered.  They  were  payable  at  once,  and 
if  there  had  been  funds  of  the  state  in  the 
treasury  they  would  have  been  immediately 
paid  and  canceled.  It  was  only  because  there 
was  no  monev  in  the  treasury  that  they  were 
not  paid.  The  state  therefore  provided  that 
they  might  be  received  in  payment  of  taxes 
or  dues  to  the  state,  and  that  its  officers  JJ 
might  disburse  them  iii*payment  of  its  debts* 
to  any  person  who  would  consent  to  receive 
them,  but  that  when  presented  to  the  treas- 
urer of  the  state  and  received  by  him  they 
should  be  canceled. 

We  have  been  referred  to  no  act  making 
provision  for  the  size,  shape,  or  color  of  the 
paper  to  be  used  for  the  warrants,  and  such 
size,  etc.,  cannot  be  regarded  as  evidence  of 
any  weight  as  to  the  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  legislature  that  they  should  circiuate  as 
money;  nor  does  the  depleted  condition  of 
the  treasury  or  the  scarcity  of  a  circulating 
medium  necessarily  or  properly  induce  to 
that  conclusion.  That  tne  size  of  the  war- 
rant, both  as  to  amount  and  shape,  might 
somewhat  facilitate  a  holder,  upon  occasion, 
to  discharge  a  debt  and  in  that  way  use  it  ae 
money,  is  not  at  all  sufficient,  or  indeed  any 
proper,  evidence  of  an  unlawful  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  legislature.  The  act  of  Decem- 
ber 16,  1863,  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  on 
the  subject.  It  simply  provided  for  taxing 
specie,  treasury  notes  of  the  Confederate 
States,  treasury  warrants  of  the  state,  and 
bank  notes  held  or  owned  in  the  state.  It 
also  provided  a  tax  upon  foreign  bills  of  ex- 
change and  other  evidences  of  money  on  de- 
posit or  secured  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state 
and  owned  by  persons  residing  therein,  and 
provided  that  they  should  be  known  as  specie. 
The  fact  that  treasury  warrants  were  mixed 
up  in  such  an  act  for  the  purpose  of  taxation 
with  specie,  bills  of  exchange,  certificates  of 
deposit,  etc.,  has  not  the  slightest  tendency 
to  prove  the  intent  that  the  warrants  should 
circulate  as  money. 

It  does  not  seem  to  us  that  this  legislation 
shows  that  the  warrants  were  thus  issued 
within  the  meaning  either  of  the  state  or  the 
Federal  Constitution.  The  only  provision 
looking  towards  a  treatment  of  the  warrants 
in  any  manner  as  money  is  the  direction  to 
the  state's  own  officers  to  receive  them  as 
payment  for  taxes  and  dues  to  the  state,  and 
to  pay  them  as  money  to  such  persons  as 
would  receive  them  in  payment  of  the  indebt- 
edness of  the  state  to  them. 

The  fact  that  a  creditor  of  the  state,  will- 
ing to  receive  payment  in  these  warrants, 
might  demand  that  they  should  be  issued  to 
him  in  small  sums,  and  not  in  one  single  war- 
rant, does  not  bear  \vith  great  force  upon  the 
intent  of  the  legislature  that  the  warrants 
should  thereafter  circulate  as  money.  It  J 
does  not 'show  that  those  warrants  were* 
intended  to  so  circulate  between  individ- 
uals  for   the  ordinary  purposes   of   society 
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and  in  the  general  transactions  of  busi- 
ness between  citizens.  For  the  state  to 
•ay  that  the  warrants  should  be  transferred 
or  disbursed  by  its  own  officers  as  money, 
if  the  person  entitled  to  a  transfer  or  dis- 
bursement from  the  state  would  receire  them 
as  money,  simply  amounts  to  a  declaration 
that  the  warrants  should  be  issued  to  all 
such  persons  as  would  accept  them  in  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  due  them  from  the  state. 
To  encourage  such  willingness  the  provision 
was  made  uiat  these  warrants  should  be  re- 
ceivable as  money;  that  is,  as  payment  for 
certain  debts  due  the  state,  as  for  taxes,  etc. 
This  use  of  the  words  "as  money"  has,  in  our 
judgment,  no  further  significance,  and  has  no 
force  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  have  the  warrants 
circulate  generally  as  monev  and  to  form  a 
circulating  medium  of  that  kind  of  paper. 

It  must  not  only  be  that  they  are  capable 
of  sometimes  being  used  instead  of  money, 
but  they  must  have  a  fitness  for  general  cir- 
culation in  the  community  as  a  representa- 
tive and  substitute  for  money  in  the  common 
transactions  of  business.  This  is  what  is 
meant  by  the  expression  "intended  to  circu- 
late as  money."  These  warrants  were  pay- 
able to  the  individual  to  whom  the  state  was 
indebted,  or  to  bearer,  and  were  issued  to  a 
creditor  of  the  state.  That  the  legislature 
may  have  desired  to  facilitate  the  use  of  the 
warrants  by  these  provisions  is  perhaps  true. 
But  the  members  of  the  legislature  knew 
that  to  issue  the  warrants  to  circulate  as 
money  would  be  to  condemn  them  from  the 
start.  That  the  promise  should  be  made  to 
receive  them  in  payment  of  de-its  due  the 
state  would  add  to  their  usefulness  and  to 
the  willingness  of  people  to  take  them  in  pay- 
ment of  debts  due  them  from  the  state,  and 
that  while  in  their  hands  others  might  re- 
ceive them  in  payment  of  debts,  was  a  possi- 
bility or  probability  depending  upon  whether 
the  person  taking  them  had  opportunity  to 
use  them  to  pay  some  of  his  own  debts  to  the 
state.  That  he  might  on  some  occasion  be 
able  to  so  use  the  warrant  as  to  enable  him  to 
thereby  discharge  an  obligation  from  himself 
iQ  to  a  third  person  who  was  willing  to  accept 
OD  it  does  not  bring  the  warrant  so  used  within 
*  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term  "money." 
It  is  not  money  in  that  sense. 

The  provision  in  the  state  is  substantially 
the  same  as  that  in  the  Federal  Constitution, 
in  that  the  legislature  is  prohibited  from  is- 
suing treasury  warrants,  treasury  notes,  or 
paper  of  any  description  intended  to  circu- 
late as  money,  while  in  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion the  prohibition  is  against  a  state's  emit- 
ting bills  of  credit;  and  the  necessity  exists 
in  both  that  the  paper  shall  be  issued 
to  circulate  as  money,  in  order  to  be  in 
violation  of  either  instrumez^t  It  has 
been  held  that  the  bills  of  credit  prohib- 
ited by  the  Federal  Constitution  are  those 
which  were  intended  to  circulate  as  money, 
and  hence  the  authorities  as  to  the  meaning 
of  that  expression,  when  so  used,  are  appli- 
cable here. 

In  Craig  v.  Miaaouri,  4  Pet  410,  7  L.  ed. 
003,  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  referring  to 


the  meaning  of  the  clause  in  the  Constitatiott 
prohibiting  a  state  from  emitting  bills  of 
credit,  said  (page  432,  L.  ed.  p.  911) : 

"The  word  'emit'  is  never  employed  in  d^ 
scribing  those  contracts  by  which  a  state 
binds  itself  to  pay  money  at  a  future  day  for 
services  actually  received,  or  for  money  bor* 
rowed  for  present  use;  nor  are  instnmients 
executed  for  such  purposes,  in  common  lan- 
guage, denominated  'bills  of  credit'  To 
'emit  bills  of  credit'  conveys  to  the  mind  the 
idea  of  issuing  paper  intended  to  circulate 
through   the   community    for   its  ordinary 

Surposes,  as  money,  which  paper  is  re- 
eemable  at  a  future  day.  This  is  the  sense 
in  which  the  terms  have  been  always  under- 
stood." 

It  is  true  the  court  in  the  Craig  Com  held 
that  the  certificates  authorized  by  the  state 
of  Missouri  were  void  because  they  were  in 
effect  bills  of  credit  They  were  issued  on 
account  of  loans  made  from  time  to  time  to 
the  state,  and  were  held  to  have  been  issued 
to  circulate  as  money.  The  court  then  con- 
sisted of  seven  members,  and  Mr.  Justice 
Johnson,  Mr.  Justice  Thompson,  and  Mr. 
Justice  McLean  did  not  concur  in  the  judg- 
ment Mr.  Justice  Johnson  thought  that  the 
term  did  not  extend  to  certificates  that  bore 
interest  and  the  value  of  which  varied  with 
each  passing  day;  that  they  approximated  $ 
to  bilit*drawn  upon  a  fund,  not  to  be  with-* 
drawn  by  any  law  of  the  state;    that  the 

Sromise  was  also  to  receive  in  payment  of 
ebts  and  taxes  due  the  state,  and  the  certifi- 
cates did  not  depend  for  value  upon  the  faith 
of  the  state  only,  and  hence  they  were  not 
bills  of  credit 

Mr.  Justice  Thompson  thought  they  were 
not  bills  of  credit,  for  the  reason,  among 
others,  that  the  act  did  not  profess  to  nuJce 
them  a  circulating  medium  or  a  substitute 
for  money;  it  made  them  only  receivable  for 
taxes,  etc.,  due  the  state,  uod  thoee  were 
special  and  limited  objects  not  sufficient  to 
enable  the  certificates  to  answer  the  purpose 
of  a  circulating  medium  to  any  considerable 
extent 

Mr.  Justice  McLean  thought  that  to  con- 
stitute a  bill  of  credit  it  must  be  issued  by  a 
state,  and  its  circulation  as  money  enforoed 
by  statutory  provisions.  At  page  454,  L.  ed. 
p.  918,  he  said:  "Where  a  warrant  is  issued 
for  the  amount  due  to  a  claimant,  which  is 
to  be  paid  on  presentation  to  the  treasurer, 
can  it  be  denominated  a  bill  of  credit  f"  He 
thought  not 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Briaooe  t.  Bank 
of  Kentucky,  11  Pet  257,  9  L.  ed.  709,  the 
same  question  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"bills  of  credit"  arose,  and  Mr.  Justice  Mo- 
Lean  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  question  was  whether  bank  notes  is- 
sued by  the  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Kentucky,  declared  by  the  state  act  of  incor- 
poration to  be  exclusively  the  property  of  the 
commonwealth,  were  bills  of  credit  In  the 
course  of  the  opinion  the  judge  stated,  page 
312,  L.  ed.  p.  731 :  "The  terms  'bills  of  credit* 
in  their  mercantile  sense  comprehend  a  great 
variety  of  evidences  of  debt,  which  circulate 
in  a  commercial  country*    •    •    •    But  the 
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inhibition  of  the  Constitution  applies  to  bills 
of  credit  in  a  more  limited  sense.  It  would 
be  difficult  to  dassi^r  the  bills  of  credit 
which  were  issued  in  the  early  history  of  this 
country.  They  were  aU  designed  to  eiroulate 
ae  money,  being  issued  under  the  laws  of  the 
respective  colonies." 

Reference  is  made  in  the  course  of  the 
oninion  to  Craig  y.  Miaaouri,  4  Pet.  410,  7  L. 
ed.  903,  and  to  the  views  of  the  two  dissent- 
ing judges  (besides  himself)  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  expression,  and  he  ends  the  dis- 
Scussion  of  that  part  of  the  question  by  r^ 

*  ferring  to*what  Chief  Justice  Marshall  had 
said,  and  adding:  'The  definition,  then, 
which  does  include  all  classes  of  bills  of 
credit  emitted  by  the  colonies  or  states,  is  a 
paper  issued  bv  the  sovereign  power  contain- 
ing a  pledge  of  its  faith  and  designed  to  cir- 
culate as  money.'' 

It  was  held  that  the  bank  notes  in  question 
did  not  fill  that  definition.  In  Woodruff  v. 
Trapnall,  10  How.  190,  205,  13  L.  ed.  383,  the 
question  was  again  referred  to  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice McLean  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  and  he  said  that  the  notes  of  the  banks 
therein  mentioned  were  not  bills  of  credit, 
upon  the  authority  of  the  Briscoe  Case.  To 
the  same  effect  is  Darrington  v.  Branch  of 
The  Bank  of  Alahama,  13  How.  12,  14  L.  e^l. 
30,  the  opinion  being  also  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justice  McLean.  The  state  creating  the 
bank  in  that  case  was  the  only  stockholder 
and  its  credit  was  pledged  for  the  ultimate 
redemption  of  the  notes  of  the  bank. 

The  court  said  it  was  impossible  to  hold 
that  bills  issued  by  the  bank  came  within  the 
definition  of  bills  of  credit.  Briscoe  v.  Bank 
of  Kentucky,  11  Pet.  257,  9  L.  ed.  709,  was 
again  referred  to,  and  the  definition  ap- 
proved, that  the  paper  must  be  issued  by  a 
state,  upon  its  faith,  designed  to  circulate 
as  money,  and  to  be  received  and  used  as 
such  in  the  ordinary  business  of  life. 

In  Poindexter  v.  Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  270, 
283,  29  L.  ed.  185,  190,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  903, 
962,  the  coupons  in  question  were  in  the  or- 
dinary form,  and  one  of  them  was  set  out  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  is  as  follows: 

"Receivable  at  and  after  maturity  for  all 
taxes,  debts,  and  demands  due  the  State. 

"The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  will  pay 
the  bearer  thirty  dollars  interest,  due  1st 
January,  1884,  on  bond  No.  2,731. 

"Coupon  No.  20." 

"Geo.  Rye,  Treasurer." 

It  was  contended  that  this  coupon  was  a 
bill  of  credit  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, because  receivable  in  payment  of  debts 
due  the  state,  and  negotiable  by  delivery 
merely,  and  intended  U>  pass  from  hand  to 
hand  and  to  circulate  as  money. 

It  was  in  consequence  of  unrestrained  is- 
sues of  paper  money  by  the  colonial  and  state 
governments,  based  alone  upon  credit,  said 
ggthe  court,  that  this  clause  in  the  Constitu- 
Stion  prohibiting   the   emission   of   bills   of 

*  credit  by  the  states  was  adopted,  and* the 
proper  definition  of  the  term  was  not  founded 
on  the  abstract  meaning  of  the  words  so  as 
to  include  everything  in  the  nature  of  an  ob- 
lation to  pay  money,  reposing  on  the  pub- 


lie  faith  and  subject  to  future  redemption^ 
but  was  limited  to  those  particular  forms  or 
evidences  of  debt  that  had  been  so  abused  to 
the  detriment  of  both  private  and  public  in- 
terests. 

Speaking  of  these  particular  coupons  the 
court  said: 

"They  are  issued  1^  the  state,  it  is  true. 
They  are  promises  to  pay  money.  Their  pay- 
ment and  redemption  are  based  on  the  credit 
of  the  state,  but  they  were  not  emitted  by  the 
state,  in  the  sense  in  which  a  government 
emits  its  treasury  notes,  or  a  bank  its  bank 
notes — a  circulating  medium  or  paper  cur- 
rency— as  a  substitute  for  money.  And  there 
is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  instruments  nor 
in  their  form  or  nature,  nor  in  the  terms  of 
the  law  which  authorized  their  issue,  nor  in 
the  circumstances  of  their  creation  or  use, 
as  shown  by  the  record,  on  which  to  found 
an  inference  that  these  coupons  were  de- 
signed to  circulate,  in  the  conmion  transac- 
tions of  business,  as  money,  nor  that  in  fact 
they  were  so  used." 

The  fact  that  the  coupons  were  receivable 
in  payment  of  taxes  and  other  dues  to  the 
state,  and  hence  might  circulate  from  hand 
to  hand  as  money,  was  held  to  fall  far  short 
of  showing  their  fitness  for  general  circula- 
tion in  the  community  as  the  representative 
and  substitute  for  money  in  tne  common 
transaction  of  business,  which  the  court  held 
was  necessary  to  bring  them  within  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition  against  bills  of  credits 
This  reasoning  applies  with  equal  force  to 
treasury  warrants.  Both  classes  of  paper 
must  be  intended  to  circulate  as  money,  and 
the  same  conditions  regarding  such  inten- 
tion, and  the  same  evidence  to  prove  it» 
would  be  necessary  in  each  case. 

In  the  light  of  these  authorities,  it  seem* 
to  us  that  it  cannot  be  properly  said  that  the 
treasury  warrants  violated  the  Constitution, 
either  of  the  state  or  of  the  United  States, 
because  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  were 
intended  to  circulate  as  monev  within  the. 
meaning  of  that  term  as  already  given.  The , 
record  does  not  show  that  the  legislature  in-, 
tended  that  these  warrants  should  or  thatco 
they  could  be  so  used  as  to  circulate*among* 
the  people  as  money,  to  be  used  by  them  as  a 
paper  currency  or  a  circulating  medium  in 
their  dealings  with  each  other.  Small  de- 
nominations of  the  warrants  would  certainly 
facilitate  their  retirement  through  their  use 
for  payment  of  taxes  and  other  debts  due  the 
state,  and  would  increase  their  convenience 
for  paying  freight  or  passenger  fare  to  the 
companies,  which  would  then  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  present  them  to  the  state  in  pay- 
ment of  interest;  and  as  the  laws  did  not 
provide  for  their  circulation  as  money,  but 
only  to  be  received  or  paid  by  the  officers  of 
the  state  between  the  state  and  its  debtors 
and  creditors  and  to  the  railroad  companies, 
as  stated,  it  cannot  be  supposed  from  such 
evidence  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  leg- 
islature that  these  warrants  should  be  cir* 
culated  as  monev,  and  should  thus  violate 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution. 

A  warrant  drawn  by  the  state  authorities 
in  payment  of  an  appropriation  made  by  Uie 
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legislature,  where  the  warrant  is  payable 
upon  presentation  if  there  be  funds  in  the 
treasury,  and  which  has  been  issued  to  an  in- 
dividual in  payment  of  the  debt  of  the  state 
to  him,  cannot,  aa  it  seems  to  us,  be  properly 
called  a  bill  of  credit  or  a  treasury  warrant 
intended  to  circulate  aa  money.  Although 
the  state  directed  its  officers  to  receive  the 
warrants  as  money,  in  payment  of  certain 
dues  to  the  state,  and  to  deliver  them  to 
those  who  would  receive  them  as  money  in 
payment  of  dues  from  the  state  to  such  per- 
sons, yet,  as  we  have  already  remarked,  this 
direction  was  only  another  mode  of  express- 
ing the  idea  that,  as  between  the  state  and 
the  individual,  the  delivery  of  the  warrant 
should  operate  aa  a  payment  of  the  debt  for 
which  the  delivery  was  made.  When  the 
warrants  once  came  back  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  atate  they  were  not  to  be  reissued.  The 
decisions  of  this  court  have  shown  great  re- 
luctance under  this  provision  as  to  bills  of 
credit,  to  interfere  with  or  reduce  the  very 
important  and  necessary  power  of  the  states 
to  pay  their  debts  by  delivering  to  their  cred- 
itors their  written  promises  to  pay  them  on 
demand,  and  in  the  meantime  to  receive  the 
^per  as  payment  of  debts  due  the  state  for 
ttazes  and  other  like  matters. 

If  any  fair  doubt  could  arise,  it  should  be 

2  selved  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  paper. 

*  Tliere  must  be  an  intention  on  th«*part  of  the 

legislature  that  the  paper  should  circulate  as 

money.    There  must,  in  other  words,  be  an 

inteDtioa  to  violate  the  Constitution. 

A  deliberate  intention  on  the  part  of  a  leg- 
islative body  to  violate  the  organic  law  of  the 
state  under  which  it  exists  and  to  which  the 
members  have  sworn  obedience  is  not  to  be 
lightly  indulged.  The  existence  of  such  in- 
tention should  be  proved  beyond  doubt  or 
cavil,  from  the  very  acts  themselves  which 
are  under  discussion,  and,  if  it  be  reasonably 
possible  to  so  construe  them  as  to  render 
them  valid,  a  proper  respect  for  the  legisla- 
tive department  calls  for  such  construction, 
rather  than  one  which  invalidates  them  ^ 
cause  they  were  enacted  with  a  direct  pur- 
pose  to  violate  the  state  Constitution. 

But  if  for  the  purpose  of  this  argument  it 
should  be  assumed  that  the  warrants,  al- 
though issued  to  those  who  were  the  credit- 
ors of  the  state  and  in  payment  of  the  debts 
due  from  the  state  to  those  creditors,  were 
nevertheless  issued  to  circulate  as  money, 
and  therefore  in  violation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, it  cannot  be  properly  held,  in  our  opin- 
lon»  that  the  receipt  of  such  warrants,  pur- 
suant to  legislative  authority  and  in  pay- 
ment of  an  indebtedness  due  the  state  from 
the  individual  paying  them,  is  an  illegal 
transaction  and  amounts  in  law  to  no  pay- 
ment whatever. 

The  state  was  debtor  to  the  individuals  to 
whom  the  warrants  were  first  issued  in  pay- 
ment of  that  indebtedness,  and  all  that  can 
be  said  that  it  violated  the  law,  by  giving 
this  particular  form  to  the  instrument  by 
which  it  assumed  to  pav  its  debt  Surely  if 
lor  that  reason  the  delivery  of  the  war- 
rants constituted  no  payment,  the  8tat« 
would  have  the  right  to  make  such  payment 


in  some  other  way.  If,  by  reason  of  the 
violation  of  the  Constitution,  its  direction  to 
the  treasurer  to  pay  the  warrant  was  void, 
and  no  action  could  be  maintained  upon  the 
warrant  by  reason  of  its  iuvaliditv  (aside 
from  the  fact  that  the  stat«  would  not  be 
suable),  there  is  certainly  nothing  to  pre- 
vent the  state  from  recognizing  the  debt  it 
actually  owed  and  which  it  assumed  to  pay 
by  issuing  these  warrants.  That  recogni- 
tion may  be  contained  in  the  very  law  which 
authorizes  their  issue,  or  in  some  other  law.^ 
When,  therefore,  it  passed  the  statutes  pro-* 
viding  that  the  warrants  should  be  received  * 
in  payment  of  taxes  and  other  dues  to  it, 
and  also  by  the  comptroller  in  payment  of 
the  interest  and  sinking  fund  due  from  the 
railroad  companies  to  the  state,  and  when 
by  virtue  of  such  authority  the  state  officers 
actually  did  receive  the  warrants  for  such 
payments,  we  see  no  illegality  in  the  pay- 
ments, and  it  seems  to  us  that  credit  there- 
for should  be  given  accordingly. 

Suppose  that  the  state,  intending  to  is- 
sue these  warrants  to  circulate  as  money, 
had  paid  them  through  its  officers  to  its  cred- 
itors, and  had  then  become  convinced  that 
the  warrants  were  a  violation  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  state  and  ought  not  to  have 
been  issued.  Could  not  the  state  say  to  the 
creditors  to  whom  these  warrants  had  been 
paid,  if  you  will  give  them  back  we  will  pay 
you  in  a  form  that  is  not  a  violation  of  the 
Constitution?  Wevld  anybody  suspect  that 
surrendering  these  warrants  to  the  state 
and  receiving  other  warrants  in  their  stead, 
in  a  form  which  did  not  violate  the  Consti- 
tution, would  be  an  illegal  act  on  the  |Mrt 
of  the  state?  The  oviginal  warrants  having 
been  issued  to  varions  creditors  of  the  stat^ 
and  they  very  likely  having  transferred  them 
to  others,  wherein  would  consist  the  illegal- 
ity if  the  state  offered  to  and  did  receive 
those  warrants  from  such  others,  and  paid 
their  amount  in  valid  obligations?  In- 
stead of  paying  their  amounts  in  valid  obli- 
gations, where  i#  the  invalidity  if  the  state 
offers  to  receive  them  and  to  cancel  obliga- 
tions which  the  party  owes  to  it»  to  an 
amount  equal  to  their  face  value?  All  this 
is  but  another  way  of  pa^ng  the  indebted- 
ness which  the  state  originally  owed  to  the 
individuals  to  whom  it  issued  these  war- 
rants, and  when  it  cancels  obligations  due  to 
It  of  an  amount  which  equals  the  face  value 
of  the  warrants,  and  receives  the  warrants 
in  return,  the  lecal  effect  is  the  same  as  if  < 
the  warrants  had  never  been  transferred  b^ 
the  persons  to  whom  they  were  originally  is- 
sued, and  they  had  brought  them  back  to  the  , 
state,  and  the  state  had  siven  in  exchange 
for  them  some  valid  evidence  of  indebt^ 


It  seems  to  us  that  the  same  principle  is 
involved  as  was  enforced  in  Hitchoook  t. 
Galveston,  06  U.  S.  341,  330,  24  L.  ed.  659, 
661,  where  a  city  had  contracted  with  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  improvement  of  its  >ide> 
walks,  and  agreed  to  pay  for  the  same  inS 
bonds  which  ii*was  beyond  the  power  of  the* 
city  to  issue.  It  was  held  that  the  invalid- 
ity of  that  promise  was  no  reason  why  the 
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dtj  should  not  pay  for  the  benefits  which  it 
had  received  fr<Hn  the  performance  of  the 
contract.  The  court  said:  "If  payments  can- 
not be  made  in  bonds  because  their  issue  is 
ultra  vires,  it  would  be  sanctioning  rank  in- 
justice to  hold  that  payments  need  not  be 
made  at  all." 

Suppose  in  that  case  the  bonds  had  been 
issued  by  the  city  in  violation  of  its  charter. 
Gould  not  the  city  thereafter,  upon  discover- 
ing; its  inability  to  make  such  a  contract,  re- 
ceive the  bonds  back  and  make  payment  in 
some  other  way?  Or  could  it  not  have  re- 
ceived the  bonds  as  a  payment  to  that  ex- 
tent of  an  indebtedness  due  from  their  hold- 
er to  the  city? 

Unless  such  transactions  be  legal,  then  it 
follows  that  the  state  could  obtain  the  prop- 
erty or  labor  of  the  individual,  and  pay 
therefor  in  an  obligation  which  it  had  no 
right  to  issue,  and  which  it  could  on  that  ac- 
count subsequently  repudiate,  and  then  deny 
all  liability  to  pay  at  all.  The  character  of 
the  transaction  is  not  altered  by  the  trans- 
fer of  these  warrants  from  the  original  hold- 
er to  other  parties,  and  the  state  has  full 
power  to  recognize  in  favor  of  the  bearer  of 
the  warrants,  the  validity  of  the  debt  which 
they  originally  represented,  and  to  pay  the 
same  by  allowing  a  credit  to  their  bearers  up 
to  the  value  of  the  warrants.  We  see  noth- 
ing in  morals  or  in  law  which  should  ore- 
vent  the  state  from  recognizing  and  liquidat- 
ing the  indebtedness  which  was  due  from  it 
and  which  waa  represented  by  the  warrants. 

The  other  theory  would  prevent  the  state 
from  ever  redeeming  warrants  in  form  in- 
valid but  which  had  been  issued  in  payment 
of  debts  due  from  the  state  to  persons  re- 
ceiving them. 

If  payments  such  as  were  made  in  this  ca^ 
were  not  valid,  but  absolute  nullities,  then 
any  person  who  used  the  warrants  to  pay  his 
taxes  with,  although  they  were  received  bv 
the  collector  and  an  acquittance  given,  was 
nevertheless  liable  to  pay  those  taxes  again, 
buch  consequences  ought  not  to  follow  from 
the  fact  that  the  form  of  the  warrant  in 
which  the  payment  was  made  rendered  the 
warrant  itself  illegal  as  issued  in  violation 
9  of  the  Constitution. 

*  *  Their  receipt  by  the  state  officers  from  the 
railroad  company  as  directed  by  the  legisla- 
ture is  also  justified,  as  appears  by  the  case 
of  Little  Rock  v.  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank,  98 
U.  8.  308,  25  L.  ed.  108.  This  court  held 
that  even  if  the  bonds  mentioned  therein 
were  issued  in  violation  of  law,  yet  when  the 
city  accepted  their  surrender  and  redeemed 
them  by  giving  other  bonds  in  lieu  of  a  ]>or- 
tion  and  a  eredit  on  the  books  of  the  city 
lor  another  portion  of  them  so  surrendered, 
such  transaction  was  valid,  and  the  holder  of 
the  bonds  so  given  in  lieu  of  the  illegal  ones 
could  recover  on  them  and  also  upon  the 
eredit  given  on  the  books  of  the  city.  We 
preceive  no  reason  why  the  state  could  not, 
if  it  chose,  receive  these  warrants  in  dis- 
charge of  the  debt  pro  tanto  due  it  from  the 
company. 

The  next  question  is  whether  the  payments 


made  are  void  because  the  warrants  wert 
issued  as  alleged,  in  aid  of  the  Rebellion. 

If  by  reason  of  any  fact  existing  at  the 
time  these  transactions  occurred,  and  which 
appears  in  t)iis  record,  the  paymeuts  in 
question  were  not  valid,  and  no  valid  coik 
tract  grew  out  of  the  same,  then  the  judg« 
ment  should  be  affirmed,  notwithstanding 
we  differ  with  the  court  below  in  regard  to 
the  effect  of  the  payment,  on  the  ground 
taken  by  that  court.  Until  we  are  able  U> 
say  there  was  a  valid  contract  subsisting  by 
reason  of  these  transactions,  by  which  pay^ 
ments  were  received  as  payment  pro  tanto^ 
of  interest  and  sinking  fund,  we  oannot  be 
called  upon  to  discuss  the  question  whether 
any  legislation  subsequent  to  the  making  of 
the  allied  contract  has  impaired  its  obi  lo- 
tion. We  must  therefore  pursue  the  inquiiT 
in  order  to  determine  the  existence  and  valid- 
ity of  the  contract. 

It  is  alleged  that  at  least  some  of  these 
warrants  were  issued  in  aid  of  the  Rebellion, 
and  were  therefore  void,  and  no  attempted 
payments  made  in  them  could  be  recognized 
as  legal  or  binding.  Various  acts  of  the  leg- 
islature have  been  referred  to  which  pro* 
vided  for  the  issuing  of  bonds  in  return  for 
loans  to  the  state  for  military  purposes. 
Tlie  findings  of  the  trial  court  upon  the  sub- 
ject were  as  follows: 

"I  find  that  it  has  not  been  proved  whether 
the  warrants  actually  used  in  making  thejj^ 
payments  were  warrants  issued  for*indebi-* 
edness  incurred  prior  to  the  civil  war,  or 
warrants  i<«8ued  for  the  state  indebtedness 
incurred  after  the  war  began,  or,  II  of  the  lat* 
ter  class,  whether  they  were  warrants  issued 
for  military  purposes  or  for  civil  indebted- 
ness: but  from  the  circumstantial  evidence 
I  conclude  that  neither  the  railroad  com- 
pany nor  the  state  discriminated  as  to  the 
class  of  warrants  the  railroads  received  for 
carrying  services  or  paid  on  their  indebted- 
ness, and  that  some  of  all  kinds  were  used  !■ 
making  the  payments. 

'^n  reaching  the  foregoing  eonelnsions  of 
fact  I  have  excluded  from  my  consideration 
the  statements  made  in  official  reports  and 
governors'  messages  to  the  legislature,  hav- 
ing concluded  that  defendant's  objections 
that  the  statements  contained  in  these  papers 
were  not  admissible  as  evidence  proving  or 
tending  to  prove  the  facts  therein  stated 
were  good.  I  have  also  eliminated  from  con- 
sideration certain  other  evidence,  as  shown 
by  explanations  attached  to  defendant's  bills 
of  exception." 

Taking  these  findings,  it  seems  that  some 
of  Uie  warrants  had  been  originally  issued 
for  military  purposes,  while  cabers  had  been 
issued  for  civil  indebtedness.  It  is  also  to  be 
inferred  from  the  record  that  the  warrant! 
were  in  the  hands  of  various  people,  resi- 
dents in  the  state,  from  whom  thev  nad  beeis 
purchased  by  the  company  for  a  fair  and  ade- 
quate  consideration,  or  had  been  reeeived  l^ 
it  at  par  in  payment  of  freight  or  passen^r 
services  over  its  lines  of  road.  Assmning 
that  the  warrants  were  invalid  as  havine 
been  issued  in  payment  for  services  rendereo^ 
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j  or  stores  received  for  use  in  aid  of  the  Re- 
•  bellion,  jet  this  contract  between  the  state 
and  the  company  had  no  connection  with  the 
purpose  for  which  they  were  issued,  nor  was 
the  consideration  of  the  contract  based  in 
the  remotest  degree  wilii  reference  to  that 
purpose.  The  warrants  were  issued  to  other 
persons  having  not  the  slightest  relation  to 
the  company,  and  in  payment  of  an  indebt- 
edness for  purposes  to  which  the  company 
was  an  entire  stranger.  The  purpose  of  the 
company  was  undoubtedly  pursuant  to  the 
offers  of  the  state  made  in  the  acts  men- 
tioned, to  use  the  warrants  in  payment  of 
what  might  be  due  for  principal  or  interest 
don  the  bonds  of  the  company  held  by  the 
*  state.  •  There  is  no  proof  that  the  company 
received  the  warrants  for  any  other  purpose. 
No  inference  could  properly,  as  we  think,  be 
drawn  from  the  evidence  that  there  was  any 
.  intent,  design,  or  wish  on  its  part  to  aid  the 
Rebellion  by  the  acquisition  of  these  war- 
rants, and,  so  far  as  can  be  seen,  it  was  a 
transaction  in  the  way  of  the  business  of  the 
company,  entered  into  for  the  simple  purpose 
of  paying  an  indebtedness  which  it  owed  the 
state,  and  which,  by  these  acts,  the  state  per- 
mitted to  be  paid  in  this  way.  Even  though 
portions  of  the  warrants  had  been  procured 
at  less  than  paT|  of  which  fact  there  is  no 
affirmative  evidence,  still  the  transaction  on 
<  the  part  of  the  company  did  not  thereby  be- 
come one  in  aid  of  the  Rebellion,  and  upon 
this  point  we  do  not  see  that  the  prices  which 
may  have  been  paid  for  the  warrants  were 
material  in  the  inquiry.  The  contract  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  company  did  not  in 
anv  way  aid  the  former  in  issuing  them,  nor 
did  it  aid  the  purpose  for  which  the  state 
may  have  desired  to  issue  them. 

Where  the  validity  of  a  contract  is  at- 
tacked on  the  ground  of  its  illegal  purpose, 
that  purpose  must  clearly  appear;  and  it 
will  not  be  inferred  simply  because  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  might  possibly  re- 
sult in  a  remote,  incidental,  and  uninten- 
tional aid  to  an  illegal  transaction. 

It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  see  how  the  of- 
fer to  receive  these  warrants,  and  their  re- 
ception pursuant  to  the  offer,  can  be  said  to 
be  illegal  as  based  upon  a  consideration 
which  looked  to  aiding  the  Rebellion  by  its 
performance. 

It  hat  been  held  that  a  contract  between 
parties  resident  within  the  lines  of  insur- 
rectionary states,  stipulating  for  payment  in 
Confederate  notes  issued  in  furtherance  of 
a  scheme  to  overturn  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  within  the  territory  domi- 
nated by  the  Confederate  States,  was  not  to 
be  regarded  for  that  reason  only  as  invalid. 
Contracts  thus  made,  not  designed  to  aid  an 
insurrectionary  government,  it  was  held, 
eould  not  therefore,  without  manifest  injus- 
tice to  the  parties,  be  treated  as  invalid. 
Thorington  v.  Bmith,  8  Wall.  1,  19  L.  ed. 
861;  Delmaa  ▼.  UereKante  In:  Oo.  14  Wall. 
601,  20  L.  ed.  757. 
^  llie  receipt  of  these  warrants,  like  the  oon- 
f  tract  to  receive  payment  in  Confederate 
notes,  was  not  for  that  reaaon  only^nnlawful, 
although  the  state  was  the  party  that  re- 


ceived them.  The  company  was  not  an 
agent  of  the  state  in  putting  them  in  circu- 
lation, nor  is  there  any  proof  that  in  fact  it 
circulated  any  of  them.  The  company  did 
not  take  them  for  the  purpose  of  giving  cur- 
rency to  them,  but  in  order  to  consummate 
a  transaction  which,  when  consummated, 
was  simply  a  business  one  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  and  if  by  any  possibility  it  could 
"indirectly  or  remotely  promote  the  ends  of 
the  de  facto  government  organized  to  effect 
a  dissolution  of  the  Union,  it  was  without 
blame,  except  when  proved  to  have  been  en- 
tered into  with  actual  intent  to  further  in- 
vasion or  insurrection."  Thorington  t. 
Smith,  8  Wall.  1,  12,  19  L.  ed.  361,  364; 
Baldy  V.  Hunter,  171  U.  S.  388,  394,  43  U 
ed.  208,  210,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  890. 

A  specimen  of  the  contract  condemned  un- 
der the  rule  is  to  be  found  in  Sprott  y. 
United  States,  20  Wall.  459,  22  L.  cd.  371, 
where  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  from 
the  defendant  the  value  of  certain  cotton 
which  he  had  purchased  from  and  paid  the 
price  in  money  to  the  Confederate  govern- 
ment, and  which  the  Union  forces  took  from 
its  possession  in  the  last  days  of  the  exist- 
ence of  that  government.  The  court  held 
that  in  the  transaction  the  plaintiff  gave 
aid  and  assistance  to  the  Rebellion  in  the 
most  efficient  manner  he  possibly  could; 
that  he  could  not  have  aided  that  cause  more 
acceptably  if  he  had  entered  its  service  and 
become  a  blockade  runner,  or  under  the  guise 
of  a  privateer  had  preyed  upon  the  unoffend- 
ing commerce  of  his  country.  The  plaintiff 
asked  the  court  to  in  effect  carry  out  nis  void 
contract  with  the  Confederate  government. 
That  is  very  different  from  holding  that 
these  warrants  were  so  far  void  that  they 
could  not  form  the  basis  of  payment  of  debts 
by  their  holders,  who  had  not  received  them 
from  the  state,  but  had  taken  them  in  the 
course  of  business  from  other  parties,  and 
who  then  offered  them  in  payment  of  thei 
debts  due  the  state. 

This  whole  subject  has  recently  been  gr-rt 
over  in  Baldy  v.  Hunter,  171  U.  S.  388.  43 
L.  ed.  208,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  890,  where  many 
other  cases  are  commented  upon,  and  the 
principle  of  that  and  the  other  deciaions  of 
this  court  therein  referred  to  would  seem  to 
hold  tills  contract  not  unlawful. 

But  suppose  these  warrants  were  issued  InS 
aid  of  tht*Rebellion  and  were  therefore  void,* 
and  that  the  subsequent  offer  of  the  state  to 
receive  them  in  payment  of  the  debt  of  the 
company,  under  the  provisions  of  the  legis- 
lative acts  already  referred  to,  was,  whUs 
unexecuted,  also-Toid  on  that  ground,  still, 
their  actual  receipt  and  the  acquittaaee 
given  were  not,  for  that  reason,  void  as  be- 
tween these  parties. 

A  contract  in  aid  of  the  Rebellion  has  1 
held  illegal  because  it  belonged  to  that  < 
of  contracts  which  are  mala  in  se,  whose  con- 
sideration is  immoral  and  founded  upon  a 
criminal  purpose.  If  a  state  were  a  party 
to  such  a  contract  it  would  not  be  void  on 
the  technical  ground  that  it  was  ultra  vire9 
as  beyond  the  contract-makinff  power  of  the 
state,  but  because  of  the  illegiu  nature  of  its 
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eonsfderation.  The  eontract  would  be  Toid 
for  the  same  reason  that  it  would  be  Toid  as 
between  individuals,  not  because  they  had  no 
capacity  to  make  it,  but  because^  being 
founded  upon  an  ille^^al  consideration,  no 
court  would  recognize  its  validity  or  enforce 
its  provisions.  A  state  as  a  sovereignty 
has  power  generally  to  make  contracts,  un- 
less there  be  some  constitutional  inhibition 
as  to  certain  classes  of  contracts,  and  if  the 
consideration  of  a  particular  contract  is  bad 
or  immoral,  the  contract  is  illegal  because 
of  the  character  of  its  consideration,  and  not 
because  the  contract  would  be  beyond  the 
general  scope  and  power  of  the  state.  Hence, 
as  between  the  parties  to  it,  the  state  might, 
if  it  chose,  perform  all  its  requirements,  and 
if  the  acts  of  its  officers  were  performed  in 
obedience  to  legislative  authority,  their  per- 
formance in  executing  the  contract  would 
be  the  act  of  the  state.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  Constitution  of  the  state  had  pro- 
hibited its  officers  from  ever  receiving  any- 
thing but  gold  in  payment  of  this  debt  of 
the  company,  a  delivery  of  something  else 
in  assumed  payment  of  the  debt,  though  re- 
ceived as  such  by  its  officers  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  legislature,  would  be  no  pay- 
ment. That  would  be  a  case  where  the  pay- 
ment would  be  absolutely  void  beeause  be- 
yond the  capacity  of  the  state  to  au- 
thorize and  equally  beyond  its  capacity 
to  ratify.  It  would  be  ultra  vires  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  term.  In  such  event, 
it  would  be  true  that  the  act  of  the  offi- 
cer  would  be  his  individual  act,  and  in 
S  BO  sense  would  he  represent  or  bind  the  state 
*  by  his  action.  Such  an  attempted  payment 
might  therefore  be  regarded  by  any  subse- 

J[uent  officer  of  the  state  as  wholly  void  and 
neffectual  for  any  purpose. 

Hie  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is 
obvious.  In  the  one  the  contract  is  void  be- 
cause of  the  illegality  of  the  consideration, 
not  because  of  the  legal  incapacity  of  either 
party  to  make  the  contract,  while  in  the  oth- 
er th^re  is  an  entire  lack  of  power  to  make  it 
under  any  drcumstances.  When,  therefore, 
the  officers  of  the  state  pursuant  to  its  stat- 
utes received  Uie  warrants  as  payment,  they 
acted  for  the  state  in  carrying  out  an  offer 
upon  its  part  which  the  state  had  the  le^al 
capacity  tio  make  and  to  carry  out,  and  which 
it  in  this  manner  did  carry  out.  The  state 
in  such  case  had  the  same  power  to  carry  out 
its  contract  (so  far  as  the  parties  to  it  are 
concerned)  as  individuals  would  have  had 
to  carry  out  the  same  kind  of  a  contract, 
and  when  the  warrants  were  received  by  the 
officers  acting  for  the  state  in  payment  of  the 
interest,  and  the  bonds  of  the  state  were  is- 
sued to  the  school  fund,  and  acquittance 
ffiven  to  the  company,  the  transaction  was 
finished  and  completed,  in  the  case  of  the 
state,  just  as  it  would  have  been  in  like  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case  of  the  individual,  and 
by  such  action  (as  between  the  parties)  the 
state  Is  bound ;  the  acts  of  its  officers  are  its 
own  acts,  and  it  must  be  judged  in  the  same 
way  as  an  individual  would  be  judged.  In 
tOiet  words,  the  contract  having  been  fully 
eoEeeuted   by  the  company  and   the  state, 


neither  party  having  chosen  to  refuse  to  per* 
form  its  terms,  neither  party  as  between 
themselves  can  thereafter  act  as  if  the  con- 
tract had  not  been  performed,  nor  can  the 
state  pass  an^  act  which  shall  impair  the 
obligation  which  springs  from  its  perform- 
ance. After  the  complete  execution  of  the 
transaction  it  must  be  that  each  party 
thereupon  and  at  once  became  possessed  of 
certain  legal  rights  arising  from  its  per- 
formance. Neither  party  could  undo  what 
had  been  fully  executed  and  completed,  and 
the  law  therefore  implies  a  contract  that 
neither  party  will  attempt  to  do  so,  or,  in 
other  words,  the  law  implies  a  contract  that 
the  payments  mexle  shiul  not  be  thereafter 
repudiated  or  denied.  Any  subsequent  stat- 
ute of  the  state  which  repudiated  or  per-§ 
mitted  the*  repudiation  of  the  payments* 
would  impair  the  obligation  of  the  contract 
which  the  law  raises  from  the  transaction 
itself. 

That  a  contract  will  be  implied  under  such 
circumstances  is  stated  in  Planters*  Bank  v. 
Union  Bank,  16  Wall.  483,  600,  21  L.  ed.  478, 
480.  There  the  court  said:  "Some  of  the  au- 
thorities show  that,  though  an  illegal  con- 
tract will  not  be  executed,  yet  when  it  has 
been  executed  by  the  parties  themselves,  and 
the  illegal  object  of  it  has  been  accomplished 
the  money  or  thing  which  was  the  price  of  it 
may  be  a  legal  consideration  between  the 
parties  for  a  promise,  express  or  implied,  and 
the  court  will  not  unravel  the  transaction  to 
discover  its  origin." 

So  in  this  case.  The  illegal  object  was 
fully  executed  and  accomplished,  and  upon 
its  accomplishment  and  by  reason  of  the 
whole  transaction  there  arose  an  implied  con- 
tract that  the  settlement  should  be  conclu- 
sive upon  all  parties  to  it.  This  principle 
calls  for  no  aid  from  the  court  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  void  contract  The  parties  have 
already  fully  complied  with  all  its  terms, 
and  b;^  reason  thereof  the  implied  contract 
has  arisen. 

The  state  cannot  now  be  permitted  to  re- 
pudiate or  set  aside  the  acts  of  its  former 
officers,  done  in  pursuance  of  the  direction 
of  the  legislature  of  the  state,  and  effectually 
and  forever  closed  long  before  the  present 
proceeding  was  commenced.  As  between  the 
parties  to  those  transactions  this  cannot  be 
done. 

The  action  of  the  present  officers  of  the 
state  in  bringing  this  proceeding  has  been 
undoubtedly  prompted  by  the  b^t  motives 
and  from  a  desire  to  promote  the  true  inter- 
ests of  their  state,  but  we  nevertheless  are 
unable  to  see  how  the  proceeding  can  be  suc- 
cessful without  overturning  those  principles 
of  law  which  must  graide  and  control  our 
judgment. 

We  are  then  brought  to  the  question 
whether  the  subsequent  legislation  of  the 
state  has  in  any  manner  impaired  the  obli- 
gation of  the  contracts  made  by  the  state  at 
the  times  when  these  various  payments  were 
made. 

We  have  shown,  in  the  treatment  of  theo 
motion  to  dismiss,  how  the  judgment  of  the  S 
court  below  gave  effect  to  thsTsuDsequent  act  * 
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of  1870.  In  giyiag  such  effect,  was  the  obli- 
oaiioii  of  the  oontraet  between  the  parties 
unpaired  thereby? 

If  the  state  had  passed  no  act  the  question 
of  contract  could  not  hare  been  raised  in  this 
court,  the  payments  might  have  been  repudi- 
ated, and  the  court  have  held  them  illegal, 
and  we  would  have  no  jurisdiction  to  review 
its  judgment.  But  the  state  has  passed  a 
'statute,  and  said  that  if  the  company  would 
pay  interest  and  a  certain  proportion  semi- 
annually upon  the  aggregate  amount  of  the 
loan  as  it  stood  May  1,  1870,  no  further  ex- 
action would  be  made.  The  court  has  con- 
strued this  to  mean  that  if  the  company  will 
pay  such  proportion  semiannually  on  the 
amount  of  the  loan,  to  be  ascertained  by 
striking  out  the  payments  in  warrants,  then 
no  default  will  be  incurred,  but  if  not,  then 
it  will  have  made  default,  and  the  act  of 
1870  provides  in  such  case  for  proceedings  to 
collect  the  amount  due.  We  say  the  court 
below  has  so  construed  the  act,  and  we  say 
so  notwithstanding  it  has  not  mentioned  it 
in  any  such  connection.  It  has  said  so, 
however,  by  implication  necessarily  arising 
from  the  judgment  it  has  given,  when  taken 
in  connection  with  the  provision  of  the  act 
which  oermits  proceedings  only  to  be  taken 
on  a  default,  which  does  not  exist  in  this  case 
if  the  company  be  credited  with  these  war- 
rants as  payments.  By  permitting  the  pro- 
ceedings the  court  has  necessarily  construed 
the  act  as  meaning  that  there  is  a  default 
when  payments  are  not  made  on  the  basis 
of  the  invalidity  of  the  payments  in  war- 
rants. The  obligation  of  the  contract  which 
we  hold  existed  between  the  state  and  the 
company,  growing  out  of  the  transactions 
mentioned,  has  therefore,  by  this  construc- 
tion of  the  act  by  the  state  court,  been  mate- 
rially impaired. 

It  is  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  state  that 
the  acceptance  of  the  treasury  warrants  in 
payment  of  money  loaned  from  the  school 
fund  was  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  state  of  Texas,  as  being  an  illegal  diver- 
sion of  that  fund.     Upon  that  point  we  agree 
with  the  court  below,  which  held  that  there 
was  no  such  diversion  for  the  reasons  given 
bj  that  court. 
H     We  have  examined  the  various  objections 
S  of  the  defendant  in  error  which  it  has  made 
*  because  of  the  alleged  failure  of  tht^plain- 
tiffs  in  error  to  properly  bring  the  Federal 
question  before  the  court,  but  we  think  they 
are  not  well  taken. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Civil  Appeale  should  he  re- 
vereed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  that  court, 
wiUi  directions  to  remand  the  ease  to  the 
District  Court,  with  directions  to  reverse  its 
judgment,  and  for  further  proceedings  not 
inconsistent  with  the  opinion  of  this  court, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  concurring: 

I  concur  in  the  conclusion  of  the  court,  but 

from  so  much  of  the  opinion  as  holds  that 

the  treasury  warrants  in  question  were  not 

bills  of  credit  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 


stitution  of  the   United  States  I  am  con- 
strained to  dissent. 

It  is  admitted  that  these  warrants  fulfil 
all  the  conditions  of  bills  of  credit,  except, 
as  it  is  said,  they  were  not  intended  to  cir- 
culate as  money.  I  am  unable  to  concur  in 
this  view  of  the  intent  of  the  legislature.  By 
the  act  of  February  14,  1860,  authorizing  in- 
terest-bearing warrants  on  the  treasury,  it 
was  expressly  provided  that  these  warrants 
should  not  circulate  as  money,  but  might  be 
assigned.  This  act  was  repealed,  however, 
in  1862,  by  another  act  providing  that  war- 
rants should  be  drawn  for  legal  claims 
against  the  state,  and  payment  made  if  there 
were  money  in  the  treasury;  but  if  not,  the 
comptroller  was  authorized  to  issue  war- 
rants payable  to  the  party  entitled  to  pay- 
ment, or  bearer,  which  warrants  should  be 
of  such  proportions  of  the  claim  as  were  re- 
quired by  the  holder,  one  tenth  of  the  whole 
amount  of  which  might  be  issued  in  war- 
rants of  |1  each,  and  Qie  residue  in  warrants 
of  $6  or  more  each.  There  was  an  omission 
in  this  act,  which  appears  to  me  extremely 
significant,  of  the  proviso  of  the  former  act 
that  such  warrants  should  not  circulate  as 
money.  By  another  act,  approved  the  fol- 
lowing day,  it  was  provided  that  treasury 
warrants  of  the  state,  not  bearing  interest, 
should  be  receivable  "as  money"  in  the  pay- 
ment of  taxes,  office  fees  ( including  fees  for 
patents),  and  land  dues  payable  in  the  ffen-M 
eral  land  ofiSce  of  Texas,  and  all  other  duesS 
to  be  collected  for  the  state,  with* certain* 
specified  exceptions.  By  another  act  of  De- 
cember 16.  18o3,  the  comptroller  was  author- 
ized to  receive  ifrom  the  railroad  companies 
indebted  to  the  special  school  fund  all  in- 
terest on  their  bonds  that  might  be  or  might 
thereafter  become  due  in  state  treasury  war- 
rants. This  act  was  amended  May  28,  1864, 
by  providing  that  the  act  of  1863  should  not 
apply  to  railroad  companies  which  refused 
to  receive  these  bonds  or  treasury  warrants 
at  par  for  freisht  or  passage,  at  the  prices 
or  rates  established  by  law. 

The  railway  companies  were  thus'  com- 
pelled to  receive  these  warrants  as  money 
from  their  patrons,  in  order  to  be  able  to 
avail  themselves  of  them  in  pavment  of  in- 
terest upon  their  bonds.  In  addition  to  this 
the  warrants  were  in  the  form  of  bank  notes, 
printed  upon  peculiar  paper,  such  as  is  or- 
dinarily used  by  banks  for  their  cireulatii^ 
notes,  and  contained  a  brief  and  uncondi- 
tional promise  of  the  state  to  pay  the  amount 
to  a  party  named,  or  bearer,  and  were  de- 
clared on  their  face  to  be  receivable  for  pub- 
lic dues. 

If  these  facts  be  not  decisive  of  an  inten- 
tion that  these  warrants  should  circulate  as 
money,  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  additional 
facts  were  needed  to  manifest  that  intent 
Indeed,  the  opinion  of  the  court  seems  to  me 
to  practically  eliminate  from  the  Constitu- 
tion the  provision  that  the  states  shall  not 
emit  bills  of  credit,  as  well  as  to  overrule 
the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Craig  v.  Jftt- 
80uri,  4  Pet  410,  7  L.  ed.  903.  In  that  case 
the  legislature  of  the  state  of  Missouri  au< 
thorized  the  officers  of  the  state  treasury  to 
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issue  certificates,  of  denominatiosB  not  ex- 
ceeding $10  nor  less  than  50  eente,  in  the 
following  form:  "This  certificate  shall  be 
receivable  at  the  treasury  of  any  of  the  loan 
offices  in  the  state  of  Missouri^  in  discharge 
of  taxes  or  debts  due  to  the  state,  for  the  sum 
of  dollars,  with  interest  for  the  same, 

at  the  rate  of  2  per  cent  per  annum  from  this 
date."  These  certificates  were  receirable 
at  the  treasury  in  payment  of  taxes  or 
moneys  due  to  the  state  or  to  any  muniei- 
pality,  and  by  all  oflBcers,  civil  and  military, 
in  the  discharge  of  salaries  and  fees  of  ofiioe. 
If  simple  certificates  of  the  state,  containing 
g  no  promise  to  pay,  are  bills  of  credit,  much 
3  more,  it  seems  to  me,  should  these  obligations 
*  of  the  state  oTTexas  issued  in  denominations 
of  $1  and  upwards,  in  the  size,  shape,  and 
color  of  bank  notes,  and  receivable  in  dis- 
charge of  all  taxes  and  debts  due  the  state, 
to  which  a  forced  circulation  was  given  as 
between  railways  and  their  patrons,  be  held 
to  be  obnoxious  to  the  same  provision  of  the 
Constitution.  As  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Bffarshall  in  that  case:  "The  denominations 
of  the  bills,  from  $10  to  60  cents,  fitted  them 
for  the  purpose  of  ordinary  circulation ;  and 
their  reception  in  pa3rment  of  taxes  and  debts 
to  the  government  and  to  corporations,  and 
of  salaries  and  fees  would  give  them  cur- 
rency. They  were  to  be  put  into  circulation ; 
that  is«  emitted  by  the  government.  In  ad- 
dition to  all  these  evidences  of  an  intention 
to  make  these  certificates  the  ordinary  cir- 
culating medium  of  the  country,  the  law 
rks  of  them  in  this  character,  and  directs 
auditor  and  treasurer  to  withdraw 
annually  one  tenth  of  them  from  drculation. 
Had  they  been  termed  'bills  of  credit,'  in- 
stead of  'certificates,'  nothing  would  have 
been  wanting  to  bring  them  within  the  pro- 
hibitory words  of  the  Constitution." 

But  I  fully  concur  with  the  court  upon  the 
second  point,  that  the  state,  having^  issued 
these  warrants  for  a  valuable  consideration^ 
having  put  them  in  circulation,  having  ex- 
pressly authorized  the  railroad  companies  to 
pay  them  in  discharge  of  their  interest  upon 
their  bonds,  and  having  received  them  with- 
out objection  at  the  time,  it  is  too  late  now 
to  claim  that  they  did  not  operate  as  pay- 
ment. Though  the  warrants  may  have  oeen 
issued  without  authority,  it  was  competent 
for  the  state  to  recognize  them,  and  to  refuse 
now  to  admit  them  as  pavment  upon  these 
bonds  appears  to  me  a  plain  violation  of  the 
public  faith.  Upon  the  theory  of  the  court 
of  civil  appeals,  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  the 
state,  unless  there  be  a  statute  of  limitations 
operative  against  it,  from  bringing  suit 
against  evervbody  who  paid  these  warrants 
to  the  fttate  for  taxes  or  for  dues,  and  recov- 
ering the  amount  a  second  time. 


(177  u.  a  lOS) 

OALvmoK,  Habbibbubg,  ft  Bait  Aktonio 
Railway  CoifPAirr  et  al,  Plff;  in  Brr^ 

V. 

State  of  Texas. 
[No.  82.] 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals 
for  the  Third  Supreme  Judicial  Distriet 
of  the  State  of  Texas.  ^ 

See  same  case  below,  40  8.  W.  1009.  S 

Note.-C-This  involves  precisely  the  samt  * 
questions  that  have  just  been  determined  in 
tne  foregoing  case,  and  the  same  judgment 
will  therefore  be  entered. 


(177  U.  8.  1) 
FELIX  JELLENK,  George  Shiraa,  Sd,  a  0. 
Dickey,  Trustee,  et  al.,  Appts,, 

V, 

HURON  COPPER  MININii  COMPANY,  J. 
C.  Watson,  et  al. 

Actione — bringing     in    partiee — eharee    of 
stock  as  personal  property. 

t.  Shares  of  stock  In  a  Michigan  eorporatloB, 
being  by  the  laws  of  that  state  deemed  per- 
sonal property,  most  be  so  conaMered  withio 
the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
8,  1875,  authorising  an  order  to  bring  in  ab- 
sent defendsnts  who  are  not  Inhabitants  of 
or  found  within  the  district  in  a  salt  to  re- 
move any  encumbrance  or  lien  or  cloud  apon 
the  title  to  real  or  personal  property  within 
the  district  where  such  suit  Is  brought 

2.  The  law  of  a  state  making  shares  of  corpor- 
ate stock  personal  property  should  be  enforced 
by  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  sit- 
ting In  that  state,  as  part  of  the  law  of  the 
state  In  respect  of  corporations  created  by  It. 

[No.  100.] 

Argued  and  Buhmitied  JaniUMr^  16,  190$* 
Decided  March  12,  1900. 

APPEAL   from   a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  SUtea  for  the  West- 
ern District  of  Michigan  dismissing  a  bill 
for  want  of  jurisdiction  over  indispensable 
parties.    Bevereed, 
See  same  case  below,  82  Fed.  Rep.  778. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlaat  ^ 

•This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  olr^* 
euit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  wat^ 
em  distriet  of  Michiffan  dismissing  the  bill 
of  the  plaintiffs,  appellants  here,  for  want  of 
Jurisdiction  over  some  of  the  defendants  who 
were  held  to  be  indispensable  parties  to  the 
suit. 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  as  follows: 
The  plaintiffs  are  stockholders  of  the  Huron 
Copper  Mining  Company  and  citizens  of  oth- 
er states  than  Michigan.  The  company  ia 
a  Michigan  corporation,  the  mines  operated 
by  it,  all  its  other  property,  and  its  prin- 
cipal offices  for  business  being  at  Houghton, 
Michigan,  with  a  branch  office  at  Boston, 
Massachusetts. 

During  the  transactions  complained  of  in 
the  bill,  the  board  of  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, whose  members  are  the  other  defend- 
ants in  this  suit,  were  J.  C.  Watson,  D.  Li 
Demmon,  Samuel  L.  Smith,  H.  J.  Stevens, 
and  Johnson  Vivian.  Wataon,  Demmon,  and 
Stevens  (the  last-named  having  ainee  died) 
were  residenta  of  Boston,  Watson  being  prea* 
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ident  and  Deimnon  secretary  and  treasurer 
of  the  company.  They  had  charge  and  con- 
trol of  the  branch  office  in  Boston.  Smith  re- 
sided at  Detroit,  Michigan,  but  was  fre- 
quently in  Boston.  Vivian  resided  at  Hough- 
ton,  Michigan,  and  was  for  many  years  the 
general  manager  of  the  mining  operations 
and  the  business  of  the  company  at  its  min- 
ing location  in  Houghton  county.  Smith 
and  Vivian  disclaimed  any  connection  with 
the  alleged  fraudulent  transactions  set  forth 
in  the  bill,  but  were  put  upon  their  proof  by 
the  plaintiffs  as  to  the  matters  stated  there- 
in. 

In  June,  1890,  the  board  of  directors  made 
JP  an  assessment  upon  the  capital  stock  of  the 
company  of  $5  per  shar«*payable  on  July  7th 
of  that  year.  Notice  of  the  assessment  was 
given  to  the  stodcholders,  accompanied  by 
the  statement  that  it  would  be  sufficient  to 
pay  off  all  the  indebtedness  of  the  company 
and  leave  a  cash  balance  in  its  treasury  of 
over  $30,000  in  addition  to  the  unsold  copper 
and  other  personal  property  of  the  company. 
It  was  alleged  that  upon  receiving  the 
amount  of  the  assessment,  $200,000,  the 
board  of  directors,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding the  plaintiffs  and  other  stockhold- 
ers, applied  a  portion  of  it  to  the  payment 
of  spurious  debts  of  the  company,  and 
wasted  and  misapplied  another  large  por- 
tion, diverting  it  from  the  treasury  of  the 
company  and  from  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  made,  and  applying  it  to  the  personal 
uses  of  the  directors  and  officers  of  the  com- 
pany and  their  confederates. 

On  October  25,  1891,  the  board  of  directors 
made  another  assessment  upon  the  stock  of 
the  company  of  $3  per  share,  which  aggre- 
gated $120,000.  This  assessment  was  made 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  stockholders 
and  at  a  time  when,  as  appeared  forom  the 
statement  of  the  board,  there  were  sufficient 
assets  of  the  company  exclusive  of  its  mines 
and  mining  property,  to  pay  all  its  legal 
debts. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  board  of  direct- 
ors or  their  representatives  had  disposed  of 
the  stock  held  by  them  befoore  the  making  of 
the  above  assessments,  and  were  the  holders 
of  none  or  at  least  a  very  small  portion,  ex- 
cept as  they  held  stock  purchased  at  a  sale 
to  be  presently  referred  to  as  trustees  for  the 
plaintiffs  and  other  stockholders,  so  that 
they  had  but  a  nominal,  if  any,  interest  in 
the  company;  that  they  had  so  manipulated 
the  assessments  as  to  enable  them  to  spec- 
ulate in  the  stock  of  the  company  to  the 
.  detriment  of  the  stockholders ;  that  they  had 
contracted  fraudulent  debts  by  means  of  false 
and  illegal  salaries,  allowances,  and  com- 
missions to  themselves,  by  making  fraudu- 
lent contracts  for  the  company  at  extrava- 
gant prices,  and  by  borrowing  large  sums  of 
money  for  the  company  at  usurious  interest, 
in  which  contracts  and  usurious  loans  the 
^  directors  and  their  confederates  were  inter- 
*  ested  as* contracting  ptarties  with  the  com- 
pany; that  while  acting  as  directors  and 
trustees  for  the  stockholders  they  had  be- 
trayed their  trust  and  mismanaged  the  af- 
fairs of  the  company  lor  their  own  profit 


and  advantage;  and  that  for  many  years 
they  had  continued  the  mining  of  copper 
at  an  apparent  loes  by  reason  of  such  fraud- 
ulent practices  and  mismanagement  and  by 
false  statements  concealed  the  same  from  the 
stockholders. 

On  November  Ist,  1891,  the  plaintiff  Jel- 
lenik,  acting  for  himself  and  as  attorney  for 
several  of  the  plaintiff  stockholders,  applied 
to  Watson  and  Demmon  for  leave  to  examine 
the  books  of  the  company  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  true  state  and  condition  of 
its  affairs,  but  the  demand  was  refused;  and 
for  that  reason  Jellenik  refused  and  advised 
hi«  clients  to  refuse  to  pay  the  $3  assessment. 

On  February  9,  1892,  the  assessment  of  $3 
not  having  been  paid,  a  sale  of  the  stock  was 
made  by  order  of  the  directors  at  the  office  ol 
the  company  in  Boston.  The  sale  took  place 
in  the  private  office  of  the  defendant  Dem- 
mon, the  secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  com- 
pany. No  one  was  present  but  the  plaintiff 
Edwards  and  three  other  persons,  besides  the 
officers  and  directors  of  the  company  and 
tlieir  clerks.  The  directors  or  their  clerks 
did  all  the  bidding  on  the  stock,  except  the 
bids  made  for  twenty  shares,  ten  of  which 
were  purchased  for  each  of  the  plaintiffs 
Dickey  and  Kennedy,  trustees.  One  of  the 
clerks  in  the  o0ioe  of  the  company  bid  in  2,- 
725  shares,  and  Watson,  the  president  of  the 
company,  took  38,315  shares.  The  total 
number  of  shares  sold  was  41,060,  or  1,060 
more  than  the  company  possessed,  its  capital 
stock  being  40,000  shares. 

Notwithstanding  the  assessment  of  $5  and 
the  second  assessment  of  $3,  which  were  made 
upon  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  and  other  stock- 
holders that  they  would  not  only  be  ample 
to  pay  all  the  indebtedness  of  the  company,  ' 
but  would  leave  its  property  free  and  clear, 
with  a  large  balance  in  the  treasury,  and 
notwithstanding  the  defendants  Watson  and 
Demmon,  in  making  the  sale  of  the  stock  un- 
der the  $3  assessment,  required  Dickey  and 
Kennedy,  trustees,  and  other  stockholders 
not  in  conspiracy  with  the  defendants,  toio 
pay  the* full  amount  of  the  assessment  on* 
such  sale,  Watson  and  Demmon,  the  bill 
charged,  either  fraudulently  sold  the  stock 
upon  that  sale  to  themselves  individually  or 
to  their  fellow  conspirators  for  a  mere  pit^ 
tance,  without  realizing  the  assessment 
thereon,  or  they  realiz^  the  money  and 
squandered  it  and  allowed  the  indehtedness 
of  the  company  to  be  put  in  judgment  in 
Houghton  county,  Michigan,  with  the  fraud- 
ulent intent  through  and  by  that  means  to 
buy  in  and  absorb  the  property  and  render 
valueless  the  stock  of  the  plaintiffs. 

In  carrying  out  this  scheme,  it  was  alleged 
that  the  directors  permitted  judgments  to 
be  taken  against  tiie  company  for  $180,- 
230.08,  of  which  amount  $106,251.84  was  a 
judgment  by  the  defendant  Demmon  to  him- 
self, growing  out  of  illegal  transactions  with 
himself  as  a  director  and  officer.  All  the 
judgments  were  obtained  on  the  same  day, 
December  30,  1891,  by  consent  between  the 
attorneys  appearing  for  the  company  and 
those  for  the  judgment  creditors,  Demmon's 
judgment  having  been  fraudulently  procured 
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by  using  his  power  and  influ«noe  to  pr^event 
anjr  investigation  as  to  th«  honesty  and  le- 
gality oi  his  claim. 

All  of  the  judgments,  except  the  one  pro- 
cured by  Dcmmon,  were  assigned  to  J.  B. 
Stureis,  trustee,  of  Houghton,  Michigan,  and 
on  May  7,  1892,  the  mining  property  of  the 
company  was  sold  under  tiie  judgments  so 
assigned  to  Sturgis  and  a  certificate  of  sale 
given  him  by  the  sheriff  of  Houghton  county. 
On  August  21,  1893,  the  sheriff  of  that  coun- 
ty, in  pursuance  of  the  certificate  of  sale,  ex- 
ecuted a  sheriff's  deed  of  the  property  to 
Sturgis.  This  deed  was  duly  recorded  Au- 
gust 24th,  1893,  and  so  far  as  the  records 
showed,  no  transfer  of  title  to  the  property 
had  since  been  made  by  Sturgis. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  purpose  of  making 
the  fraudulent  assessment  and  pretended  sale 
of  stock  was  to  exclude  the  plaintiffs  and 
other  stockholders  from  any  right  of  inquiry 
into  the  affairs  of  the  company;  that  the 
purpose  of  the  directors  and  officers  in  caua- 
ing  the  property  of  the  company  to  be  seized 
and  sold  by  legal  process  for  spurious  and 
fraudulent  debts  was  to  extinguish  the  title 
of  the  corporation  and  of  its  stockholders  to 
f  the  mining  property  and  to  vest  the  same 
lA^the  dir^ors  and  their  confederates;  and 
that  the  pretended  sale  of  stock  was  made 
Ia  defiance  of  the  protest  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
other  stockholders  of  the  company  and  upon 
notice  given  to  the  directors,  at  the  time  and 

Slace  of  the  sale  of  the  stock,  of  the  fraudu- 
mt  character  of  the  assessment  and  of  the 
proposed  sale,  like  notice  being  given  to  all 
purchasers  before  the  making  of  the  sale. 

It  was  stated  in  the  bill  that  on  Septem- 
ber 15th,  1802,  the  plaintiffs  filed  in  the 
court  below  a  bill  similar  to  the  one  herein. 
A  plea  and  demurrer  were  interposed  by  Wat- 
son, and  upon  a  hearing  had  thereon  by  cour 
sent,  the  court  held  that  the  bill  was  de- 
fective in  its  jurisdictional  allegations  and 
dedined  to  proceed  further  until  one  was 
filed  having  proper  allegations  and  giving  it 
Jurisdiction  to  act. 

The  present  bill  contained  this  paragraph: 

"Your  orators  allege  that  the  shares  of 
stock  in  the  said  defendant  company  are  per- 
sonal property,  and  its  location  is  where  the 
company  is  incorporated  and  nowhere  else, 
and  that  the  locu8  in  quo  of  the  stock  of  the 
defendant  company  has  been  since  its  incor- 
poration at  Houghton  county,  Michigan, 
that  being  its  principal  ofiice  for  business 
and  place  of  incorporation,  and  this  bill  is 
filed  to  remove  any  encumbrances,  lien,  or 
doud  upon  the  title  of  your  orators  in  said 
personal  property  thus  located  caused  by  the 
fraudulent  acts  of  the  defendants,  as  herein 
alleged,  and  for  such  other  and  further  re- 
lief as  the  nature  of  the  case  shall  require." 

The  plaintiffs  also  averred  that  they  filed 
their  bill  in  their  own  behalf  because  the 
company,  acting  fraudulently  through  its 
board  of  directors,  and  controlled  particu- 
larly by  the  defendants  Watson  and  Dem- 
mon,  refused  them  any  information  with  re- 
gard to  its  affairs  or  to  allow  them  to  see 
the  books  or  to  procure  a  atatement  there* 
20  S.  C— 56. 


from,  and  because  there  was  no  other  mode 
of  relief,  as  there  were  no  agents  of  the  com- 
pany authorized  to  act  for  the  relief  of  stock- 
holders, except  the  defendants  thus  fraudu- 
lently conspiring  to  break  down  and  ruin  ita 
stock. 

The  relief  asked  was  that  a  receiver  be  ap* 
pointed  to  take  possession  of  all  the  prop-, 
erty  and  assets  of  the  company^  wind*iip  ita  • 
business,  and  make  sale  of  its  property; 
that  the  directors  and  officers,  their  agents, 
servants,  attorneys,  and  representatives,  be 
restrained  and  enjoined  from  in  any  manner 
intermeddling  with  the  property  and  busi* 
ness  of  the  company,  from  levying  upon,  at- 
taching, seizing  by  execution,  or  selling,  or 
causing  to  be  levied  upon,  attached,  seized 
by  execution,  or  sold,  any  of  the  property  of 
the  company,  and  from  prosecuting  by  any 
mesne  or  final  process  any  claim  or  claims 
whatever  against  the  company,  and  also 
from  canceling  any  of  the  stock  of  the  plain* 
tiffs  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  bill, 
and  issuing  new  stock  therefor  to  the  pre- 
tended purchaser  thereof  under  the  pre- 
tended sales  for  delinquent  assessment,  and 
if  such  cancelation  had  been  attempted  by 
the  defendants  or  any  of  them,  and  new  cer- 
tificates issued  therefor  ,to  the  defendants 
or  any  of  them  or  their  confederates,  that 
they  bo  restrained  from  further  transferring 
the  same  upon  the  books  of  the  company  un- 
til the  final  order  of  the  court;  that  an  ac- 
count might  be  taken  under  the  direction  of 
the  court  of  the  loss  occasioned  to  the  com- 
pany and  its  stockholders  by  means  of  the 
covin,  breach  of  trust,  mismanagement,  and 
neglect  of  duty,  and  embezzlement  of  the 
directors  and  their  confederates,  and  of  the 
profits  made  by  the  directors  and  officers,  or 
any  of  them,  and  of  their  confederates,  or 
any  of  them,  by  means  of  such  covin,  deceit, 
fraud,  unlawful  confederacy,  conspiracy,  and 
misappropriation  of  assets,  and  that  the  di- 
rectors and  officers  and  every  of  them  be  or- 
dered and  decreed  to  pay  over  to  such  re- 
ceiver or  the  court  the  entire  sum  or  suma 
so  ascertained;  that  the  court  might  adjudge 
and  decree  that  the  pretended  sale  made  on 
the  9th  day  of  February,  1892,  was  a  nullity, 
and  passed  no  title  to  any  of  the  stock,  that 
Watson  and  Demmon  and  their  codi  rectors 
and  confederates  be  adjudged  to  hold  the 
stock  which  they  pretend^  to  acquire  at 
such  sale  in  trust  for  the  plaintiffs  and  other 
stockholders  of  the  company,  and  that  the 
latter  then  held  respectively  in  the  company 
the  respective  shares  of  stock  which  they 
held  prior  to  the  date  of  the  sale,  and  that  by 
the  decree  of  the  court  any  cloud  upon  the 
title  of  such  stock  of  the  plaintiffs  might  be 
removed  therefrom ;  and  that  such  other  and  ^ 
further  relief  be  granted  as  the^exigencies  of  • 
the  case  might  require  and  to  ih&  court 
should  seem  meet  in  the  premises. 

Such  was  the  case  made  by  the  averments 
in  the  bilL 

Mr.  F.  O.  Clark  for  appellants. 
Mr.  T.    Ii.  Chadbonrne  submitted  the 
case  for  appellecf. 
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Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

Process  was  served  upon  the  Huron  Cop> 
per  Mining  Company  and  the  other  defend- 
ants residing  in  Michigan.  Watson,  Dem- 
mon,  and  Smith,  being  nonresidents,  were 
mrooeeded  against  br  publication,  but  they 
failed  to  appear.  The  company  appeared 
and  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court: 
(1)  That  Watson,  Demmon,  and  Smith  were 
indispensable  parties  to  the  suit,  but  not  in- 
habitants of  the  western  district  of  Michi- 
Ein,  and  that  no  subpcena  or  process  of  any 
nd  had  been  served  upon  them  in  the  dis- 
trict, nor  had  they  voluntarily  appeared  and 
submitted  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court;  (2)  that  the  stock  of  the  Huron 
Copper  Mining  Ck>mpany  belonging  to  the 
complainants  was  not  personal  property 
within  the  district. 

The  plea  was  sustained  and  the  hill  was 
dismissed  without  prejudice  to  the  bringing 
of  such  further  suit  bv  the  complainants  as 
they  might  be  advised. 

The  circuit  court  correctly  held  that  the 
defendants  Watson,  Demmon,  and  Smith 
were  necessary  parties  to  the  controversy 
made  by  the  bill.  82  Fed.  Rep.  778.  But 
they  could  not  have  been  brought  before  the 
eourt  in  the  mode  and  for  the  limited  pur- 
poses indicated  in  the  8th  section  of  the  act 
of  March  3d,  1875,  entiUed  ''An  Act  to  De- 
termine the  Jurisdiction  of  Circuit  Courts 
of  the  United  States,  snd  to  Regulate  the  Re- 
moval of  Causes  from  State  Courts  and  for 
other  Purposes/'  which  section  provides: 

'*8  8.  That  when  in  any  suit,  commenced  in 
A  anv  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  to 
*  enforce  any  legal  or  equitable*Iien  upon  or 
claim  to,  or  to  remove  any  enonmbranoe  or 
Uen  or  cloud  upon  the  title  to  real  or  per- 
sonal property  within  the  dietriot  where  such 
euit  19  brought,  one  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants therein  shall  not  be  an  inhabitant  of  or 
found  within  the  said  district  or  shall  not 
voluntarily  appear  thereto,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  court  to  make  an  order  directing 
•ueh  absent  defendant  or  defendants  to  ap- 
pear, plead,  answer,  or  demur,  by  a  day  cer- 
tain to  be  designated  which  order  shall  be 
served  on  such  absent  defendant  or  defend- 
ants, if  practicable,  wherever  found,  and  also 
upon  the  person  or  persons  in  possession  or 
charge  of  said  property  if  any  there  be;  or 
where  such  personal  service  upon  such  ab- 
sent defendant  or  defendants  is  not  practi- 
cable such  order  shall  be  published  in  such 
manner  as  the  court  may  direct  not  less  than 
once  a  week  for  six  consecutive  weeks; 
and  in  case  such  absent  defendant  shall 
not  appear,  plead,  answer,  or  demur  with- 
in the  time  so  limited,  or  within  some 
further  time,  to  be  allowed  by  the  court, 
in  its  discretion,  and  upon  proof  of  the 
8er\nce  or  publication  of  saia  order,  and 
of  the  nerformance  of  the  directions  con- 
tained in  the  same,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  court  to  entertain  jurisdiction, 
and  proceed  to  the  hearing  and  adjudication 
of  such  suit  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such 
absent  defendant  had  been  served  with  proc- 
ess within  the  said  district;  but  said  adjudi- 


cation shall,  as  regards  said  absent  defend- 
ant or  defendants,  without  appearance,  af- 
fect onlv  the  property  which  shall  have  been 
the  subject  of  the  suit  and  under  the  iuris- 
diction  of  the  court  therein,  within  such  dis- 
trict. And  when  a  part  of  the  said  real  or 
personal  property  against  which  such  pro- 
ceeding shall  be  taken  shall  be  within  an- 
other district,  but  within  the  same  state, 
said  suit  may  be  brought  in  either  district  ia 
said  state;  Provided,  however.  That  any  de- 
fendant or  defendants  not  actually  person- 
ally notified  as  above  provided  msy,  at  any 
time  within  one  year  after  final  judgment  ia 
any  suit  mentioned  in  this  section,  enter  his 
appearance  in  said  suit  in  said  circuit  court, 
and  thereupon  the  said  court  shall  make  an 
order  setting  aside  the  judgment  therein, 
and  permitting  said  defendant  or  defendants 
to  plead  therein  on  payment  by  him  or  them 
of  such  costs  as  the  court  shall  deem  just; 
and  thereupon  said  suit  shall  be  proceeded  ^ 
Vith  to  final  judgment  according  to  law."* 
18  SUt  at  L.  470,  472,  chap.  137. 

That  section  was  expressly  saved  from  re- 
peal by  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March 
3d,  1887,  24  Stat,  at  L.  552,  555,  chap.  373, 
as  corrected  by  section  5  of  the  act  of  August 
1 3th,  1888,  25  Stat,  at  L.  433.  430,  chap.  866, 
and  is  in  full  force.  Mellen  v.  iloline  MaU 
leahle  Iron  Works,  131  U.  S.  352,  33  L.  ed. 
178,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  781. 

Prior  to  the  p^assage  of  the  above  act  of 
March  2d,  1875,  the  authority  of  a  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  to  make  an  order 
directing  a  defendant— who  was  not  an  in- 
habitant of  nor  found  within  the  district  and 
who  did  not  voluntarily  appear — ^to  appear, 
plead,  answer,  or  demur,  was  restricted  to 
suits  in  equity  brought  to  enforce  legal  or 
equitable  liens  or  claims  against  real  or  per- 
sonal property  within  the  district.  Kev. 
SUt.  9  738.  But  that  act  extended  the  au- 
thority of  the  court  to  a  suit  brought  "to  re- 
move any  encumbrance  or  lien  or  cloud  up- 
on the  title  to  real  or  personal  proper^ 
within  the  district  where  such  suit  is 
brought," 

One  of  the  objects  of  the  present  suit  was 
to  remove  an  encumbrance  or  cloud  upon  the 
title  to  certain  shares  of  the  stock  of  a  Michi- 
gan corporation.  No  question  is  made  as  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  so  far  as  it  rests 
upon  the  diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties. 
The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  they  were  the 
equitable  owners  of  that  stock,  although  the 
legal  title  was  in  certain  of  the  defendants. 
The  relief  asked  was  a  decree  establishing 
their  rightful  title  and  ownership;  and  in 
order  that  such  a  decree  might  be  obtained, 
the  defendants  referred  to  were  ordered  to 
appear,  plead,  answer,  or  demur ;  but  as  Uiey 
refused  to  do  so,  the  circuit  court  decided 
that  it  could  not  proceed  further.  That 
court  was  of  opinion  thaf'the  shares  of  stock 
in  question  are  not  personal  property  withia 
the  district  within  tne  purview  of  the  statute 
of  the  United  States  authorizing  the  brings 
iiitt  in  by  publication  of  notice  to  nonresident 
defendants  who  assert  some  risht  or  claim  to 
the  property  which  is  the  subjeet  of  suit" 
82  Fed.  Rep.  778,  770.    The  proper  forum, 
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the  court  eaid»  for  the  litigation  of  the  ques- 
tion involved  would  be  in  the  state  of  wnich 

^the  defendants  were  citizens. 

r  *  The  question  to  he  determined  on  this  ap- 
peal is,  whether  the  stock  in  question  is  per- 
sonal property  within  the  district  in  which 
the  suit  was  brought.  If  it  is,  then  the  case 
is  embraced  by  the  act  of  1875,  and  the  cir- 
cuit court  erred  in  dismissing  the  bill. 

By  the  statutes  of  Michigan  providing  for 
the  incorporation  of  companies  for  mining, 
smelting,  and  manufacturing  iron,  copper, 
silver,  coal«  and  other  ores  or  minerals,  it  is 
provided:  'The  stock  of  every  such  cor- 
poration shall  be  deemed  personal  property, 
and  shall  be  transferred  only  on  the  books 
of  the  company  in  such  form  as  the  by-laws 
direct  or  as  the  directors  shall  prescribe ;  and 
such  corporation  shall  at  all  times  have  a 
lien  upon  the  stock  of  its  members  for  all 
debts  due  from  them  to  such  corporation." 
By  the  same  statutes  it  is  provided:  "It 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  corporation  formed 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  conduct 
its  mining  and  manufacturing  business  in 
wnole  or  in  part  at  any  place  or  places  in  the 
United  States  (or  any  foreign  country) ;  and 
any  such  corporation  shall  be  subject  to  the 
laws  of  this  state  in  regard  to  corporations, 
so  far  as  the  same  shall  be  applicaole  to  cor- 
porations formed  under  this  act."  '*It  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  company  associating  under 
this  act  to  provide  in  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion for  having  the  business  office  of  such 
company  out  of  this  state,  and  to  hold  any 
meeting  of  the  stockholders  or  board  of  di- 
rectors of  such  company  at  such  office  so  pro- 
vided for;  but  every  such  company  having 
its  business  office  out  of  this  state  shall  have 
an  office  for  the  transaction  of  business  with- 
in this  state,  to  be  also  designated  in  suoh 
articles  of  association."  "Any  share  or  in- 
terest of  a  stockholder  in  any  bank,  insur- 
ance company,  or  any  other  joint-stock  com- 
pany that  is  or  may  be  incorporated  under 
the  authority  of,  or  authorized  to  be  created 
by,  an^  law  of  this  state,  may  be  taken  in 
execution  and  sold  in  the  following  manner : 
The  officer  shall  leave  a  copy  of  the  execution 
eertified  by  him  with  the  clerk,  treasurer,  or 
cashier  of  the  company,  if  there  be  any  suoh 
officer,  and  if  not,  then  with  any  officer  or 
person  who  has,  at  the  time,  the  custody  of 
the  books  and  papers  of  the  corporation ;  and 

cj  the  property  shall  be  considered  seised  on 

•  execution  when  such  copy  is  left."*  ''If  the 
shares  or  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor 
shall  have  been  attached  in  the  suit  in  which 
the  execution  issued,  the  purchaser  shall  be 
entitled  to  all  the  dividends  which  shall  have 
accrued  after  the  levying  of  the  attach- 
ment.^ "In  attaching  real  estate  or  any 
right  or  interest  in  land,  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  that  the  officer  should  enter  upon 
the  land  or  be  within  view  of  it;  and  in  at- 
taching shares  of  stock  or  the  interest  of  a 
Btoekholder  in  any  corporation  organized  un- 
der the  laws  of  this  state,  the  levy  shall  be 
made  in  the  manner  provided  by  law  for  the 
seisure  of  such  property  on  execution."  I 
and  2  Howell's  Anno.  Stat  Miohigan  ( 1882) 
15  i094,  4097,  4105,  7697,  7698,  7701,  7093; 


2  Compiled  Laws  Mich.  1897,  pp.  2197,  2200 1 

3  lb.  3131-2,  3187. 

These  provisions  make  it  clear  that  by  the 
law  of  Michigan  the  shares  of  stock  in  the 
defendant  company  are  to  be  deemed  personal 
property,  transferable  on  the  books  of  the 
company;  and  that  the  share  or  interest  of  a 
stockholder  may  be  taken  in  execution  or 
reached  by  attachment,  a  copy  of  the  execu- 
tion or  attachment  being  left  by  the  officer 
with  the  clerks  treasurer,  or  cashier  of  the 
company.  The  authority  of  the  state  to  es- 
tablish such  regulations  in  reference  to  the 
stock  of  a  corporation  organized  and  exist* 
ing  under  its  laws  cannot  be  doubted.  We 
need  not  discuss,  in  the  light  of  the  authori- 
ties, whether  the  shares  of  stock  in  the  de- 
fendant company  may  not  be  accurately  de- 
scribed as  chattels  or  choses  in  action,  or 
property  in  the  nature  of  choses  in  action* 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  Hutchina  v.  State 
Bank,  12  Met  421,  said:  "If  a  share  in  a 
bank  is  not  a  chose  in  ocfton,  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  ohose  in  action,  and  what  is  more 
to  the  purpose,  it  is  personal  propertv."  The 
court  of  appeals  of  New  York,  speaKing  by 
Judge  Comstock,  held  certificates  of  stock 
to  be  simply  muniments  and  evidence  of  the 
holder's  title  to  a  certain  number  of  shares 
in  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  cor- 
poration of  which  he  is  a  member,  i/c- 
clianica*  Bank  v.  Neto  York  d  N.  B.  R.  Co,  13 
N.  Y.  G27 ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.  {  500.  It 
is  sufficient  for  this  case  to  say  that  the  state 
under  whose  laws  the  company  came  into  ex- 
istence has  declared,  as  it  lawfully  might S 
{hat  such  stock  is  to  be  deemed  personal* 
property.  That  is  a  rule  which  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  sitting  in  Michi- 
gan should  enforce  as  part  of  the  law  of  the 
state  in  respect  of  corporations  created  by  it 
The  stock  held  by  the  defendants  residing 
outside  of  Michigan  who  refused  to  submit 
themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit 
court  being  regarded  as  personal  property, 
the  act  of  1875  must  be  held  to  embrace  the 
present  case,  if  the  stock  in  question  is 
"within  the  district"  in  which  the  suit  was 
brought  Whether  the  stock  is  in  Michi- 
gan so  as  to  authorize  that  state  to  subject 
it  to  taxation  as  against  individual  share- 
holders domiciled  in  another  state  is  a  ques- 
tion not  presented  in  this  cause,  and  we  ex- 
press no  opinion  upon  it  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  it  is  within  l^lichigan  for  the 
purposes  of  a  suit  brought  there  against  Uie 
company — such  shareholders  being  made  par- 
ties to  the  suit^to  determine  whether  the 
stock  is  rightfully  held  by  them.  The  cer- 
tificates are  only  evidence  of  the  ownership 
of  the  shares,  and  the  interest  represented 
by  the  shares  is  held  by  the  company  for  the 
benefit  of  the  true  owner.  As  the  habitation 
or  domicil  of  the  company  is  and  must  be  in 
the  state  that  created  it,  the  property  repre- 
sented by  its  certificates  of  stock  may  be 
deemed  to  be  held  by  the  company  within  the 
state  whose  creature  it  is,  whenever  it  is 
sought  by  suit  to  determine  who  is  its  real 
owner.  This  principle  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  is  authorized  by  the 
laws  of  Michigan  to  have  an  office  in  another 
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state,  at  which  a  book  showing  the  transfers 
of  stock  may  be  kept. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  requirement  in  the 
act  of  1875  that  a  copy  of  the  order  of  pub- 
lication "shall  be  served  on  such  absent  de- 
fendant or  defendants,  if  practicable,  wher- 
ever found,  and  also  upon  the  person  or  per- 
sons in  possession  or  charge  of  said  property, 
if  any  there  be/'  is  inapplicable  here,  because 
no  one  in  Michigan  is  alleged  in  the  bill  to 
have  posaeasion  of  the  shares  in  question. 
But  the  bill  does  show  that  the  property  rep- 
resented by  the  certificates  of  shares  is  held 
by  a  Michigan  corporation,  which  beine  sub- 
ject personally  to  the  jurisdiction  or  the 
court  may  be  required  by  a  final  decree  in  a 
S  suit  brought  under  the  act  of  March  3d,  1875, 
*  to  cancel  such^eertificates  held  by  persons 
outside  of  the  state  and  regard  the  plaintiffs 
as  the  real  owners  of  the  property  interest 
represented  by  them. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  words  in  the 
act  of  1876,  "when  a  part  of  said  property 
shall  be  within  another  district  but  within 
the  same  state,  said  suit  may  be  brought  in 
either  district  in  said  state,"  indicate  that  the 
act  had  reference  only  to  tangible  personal 
property  capable  of  being  located  in  more 
than  one  district.  This  would  be  too  narrow 
an  interpretation  of  the  statute.  No  reason 
can  be  suggested  why  suits  involving  the  title 
to  shares  of  the  stock  of  a  corporation  or 
company  should  have  been  excluded  from  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  On  the  contrary, 
the  statute  contemplated  that  there  might  be 
cases  involving  the  title  to  personal  property 
not  in  the  actual  manual  possession  of  some 
person ;  for  the  direction  is  that  the  order  of 
the  court  be  served  upon  the  person  or  per- 
sons in  possession  or  charge  of  the  property, 
"if  any  there  be."  The  corporation  being 
brought  into  court  by  personal  service  of 
process  in  Michigan,  and  a  copy  of  the  order 
of  court  being  served  upon  the  defendants 
charged  with  wrongfully  holding  certificates 
of  tne  stock  in  question,  every  interest  in- 
volved in  the  issue  as  to  the  real  ownership 
of  the  stock  will  be  represented  before  the 
court.  We  think  the  circuit  court  may 
rightfully  proceed  under  tiie  act  of  1875,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  such  ownership, 
and  that  in  dismissing  the  bill  error  was 
committed. 

The  decree  is  reversed  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded with  direcUons  for  such  further  pro- 
ceedings as  are  consistent  with  this  opinion 
and  with  law. 
Reversed, 

(177  U.  S.  61) 

FARMERS'  LOAN  ft  TRUST  COMPANY, 
Plff.  in  Err,, 

V, 

LAKE  STREET  ELEVATED  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  American  Trust  ft  Savings 
Bank,  and  Northern  Trust  Company. 

Oourte-^)riority  of  furiediotiof^^ftting  Wl 
and  iaeuing  awnmona,  not  yet  served. 

L  The  filing  of  a  bill  for  foneclosnrs  of  a 
mortgage  in  a  Federal  court,  and  the  l«atng 


of  a  sohpoena  In  the  salt,  give  JnrlsdJctlon  as 
against  an  action  subsequently  commenced  In 
a  state  court  by  a  summoDS  wmch  was  served 
before  service  of  the  writ  of  snlvoena  Issued 
by  the  Federal  court. 
2.  An  Injunction  against  proceeding  to  fore- 
cloee  a  mortgage  In  a  Federal  court  which 
has  Ilrst  acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  prop- 
erty cannot  be  granted  by  a  state  court  In 
which  suit  is  brought  for  removsl  of  the  trus- 
tee. 

[Na  108.] 

Argued  January  19,  1900.    Decided  March 
26, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  judgment  af- 
firming a  decree  for  an  injunction  against 
proceedings  in  a  Federal  court.    Reversed. 
See  same  case  below  173  UL  449,  61  N.  £. 
55. 
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Statement  by  Bir.  Justice  BUrast 
The  Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Com- 
ny  was  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the 
Itate  of  Illinois  in  the  month  of  August, 

1892,  with   a   capital   stock  of  $5,000,000, 
which  was  increased  in  the  month  of  April,  9 

1893,  to  $10,000,000, •eonsUting  of  100,000* 
shares  of  the  par  value  of  $100  each. 

On  April  7,  1893,  the  company  made  and 
delivered  a  certain  mortgage  or  trust  deed  to 
the  American  Trust  ft  Savings  Bank,  a  cor- 
poration of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  to  the 
Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company,  a  corpo- 
ration of  the  state  of  New  York,  as  trustM, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  bonds  in  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  $6,500,000.  The  said  trust 
companies  duly  accepted  said  trust,  and  the 
mortgage  was  afterwards,  on  May  6,  1898, 
recorded  in  the  reoorder's  office  of  Cook 
oounty,  Illinois.  The  amount  and  number 
of  said  bonds  were  afterwards,  in  pursnanoe 
of  provisions  contained  in  the  mortgage,  in- 
creased to  7,574  bonds  of  the  par  value  of  $1,- 
000  each,  making  the  total  mortgage  indebt- 
edness $7,574,000.  The  mortgage  contained 
the  usual  provisions  authorizing  the  trus- 
tees, in  case  of  default  in  payment  of  the  ia- 
terest  coupons  for  a  period  of  six  months,  to 
declare  the  entire  principal  debt  to  have  be- 
come due  and  payable,  and  to  proceed  by 
foreclosure  or  otherwise  to  enforce  Uie  terms 
of  the  mortgage. 

On  January  30,  1896,  at  ten  o'dook  and 
thirty-five  minutes  ▲.  u.,  the  Farmers'  Loan 
ft  Trust  Company,  ae  a  corporation  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  filed  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district 
of  Illinois  a  bill  of  complaint  against  the 
Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company,  the 
Union  Elevated  Railroad  Company,  the 
Northwestern  Elevated  Railroad  Company, 
the  West  Chicago  Street  Railroad  CompanT, 
and  the  American  Trust  and  Savings  Bank, 
all  corporations  organized  under  the  laws  oi 
the  state  of  Illinois. 

The  bill  all<^ed  that  default  had  been 
made  by  the  Lake  Street  Elevated  Company 
in  the  payment  of  all  interest  conpona  pay- 
able on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1896,  and  on  the 
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Ist  day  of  January,  1890;  that  the  Lake 
Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company  had  be- 
come insolvent,  and  was  imable  to  pay  its 
debts  and  obligations;  that  a  foreclosure 
suit  was  necessary,  and  pending  the  proceed- 
ing that  it  was  expedient  and  necessary  to 
£  have  a  receiver  appointed.   The  bill  furthefr 

•  alleged  •that  the  Union  Elevated  Railroad 
Company,  the  West  Chicago  Street  Railroad 
Company,  and  the  Northwestern  Elevated 
Railroad  Company  claimed  to  have  acquired 
some  interest,  by  lease  or  otherwise,  in  the 
mortgaged  property,  and  that  the  American 
Trust  k  Savings  Bank,  named  as  cotrustee  in 
the  mortgage,  had  been  requested  to  join 
with  it  as  complainant  in  the  bill  of  foreclos- 
ure, but  had  declined  and  refused  so  to  do  or 
to  take  any  action  in  the  premises,  and  was 
therefore  made  a  party  defendant.  A  sub- 
poena was  thereupon  issued  directed  to  the 
several  defendants,  commanding  them  to  ap- 
pear and  answer  on  the  first  Monday  of 
March  next  thereafter. 

On  the  same  day,  January  30,  1896,  short- 
ly after  the  said  bill  had  been  filed  and  pro- 
cess had  issued,  the  Lake  Street  Elevated 
Railroad  Company  filed  in  the  superior  court 
of  Cook  county,  state  of  Illinois,  a  bill  of 
complaint  aeainst  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 
Company,  the  American  Trust  &  Savings 
Bank,  and  the  Northern  Trust  Company. 

The  bill,  after  setting  forth  the  facte  at- 
tending the  issue  of  the  mortgage,  alleged 
that  at  the  time  said  mortgage  was  executed 
and  delivered  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 
Company,  being  a  corporation  under  the 
laws  of  the  stete  of  New  York,  had  not,  and 
had  not  since,  complied  with  the  laws  of  the 
stete  of  Illinois,  which  required  a  deposit 
with  the  auditor  of  public  accounte  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  said  company  of 
the  sum  of  $200,000  in  stocks  of  the  United 
Stetes  or  municipal  bonds  of  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois, or  in  mortgages  on  improved  and  pro- 
ductive real  estete  of  such  stete,  being  first 
liens  thereon,  and  the  real  estete  being 
worth  at  least  twice  the  amount  loaned 
thereon;  that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
and  delivery  and  acceptence  of  said  trust  un- 
der said  mortgage,  the  Lake  Street  Company, 
the  complainant,  did  not  know  that  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  Sl  Trust  Company  had  not  com- 
plied with  the  laws  of  the  stete  of  Illinois; 
and  that  since  the  acceptence  of  said  trust 
the  Fanners' Loan  &  Trust  Company  had  been 
doing  business  in  the  stete  of  Illinois,  and 
had  appointed  one  William  Burry  as  ite  &gent 
Jf  to  enforce  compliance  by  the  Lake  Street  Ele- 

•  VEted  Company  with  the  truste  reposed  *in 
the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Company,  under 
said  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust,  and  tha,t  said 
Burry,  as  such  agent,  had  acted  and  still 
was  acting  by  virtue  of  the  authority  claimed 
to  be  vested  in  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust 
Company  under  said  mortgage. 

This  bill  further  alleged  that  the  Lake 
Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company  had  been 
unable  to  earn  sufiicient  money  in  operating 
ite  railroad  to  pay  the  interest  upon  the 
bonded  indebtedness  secured  by  tne  said 
mortffage  or  deed  of  trust;  that,  notwith- 
iitenaing  such  fact,  one  William  Ziegler,  of 


New  York  city,  conspiring  and  confederating 
with  various  persons,  and  altogether  repre- 
senting 610  bonds  of  the  totel  issue  of  7,574 
bonds,  made  a  demand  upon  the  Famiers' 
Loan  &  Trust  Company  and  the  American 
Trust  ft  Savings  Bajik  that  they  proceed  to 
foreclose  said  mortgage,  and  take  possession 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers  oonteined 
in  said  mortgage  and  the  authority  vested  in 
said  trustees,  or  to  file  a  bill  to  foreclose 
such  mortgage;  that  the  complainant,  the 
Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company, 
filed  on  December  30,  1895,  a  bill  in  the  cir^ 
cuit  court  of  Cook  county,  Illinois,  against 
said  William  Ziegler  and  others,  seeking  to 
enjoin  them,  and  each  of  them,  and  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  ft  Trust  Company  and  t^e  Amer- 
ican Trust  ft  Savings  Bank,  from  instituting 
any  proceedings  to  foreclose  said  mortgage, 
and,  for  reasons  set  forth,  an  injunction  im- 
mediately and  without  notice  was  prayed 
for. 

It  appear^  that  such  an  injunction  was  is- 
sued, but  that  subsequently  said  cause  was, 
on  petition  of  Ziegler  and  other  bondholders, 
removed  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
Stetes  for  the  northern  district  of  Illinois. 

The  bill  in  the  present  case  proceeded  to 
allege  that  no  other  persons  than  Ziegler  and 
those  associated  with  him  as  holders  of  the 
610  bonds  were  asking  or  demanding  of  the 
Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company  any  action 
or  proceeding,  but  notwithstending  it  pro- 
posed and  would  file  a  bill  to  foreclose  the 
said  mortgage  for  failure  to  pay  the  inter- 
est upon  the  bonded  indebtedness;  that  the 
holders  of  6,574  bonds,  issued  under  said 
mortgage,  had  requested  the  trustees  to  teke 
no  action  whatsoever  under  said  mortgage  g 
or  trust  deed  with  reference  to  the*failure  of  • 
said  company  to  provide  for  or  pay  the  in- 
terest due  July  1, 1805,  and  January  1, 1896 ; 
that  the  American  Trust  ft  Savings  Bank^ 
in  compliance  with  said  request,  declined  and 
refused  on  January  28, 1896,  to  join  with  the 
Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company  in  any  pro- 
ceedings whateoev«r  to  enforce  the  provi- 
sions or  conditions  of  said  mortgage  on  ac- 
coimt  of  the  failure  of  the  company  to  pay 
said  interest. 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  it  was  the 
wish  of  the  holders  of  over  6,500  of  said 
bonds  that  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Com- 
pany should  be  removed  from  ite  position  as 
trustee  under  said  mortgage,  first,  for  fail- 
ure to  comply  with  the  laws  of  the  stete  of 
Illinois,  and,  second,  for  assuming  to  act  or 
teke  proceedings  under  said  mortgage,  con- 
trary to  the  request  of  the  holders  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the  bonds  issued  under  said  mort- 
gage. Thereupon  the  bill  proceeded  to  pray 
that  a  new  trustee  should  be  appointed  by 
the  court  to  act,  under  and  by  virtue  of  said 
mortgage,  in  place  and  stead  of  the  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company;  that  an  injunction 
pendente  lite  should  be  issued,  restrainina 
and  enjoining  said  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft 
Trust  Company  from  taking  any  proceedings 
or  bringing  or  prosecuting  suit  or  suite, 
or  acting  in  any  manner  whateoever  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  terms,  provisions,  and 
conditions  of  said  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust, 
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and  that,  upon  Unal  hearing,  aaid  injunction 
should  be  made  perpetual;  and  for  other 
and  further  relief.  A  writ  of  injunction  was 
forthwith  issued  and  served. 

On  January  31,  1896,  the  Farmers'  Loan  & 
Trust  Company  filed,  in  the  superior  court  of 
Cook  county,  its  petition  to  remove  said 
cause  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States.  The  petition  alleged  that  the  Farm- 
ers* Loan  &  Trust  Company  was  a  corpo- 
ration organized  under -the  laws  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  and  a  citizen  thereof;  that  the 
Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company,  the 
American  Trust  &  Savings  Bank  and  the 
Northern  Trust  Company  were  corporations 
organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois, and  citizens  thereof;  that  in  said  cause 
there  were  controversies  between  citizens  of 
different  states,  which  controversies  could  be 
fully  determined  as  between  them,  and  that 
said  controversies  were  between  the  peti- 
tioner on  the  one  part,  and  the  Lake  Street 
Elevated  Railroad  Company  on  the  other, 

guid  were  as  follows: 

•  'LA  controversy  concerning  the  right  of 
the  petitioner  to  net  as  trustee  under  the 
mor^^age.  2.  A  controversy  concerning  the 
removal  of  the  petitioner  as  trustee  under 
•aid  mortgage,  3.  A  controversy  concerning 
the  enjoining  of  the  petitioner  from  taking 
any  proceedings  or  bringing  or  prosecuting 
any  suits,  or  acting  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  terms,  provisions,  and  conditions  of  the 
mortgage. 

The  petition  further  alleged  that  if  the 
controversy  in  the  cause  was  one  and  insep- 
arable, then  such  controversy  was  wholly  be- 
tween citizens  of  different  states,  and  could 
be  fully  determined  between  them,  and  that 
said  controversy  was  between  the  petitioner 
on  the  one  part  and  the  Lake  Street  Elevated 
Railroad  Company  on  the  other  part,  and 
that  said  other  defendants,  the  American 
Trust  k  Savings  Bank  and  the  Northern 
Trust  Company,  were  not  proper  or  neces- 
utjj  parties  in  the  cause. 

The  petition  further  alleged  that  on  Janu- 
ary 30,  1890,  it  had  exhibited  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern 
district  of  Illinois  its  bill  in  chancery  for  a 
foreclosure  of  said  mortgage,  and  in  doing  so 
was  acting  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  terms, 
provisions,  and  conditions  of  said  mortgage ; 
that  its  said  bill  of  complaint  was  filed  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  suit  or  of  any 
notice  thereof  to  the  petitioner,  or  of  any  no- 
tice to  the  petitioner  of  the  temporary  in- 
junction issued  in  this  cause,  and  that  the 
suit  so  commenced  by  the  petitioner  is  still 
pending  and  undetermined;  that  the  bring- 
ing of  this  suit  and  the  issuing  of  said  in- 
junction tends  to  obstruct  and  impede  the 
administration  and  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  suit 
so  commenced  by  the  petitioner  in  said  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States,  and  inter- 
feres with  the  property  thereby  brought  into 
said  circuit  court,  and  that  tiiere  is  there- 
fore involved  in  this  suit  a  controversy  aris- 
ing under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  which  controversy  affects  the 
juiisdiction  of    said    circuit  court  of   the 


United  States  in  said  cause  so  commenced 
therein  by  the  petitioner. 

The  petition  made  profert  of  a  bond  in  the 
penal  sum  of  $500,  conditional  for  the  enter-  ^ 
ing  in  th«*circuit  court  of  the  United  States,* 
on  the  first  day  of  its  next  session,  a  copy 
of  the  record  in  this  suit,  and  for  paying  all 
costs  that  might  be  awarded  if  said  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  should  hold  that 
this  suit  was  wrongfully  or  improperly  re> 
moved  thereto. 

The  petitioner  thereupon  prayed  the  court 
to  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause,  except  to 
make  an  order  of  removal,  as  required  by 
law,  and  to  accept  said  surety  and  bond,  and 
to  cause  the  record  therein  to  be  removed  to 
said  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided. 

The  superior  court  of  Cook  county  having 
denied  the  removal  thereafter,  on  February 
4,  189G,  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Com- 
pany procured  an  order  from  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  giving  leave  to 
file  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  this  suit  im 
the  United  States  court,  whereupon,  on  that 
day,  such  transcript  of  record  was  filed  and 
the  cause  was  docKeted. 

Thereafter  motions  were  severally  made  b^ 
the  Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company,, 
the  Northern  Trust  Company,  and  the  Amer- 
ican Trust  &  Savings  Bank,  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  for  an  order  re- 
manding the  cause  to  the  superior  court  oi 
Cook  county.  These  motions  were  accompa- 
nied by  statements  denying,  among  other 
things,  that  the  suit  involved  controversiea 
between  citizens  of  different  states,  and  al- 
leging that  the  bond  filed  by  the  petitioner 
was  insuUicient  in  that  said  bond  was  not 
signed  by  the  petitioning  company,  but  by^ 
sureties  only. 

On  March  16,  1806,  after  argument,  the- 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  overruled 
and  denied  the  motions  to  remand. 

In  February,  1890,  the  American  Trust  k 
Savings  Bank,  and  on  April  24,  1896,  th» 
Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company, 
filed,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  demurrers  to  the  bill  of  foreclosure. 
On  April  21,  1896,  the  circuit  court,  on  mo- 
tion and  after  argument,  set  aside  the  e^p 
parte  injunction  that  had  been  entered  by 
the  state  court,  after  the  bill  of  foreclosure 
had  been  filed  in  the  Federal  court;  andj^ 
thereupon  an  appeal*  was  taken  from  Uiit 
order,  setting  aside  the  injunction,  to  the 
cireuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  seventh  cir- 
cuit, which  appeal  was,  on  January  0,  1897, 
overruled  and  dismissed.  46  U.  8.  App.  630, 
77  Fed.  Rep.  769,  23  C.  C.  A.  448. 

On  March  18,  1896,  a  motion  was  made  in 
the  state  court  to  attach  for  contempt  the^ 
attorney  of  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Com- 
pany in  disobeying  the  eat  parte  injunctionai 
order.  Thereupon  the  Farmers'  Loan  k 
Trust  Company  entered  a  special  appearance 
in  the  state  court,  and  moved  to  quash  the- 
service  in  the  case;  and  on  the  same  day,  on. 
a  motion  by  the  counsel  of  the  Lake  Street 
Elevated  Company,  the  court  entered  an  or- 
der finding  that  it  had  jurisdiction  of  thcr 
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parties  and  the  subject-matter,  and  ordering 
that  tJie  special  appearance  and  motion  by 
the  Farmers'  Loan  ^  Trust  ComxMiny  should 
be  stricken  from  the  files  as  having  been  im- 
properly and  im  providently  filed.  The  Farm- 
ers' Loan  &  Trust  Company  then  applied 
for  leave  to  enter  a  general  appearance  and 
lor  time  to  answer.  Leave  so  to  do  was 
granted  by  the  court,  on  condition  that  the 
answer  be  on  or  before  March  25,  1896.  Upon 
the  coming  in  of  the  answer  on  that  day  the 
court  appointed  May  8, 1896,  for  a  final  hear- 
ing, llie  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company 
had  leave  to  file  an  amended  answer,  in 
which,  besides  denying  the  several  charges 
made  against  it  in  the  bill,  it  was  alleged 
that  the  state  court  did  not  have  jurisaic- 
lion;  that  the  case  had  been  removed  to  the 
eireuit  court  of  the  United  States,  and  that, 
by  reason  of  the  action  of  that  court  in  re- 
fusing, on  motion  by  the  Lake  Street  Elevat- 
ed Railroad  Company,  to  remand,  the  state 
court  should  not  proceed  with  the  case. 

On  May  28,  1896,  the  state  court  made  iU 
findings  in  favor  of  the  Lake  Street  Elevated 
Bailroad  Company,  the  complainant,  and  on 
June  4,  1896,  entered  a  final  decree  in  the 


By  this  decree  it  was  decreed  that  the 
Farmers'  Loan  ft  Tnist  Companv  should  be 
and  was  removed  from  its  position  as  trus- 
tee, and  it  was  further  ordered  that  ''the  said 
defendant,  the  Fanners'  Loan  ft  Trust  Com- 
pany, and  its  attorneys,  solicitors,  officers, 
agents,  and  servants,  and  each  and  every  of 
them,  be  and  they  hereby  are  perpetually  en- 
joined and  restrained  from  taking  any  pro- 
ceedings, or  bringing  or  prosecuting  any  suit 
or  suits,  to  foreclose  said  mortgage  or  trust 
S  deed  from  said  complainant  to  said  Ameri- 
•  can  Trust  ft  Savinga*Bank  and  said  Fanners' 
Loan  ft  TruBt  Company,  or  acting  in  any 
manner  whatsoever  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  terms,  provisions,  and  conditions  of  said 
mortgage  or  trust  deed." 

It  was  further  ordered  that  the  American 
Trust  ft  Savings  Bank  should,  by  an  instru- 
ment in  writing,  appoint  a  trustee  in  place 
of  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company,  and 
that  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company 
should  execute  an  instrument  of  transfer 
to  vest  in  such  new  trustee  "all  the  property, 
privileges,  and  rights"  of  the  said  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company  under  said  trust 
deed. 

In  October,  1896,  an  appeal  from  this  de- 
cree was  taken  to  the  appellate  court  for  the 
first  district  of  Illinois,  and  on  February  9, 
1897,  that  court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the 
trial  court      68  111.  App.  669. 

On  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
■tate  the  decree  of  the  appellate  comt  was 
affirmed  on  June  7, 1898.  173  lU.  449,  61  N. 
K56. 

It  was  held  by  the  state  courts  that  the 
case  was  not  properly  removed  to  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  reason 
that  the  bond  filed  with  the  petition  for  re- 
moval was  not  signed  by  the  Fanners'  Loan 
ft  Trust  Company,  the  petitioner,  but  only 
Igr  Um  sureties.  Those  courts  likewise  held 
thmt  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Tmat  Company 


was  properly  removed  as  trustee  because  of 
its  noncompliance  with  the  jprovision  of  the 
state  statute,  requiring  foreign  trust  compa- 
nies to  make  a  deposit  of  securities  with  the 
state  auditor. 

On  July  7,  1898,  a  writ  of  error  from  this 
court  to  the  supreme  court  of  Illinoia  was  al* 
lowed. 

MessTM.  Jolm  J,  Herriek»  WiUlaaa 
Burry,  and  Herbert  B,  Turner  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs,  Clareaoe  A.  Xaislitt  T.  A. 
Moran,  and  Levy  Mayer  for  defendants  in 


Mr.  Justice  Sblraa  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Whether  the  state  courts  erred  in  refusing  § 
to  accept  th^tpetition  and  bond  filed  by  the  * 
plaintiff  in  error,  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust 
Company,  for  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States,  and  whether 
the  Lake  Street  Elevated  Railroad  Company, 
the  American  Trust  and  Savinffs  Bank,  and 
the  Northern  Trust  Company,  by  appearing 
in  the  circuit  court,  bv  moving  to  remand, 
by  demurring  to  the  bill,  after  such  motion 
had  been  overruled,  and  by  appealing  to  the 
eireuit  court  of  appeals,  were  estopped  from 
proceeding  in  the  state  court,  are  questions 
which  have  been  argued  at  length  before  us, 
hut  which,  for  reasons  presently  to  be  stated, 
we  have  not  found  it  necessary  to  decide. 

Apart  from  those  questions,  the  principal 
matters  in  dispute  are  the  legal  competency 
of  the  Farmers'  Loan  ft  Trust  Company  to 
act  as  trustee  under  the  mortgage,  and 
whether,  in  view  of  the  controversy  between 
the  two  sets  of  bondholders  in  regard  to  the 
right  and  expediencv  of  a  foreclosure  pro- 
ceeding, the  Fiinners'l^an  ft  Trust  Company 
can  proceed  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the 
mor^ge.  And  these  are  matters  which  are 
necessarily  involved,  and  can  be  properly 
raited  and  determined  in  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  whose  jurisdiction  had  at- 
tached by  the  filing  of  the  bill  of  foreclosure 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  the 
state  court. 

The  contention  that  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
state  court  first  attached  because,  although 
the  suit  therein  was  not  commenced  till  after 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  the  Federal 
court,  the  summons  issued  by  the  state  court 
was  served  before  the  service  of  the  writ  of 
subp<Ena  issued  by  the  Federal  court,  is  not 
well  founded. 

A  suit  in  equity  is  commenced  by  filing  a 
bill  of  complaint  Story,  Eq.  Pi.  4th  ed. 
17. 

Such  is  also  the  rule  by  statute  in  Illinois. 
HI.  Rev.  Stat  1874,  chap.  22;  Hodgen  v.  Out- 
tery,  58  111.  431. 

It  is  true  that  in  applying  the  doctrine 
of  lis  pendens  to  the  case  of  a  third  person 
who  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  notice  is  held 
to  begin  from  the  date  of  service  of  the  suV 
pcena,  and  not  from  the  filing  of  the  bilL 
MiOer  ▼.  BKerry,  2  Wall.  237,  260,  17  L.  ed. 
827,  880;  2  Maddodc,  Ch.  Pr.  326;  Haugh^ 
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toout  V.  Murphy,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  545;  Grant 
g  V.  Bennett,  96  III.  513. 

•  'But  here  no  question  is  presented  relating 
to  rights  acquired  bj  any  third  person  after 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  and  before  the 
service  of  process  on  the  defendants.  As  be- 
tween the  immediate  parties,  in  a  proceeding 
in  rem,  jurisdiction  must  be  regarded  as  at- 
taching when  the  bill  is  filed  and  process 
has  issued,  and  where,  as  was  the  case  here, 
the  process  is  subsequently  duly  served,  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice  of  the 
court. 

The  defendants  oould  not  defeat  jurisdic- 
tion thus  acquired,  and  supplant  the  case,  by 
bringing  suit  in  another  court  and  procuring 
an  ex  parte  injunction  seeking  to  restrain 
the  service  of  process  already  issued. 

As,  then,  the  bill  of  foreclosure  had  been 
filed  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  had  thus 
attached  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  in  the  state  court,  it  follows  upon  prin- 
ciple and  authority  that  it  was  not  compe- 
tent for  the  state  court  to  interfere  by  in- 
junction or  otherwise  with  the  proceedings 
in  the  Federal  court. 

The  possession  of  the  re«  vests  the  court 
which  has  first  acquired  jurisdiction  with  the 
IK)wer  to  hear  and  determine  all  controver- 
sies relating  thereto,  and  for  the  time  being 
disables  other  courts  of  co-ordinate  juris- 
diction from  exercising  a  like  power.  This 
rule  is  essential  to  the  orderly  administra- 
tion of  justice,  and  to  prevent  unseemly  con- 
flicts between  courts  whose  jurisdiction  em- 
braces the  same  subjects  and  persons. 

Nor  is  this  rule  restricted  in  its  applica- 
tion to  cases  where  property  has  been  actu- 
ally seized  under  judicial  process  before  a 
second  suit  is  instituted  in  another  court, 
but  it  often  applies  as  well  where  suits  are 
brought  to  enforce  liens  against  specific 
property,  to  marshal  assets,  administer 
trusts,  or  liquidate  insolvent  estates,  and  in 
suits  of  a  similar  nature  where,  in  the  prog- 
ress of  the  litigation,  the  court  may  be  com- 
pelled to  assume  the  possession  and  control 
of  the  property  to  be  affected.  The  rule  has 
been  declared  to  be  of  especial  importance 
in  its  application  to  Federal  and  state 
courts.  Peck  v.  Jenness,  7  How.  612,  12  L. 
ed.  841 ;  Freeman  v.  Hotoe,  24  How.  450,  16 
L.  ed.  749 ;  Moran  v.  Sturges,^  154  U.  S.  256, 
38  L.  ed.  081 ;  Central  Nat.  Sank  v.  Stevena, 
169  U.  S.  432,  42  L.  ed.  807,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep, 
^403;  Harkrader  v.  Wadley,  172  U.  S.  148, 
S  43  L.  ed.  399,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110. 

•  •  We  think  that  this  salutary  rule  is  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case.  The  bill  filed  in 
the  Federal  court  looked  to  the  enforcement 
of  the  trusts  declared  in  the  mortgage,  the 
control  of  the  railroad  through  a  receiver, 
the  sale  of  the  railroad,  and  the  final  distri- 
bution of  the  assets  of  the  company.  Such  a 
proceeding  necessarily  involves  the  right  of 
the  complainant  trustee  to  act  as  such,  and 
the  determination  of  the  controversy  in  re- 
spect to  the  ownership  of  the  bonds  and  to 
the  power  of  a  majority  of  the  bondholders, 
by  an  agreement  with  the  stockholders,  to 
dispense  with  an  enforcement  of  the  provi- 
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sions  of  the  mortgage  by  judicial  proeeed- 
in^.  These  questions  are  not  for  our  con- 
sideration, unless  and  until  they  are  brought 
before  us  on  appeal  from  a  final  decree  of 
the  court  whose  jurisdiction  was  first  legally 
invoked  to  determine  them. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  superior  court 
of  Cook  county  erred  in  its  decree  perpetu- 
ally enjoining  and  restraining  the  Farmers' 
Loan  ft  Trust  Company,  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, from  proceeding  with  or  prosecuting  the 
said  foreclosure  suit  in  the  circuit  court  of 
*he  United  States,  and  from  acting  in  any 
manner  whatsoever  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  terms,  provisions,  and  conditions  of  the 
said  mortgage;  that  the  appellate  court  of 
the  first  district  of  Illinois  erred  in  affirming 
said  decree,  and  that  the  supreme  court  of 
Illinois  erred  in  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  said  appellate  court. 

Accordingly»  ihe  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Illinoie  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded  to  that  court  for  further  pro- 
ceedings not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 


(177  U.  S.  125) 
JAMESTOWN  &  NORTHERN  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

THEODORE  J.  JONES. 

Land  grant  to  railroad8"''road  built  without 
filing  map. 

A  definite  location  of  the  right  of  way  of  a  rail- 
road, which  wlil  entitle  It  to  the  benefits  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1S75.  grant- 
ing lands  to  railroads,  Is  made  by  the  actual 
constructloD  of  the  road,  although  a  profile 
mac>  of  the  road  has  not  been  filed. 

[No.  142.] 

Argued  February  1,  1900.    Decided  Matrck 
26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Dakota  to  review  a  judgment  af- 
firming a  dismissal  of  an  action  to  establish 
a  railroad  right  of  way  under  a  land  grant. 
Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  7  N.  D.  619,  76  N.  W. 
227. 


Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKeanat 

This  suit  was  brought  by  plaintiff  in  error 
to  have  itself  adjudged  the  owner  of  a  rif ht 
of  way  over  the  northwest  quarter  of  section 
8,  in  township  141,  of  range  64,  in  the  oounty 
of  Stutsman,  state  of  North  Dakota. 

Its  title  rests  upon  the  act  of  Congress  of 
March  3,  1875,  entitled,  "An  Act  Granting 
to  Railroads  the  Right  of  Way  through  the 
Public  Lands  of  the  United  States." 

The  plaintiff  was  organized  September  17, 
1881,  under  the  laws  of  the  territory  of 
Dakota.  After  its  organization  it  surveyed 
a  line  of  route  for  its  railroad  from  a  point 
near  Jamestown  in  a  northwesterly  dir€x;tion 
through  the  county  of  Stutsman  and  over  the 
land  in  controversy.  The  survey  was  finished 
the  30th  of  October,  1881.    A  map  represent- 
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ing  the  snirey  was  made  bj  a  reeolution  of 
the  board  of  directors,  and  was  adopted  as 
the  definite  route  of  the  railroad. 

In  1882  the  road  wae  eonstnicted  upon  the 
tine  surveyed,  and  since  that  time  trains 
have  been  continuously  run  over  it  by  the 
plaintiff. 

On  the  26th  of  January,  1883,  the  plaintiff 
^led  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a 
copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation,  and  due 
proofs  of  its  organization  under  the  same. 
On  the  13th  of  March,  1883,  plaintiff's  map 
of  definite  location  was  filed  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  There  was 
some  uncertainty  in  the  evidence  whether 
such  map  was  ever  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
^  register  of  the  local  land  office,  but  it  prob- 
2  ably  was. 

7  *0n  the  12th  of  February,  1881,  the  land 
then  being  public  land  of  the  United  States, 
duly  surveyed,  one  Sherman  Jones  filed  a 
declaratory  statement  upon  it,  alleging  set- 
tlement the  8th  of  February,  1881.  On  the 
13th  of  March,  1883,  it  had  not  been  can- 
celed or  vacated. 

On  the  26th  of  May,  1882,  one  William  8. 
King  filed  a  declaratory  statement  on  the 
land,  which  on  the  13th  of  March,  1883,  had 
not  been  canceled. 

In  addition  to  the  above  the  trial  court 
iound  the  following  facts: 

"On  the  7th  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1883,  one 
Ella  Sharp  filed  in  said  land  office  an  appli- 
eation  to  be  allowed  to  enter  said  tract  under 
the  homestead  law,  together  with  the  affi- 
davit required  by  law.  Said  application 
was  received  and  entered  at  said  land  office 
and  continued  in  force  until,  on  the  2l8t  day 
of  November,  1802,  it  was  canceled  at  said 
land  office  by  relinquishment. 

"On  the  23d  day  of  February,  a.  d.  1883, 
the  defendant,  T.  J.  Jones,  was  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  and  over  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years.  On  that  day,  intending  to  pur- 
chase said  tract  under  ^e  pre-emption  laws, 
he  built  a  house  thereon;  on  the  3d  day  of 
March  of  said  year  he  commenced  living  in 
said  house,  and  from  that  day  continuously 
to  the  present  has  resided  on  said  land  and 
has  cultivated  and  improved  the  same.  On 
June  5,  1883,  he  filed  in  said  land  office  at 
Fargo   a   declaratory   statement   under  the 

I^re-emption  law,  alleging  settlement  on  said 
and  on  March  3,  1883.  He  afterward  ap- 
plied to  eaid  land  office  to  be  allowed  to  make 
proof  under  his  declaratory  statement,  but 
owing  to  the  existence  of  said  prior  home- 
stead entry  of  Ella  Sharp  said  application 
was  refused.  In  November,  1892,  he  secured 
from  said  Ella  Sharp  a  relinquishment  of  her 
homestead  entry,  and  on  the  2l8t  day  of 
November,  1892,  the  same  date  said  entry 
was  canceled  by  relinquishment^  he  made  ap- 
plication to  said  land  office  to  be  allowed  to 
change  his  pre-emption  entry  upon  said  tract 
into  a  homestead  entry.  Said  application 
was  received  at  said  land  office,  the  entry  al- 
lowed and  numbered  20,234,  and  a  receiver's 
!•  receipt  bearing  the  same  number  issued  to 
S  eaid  defendant.  Afterward,  on  the  21st  day 
•  of  January,  a.  d.  1893,  he  made  final  proof 
lor  said  land  under  the  homestead  law,  and 


on  February  18,  1893,  a  final  receiver's  re- 
ceipt, numbered  7,233,  was  issued  to  him  by 
said  land  office  at  Fargo.  On  the  26th  day 
of  May,  1893,  a  patent  in  due  form,  whereby 
the  United  Stat^  conveyed  and  granted  said 
land  to  said  defendant,  was  issura  to  and  re- 
ceived by  him.  There  was  not  in  said  re- 
ceiver's receipt  or  final  certificate,  or  in  said 
patent  for  said  tract  a  reservation  of  any 
vested  or  accrued  right,  daim,  or  interest 
to  said  land  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  of 
any  person  or  corporation  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  3,  1875.  At  the  time  de- 
fendant settled  upon  said  land  plaintiff  was 
and  ever  since  has  been  engaged  in  operating 
a  line  of  railroad  thereover. 

"The  plaintiff  has  not  at  any  time  in- 
stituted proceedings  or  resorted  to  any  pro- 
cess whatever  under  state  or  Federal  laws 
to  condemn  a  rieht  of  way  across  said  land, 
or  to  devest  defendant  of  his  title  or  any 
possessory  right  that  he  might  have  to  said 
land. 

"Plaintiff  has  taken  for  Its  use  as  a  right 
of  way  upon  said  land  a  strip  100  feet  wide, 
being  50  feet  on  each  side  of  the  central  line 
of  its  railroad  tract  and  extending  diagonal- 
ly across  said  land  from  a  point  about  the 
middle  of  its  south  boundary  to  a  point  near 
its  northwest  comer.  Said  strip  includes 
about  6  acres  of  said  land.  The  land  not 
taken  is  divided  into  two  imequal  parts  and 
its  value  for  farming  purposes  decreased. 
Trains  of  cars  are  drawn  by  plaintiff  over 
and  across  said  land  every  day,  and  the  crop 
on  defendant's  land  is  injured  by  smoke  from 
said  railroad,  and  his  buildings  and  crops 
subjected  to  increased  hazard  of  destruction 
by  fire.  By  the  taking  of  said  steip  for  a 
right  of  way  and  the  construction  and  opera- 
tion of  a  railroad  thereon  the  said  land  is 
depreciated  in  value  in  the  sum  of  $300. 

''Defendant  has  not  at  anv  time  consented 
to  the  taking  or  use  of  said  land  by  plaintiff, 
and  has  not  received  any  compensation  for 
said  taking  or  for  the  injury  and  damage  in- 
flicted thereby." 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  that 
no  right  of  way  accrued  until  the  13th  of  q^ 
March,  1883,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  pro-  ^ 
^file  map  of  the  road ;  that  prior  to  that  time  • 
the  land  had  ceased  to  be  public  land  by  rea- 
son of  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  entries 
which  had  been  filed  upon  it;  that  the  de- 
fendant, T.  J.  Jones,  was  the  owner  in  fee  of 
said  land  without  reservation  of  any  kind, 
and^hat  his  title  related  back  to  February 
23,  1883,  the  date  of  his  settlement  thereon. 

Judgment  was  entered  dismissing  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action,  awarding  the  defend- 
ant $300  and  oosts  taxed  at  $24.65,  and  that 
"upon  the  payment  to  the  defendant  of  the 
sum  of  $300  and  the  costs  of  this  action  there 
shall  vest  in  the  plaintiff,  Jameetown  A 
Northern  Railroad  Ckmipany,  and  its  success- 
ors and  assigns,  the  full  legal  title  to  that 
portion  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  section 
8,  township  141,  range  64,  used  by  it  ae  a 
right  of  way,  to  wit,  60  feet  on  each  side  of 
the  center  line  of  said  railroad,  as  the  same 
has  been  heretofore  constructed  and  is  now 
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located  and  operated  through  said  land  by 
■aid  plaintiir/ 

Upon  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
state  the  judgment  was  affirmed  (7  K.  D. 
610,  76  N.  W.  227),  and  this  writ  of  error 
was  then  sued  out. 

Mesara.  A*  B.  Browne,  C,  W.  Bunn,  and 
James  B.  Kerr  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
No  counsel  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion  of  the  court : 

In  the  summer  of  1882  the  plaintiff  in  er* 
ror  constructed  its  railroad  across  the  land 
in  controversy,  and  the  finding  of  the  court 
is  that  "at  the  time  defendant  settled  upon 
said  land  plaintiff  was  and  ever  since  has 
been  engaged  in  operating  a  line  of  railroad 
thereover." 

The  defendant  nevertheless  was  awarded 
$300  damages,  and  the  plaintiff  adjudged  to 
have  acquired  no  rights  whatever  by  the  con- 
struction of  its  road. 

The  act  of  1875,  upon  which  plaintiff  re- 
^  lies,  is  as  follows: 

en  ''That  the  right  of  way  through  the  public 
•  lands  of  thi^United  States  is  hereby  granted 
to  any  railway  company  duly  organized  un- 
der the  laws  of  any  state  or  territory,  except 
the  District  of  Columbia,  or  by  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  which  shall  have  filed 
with  the  Secretary  oif  the  Interior  a  copy  of 
its  articles  of  incorporation,  and  due  proof 
of  its  organization  under  the  same,  to  the 
extent  of  100  feet  on  each  side  of  the  central 
line  of  said  road; 

"Also  the  right  to  take  from  the  nublic 
lands  adjacent  to  the  line  of  said  roaa,  ma- 
terial, earth,  stone,  and  timber  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  said  railroad; 

"Also  ground  adjacent  to  such  right  of 
way  for  station  buildings,  depots,  machine 
shops,  side  tracks,  turnouts,  and  water 
stations,  not  to  exceed  in  amount  20  acres  for 
each  station,  to  the  extent  of  one  station  for 
each  10  miles  of  its  road. 

.        . .         .         »         .         • 

"Sec.  3.  That  the  legislature  of  the  proper 
territory  may  provide  for  the  manner  in 
which  private  lands  and  possessory  claims 
on  the  public  lands  may  be  condemned;  and 
where  such  provision  shall  not  have  been 
made,  such  condemnation  may  be  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  3  of  the  act  entitled 
'An  Act  to  Aid  in  the  Construction  of  a  Rail- 
road and  Telegraph  Line  from  the  Mi^uri 
River  to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  to  Secure  to 
the  Government^  the  Use  of  the  Same  for 
Postal,  Military,  and  Other  Purposes,  Ap- 
proved July  1,  1862,'  approved  July  1,  1864. 

"Sec  4.  That  any  railroad  company  de- 
siring to  secure  the  benefits  of  this  act  shall, 
within  twelve  months  after  the  location  of 
any  section  of  20  miles  of  its  road,  if  the 
same  be  upon  surveyed  lands,  and  if  upon 
unsurveyed  lands,  within  twelve  months  aft^ 
er  the  survey  thereof  by  the  United  States, 
file  with  the  register  of  the  land  office  for 
the  district  where  such  land  is  located  a  pro- 
file of  its  road;  and  upon  approval  thereof 
bj  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  same 


shall  be  noted  upon  the  plats  in  said  office; 
and  thereafter  all  such  lands  over  which  such 
riffht  of  way  shall  pass  shall  be  disposed  of 
subject   to  such  right   of   way:     Provided, 
That  if  any  section  of  said  road  shall  not  be  g 
eompleted  within  five  years  after  the  location  *« 
»f  said   section,  the   rights   herein   granted  * 
shall  be  forfeited  as  to  any  such  uncompleted 
section  of  said  road. 

"Sec.  5.  That  this  act  shall  not  apply  to 
any  lands  within  the  limits  of  any  military 
park  or  Indian  reeei-vation,  or  other  lands 
especially  reserved  for  sale.    .    .    ." 

There  is  some  uncertainty  in  the  act.  Its 
first  section  is  expressed  in  words  of  present 
grant,  but  there  is  no  definite  grantee.  We 
said  in  Hall  v.  RusaeU,  101  U.  S.  509,  25  L. 
ed.  831:  "There  cannot  be  a  grant  unless 
there  is  a  grantee,  and  consequently  there 
cannot  be  a  present  grant  unless  there  is  a 
present  grantee."  And  it  was  further  said 
that  in  all  cases  where  a  grant  was  given  a 
present  effect,  a  state  or  some  other  corpora- 
tion having  all  of  the  qualifications  specified 
in  the  act  had  been  designated  as  a  grantee. 
In  other  words,  when  an  immediate  grant 
was  intended  an  immediate  grantee  having 
all  the  requisite  qualifications  was  named. 
In  Noble  V.  Union  River  Logging  R.  CoA  147 
U.  S.  165,  37  L.  ed.  123,  we  said:  "The 
language  of  Lliat  section  is  'that  the  right 
of  way  through  the  public  lands  of  the 
United  States  is  hereby  granted  to  any  rail- 
road company  duly  organized  under  the  laws 
of  any  state  or  territory/  etc.  The  uniform 
rule  of  this  court  has  been  that  such  an  act 
was  a  grant  in  prceaenti  of  lands  to  be  thero- 
after  identified.  Denver  d  R,  O.  R,  Co.  v. 
Ailing,  99  U.  S.  403,  25  L.  ed.  438." 

This  case  establishes  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany becomes  specifically  a  grantee  by  filing 
its  articles  of  incorporation  and  due  proofi 
of  its  organization  under  the  same  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  It  was  also  so  held 
by  Mr.  Secretary  Vilas  in  Dakota  C.  R,  Oo,  v. 
Downey,  8  Land  Dec  115. 

But  what  constitutes  a  definite  location  of 
the  right  of  way?  Upon  the  answer  to  that 
question  the  present  controversy  hinges.  The 
state  courts  decided,  as  we  have  seen,  that 
the  right  of  way  only  became  definitely 
located  by  the  filing  of  a  profile  map  of  the 
road.  The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  is  that  the  right  of  way  may  be  defhkitd- 
ly  located  by  the  actual  construction  of  the 
road.  And  this  was  the  ruling  of  the  In- 
terior Department  in  Dakota  O,  R.  Oo.  v. 
Downey,  8  Land  Dee.  115,  and  the  ml-H 
ing  has  been  subsequently  adhered  to.  Af.S 
Paul,  M.*d  if.  R.  Co.  V.  Moloney,  24  Land  * 
Dec.  460;  Montana  C.  R.  Co.  25  Land  Dee. 
250;  8t.  Paul  d  M.  R,  Co.  20  Land  Deo.  83. 

The  ruling  gives  a  practical  operation  to 
the  statute,  and  we  think  is  correct.  It  en- 
ables the  railroad  company  to  secure  the 
grant  by  an  actual  construction  of  its  road* 
or  in  advance  of  construction  by  filing  a  map 
as  provided  in  section  4.  Actual  construe- 
tion  of  the  road  is  certainly  unmistakable 
evidence  and  notice  of  appropriation. 

Secretary  Vilas  said  in  Dakota  0.  R.  Oo. 
V.  Downey: 

*  ]S  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  fTL 
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"As  to  the  roadwajr  the  oonstraction  of  tfat 
road  fixes  the  boundaries  oi  the  grant>  and 
Ajdbs  it  by  the  exact  mle  of  the  stainte.  .  •  • 
This  must  undoubtedly  be  the  rule  when 
the  road  is  constructed  oyer  unaurveyed 
lands,  because  then  every  condition  neoes- 
eary  to  the  vigor  of  the  present  grant  is  com- 
plied with.  The  fact  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany may  locate  and  construct  its  road  upon 
fuisurve^ed  lands  is  clearly  recognised  in  the 
4th  section  of  the  act ;  and  the  regulations  of 
the  department  have  been  made  to  apply  to 
«uch  cases,  and  authorise  such  construction. 

"It  seems  to  me  that  the  4th  section  of  the 
«ct  was  written  for  another  purpose  and  for 
Another  case.  It  relates  to  a  case  of  a  rail- 
road company  which  desires  to  secure  the 
present  grant,  and  give  to  it  fixity  of  loca- 
tion, before  its  rosid  shall  be  constructed; 
and  it  is  designed  to  proride  a  similar  privi- 
lege in  respect  to  riffhts  of  way  which  acts 
granting  lands  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
railroads  have  provided— namely,  the  privi- 
lege of  giving  fixity  of  location  to  the  subject 
<^i  the  grant  before  construction  of  the  road. 

"It  does  not  become  necessary  for  a  road 
which  has  secured  the  benefits  of  this  act, 
hy  taking  the  steps  which  give  it  the  attitude 
of  beine  named  in  the  Ist  section  as  a  gran- 
tee, and  by  building  a  road  through  the  pub- 
lic lands,  whereby  the  subject  of  the  grant 
has  been  defined,  to  file  a  map  of  definite 
location  in  order  to  entitle  it  to  the  benefits 
of  the  right  of  way. 
:i  "The  4th  section  is  designed  to  provide  a 
^  mode  by  which  fixity  of  location  can  be  se- 
•  oared  to  a  grantee,  in  antioipation*  ot  that 
construction  by  which  locution  is  defined  in 
the  section  miaking  the  grant,  and  which 
shall  have  the  effect,  before  the  construction 
of  the  road,  which  the  terms  of  the  grant 
limit  to  the  'central  line  of  said  road,'  which 
only  means — without  the  4th  section — a  eot^ 
etruoted  road." 

This  decision  and  the  subsequent  decisions 
of  the  Interior  Department  were  concerned 
with  cases  of  construction  on  unsurveyed 
land,  but  we  think  the  power  applies  also  to 
surveyed  lands.  The  only  dinerence  which 
the  act  of  Congress  makes  between  surveyed 
and  unsurveyed  land  is  the  provision  in  S  4 
for  filing  the  profile  of  the  road. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  the  grant 
to  plaintiff  in  error  by  the  act  of  1875  be- 
came definitely  fixed  by  the  actual  construc- 
tion of  its  road,  and  that  the  entry  of  the 
defendant  in  error  was  subject  thereto. 

This  conclusion  does  not  conflict  with  the 
doctrine  announced  in  Van  Wyok  v.  Knevala, 
106  U.  8.  860,  27  L.  ed.  201,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
336,  and  in  Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunmeyerf 
113  U.  S.  629,  28  L.  ed.  1122,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
566,  that  the  title  to  lands  passmg  under 
railroad  land  grants  is  considered  as  es- 
tablished at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map 
of  definite  location.  The  same  question  is 
not  here  presented.  Different  considerations 
apply  to  the  grant  of  lands  than  to  the  grant 
of  the  right  of  way. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Verth  Dal^ta  is  therefore  reverted,  and  the 


case  is  remanded  for  further  proceedings  not 
inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 

(177  U.  S.  63) 
WILUAM  CABMICHAEL,  F.  Kllgore,  Rob- 
ert  Taylor,  Qeorffe  Beardsley,  James 
House,  Thomas  Coleman,  William  Plan!- 
san,  James  Starkweather,  Adam  Hugg, 
Slartha  J.  Shelton,  Qeorge  Shelton,  T.  M. 
Bertrand,  and  Charles  Davis,  Plffs.  in  Err* 
and  Appi8.f 

9, 

FRANCIS  X.  EBERLE. 

Appealr^^qudl  division  on  motion  for  fie> 
hearing. 

Rqaal  division  of  the  court  on  a  motloa  for  re- 
besring  of  a  judgment  of  reversal  pievloosly 
rendered  leaves  that  Judgment  In  force*  and 
does  not  result  In  afllnnlng  the  Judgment  of 
the  lower  court 

[No.  166.] 

Submitted  March  5,  1900.    Decided  Maroh 
26,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  and  appeal  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico  re- 
versing a  judgment  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 
Dismissed. 

Messrs.  William  B.  Cliilders  and  H.  L. 
Pickett  for  plaintiffs  in  error  and  appellanta. 
Mr.  Thomas  B.  Catron  for  defendant  in 
error  and  appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  was  an  action  in  ejectment  brought 
in  the  district  court  for  the  county  of  Socor- 
ro, in  the  territory  of  New  Mexico,  which  re- 
sulted in  judgment  against  one  of  the  de- 
fendants and  in  favor  of  the  other  defend- 
ants, whereupon  Eberle,  plaintiff  below,  car- 
ried the  case  on  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  territory. 

At  the  July  term,  1895,  of  that  court,  and 
on  October  16,  the  following  judgment  was 
entered:  "This  cause  having  been  argued  by 
counsel  and  submitted  to  and  taken  under 
advisement  by  the  court  upon  a  former  dav 
of  the  present  term,  the  court,  being  now  suf- 
ficiently advised  in  the  premises,  announcea 
its  decision  by  Associate  Justice  Collier, 
Chief  Justice  Smith  concurring.  Associate 
Justice  Laughlin  dissenting,  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below,  for  reasons 
sta^  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  file. 
It  is  therefore  considered  and  adjudged  by  J 
^the  oourt  that  the  judgment  in  this? 
cause  of  the  district  court  in  and  for 
the  county  of  Socorro,  whence  this  cause 
came  into  this  court,  be,  and  the  same 
hereby  is,  reversed,  and  that  this  cause  be, 
and  the  same  hereby  is,  remanded  to  said  dis- 
trict court,  with  directions  to  grant  a  new 
trial  thereof.  It  is  further  considered  and 
adjudged  by  the  court  that  the  said  plaintiff 
in  error  do  have  and  recover  of  said  defend- 
ants in  error  his  costs  in  this  behalf  expend- 
ed, as  well  in  the  court  below  as  in  this  court 
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expended,  to  be  taxed,  and  that  execution  ia- 
Bue  therefor." 

December  17,  1895,  defendants  in  error 
filed  a  motion  for  rehearing,  pending  which 
the  court  adjourned  to  court  m  course.  At 
July  term,  1896,  and  on  August  11,  this  or- 
der was  entered:  "This  cause  coming  on  for 
hearing  upon  the  motion  of  said  defendants 
in  error,  heretofore  filed  herein,  for  a  rehear- 
ing of  said  cause,  the  same  is  argued  by  H.  L. 
Pickett,  Esq.,  attorney  for  said  defendants  in 
error,  and  by  T.  B.  Catron,  Esq.,  attorney  for 
said  plaintiff  in  error,  and  submitted  to  the 
court,  and  the  court,  not  being  sufficiently 
advised  in  the  premises,  takes  the  same  un- 
der advisement." 

December  18, 1896,  Judgment  was  rendered 
as  follows:  "This  cause  having  been  argued 
by  counsel  and  submitted  to  and  taken  under 
advisement  by  the  court  on  a  former  day  of 
the  present  term,  upon  the  motion  of  the  said 
defendants  in  error  for  a  rehearing  of  said 
cause  granted  herein  at  a  former  term,  the 
court  being  now  sufficiently  advised  in  the 

J  remises,  announces  its  decision  by  Associate 
ustice  Collier,  Chief  Justice  Smith  concur- 
ring, Associate  Justices  Laughlin  and  Bantz 
dissenting,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  and  remanding  said  cause  for  a 
new  trial  for  reasons  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  on  file  herein.  It  is  therefore  con- 
sidered and  adjudf^ed  by  the  court  that  the 
judgment  of  the  district  court  in  this  cause 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Socorro,  whence  this 
cause  came  into  this  court,  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  reversed,  and  that  this  cause  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  remanded  to  said  dis- 
trict court,  with  directions  to  grant  a  new 
trial  thereof.  It  is  further  considered  and 
adjudged  that  said  plaintiff  in  error  do  have 
and  recover  of  said  defendants  in  error  his 
S  costs  in  this  behalf  expended,  as  well  in  the 
•  court  below  as  iii*this  court  expended,  to  be 
taxed,  and  that  execution  issue  therefor." 

On  the  1st  day  of  Februarv,  1897,  the  fol- 
lowing motion  was  filed:  ^'Now  come  the 
defendants  in  error  in  the  above-entitled 
cause  and  move  the  court  to  set  aside  the  en- 
try heretofore  made  in  said  cause  on  the  11th 
day  of  August,  1896,  as  the  same  appears  up- 
on page  388  of  the  records  of  said  court  in 
Record  B,  page  388,  and  to  enter  nunc  pro 
tuno  in  place  of  said  enti^  an  order  grant- 
ing to  the  appellees  in  said  cause  a  rehear- 
ing, and  also  that  the  court  set  aside  the 
Judgment  of  reversal  in  said  cause  on  the 
18th  day  of  December,  1896,  as  the  same  ap- 
pears upon  page  464  of  Record  B  of  the  min- 


utes and  records  of  said  court,  and  enter  in 
lieu  thereof  an  order  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  and  for  grounds  of  said 
motion  the  said  appellees  show  to  the  court 
that  a  rehearing  was  granted  in  said  cauaa^ 
and  said  cause  reargued  and  taken  under  ad- 
visement  by  the  court  and  afterwards  decid- 
ed by  a  divided  court,  two  of  the  members 
sitting  in  said  cause  being  in  favor  of  rever- 
sal and  two  in  favor  of  affirmation,  Mrhidk 
entry  in  legal  effect  results  in  the  affirma- 
tion of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below." 

This  motion  was  overruled  March  1,  1897, 
in  these  terms:  "This  cause  having  been 
submitted  on  motion  to  amend  the  record 
and  make  an  entry  nunc  pro  tuno  granting 
the  defendants  in  error  a  rehearing  on  a  for- 
mer day  of  this  term,  the  court  announces  its 
decision  by  Chief  Justice  Smith,  the  associ- 
ate justices  concurring,  denying  said  motion. 
It  is  therefore  considered  and  adjudged  by 
the  court  that  the  motion  to  amend  the  rec- 
ord and  to  make  an  entry  nuno  pro  tuno  be, 
and  the  same  hereby  is,  denied."  Thereupon 
the  case  was  brought  to  this  court  on  writ  of 
error  and  also  on  appeal. 

The  contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
a  rehearing  was  granted,  and  that,  as  the 
court  was  equally  divided  on  such  alleged  re- 
hearing, the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
was  affirmed.  We  are  of  opinion,  however, 
that,  in  the  light  of  the  various  orders  of  the 
supreme  court,  although  that  of  December 
18  was  somewhat  obscurely  worded,  a  rehear- 
ing was  not  granted,  but  tiiat  the  motion  for 
r^earing  was  permitted  to  be  arffued,  andj 
as  that  was  heard  before  four  of  the* judges* 
of  the  court,  and  there  was  an  equal  division, 
it  was  denied.  Had  this  been  otherwise,  the 
court  would  not  have  unanimously  overruled 
the  motion  to  amend  the  record  so  as  to 
make  it  appear  that  a  rehearing  had  actually 
been  granted. 

Moreover  counsel  agree  that  under  the 
rules  of  the  court  a  rehearing  could  not  be 
granted  unless  one  of  the  justices  who  con- 
curred in  the  judgment  so  desired,  and  a  ma- 
jority of  the  court  so  determined,  and  that 
this  was  also  true  of  permission  to  argue 
such  application.  It  is  evident  that  oral  ar- 
gument was  allowed,  and  it  also  appears 
that  no  justice  who  concurred  in  the  Judg^ 
ment  desired  a  rehearing,  and  that  a  major- 
ity of  the  court  did  not  determine  to  grant  it. 

The  judgment  of  reversal  therefore  stood, 
and  as  it  was  not  a  final  judgment,  the  wrii 
of  error  and  the  appeal  muet  he  dfiemieeed, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


1899.  CRYSTAL  SPRINGS  L.  &  W.  CO.  T.  LOS  ANGELES. 

(177  U.  S.  lf») 

CRYSTAL    SPRINGS    LAND  k  WATER 
COMPANY  and  S.  G.  Murphy,  ^PPtM^ 

CITY  07  LOS  ANGELB& 
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Federal  queeHon — righU  haeed  im  Memican 
grant. 

A  salt  to  Mtablltfi  water  rlfbtt  eonneetod  wltb 
lands  Incladed  In  a  gnmt  from  tlio  Mexican 
government,  which  rlghta  are  claimed  to  be 
within  the  proteetlon  of  the  treaty  with  Mex- 
ico, is  held  to  InTolve  no  Federal  aneetion  for 
the  purpose  of  glTlng  joriadietion  to  the  Fed- 
eral courts. 

[No.  41.] 

Bubmitted  March  IS,  1900.    Decided  Apni 
9, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circait  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Caliiomia  dismissing  a  bill  for 
want  of  jurisdiction.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  82  Fed.  Rep.  114. 
Meears.  S.  M*  WMte  and  Jolm  Gavbe]r 
lor  appellants. 

Meeara.  8.  O.  Honshtoiit  Walter  F.  Baae, 
and  Lee  d  Scott  for  appellee. 

Per  Ovrlami  Bill  to  quiet  title  to  cer- 
tain waters,  water  rights,  and  works  con- 
nected therewith.  Bill  dismissed  for  want 
of  jurisdiction,  and  question  of  jurisdiction 
eertiiled.  Reported  below,  82  Fed.  Rep.  114; 
76  Fed.  Rep.  148. 

Decree  affirmed  on  authority  of  (1)  PhU- 
Upa  Y.  Mound  City  Land  d  Water  Aaao,  124 
U.  S.  005,  31  L.  ed.  588,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  657 ; 
California  Powder  Worka  y.  Davia,  151  U.  S. 
889,  395,  38  L.  ed.  206,  208,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
850;  New  Orleana  y.  DeArmaa,  9  Pet  224,  9 
L.  ed.  109 ;  Borgmcyer  y.  Idler,  159  U.  S.  408, 
40  L.  ed.  199,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  34;  Muae  y. 
Arlington  Hotel  Co,  168  U.  S.  430,  42  L.  ed. 
531,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  109;  (2)  Rohinaon  y. 
Anderson,  121  U.  S.  522,  30  L.  ed.  1021,  7 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1011 ;  Florida  C.  d  P.  R.  Co,  y. 
Bdi,  176  U.  6.  330,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  402, 
44  L.  ed.  — ;  Uttle  York  Gotd-Waahing  d 
Water  Co.  y.  Keyea,  96  U.  S.  199,  24  L.  ed. 
•56;  Tenneaaee  y.  Union  d  P.  Bank,  152  U. 
&  454,  38  L.  ed.  511,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  654; 
Veto  Oileana  y.  Benjamin,  163  U.  S.  411,  424, 
88  L.  ed.  764,  709,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  905. 

(177  U.  S.  170) 

AUGUST  J.  HENKBL,  Plff.  in  Brr.. 

V. 

CITY   OP    CINCINNATI. 

Writ  of  error  to  atate  court — certifieate  ef 
chief  fuatioe. 

Vhe  eertlflcate  of  the  chief  justice  of  the  sa- 
IKreme  court  of  a  state,  stating  that  a  ques- 
tion as  to  a  violation  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion was  submitted  to  the  court  and  decided, 
cannot  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  writ  of  error  to 
the  state  court 

[No.  206.] 


Argued  Maircih  tO,  tl,  1900.    Decided  AprQ 
9,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Ohio  to  review  a  judgment  al* 
firming  a  decision  dismissing  a  bill  for  in« 
junction  to  restrain  coUeotion  of  a  special 
assessment    Diamiaaed. 

See  same  ease  below,  58  Ohio  St  726,  51 
N.  E.  1098. 

Meaara,  Id.  Beaton  Tvssiiis  and  DoUe  d 
Dolle  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Meaara,  Wade  H.  Ellis  and  Ellia  0» 
Kinkead  for  defendant  in  error.  j^ 

*Per  OiiHaini  Bill  for  injunction  to  re-  • 
strain  collection  of  a  special  assessment  filed 
in  court  of  common  pleas,  Hamilton  county, 
Ohio,  and  on  hearing  dismissed.  Carried  by 
appeal  to  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  county, 
heard  there,  and  again  dismissed.  Appealed 
to  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  affirmed  June  14,  1898, 
it  being  ordered  "that  a  special  mandate  be 
sent  to  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  county 
to  carry  this  judgment  into  execution/' 
June  21,  "mandate  issued,"  and  "original 
papers  sent  to  clerk."  Opinion,  58  Ohio  St 
726,  61  N.  K  1098:  "Judgment  affirmed  on 
authority  of  Cleveland  y.  Wiek,  18  Ohio  St 
304." 

January  6,  1899,  the  chief  justice  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Ohio  made  and  signed  a  cer- 
tificate that  the  question  whether  the  assess- 
ment was  in  yiolation  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  was  submitted  to  the  court,  and 
that  the  court  decided  that  it  was  not. 

The  record  does  not  show  that  any  Federal 
question  was  raised  prior  to  judgment,  but  it 
appears  in  the  petition  for  writ  of  error 
from  this  court,  and  accompanying  assign- 
ment of  errors.  The  certificate  of  the  chief 
justice  could  not  confer  jurisdiction.  Par^ 
melee  v.  Laun-ence,  11  Wall.  36,  20  L.  ed.  48; 
Poufell  y.  Brunawick  County,  150  U.  S.  433, 
430,  37  L.  ed.  1134,  1136,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
166;  Dibble  y.  BelUngham  Bay  Land  Co,  103 
U.  S.  63,  69, 41  L.  ed.  72,  74, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rep, 
939. 

The  writ  of  error  is  dismissed  on  the  au- 
thority of  Bayward  y.  Denny,  158  U.  S.  180, 
183,  39  L.  ed.  941,  942, 15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  777; 
Anahro  y.  United  Btatea,  169  U.  S.  695,  40  L. 
ed.  310,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  187;  Owley  Stave 
Co,  y.  Butler  County,  166  U.  S.  648,  41  L,  ed. 
1149,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  709;  Miller  v.  Corti- 
waU  R,  Co.  168  U.  S.  131,  42  L.  ed.  409,  18 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  34;  Keokuk  d  E,  Bridge  Co,  y. 
Ilhnoia,  175  U.  S.  626,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  205, 
44  L.  ed.  — 


{171  U.  S.  170) 
ELLEN  J.  O.  PHINNEY,  Gerald  C.  Tobey, 
Horace  P.  Tobey,  et  al,,  Plffa.  in  Err., 

V. 

TRUSTEES  OP  THE  SHEPPARD  AND 
ENOCH  PRATT  HOSPITAL. 

Writ  of  error  to  atate  court — right  to  raiae 
Federal  question. 

A  stran^r  to  a  contract  cannot  raise  the  qne^ 
tlon  of  Its  impairment  for  the  purpose  of 
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creating  a  Federal  qneBtion  to  glirt  jnriadl<^ 
tlon  on  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme  Coort 
•I  tJie  United  States  to  a  state  eonrt. 

[No.  302.] 

Bulmitt^  March  X9,  1900.    Deoided  April 
9,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
State  of  Maryland  to  review  decrees  of 
aflSrmanee  sustaining  a  statute  changing  the 
name  of  a  corporation,  which  is  alu^ed  to 
be  in  impairment  of  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract.   Diamisaed, 

See  same  case  below,  88  Md.  033,  42  Atl. 
68. 

Meaara,  E.  J.  D.  Cross  and  Akn^r  MeKin* 
ley  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Meaara.  TKrilliam  Pinkney  Wbyto, 
Oeorge  R.  WUlia,  and  Franoia  T.  Hom&r  for 
defendants  in  error. 

Per  Curiam  t  Cause  reported  in  state 
oourt,  88  Md.  633,  42  Atl.  58.  Writ  of  error 
dismiased  on  the  authority  of  WUliama  t. 
Kggleaton,  170  U.  S.  304,  309,  42  L.  ed.  1047, 
1049, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  C17 ;  HamhUn  y.  Weat- 
em  Land  Co,  147  U.  S.  531,  37  L.  ed.  267,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  353 ;  Wilaon  v.  North  Carolina^ 
169  U.  S.  580,  595,  42  L.  ed.  865,  871, 18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  435. 

(177  U.  S.  290) 

MORRIS  KEIM,  Appi., 

V. 

UNITED     STATES. 

Bxeouiive  departmenta — diseharge  of  olerlb— - 
review  by  court. 

1.  The  action  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
In  discharging  a  clerk  In  his  department  for 
Incompetency  Is  not  subject  to  review  In  the 
courts,  either  by  mandamus  to  reinstate  the 
clerk,  or  by  compelling  payment  of  salary  as 
though  he  had  not  been  remoTed,  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  specific  provision  therefor  by  act 
of  Congress. 

t.  The  preference  of  honorably  discharged 
soldiers  and  sailors  for  appointments  to  cItU 
offices  nnder  the  act  of  Congress  of  August 
15,  1876.  I  8  (19  Stat,  at  L.  169),  and  the 
clTll  service  act  of  1888,  |  7  (22  Stat,  at  L. 
406),  la  limited  to  cases  In  which  such  persons 
are  "equally  qualified,'*  and  does  not  authorise 
the  appointment  of  incompetent  or  inefficient 
clerks. 

[No.  57.] 

fiubmitted  March  5,  1900.    Decided    April 
9,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  the  Court  of  Claims  to  re- 
view a  decree  dismissing  a  petition  for 
salary  of  a  clerk  who  had  be^i  discharged. 
Affirmed. 
See  same  case  below,  33  (^  CI.  174. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewers 
This  case  comes  on  appeal  from  a  decree 
of  the  court  of  claims  dismissing  appellant's 
petition.  33  Ct.  CI.  174.  The  findings  of 
Ihat  court  show  thai  petitioner  was  on  April 
17, 1866,  honorably  discharged  from  the  mili- 


tary eevrioe  of  the  United  States  by  reason 
of  disability  resulting  from  injuries  received 
in  such  service.  He  passed  the  civil  service 
examination,  and  t>n  May  7,  1S88,  was  ap- 
pointed to  a  clerkship  in  the  Post  Office  De- 
partment. On  March  16^  1803,  at  his  owng 
request  and  on  the  certificate  of  the  civil  S 
service  commission,  he  was* transferred  to* 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  a» 
signed  to  a  elerkship  in  class  1  in  the 
Pension  Bureau,  with  a  salary  of  $1,200  per 
year.  On  March  1,  1894,  his  salary  was  re- 
duced to  $1,000  per  annum,  at  which  salary 
he  continued  to  serve  to  July  31,  1894,  when 
he  was  discharged,  and  has  not  since  been 
permitted  to  perform  the  duties  of  his  clerk- 
ship, although  ready  and  willing  to  do  so. 
The  discharge  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior was  made  upon  this  recommendation 
from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions:  "The 
discharge  of  Mr.  Morris  Eeim  was  recom- 
mended because  of  his  rating  as  inefficient. 
No  other  charges  are  made  against  him. 
William  Lochren,  Commissioner."  The 
fourth  and  sixth  findings  are  as  follows: 

"IV.  At  the  time  of  his  said  discharge  the 
requirements  of  the  public  service  in  said 
Pension  Bureau  demanded  the  retention  of  a 
clerk  in  plaintiff's  place;  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  upon  the  recommendation  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  retained  at 
the  time  of  plaintiff's  discharge,  and  now  re- 
tains, other  clerks  of  the  same  division  who 
have  received  since  plaintiff's  discharge,  and 
are  now  receiving,  the  same  salary,  to  wit» 
$1,000  per  annum  (one  receiving  $1,200  per 
annum),  who  have  not  been  honorably  ais- 
charged  from  the  military  or  naval  service 
of  the  United  States,  and  who  are  not  shown 
to  this  court,  except  as  in  these  findings  set 
forth,  to  have  possessed  at  the  time  of  plain- 
tiff's discharge  better  or  inferior  business 
capacity  for  the  proper  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  their  said  offices  than  the  qualifica- 
tions for  the  said  duties  possessed  by  plain- 
tiff at  that  time.  On  or  about  the  day  plain- 
tiff received  notice  of  his  discharge  addi- 
tional clerks  were  appointed  to  duties  in  the 
same  division  in  which  he  served  in  said 
bureau,  who  never  rendered  any  military  or 
naval  service.  It  does  not  appear  that  any 
of  these  clerks  were  regarded  or  reported  as 
inefficient  bv  any  superior  officer;  nor  does 
it  appear  that  Uiose  so  retained  or  those 
thereafter  appointed  possessed  better,  or 
equal,  or  inferior  qualifications  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  their  respective  of- 
fices than  those  possessed  therefor  by  the 
plaintiff." 

''VI.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff made  any  eSort  to  secure  other  employ- 
ment, or  that  he  has,  or  has  not,  been  em-  ei 
gloyed  at  any  kind  of  work  from  and  after  $ 
is  said  discharge*  July,  1894.    Nor  is  there  • 
evidence  as  to  Uie  difference  in  amount  be- 
tween his  salary  while  in  the  government 
service    and   any   moneys   he  might   have 
earned  or  could  have  reasonably  earned  or 
has  earned  in  other  ways  since  mi  said  dis- 
charge." 

The  petitioner  requested  additional  find- 
ings, of  which  the  only  portions  material  to 
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lUt  inqnirj  an  tn  Ch«  latter  pari  of  fimdiiig 
t,  thai  "he  was  formallj  discharged  from 
said  8er7ios»  without  any&ultof  his  own,  and 
withont  Jost  oanse,  and  has  not  since  said 
lastrnamed  date  heen  permitted  to  discharge 
the  duties  of  said  clerkship,  although  he  has  at 
all  times,  since  said  last-named  date,  stood 
ready  and  willing  to  discharge  the  duties 
thereof."  And  finding  6:  "That  petitioner 
waa  at  the  time  of  his  soHsalled  discharge  an 
efficient  derk,  and  discharged  his  duties 
faithfully  and  efficientlj,  and  at  the  time  of 
his  said  discharge  he  possessed  and  now  pos- 
sesses the  necessary  business  capadfar  for  the 
proper  discharge  A  the  duties  of  said  elsrk- 
ship." 

These  findings  the  court  declined  to  make, 
''deeming  said  requested  findings,  if  true^  to 
be  irrelerant  to  tne  issue  presented." 

Mr.  Jolui  O.  Cl&aaey  for  appellant. 
Assistant  Attorney  Omieral  Boyd  for  ap* 
pellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Upon  these  facts  we  are  asked  to  dedde 
whether  the  courts  may  supervise  the  action 
of  the  head  of  a  department  in  discharging 
one  of  the  clerks  therein. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  adjudged  that  the 
courts  have  no  general  supervising  power 
over  the  proceedings  and  action  of  the  vari- 
ous administrative  departments  of  govern- 
ment.   Thus,  in  Decatur  v.  Paulding,  14  Pet. 
497,  615, 10  L.  ed.  560, 568,  in  which  was  pre- 
sented the  question  of  the  nght  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  01  the  District  of  Columbia  to  is- 
N  sue  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  the  Secretary  of 
g  the  Kavy  to  perform  an  executive  act  not 
•  merdy  ministerial,  but*  involving  the  exer- 
cise of  judgment,  it  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Ttmeyi 

"'Ab  court  could  not  entertain  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  one  of  the  secretaries, 
nor  revise  his  judgment  in  any  case  where 
the  law  authorized  him  to  exercise  discre- 
tion or  judgment  Nor  can  it  by  mandamus 
act  directly  upon  the  officer  and  guide  and 
control  his  judgment  or  discretion  in  the 
matters  committed  to  his  care  in  theordl 
nary  discharge  of  his  official  duties.  .  . 
The  interference  of  the  courts  with  the  per- 
formance of  the  ordinary  duties  of  the  exee- 
uUve  departments  of  the  government  would 
be  productive  of  nothing  but  mischief;  and 
we  are  quite  satisfied  that  such  a  power  was 
never  intended  to  be  given  to  them." 

Hie  same  proposition  was  reaffirmed  in 
United  States  ex  rel  Dunlap  v.  Black,  128 
U.  S.  40,  32  L.  ed.  854,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  12, 
in  an  elaborate  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Brad- 
ley. See  also  United  States  ex  rel.  Redfield 
V.  Windom,  137  U.  S.  636,  34  L.  ed.  811,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  197;  United  States  ex  rel. 
Boynton  v.  Blaine,  139  U.  S.  306,  35  L.  ed. 
183,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  607.  In  United  States 
ex  reL  MoBride  v.  Sohum,  102  U.  S.  378,  396, 
26  L.  ed.  167. 171,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Miller: 

''Congress  has  also  enacted  a  system  of 
laws  by  which  rights  to  these  lands  may  be 


acquired  and  the  titlo  of  the  government 
conveyed  to  the  citisen.  This  court  has  with 
a  strong  hand  upheld  the  doctrine  that,  so 
long  as  the  legal  title  to  these  lands  remained 
in  the  United  States  and  the  proceedlns^s  for 
acquiring  it  were  as  yet  f»  Aeri,  the  courts 
would  not  interfere  to  control  the  exercise  of 
the  power  thus  vested  in  that  tribunal.  Td 
that  doctrine  we  still  adhere." 

The  appointment  to  an  official  position  in 
the  government,  even  if  it  be  simply  a  clcri* 
cal  position,  is  not  a  mere  ministerial  act, 
but  one  involving  the  exercise  of  judgsient 
Tho  appointing  power  must  determine  the 
fitness  of  the  applicant;  whether  or  not  he 
is  the  proper  one  to  discharge  the  duties  of 
the  position.  Therefore  it  is  one  of  those 
acts  over  which  the  courts  have  no  general 
supervisinff  power. 

In  the  absence  of  specific  provision  to  tho 
contrary,  the  power  of  removal  from  office 
is  incident  to  the  power  of  appointment 
"It  cannot  for  a  moment  be  admitted  that  it  j 
was  the  intention  of  the  Constitution  that^ 
those  offices  which  are  denominated*  inferior  • 
offices  should  be  held  during  life.  And  if  re- 
movable at  pleasure,  by  whom  is  iiuch  re- 
moval to  be  madet  In  the  alwence  of  all 
constitutional  provision  or  statutory  regula- 
tion it  would  seem  to  be  a  sound  and  neces- 
sary rule  to  consider  the  power  of  reniovai 
as  incident  to  the  power  of  appointment" 
Re  Hennen,  13  Pet  230,  259,  10  L.  ed.  138» 
152;  Parsons  v.  United  States,  167  U.  S.  324» 
42  L.  ed.  185, 17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  880.  Unless, 
therefore,  there  be  some  specific  provision  to 
the  contrary,  the  action  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  in  removing  the  petitioner 
from  office  on  account  of  ix&efficiency  is  be- 
yond review  in  the  courts  either  by  manda- 
mus to  reinstate  him  or  by  compelling  pay- 
ment of  salary  as  though  he  had  not  been  ro- 
moved. 

The  Revised  Statutes,  8  1754,  provides: 

"Persons  honorably  discharge  from  the 
military  or  naval  service  by  reason  of  dis- 
ability resultine  from  wounds  or  sickneso 
incurred  in  the  line  of  duty  shall  be  preferred 
for  appointments  to  civil  office?,  provided 
they  are  found  to  possess  the  business  capa- 
city necessary  for  the  proper  discharge  of 
the  duties  of  such  offices." 

But  this  does  not  avail  the  petitioner.  He 
was  preferred  for  appointment  and  held  un« 
der  that  appointment  for  years.  There  was 
no  disregard  of  that  section  either  in  letter 
or  spirit;  no  evasion  of  its  obligations.  He 
was  not  appointed  on  one  day  and  discharged 
on  the  next,  but  after  his  first  appointment 
continued  in  service  until  it  was  found  that 
he  was  inefficient 

Section  3  ot  the  act  of  August  15,  1876 
(10  Stat  at  L.  169,  chap.  287)  is: 

"That  whenever,  in  tne  judgment  of  the 
head  of  any  department,  the  duties  assigned 
to  a  clerk  of  one  class  can  be  as  well  per- 
formed by  a  clerk  of  a  lower  class,  or  by  a 
female  clerk,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to 
^jmiwUli  the  number  of  clerks  of  the  higher 
grade  and  increase  the  number  of  the  clerks 
of  the  lower  grade  within  the  limit  of  the 
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total  approDriation  for  such  clerical  service: 
Provided,  That  In  making  any  reducti<m  of 
force  in  any  of  the  executive  departmenU, 
the  head  of  euch  department  shall  retain 
those  persons  who  may  be  equally  qualified 
who  have  been  honorably  discharged  from 
the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 

tt  States,  and  the  widows  and  orphans  of  de- 

S  ceased  soldiers  and  sailors." 

*  •  In  section  7  of  the  civil  service  act  of  1883 
(22  Stat  at  L.  406,  chap.  27)  is  this  proviso: 

"But  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  take  from  those  honorably  dis- 
charged from  the  military  or  naval  service 
any  preference  conferred  by  the  seventeen 
hundred  and  fifty-fourth  section  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  nor  to  take  from  the  Presi- 
dent any  authority  not  inconsistent  with 
this  act  conferred  by  the  seventeen  hundred 
and  fifty-third  section  of  said  statutes." 

But  these  sections  do  not  contemplate  the 
retention  in  office  of  a  clerk  who  is  inefficient^ 
nor  attempt  to  transfer  the  power  of  deter- 
mining the  question  of  efficiency  from  the 
heads  of  departments  to  the  courts.  The 
proviso  in  section  3  of  the  act  of  August  16, 
1876,  expressly  limits  the  preference  to  those 
"equally  qualified." 

No  thoughtful  person  questions  the  obliga- 
tions which  the  nation  is  under  to  those  who 
have  done  faithful  service  in  its  army  or 
navy.  Congress  has  generously  provided  for 
the  discharge  of  those  obligations  in  a  sys- 
tem of  pensions  more  munificent  than  has 
ever  before  been  known  in  the  history  of  the 
world.  But  it  would  be  an  insult  to  the  in- 
telligence of  Congress  to  suppose  that  it  con- 
templated any  degradation  of  the  dvil  ser- 
vice by  the  appointment  to  or  continuance  in 
office  of  incompetent  or  inefficient  clerks 
simply  because  they  had  been  honorably  dis- 
charged from  the  military  or  naval  service. 
The  preference,  and  it  is  only  a  preference,  is 
to  be  exercised  as  between  those  "equally 
qualified,"  and  this  petitioner  was  dis- 
charged because  of  inefficiency.  That,  it 
may  be  said,  does  not  imply  misconduct  but 
simply  neglect,  but  a  neglected  duty  often 
works  as  much  against  the  interests  of  the 
government  as  a  duty  wrongfully  performed, 
and  the  government  has  a  right  to  demand 
and  expect  of  its  employees,  not  merely  com- 

Setency,  but  fidelity  and  attention   to  the 
uties  of  their  positions. 
Nowhere  in  these  statutory  provisions  is 
there  anything  to  indicate  that  the  duty  of 
passmg,  in  the    first    instance,    upon    the 
qualifications   of   the  applicants,   or,   later, 
upon  the  competency  or  efficiency  of  those 
who  have  ueen   tested   in   the   service,   was 
e  taken  away  from  the  administrative  officers 
%  and  transferred  to  the  courts.    Indeed,  it 

*  may  well  be  doubted  whether  that  is  a*duty 
which  is  strictly  judicial  in  its  nature.  It 
would  seem  strange  that  one  having  passed 
a  civil  service  examination  could  <3iallenge 
the  rating  made  by  the  commission,  and  ask 
the  courts  to  review  such  rating,  thus  trans- 
ferring from  the  commission,  charged  with 
the  duty  of  examination,  to  the  courts  a 
function  which  is,  at  least,  more  administra- 
tive than  judicial ;  and  if  courts  should  not 


be  called  upon  to  superrlae  the  results  of  a 
civil  service  examination  equallv  inappro- 
priate would  be  an  investi^tion  mto  the  a^ 
tuai  work  done  by  the  vanoua  elerks,  a  com- 
parison of  one  with  another  as  to  oomp^ 
tency,  attention  to  dxity,  etc  These  are  ma^> 
ters  peculiarly  within  the  province  of  those 
who  are  in  charge  of  and  superintending  the 
departments,  and,  until  Congress  by  soma 
special  and  direct  legislation  makes  provi- 
sion to  the  contrary,  we  are  dear  that  thcjr 
must  be  settled  by  those  administrative  of- 
ficers. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  conclusions  of  tht 
Court  of  Claims,  and  its  deoree  {§  affurtned. 


(177  U.  S.  190) 
OHIO  OIL  COMPANY,  Plif.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

STATE  OP  INDIANA. 

ConatitutUmdl  law— taking  private  prapertf 
unthout  compensation — statute  against 
ioaste  of  oil  and  gas, 

1.  The  restriction  on  the  waste  of  gas  and  oil 
by  owners  of  land,  made  by  Ind.  Acts  18M, 
p.  800,  which  provides  that  It  shall  be  nnlaw- 
fal  to  permit  the  flow  of  gas  or  oil  from  a  well 
to  escape  Into  the  open  air,  without  being 
confined  within  the  well  or  proper  pipes  or 
other  safe  receptacle,  for  more  than  two  days 
after  gas  or  oil  shall  have  been  struck  in  the 
well,  does  not  take  the  private  property  of 
the  owners  of  the  land  without  adeqnate  eom- 
pensatlon,  and  therefore  without  doe  process 
of  law,  since  the  owner  of  the  sarface  has  no 
property  right  Id  the  gas  or  oil  until  he  has 
actually  reduced  It  to  possession,  or,  if  he 
has  any  property  right  therein,  It  Is  a  right 
In  common  with  the  coequal  right  of  other 
land  owners  to  take  from  the  common  sooret 
of  supply,  and  therefore  subject  to  the  legisla- 
tlTC  power  to  prevent  a  destruction  of  the 
common  property  by  one  of  the  common  own- 
ers. 

2.  The  doctrine  that  a  land  owner,  although 
entitled  to  bore  wells  for  natural  gas  and  oil* 
has  no  title  to  those  substances  as  owner  un- 
til they  are  actually  reduced  by  him  to  posses- 
sion, is  settled  as  a  rule  of  property  la  the 
state  of  Indiana. 

[No.  84.] 

Argued   December  18,   19,    1899.    Deoided 
April  9,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  to  review  a  decision  af- 
firming a  judgment  sustaining  a  statute  pn^ 
hibiting  tue  waste  of  natural  gas  and  oiL 
Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  150  Ind.  698,  60  K. 
E.  1125. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Whites 
The  title,  preamble,  and  first  section  of  a 
law  enacted  m  1893  by  the  state  of  Indiana 
(AcU  1893,  p.  300)  are  as  follows: 
"An  Act  Concerning  the  Sinking,   Safe^, 
Maintenance,     Use,     and     Operation    of 
Natural    Gas  and  Oil    Wells,  Prescribii^ 
Penalties  and  Declaring  an  £merffen<^. 
"Whereas,  great  danger  to  life  and  injury 
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to  |>ersoiui  and  property  is  liable  to  result 
firom  the  improper,  unsafe,  and  n^ligent 
sinkinff,  maintenance,  use,  and  operation  of 
natural  gas  and  oil  wells;  therefore, 

"See.  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  as* 
semblj  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  That  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  person,  firm,  or  corpora^ 
tion  having  possession  or  control  of  any 
natural  gas  or  oil  well,  whether  as  a  eon- 
tractor,  owner,  lessee,  agent,  or  manager,  to 
fallow  or  permit  the  flow  of  gas  or  oil  from 
S  any  such  well  to  escape  into  the  open  air 

*  without  being  confined  within*  such  well  or 

I>roper  pipes  or  other  safe  receptacle,  for  a 
onger  period  than  two  (2)  days  next  after 
gas  or  oil  shall  have  been  struck  in  such  well. 
And  thereafter  all  such  gas  or  oil  shall  be 
safely  and  securely  confined  in  such  well, 
pipes,  or  other  safe  and  proper  receptacles." 
^  The  remaining  sections  of  the  law  in  ques- 
tt  tion  are  printed  in  the  margin.t 

•  *The  issue  which  this  record  presents,  on 
the  subject  of  the  law  just  referred  to,  is 
this:  Did  the  enforcement  of  the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  produce  as  to  the  persons 
whose  obedience  to  its  commands  were 
coerced  by  injunction,  a  taking  of  private 


property  without  adequate  oompensation; 
that  it,  did  the  execution  of  the  statute 
amount  to  a  denial  of  due  process  of  law  con- 
trary to  the  provisicMis  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States? 

The  controversy  was  thus  initiated:  The 
state  of  Indiana,  through  its  attorney  gen- 
eral, filed  a  complaint  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  county  of  Madison  in  the  state  of  In- 
diana, against  the  Ohio  Oil  Company,  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Ohio,  but  authorized  to  oarry  on  its 
business  in  the  state  of  Indiana,  as  it  had 
complied  with  the  regulations  enacted  by 
that  state  as  to  foreign  corporations  doing 
business  therein.  The  cause  of  complaint 
was  thus  stated:  eo 

"Plaintiff  says  that  for  many  years  hereto- J 
fore  there  has^eadsted,  underlying  the  ooun-* 
ties  of  Madison«  Grant,  Howard,  Delaware, 
Blackford,  Tipton,  Hamilton,  Wells,  and 
other  counties  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  a 
large  subterranean  deposit  of  natural  gas, 
occupying  a  reservoir  of  large  extent^  with 
well-defined  boundaries,  and  utilized  for  fuel 
and  light  by  the  people  of  those  counties  and 


tSee.  2.  Whenever  any  well  shall  have  been 
sank  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  natural  gas 
or  oil  or  exploring  for  the  same,  and  shall  be 
abandoned  or  cease  to  be  operated  for  utilising 
the  flow  of  gas  or  oil  therefrom,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  any  person*  firm,  or  corporation  hav- 
ing the  custody  or  control  of  such  well  at  the 
time  of  such  abandonment  or  cessation  of  use, 
and  also  of  the  owner  or  owners  of  the  land 
wherein  such  well  Is  situated,  to  properly  and 
securely  stop  and  plug  the  same  as  follows :  If 
such  well  has  not  been  "shot**  there  shall  be 
placed  in  the  bottom  of  the  hole  thereof  a  plug 
of  well-seasoned  pine  wood,  the  diameter  of 
which  shall  be  within  H  Inch  as  great  as  the 
hole  of  such  well,  to  extend  at  least  8  feet 
above  the  salt-water  level,  where  salt  water  has 
been  struck;  where  no  salt  water  has  been 
struck,  such  plug  shall  extend  at  least  8  feet 
from  the  bottom  of  the  well.  In  both  eases 
such  wooden  plugs  shall  be  thoroughly  rammed 
down  and  made  tight  by  the  use  of  drilling  tools. 
After  such  ramming  and  tightening  the  hole  of 
such  well  shall  be  filled  on  top  of  such  plug  with 
Unely  broken  stone  or  sand,  which  shall  be  well 
rammed  to  a  point  at  least  4  feet  above  the 
Trenton  limestone,  or  any  other  gas  or  oil  bear- 
ing rock;  on  top  of  this  stone  or  sand  there 
shall  be  placed  another  wooden  plug  at  least 
6  feet  long  with  the  diameter  as  aforesaid, 
which  shall  be  thoroughly  rammed  and  tightened. 
In  case  such  well  shall  have  been  "shot,"  the 
bottom  of  the  hole  thereof  shall  be  filled  with  a 
proper  and  suflicient  mixture  of  sand,  stone, 
and  dry  cement,  so  as  to  form  a  concrete  up  to 
a  point  at  least  8  feet  above  the  top  of  the  gas 
or  oil  bearing  rock  or  rocks,  and  on  top  of  this 
filling  shall  be  placed  a  wooden  plug  at  least  6 
feet  long,  with  diameter  as  aforesaid,  which 
shall  be  properly  rammed  as  aforesaid.  The 
casing  from  the  well  shall  then  be  pulled  or 
withdrawn  therefrom,  and  Immediately  there- 
after a  cast-iron  ball  8  inches  In  diameter  shall 
be  dropped  in  the  well  and  securely  rammed  in- 
to the  shale  by  the  driller  or  owner  of  the  well, 
after  which  not  less  than  1  cubic  yard  of  sand 
pumping  or  drilling  taken  from  the  well  shall 
be  put  on  top  of  said  Iron  ball. 

Sec.  3.  Any  person  or  corporation  violating 
20  S.  C— 37. 


any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  liable 
to  a  penalty  of  $200  for  each  and  every  such 
violation,  and  to  the  further  penalty  of  $200 
for  each  ten  days  during  which  such  violation 
shall  continue;  and  all  such  penalties  shall  be 
recoverable  in  a  civil  action  or  actions,  In  the 
name  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  for  the  use  of 
the  county  in  which  such  well  shall  be  located, 
together  with  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
costs  of  suit. 

Sec.  4.  Whenever  any  person  or  corporation 
In  possession  or  control  of  any  well  in  which 
natural  gas  or  oil  has  been  found  shall  fall  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  any  per- 
son or  corporation  lawfully  in  possession  of 
lands  situate  adjacent  to  or  in  the  vicinity  or 
neighborhood  of  such  well  may  enter  upon  the 
lands  upon  which  such  well  Is  situate,  and  take 
possession  of  such  well  from  which  gas  or  oil 
Is  allowed  to  escape  in  violation  of  the  provi- 
sions of  I  1  of  this  act,  and  pack  and  tube  such 
well,  and  shut  in  and  secure  the  flow  of  gas  or 
oil,  and  maintain  a  civil  action  in  any  court  of 
competent  Jurisdiction  in  this  state  against  the 
owner,  lessee,  agent,  or  manager  of  said  well, 
and  each  of  them  Jointly  and  severally,  to  re- 
cover the  cost  and  expense  of  such  tubing  and 
packing,  together  with  attorneys'  fees  and  costs 
of  suit.  This  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  penal- 
ties provided  by  |  8  of  this  act. 

Sec.  6.  Whenever  any  person  or  corporation 
shall  abandon  or  cease  to  operate  any  natural 
gas  or  oil  well,  and  shall  fail  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  |  2  of  this  act,  any  person 
or  corporation  lawfully  in  possession  of  lands 
adjacent  to  or  in  the  vicinity  or  neighlx>rhood 
of  such  well  may  enter  upon  the  lands  upon 
which  such  well  Is  situate,  and  take  possession 
of  such  well,  and  plug  and  fill  the  same  In  the 
manner  provided  by  |  2  of  this  act,  and  may 
maintain  a  civil  action  in  any  court  of  compe- 
tent Jurisdiction  of  this  state  against  the  per^ 
son,  persons,  or  corporation  so  failing,  jointly 
and  severally,  to  recover  the  costs  and  expenses 
of  such  plugging  and  filling,  together  with  at- 
torneys' fees  and  costs  of  suit.  This  shall  be 
In  addition  to  the  penalties  provided  by  i  S  of 
this  act. 


678 


Sa  SUPREME  (X>UBT  REPORXfiR. 


Oct.  Tbsm, 


many  other  eoimtlet  tad  citlM  of  Indiana, 
including  Indianapolis,  Fort  Wayne,  Rich- 
mond, Logan»port,  Anderson,  Muncle,  Mar- 
ion, Kokomo,  and  others  of  the  most  popu- 
lous cities  of  said  state,  to  which  cities  said 
gas  is  conducted,  after  hein^  brought  lo  the 
surface  of  the  earth,  through  pipes  and  con- 
duits, by  means  of  which  many  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  the  people  of  the  state  of  In- 
diana are  now,  and  have  been  for  more  than 
ten  years  last  past,  continuously  supplied 
with  gas  for  light  and  fuel ;  that  said  natural 
gas  underlying  the  counties  aforesaid  and 
other  portions  of  the  state  is  contained  in 
and  percolates  freely  through  a  stratum  of 
rock  known  as  Trenton  rode,  comprising  a 
vast  reservoir  in  which  the  gas  is  confined 
under  great  pressure,  and  from  which  it  es- 
capes, when  it  is  permitted  to  do  so,  with 
great  force. 

"The  fuel  supplied  by  the  natural  gas  thus 
obtained  is  the  cheapest  and  best  known  to 
civilication,  and  the  value  of  the  natural-gas 
deposit  to  the  state  and  to  its  citizens  is 
many  millions  ot  dollars ;  that  since  the  dis- 
covery of  said  eas  deposit  in  1886  immense 
sums  of  money  nave  come  into  the  state  and 
have  been  invested  in  large  manufacturing 
interests,  and  otner  vast  sums  of  money  be- 
longing to  the  people  of  the  state  of  Indiana 
have  TOen  invest^  in  similar  enterprises, 
causing  a  great  increase  in  the  population, 
principally  in  the  territory  underlying  which 
said  gas  is  found.  Many  cities  in  and  adja- 
cent to  the  ffas  territory,  including  those 
named,  are  wholly  dependent  for  fuel  upon 
natural  gas,  and  for  tnat  reason  the  people 
of  the  state  of  Indiana  have  become  and  are 
interested  in  the  protection  and  continued 
preservation  of  the  natural  gas  supply;  that 
many  millions  of  dollars  invested  in  manu- 
facturing and  other  properties  in  and  near 
said  gas  territory  are  wholly  dependent  for 
their  continued  preservation  and  for  the 
permanent  value  of  their  property  upon  said 
^natural  gas  supply;  that  their  location  and 
o  establishment  m  said  gas  territory  was  due 
r  to  the  presence  of  natural  gas  underlying  the 
same,  without  which  such  enterprises  could 
not  operate  at  a  profit,  and  that  in  the  event 
the  supply  of  gas  should  be  exhausted  in  said 
territory  many  of  such  manufacturing  enter- 

f rises,  in  which  thousands  of  the  citizens  of 
ndiana   find   employment   at   remunerative 
wages,  will  be  compelled  to  stop  operation. 

"That  their  employees  will  be  thereby 
thrown  out  of  employment,  and  many  of 
them,  being  dependent  upon  their  labor  for 
support,  may  and  will  become  charges  upon 
the  state  and  its  several  municipal  sub- 
divisions; that  the  property  of  said  manu- 
facturing enterprises  and  the  vast  invest- 
ments depending  upon  them  and  related  to 
them  will  become  worthless  and  the  owners 
will  be  driven  to  remove  to  other  parts  of 
the  country,  taking  away  from  Indiana  great 
wealth  now  interested  in  said  enterprises  as 
aforesaid. 

''That  in  the  cities  named  and  in  all  the 
territory  known  as  the  'gas  belt'  the  inhabit- 
ants have  for  years  used  practically  no  other 
fuel   than   natural   gas;  that  their   houses 


have,  in  many  instances,  been  oonstructad 
with  a  view  to  the  use  of  such  fuel,  and  will 
have  to  be  differently  equipped  before  other 
kinds  of  fuel  can  be  used;  that  the  cost  of 
natural  gas  as  fuel  to  the  people  of  the  'gas 
belt/  who  number  several  hundreds  of 
tuousands,  is  very  much  less  than  that  of 
any  other  fuel  that  has  ever  been  or  can  be 
procured  by  them,  and  that  to  the  other  in* 
habitants  of  the  state  using  said  natural  gaa 
it  has  become  and  is  a  source  of  great  con- 
venience, comfort,  and  increased  nappines8» 
because  of  its  eheapness,  convenience,  and 
cleanliness  as  fuel. 

"That  many  small  villages  in  and  near  the 
gas  territory  have  within  a  few  years  be* 
come  flouriiSiing  and  opulent  cities. 

"That  the  state's  wealth  and  its  revenues 
derived  from  taxation  on  account  of  such 
increased  population  and  the  various  inter- 
ests that  have  been  fostered  and  supported 
by  natural  gas  have  been  greatly  increased, 
and  will,  in  the  event  natural  gas  gives  oat» 
be  oorrespondingly  curtailed. 

"That  the  state  of  Indiana,  reljring  upon 
the  permanent  supply  of  natural  gas,  has  at 
ppreat  expense  eqmpped  many  of  its  public  ^ 
institutions,  including  the  state  house,  the  2 
Central  and^other  hospitals  for  the  insane,* 
the  asylums  for  the  blind  and  deaf  and  dumb, 
the  institution  for  the  care  of  orphans  of 
American  soldiers,  and  other  public  institu- 
tions owned  and  maintained  by  the  state  of 
Indiana  and  its  various  municipal  subdivi- 
sions, together  with  the  courthouses  in 
many  counties,  and  a  vast  number  of  public 
schools,  for  the  use  of  natural  gas  as  a  fuel, 
by  which  the  cost  of  maintaining  tlie  public 
buildings  and  institutions  above  named  has 
been  materially  lessened  and  the  comfort  and 
happiness  of  their  inmates  and  occupants  im- 
mensely increased. 

"That  the  supply  of  natural  gas  underly- 
ing the  territorv  aforesaid  is  so  placed  in 
such  Trenton  rock  that  the  diminution  or  con- 
sumption of  said  gas  taken  from  said  reser- 
voir affects  and  r^uces  correspondingly  the 
common  supply. 

"That  if  the  ns  supply  is  husbanded  and 
protected  it  will  last  for  many  years  and 
continue  to  furnish  the  various  cities  named 
with  abundant  fuel,  and  the  population, 
wealth,  and  other  material  interests  of  the 
state  will  continue  to  be  benefited  and  en- 
hanced, and  the  comfort,  happiness,  and  en- 
joyment of  the  people  of  the  state  greatly 
increased. 

"That  underlying  a  portion  of  said  natural 
gas  territory  and  at  the  same  levels,  occupy- 
ing the  interstices — said  Trenton  rock  in 
common  with  said  gas,  are  large  quantities 
of  petroleum  oil;  and  that,  because  of  the 
volatile  character  of  said  gas  and  the  pre*- 
sure  under  which  it  is  confined  in  said  Tren- 
ton rock  when  said  reservoir  is  tapped  by 
wells  drilled  into  the  same  from  the  surface 
of  the  earth,  said  gas  and  oil  will  and  do  es- 
cape into  the  open  air  in  great  volumes,  un- 
less securely  confined  in  tanks  or  other 
proper  receptacles. 

"That  on  or  about  the  25th  day  of  May, 
1897,  said  defendant,  the  Ohio  Oil  Company, 


1890. 


OHIO  OIL  CO.  ▼.  IKDIANJL 


979 


drilled,  near  the  dty  of  Alexandria,  in  said 
Madison  county,  a  number  of  veils  into  said 
gas  and  oil  bearing  roek,  producing  natural 
gas  and  petroleum  as  aforesaid  in  large 
^antities,  whioh  wells  are  known  by  the 
name  of  the  land  owner  upon  whose  land 
they  are  situated,  which  name  and  the  de- 
o  aeration  of  said  wells  are  as  follows,  to  wit." 
v4      The  eomplaint  then  enumerated  five  gas 

*  and  oil  weUs  which*  had  been  opened  and 
were  being  operated  by  the  defendant  for  ex* 
traeting  oil,  and  averred  as  follows: 

'That  instead  of  securely  anchoring  said 
wells  and  each  of  them  when  so  drilled,  so  as 
to  confine  within  the  same  or  within  tanks  or 
pipes  or  other  safe  receptacles  the  natural 
gas  produced  therefrom  within  two  days  aft^ 
er  said  wells  were  respectively  completed  and 
ffas  and  oil  were  struck  therein,  the  said  de- 
fendants, ever  since  the  completion  of  said 
wells,  all  of  which  have  been  completed  for 
periods  varying  from  four  to  nine  months, 
have  unlawfully  permitted  the  gas  produced 
therein  to  flow  and  escape  into  the  open  air, 
whereby  many  millions  of  cubic  feet  of 
natural  gas  have  been  ^eatly  diminished, 
and  the  property  of  its  citizens  in  and  near 
said  gas  territory  dependent  upon  the  con- 
tinued supply  of  said  natural  ffas  for  fuel, 
as  aforesaid,  has  been  greatly  damaged  and 
decreased  in  value. 

'*That  the  defendants  and  each  of  them 
avow  their  purpose  to  permit  said  gas  to  es- 
eape  continuously  and  indefinitely  hereafter 
from  such  wells,  and  refuse  to  make  any  ef- 
fort to  confine  the  same,  but  declare  their 
purpose  to  drill  other  wells  in  said  gas  terri- 
tory and  permit  the  gas  therefrom  to  flow 
and  escape  into  the  open  air,  and  that  if  said 
gas  continues  to  flow  from  said  wells  the  sup- 
ply of  natural  gas  upon  which  the  citizens  of 
said  state  depend,  as  aforesaid,  will  be  great- 
ly diminishea ;  that  the  pressure  of  said  gas, 
as  found  in  said  Trenton  rock,  will  be  greatly 
diminished,  and  that  by  the  diminution  of 
said  pressure  water  will  accumulate  in  said 
rock  stratum  and  ultimately  entirely  dis- 
place and  overcome  said  gas  supply. 

''Plaintiff  therefore  says  that,  because  of 
the  wrongful  acts  of  defendants  above  de- 
scribed, heretofore  committed  and  now  con- 
tinuing its  property  and  that  of  its  citizens 
has  been  and  will  continue  to  l>e  essentially 
interfered  with,  and  the  comfortable  enjoy- 
ment of  the  lives  of  its  citizens  greatly  in- 
terrupted." 

Averring  the  irreparable  injury  to  result 
from  allowing  the  wells  to  continue  to  flow, 
as  stated,  the  inadequacy  of  the  enforcement 
of  the  penalties  provided  in  the  statute  to 
meet  the  evil  complained  of,  and  the  fact 
that  a  multiplicity  of  suits  would  be  engen- 
H  dered  if  the  writ  of  injunction  prayed  for  was 
2  not  issued,  the  bill  charged — 

•  •"That  the  value  of  the  gas  wasted  by  per- 
mitting said  several  wells  to  remain  open 
each  day  is  of  great  value,  and  that,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  value  of  the  same,  the  whole 
gas  territory  or  field  is  greatly  damaged  by 
permitting  said  wells  to  remain  open,  in  that 
what  is  niown  as  'back  pressure/  resulting 
tnm  the  confinement  of  said  gas,  is  in  a 


great  measure  relieved  And  destroyed  when 
said  g^s  is  liberated  in  the  manner  aforesaid, 
and  that  said  back  pressure  is  neoeisary 
throughout  said  field  in  order  to  pr«.rent  the 
flow  of  water  into  said  roek  stratum  and  the 
consequent  displacement  of  the  gab  therein 
contained;  that,  for  the  protection  of  said 
gas  supply  from  the  invasion  of  salt  water, 
it  is  necessary  that  in  the  use  of  gas  from 
wells  drilled  into  said  reservoir  only  a  frac- 
tion of  the  entire  volume  of  said  wells  should 
be  usedt  to  the  end  that  the  back  pressure 
shall  be  maintained  at  as  high  a  pressure  as 
possible,  and  that  any  other  or  freer  method 
of  using  said  gas  has  a  tendency  to  expose  the 
same  to  danger  of  salt  water,  ae  aforesakd.** 

The  prayer  was  as  follows: 

"Ana  plaintiff  ther^ore  prays  that  a  teys- 
porary  order  issue  forthwith  from  this  court 
prohibiting,  restraining,  and  enjoininff  said 
defendant,  its  agents,  servants,  and  em- 
ployees, from  further  suffering  or  permitting 
the  natural  gas  produced  in  said  wells  or 
any  of  them,  or  any  oart  thereof,  to  longer 
escape  therefrom,  and  that  said  defendant 
be  ordered,  directed,  and  commanded  fortii- 
with  to  securely  confine  the  same  either  by 
anchoring  each  of  said  wells  or  by  oonfining 
the  gas  produced  therefrom  in  tanks,  pipes, 
or  other  proper  reoeptaclee,  and  that  failing 
or  refusing  so  to  do  the  sheriff  of  Madison 
county  be  ordered  and  directed  forthwith  to 
procure  necessary  materials  and  labor,  and 
thereby  anchor,  secure,  and  confine  the 
natural  gas  produced  from  said  wells  and 
each  of  &em,  and  that  the  expense  of  so  do- 
ing be  taxed  as  part  of  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

**And  the  plaintiff  further  prays  that  upon 
the  final  hearing  of  this  cause  said  defend* 
ant  company,  its  officers,  servants,  agents, 
and  employees,  be  perpetually  enjoined  and 
prohibited  from  further  suffering  said  gas 
to  escape,  and  that  they  be  forever  there- 
after commanded  to  confine  said  gas  safely 
and  securely  in  pipes,  tanks,  or  other  propers 
receptacles,  and  for  all  proper  relief."  S 

•The     temporary     injunction    issued    as* 
prayed  for.    The  defendant  appeared  and  de- 
murred to  the  complaint  as  not  stating  a 
cause  of  action.    Tnis  was  overruled.    The 
defendant  then  answered  as  follows: 

"The  defendant,  further  answering,  says 
that  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action  it  had  in  good  faith  been  and  tiien  was 
engaged  in  the  business  of  producing  oil  by 
drilling  tiierefor  in  the  earth  and  to&  below 
in  said  county  of  Madison,  and  that  in  the 
carrying  on  of  said  business  it  has  expended 
many  thousands  of  dollars  in  the  leasing  of 
territory,  the  purchase  of  machinery  and 
equipment  thereof,  and  for  the  drilling  of  a 
number  of  wells  and  for  pipes  and  pipe  lines, 
all  of  which  it  then  owned  and  still  owns. 

"The  defendant  admits  that  it  drilled  the 
well  complained  of  herein,  but  says  that  said 
well  was  so  drilled  in  good  faith  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  and  producing  oil,  the 
defendant  not  being  engaged  in  the  business 
of  producing  or  transporting  natural  gas  in 
said  county  and  having  there  no  plant  for 
that  purpose,  and  such  gas  in  such  case  being 
of  no  value  to  defendant,  and  there  being 
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reasonable  grounds  to  believe  that  oil  existed 
in  said  territory  in  sufficiently  paying 
quantities  to  be  utilized. 

"That  said  well  complained  of  was  not 
drilled  in  or  near  any  Tillage,  town,  or  city, 
but,  on  the  contrarj,  was  drilled  in  the 
country  and  remote  from  any  dwelling,  and 
the  same,  as  so  constructed  and  operated,  is 
not  dangerous  to  life  or  property. 

*'That  said  well  was  so  drilled  and  com- 
pleted, oil  was  found  therein  in  pa3ring 
quantities,  and  the  defendant  proceeded  to 
and  did  save  and  utilize  the  same,  paying  to 
the  land  owner  the  stipulated  royalties 
therefor,  and  so  ojseratea  the  same  with 
knowledge,  approbation,  and  consent  of  sudh 
land  owner,  and  was  so  operating  the  same 
solely  as  an  oil  well  and  in  entire  good  faith 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion ;  all  of  which  was  so  done  under  and  by 
virtue  of  a  lease  to  defendant  by  the  owner 
of  said  land  granted  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  under  which  lease  defend- 
ant owns  all  the  gas  and  oil  in  said  well  and 
under  said  land,  and  said  well  is  of  great 
a  value  as  an  oil  well. 

2  "That  in  said  well  and  in  the  same  strata 
•  of  rock  whence  such*oil  was  produced  there 
were  also  found  at  said  time  quantities  of 
natural  gas,  which  by  its  own  pressure  es- 
caped through  said  pipes  and  into  the  open 
air,  said  pipes  being  the  same  as  the  ones 
through  which  said  oil  was  produced  and 
saved,  and  in  so  saving  such  oil  defendant 
utilized  such  gas  as  power,  force,  and 
agency  to  raise  said  oil  from  the  rock-bear- 
ing strata  below  the  surface  of  the  ground, 
such  beinff  the  usual,  natural,  and  ordinary 
method  of  raising  and  saving  oil   in   such 


"And  the  defendant  further  says  that  no 
machinery  or  process  of  any  kind  has  ever 
by  the  highest  skill  been  devised  or  known 
to  the  world  whereby  in  such  a  case  the  oil 
in  such  well  can  be  produced  ana  saved,  un- 
less at  the  same  time  such  natural  gas  as 
may  be  in  such  well  is  suffered  to  escape,  and 
the  defendant  charges  the  fact  to  be,  there- 
fore, that  if  such  gas  shall  be  shut  into  such 
well  in  such  case  that  it  will  be  impossible 
to  raise  or  produce  oil  in  any  such  well,  and 
thereby  defendant's  said  business,  together 
with  its  said  plant,  property,  and  profits, 
will  be  entirely  destroyed  and  the  people  of 
said  county  and  state  will  be  deprived  of  the 
use  and  profits  of  such  oil,  which  is  vastly  of 
more  value  than  natural  gas  in  said  well; 
and  the  defendant  says  it  so  operated  said 
well  with  the  highest  skill,  with  the  most 
improved  machinery  and  appliances  known 
to  the  world,  and  with  employees  of  the 
highest  skill,  and  that  no  more  gas  was  suf- 
fered to  escape  from  such  well  than  was  con- 
sistent with  the  due  operation  of  said  well 
with  the  highest  skill. 

"The  defendant  further  alleges  that  for 
many  months  before  the  completion  of  said 
well  it  was  openly  and  publicly  engaged  in 
acquiring  territory,  in  equipping  said  plants 
in  constructing  such  oil  lines,  and  in  incur- 
ring the  liabilities  and  paying  the  money 
therefor,  aa  hereinbefore   allied,  all   with 


the  knowledge  and  acquieaeenoe  of  the  plain* 
tiff  and  with  no  notice  or  knowledge  what> 
ever  to  or  on  the  part  of  defendant  that  it 
would  not  be  allowed  to  operate  such  well  or 
wells  until  after  the  said  money  had  been  so 
expended  and  after  aaid  well  had  been  so 
completed. 

"That  in  the  territory  where  said  well  com* 
plained  of  is  situated  there  are  a  number  of 
paying  oil  welle,  owned  and  operated  byo 
various  persons  and  corporations,  and  satdg 
field,  when*properlv  developed,  may  reason-* 
ably  be  expectea  to  be  a  large  one  for  the  pro- 
duction of  oil,  which  will  be  and  is  of  great 
value  to  the  people  of  said  county." 

Referring;  to  tne  law  of  Indiana,  the  con- 
text of  which  has  already  been  stated,  the 
answer  contained  this  averment: 

"This  defendant  further  alleges  that  said 
act  of  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of 
Indiana,  as  above  set  out,  violates  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  in  this,  that  it  deprives  the 
defendant  and  others  of  liberty  and  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  and  denies 
to  defendant  and  others  the  equal  proteetioii 
of  the  laws." 

The  state  demurred  to  the  answer  as  not 
alleging  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  de- 
fense. This  demurrer  was  sustained.  Tho 
defendant  refusing  to  answer  further,  a  de- 
cree granting  a  permanent  injunction  was 
entered.  An  appeal  having  been  prosecuted 
to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Indiana, 
in  that  court  the  decree  of  the  trial  oourt 
was  in  all  respects  affirmed.  160  Ind.  698, 
50  N.  £.  1 125.  This  writ  of  error  was  there- 
upon allowed. 

Messrs,  VL  F.  Elliott  and  Oeorso 
Sl&irta  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  C.  C.  Shirley,   W.   I^   Taylovt 

and  Merrill  Moores  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  WMte,  after  making  the  fore- 
going statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  assignments  of  error  all  in  substance 
are  resolvf3)le  into  one  proposition,  which 
is,  that  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Indiana  statute  as  against  the  plaintiff 
in  error  constituted  a  taking  of  private 
property  without  adequate  compensation, 
and  therefore  amounted  to  a  denial  of  due 
process  of  law  in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

When  this  proposition  is  analyzed  by  the 
light  of  the  facts  which  are  admitted  on  the 
record,  it  becomes  apparent  that  the  founda- 
tion upon  which  it  must  rest  involves  two 
contentions  which  are  in  conflict  one  with 
the  other ;  in  other  words,  the  argument  by  g 
which  alone  it  is  possible  to  sustain  the  claim  § 
^becomes,  when  truly  comprehended,  self-de-* 
structive.  Thus,  it  is  apparent,  from  the  ad- 
mitted facts,  that  the  oil  and  gas  are  com- 
mingled and  contained  in  a  natural  reser- 
voir which  lies  beneath  an  extensive  area  of 
oountnr,  and  that  as  thus  situated  the  gas 
and  oil  are  capable  of  flowing  from  place  to 
place,  and  are  hence  susceptible  of  beinff 
drawn  off  by  wells  from  any  point,  provided 
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the^  penetrate  into  the  reservoir.  It  U 
aIbo  undoubted  that  such  wells,  when  bored 
from  many  points  in  the  superincumbent 
surface  of  the  earth,  are  apt  to  reach 
the  reservoir  beneath.  From  this  it 
must  necessarily  come  to  pass  that  the 
entire  volume  of  gas  and  oil  is  in  some 
measure  liable  to  be  decreased  by  the  act  of 
anyone  who,  within  the  superficial  area, 
bores  wells  from  the  surface  and  strikes  the 
reservoir  containing  the  oil  and  gas.  And 
hence,  of  course,  it  is  certain,  if  there  can  be 
no  authority  exerted  by  law  to  prevent  the 
waste  of  the  entire  supply  of  gas  and  oil,  or 
either,  that  the  power  which  exists  in  every- 
one who  has  the  right  to  bore  from  the  sur- 
face and  tap  the  reservoir  involves  in  its 
ultimate  conception,  the  unrestrained  license 
to  waste  the  entire  contents  of  the  reservoir 
by  allowing  the  sas  to  be  drawn  off  and  to 
be  disperse  in  the  atmospheric  air,  and  by 
permitting  the  oil  to  flow  without  use  or 
benefit  to  anyone.  These  things  being  law- 
ful, as  they  must  be  if  the  acU  stated  can- 
not be  controlled  by  law,  it  follows  that  no 
particular  individual  having  a  right  to 
make  borings  can  complain,  and  thus  the  en- 
tire product  of  oil  and  gas  can  be  destroyed 
Sr  any  one  of  the  surface  owners.  The  propo- 
tion,  then,  which  denies  the  power  in  the 
state  to  regulate  by  law  the  manner  in  which 
the  gas  and  oil  may  be  appropriated,  and 


We  will  develop  the  mlsiinderstandinff  which 
is  involved  in  the  matters  just  stated. 

No  time  need  be  spent  in  restating  the  gen> 
eral  common-law  rule  that  the  ownership  in 
fee  of  the  surface  of  the  earth  carries  with 
it  the  right  to  the  minerals  beneath,  and  the 
consequent  privilege  of  mining  to  extraot 
them.  And  we  need  not,  therefore,  pause  to 
consider  the  scope  of  the  legislative  author- 
ity to  regulate  the  exercise  of  minin|(  rights 
and  to  direct  the  methods  of  their  enjoyment 
so  as  to  prevent  the  infringement  by  one 
miner  of  the  rights  of  others.  Del  Monte 
Min.  d  Mill  Co.  ▼.  Last  Chance  Min,  d  Milk 
Co,  171  U.  S.  60,  43  L.  ed.  74,  18  Sup.  CU 
Rep.  805.  The  question  here  arising  does 
not  require  a  consideration  of  the  matters 
just  referred  to,  but  it  is  this:  Does  the 
peculiar  character  of  the  substances,  oil  and 
gas,  which  are  here  involved,  the  manner  in 
which  they  are  held  in  their  natural  reser« 
voire,  the  method  by  which  and  the  time 
when  they  may  be  reduced  to  actual  posses^ 
sion  or  become  the  property  of  a  particular 
person,  cause  them  to  be  exceptions  to  the 
general  principles  applicable  to  other  min« 
eral  deposits,  and  hence  subject  them  to  dif* 
ferent  rules  T  True  it  is  that  oil  and  gas, 
like  other  minerals,  are  situated  beneath  the 
surface  of  the  earth,  but  except  for  this  one 
point  of  similarity,  in  many  other  respectSeo 
they  greatly  differ.    They  have  no  fixed  situsg 


thus  prevent  their  destruction,  of  necessity  Punder  a  particular  portion  ot  the  earth's  8ur-« 

involves  the  assertion  that  there  can  be  no^' —   —i^vi^    ^.u.   --.v —    i.u —   ^u*^?- 

right  of  ownership  in  and  to  the  oil  and  gas 

before  the  same  have  been  actually  appropri- 
ated by  being  brought  into  the  possession  of 

some  particmar  person.    But  it  cannot  be 

that  property  as  to  a  specified  thing  vests  in 

one  who  has  no  right  to  prevent  any  other 

person  from  taking  or  destroying  the  object 

which  is  asserted  to  be  the  subject  of  the 

right  of  property.    The   whole   contention, 

therefore,  comes  to  this:  That  property 
ei  has  been  taken  without  due  process  of  law, 
^  in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment, 
•  because  of  the  fact  that  the  thing  taken*was 

not  property,  and  could  not,  ^erefore,  be 

brought  within  the  guaranties  ordained  for 

the  protection  of  property. 
The  confusion  of  thought  which  permeates 

the  entire  argument  is  two  fold:  First,  an 

entire  misconception  of  the  nature  of  the 

right  of  the  surface  owner  to  the  gas  and 

oil  as  they  are  contained  in  their  natural 

reservoir,  and  this  gives  rise  to  a  miscon- 
ception as  to  the  scope  of  the  legislative  au- 
thority to  regulato  the  appropriation  and 

use  thereof.  Second,  a  confounding,  by  treat- 
ing as  identical,  things  which  are  essentially 

separate;  that  is,  the  right  of  the  owner  of 

land  to  bore  into  the  bosom  of  the  earth,  and 

thereby  seek  to  reduce  the  gas  and  oil  to 

possession,  and  his  ownership  after  the  result 

of  the  borings  has  reached  fruition  to  the 

extent  of  oil  and  gas  by  himself  actually  ex- 
tracted and  appropriated.    In  other  words, 

the  fallacy  arises  from  considering  that  the 

means  which  the  owner  of  land  has  a  right 

to  use  to  obtain  a  result  is  in  legal  effect  the 

tame  as  the  result  which  may  be  reached. 


face  within  the  area  where  they  obtain. 
They  have  the  power,  as  it  were,  of  self- 
transmission.  No  one  owner  of  the  surface 
of  the  earth,  within  the  area  beneath  which 
the  gas  and  oil  move,  can  exercise  his  right 
to  extract  from  the  common  reservoir,  in 
which  the  supply  is  held,  without,  to  an  ex- 
tent, diminishing  the  source  of  supply  as  to 
which  all  other  owners  of  the  surface  must 
exercise  their  rights.  The  waste  by  one 
owner,  caused  by  a  reckless  enjoyment  of  his 
right  of  striking  the  reservoir,  at  once,  there- 
fore, operates  upon  the  other  surface  owners. 
Besides,  whilst  oil  and  gas  are  different  in 
character,  they  are  yet  one,  because  they  are 
unitedly  held  in  the  place  of  deposit.  In 
Brovm  v.  Spilman,  155  U.  S.  665,  669,  670,  39 
L.  ed.  304,  305,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  245,  247, 
these  distinctive  features  of  deposite  of  gas 
and  oil  were  remarked  upon.  The  court  said : 

"Petroleum  gas  and  oil  are  substances  of 
a  peculiar  character,  and  decisions  in  ordi- 
nary cases  of  mining  for  coal,  and  other  min* 
erals  which  have  a  fixed  situs,  cannot  be  ap- 
plied to  contracte  concerning  them  without 
some  qualifications.  They  belong  to  the 
owner  of  the  land,  and  are  a  part  of  It,  so 
long  as  they  are  on  it  or  in  it,  or  subject  to 
his  control,  but  when  they  escape  and  go  in* 
to  other  land,  or  come  under  another's  control, 
the  title  of  the  former  owner  is  gone.  If  an 
adjoining  owner  drills  his  own  land  and  tops 
a  deposit  of  oil  or  gas,  extending  under  his 
neighbor's  field,  so  that  it  comes  into  his 
well,  it  becomes  his  property.  Broum  v. 
Vandergrift,  80  Pa.  142,  147;  Westmoreland 
d  C.  Natural  Oaa  Co,  v.  De  Witt,  130  Pa. 
235,  5  L.  R.  A.  731,  18  AU.  724. 

In  Westmoreland  d  C.  Natural  Oae  Co,  T. 
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De  Witt,  130  Pa.  286,  6  L.  R.  A.  781, 18  Att. 
724,  the  Bupreme  court  of  Pezmsylvania  oon- 
Bidered  the  character  of  ownership  in  natural 
gas  and  oil  as  these  substances  existed  be- 
neath Uie  surface  of  the  earth.  The  court 
•did: 

"The  learned  master  says  gas  is  a  mineral, 
and  while  in  situ  is  part  of  the  land,  and 
therefore  possession  of  the  land  is  possession 
of  the  ffas.  But  this  deduction  must  be 
made  with  some  qualifications.  Gas,  it  is 
true,  is  a  mineral ;  but  it  is  a  mineral  with 
^  pecvdiar  attributes,  which  require  the  appli- 

1  eation  of  precedents  arising  out  of  ordinary 
?  mineral  rights,  with  much  mort^eareful  con- 
sideration of  the  principles  involved  than  of 
the  mere  decisions.  Water,  also,  is  a  min- 
€ral,  but  the  decisions  in  ordinary  cases  of 
mining  rights,  etc.,  have  never  been  held  as 
unqualified  precedents  in  regard  to  flowing 
or  even  to  percolating  waters.  Water  and 
oil,  and  still  more  strongly  gas,  may  be 
classed  by  themselves,  if  the  analogy  be  not 
too  fanciful,  as  minerals  fera  naturcB,  In 
eoRunon  with  animals,  and  unlike  other  min- 
erals, they  have  the  power  and  the  tendency 
to  escape  without  the  volition  of  the  owner. 
Their  'fugitive  and  wandering  existence 
within  the  limits  of  a  particular  tract  is  un* 
certain/  as  said  by  Cliief  Justice  Agnew  in 
Broum  v.  Vatidergrift,  80  Pa.  147,  148, 
.  .  .  They  belong  to  the  owner  of  the 
land,  and  are  a  part  of  it,  so  long  as  they  are 
on  or  in  it,  and  are  subject  to  his  control; 
Init  when  they  escape  and  go  into  other  land, 
or  come  under  another's  control,  the  title  of 
the  former  owner  is  gone.  Po8'*.ession  of  the 
land,  therefore,  is  not  necessarily  possession 
of  the  gas." 

In  Hague  v.  Wheeler,  167  Pa.  324,  22  L. 
R.  A.  141,  27  Atl.  714,  the  question  involved 
in  the  cause  was  the  right  of  a  land  owner 
who  had  a  gas  well  on  his  own  land  to  com- 
plain of  the  escape  of  gas  from  a  well  situ- 
ated on  the  land  of  another.  After  advert- 
ing to  the  rule  embodied  in  the  maxim,  8io 
utere  iuo  ui  alienum  non  UBdas,  and  after 
referring  to  the  exceptional  nature  of  the 
right  to  acquire  ownership  in  natural  gas 
and  oil,  it  was  decided  that  the  complainant 
was  not  entitled  to  relief.  The  court  said 
(157  Pa.  340,  341,  22  L.  R.  A.  147,  148,  27 
Atl.  719,  720) : 

"Now,  it  is  doubtless  true  that  the  public 
has  a  sufficient  interest  in  the  preservation 
of  oil  and  gas  from  waste  to  justify  legisla- 
tion upon  this  subject.  Something  has  been 
done  in  this  direction  already  by  the  acts 
regulating  the  plugging  of  abandoned  wells. 
.  .  .  In  the  disposition  he  may  make  of 
It  [private  property]  he  is  subject  to  two 
limitations.  He  must  not  disregard  his  ob- 
ligations to  the  public.  He  must  not  disre- 
gard his  neighbor's  rights.  If  he  uses  his 
product  in  such  a  manner  as  to  violate  any 
rule  of  public  policy,  or  any  positive  provi- 
sion of  the  written  law,  he  brines  himself 
within  the  reach  of  the  courts.  If  the  use 
he  makes  of  his  own,  or  its  waste,  is  inju- 
M  rious  to  the  property  or  the  health  of  others, 

2  such  nse  or  waste  may  be  restrained,  or  dam- 
•  ages  recovered  therefor ;  but»*subject  to  these 


limitations,  his  power  as  an  owner  is  abscv 
lute  until  the  legislature  shall,  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  public,  as  consumers,  restrict  and 
r^fulate  it  by  statute." 

Again,  in  Jones  v.  Forest  OU  Co.  (Jan- 
uary, 1000),  194  Pa.  879,  44  Atl.  1074,  the 
same  subject  was  once  more  considered.  The 
complaint  was  filed  by  one  land  owner  having 
a  gas  well  on  his  land,  to  enjoin  the  owner 
of  adjoining  property  from  using  in  a  gas 
well  thereon  a  pump  which  was  asserted  to 
have  such  power  that  its  operation  would 
draw  away  the  oil  and  gas  from  the  well  of 
the  complainant  to  that  of  the  defendant. 
Reviewing  the  cases  to  which  we  have  just 
referred,  and  after  quoting  the  language  of 
Chief  Justice  Agnew,  in  Brown  v.  Vander^ 
grift f  80  Pa.  142,  147,  wherein,  as  we  have 
seen,  oil  and  gas  were  by  analogy  classed  as 
"minerals  ferm  naturct**  the  court  decided : 

"From  these  cases  we  conclude  that  the 
property  of  the  owner  of  lands  in  oil  and  gas 
is  not  absolute  until  it  is  actually  in  his 
grasp  and  brought  to  the  surface." 

Again,  applying  the  consequences  of  the 
doctrine   just   stated,    the   court   declared: 

"If  possession  of  the  land  is  not  neoes* 
sarily  possession  of  the  oil  and  gas,  is  there 
any  reason  why  an  oil  and  gas  operator 
should  not  be  permitted  to  adopt  any  and  all 
appliances  known  to  the  trade  to  make  the 
production  of  his  wells  as  large  as  possible  ?** 

A  brief  examination  of  the  Indiana  deci- 
sions on  the  subject  of  oil  and  natural  gas, 
and  the  right  to  acquire  ownership  thereto 
will  make  it  apparent  that  from  the  peculiar 
nature  of  these  substances  courts  of  that 
state  have  announced  the  same  rule  as  that 
recognized  by  this  court  in  Broxcn  v.  8piU 
man,  155  U.  S.  005,  609,  670,  39  L.  ed.  304, 
305, 15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  245,  and  which  has  been 
applied  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania.  In  State  ex  rel.  Cortcin  v. 
Indiana  d  0.  Oil,  Oas  d  Min.  Co.  120  Ind. 
575,  0  L.  R.  A.  679,  22  N.  E.  778,  a  law  of 
the  state  of  Indiana  which  made  it  unlawful 
for  any  person  to  conduct  natural  gas  beyond 
the  state,  and  imposing  penalties  for  so  do- 
ing, was  assailed  as  unconstitutional  because 
repugnant  to  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  The  court  9 
held  the  statute  to  be  void  for  the  asserted  § 
cause.  The  •property  in  natural  sas  when* 
reduced  to  actual  possession  was  decided  to 
be  like  any  other  property,  and  therefore  the 
subject  of  commerce,  and  within  the  protec- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  united 
States.  In  Jamieson  v.  Indiana  Natural 
Oas  d  Oil  Co.  128  Ind.  655,  12  L.  R.  A.  052, 
28  N.  E.  76,  a  law  of  that  state  which  pro- 
hibited the  transportation  of  natural  gas 
through  pipes  at  a  greater  pressure  than  300 
pounds  per  square  inch,  or  otherwise  than  by 
its  natural  flow,  was  attacked,  not  only  on 
the  ground  of  its  interference  with  the  ri^ht 
of  property  which  sprang  into  existence  with 
the  possession  of  the  gas,  but  because  also 
the  act  in  question  was  a  regulation  of  in- 
terstate commerce.  Both  contentions  were 
decided  to  be  without  merit,  substantially  on 
the  ground  that  the  dangerous  nature  of  the 
product,  its  susceptibility  to  explosion,  and 
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the  oonae^ueat  hazard  to  life  and  property 
which  might  arise  from  its  movement 
through  ^ipes,  made  the  act  of  transmitting 
a  fit  subject  for  police  regulation.  In  the 
eourse  of  its  ooinion  the  court  said: 

"The  local  character  of  such  a  substance 
as  natural  gas  is,  we  repeat,  marked  and  |pe- 
euliar.  It  is  a  natural  product,  and  its 
source  is  in  the  soil  or  rocks  of  the  earth.  It 
is  as  strikingly  local  as  coal  or  petroleum; 
and  yet  no  one  has  ever  questioned  the  power 
of  a  state  to  enact  laws  governing  mining. 
.  •  .  It  is  BO  essentially  local  that  only 
local  regulation  can  be  effective  or  appro- 
priate. It  is  found  in  very  few  localities, 
and  the  character  of  locality  is  impressed 
upon  it  more  clearly  and  strongly  than  upon 
almost  any  other  natural  product  in  the 
world." 

Again,  said  the  court: 

"The  local  and  peculiar  character  of  nat- 
ural gas  makes  it  almost  impossible  that  it 
should  be  the  subject  of  general  national  reg- 
ulation.   .    •    .    Upon  this  point  we  affirm 
that  natural  gas  is  characteristically  and 
peculiarly  a  local  product;  that  its  produc- 
tion is  confined  to  a  limited  territory;  that 
because    of    its    local    characteristics    and 
peouliaritiee  it  is  a  proper  subject  for  state 
legislation,  and  cannot,  so  far  as  regards 
local  protection,  be  made  the  subject  of  gen- 
Heral  legislation  by  Congress." 
S     In  People's  Qaa  Co.  v.  Tyner,  131  Ind.  277, 
•  281,  16  L.  R.  A.  443,  31  N.  E.  6Vthe  contro- 
versy was  this :     A  lotowner  in  a  town  filed 
•    a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  a  neigh- 
boring lotowner  from  using  nitroglycerine 
"to  shoot"  a  gas  well  on  his  property.    The 
court  refused  the  injunction.    In  the  course 
of  the  opinion  it  was  said: 

"It  has  becoi  settled  in  this  state  that  nat- 
ural gas,  when  brought  to  the  surface  of  the 
earth  and  placed  in  pipes  for  transportation, 
is  property,  and  may  be  the  subject  of  inter- 
state commerce.  State  v.  Indiana  d  O.  Oil, 
Gas  d  Min.  Co,  120  Ind.  576,  6  L.  R.  A.  579, 
22  N.  £.  778.  Water,  petroleum,  oil,  and  ^[as 
are  generally  classed  oy  themselves  as  min- 
erals possessing  in  some  degree  a  kindred 
nature." 

After  quoting  authorities  relating  to  sub- 
terranean currents  of  water,  and  treating 
gas  and  oil  before  being  reduced  to  posses- 
sion as  of  a  kindred  nature,  the  court  said: 

"Like  water  it  is  not  the  subject  of  prop- 
erty except  while  in  actual  occupancy,  and  a 
grant  of  either  water  or  oil  is  not  a  grant  of 
the  soil  or  of  anything  for  which  ejectment 
will  He." 

The  case  of  Broum  ▼.  Vanderffrifi,  80  Pa. 
142,  from  which  we  have  previously  <]|uoted, 
was  then  referred  to,  and  the  analogies  be- 
tween oil  and  gas  and  animals  fera  natures 
were  approved  and  adopted.  In  Tovmsend 
V.  Stale,  147  Ind.  624,  37  L.  K.  A.  294,  49  N. 
£.  14,  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  for- 
bidding the  burning  of  natural  gas  in  flam- 
beau lights  was  atUrCked  because  it  was  as- 
serted to  violate  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and 
various  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
state  of  Indiana.    The  court  held  that  the 


statute  was  not  amenable  to  the  assaults 
made  upon  it.  In  a  full  opinion  reviewing 
the  nature  of  the  ownership  in  oil  and  na£ 
ural  gas,  the  power  of  the  state  to  regulate 
and  control  their  use  and  waste  in  the  inter* 
est  of  all  those  within  the  gas  field  and  of 
the  public  at  large  was  elaborately  con- 
sidered. Reviewing  its  own  previous  ad- 
judications, which  we  have  cited,  and  those 
of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, to  which  we  have  also  referred,  it  was 
decided  that  the  owners  of  the  surface  of  the 
land  within  the  gas  field,  whilst  they  had 
the  exclusive  right  on  their  land  to  sink  wells  x 
for  the  purpose  of  extracting  the  oil  and  gas,  g 
had  no  right  of  property  therein*QntiI  by  the  • 
actual  drawing  of  the  oil  and  gas  to  the  sur* 
face  of  the  earth  they  had  reduced  these  sub- 
stances to  physical  possession.  It  was  fur- 
ther held  that  in  consequence  of  the  nature 
of  the  deposits,  of  their  transmissibility,  of 
their  interdependence,  of  the  rights  of  all 
and  of  the  public  at  large,  the  state  could 
lawfully  exercise  the  power  to  regulate  the 
rieht  of  the  surface  owners  among  them- 
selves to  seek  to  obtain  possession,  and  to 
prevent  the  waste  of  the  products  in  which 
all  the  surface  owners  within  the  area  where- 
in the  fi;as  and  oil  were  deposited,  as  well  as 
the  public,  had  an  interest,  because  in  the 
preservation  of  these  substances  the  well- 
being  and  prosperity  of  the  entire  com- 
munity was  largely  involved.  And  it  was 
upon  the  opinion  announced  in  that  case  that 
the  court  rested  its  decree  in  the  case  now 
under  review. 

Without  pausing  to  weigh  the  reasoning 
of  the  opinions  of  the  Indiana  court  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  they  in  every  respect 
harmonize,  it  is  apparent  that  the  cases  in 
question,  in  accord  with  the  rule  of  general 
law,  settle  the  rule  of  property  in  the  state 
of  Indiana  to  be  as  follows:  Although  in 
virtue  of  his  proprietorship  the  owner  of  the 
surface  may  bore  wells  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
tracting natural  sas  and  oil  until  these  sub- 
stances are  actually  reduced  by  him  to  pos- 
session, he  has  no  title  whatever  to  them  as 
owner.  That  is,  he  has  the  exclusive  rieht 
on  his  own  land  to  seek  to  acquire  them,  but 
they  do  not  become  his  property  until  the 
efiTort  has  resulted  in  dominion  and  control 
by  actual  possession.  It  is  also  clear  from 
the  Indiana  cases  cited  that,  in  the  absence 
of  regulation  by  law,  every  owner  of  the  sur- 
face within  a  gas  field  may  prosecute  his 
efforts  and  may  reduce  to  possession  all  or 
every  part,  if  possible,  of  the  deposits,  with- 
out violating  Uie  rights  of  the  other  surface 
owners. 

If    the    analogy    between    animals    ferm 
natural  and  mineral  deposits  of  oil  and  gas, 
stated    by    the    Pennsylvania    court    and 
adopted  by  the  Indiana  court,  instead  of 
simply  establishing  a  similarity  of  relation, 
proved  the  identity  of  the  two  things,  there 
would  be  an  end  of  the  case.    This  follows 
because  things  which  are  fens  natura  belong 
to    the    "negative    community;"    in    other g 
words,  are  public  things  subject  to  the  abso-  m 
lute  control*of  the  state,  which,  although  it* 
allows  them  to  be  reduced  to  possession,  may 


584 


20  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTER. 


OoT.  Tebm» 


at  its  will  not  only  regulate,  but  whollj  for- 
bid, their  future  taking.  Oeer  ▼.  Oonnecti' 
out,  161  U.  S.  519,  525,  40  L.  ed.  703,  705,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  600.  But  whilst  there  it  an 
analogy  between  animals  fercB  naturw  and 
the  moving  deposits  of  oil  and  natural  gas, 
there  is  not  identity  between  them.  Thus, 
the  owner  of  land  has  the  exclusive  right  on 
his  property  to  reduce  the  game  there  found 
to  possession,  just  as  the  owner  of  the  soil 
has  the  exclusive  right  to  reduce  to  posses- 
sion the  deposits  of  natural  gas  and  oil  found 
beneath  the  surface  of  his  land.  The  owner 
of  the  soil  cannot  follow  game  when  it  passes 
from  his  property,  so,  also,  the  owner  may 
not  follow  the  natural  gas  when  it  shifts 
from  beneath  his  own  to  the  property  of 
someone  else  within  the  gas  field.  It  being 
true  as  to  both  animals  fera  natures  and  gas 
and  oil,  therefore,  that  whilst  the  right  to 
appropriate  and  become  the  owner  exists, 
proprietorship  does  not  take  being  until  the 
particular  subjects  of  the  right  become  prop- 
erty by  being  reduced  to  actual  possession. 
The  identity,  however,  is  for  many  reasons 
wanting.  In  things  ferw  natura  all  are  en- 
dowed with  the  power  of  seeking  to  reduce  a 
portion  of  the  public  property  to  the  domain 
of  private  ownership  by  reducing  them  to 
possession.  In  the  case  of  natural  gas  and 
oil  no  such  right  exists  in  the  public.  It  is 
vested  only  in  the  ovmen  in  fee  of  the  sur- 
face of  the  earth  within  the  area  of  the  gas 
field.  This  difference  points  at  once  to  the 
distinction  between  the  power  which  the  law- 
maker may  exercise  as  to  the  two.  In  the 
one,  as  the  public  are  the  owners,  every  one 
may  be  absolutely  prevented  from  seeking  to 
reduce  to  possession.  No  devesting  of  pri- 
vate property  under  such  a  condition  can  be 
conceived,  because  the  public  are  the  owners, 
and  the  enacting  by  the  state  of  a  law  as  to 
the  public  ownership  is  but  the  discharge  of 
the  governmental  trust  resting  in  the  state 
as  to  property  of  that  character.  Oeer  v. 
Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  619,  526,  40  L.  ed.  793, 
795,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  600.  On  the  other 
hand,  as  to  gas  and  oil  the  surface  proprie- 
tors within  the  gas  field  all  have  the  ri^ht 
to  reduce  to  possession  the  gas  and  oil  be- 
neath. They  could  not  be  absolutely  de- 
prived of  this  right  which  belongs  to  them 
without  a  taking  of  private  property.  But 
e  there  is  a  coequal  right  in  them  all  to  take 
Jjfrom  a  common  source  of  supply  the  two 
•  substances  which  in  the  nature  of  things  are 
united,  thoue^h  separate.  It  follows  from 
the  essence  of  their  right  and  from  the  situ- 
ation of  the  things  as  to  which  it  can  be  ex- 
erted, that  the  use  by  one  of  his  power  to 
seek  to  convert  a  part  of  the  common  fund  to 
actual  possession  may  result  in  an  undue 
proportion  being  attributed  to  one  of  the 
possessors  of  the  right  to  the  detriment  of 
the  others,  or  by  waste  by  one  or  more  to  the 
annihilation  of  the  rights  of  the  remainder. 
Hence  it  is  that  the  legislative  power,  from 
the  peculiar  nature  of  the  right  and  the  ob- 
jects upon  which  it  is  to  be  exerted,  can  be 
manifested  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  all 
the  collective  owners,  by  securing  a  just  dis- 
tribution, to  arise  from  the  enjoyment^  by 


them,  of  their  privilege  to  reduce  to  posses 
sion,  and  to  reach  the  like  end  by  preventing 
waste.  This  necessarily  implied  legislative 
authority  is  borne  out  by  the  analogy  su^ 
gested  by  things  fera  natures,  which  it  u 
unquestioned  the  legislature  has  the  author- 
ity to  forbid  all  from  taking,  in  order  to  pro- 
tect them  from  undue  destruction,  so  that 
the  right  of  the  common  owners,  the  public, 
to  reduce  to  possession,  may  be  ultimately 
efficaciously  enjoyed.  Viewed,  then,  as  a 
statute  to  protect  or  to  prevent  the  waste 
of  the  common  property  of  the  surface  own- 
ers, the  law  of  tlie  state  of  Indiana  which  is 
here  attacked  because  it  is  asserted  that  it 
devested  private  property  without  due  com- 
pensation, in  substance,  is  a  statute  pro- 
tecting private  property  and  preventing  it 
from  being  taken  by  one  of  the  common  own- 
ers without  regard  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
others.  Indeed,  the  entire  argument  upon 
which  the  attack  on  the  statute  must  depend 
involves  a  dilemma,  which  is  this :  If  the 
right  of  the  collective  owners  of  the  surface 
to  take  from  the  common  fund,  and  thus  re- 
duce a  portion  of  it  to  possession,  does  not 
create  a  property  interest  in  the  common 
fund,  then  the  statute  does  not  provide  for 
the  taking  of  private  property  without  com- 
pensation. If,  on  the  other  hand,  there  be,  as 
a  consequence  of  the  right  of  the  surface 
owners  to  reduce  to  possession,  a  right  of 
property  in  them  in  and  to  the  substances 
contained  in  the  common  reservoir  of  sup- 
ply, then,  as  a  necessary  result  of  the  right 
of  property,  its  indivisible  quality,  and  then 
peculiar  position  of  the  things  to  which  itij 
relates,  there  must  arise  the  legislativiTpower  • 
to  protect  the  right  of  property  from  de- 
struction. To  illustrate  by  another  form  of 
statement  the  argument  is  this:  There  is 
property  in  the  surface  owners  in  the  gas  and 
oil  held  in  the  natural  reservoir.  Their 
right  to  take  cannot  be  regulated  without  de- 
vesting them  of  their  property  without  adfr- 
quate  compensation,  in  violation  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment,  and  this  although  it  be 
that  if  regulation  cannot  be  exexted  one 
property  owner  may  deprive  all  the  others 
of  their  rights,  since  his  act  in  so  doing  will 
be  damnum  absque  injuria.  This  is  but  to 
say  that  one  common  owner  may  devest  all 
the  others  of  their  rights  without  wrongdo- 
ing, but  the  lawmaking  power  cannot  ]fro- 
tect  all  the  owners  in  their  enjoyment  with- 
out violating  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

These  oonsiderations  are  sufficient  to  dis- 
pose of  the  case.  But  as  there  are  several 
contentions  which  seem  to  have  been  consid- 
ered, in  argument,  as  resting  on  different 
premises,  though  such  in  reason  is  not  the 
case,  we  briefly  notice  them  separately: 
First.  It  is  argued  that  as  the  gas,  before  be- 
ing allowed  to  disperse  in  the  air,  serves  the 
purpose  of  forcing  up  the  oil,  therefore  it  is 
not  wasted,  hence  is  not  subject  to  regula- 
tion. Second.  That  the  answer  averred  that 
the  defendant  was  so  situated  as  not  to  be 
able  to  use  or  dispose  of  the  gas  which  oomes 
to  the  surface  with  the  oil;  from  which  it 
follows  that  the  gas  must  either  be  stored 
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or  dlBpcned  in  the  air.  Kow,  tbe  answer 
further  asserted  that  when  the  gas  is  stored 
and  not  need,  the  baek  pressure,  on  the  best- 
known  pump,  would,  II  not  arresting  its 
movement,  at  least  greatly  diminish  its  ea- 
pacitv.  Hence  it  is  said  the  law  by  making 
it  unlawful  to  allow  the  gas  to  escape  made 
it  practically  impossible  to  profitably  extract 
the  oil.  That  is,  as  the  oil  could  not  be 
taken  at  a  profit  by  one  who  made  no  use  of 
the  gas,  therefore  he  must  be  allowed  to 
waste  the  gas  into  the  atmosphere,  and  thus 
destroy  the  interest  of  the  other  common 
owners  in  the  reservoir  of  gas.  These  con- 
tentions but  state  in  a  different  form  the 
matters  already  disposed  of.    They  really 

fo,  not  to  the  power  to  make  the  r^ulations, 
ut  to  their  wisdom.    But  with  the  lawful 
discretion  of  the  legislature  of  the  state  we 
«i  may  not  interfere. 

Ji  In  view  of  the  fact  that  regulations  of  nat- 
•  ural  deposits  of  oil* and  gas  and  the  right 
of  the  owner  to  take  them  as  an  incident  of 
title  in  fee  to  the  surface  of  the  earth,  as 
said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  is 
ultimately  but  a  regulation  of  real  property, 
and  they  must  hence  be  treated  as  relating 
to  the  preservation  and  protection  of  rights 
of  an  essentially  local  character.  Consider- 
ing this  fact  and  the  peculiar  situation  of 
the  substances,  as  well  as  the  character  of 
the  rights  of  tiie  surface  owners,  we  cannot 
say  that  the  statute  amounts  to  a  taking  of 

Srivate  property,  when  it  is  but  a  regula- 
ion  by  the  state  of  Indiana  of  a  subject 
which  especially  oomes  within  its  lawful  au- 
thority. 
Affirmed. 

(177  U.  S.  212) 

Ohio  On.  Ooicpant,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

State  of  Ihdiana  for  the  Use  of  Maoiboh 
County. 

[No.  83.] 

See  same  ease  below,  160  Ind.  694,  49  N. 
E.  1107. 

Mr.  Justice  WUte  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  defendant  below  was  sued  for  the 
sum  of  certain  penalties  imposed  by  law  for 
a]k>wing  gas  to  escape  into  the  atmospheric 
air  from  an  oil  and  gas  welL  The  statute  by 
which  the  penalties  were  impoeed  is  the  one 
we  have  considered  and  passed  on  in  an  opin- 
ion this  day  delivered  in  Ohio  OU  Co.  v.  /»- 
diana.  No.  84  of  this  term  (177  U.  S.  190,  44 
L.  ed.  — ^20  Sup.  Ot.  Bep.  576).  The  defend- 
ant demurred  to  the  complaint,  and  when  the 
demurrer  was  overruled  answered.  The  an- 
swer alleged  that  the  statute  imposing  the 
penalties  was  repugnant  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  on  the  same  grounds 
10  which  we  have  to-day  disposed  of  in  the  case 
J{  referred  to.  From  a  judgment  awarding  the 
«  peaalbles,*which  was  aflinned  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  this  writ  of 
error  is  prosecuted.  For  the  reasons  given 
in  ease  No.  84,  th^.  judgment  ia  affinned. 


(177  V.  S.  218) 

Ohio  On.  Oompaht^  Plff.  in  Brr., 

State  or  Iriizaka  for  the  Um  oI  Madtbom 
Couhtt. 

[No.  86.] 

See  same  case  below,  160  Ind.  698,  60  N. 
E.  1124. 

Mr.  Justice  WUte  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Indiana 
affirmed  a  judgment  of  the  trial  court,  award- 
ing the  sum  of  certain  penalties  incurred  by 
violating  a  statute  of  the  state  of  Indiana 
which  came  under  our  review  in  case  No.  84 
(177  U.  S.  100,  44  L.  ed.  — ^,20  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
576),  this  day  disposed  of.  The  opinion  fn 
that  case  is  conclusive  of  every  question  here 
arising,  and  for  the  reasons  given  in  case  No. 
84,  the  judgment  ia  affirmed. 


(177  U.  S.  133) 
JAMES  BRISTOL,  as  Executor  of  the  Last 
Will  and  Testament  of  Sophia  M.  Bristol^ 
Deceased,  Plff.  in  Err.^ 

V. 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY,  State  of  Minne- 
sota. 

Claim  against  decedent's  estate  for  personal 
taxes — lohere  decedent  was  a  nonresidewt 
— due  process  of  law-^statute  of  Itmi^o- 
tions, 

1.  IsTestments  by  a  nonresident  of  the  state 
are  subject  to  taxation  under  the  laws  of  the 
state,  when  made  by  a  resident  silent  wbo  is 
employed  to  Invest  and  reinvest  moneys,  at 
wbose  office  the  loans  are  made  payable,  and 
wbo  retains  tbe  mort^rases  securing  them, 
and  to  whom  the  notes  taken  for  the  loans 
are  returned  from  time  to  time  whenever  re- 
quired for  the  purpose  of  renewal,  collection, 
or  foreclosure  of  securities,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  notes  are  sent  out  of  the 
state  to  the  principal  and  the  agent  has  no 
authority  to  execute  satisfactions  of  mort- 


2.  An  allowance  of  a  claim  for  personal-prop- 
erty taxes  against  the  estate  of  a  decedent 
under  Minn.  Stat.  1894,  {  4629,  preferring 
claims  for  taxes  to  ordinary  debta  i  1623, 
making  them  a  lien  on  personal  property,  and 
other  provisions  for  enforcing  delinquent 
taxes  by  distraint  of  goods  and  chattels,  by 
proceedings  by  attachment  and  publication 
giving  appropriate  notice  and  opportunity  to 
contest,  is  not  without  due  process  of  law, 
although  the  decedent  was  a  nonresident  of 
the  sUte. 

8.  Proceedings  to  enforce  collection  of  person- 
al-property taxes  from  property  of  a  decedent 
are  within  Minn.  Stat.  1894,  {  0186,  providing 
that  actions  "upon  a  liability  created  by  stat- 
ute shall  be  barred  by  the  lapse  of  six  yeara** 

[No.  109.] 

Argued  January  22,  1900.    Decided  AprU 
P,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to   the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Minne- 
sota to  review  a  judgment  against  the  es« 
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tate  of  a  deceased  nonresident  for  personal* 
property  taxes.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllert 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Minnesota, 
allowing  a  claim  in  favor  of  Washington 
county,  Minnesota,  against  the  estate  of  So- 
phia M.  Bristol,  deceased. 

Sophia  M.  Bristol  died  testate,  naming 
James  Bristol  as  her  executor,  and  her  will 
was  duly  admitted  to  probate  in  Wyoming 
county,  state  of  New  York,  where  said  James 
and  Sophia  M.  resided.  Thereafter  Mr.  Bris- 
tol applied  to  the  probate  court  of  the  county 
«f  Ramsey,  state  of  Minnesota,  for  the  admis- 
••ion  of  the  will  to  probate  there  and  the  is- 
-sue  of  letters  testamentary  to  him.  This  was 
•done,  and  subseauently  the  county  of  Wash- 
ington exhibitea  its  claim  against  said  es- 
tate, whereupon  Bristol  filed  iiis  petition  in 
the  probate  court  for  the  removal  of  the  ac- 
tion instituted  by  the  filing  of  the  claim  into 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  and 
it  was  removed  accordingly.  A  repleader 
was  awarded  by  stipulation,  and  a  formal 
complaint  and  answer  filed.  The  matter  was 
beard  by  the  circuit  court,  a  jury  being 
waivad  according  to  law,  and  the  court  made 
the  following  findinss : 

•'I.  That  Cyrus  Jefferson  was  the  father 
of  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol,  deceased,  and  died 
in  November,  1883.  For  fourteen  years  just 
^  prior  to  his  death  he  was  a  citizen  and  resi- 
S  dent  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  during 
•  said  time  loaned  and^invesUd  large  sums  of 
money  to  various  persons  residing  in  Minne- 
sota, upon  their  notes,  payable  to  his  order 
at  said  Stillwater,  secured  by  mortgages  on 
real  estate  in  said  Washington  and  adjoin- 
ing counties  in  the  state  of  Minnesota;  all 
said  loans  and  investments  were  made,  and 
the  notes  and  mortgages  taken,  by  and 
through  William  M.  McCluer,  the  agent  of 
said  Cyrus  Jefferson,  who  resided  at  the 
eity  of  Stillwater,  in  said  Washington  county, 
during  all  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned, 
and  who,  with  full  authority  from  said  Cy- 
rus Jefferson,  made  all  such  loans,  and  took 
and  retained  all  notes  and  securities,  and  col- 
lected and  reloaned  both  the  principal  and 
interest  of  said  loans  at  said  city  of  Still- 
water, io  Washington  county,  Minnesota,  and 
kept  the  same  permanently  invested  in  that 
way,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  save  as  to  such 
moneys  as  said  Jefferson  drew  from  time  to 
time  to  pay  his  debts  and  living  expenses. 

"II.  Prior  to  May  1,  1883,  said  William 
M.  McCluer,  at  said  Stillwater,  by  the  direo- 
tion  of  said  Jefferson,  but  otherwise  with  the 
same  power  and  under  the  same  authority 
and  in  the  same  manner,  loaned  of  said  mon- 
eys of  said  Cyrus  Jefferson  to  persons  in 
Washington  county  sums  aggregating  eight- 
een thousand  dollars  ($18,000) ,  taking  notes 
and  mortgages  therefor  in  the  name  of  and 
payable  to  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  at  said 
Stillwater,  and  retained  the  same  as  her 
agent,  and  handled  and  collected  and  rein- 
vested the  same  in  the  same  manner  aa  ha 
liad  those  of  Cyrus  Jefferson. 


••III.  After  the  death  of  said  CpuB  Jeffer^ 
son  and  on  December  18,  1883,  all  the  other 
notes  and  mortgages  held  by  said  McCluer  at 
agent  for  said  C^rus  Jefferson  were  trans- 
ferred, assigned,  and  passed  to  said  Sophia 
M.  Bristol  as  her  share  of  the  estate  of  her 
said  father.  She  thereupon  employed  said 
William  M.  McCluer  and  Charles  M.  Mc- 
Cluer, both  of  whom  then  at  all  times  herein 
mentioned  resided  at  said  Stillwater,  as  her 
agents  at  said  city  of  Stillwater  in  and  about 
said  loaning  business.  She  gave  to  them  all 
the  authority  before  that  time  exercised  by 
said  William  AL  McCluer  for  her  father,  Cy- 
rus Jefferson,  as  aforesaid,  and  also  gave  to  ^ 
them  a  written  power  of  attorney  empower- C9 
ing  them  or  either  of  them*to  satisfy  and  dis-  • 
charge  or  to  sell  and  assign  any  and  all  mort- 
gages then  or  thereafter  in  her  name  in  the 
states  of  Minnesota  or  Wisconsin ;  all  of  said 
notes  and  mortgages  of  said  Sophia  M.  Bris- 
tol, including  Qiose  received  by  her  as  her 
share  of  her  father's  estate,  as  well  as  those 
taken  in  her  name  by  said  William  M.  Mc- 
Cluer prior  to  the  death  of  her  father,  as 
aforesaid,  were  still  left  by  her  in  the  hands 
of  her  agents  in  Stillwater,  Minnesota,  and 
said  agents  continued  as  before  to  make  col- 
lections of  both  principal  and  interest  due  on 
said  notes  and  mortgages,  to  satisfy  and  dis- 
charge mortgages,  and  to  make  new  loans 
and  investments  upon  like  securities  with  the 
moneys  so  collected  by  them  for  said  Sophia 
M.  Bristol,  and  kept  all  of  her  moneys  re- 
ceived or  collected  by  them  prior  to  trans- 
mittal or  reinvestment  of  the  same,  and 
while  in  their  hands,  deposited  in  bank  in 
said  Stillwater  as  their  money,  and  having 
all  notes  and  mortgages  received  by  them  for 
such  loans  made  payable  at  their  own  offioe 
in  said  city  of  Stillwater,  said  mortgages  be- 
ing upon  lands  in  Washington  and  adjoining 
counties  in  Minnesota. 

"IV.  In  March,  1885,  all  of  such  notsa 
then  in  the  hands  of  said  a^nts  were  dellT- 
ered  to  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol,  and  there- 
after all  new  notes  as  taken  by  said  agents 
in  said  business  were  sent  to  Sophia  M.  Bris- 
tol and  kept  by  her  at  her  home  in  New  York, 
but  were  payable  aa  before  at  the  office  of  said 
agents  in  Stillwater,  Minnesota;  all  mort- 
gages securing  such  notes  were  retained  by 
said  agents,  and  said  notes  were  returned  to 
said  agents  at  Stillwater  by  said  Sophia  M. 
Bristol  from  time  to  time  whenever  required 
by  them  for  the  purpose  of  renewal,  payment, 
collection,  or  foreclosure  of  securities;  that 
the  said  Wm.  M.  Meaner  and  Charies  M. 
McCluer  continued  as  agents  for  said  Sophia 
M.  Bristol,  oollecting  money  becoming  due 
upon  said  notes  and  making  loans  in  her 
name,  sometimes  under  the  direction  of 
James  Bristol,  her  husband,  but  generally 
upon  their  own  judgment;  tiiat  they  remit- 
ted money  to  Sophia  M.  Bristol  when  she 
called  for  the  same,  and  what  was  not  re- 
ceived by  her  was  invested  in  new  loans,  as 
aforesaid.  « 

"That  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  did  reedveS 
from  the  proeeediTol  said  collections  at  Tarl-« 
ous  timet  large  sums  of  money  through  said 
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agoktfu  and  all  moneys  collected  were  always 
•ubject  to  be  sent  to  her  or  paid  out  in  any 
way  she  should  order. 

"V.  In  the  month  of  August,  1890,  said 
William  M.  McCluer  died,  and  thereafter 
said  Charles  M.  McCluer  continued  to  act  as 
sole  asent  for  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  at  said 
city  of  Stillwater,  Minnesota,  with  the  same 
power  as  before  exercised  by  him  and  said 
William  M.  McCluer,  except  that  in  Novem- 
ber, 1890,  Sophia  M.  Bristol  revoked  said 
power  of  attorney  which  authorized  said 
agent  to  satisfy  mortgages  of  record,  and 
thereafter  executed  satisfactions  of  mort- 
gages herself. 

^VI.  Said  loaning  business  was  so  carried 
on  by  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  by  and  through 
her  said  agents  at  the  city  of  Stillwater,  Mm- 
nesota,  in  the  manner  aforesaid  until  her 
death,  in  the  month  of  August,  1894. 

''VIL  Said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  had  no  tax- 
able property  in  said  Washington  county 
during  any  of  the  years  hereinbefore  or  here- 
inafter mentioned  other  than  the  loans  and 
indebtedness  mentioned,  which  were  secured 
by  mortgages  upon  lands  in  Minnesota,  and 
which  were  under  the  charge  and  manage- 
ment of  her  said  agents,  who,  during  all  said 
years  and  during  all  the  time  within  which 
the  taxes  hereinafter  mentioned  were  as- 
sessed and  levied,  resided  and  had  their  office 
and  transacted  said  loaning  business  at  the 
said  city  of  Stillwater,  in  said  county  and 
state. 

"VIII.  That  the  moneys  originally  sent  by 
said  Jefferson  to  said  William  M.  McCluer 
and  invested  and  reinvested  by  said  McCluer, 
and  afterwards  by  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol 
kept  and  retained  in  the  hands  of  said  Wil- 
liam M.  McCluer  and  Charles  M.  McCluer  as 
her  agents,  were  so  sent,  retained,  and  kept 
in  the  hands  of  said  agents  in  the  city  of 
Stillwater,  Washington  county,  Minnesota, 
in  and  during  each  of  the  years  when  the 
taxes  hereinafter  mentioned  were  assessed 
and  levied  against  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol,  as 
hereinafter  specifically  set  forth,  as  and  for 
a  permanent  investment  and  business  under 
the  full  control  of  said  agents,  and  said  prop- 
erty and  said  loans  acquired  and  had  a  situs 
g  in  said  city  of  Stillwater,  Washington  ooun- 
S  iy>  Minnesota,  for  the  purpose  of  taxation. 
*  *^IX.  That  the  claimant  herein,  Washing- 
ton county,  is.  and  for  more  than  thirty 
years  last  past  has  been,  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, to  wit,  an  organized  county  created 
and  existing  under  and  pursuant  to  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Minnesota. 

^X.  That  in  and  during  eadi  of  the  years 
from  1883  to  1894,  inclusive,  certain  person- 
al-property taxes  were  duly  assessed  and  lev- 
ied against  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  by  the 
proper  taxing  officers  of  said  city  of  Still- 
water and  said  Washington  county  on  the 
personal  property  of  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol, 
deceased,  consisting  of  the  'credits  other  than 
that  of  bank,  banker,  broker,  or  stock  Jobber,' 
and  that  said  assessments  were  each  in  fact 
based  upon  credits  due  said  Sophia  M.  Bris- 
tol on  promissory  notes  of  various  persons 
residing  in  Washington  county  and  other 


counties  in  Minnesota,  payable  to  her  order, 
secured  by  mortgagee  on  real  estate  situate 
in  Washington  county  and  other  counties  in 
the  state  of  Minnesota. 

"Said  notes  were  all  made  payable  at  the 
office  of  William  M.  McCluer  or  Charles  M. 
McCluer,  at  the  eitv  of  Stillwater.  The  ae* 
sesscd  valuation  of  said  personal  property' 
upon  which  said  taxes  were  so  assessed  ana 
levied  for  each  of  said  years,  the  rate  of  the 
tax  assessed  upon  property  in  the  said  ci<7 
of  Stillwater,  in  said  county,  that  being  the* 
district  where  said  property  was  assessed,  ii^ 
the  number  of  mills  levied  on  each  dollar  of 
property  at  the  assessed  valuation  for  each  of 
said  years,  and  the  amount  of  said  taxes  so^ 
assessed  and  levied  against  said  Sophia  M.. 
Bristol,  deceased,  for  each  of  said  vears,  are 
as  set  forth  in  the  following  schedule  thereof^ 
to  wit:  [Here  followed  schedule  as  de- 
scribed, llie  valuations  ran  from  $17,900 
in  1883  to  $184,900  in  1884;  $196,672  in 
1888 ;  $181,292  in  1889,  and  $179,900  in  1890, 
1.  2,  3,  ami  4.] 

"Thst  the  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  failed 
and  neglected  to  pay  said  taxes  on  the  1st 
day  of  March  in  each  of  the  years  following 
that  in  which  said  taxes  were  respectively 
levied,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  or  at  any 
time  thereafter,  and  that  by  reason  of  su^ 
failure  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  became,  and 
was.  and  is  liable  to  pay  a  penalty  amount- 
ing to  3  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  said  taxes 
for  the  years  1883  to  1894,  and  10  per  cent  QO 
on  the  amount  of  said  taxes  for  each  yearS 
tliereafter,  and  that  the*amount  of  said  pen-  *" 
alty  for  each  of  said  years  is  as  follows-* 
that  is  to  say:     [Here  the  penalties  claimed 
for  each  year  were  set  forth.] 

''Xi.  Said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  never  resided 
in  Washington  county,  nor  in  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  at  any  time,  nor  was  she  within 
the  state  of  Minnesota  from  MareH  >,  188$, 
until  her  death,  in  August,  1894,  except  tem- 
porarily, and  that  the  whole  period  of  time 
she  spent  in  the  state  of  Minnesota  from 
March  1,  1883,  until  her  death  did  not  exceed 
one  year. 

"Xn.  On  or  about  the  19th  day  of  October, 
1894,  the  will  of  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol  wae 
duly  admitted  to  probate  in  and  by  the  pro- 
bate court  of  Ramsey  county,  in  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  and  such  proceedings  were  had  in 
the  matter  of  said  estate  that  James  Bristol, 
the  executor  named  in  said  will,  was  duly  m^ 
pointed  by  said  court  as  the  executor  of  saldl 
last  will  and  testament  and  of  said  eetate, 
and  the  said  James  Bristol  thereupon  dulj 
qualified  as  such  executor,  and  entered  upon 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  such,  and  there- 
after and  on  the  18th  day  of  April,  1895,  and 
within  the  time  required  by  tiie  order  duly 
made  by  said  probate  court  for  filing  claims 
against  the  estate  of  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol^, 
deceased,  said  claimant,  Washington  county,, 
duly  made  and  filed  its  verified  claim  in  dne- 
form  for  all  of  the  said  taxes  and  the  said 
penalties,  together  with  interest  upon  the 
amount  of  said  taxes  and  penalties  for  each 
year  from  and  after  the  Ist  day  of  March,  in. 
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the  year  after  the  year  in  which  said  taxes 
were  levied,  as  aforesaid. 

'*XIII.  That  the  said  Sophia  M.  Bristol 
was,  and  for  more  than  fliteen  years  next 
prior  to  her  death  has  been,  a  resident  and 
citizen  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  said 
James  Bristol,  the  executor  above  named,  is 
now,  and  for  more  than  fifteen  years  last 
past  always  has  been,  a  resident  and  citizen 
of  the  state  of  New  York. 

"XIV.  The  court  further  finds  that  all  of 
the  taxes  hereinbefore  mentioned  were  fair- 
ly and  equally  assessed  on  a  fair  valuation  of 
the  personal  property  of  said  Sophia  M.  Bris- 
tol, deceased,  for  each  of  the  years  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned,  and  that  no  part  of  said  taxes 

e  has  ever  been  paid." 

S     As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  fotmd  that 

•  Washington  county*was  entitled  to  judgment 
for  the  amount  of  the  taxes  and  penalties,  to- 
gether with  costs  and  disbursements,  and 
that  "said  claim  of  said  amount  is  a  just  and 
valid  claim  against  the  estate  of  Sophia  M. 
Bristol,  deceased,"  and  entered  judgment  as 
follows:  "It  is  therefore  considered,  or- 
dered, and  adjudged — ^That  the  county  of 
Washington,  the  claimant  in  this  case,  do 
have  and  recover  of  and  from  the  estate  of 
Sophia  M.  Bristol,  deceased,  the  sum  of  six- 
ty-four thousand  six  hundred  eighty-four  dol- 
lars and  seventy-eight  cents  ($64,684.78),  so 
found  to  be  due  by  the  court,  and  that  said 
sum  of  sixty-four  thousand  six  hundred  eigh- 
ty-four dollars  and  seventy-eight  cents  ($64,- 
684.78)  is  a  just  and  valid  claim  against  the 
estate  of  Sophia  M.  Bristol,  deceased,  in  fav- 
or of  said  Washington  county,  besides  the 
costs  and  disbursements  herein  to  be  taxed." 

Messrs.  C.  W«  Bnnm  and  Emerson 
Hadley  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Moses  E.  Clapp,  Gtoorse  K. 
SuUiTan,  N.  H,  Clapp,  and  L.  L.  Manwar* 
ing  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  judgment  amounted  in  effect  to  the 
allowance  of  the  claim  payable  in  due  course 
of  administration  out  of  assets  of  the  estate 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court 
This  was  so  notwithstanding  the  domicil  of 
the  testatrix  and  of  her  executor  was  in  the 
state  of  New  York;  that  that  was  the  place 
of  principal  administration;  and  that  the 
person  charged  therewith  was  the  same. 
Aspden  ▼.  Nixon,  4  How.  467,  11  L.  ed.  1059; 
Johfison  V.  Powers,  139  U.  S.  156,  159,  35  L. 
ed.  112, 118, 11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  525. 

Our  jurisdiction  by  direct  appeal  is  in- 
voked on  the  ground  that  the  application  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  was  in- 
volved, and  that  a  law  of  the  state  was 
"claimed  to  be  in  contravention  of  the  Con- 
o  siitution  of  the  United  States." 
S      The  objections  of  the  executor  to  the  al- 

*  lowanoe  of  the  claim,*  and  his  answer,  put 
forward  the  deprivation  ci  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  the  abridgment  of  privi* 
leges  and  immunities  of  dtisens  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  denial  of  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  m  the  violationa  of 


constitutional  safeguards  relied  on.  Of 
these  the  first  only  is  pressed  upon  our  atten- 
tion and  needs  to  be  considered,  and  that 
raises  the  question  whether  the  ikws  of  the 
state  of  Llinnesota,  as  expounded  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state,  in  authorizing 
tills  judgment,  amounted  to  the  taking  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law. 

In  the  course  of  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  Cyrus  Jefferson,  deceased,  in  the 
probate  court  of  the  county  of  Washington, 
Minnesota,  a  claim  was  presented  in  March, 
1884,  against  the  estate  for  unpaid  taxes  for 
the  years  1882  and  1883,  on  credits  secured 
by  mortgages,  amounting  to  about  $122,000, 
and  the  cUim  was  allowed.  The  executors 
appealed  to  the  district  court,  where  the  or- 
der of  the  probate  court  was  affirmed.  The 
case  was  then  carried  by  the  executors  to 
the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  which,  on 
Mblj  20,  1886,  affirmed  the  judgment  Re 
Jefferson,  35  Minn.  215,  28  N.  W.  256.  It 
was  objected  "that  taxes  are  not  debts  which 
can  be  proved  against  the  estates  of  deceased 
persons;"  but  the  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, saying:  ''It  is  not  material  whether  a 
personal  tax  is  a  debt,  in  the  sense  that  an 
action  against  the  person  may  be  maintained 
to  recover  it.  It  is  at  least  a  claim  against 
the  property  which  survives  the  death  of  the 
person  against  whom  it  is  levied,  and  re- 
mains a  daim  against  his  estate.  The  stat- 
ute regards  it  as  a  debt  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate.  In  prescribing  the  order  of  prefer- 
ence in  whicn  debts  shkll  be  paid,  where  the 
estate  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  all,  it  provides 
(Qen.  Stat  1878,  chap.  53,  §  38)  that,  after 
paying  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  funeral, 
last  sickness,  and  administration,  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  shall  'pay  the  debts 
against  the  estate  in  the  following  orders 
.  .  .  Second,  public  rates  and  taxes.' 
This,  we  think,  is  conclusive  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  proof  and  payment  out  of  the  es- 
tate a  personal  tax  is  a  debt''  The  court 
further  held  that  a  tax  list  or  tax  duplicate, 
duly  certified  by  the  county  auditor,  as  re-  h 
quired  by  statute,  was  prima  facie  evidence  h 
of  the*due  levy  of  the  tsjces  in  it  The  main  * 
question  in  the  case  was  whether  credits  due 
to  a  resident  of  another  state,  from  residents 
within  Minnesota,  for  moneys  loaned  and  in- 
vested by,  and  which  credits  were  managed 
and  controlled  by,  an  agent  of  the  creditor, 
resident  within  Minnesota,  oould  be  taxed  in 
Minnesota  under  existing  statutea,  and  the 
court  held  that  they  oould.  The  court,  after 
referring  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  that 
all  personal  property  in  the  state  was  subject 
to  taxation,  and  that  all  moneys  and  credits 
should  be  listed  by  the  owner  or  his  agent, 
where  one  or  the  other  resided,  said :  ''It  is 
to  be  taken,  therefore,  as  the  intent  of  the 
statute,  that  credits,  to  whomsoever  owing, 
are  taxable  here  if  Uiey  can  be  regarded  as 
personal  property  in  this  state;  that  is,  situ- 
ated in  this  state.  To  justify  the  imposition 
of  tax  by  any  state,  it  must  have  iurisdietioa 

iover  the  person  taxed,  or  over  the  i>roperty 
taxed.  As  Jefferson  was  not  a  resident  of 
this  state,  there  was  no  Jurisdiction  over 
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him.  But  If  the  property  on  Moonnt  of 
^hich  these  taxes  were  unpaid  was  within  the 
state,  the  state  had  jurisdiction  to  impose 
them  as  it  might  impose  a  tax  upon 
tanii^ble  personal  property  permanently  sit- 
uated here,  and  to  enforce  the  taxes  against 
the  property.  The  authorities  which  we  cite, 
in  support  of  the  proposition  that  the  cred- 
its taxed  had  a  situs  here,  fully  sustain  this. 
For  many  purposes  the  domicil  of  the  own- 
er is  deemed  the  situs  of  his  personal  proper- 
ty. This,  however,  is  only  a  fiction,  from 
motives  of  convenience,  and  is  not  of  univer- 
sal application,  but  yields  to  the  actual  si- 
tus of  the  property  when  justice  requires  th&t 
it  should.  It  is  not  allowed  to  be  control- 
ling in  matters  of  taxation.  Thus,  corporeal 
personal  property  is  conceded  to  be  taxable 
at  the  place  where  it  is  actually  situated.  A 
credit,  which  cannot  be  regarded  as  situated 
in  a  place  merely  because  the  debtor  resides 
there,  must  usually  be  considered  as  having 
its  situs  where  it  is  owned,— «t  the  domicil 
of  the  creditor.  The  creditor,  however,  may 
give  it  a  business  situs  elsewhere;  as  where 
he  places  it  in  the  hands  of  an  agent  for  col- 
lection or  renewal,  with  a  view  to  reloaning 
the  money  and  keeping  it  invested  as  a  per- 

eimanent  business."    After  dting  Oailin  v. 

^  HuUj  21  Vt.  152:  People  ex  reL  Jefferson  v. 

•  Bmith,  88  N.  Y.  570;  Wilcox  r^ElUe,  14  Kan. 
688,  19  Am.  Rep.  107 ;  TaxeweU  County  8u- 
pen.  y.  Davenport,  40  111.  197,  and  many 
other  cases,  the  opinion  continued  thus: 
'The  obligation  to  pay  taxes  on  property  for 
the  support  of  the  government  arises  from 
the  fact  that  it  is  under  the  protection  of  the 
ffoverninent.  Now,  here  was  property  with- 
in tills  state,  not  for  a  mere  temporary  pur- 
pose, but  as  permanently  as  though  the  own- 
er resided  here.  It  was  employed  here  as  a 
business  by  one  who  exercised  over  it  the 
same  control  and  management  as  over  his 
own  property,  except  that  he  did  it  in  the 
name  of  an  absent  principal.  It  was  exclu- 
sively under  the  protection  of  the  laws  of 
this  state.  It  had  to  rely  on  those  laws  for 
the  force  and  validity  of  the  contracts  on  the 
loans,  and  the  preservation  and  enforcement 
of  the  securities.  The  laws  of  New  York 
never  operated  on  it.  If  credits  can  ever 
have  an  actual  situs  other  than  the  domicil 
of  the  owner,  can  ever  be  regarded  as  property 
within  any  other  state,  and  as  under  obliga- 
tion to  contribute  to  its  support  in  consider- 
ation of  being  under  its  proteotion,  it  must 
be  so  in  this  case." 

It  was  thus  ruled  that  the  tax  list  of  per- 
sonal property  was  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  due  levy  of  the  taxes;  that  such  taxes 
could  be  proved  against  decedents'  estates; 
and  that  credits  secured  by  mortgages,  the 
result  of  the  business  of  investing  and  rein- 
vesting moneys  in  the  state,  were  subject  to 
taxation  as  having  their  situs  there. 

Admonished  as  to  the  law  of  the  state  in 
these  particulars,  Mrs.  Bristol,  Mr.  Jeffer- 
son's daughter,  continued  the  business  of  in- 
vestinf?  and  reinvesting  in  the  same  way  and 
through  the  same  agency  until  her  own  death 
in  Augusi;,  1894.    The  state  statute  required 


everr  person  being  a  reddemt  of  the  state  to 
list  his  personal  property,  induding  moneys, 
credits,  etc.,  for  taxation  and  '^moneys  and 
other  personal  property  invested,  loaned,  or 
otherwise  controlled  by  him  as  the  agent  or 
attorney  or  on  account  of  any  other  person 
or  persons;  and  in  cases  of  failure  to  obtain 
a  statement  of  personal  property  from  any 
cause,  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  assessor 
to  ascertain  its  amount  and  value  and  assess 
the  same  at  such  amount  as  he  believed  to 
be  the  true  value  thereof.  Stat  1894,  §S:o 
1515,  1546;  Stat.  1878,  chap.  11,  §§  7,  38.2 
No  question  arises  here  in  respect  of  thifreg-* 
tdar  listing  of  these  investments  for  taxa- 
tion from  1883  until  and  including  1894,  nor 
in  respect  of  the  valuation  thereof. 

Mrs.  Bristol  had  invested  some  $18,000  of 
her  own  money,  belonging  to  her  prior  to 
her  fat]ier*s  death,  in  tiie  same  way  and  by 
the  same  agency,  and  invested  and  reinvested 
in  the  same  manner  that  money  and  moneys 
derived  from  notes  and  mortgages  held  by 
the  agent  for  Mr.  Jefferson,  which  passed  to 
her  on  his  death.  And  these  investments 
were  taxable  and  were  taxed  year  by  year 
during  all  this  period  according  to  the  stat^ 
utes  of  the  state  and  the  decision  of  the  su- 
preme court  from  which  we  have  quoted. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  this  is  not  so, 
because  in  1885,  which  was  after  the  presen- 
tation of  the  claim  aginst  the  father's  estate 
in  the  probate  court,  though  before  the  de- 
cision by  the  supreme  court,  the  notes  then 
in  the  hands  of  the  agents  were  delivered  to 
Mrs.  Bristol,  and  thereafter  all  new  notes 
taken  in  the  business  were  sent  to  her  and 
kept  by  her  in  her  home  in  New  York.  But 
these  notes  were  payable  as  before  at  the  of- 
fice of  the  agents  in  Minnesota;  tiie  mortga- 
ges securing  the  notes  were  retained  by  tne 
agents,  and  the  notes  were  returned  to  the 
agents  from  time  to  time,  whenever  required 
b^  them,  for  the  purpose  of  renewal,  collec- 
tion, or  foreclosure  of  securities ;  the  agents 
continued  to  collect  the  money  due  on  the 
notes,  and  to  make  loans  in  the  name  of  MJrs. 
Bristol,  sometimes  under  her  husband's  di- 
rection, but  generally  on  their  own  judg- 
ment; and  they  remitted  money  to  Mrs. 
Bristol  whenever  she  called  for  the  same, 
while  what  was  not  received  by  her  was  in- 
vested in  new  loans.  It  also  appeared  that 
Mrs.  Bristol  had  given  the  agents  a  power  of 
attorney  empowering  them  to  satisfy  or  dis- 
charge, Of  to  sell  and  assign,  any  and  all 
mortgages  in  her  name  in  the  states  of  Min- 
nesota and  Wisconsin,  but  that  she  revoked 
this  instrument  after  the  death  of  one  of  the 
agents,  and  about  November,  1890,  thereaft- 
er executing  satisfactions  of  mortgages  her^ 
self. 

Nevertheless  the  business  of  loaning  money 
through  the  agency  in  Minnesota  was  con- 
tinued during  all  these  years  just  as  it  had 
been  carried  on  before,  and  we  agree  with  the  ^ 
circuit  court  that  the  fact  that  the  notes  jjj 
were  sent  to  Mrs;  Bristol  in  New^York,  and  • 
the  fact  of  the  revocation  of  the  power  of 
attorney,  did  not  exempt  these  investments 
from  taxation  under    the  statutes  as  ex* 
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pounded  in  tlie  dedjiton  to  ^ieh  we  have  re- 
ferred. And  we  are  unable  to  perceive  that 
may  rights  secured  by  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion were  infringed  by  the  statutes  as  thus 
interpreted  so  far  as  the  situs  of  these  loans 
and  mortgages  was  concerned. 

In  New  Orleans  ▼.  Stempel,  176  U.  8.  809, 
20  Snp.  Ct  Rep.  llOr  44  L.  ed.  '-^,  certain 
taxes  were  leyied  on  money  on  deposit,  and 
also  on  money  loaned  on  interest,  credits,  and 
bills  receivable,  and  it  was  held  by  this  court 
that  the  statutes  o£  Louisiana,  as  interpreted 
by  the  courts  of  that  state,  in  authorising  such 
assessment,  did  not  violate  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  There  the  money, 
notes,  and  evidences  of  credits  were  in  fact 
in  Louisiana,  though  their  owners  resided 
elsewhere.  Still,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  before  us,  we  think,  as  we  have  said, 
that  the  mere  sending  of  the  notes  to  New 
York  and  the  revocation  of  the  power  of  at- 
torney did  not  take  these  investments  out  of 
the  rule. 

Persons  are  not  permitted  to  avail  them- 
selves for  their  own  benefit  of  the  laws  of  a 
state  in  the  conduct  of  business  within  its 
limits,  and  then  to  escape  their  due  contribu- 
tion to  the  public  needs  through  action  of 
this  sort,  whether  taken  for  convenience  or 
by  design. 

In  Mew  Orleans  t.  Stempel  it  was  re- 
marked: "With  reference  to  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  it  may  be  said  that  there  has 
never  been  any  denial  of  the  power  of  a  state 
to  tax  securities  situated  as  these  are,  while 
there  have  been  frequent  recognitions  of  its 
power  to  separate  for  purposes  of  taxation 
the  situs  of  personal  prc^erty  from  the  dom- 
icil  of  the  owner.  ...  In  Tappan  v. 
Merdtante'  Sat.  Bank,  19  Wall.  490,  22  L. 
ed.  189,  the  ruling  was  that  although  shares 
of  stock  in  natiooAl  banks  were  in  a  certain 
sense  intangible  and  incorporeal  personal 
property,  the  law  might  separate  them  from 
the  persons  of  their  owners  for  purposes  of 
taxation,  and  give  them  a  situs  of  their  own. 
See  bXbo  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co,  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 141  U.  8.  18,  22,  35  L.  ed.  613,  616,  S 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  595,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876, 
where  the  question  of  the  separation  of  per- 
sonal property  from  the  person  of  the  owner 
^for  purposes  of  taxation  was  discussed  at 
2  length.  As  also  the  case  of  Savings  d  Loan 
•  Soo,  V.  Multnomah*  County,  169  U.  S.  421, 
427,  42  L.  ed.  803,  805,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  392, 
in  which  a  statute  of  Oregon  taxipg  the  in- 
terest of  a  mortgagee  in  real  estate  was  ad- 
Judged  valid,  although  the  owner  of  the 
mortgage  was  a  nonresident."  In  the  latter 
ease  the  subject  was  much  considered,  and 
Mr.  Justice  Gray,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said:  "The  authority  of  every 
state  to  tax  all  property,  real  and  personal, 
within  its  Jurisdiction,  is  unquestioned. 
M'CuUooh  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  316,  429, 
4  L.  ed.  579,  607.  Personal  property,  as  this 
court  has  declared  again  and  again,  may  be 
taxed,  either  at  the  domioil  of  its  owner,  or 
at  the  place  where  the  property  is  situated, 
even  if  the  owner  is  neither  a  citizen  nor  a 
resident  of  the  state  which  imposes  the  tax. 


Tappan  t.  Uerehanis^  Nat.  Bank,  19  WalL 
490,  490,  22  L.  ed.  189,  193;  State  RaUroad 
Taw  Cases,  92  U.  6.  676,  607,  sub,  nom,  Toft 
lor  V.  Seoor,  23  L.  ed.  663,  671 ;  Coe  v.  J^rrol, 
UC  U.  a  517,  524,  29  L.  ed.  716,  717,  6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  475;  PuUman*s  Palace  Car  Co.  t, 
Pennsylvania,  141  U.  S.  18,  22,  27,  35  L.  ed. 
613,  616,  618,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  595,  11 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876. 

Accepting  the  views  of  the  state  court  in 
relation  to  the  state  statutes  and  proceed- 
ings thereunder,  and  concluding  that  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  did  not 
operate  to  prohibit  the  exercise  of  the  power 
to  tax  these  investments,  it  follows  that  the 
circuit  court  did  not  err  in  sustaining  the 
validity  of  the  taxation.  But  it  is  further 
contended  that,  as  Mrs.  Bristol  was  a  non- 
resident, the  power  to  tax  could  be  exercised 
only  as  against  the  very  property  taxed; 
that  these  assessments  did  not  constitute 
jud^ents  in  personam;  and  that  judgment 
against  her  estate  could  not,  therefore,  be  ren- 
dered upon  them.  The  state  statute  provided 
that  claims  for  taxes  should  be  preferred  to 
ordinary  debU  (Stat  1894,  9  4529),  and,  as 
hah  been  seen,  the  supreme  court  has  decid* 
ed  that,  "for  the  purpose  of  proof  and  pay* 
nient  out  of  the  estate,  a  personal  tax  is  a 
debt"  The  court,  for  that  purpose,  so 
treated  taxes,  but  not  as  being  debts  in  the 
usual  acceptation  of  the  term.  The  obliga* 
tion  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  govern- 
ment in  return  for  the  protection  and  advan- 
tages afforded  by  government  is  not  depend- 
ent on  contract,  but  on  the  exercise  of  the 
public  will  as  demanded  by  the  public  wel- 
fare. 

By  the  laws  of  Minnesota,  moneys,  ered* 
its,  and  other  personal  property  were  r^ 
quired  to  be  listed,  either  by  the  owner  or  his  9 
agent;  provisions  were  made  for  notice;  for  J 
action  by  th«*assessor  in  case  of  failure  to* 
list;  for  a  board  of  review,  meeting  at  a 
specified  time;  for  the  delivery  of  lists  (in 
tax  books)  to  the  county  treasurers,  who 
were  duly  authorized  to  receive  and  collect 
the  taxes  named  therein ;  that  personal  prop- 
erty taxes  unpaid  on  the  1st  of  BCarch  next 
after  they  beeeune  due  should  be  deemed  de- 
linquent; for  the  filing  of  delinquent  lists  in 
the  appropriate  ofiice;  for  issue  of  warrant; 
for  the  distraint  of  goods  and  chattels;  for 
personal  judgment  on  service  of  citation; 
and  for  proc^ing  against  nonresidents  by 
attachment  and  publication  of  notice.  Qen. 
Stat  1894,  chap.  11;  Gen.  Stat  1878,  chap. 
11. 

By  §  1623,  Qen.  Stat  1894  (Oen.  SUt 
1878,  chap.  11,  §  105),  it  was  provided  that 
"the  taxes  assessed  upon  personal  property 
shall  be  a  lien  upon  the  personal  property  of 
the  person  assessed  from  and  after  tiie  time 
the  tax  books  are  received  by  the  county 
treasurer." 

Thus,  it  appears  that  on  the  return  of  the 
delinquent  tax  list  the  amount  of  the  tax 
could  be  collected  by  distraint  of  goods  and 
chattels,  or  by  proceedings  by  attachment 
and  publication,  judgment  in  which  would 
operate  on  the  property  taken  in  attachment 
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by  gamishment  or  otherwise.  There  was  no 
want  of  due  process  in  all  this,  for  while  the 
nonresident  came  under  the  obligation  to 
pay,  appropriate  notice  and  opportunity  to 
contest  were  afforded.  And  if  a  personal  ac- 
tion were  brought  and  service  obtained,  Uie 
defendant  would  not  be  cut  off  from  any  com- 
petent defense,  as  the  delinquent  list  would 
not  necessarily  be  held  condusiye.  In  this 
case  no  defense  on  the  merits  appears  to  haye 
been  relied  on  except  the  want  of  situs. 

Dewey  y.  Dea  Moinea,  178  XJ.  S.  193,  43  L. 
ed.  665,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  379,  cited  by  plain- 
tiff in  error,  is  not  to  the  contrary.  What 
was  ruled  there  was  that  a  citizen  of  one 
state  cannot  be  cast  in  a  personal  judgment 
in  another  state  on  an  assessment  leyied 
there  on  real  estate  for  a  local  improyement, 
without  seryioe  on  him,  or  voluntary  ap- 

Eearance,  or  some  action  on  his  part  amount^ 
ig  to  consent  to  the  Jurisdiction. 
This  brings  us  to  consider  the  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  interposed  as  to  the 
i.  taxes  for  the  years  1883  to  1888  inclusive. 
2  Mrs.  Bristol  died  in  August,  1894;  the 
*  will  was  admitted  to^probate  by  the  probate 
court  of  Ramsey  county,  October  19,  1894; 
Washington  county  filed  its  claim  for  taxes 
in  that  court  April  18,  1895;  the  statute  of 
limitations  provided  that  actions  "upon  a 
liability  created  by  statute"  should  be  barred 
by  the  lapse  of  six  years.  Stat.  1894,  8 
6136.  This  statute  applied  to  actions 
brought  in  the  name  of  or  for  the  benefit 
of  the  state.  §  5142.  The  right  to  proceed 
to  enforce  these  taxes  commenced  the  1st  of 
April  of  the  year  following  that  for  which 
they  were  levied.  If  this  had  been  a  person- 
al action  brought  against  Mrs.  Bristol  in  her 
lifetime,  the  plea  oi  the  statute  was  open  to 
be  defeated  by  the  fact  of  her  nonresidence 
(8  5145),  but  treating  the  filing  of  the  de- 
linquent lists  as  proceedings  in  rem,  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  statute  applied. 

In  RediDOod  County  v.  Winona  d  8i.  P. 
Land  Co.  40  Minn.  512,  41  N.  W.  465,  42  N. 
W.  473,  the  statute  of  limiUtions  of  six 
years  was  held  to  apply  to  prooeedings  to  en- 
force the  collection  of  taxes  against  real  es- 
tate, and  to  the  same  effect  are  Motoer  Ooun- 
ti^Y.  Crane,  51  Minn.  201,  53  N.  W.  629; 
Pine  County  v.  Lambert,  57  Minn.  203,  58  N. 
W.  990;  Btate  em  rel,  SUngerland  y.  Norton, 
50  Minn.  424,  61  N.  W.  468.  In  the  first 
elted  case  it  appeared  that  certain  lands,  hav- 
ing been  taxc^l,  were  in  1883  assessed  and  a 
tax  levied  for  each  year  for  fifteen  years 
prior  to  that  time.  On  an  application  for 
judgment  against  the  land  it  was  objected 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  had  run  as  to 
all  taxes  where  the  application  for  judgment 
could  have  been  made  six  years  or  more  prior 
to  the  time  it  was  made,  if  the  land  had  been 
taxed  at  the  time  it  should  have  been  taxed 
under  the  statute,  and  the  court  sustained 
the  objection.  It  was  held  that  by  statute 
in  Minnesota  the  statute  of  limitations  ran 
against  the  state  the  same  as  against  an  indi- 
yidnal;  that  a  tax  was  a  liability  ereated  by 
•tatata:  that  although  statutes  of  limito- 


tloB  may  im  terms  be  applicable  only  to  ao- 
tions,  they  are  to  be  construed  liberally  and 
applied  to  all  proceedings  that  are  analogous 
in  their  nature  to  actions  "so  as  to  make  the 
right  sought  to  be  enfoiced,  and  not  a  form 
of  procedure,  the  test  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  statute  applies.  Upon  this  principle 
they  are  held  to  apply  to  all  claims  which 
may  be  the  subject  of  actions,  however  pre- 
sented; also  that  they  furnish  a  rule  forqs 
cases  analogous  in  their  subject-matter,  but  J 
for  which  a  remedy  unknown  to  ths^eommon  * 
law  has  been  provided.  Thqr  have  also  been 
applied  by  analogy  to  proceedings  in  admir- 
alty, to  claims  in  bankruptcy,  or  in  probate 
court,  although  not  within  the  strict  letter 
of  the  statute.  ...  A  tax  being  a  liabil- 
ity created  by  statute,  and  the  filing  of  the 
delinquent  list  being,  as  the  statute  declares, 
and  as  we  have  held,  the  institution  of  an  ac- 
tion against  the  land  for  the  recovery  of  the 
tax  appearing  against  it  in  the  list;  and,  in- 
asmuch as  the  nature  of  the  right  sought  to 
be  enforced,  and  not  the  mode  of  procedure, 
is  the  test, — we  are  unable  to  see  why  it 
should  make  any  difference  whether  the  ac- 
tion is  in  rem  or  in  personam, — against  the 
property  instead  of  against  its  owner.  We 
have  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
these  proceedings  are,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  'an  action  upon  a  liability  creat- 
ed by  statute,'  and  are  barred  as  to  all  taxes 
for  the  enforcement  of  which  such  proceed- 
ings might  have  been  instituted  more  than 
six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
present  proceedings,  had  such  taxes  been  as- 
sessed in  the  proper  year." 

The  estate  of  Mrs.  Bristol  is  liable  to  re- 
spond to  this  claim  because  these  taxes  were 
lawfully  levied  in  respect  of  her  property 
situated  in  Minnesota  when  the  levies  were 
made ;  and  the  statute  gave  a  lien  for  them 
against  all  her  personal  property  within  the 
jurisdiction.  Collection  could  have  been  en- 
forced by  distraint,  or  by  attachment,  and  in 
either  case  could  only  have  been  made  out  of 
the  property  sequestered.  In  the  pending 
proceeding,  then,  which  seeks  to  subject  as- 
sets of  the  estate  within  the  jurisdiction  to 
payment  of  the  claim,  it  seems  to  us  the  rul- 
ing of  the  supreme  court  is  appliqifele.  In 
other  words,  the  filing  of  the  delinquent  lists 
had  reference  to  property,  and  a  personal 
judgment  could  not  have  been  taken  thereon 
without  service  of  citation. 

Hence,  in  a  subsequent  proceeding  to  en- 
force collection  from  property  of  the  dece- 
dent, the  rule  which  was  applied  to  proceed- 
ings to  obtain  judgment  asainst  real  estate 
would  appear  to  be  applicaUe  in  principle.  If 
the  county  of  Redwood  had  lost  its  right  to 
enforce  the  assessments  (supposing  thqr  had  a 
been  made  when  they  should  have  been),  by 2 
lapse  of  time,  the  counvy^  Washington  may* 
well  be  held  subject  to  a  similar  deprivation 
in  respect  of  the  allowance  of  a  porUon  of  its 
daim. 

The  judgment  ie  revereed,  and  the  eanse 
remanded  with  a  direction  to  sixdods  tha 
taxes  lor  the  years  1888  to  1888,  indusi?*. 
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and  to  render  judgment  for  the  tucea,  penal- 
ties, and  interest  after  the  Utter  year. 

Mr.  Justice  Wlilte    concurred    on  the 
ground  of  atare  deoisU  only. 


(177  U.  S.  281) 

THOMAS  W.  HYDE,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

BISHOP  IRON  COMPANY  ei  dL 

Puhlie    landa — applioation    to    enter    land 
partly  far  benefit  of  others, 

A  single  application  to  enter  160  acres  of  land 
by  a  person  who  has  made  a  contract  to 
divide  a  quarter  thereof,  when  obtained,  with 
another  person,  in  Tlolatlon  of  U.  S.  Rev. 
Stat.  I  2262,  cannot  be  sustained  as  to  any 
part  of  the  land,  but  Is  Invalid  even  as  to  the 
part  which  he  had  not  screed  to  divide. 

[No.  12G.] 

Argued  January  29,  SO,  1900.    Deoided  April 
9, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Minnesota  to  review  a  decision 
affirming  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ments   Affirfned. 

See  same  case  below,  72  Minn.  16,  74  N. 
W.  1016. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  t 
On  April  3,  1896,  the  Bishop  Iron  Com- 
pany, one  of  the  defendants  in  error,  filed  in 
the  district  court  of  the  eleventh  judicial  dis- 
trict of  Minnesota,  in  and  for  the  county  of 
St.  Louis,  its  complaint  in  ejectment,  alleg- 
ing that  it  was  the  absolute  owner  in  fee 
simple  and  entitled  to  the  immediate  posscs- 
ei  sion  of  the  undivided  if  ^^  ^^  following 
S  described  land,  situate  m  the  county  of  St. 
•  Louis,  to  wit;  The  N.  E.  %  of  the  S.  W.''s4 
of  section  30,  township  63  north,  range  11 
west  of  the  fourth  principal  meridian,  and 
that  it  was  the  lessee  of  the  remaining  un- 
divided ^  of  said  land  under  a  lease  in  writ- 
ing from  and  executed  by  the  owners  in  fee 
simple  of  said  remaining  undivided  f|,  by 
the  terms  of  which  lease  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  immediate,  sole,  and  exclusive 
possession  of  said  undivided  j^ ;  that  the  de- 
fendant, the  present  plaintiff  in  error,  ou 
January  1,  1805,  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
entered  into  and  took  possession  of  said 
tract,  and  had  ever  since  kept  possession 
thereof.  The  prayer  of  the  complainant  was 
for  possession  for  costs  and  disbursements. 
The  defendant  answered  and  filed  a  cross  pe- 
tition, and  on  his  application  certain  par- 
ties were  made  defendants  to  that  cross  pe- 
tition. He  subsequently  filed  an  amended 
answer  and  cross  petition. 

In  the  latter  these  facts  are  alleged :  That 
e(ver  since  August  20, 1884,  the  petitioner  has 
been  in  the  actual,  open,  and  exclusive  pos- 
•eision  of  the  tract  in  eontroversy;  that 
at  the  time  of  his  taking  possession  it  was 
unoooupied    and    unsurveyed    land    of    the 


United  SUtes;  that  prior  to  July  80,  1885. 
the  lands  in  that  district  were  duly  surveyed 
and  an  approved  plat  thereof  filed  in  the 
land  office  at  Duluth,  Minn.,  that  being  the 
land  office  of  the  distriet  in  which  those 
lands  are  situated;  that  on  July  20, 1886,  he 
duly  offered  to  the  local  land  office  and  made 
application  to  file  his  declaratory  statement 
for  said  tract  and  lota  5  and  6  and  the  S.E. 
^  of  the  N.W.  ^  of  said  section  30,  and  ten- 
dered the  fees  required  by  law  to  be  paid  on 
said  application  and  filing;  that  he  was  in- 
formed by  the  local  land  officers  that  they 
would  reject  such  application  unless  limitod 
to  the  tract  in  controversy ;  that  he  then  and 
there  notified  said  local  land  officers  that  his 
house  and  the  land  he  cultivated  was  upon 
and  within  said  tract,  and  that  he  desired 
and  intended  to  claim  the  same  as  a  pre-emp- 
tion, whether  or  not  he  was  successful  in  a 
contest  which  he  had  in  reference  to  the  oth- 
er tracts  in  the  application ;  that  he  was  told 
by  them  that  if  he  was  a  settler  in  good  faith 
his  rights  would  be  protected;  that  on  the 
same  day,  but  without  his  knowledge,  the 
register  made  this  indorsement  upon  the  ap- 
plication :  eo 
''Land  Office,  Duluth,  Minn.,  July  20th,  S 

1885.  The  within* application  to  file  D.  S.* 
on  the  within  described  land  is  refused  as 
to  the  S.  E.  14  of  the  N.W.  %  and  loto  6  and 
0  of  Sec.  30,  T.  63,  R.  11  W.  for  the  reason 
that  the  date  of  settlement  alleged  herein 
does  not  antedate  the  unadjusted  location  of 
Sioux  half-breed  scrip  No.  19  £,  in  the  name 
of  Orile  Moreau,  filed  for  location  June  16, 
1883.  Said  imadjusted  scrip  location  hav- 
ing withdrawn  said  land  from  settlement  un- 
der the  pre-emption  law  subsequent  to  said 
date  of  filing  of  said  scrip,  to  wit,  June  16, 
1883,  you  are  allowed  thirty  days  for  appeal, 
and  are  advised  that  if  you  fail  to  do  so 
within  that  time  this  decision  will  be  finaL" 

That  said  officers  retained  said  applicsr 
tion,  and  also  indorsed  it  as  follows:  "Filed 
Aug.  20,  1885;"  that  ignorant  of  this  last  in- 
dorsement, and  within  the  proper  time,  after 
July  20,  1885,  he  formally  appealed  from  the 
action  of  the  local  land  office  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  which  ap- 
peal was  duly  transmitted  to  that  office  on 
August  20,  1885;  that  thereafter,  and  on 
October  15,  1885,  one  Joseph  H.  Sharp, 
claiming  to  be  the  attorney  in  fact  of  James 
H.  Warren,  located  the  tract  in  controversy 
in  the  name  of  the  said  Warren,  filing  in 
support  of  said  location  certain  Chippewa 
Indian  scrip;  that  petitioner  was  ignorant 
of  this  location  and  filing  until  April  10, 

1886,  and  then  he  made  application  in  the 
local  land  office  to  contest  said  selection  and 
location,  and  this  application  was  also  trans- 
mitted by  the  local  land  officers  to  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  at  Washington. 

The  cross  petition  further  alleged  that  on 
June  16,  1883,  and  before  the  surveys  had 
been  made  of  these  lands,  Grille  Moreau,  by 
her  attorney  in  fact,  located  Sioux  half-breed 
scrip  Nos.  10  D  and  19  E  on  lands  therein  de- 
scribed by  metes  and  bounds,  whieh  loca- 
tions, after  the  surveys,  were  adjusted  by  the 
local  land  officers  in  the  name  of  the  loeator. 
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as  follows:  Scrip  No.  19  D  upon  lots  3,  5, 
and  6  and  the  S.E.  V4  of  the  N.W.  14  of  said 
section  80,  and  No.  19  E  upon  lots  1  and  2 
mad  the  S.W.  %  of  the  N.E.  %  and  the  N.W. 
%  of  the  S.K  \i  of  said  section  30;  that  on 
October  9,  1884,  petitioner  instituted  a  con- 
test in  the  local  land  office  against  the  said 
12  location  of  scrip  No.  19  D,  and  on  October  19, 
3  1884,  Ansus  McDonald  a  like  contest  against 

*  thft^location  of  said  scrip  No.  19  E;  that  on 
tha  hearing  of  this  Utter  contest  the  follow- 
ing testimony  was  received: 

Testimony  of  8.  F.  White. 
S.  F.  White,  being  duly  sworn  upon  oath, 
deposes  and  says:  I  am  one  of  Uie  attor- 
neys for  the  contestant;  I  have  made  care- 
ful search  through  my  safe  and  among  all 
my  papers  for  the  contract  of  security  given 
me  by  the  contestants  in  these  cases  to  se- 
cure me  for  advances  and  l^al  services,  and 
I  am  unable  to  find  it.  I  supposed  until  about 
two  or  three  days  before  the  day  set  for  hear- 
ing that  it  was  in  the  files  of  tiie  case  in  my 
office,  but  I  have  looked  through  that  and 
could  not  find  it»  and  have  made  a  careful 
search  through  my  safe  and  among  all  my 
papers  where  I  thought  it  could  be,  and  have 
continued  that  search  at  various  times  up 
to  this  morning,  when  I  made  a  last  final 
search  through  my  safe  and  have  been  unable 
to  find  it  and  have  no  idea  where  it  is. 

Testimony  of  Mr.  Hyde. 

Q,  Did  you  have  any  contract  with  Mr. 
White  in  writing  or  otherwise  by  which  he 
was  to  receive  any  compensation  or  interest 
in  the  landT 

A,  Yes,  there  was  a  contraoL 

g.  Where  is  itt 

A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  When  and  where  did  you  see  it  lastf 

A,  I  have  not  seen  it  since  it  was  drawn 
by  Mr.  White. 

Q.  What  did  it  eonUinf 

A.  It  contained  when  I  prove  up  on  the 
land  I  was  to  secure  him  on  a  one-half  inter- 
est 

Q.  Who  witnessed  the  contract? 

A.  Powers,  McDonald,  and  myself  and  Mr. 
White  were  together;  that  is  all  I  recollect 
I  can't  say  whether  Powers  witnessed  it  or 
not  The  last  I  knew  of  the  contract  Mr. 
White  had  it  Mr.  Powers  was  not  in- 
eluded  in  the  contract  with  McDonald  and 
myself  and  White. 

g  Mr.  McDonald's  Testimony. 

M     Mr.  White  has  furnished  me  the  supplies 

*  to  keep  me  <m  tha^elalm.  I  am  making  the 
Improvements  for  myself.  I  don't  know  of 
anyone  being  interested  in  the  claim  except 
myself.  Judge  White  has  no  interest  in  it 
There  is  an  understanding  that  he  is  to  have 
an  interest  in  it  if  we  succeed  in  this  trial. 
He  is  to  have  a  half  interest  I  know  R.  D. 
Mallett;  he  has  no  interest  in  the  daim,  he 
is  not  going  to  have  any. 

The  arrangement  with  Hyde  is  the  same 
as  mine.    White  is  to  have  half  if  we  suc- 
ceed in  this.    James  H.  Powers  is  also  to 
have  an  interest  in  it  if  we  succeed.    I  don't 
20  S.  C— 38. 


know  how  much  he  is  to  get  I  asreed  to 
give  him  an  interest  if  we  succeeded  in  get^ 
ting  the  land.  Mr.  Hyde  went  after  Powers  to 
come  and  testify  in  the  ease.  I  never  had 
anv  talk  with  Msllett  about  the  claim.  Mr. 
White  is  paying  the  expenses  of  the  claim 
with  the  understanding  that  he  is  to  have 
a  half  of  it  if  we  secure  it 
Redirect: 

Q.  The  half  interest  you  speak  of  Mr. 
White  is  to  have  was  to  be  a  deed  of  or  secur* 
ity  upon  a  half  of  the  land  for  advances  and 
services? 

A,  It  was  a  security. 

Q.  This  interest  you  have  spoken  of  as  to 
Mr.  Powers  and  which  you  say  you  cannot 
fix  the  amount  of,  what  was  that?  Was  it 
not  simply  that  he  was  to  be  paid  for  his 
time  and  services,  and  there  was  no  telling 
how  much  he  would  have  to  put  in  it? 

A.  He  was  to  be  paid  for  his  time;  that 
is  all  I  mean  by  an  interest  he  was  to  have. 
Cross-examination : 

I  am  to  let  him  have  an  interest  in  the 
land  when  I  get  it  to  pay  him  for  his  time 
and  services.  The  contract  I  have  with  Mr. 
White  for  this  one  half  is  in  writing. 

Q,  When  you  get  this  land  is  it  not  the 
understanding  between  you  and  Mr.  White 
that  you  are  to  deed  him  an  undivided  one- 
half  interest  in  it? 

A,  No,  sir ;  we  never  mentioned  a  deed. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  then  by  saying  that 
White  was  to  have  a  half  interest?  « 

A.  To  secure  him  for  advances.  J 

•Q.  Then,  if  it  was  to  secure  him  for  ad-« 
Vances  made,  how  can  you  give  him  a  half 
interest  unless  you  deed  him  one  half? 

A,  I  could  not  very  well. 

Q,  Then  your  understanding  is  you  are  to 
deed  him  one  half  interest  in  it? 

A,  No;  that  is  not  my  understanding. 

Q.  Really  you  do  not  know  anything 
about  it,  do  you? 

A.  I  know  my  own  transaction  about  it 
but  I  don't  know  White's. 

— ^that  no  further  or  other  evidence  was 
taken  on  either  of  said  hearings  relative  to 
the  said  contract  with  the  said  White;  and 
that  by  agreement  this  testimony  offered  in 
the  McDonald  case  was  to  be  considered  in 
determining  the  validity  of  both  locations, 
to  wit«  that  of  No.  10  D  as  well  as  that  of 
No.  19  E.  The  cross  petition  then  stat^ 
that  such  testimony  was  improperly  admit- 
ted; that  it  was  irrelevant,  incompetent,  and 
immaterial  because  not  bearing  upon  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  these  scrip  loca- 
tions; that  the  local  land  officers  upon  the 
termination  of  the  hearing  found  the  scrip 
locations  valid,  and  both  the  petitioner  ana 
McDonald  appealed  therefrom  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office;  that 
the  Commissioner  reversed  the  decision  of 
the  local  land  officers  and  hdd  the  scrip  lo- 
cations invalid;  and  from  his  decision  aa 
appeal  was  taken  by  the  locator  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  who,  on  February  18^ 
1889,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  but  erro- 
neously and  contrary  to  law  held  that  said 
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lands  were  open  to  entry  by  the  lint  I^gal 
applicant.  The  cross  petition  then  pro- 
ceeded to  show  that  for  five  succeeding  years 
proceedings  were  continued  in  the  land  do- 

f)artment  at  Washington  and  before  the  local 
and  oflSce  at  Duluth,  in  which  repeated  hear- 
ings and  contests  were  had  in  reference  to 
the  validity  of  these  scrip  locations,  and  al* 
BO  of  the  location  made  by  Warren  of  Chip- 
pewa scrip  on  the  tract  in  controversy,  the 
outcome  of  which  was  a  final  decision  that 
Warren's  application  to  enter  this  land  with 
the  Chippewa  Indian  scrip  was  valid  and  en- 
titled to  priority,  and  on  the  strength  of  that 
§a  patent  was  issued  to  him,  and  from  him 
f  the  plaintiff  obUined  its  title. 

*  Demurrers  were  interposed  to  the  amended 
cross  petition,  which  were  sustained.  On  ap- 
peal to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  this  rul- 
ing on  the  demurrers  was  on  July  24,  1896, 
affirmed.  66  Minn.  24,  68  N.  W.  95.  Thereaft- 
er, in  the  district  court,  a  reply  was  filed  to 
the  amended  answer.  The  case  caitie  on  for 
hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs  at  the  No- 
▼ember  term,  189U.  Findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law  were  made  by  the  trial 
court,  and  judgment  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, which  judgment  was  thereafter,  on 
April  22,  1898,  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  (72  Minn.  16,  74  N.  W.  1016),  to  re- 
verse which  judgment  this  writ  of  error  was 
sued  out. 

Messrs.  John  Brennan,  L.  A.  Pradt, 

Arthur  L.  Sanborn,  and  Louis  K,  Luse  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  James  K.  Redinffton,  Frank  B. 
Kellogg,  and  J,  H.  Chandler  for  defendanU 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  testimony  is  not  preserved  in  the  rec- 
ord, and  no  question  can  arise  upon  the  find- 
ings of  fact«  for  they  are  simply  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintiff  had  the  legal  title  to  an 
undivided  H  and  the  leasehold  right  from 
the  legal  holders  of  the  remaining  ^,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  with- 
out any  color  of  title  or  right  to  the  lands, 
so  that  the  only  questions  which  can  be  con- 
sidered are  those  which  arise  upon  the  de- 
murrers to  the  amended  cross  petition. 

Upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  that  cross 
petition  we  remark  that  as  the  contest  in 
reference  to  this  tract  was  pending  before 
the  land  department  for  nine  years  and 
carried  on  with  exceeding  vigor,  as  shown  by 
the  record  of  the  frequent  motions,  applica- 
tions, and  so  forth  on  the  part  of  the  respeo- 
tive  parties,  it  would  seem  impossible  to  be- 
lieve that  the  department  was  not  fully  ad- 
«D  riaed  of  the  facts  respecting  the  locations 
S  and  entries.  We  are  not  called  upon  to  de- 
*  termine  *  whether  every  step  in  this  pro- 
tracted controversy  waa  carried  on  with 
technical  accuracy  in  the  matter  of  proced- 
ure, and  It  may  be,  as  counsel  contend,  that 
upon  some  of  tne  motions  and  in  some  of  the 
contests  testimony  was  received  which  waa 
not  pertinent  to  that  particular  phase  of  the 
controversy,  but  it  is  quite  erioent  that  in 


one  form  or  another,  on  some  motion  or  an- 
other, in  some  stago  of  the  proceedings,  all 
the  facts  and  claims  of  either  party  were 
fully  presented,  considered,  and  detmnined 
by  the  department,  lliis  Is  not  a  case  oa 
error,  in  which  the  regularity  of  every  step 
taken  in  the  land  department  is  to  be  con- 
sidered and  determined,  and  upon  that  in- 
quiry judgment  entered,  affirming  or  revert- 
ing  its  decision,  but  it  is  an  independent  suit 
in  the  courts  in  which  the  inquiry  is  whether 
the  parties  to  the  proceedings  in  the  land  de- 
partment had  full  and  proper  notice  of  those 
proceedings,  whether  the  department  heard 
the  claims  and  evidence  offered  by  each 
party,  and  then  whether  upon  the  facts  as 
found  by  it  there  was  any  error  in  matter  of 
law  in  its  decision.  It  may  be  remarked  in 
passing  that  there  is  no  allegation  of  corrup- 
tion or  perjury,  or  any  of  the  grounds  upon 
which  sometimes  a  court  of  equity  will  set 
aside  the  conclusion  of  another  tribunal, 
even  where  the  proceedings  are  regular  in 
form.  And,  as  it  is  evident  from  the  show- 
ing made  in  the  cross  petition  that  both  par* 
ties  were  often  and  fully  heard  and  no  limi- 
tation placed  upon  their  right  to  offer  testi- 
mony, we  must  accept  as  conclusive  the  find- 
ings of  fact  made  by  the  department,  and  in- 
quire simply  whether  the  law  was  properly 
adjudged. 

Coming  now  to  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy, the  defendant,  the  cross  petitioner, 
made  a  single  application  to  enter  160  acres, 
one  quarter  of  which  is  the  tract  in  contro- 
versy. There  were  not  two  separate  appli- 
cations, one  to  enter  the  40  and  another  the 
remaining  120  acres,  and  it  cannot  now  be 
treated  as  though  there  were  two.  If  the  ap- 
plicant was  guilty  of  any  violation  of  law 
such  violation  vitiated  the  proceeding  in 
toto.  This  is  not  like  Cornelius  ▼.  Kessel, 
128  U.  6.  457,  82  L.  ed.  482,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
122,  in  which  an  entry  of  two  tracts  was 
sought,  one  of  which  was  not  at  the  disposal 
of  the  United  States  by  reason  of  its  heinffn 
within  a  swamp-land  grant  to  the  state,  andf) 
it  was  held  that  the  validity  of  tha*entry  ae* 
to  the  other  was  not  affected  thereby.  In 
that  case  there  was  no  wrong  on  the  part  of 
the  entryman.  He  had  acted  in  good  faith, 
had  not  attempted  any  fraud,  or  to  do  any* 
thing  in  disregard  of  the  mandates  of  the 
statutes,  either  in  letter  or  spirit,  and  ob- 
viously the  land  department  erred  in  can- 
celing the  entire  enti7  bv  reason  of  its  cover* 
ing  land  not  subject  to  disposal.  Here  there 
was  a  distinct  violation  of  law  on  the  part  of 
the  entryman,  and  one  which  vitiated  the  ap- 
plication as  a  whole.  The  Revised  Statutes, 
t  2262,  require  a  pre-emption  applicant  to 
make  affidavit  "that  he  has  not  directly  or 
indirectly  made  any  agreement  or  contract* 
in  any  way  or  manner,  with  any  person  what* 
soever,  by  which  the  tiUe  which  he  might 
acquire  h>om  the  government  of  the  United 
States  should  inure  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the 
benefit  of  any  person  exoept  himaell,"  and 
also  provide  that  "if  any  person  taking  such 
oath  swears  falsely  in  the  premises,  he  shall 
forfeit  the  mon^  which  he  may  have  paid 
for  such  land,  and  all  right  and  title  to  the 
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u"  It  wtM  thU  Btatnle  ifhieh  the  land  de- 
pirtment  found  the  applicant  had  violatqd, 
In  that  he  waa  seeking  to  enter  a  portion  of 
the  land,  not  solely  for  his  own  benefit,  but 
also  in  partfor  the  benefit  of  others.  It  would 
be  a  gross  perversion  of  the  spirit  of  this 
statute  to  permit  a  party  who  has  made  a 
single  application  to  enter  a  tract  of  land  to 
ignore  its  unity  after  it  has  been  proved  that 
he  has  made  a  contract  in  defiance  of  the 
statute  in  reference  to  half  the  land,  and 
have  it  divided  into  two  separate  and  inde- 
pendent ai^plicfttions,  and  then  his  applica- 
tion sustained  and  his  title  confirmed  as  to 
that  part  of  the  land  in  respect  to  which  he 
had  made  no  contract  Such  a  construction 
would  enable  an  applicant  without  any 
risk  to  speculate  on  the  chances  of  escaping 
detection  in  his  effort  to  violate  the  statute 
and  tiiwmrt  the  purposes  of  Congress  in  the 
disposal  of  public  lands. 

No  one  can  read  the  testimony  which  was 
offered  before  the  land  officers  without  per* 
oeiving  that  there  was  sufficient  in  it  to 
Justify  a  finding  that  the  applicant  had  made 
a  eontraet  in  direct  violation  of  the  statu- 
tory provisions.  It  is  true  he  himself  testi- 
fied that  he  was  to  secure  Mr.  White  "on  a 
one-half  interest/'  but  the  contract  itself  was 
§not  produced,  bavins  in  some  way  dis- 
ci appeared,  and  McDonald,  who  was  a  party  to 
*  It '^f  for  it  was  a  joint  contract  between 
White,  the  applicant,  and  McDonald),  testi- 
fied that  Mr.  White,  paying  expenses,  did  so 
under  an  agreement  that  he  was  to  have  half 
of  the  land.  We  do  not  stop  to  inquire 
whether  an  agreement  to  give  a  mortgage 
for  money  advanced  comes  within  the  letter 
or  spirit  of  the  statute,  for  there  was  enough 
in  the  testimony  to  justify  the  conclusion  of 
the  department  that  it  was  a  contract  to 
divide  the  land  when  obtained,  and  it  is  not 
the  province  of  the  courts  to  review  such 
finding  of  fact. 

These  are  the  only  questions  which  we 
deem  of  importance,  and,  finding  no  error  in 
the  record,  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Minnewta  U  affirmed. 
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tAM  for  eolUeion — rulea  of  navigation — 
rule$  in  force  on  Mississippi  heloto  Vew 
Orleans — vessels  meeting  end  on  or  nearly 
so— mistake  in  turning  to  starboard^^faH- 
ure  to  stop  and  reverse — faulty  oonstruo' 
tion  of  vessel — running  short»handed  and 
without  lookout  evidence  of  value — in- 
terest  on  valuation^-^division  of  damages — 
halanoe  to  vessel  totally  lost — deduction 
for  damages  to  intervening  <daimants — 
Um  for  loss  of  Ufa. 

1.  The  navigation  of  the  MtsslMlppI  below 
New  Orleans  was  sabject  in  January,  1897, 
to  the  original  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  18G4,  reproduced  in  U.  8. 
Bev.  Btet  I  4288. 

%  The  supervising  Inspectors'  rules  applicable 
to  the  MlMiMlppl  below  New  Orleans  are 
Choee  for  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Inland  wa- 


ters, notwithstanding  the  title  thereof  ex- 
cepts "rivers  emptying  into  the  Qnlf  of  Mex- 
ico,'* since  rule  9  of  those  pilot  rules  and  rule 
14  of  tbe  pilot  rules  for  western  rivers  both 
contain  a  clause  stating  that  *'the  line  divid- 
ing Jurisdiction  between  the  pilot  rules  on 
western  rivers  and  harbors,  rivers,  and  Inland 
waters  at  New  Orleans  shall  be  the  lower 
limits  of  the  city/'  and  it  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  river  below  that  pomt  was  intended 
to  be  exempt  altogether  from  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  supervising  inspectors. 
8.  A  vessel  coming  up  a  river  at  a  speed  of 
about  9  miles  an  hour  and  from  200  to  600 
feet  from  the  east  bank,  which  sees  directly 
ahead  and  about  half  a  mile  away  the  white 
and  colored  lights  of  a  descending  steamer, 
cannot  be  Justified  for  violating  rule  18  by 
putting  the  wheel  to  starboard  and  signal- 
ing an  Intent  to  paas  starboard  to  starboard, 
by  reason  of  her  own  proximity  to  the  east 
bank  and  a  cluster  of  white  lights  belonging 
to  a  tug  and  two  luggers  Inside  of  the  ap- 
proaching vessel,  and  in  fact  moored  to  the 
east  bank,  on  the  theory  that  this  was  a  spe- 
cial circumstance  within  the  meaning  of  rule 
24,  rendering  a  departure  from  rule  18  neces- 
sary to  avoid  immediate  danger,  since,  if 
there  was  any  danger  at  all.  It  was  not  an 
immediate  one  or  one  which  could  not  have 
been  provided  against  by  easing  her  engine 
and  slackening  her  speed. 

4.  A  vessel  cannot  be  excused  from  stopping 
and  reversing  when  required  by  the  rules  of 
navigation,  merely  because  her  own  construc- 
tion is  so  faulty  that  she  cannot  stop  In  time 
to  prevent  collision. 

5.  The  fact  that  a  vessel  was  short-handed 
and  running  without  a  proper  lookout,  though 
not  decisive  of  a  fault  contributing  to  a  colli- 
sion, may  be  taken  into  consideration  as  bear- 
ing upon  the  probabilities  of  the  case  and 
raising  a  presumption  against  her. 

6.  A  steamer  which  falls  to  stop  and  reverse 
when  meeting  another  steamer  end  on  or  near- 
ly so,  which  commits  the  fault  of  starboard- 
ing. Is  guilty  of  a  contributory  fault  for  fall- 
ing to  observe  rule  21,  which  requires  her  to 
stop  when  risk  of  collision  Is  involved,  as 
well  as  the  8d  rule  of  the  supervising  in- 
spectors to  the  same  effect. 

7.  The  fact  that  the  owner  of  a  vessel  had  at 
the  time  of  a  collision  concluded  a  sale  of  one 
half  the  vessel  for  a  certain  sum  Is  better  evi- 
dence of  her  actual  value  than  the  conflict- 
ing opinions  of  experts. 

8.  The  allowance  of  Interest  In  admiralty  case* 
Is  discretionary,  and  not  reviewable  on  appeal 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
except  In  a  very  clear  case. 

9.  The  amount  awarded  to  the  owner  of  a  ves- 
sel which  was  totally  lost  In  a  collision,  when 
both  vessels  were  In  fault  and  proceedings 
had  been  taken  by  the  owners  of  both  for 
limitation  of  liability,  is  subject  to  a  deduc- 
tion of  one  half  of  the  amount  payable  for  the 
loss  of  the  life  of  passengers  In  the  collision, 
although  no  recovery  could  have  been  had  on 
libels  filed  against  such  owner  because  of  the 
total  loss  of  his  vessel  and  her  freight  and  the 
extinguishment  of  his  personal  liability. 

10.  A  lien  or  privilege  upon  a  vessel  for  the 
loss  of  life  of  a  passenger  is  not  created  by 
La.  Civ.  Code,  art.  8237,  subd.  12,  providing 
a  privilege  for  loss  or  damage  caused  to  per- 
son or  property  by  negligent  management  of 
the  vessel,  as  this  was  not  intended  to  apply 
to  actions  for  damages  resulting  In  death. 

11.  Valid  claims  may  t>e  asserted  under  a  lim- 
ited-liability act  for  damages  on  account  of 
the  loss  of  life  of  passengers  la  a  colllslout  al- 
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thoogh  thete  may  be  no  Hen  or  privilege  npon 
the  veseel  gtren  therefor  by  local  law. 

[Nos.  189,  272.] 

Argued  January  SI,  1900.    Deoided  April 
9, 1900. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fifth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  reversing 
a  decree  of  the  District  Court  in  case  of  a 
collision  between  the  Argo,  owned  by  Oscar 
M.  Springer^  and  the  Albert  Dumois,  owned 
by  Anders  Jakobsen,  in  which  Marie  B. 
Bourgeois  de  Blesine  and  Genevieve  Kep- 
linger  Hester  claimed  damages  for  the  death 
of  passengers  on  the  Argo.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  69  U.  S.  App.  108, 
9uh  nom.  Jakohaen  v.  Springer,  87  Fed.  Rep. 
948,  31  C.  C.  A.  315. 

S   ^statement  bv  Mr.  Justice  Browat 

*  TThis  was  a  libel  in  admiralty  filed  by  Os- 
car M.  Springer,  owner  of  the  steamer  Argo, 
a  small  vessel  of  48  tons  burthen,  against 
the  steamship  Albert  Dumois,  to  recover 
damages  sustained  by  a  collision  between 
these  two  vessels  in  the  early  morning  of 
January  28,  1897,  in  the  Mississippi  river, 
about  80  miles  below  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans. An  intervening  libel  was  also  filed 
against  the  Dumois  by  the  crew  of  the  Arso, 
to  recover  the  value  of  tUeir  clothing  lost  uy 
the  collision. 

Upon  the  seizure  of  the  Dumois,  one  An- 
ders Jakobsen,  of  Christiana,  Norway,  ap- 
peared as  claimant  and  owner,  and  on  Febru- 
ary 3,  1897,  filed  a  petition  for  a  limitation 
of  liability,  in  which  he  also  denied  any  neg- 
ligence on  behalf  of  the  Dumois.  Upon  the 
same  day,  Marie  B.  Bourgeois  de  Blesine, 
mother  of  Faure  de  Blesine,  a  passenger  on 
board  the  Argo,  filed  a  libel  in  personam 
against  Jakobsen,  claiming  damages  for  the 
death  of  her  son  through  the  negligence  of 
the  Dumois.  Her  suit  was  thereupon  con- 
solidated with  that  of  Sprin^r,  ana  treated 
as  a  petition  against  the  stipulation  given 
for  the  release  of  the  steamer  under  the  pro- 
ceedings for  a  limitation  of  liability.  Upon 
the  appraisement  of  the  Albert  Dumois  at 
the  sum  of  $30,000,  and  pending  freight  at 
the  sum  of  $1,333.75,  and  the  filing  of  a  stip- 
ulation to  pay  these  sums  into  court,  an  or- 
der was  issued  enjoining  further  proceedings 
a^inst  the  steamship  and  her  owner,  and 
directing  all  persons  claiming  damages  by 
reason  of  the  collision  to  appear  before  a 
oonunissioner  and  make  proof  thereof. 

On  May  5,  1897,  Genevieve  Keplinger  Hes- 
ter, widow  of  Harrison  P.  Hester,  a  passen- 
ger on  the  Argo,  and  natural  tutrix  of  his 
M  minor  child,  filed  an  intervening  petition  un- 
Sjder  the  limited  liability  proceedings,  daim- 

*  ing  damages  for  the  death  of  her Ausband, 
and  alleging  that  the  same  was  caused  sole- 
ly through  the  fault  of  the  Dumois. 

Thereafter,  on  December  16,  1897,  Spring- 
er, as  the  owner  of  the  Argo,  filed  a  surren- 
der of  Ids  vessel  and  pending  charter  money 
to   the    intervening  claimants  against    the 


Dumois,  and  prayed  for  relief  under  the  lim- 
ited liability  act 

The  case  of  the  Argo  as  set  forth  in  her  li- 
bel and  answer  to  the  petition  of  the  owner 
of  the  Dumois  for  a  limitation  of  liabilitr 
was  this:  On  January  27, 1897,  at  7  o'clock 
in  the  evening,  the  Argo  started  from  the  port 
of  New  Orleans  on  a  Mp  to  the  jetties  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Mississippi  river.  Upon  the 
following  morning,  about  12.40  A.  ii.,  while 
proceeding  down  the  middle  of  the  river,  at 
or  near  Ovster  Bayou,  the  master  noticed  the 
white  and  red  lights  of  a  steamer  coming  up 
stream  about  500  feet  from  the  east  bank, 
and  immediately  gave  a  signal  of  one  blast 
of  his  whistle,  signifying  that  he  would  turn 
to  starboard  and  pass  on  the  port  side  of  the 
approaching  steamer,  to  which  the  latter  re- 
sponded with  two  blasts  of  her  whistle,  and 
began  crossing  the  river,  shutting  out  her 
red  and  showing  her  green  light  Thereupon 
the  Argo  promptly  responded  with  one  blast 
of  her  whistle,  still  claiming  her  ri^t  to 
pass  on  the  port  side  of  the  approaching 
steamer,  and  put  her  helm  hard-a-port  to 
clear  the  Dumois,  as  she  had  the  right  to  do, 
and  as  in  the  judgment  of  her  master  it 
was  best  for  her  to  do.  Whereupon  the  Du- 
mois continued  her  course  cMntMis  the  river 
and  blew  a  danger  signal  of  three  blasts  of 
her  whistle,  but  too  late  to  avoid  a  ccrilision, 
the  Argo  striking  the  Dumois  while  she  was 
crossing  the  Argo's  bow  about  8  feet  abaft 
her  stem,  causing  the  Argo  to  fill  with  wa- 
ter and  sink  about  four  minutes  thereafter, 
whereby  she  was  totally  lost  and  two  of  her 
passengers  were  drowned. 

The  case  of  the  Dumois  was  that»  while 
proceeding  up  the  Mississippi  river  about 
half-past  twelve  at  night,  on  a  voyage  from 
Port  Limon,  Costa  Rica,  to  New  Orleans, 
with  her  full  complement  of  ofiloers  and  sea- 
men, she  had  reached  a  point  In  the  Missis- 
sippi river,  about  80  miles  below  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  and  was  proceeding  up  the* 
river  as  close  to  the  east  bank  as  it  was  safeii 
for  her  to  do,  at  a  moderate  speed  of  about  ^* 
miles  an  hour,  when  her  watch  discovered 
the  lights  of  a  steamer  coming  down  the  riv- 
er close  to  the  east  bank,  nearly  "head  and 
head,"  but  somewhat  upon  the  starboard  bow 
of  the  Dumois;  that  the  Dumois,  before  any 
signal  was  given  by  the  approaching  steam- 
er, gave  two  clear  and  distinct  blasts  of  her 
steam  whistle,  indicating  that  she  desired  to 
pass  the  Argo  to  the  left,  starboard  to  star- 
board, and  at  the  same  time  her  wheel  was 
put  to  starboard.  In  answer,  the  Argo 
wrongfully  responded  to  this  signal  with  one 
blast  of  her  whistle.  Thereupon  the  pilot  of 
the  Dumois,  fearing  that  the  Arso  had  mis- 
understood his  signal,  immediately  repeated 
it,  and  at  once  caused  three  or  more  short 
blasts  of  her  whistle  to  be  given  in  quick 
succession,  to  indicate  danger,  and  at  the 
same  time  stopped  and  backed  her  engines; 
but  the  Argo  neglected  to  stop  and  back,  and 
kept  her  course  and  speed  until  her  pilot  saw 
the  green  or  starboard  light  of  the  Dumois, 
when  he  attempted  to  pass  her  bv  putting 
his  wheel  hard-a-port,  which  brought  the  Ar- 
go in  collision  with  the  steamship,  strildnc 
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her  at  riffht  angles  on  the  starboard  side, 
about  10  feet  abaft  the  stem,  from  which  col- 
lision the  Argo  sanlc  and  became  a  total  loss. 
Upon  a  hearing  upon  pleadings  and  proofs 
the  district  court  announced  in  an  oral  opin- 
ion its  conclusion  that  the  collision  was 
caused  solely  by  the  fault  of  the  Dumois,  and 
awarded  the  libellant  Sprinffer  $11,000  for 
the  loss  of  the  Argo;  to  Mrs.  Hester,  $5,000; 
to  Mrs.  de  Blesine,  $2,500,  and  to  the  crew 
of  the  Argo  the  respective  sxmis  claimed  by 
them. 

From  this  decree  the  owner  of  the  Dumois 
appealed  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  as- 
signing in  substance  as  error  that  the  colli- 
sion was  caused  through  the  sole  fault  of  the 
Argo,  and  that  the  amount  awarded  was  ex- 
cessive. An  appeal  was  also  taken  by 
Springer,  claiming  that  the  amount  awarded 
him  as  the  value  of  the  Argo  was  too  small ; 
but  no  appeal  was  taken  by  the  intervening 
libellants. 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals  reversed  the 
decree  of  the  district  court,  holding  that 
both  vessels  were  in  fault  for  the  collision, 
and  that  as  between  the  owners  of  the  steam- 
ships the  damages  should  be  divided.  It 
2  further  increased  the  allowance  of  damages 
Sto  Springer  to  $15,000,  and  assessed  those 
*  sustained*  by  the  Dumois  at  $185.  It  was 
further  decreed  that  Springer  recover  $7,- 
600  of  the  Dumois  and  her  bondsmen,  subject 
to  a  credit  of  one  half  of  the  damages  of  the 
Dumois,  and  one  half  of  the  amounts  decreed 
in  favor  of  Mrs.  Hester  and  Mrs.  de  Blesine, 
leaving  a  balance  due  upon  this  decree  in  fa- 
vor of  Springer  of  $3,657.60,  for  which  he 
was  awarded  execution.  69  U.  6.  App.  108, 
9ub  nom.  Jakohsen  v.  Bpringer,  87  Fed.  Rep. 
948,  31  C.  G.  A.  315.  Both  parties  filed  pe- 
titions for  rehearing,  which  were  denied. 

Whereupon  both  parties  applied  for  and 
were  granted  writs  of  certiorari  from  tiiis 
court. 

MestTB,  Biobard  Do  Gray  and  Timotby 
S.  Tarsney  for  Springer. 

Mea9r$.  WlUiemiifl  Mynderse,  /.  D. 
Route,  WiUiam  Orant,  John  S,  Blair,  and 
John  W,  Warner  for  Jakobsen. 

Mesere.  Ocorge  Den^gre,  J.  P.  Blair,  and 
Walter  D,  Denigre  for  Mrs.  Hester. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  collision  occurred  in  January,  1897, 
in  the  Mississippi  river,  about  80  miles  be- 
low New  Orleans,  and  the  steamers  in  their 
sisals  and  manoeuvers  were  governed  by  the 
original  rules  and  regulations  of  the  act  of 
1804,  reproduced  in  Rev.  Stat  S  4233.  A 
brief  review  of  the  numerous  acts  subsequent 
thereto  upon  the  same  subject  will  show  that 
the  act  of  1804  continued  in  force  upon  the 
Mississippi  river  at  the  time  of  this  collision. 

I.  The  original  act,  now  known  as  Rev. 
Stat.  S  4233,  was  adopted  from  the  British 
Orders  in  Council  of  1863,  was  made  of  gen- 
eral application  "in  the  navigation  of  ves- 
sels of  tiie  na^'y  and  of  the  mercantile  marine 
of  the  United  States,"  and  was  supplement- 
ed by  S§  4412  and  4413,  giving  the  board  of 


supervising  inspectors  power  to  "establish:! 
such  reflations  to  bii^observed  by  all  steam  * 
vessels  m  passing  each  other  as  they  shall 
from  time  to  time  deem  necessary  for  safe- 
ty." 

This  Code  remained  in  force  substantial- 
ly unaffected  by  legislation  until  March  3, 
1885,  when  the  "Revised  International  Regu- 
lations for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea"  were 
adopted  by  act  of  Congress  (23  Stat,  at  L. 
438,  chap.  354),  and  made  applicable  to  "the 
navigation  of  all  public  ana  private  vessels 
of  the  United  States  upon  the  high  eeaa  and 
in  all  ooasi  waiere  of  the  United  States,  <»► 
oepi  such  as  are  otherwise  provided  for."  By 
section  2  all  laws  inconsistent  with  these 
rules  were  repealed,  **ewoept  as  to  the  navi- 
gation of  such  vessels  within  the  harbore, 
Jakes,  and  inland  toaiers  of  the  United 
States."  As  to  such  waters,  the  originiU 
Code  of  1864  remained  in  force,  explained 
and  supplemented  by  the  rules  of  the  super- 
vising inspectors.  The  Delaware,  161  U.  S. 
459,  463,  40  L.  ed.  771,  772,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
516;  The  Neu>  York,  176  U.  S.  187,  193,  20 
Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  67,  69,  44  L.  ed.  -^. 

On  August  18,  1890,  Congress  adopted  a 
new  Code  "to  be  followed  by  all  public  and 
private  vessels  of  the  United  States  upon  the 
high  9eoe  and  in  all  waters  connectea  there- 
with, navigable  by  seagoing  vessels"  (26 
Stat  at  L.  320,  chap.  802),  article  30  of 
which  declared  that  ''nothing  in  these  rules 
shall  interfere  with  the  operation  of  a  spe- 
cial rule  duly  made  by  local  authority,  reW 
tive  to  the  navigation  of  any  ^r5or,  river, 
or  inland  waters"  The  2d  section  repealed 
all  inconsistent  laws,  and  the  Sd  section  pro- 
vided that  the  act  should  take  effect  at  a 
time  to  be  fixed  by  the  President  by  procla- 
mation issued  for  that  purpose.  This  act 
was  amended  by  act  of  May  28,  1894  (28 
Stat  at  L.  82,  chap.  83),  providing  certain 
lights  for  small  vessels.  By  another  act  of 
June  10,  1890  (29  SUt  at  L.  381,  chap. 
401 ) ,  amending  the  law  with  regard  to  sig- 
nals, it  was  declared  in  the  2d  section  that 
the  original  act  as  amended  should  "take  ef- 
fect at  a  subsequent  time  to  be  fixed  by  the 
President  by  proclamation,"  although  an- 
other act  approved  February  23,  1896  (28 
Stat,  at  L.  680,  chap.  127),  had  already  pro- 
vided that  it  shoula  take  effect  at  a  time  to 
be  fixed  by  the  President  The  President  at 
first  declared  that  the  act  should  take  effect 
March  1,  1895  (28  Stat  at  L.  1250),  which • 
date  was  subsequently  postponed  by  another  ei 
proclamation  (28  Stat  at  L.  1259).*  By* 
still  another  proclamation  of  December  81, 
1896  (29  Stat  at  h,  1885),  it  was  declared 
that  the  act  of  August  19,  1890,  as  subse- 
quently amended,  should  take  effect  July  1^ 
1897. 

Meantime,  however,  and  on  February  8» 
1895  (28  Stat  at  L.  645,  chap.  64),  Congress 
passed  another  Code  to  be  "followed  in  the 
navigation  of  all  public  and  private  vessels 
of  the  United  States,  upon  the  Oreai  Lakea 
and  their  oonneoting  and  tributary  waters, 
as  far  east  as  Montreal,"  to  take  effect  March 
1,  1895.  This  act  repealed  the  act  of  1864 
so  far  as  it  applied  to  the  Great  Lakes  and 
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their  connecting  waters.  All  tJliis  legislation, 
however,  left  the  harbors,  rivers,  and  other 
inland  waters  of  the  United  States  unaffect- 
ed either  by  the  acts  of  1886,  1890,  or  1895; 
and  to  make  the  intention  of  Congress  more 
certain  in  this  particular,  on  February  19, 
1895  (28  Stat,  at  L.  672,  chap.  102),  Con- 
gress enacted  that  the  original  provisions  of 
IS  4233,  4412,  and  4413  of  the  Revised  SUt- 
utes,  and  regulations  of  the  supervising  in- 
spectors pursuant  thereto,  shall  be  followed 
on  the  harhor$,  riven,  and  inland  toatert  of 
the  Unit^  States,  and  the  provisions  of 
said  sections  were  declared  special  rules  dulv 
made  by  local  authority  relative  to  the  navi- 
gation of  such  waters,  as  provided  for  in  ar- 
ticle 30  of  the  act  of  Au^st  19,  1890,  above 
quoted.  Section  4  provided  that  the  words 
^inland  waters"  should  not  be  held  to  in- 
clude the  Great  Lakes  and  their  connecting 
and  tributary  waters  as  far  east  as  Mon- 
treal, and  that  the  act  should  not,  in  any  re- 
spect, affect  the  act  of  February  8,  1895. 

Finally,  on  June  7,  1897  (30  Stat  at  L. 
96,  chap.  4 ) ,  Congress  adopted  a  set  of  regu- 
lations to  bo  "followed  by  all  vessels  navigat- 
ing all  harborSt  rivera,  and  inland  toatera  of 
the  United  States,  except  the  Great  Lakes 
and  their  connecting  and  tributarv  waters, 
as  far  east  as  Montreal  and  the  Red  River 
of  the  north  and  rivers  emptying  into  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  their  tributaries."  This 
act,  as  well  as  that  of  August  19, 1890,  adopt- 
ing regulations  for  preventing  collisions  at 
sea,  was  amended  February  19,  1900,  so  far 
as  it  related  to  lights  on  steam  pilot  ves- 
sels; but  as  this  act  of  1897  was  approved 
June  7,  to  take  effect  four  months  thereafter, 
^  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  to  what  waters 
f  it  is  applicable.  It  certainly  has  no  bearing 
upon  this  collision.*  which  took  place  Janu- 
ary 28,  1897,  and  is  cited  merely  as  a  part 
of  the  histot7  of  Congressional  action  upon 
the  general  subject. 

The  effect  of  all  this  legislation  was  at  the 
time  of  the  collision,  and  perhaps  is  still,  to 
leave  the  rivers  emptying  into  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
original  act»  Rev.  Stat  S  4233. 

2.  If  the  legislation  of  Congress  in  this 
connection  be  somewhat  complicated,  the  re- 
sult is  at  least  clear  that  the  navigation  of 
the  Mississippi  was  subject  to  the  original 
rules  and  regulations  of  Revised  Statutes, 
I  4233;  but  Uie  rules  of  the  supervising  in- 
spectors, supplementary  thereto,  are  ambigu- 
ous, and  in  one  respect  quite  difficult  of  in- 
terpretation. There  are  three  sets  of  these 
rules:  1.  Pilot  rules  for  Atlantic  and  Pa- 
dfio  inland  waters;  2.  pilot  rules  for  west- 
em  rivers;  3.  pilot  rules  for  the  Great 
jLakes  and  their  connecting  tributary  waters 
as  far  east  as  Montreal.  The  third  may  be 
left  out  of  consideration  in  this  case. 

The  pilot  rules  for  western  rivers  are  enti- 
tled, "Rules  and  Regulations  for  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Pilots  of  Steamers  Navigating 
the  Red  River  of  theNorth  and  Rivers  Whose 
Waters  Flow  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and 
their  Tributaries."  There  can  be  no  doubt 
whatever  that  these  rules  apply  to  the  Mis- 
sissippi and  its  tributaries,  ana  there  could 


be  no  doubt  that  it  applied  to  the  river  be* 
low  New  Orleans,  were  it  not  for  rule  14» 
which  declares  that  "the  line  dividing  juris- 
diction between  the  pilot  rules  on  western  riv- 
ers and  harbors,  rivers,  and  inland  waters  at 
New  Orleans,  shall  be  the  lower  limits  of  the 
cityy  This  should  evidently  be  construed 
as  if  it  read:  "The  line  dividing  jurisdio- 
tion  between  the  pilot  rules  on  western  rivers 
and  the  pilot  rules  on  harbors,  rivers,  and 
inland  waters  at  New  Orleans  shall  be  the 
lower  limits  of  the  city."  This  excludes  the 
Mississippi  below  New  Orleans,  and  indi* 
cates  that  some  other  rules  are  applicable. 

But  on  referring  to  the  pilot  rules  for  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  coast  inland  waters,  we 
find  them  entitled,  "Rules  and  Regulations 
for  the  Government  of  Pilots  of  Steamers 
Navigating  ffarbarB,  Rivera^  and  Inland 
Waters  (except  the  Great  Lakes,  the  Redae 
River  of  the  North,  and  Rivers  Emptying  ti»-J( 
to  the  Oulf  of*Mexico  and  their  Tributaries),* 
when  Meeting  or  Approaching  Each  Other, 
Whether  by  Day  or  Night,  and  as  Soon  as 
Fully  Within  Sound  of  the  Steam  Whistle.** 
Rule  9  of  these  pilot  rules  contains  the  same 
provisions  ss  rule  14  of  the  pilot  rules  for 
western  rivers,  namely,  that  the  line  divid- 
ing jurisdif.'tion  between  pilot  rules  on  west- 
ern rivers  and  harbors  and  inland  waters  at 
New  Orleans  shall  be  the  lower  limits  of  the 
city.  There  could  be  no  doubt  whatever  that 
the  intention  was  to  divide  the  jurisdiction 
as  to  the  Mississippi  river  between  the  rules 
applicable  to  western  rivers  and  the  rules  for 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  coast  inland  waters,, 
were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  in  the  entitling 
of  these  latter  rules  rivers  emptying  into  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  are  excepted.  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  these  words  were  intended  as  a 
general  exception  of  the  waters  covered  by 
the  pilot  rules  for  western  rivers,  and  that 
the}'  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  Missis- 
sippi below  New  Orleans,  in  view  of  the  pi-o- 
vision  of  both  sets  of  rules  that  the  pilot 
rules  for  western  rivers  should  cease  to  be 
applicable  at  the  lower  limits  of  that  city. 
As  New  Orleans  is  practically  the  head  of 
navigation  for  foreign  trade,  it  was  perfect- 
ly reasonable  that  the  supervising  inspectors 
should  apply  to  the  lower  Mississippi  th» 
rules  ana  regulations  adopted  for  the  har- 
bors, rivers,  and  inland  ^'aters  navigated  by 
vessels  engaged  in  foreign  trade,  while  they^ 
still  left  Uie  regulations  provided  for  west- 
em  rivers  to  remain  applicable  to  the  Missis- 
sippi above  New  Orleans,  where  the  com- 
merce is  almost  altogether  domestic  in  its 
character.  The  only  alternative  of  thia 
proposition  is  to  hold  that  the  supervising 
inspectors  intended  to  exempt  from  their  ja- 
risdiction  altogether  the  waters  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi below  New  Orleans,  some  150  mile» 
in  length, — a  supposition  so  improbable  that 
it  must  be  rejected  at  once.  We  hold,  there- 
fore, that  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  coast  rulea 
apply  to  these  waters. 

Such  being  the  rules  and  regulations  ap- 
plicable to  this  case,  we  are  remitted  to  th# 
inquiry  how  far  they  were  obeyed  and  how 
far  disregarded  by  the  vessels  concerned  ia 
this  collision.    The    night    was    clear  and 
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■tarlight,  the  river  Bubstantlallr  ttniiglit  at 
thk  point,  and  about  half  a  mile  wide,  with 
9  no  ooetruction  or  other  special  eircumstan- 
ci  eee,  under  rule  24,  rendering  a  departure 
*  from  the  general  rules  necessary  in  order  to 
avoid  immediate  danger.  In  short,  the  con- 
ditions were  all  favorable  to  safety,  and  the 
collision  could  not  have  occurred  without 
^regions  fault  on  the  part  of  one  or  both 
vessels.  In  endeavoring  to  locate  this  fault 
we  are  at  liberty  to  consider  the  movements 
of  each  vessel  from  its  own  standpoint,  and, 
without  attempting  to  reconcile  the  conflict- 
ing statements  of  the  two  crews  or  to  settle 
disputed  questions  of  fact,  to  inquire  upon 
the  ^howin^  made  by  each  whether  that  ves- 
sel was  guilty  of  fault  contributing  to  the 
collision. 

3.  As  to  the  Albert  Dumois;  She  was  a 
Norwegian  vessel.  210  feet  long,  drawing  17 
feet  of  water,  and  was  bound  up  the  river  to 
New  Orleans.  While  proceeding  up  the  east 
side  of  the  river  at  a  speed  of  iS>out  9  miles 
an  hour,  and  from  250  to  500  feet  from  the 
east  bank,  she  made  directly  ahead,  and  at  a 
probable  distance  of  about  half  a  mile,  the 
white  and  colored  lights  of  the  Argo  coming 
down  the  river.  Her  theory  of  the  case  was, 
and  the  entire  testimony  of  her  watch 
showed,  that  the  Argo  was  approaching  her 
"end  on,  or  nearly  end  on,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  rule  18,  which  declares  that  "if  two 
vessels  under  steam  are  meeting  end  on,  or 
nearly  end  on,  so  as  to  involve  risk  of  col- 
lision, the  helms  of  both  shall  be  put  to  port, 
so  that  each  may  pass  on  the  port  side  of  the 
other.'*  Notwithstanding  tnis,  however, 
the  wheel  of  the  Dumois  was  put  to  star- 
board, and  a  si^al  of  two  whistles  blown  to 
the  Argo,  manifesting  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  Dunims  to  sheer  out  into  the  riv- 
er and  pass  the  Argo  starboard  to  starboard. 
Her  excuse  for  doing  this  was  her  own  prox- 
imity to  the  east  bank  and  a  cluster  of  white 
lights  belonging  to  a  tug  and  two  luggers  in- 
side of  the  Argo,  and  in  fact  moor^  to  the 
east  bank  of  the  river. 

We  canTiot,  however,  accept  this  as  a  "spe- 
cial circumstance"  within  the  meaning  of 
rule  24  rendering  a  departure  from  rule  18 
necessary  "to  avoid  immediate  danger," 
since  if  there  were  any  danger  at  all  it  was 
not  an  immediate  one,  or  one  whidi  could  not 
have  been  provided  against  by  easing  the 
engines  of  the  Dumois  and  slackening  her 
speed.  Exceptions  to  the  general  rules  of 
navigation  are  admitted  with  reluctance  on 
the  part  of  the  coifrts,  and  only  when  an  ad- 
herence to  such  rules  must  almost  neces- 
Osarily  result  in  a  collision — such,  for  in- 
n  stance,  as  a  manifestly  wrong  manceuver  on 
*  the  part  of  an  approaching  vessel.  Belden  r, 
OhoBO,  150  U.  S.  674,  699,  37  L.  ed.  1218,1227, 
II  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  264;  The  Britannia,  153  U. 
B.  130,  9uh  nom.  The  Britannia,  v.  Oleugh,  38 
L.  ed.  660,  14  Sup.  Ct,  Rep.  795;  The  Test, 
5  Notes  of  Cases,  276 ;  The  Superior,  6  Notes 
of  Oases,  607 ;  The  Khedive,  L.  R.  5  App. 
Cat.  876;  The  Benaree,  L.  R.  9  Prob.  Div. 
16;  Marsden,  Collisions,  480.  As  was  said 
la  The  John  Buddie,  5  Notes  of  Cases,  387: 
''All  mica  are  framed  f6r  the  benefit  of  ships 


navigating  the  seas,  and,  no  doubt,  circum- 
stances will  arise  in  which  it  would  be  per* 
feet  folly  to  attempt  to  carry  into  execution 
every  rule,  howsoever  wisely  framed.  It  is» 
at  the  same  time,  of  the  sreateai  possible  im- 
portance to  adhere  as  closely  as  possible  to 
established  rules,  and  never  to  allow  a  devi- 
ation from  them  unless  the  circumstances 
which  are  alleged  to  have  rendered  such  a 
deviation  necessary  are  most  distinctly  ap- 
proved and  established;  otherwise,  vessels 
would  always  be  in  doubt  and  doing  wrong.** 

The  case  of  The  Concordia,  L.  R.  1  Adm. 
ft  Ecd.  93,  resembles  much  the  instant  case 
in  this  particular.  That  was  a  collision  be- 
tween two  steam  vessels  meeting  nearly  end 
on  in  the  river  Thames.  Defendants  al- 
leged that  the  helm  of  their  vessel  was 
put  to  starboard  to  avoid  a  barge.  It  was 
held  that  the  burden  of  proof  that  a  depart- 
ure from  the  rule,  whicn  required  both  steam- 
ers to  port,  was  necessary  in  order  to  avoid 
immediate  danger,  rested  upon  the  defend- 
ants, and  that,  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  evi- 
dence  to  show  what  became  of  the  bar^e,  the 
defendants  had  failed  in  their  proof,  and 
were  therefore  in  fault  for  the  collision,  the 
result  of  not  porting  their  helm.  See  also 
The  Agra,  L.  R.  1  P.  C.  501. 

Manifestly  the  Argo  had  a  right  to  rely 
upon  the  Dumois  pursuing  the  usual  course 
of  putting  her  helm  to  port,  and  her  failure 
to  do  so  was  likely  to  raise  a  doubt  on  the 
part  of  the  Argo  as  to  her  own  duty,  and  to 
bring  about  the  collision  it  was  designed  to 
avoid.  If,  as  insisted  by  the  crew  of  the  Ar- 
go, the  Dumois  was  nearer  to  the  east  bank 
than  the  descending  steamer,  and  exhibited 
to  the  latter  her  white  and  red  lights  only, 
the  fault  of  the  Dumois  in  starboarding  andg 
crossing  the  course  of  the  Argo  becomes  still  n 
more  manifest.  The  fact  pulrforward  by  the  * 
pilot  of  the  Dumois,  that  the  Argo  seemed 
so  close  to  the  luggers  that  she  appeared  to 
be  one  of  them  (although  contradicted  by 
the  testimony  of  the  libellant  that  the  Argo 
was  in  the  middle  of  the  river)  was  one 
which  undoubtedly  called  for  caution  on  the 
part  of  the  Dumois,  but  it  did  not  involve 
an  immediate  danger  which  justified  a  de- 
parture from  the  general  rule. 

4.  The  ArffO,  a  vessel  of  48  tons  burthen, 
101  feet  in  hsngth^  and  drawing  6  feet  of 
water,  had  been  chartered  by  some  represen- 
tatives of  the  press  to  meet,  at  the  mouth  of 
the  river,  a  congressional  committee  sent  to 
inspect  the  jetties  and  to  report  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  committee.  According  to  her  in- 
spection certificate  the  Argo  should  have  had 
one  pilots  one  engineer,  and  a  crew  of  five 
men,  but  as  they  were  in  ereat  haste  to  get 
away,  Messrs.  Hester,  Lindauer,  and  BlesinCy 
newspaper  correspondenta,  all  of  whom  were 
said  to  be  familiar  with  ^e  management  of 
water  craft,  agreed  to  enroll  themselves  as 
part  of  the  crew,  and  if  necessary  to  lend  a 
hand.  Their  assistance  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  of  any  great  value,  as  they  all 
"turned  in"  immediately  upon  ooming  on 
board.  The  Argo  left  New  Orleans  about  7 
o'clock  in  the  evening,  having  on  board  a 
master,  who  also  servMl  as  pilot,  an  engineer. 


600 


20  SUPREME  COUKT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  Tb»ic» 


a  fireman,  one  deck  hand,  and  a  steward, 
who  alao  served  as  oook,  brides  the  newspa- 

Ser  correspondents.  She  took  her  course 
own  the  river  at  a  speed  of  about  20  miles 
an  hour,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  lights 
of  Dumois  was  either  in  the  middle  of  the 
river  or  between  that  and  the  east  bank. 
There  was  conflict  of  evidence  upon  her  ex- 
act location,  but  in  the  view  we  have  taken  of 
the  case  it  does  not  become  necessary  to  de- 
termine this  with  accuracy.  Her  testimony 
indicates  that  she  made  the  white  and  red 
lights  of  the  Dumois  upon  her  port  bow,  and 
blew  her  a  signal  of  one  whistle;  that  the  Du- 
mois responded  with  a  signal  of  two  whis- 
tles, starboarded  her  helm,  shut  in  her  red 
and  exhibited  her  green  light,  and  took  her 
course  across  the  path  of  the  Argo.  The  Ar- 
go  again  blew  her  a  signal  of  one  whistle,  to 
which  the  Dumois  again  responded  with  two, 
2  followed  it  with  a  danger  signal,  and  the  Ar- 
S  go,  still  maintaining  her  great  speed,  put 
•  her  wheel  hard-a-port,  struck  •the  Dumois 
upon  her  starboard  bow,  and  was  herself  al- 
most immediately  sunk  by  the  force  of  the 
impact. 

The  master  of  the  Argo  excuses  his  fail- 
ure to  stop  and  reverse,  which  it  was  his 
duty  to  do  as  soon  as  he  saw  the  wrong  man- 
OBUver  of  the  Dumois,  by  the  fact  that  the 
starboarding  of  the  Dumois  put  him  in  a 
position  in  which  he  was  obliged  to  decide 
instantly  what  ought  to  be  done;  that,  in 
the  exercise  of  his  best  judgment,  he  deter- 
mined to  put  hiB  helm  hard-a-port,  and  en- 
deavor to  cross  the  bows  of  the  Dumois ;  and 
that,  if  he  made  a  mistake  in  this  particular, 
it  was  an  error  in  extremis,  for  which  the 
Atso  is  not  responsible.  The  argument  is 
undoubtedly  entitled  to  great  weight,  but 
we  think  the  real  error  was  not  committed 
in  extremis.  The  theory  of  the  Argo  is  that 
she  was  coming  down  the  middle  of  the  river, 
and  that  she  made  the  Dumois  on  her  port 
bow,  exhibiting  a  red  light.  She  was  running 
herself  at  20  miles  an  hour,  with  the  added 
force  of  the  current.  The  Dumois  was  run- 
ning against  the  current  at  the  rate  of  0 
miles  an  hour.  That  the  Dumois  must  have 
starboarded  and  shown  her  green  light  some 
time  before  the  Argo  ported  is  evident  from 
the  place  of  the  collision,  which  was  to  the 
westward  of  the  middle  of  the  river,  and,  up- 
on the  theory  of  the  Argo,  was  near  the  west- 
erly bank.  As  the  Dumois  was  within  500 
feet  of  the  easterly  bank  when  she  star- 
boarded,— the  river  at  that  point  being  about 
2,500  feet  wide, — she  must  have  run  under 
her  starboard  helm  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile 
before  reaching  the  point  of  collision.  Now, 
if  tJie  Argo  had  promptly  ported  as  soon  as 
she  heard  the  cross-signal  or  observed  the 
starboarding  of  the  Dumois,  she  would  inev- 
itably have  passed  the  point  of  intersection 
before  the  Dumois  reached  it.  The  fault  of 
the  Argo  was  not  in  the  hard-a-port  order 
when  the  collision  was  inevitable,  but  in  fail- 
ing to  stop  and  reverse  at  once  as  soon  as  she 
noticed  the  starboarding  of  the  Dumois.  The 
testimony  from  the  Dumois  indicates  that 
she  blew  her  first  whistle  and  starboarded  as 
soon  as  the  Argo's  lights  were  seen,  and  that 


if  the  Argo  had  starboarded  and  reversed, 
the  collision  would  not  have  occurred.  The 
truth  seems  to  be  that  the  Areo  did  not  port 
when  giving  her  first  signal,  but  waited  for 
some  time,  and  then  put  her  helm  hard-a*e» 
port,  but  too  late  to  be  of  anv  avaiL  j} 

*The  testimony  indicates  that  the  Argo  is* 
chargeable  with  an  infraction  of  the  3d  rule 
of  the  supervising  inspectors  in  failing  to 
stop  and  reverse  after  receiving  the  cross- 
signals  from  the  Dumois.  This  rule  requires 
that  "if,  when  steamers  are  approaching 
each  other,  the  pilot  of  either  vessel  fails  to 
understand  the  course  or  intention  of  the 
other,  whether  from  signals  being  given  or 
answered  erroneously,  or  from  other  causes^ 
the  pilot  so  in  doubt  shall  immediately  signi* 
fy  the  same  by  giving  several  short  and  re- 
peated blasts  of  the  steam  whistle;  and  if 
the  vessels  shall  have  approached  within 
half  a  mile  of  each  other,  both  shall  be  im- 
mediately slowed  to  a  speed  barely  sufficient 
for  steerage  way  until  the  proper  signals  are 
given,  answered,  and  understood,  or  until  the 
vessels  shall  have  passed  each  other.  Vessels 
approaching  each  other  from  opposite  direc- 
tions are  forbidden  to  use  what  has  become 
technically  known  among  pilots  as  'cross- 
signals,' — ^that  is,  answering  one  whistle  with 
two,  and  two  whistles  with  one.  In  all  cases, 
and  under  all  circumstances,  a  pilot  receiv- 
ing either  of  the  whistle  signals  provided  in 
rules,  which  for  any  reason  he  deems  injudi- 
cious to  comply  with,  instead  of  answering 
with  a  cross-signal,  must  at  once  observe  the 
provisions  of  this  rule." 

The  master  also  sedcs  to  excuse  himself  by 
alleging  that  the  Argo  was  so  constructed 
that  her  headway  could  not  have  been 
stopped  in  time  to  be  of  any  service.  This 
may  be  true,  and  yet  the  Dumois  should  not 
be  held  responsible  for  the  faulty  construc- 
tion of  the  Arso  in  this  particular.  While 
a  steamer  may  be  so  built  as  to  attain  the  ut- 
most possible  speed,  she  ought  also  to  be  pro- 
vided with  such  means  of  stopping  or  chang- 
ing her  course  as  are  commensurate  with 
her  great  speed ;  and  the  very  fact  of  her  be- 
ing BO  fast  and  apparently  uncontrollable  is 
an  additional  reason  for  the  greater  caution 
in  her  navigation.  Her  increase  of  speed 
should  have  been  obtained  with  as  little  in- 
crease of  risk  to  other  vessels  as  was  possi- 
ble, and  if  any  precautions  in  that  direction 
were  neglected,  it  was  a  fault  for  which  she 
alone  ought  to  be  called  upon  to  respond. 
This  court  has  repeatedly  held  the  faulty  and 
even  the  gross  fault  of  one  vessel,  does  not 
absolve  the  other  from  the  use  of  such  pre- 2 
cautions  as  good  judgment  and  accomplished J^ 
seamanship  require.  Th9*Maria  Martin,  12 
Wall.  31,  suh  nom,  Martin  v.  'Northern 
Transp,  Co.  20  L.  ed.  251 ;  The  America,  92 
U.  S.  432^  sub  nom.  The  America  v.  Camdm^ 
d  O.  B.  Transp.  Co.  28  L.  ed.  724;  The  Lu- 
oille,  15  Wall.  679,  suh  nom.  The  Lucille  v. 
Respass,  21  L.  ed.  248;  The  Sunnyside,  01 
U.  S.  208,  suh  nom.  Miner  v.  The  Sunnyside, 
23  L.  ed.  302. 

But  counsel  for  the  Ar^o  also  insists  that» 
as  the  two  vessels,  from  tne  moment  the  Ar- 
go ported  and  the  Dumois  starboarded. 
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upon  eroBsing  oourBes,  the  10th  rule,  which 
declares  that  *'the  .vessel  which  has  the  other 
4m  her  own  starboard  side  shall  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  other/'  applied,  and  that  the 
Dumois  should  have  ported,  and  the  Argo 
was  bound,  under  the  case  of  The  BriianntOj 
153  U.  S.  130,  8ub  nom.  The  Britannia  v. 
Cleugh,  38  L.  ed.  GGO,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  795, 
to  keep  her  course  and  speed.  We  are  re- 
luctant, however,  to  say  that,  where  two  ves- 
aels  are  meeting  end  on,  or  nearly  end  on, 
under  the  18th  rule,  the  faulty  movement  of 
starboarding  by  one  absolves  the  other  from 
the  obligation  of  rule  21,  which  requires  that 
^every  steam  vessel,  when  approaching  an- 
other vessel,  so  as  to  involve  nsk  of  collision, 
shall  slacken  her  speed,  or,  if  necessary,  stop 
and  reverse."  ' 

In  the  case  of  the  Britannia,  the  decision  of 
the  court  that,  of  two  crossing  steamers,  the 
preferred  vessel  should  have  kept  her  course 
and  speed,  was  put  upKm  the  ground  that  the 
course  of  the  Britannia,  the  obligated  vessel, 
was  precisely  what  might  have  been  antici- 
pated, and  did  not  warrant  the  Beaconsfleld, 
the  preferred  vessel,  in  disregarding  the  in- 
junctions of  the  23d  rule,  which  required  her 
to  keep  her  course.  It  was  intimated  that  a 
different  conclusion  might  have  been  reached 
if  it  had  appeared  that  the  Britannia  was 
herself  violating  a  rule  of  navigation.  Now, 
as  it  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  Ar- 
go's  crew  that  they  not  only  heard  the  sig- 
nal of  two  whistles  from  the  Dumois,  but 
saw  her  turn  under  her  starboard  wheel, 
and  exhibit  her  green  light  when  she  should 
have  ported,  they  were  at  once  apprised  of 
the  fact  that  she  was  violating  a  rule  of  nav- 
igation, and  that  prompt  action  was  re- 
quired to  avoid  a  collision. 

The  fact  that  the  Argo  was  short-handed 
and  was  also  running  without  a  proper  look- 
out, though  not  decisive  of  a  fault  contrib- 
uting to  the  collision,  may  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration as  bearing  upon  the  probabilities 
of  the  case,  and  raising  a  presumption 
g  against  her. 

«  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Dumois  was 
primarily  in  fault^for  this  collision,  in  star- 
Doarding  instead  of  porting  when  she  first 
sighted  the  Argo;  and  while  the  case  with 
respect  to  the  Argo  is  by  no  means  free  from 
doubt,  the  majority  of  the  court  are  also  of 
opinion  that  the  Argo  was  in  fault  for  fail- 
ing to  observe  the  2l8t  rule,  which  required 
her  to  stop  when  risk  of  collision  was  in- 
volved, as  well  as  the  3d  rule  of  the  super* 
vising  inspectors  to  the  same  effect. 

5.  There  was  no  error  in  fixing  the  value 
of  the  Argo  at  the  sum  of  $15,000,  an  in- 
crease of  $4,000  over  the  amount  fixed  by 
the  district  court.  The  evidence  of  her  build- 
ers was  that  she  originally  cost  $18,000,  and 
that,  if  she  had  been  kept  in  good  repair, 
she  would  have  been  worth  two  thirds  of  that 
amount  at  the  time  of  the  collision.  There 
was  also  testimony  to  the  effect  that  her  own- 
er had,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  con- 
cluded a  sale  of  one  half  the  Argo  for  $7,- 
600,  and  that  it  was  to  have  been  delivered 
and  the  money  paid  for  this  moiety  on  the 
day  following  that  upon  which  she  was  lost, 


and  upon  her  retnm  to  the  diy.  This  is  bet- 
ter evidence  of  her  actual  value  than  the  con- 
flicting opinions  of  experts  more  or  less 
friendnr  to  the  owner,  who  put  her  value  at 
from  $8,500  to  $30,000.  As  the  district 
court  and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
agreed  that  her  value  did  not  exceed  $15,000, 
we  should  be  unwilling  to  increase  that 
amount  unless  upon  dear  proof  of  inadver- 
tence or  mistake. 

There  was  no  error  in  refusing  to  allow  in- 
terest upon  her  valuation.  The  allowance 
of  interest  in  admiralty  cases  is  discretion- 
ary, and  not  reviewable  in  this  court  except 
in  a  very  clear  case.  The  Scotland,  118  tJ. 
8.  507,  518,  eub  nom.  Dyer  v.  JUationdl  Steam 
Nao.  Co.  30  li.  ed.  153,  155,  6  Sup.  Gt.  Rep. 
1174. 

6.  In  the  assessment  of  damages  an  im- 
portant question  arose  as  to  idiether  a  moie- 
ty of  the  amoimts  awarded  to  Mrs.  Blesine 
and  Mrs.  Hester  should  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  recoverable  by  the  owners  of  the 
Argo.  The  libel  of  Mrs.  Blesine  was  filed 
against  Jakobsen  as  owner  of  the  Dumois, 
and  process  of  attachment  prayed  against 
his  goods  and  chattels,  credits  and  effects. 
This  libel,  subsequently  consolidated  with 
that  of  Springer,  was  treated  as  a  petition 
against  the  bond  given  for  the  rdease  of  the 
steamer  under  the  proceedings  for  a  limited « 
liability.  A  similar  petition  was  filed  byS 
Mrs.  Hester.  In  the* following  December,* 
Springer,  the  libdlant  and  owner  of  the  Ar- 
go, surrendered  to  the  claimants  and  inter- 
veners his  vessel  and  the  freight.  These  in- 
tervening libels,  as  wdl  as  that  of  the  sea- 
men, proceeded  as  one  suit,  and  in  the  de- 
cree of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  Mrs.  Ble- 
sine was  awarded  $2,500  and  Mrs.  Hester 
$5,000,  one  half  of  which  was  deducted  from 
the  amount  awarded  to  Springer. 

Admitting  that  if  these  intervening  libds 
had  been  filed  against  Springer  as  owner  of 
the  Argo,  nothing  could  nave  been  recovered 
of  him  bv  reason  of  the  total  loss  of  the  Ar- 
go and  her  freight  and  the  consequent  ex- 
tinii^uishment  of  personal   liability  on  the 

Sart  of  the  owner,  does  it  follow  that  the 
dumois  is  not  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
amount  awarded  to  the  Argo;  or,  in  other 
words,  to  recover  of  the  Argo  one  half  of 
the  amount  payable  to  these  libdlants,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  Argo  was  also  in 
fault?  We  think  this  question  is  practical- 
ly answered  by  prior  decisions  of  tnis  court. 
The  case  of  The  North  Star,  106  U.  S.  17, 
sub  nom,  Reynolds  v.  Vanderhilt,  27  L.  ed. 
91, 1  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  41,  arose  from  the  mutual 
fault  of  two  steamers,  in  which  one,  the  Ella 
Warley,  was  totally  lost.  The  court  award- 
ed the  owners  of  the  Ella  Warley  so  much  of 
their  damage  as  exceeded  one  half  of  the  ag- 
gregate damage  sustained  by  both  vessels. 
The  owners  of  the  Warley  contended  that,  as 
she  was  a  total  loss,  her  owners  were  not  lia- 
ble at  all,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to 
one  half  of  their  damages  in  full,  without 
deduction  for  the  half  of  the  damage  sus- 
tained by  the  North  Star,  the  other  vessel. 
We  held,  however,  that  the  admiralty  rule, 
that  where  both  vessels  are  in  fault  they 
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mast  bear  the  damage  equally^  applied,  and 
that  the  one  suffering  least  should  be  decreed 
to  pay  to  the  other  the  amount  necessary  to 
make  them  equal,  namely,  one  half  of  the 
dilTerence  between  the  respective  losses  sus- 
tained, and  tiiat  when  this  resulting  liabili- 
ty of  one  party  to  the  other  has  been  aseer- 
tained,  then,  and  not  before,  was  the  proper 
time  to  apply  the  rule  of  limited  responsibil- 
ity, if  the  party  decreed  to  pay  is  entitled  to 
it.  '*It  will  enable  him  to  avoid  payment 
pro  tauio  of  the  balance  found  against  him." 
*'The  contrary  view,"  said  the  court,  "is 
I-  based  on  the  idea  that,  theoretically  (sup- 
^  posing  both  vessels  in  fault) ,  the  owners  o< 

*  the  one  are  liable  to^the  owners  of  the  other 
for  one  half  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
latter;  and,  vice  versa,  that  the  owners  of 
the  latter  are  liable  to  those  of  the  former 
for  one  half  of  the  damage  sustained  by  her. 
This,  it  seems  to  us,  is  not  a  true  account 
of  the  legal  relations  of  the  parties.  •  •  • 
These  authorities  conclusively  show  that  ac- 
cording to  the  general  maritime  law,  in  cases 
of  collision  occurring  by  the  fault  of  both 
parties,  the  entire  damage  to  both  ships  is 
added  together  in  one  common  mass  and 
equally  divided  between  them,  and  thereupon 
arises  a  liability  of  one  party  to  pay  to  the 
other  such  sum  as  is  necessary  to  equalise 
the  burden.  This  is  the  rule  of  mutual  lia- 
bility between  the  parties." 

In  The  Chattahoochee,  173  U.  S.  540,  43 
L.  ed.  801,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  491,  which  was 
also  a  collision  occasioned  by  the  mutual 
fault  of  a  steamer  and  a  schooner,  followed 
by  a  total  loss  of  the  latter,  the  survivor  was 
permitted  to  deduct  from  one  half  of  the 
damages  recovered  for  the  loss  of  the  vessel 
one  half  of  the  value  of  the  cargo  of  the  lat- 
ter, notwithstanding  the  total  loss  of  the 
schooner,  and  the  fact  that  under  the  Har- 
ter  act  she  would  not  have  been  liable  to  the 
owner  of  the  cargo  for  negligence  in  naviga- 
tion. We  held  in  that  case  that  the  sunken 
vessel  was  not  entitled  to  the  b^iefit  of  any 
statute  tending  to  lessen  its  liability  to  the 
other  vessel,  or  to  an  increase  of  the  burden  of 
such  other  vessel,  until  the  amount  of  such 
liability  had  been  fixed  upon  the  principle 
of  an  equal  division  of  damages. 

The  case  under  consideration  is  distin- 
guishable from  this  only  in  the  fact  that 
intervening  libels  are  for  loss  of  life,  for 
which  no  hen  is  given  upon  the  vessel,  in  the 
absence  of  a  local  law  to  that  effect,  while  in 
the  case  of  the  Chattahoochee  the  libel 
sought  to  recover  for  the  loss  of  the  cargo, 
for  which  a  lien  was  given  by  the  law  mari- 
time upon  the  vessels  in  fault 

Assuming  for  the  present  that  the  question 
of  lien  is  material,  we  are  neict  to  inquire 
whether  such  lien  is  given  by  the  local  law  of 
Louisiana.  We  are  cited  in  this  connection 
to  two  articles  of  the  Civil  Code,  the  first 
of  which,  article  2315,  as  amended  in  1884, 
declares  that  "every  act  whatever  of  man 
oo  that  causes  damage  to  another  obliges  him 
g  bv  whose  fault  it  happened  to  repair  it;  the 

•  right  of  this  action  shall  survive,  in*case  of 
death,  in  favor  of  the  minor  children  or  wid- 
ow of  tiie  deceased,  or  either  of  them,  and  in 


default  of  these,  in  favor  of  the  surviving 
father  and  mother,  or  either  of  them,  for  the 
space  of  one  year  from  the  death.  The  sur- 
vivors above  mentioned  may  also  recover  the 
damages  sustained  by  them  by  the  death  of 
the  parent,  or  child,  or  husband,  or  wife,  as 
the  case  may  be." 

It  was  held  by  u^  in  The  Coraair,  145  U. 
S.  335,  Siih  nom.  Barton  v.  Broion,  3G  L.  ed. 
727,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  949,  a  case  arising  out 
of  a  collision  which  also  took  place  on  the 
lower  Mississippi,  that  this  local  law  did  not 
give  a  lien  or  privilege  upon  the  vessel,  and 
that  nothing  more  was  contemplated  by  it 
than  an  ordinary  action  according  to  the 
course  of  the  law  as  administered  in  Louisi- 
ana. 

Our  attention  is  also  called  by  the  owners 
of  the  Dumois  to  subdivision  12  of  article 
3237  of  the  Civil  Code,  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows :  "Where  any  loss  or  damage  has  been 
caused  to  the  person  or  property  of  any  indi- 
vidual by  any  carelessness,  neglect,  or  want 
of  skill  in  the  direction  or  management  of 
any  steamboat,  barge,  flatboat,  water  eraft* 
or  raft,  the  party  injured  shall  have  a  privi- 
lege to  rank  after  the  privileges  above  speci- 
fied." No  reliance  was  placed  upon  this  ar- 
ticle in  the  case  of  the  Corsair,  probably  be- 
cause it  was  thought  to  refer  only  to  losses 
or  damages  to  persons  still  living,  and  that 
an  action  would  lie  in  favor  of  the  party  in- 
jured. Certainly,  if  this  article  had  been 
supposed  to  give  a  remedy  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  death,  to  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased  person,  it  would  never  have  escaped 
the  attention  of  tne  astute  counsel  who  par- 
ticipated in  that  case. 

The  question  whether  "damage  done  by 
any  ship,"  jurisdiction  over  which  was  given 
to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  England, 
included  actions  brought  by  the  personal  rep- 
resentatives of  seamen  or  passengers  killed 
in  a  collision,  has  been  the  subject  of  many 
and  conflicting  judicial  opinions  in  the  Eng- 
lish courts,  a  summary  of  which  may  be 
found  in  The  Coraair,  145  U.  S.  345,  eub 
nom.  Barton  v.  Brown,  36  L.  ed.  730,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  949 ;  and  was  finally  settled  against 
the  jurisdiction  by  the  House  of  Lords  in 
the  case  of  Bevcard  v.  The  Vera  Cruz,  L.  R. 
10  App.  Cas.  59.  a 

In  this  country  the  law  is  so  well  settled^ 
that  by  tlie  common*law  no  civil  action  lies* 
for  an  injury  resulting  in  death,  that  we 
need  only  refer  to  the  case  of  Mobile  L.  /ite. 
Co,  V.  Brane,  95  U.  S.  754,  24  L.  ed.  580, 
and  to  the  same  doctrine  applied  in  admiral- 
ty in  the  case  of  The  Harrisburg,  119  U.  S. 
199,  $ub  nom.  The  Harrisburg  v.  Richard^ 
30  L.  ed.  358,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140.  The  ob- 
ject of  article  3237  was  not  to  extend  the 
cases  in  which  damages  might  be  recovered 
to  such  as  resulted  in  death,  but  merely  to 
provide  that,  in  cases  of  damages  to  person 
or  property,  where  such  damage  was  occa- 
sioned by  negligence  in  the  management  of 
any  water  craft,  the  party  injured  should 
have  a  privilege  or  lien  upon  such  craft.  We 
deem  it  entirely  clear  that  the  article  was 
not  intended  to  apply  to  cases  brought  by 
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the  rtpresentaiives  of  a  deoeated  person  for 
damages  resulting  in  death. 

But  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  be- 
cause there  is  no  lien  there  can  be  no  deduc- 
tion of  a  moiety  of  these  damages  from  the 
sum  awarded  to  the  Argo.  Neither  the  case 
of  the  North  Star  nor  that  of  the  Chatta- 
hoochee is  put  upon  the  ground  of  a  lien, 
since  in  both  cases  the  vessel  against  which 
the  deductions  were  made  were  totally  lost 
by  the  collision,  and  in  the  Chattahoochee  the 
provisions  of  the  Barter  act  would  have  ex- 
onerated her,  even  if  no  total  loss  had  oo- 
eurred.  But  no  extended  discussion  of  this 
is  necessary,  since  the  question  is  settled  by 
the  case  of  Butler  v.  Boston  d  8.  8. 8,  Co,  130 
U.  S.  527,  32  L.  ed.  1017,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  612, 
in  which  it  was  unanimously  held  that  the 
limited-liability  act  applied  to  cases  of  per- 
sonal injury  and  death,  as  well  as  to  those  of 
loss  of,  or  injury  to,  property.  This  was  an 
independent  libel  in  personam  against  the 
steamship  company  to  recover  damages  for 
death,  and  the  company  pleaded  in  defense 
certain  proceedings  m  a  case  of  limited  lia- 
bility instituted  by  it  and  then  pending. 
There  was  a  statute  of  Massachusetts  relied 
upon,  which  gave  a  personal  remedy,  but  no 
lien  upon  the  vessel.  The  loss  occurred  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  state.  The  single 
question  presented  was  whether  the  limited- 
liability  act  applied  to  damages  for  personal 
injury  and  loss  of  life,  and  thus  deprived 
those  entitled  to  damages  of  the  right  to  en- 
tertain suit  for  recovery,  provided  the  ship 
owner  had  taken  appropriate  proceedings  to 
limit  his  liability.  The  court,  after  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  law  of  limited  liabil- 
ity of  ship  owners,  had  no  difficulty*in  reach- 
ing the  conclusion  that  it  covered  the  case 
of  injuries  to  persons,  as  well  as  that  of  in- 
Jury  to  goods  and  merchandise,  and  that 
these  proceedings  were  a  good  defense  to  the 
libel. 

It  follows  that  the  claims  of  the  interven- 
ing libellants,  Mrs.  Blesine  and  Mrs.  Hester, 
were  valid  claims  under  the  limited-liability 
act,  notwithstanding  that  there  was  no  lien 
under  the  local  law,  and  that  there  was  no 
error  in  deducting  a  moiety  of  these  claims 
from  the  amount  awarded  Springer. 

Upou  the  whole  case  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  decree  of  the  Cirouii  Court  of  Ap- 
peals was  right,  and  it  is  therefore,  as  to  both 
s,  a-ffirined. 


The  Chief  Justick  and  Mr.  Justice  Peok- 
dissented. 
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ELIZABETH  8.  OVERBY  ei  al.,  Plfft.  in 
Err.j 

V, 

FANNIE  H.  GORDON. 

AppeaV—amount  in  dispute  on  will  ooniesi — 
adjudication  of  domicil  in  grant  of  admin" 
istration — effect  in  other  jurisdiotiona, 

1.  The  amoxmt  of  the  estate  which  passes  by 
a  will,  if  that  Is  held  valid,  constitutes  the 
matter  In  dispute  on  a  contest  of  the  will, 
without  regard  to  the  amoimt  of  the  interest 


of  any  one  of  the  eontestaots,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  February 
9,  1898  (27  Stat  at  L.  436),  requiring  the 
matter  in  dispute  on  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  to  exceed  the  sum  of  $5,000. 

2.  An  adjudication  of  the  fact  of  the  domicil 
of  a  deceased  person,  made  in  the  grant  of 
letters  of  administration,  has  no  probatlre 
force  upon  the  question  of  domicil  in  a  con- 
test in  a  court  outside  the  state,  in  proceed- 
ings for  the  administration  of  assets  within 
that  JurlscUctlon,  where  the  adjudication  was 
made  without  any  contest  inter  partes,  but 
in  a  proceeding  in  retn  on  an  application  un- 
der Oa.  Code  1895,  f  |  889S,  8894,  under  which 
the  statutory  notice  is  given  by  publication, 
and  is  not  directed  against  named  Individoals, 
and  does  not  have  for  its  object  the  obtain- 
ing of  speclQc  relief  against  anyone,  but  is 
general,  and  for  the  purpose  of  warning  all 
persons  of  the  proposal  to  determine  the  ques* 
tlon  of  appointing  a  legal  representative. 

8.  A  dismissal  of  proceedings  for  administra- 
tion upon  property  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, by  a  court  of  that  District  which  has  ob- 
tained Jurisdiction,  is  not  required  by  the  act 
of  Congress  (24  SUt.  at  L.  481)  authorising 
administrators  appointed  in  any  state  to 
maintain  suit  or  recover  claims  in  that  Dis- 
trict, where  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  the 
District  while  they  are  pending  and  unde- 
cided goes  to  a  state  and  obtains  letters  of 
administration  on  an  assertion  that  the  deco- 
dent  was  domiciled  In  that  state. 

[No.  168.] 

Argued   March  5,   1900.    Decided  April  9^ 

1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  tho 
District  of  Columbia  to  review  a  judg- 
ment affirming  the  probate  of  a  will.  Af* 
firmed. 

See  same  case  below,  13  App.  D.  C.  392. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  WKitei 
The  proceedings  under  review  originated 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia, by  the  filing  in  that  court,  on  Jan- 
uary 23, 1890,  of  a  petition  on  behalf  of  Mrs. 
Gordon,  the  appellee  herein.  The  object  of 
the  petition  was  to  obtain  the  probate,  as  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  Hugh  A.  Haralson, 
of  a  paper  purporting  to  have  been  executed 
by  Haralson,  a  copy  of  which  is  set  out  in  th« 
margin  hereof,t  and  to  obtain^a  grant  of  let- 
ters of  administration  thereon  with  the  will 
annexed.  It  was  averred  that  Haralson,  at 
the  time  of  his  death  and  for  several  years 
prior  thereto,  had  been  a  resident  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  that  he  died  on  Au- 


tSavannah,  Qa.,  August  14,  1895. 

It  Is  my  will  and  desire  that  after  my  death 
the  interest  on  my  bonds  be  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  my  sister  Mrs.  Fannie  Gordon,  and 
that  after  her  death  the  interest  on  my  bonds  be 
for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  her  daughter  and 
my  niece  Carrie  Lewis  Gordon. 

It  is  my  will  and  desire  that  none  of  my  se- 
curities be  sold  or  the  investment  changed  until 
they  mature. 

If  Carrie  Gordon  should  have  no  children  at 
her  death,  these  securities,  with  the  residue  of 
my  estate,  to  be  divided  to  my  heirs  at  law. 
Hugh  Haralson. 

Witness :  Chas.  A.  Macatee. 
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gust  23, 1805,  in  the  county  of  De  Kalb,  state 
of  Georgia,  possessed  of  personal  property 
of  the  value  of  about  $10,000  all  of  which, 
except  an  insignificant  part  thereof,  was  at 
the  time  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  It 
was  further  averred  that  Haralson  left  sur- 
viving, as  next  of  kin,  three  sisters,  and  four 
children  of  a  deceased  sister,  and  that  all 
said  next  of  kin,  except  the  eldest  sister 
(Elizabeth  S.  Overbj),  resided  in  the  state 
of  Georgia.  Subsequently,  on  March  6, 
1800,  a  caveat  was  filed,  purporting  in  the 
body  thereof  to  be  on  behalf  of  all  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  decedent  other  than  Mrs.  Gor- 
don, but  not  signed  by  Mrs.  Overby,  contest- 
ing the  validity  of  the  alleged  will  and  the 
claim  that  the  deceased  was  at  the  time  of 
his  death  a  resident  of  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia, and  averring  that  at  the  time  of  his 
death  Haralson  was  a  citizen  and  resident  of 
the  state  of  Georgia. 

On  April  10,  1806,  issues  were  framed  up- 
on the  matters  put  at  issue  by  the  caveat, 
and  were  ordered  to  be  tried  by  the  court, 
sitting  as  a  circuit  court,  and  a  jury.  The 
questions  presented  for  decision  were  as  fol- 
lows: 

**l.  Was  the  said  deceased  at  the  time  of 
his  death  a  resident  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia T 

''2.  Was  the  said  deceased  at  the  time  of 
his  death  a  citizen  and  resident  of  the  state 
of  GeorffiaT 

"3.  Was  the  said  deceased  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  paper  writing  purporting 
to  be  his  last  will  and  testament  a  resident 
of  the  District  of  Columbia? 

''4.  Was  the  said  deceased  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  paper  writing  purporting 
to  be  his  last  will  and  testament  a  citizen 
«  and  resident  of  the  state  of  Georgia? 
01      "6.  At  the  time  of  his  death  did  any  con- 
*  siderable  part  of^the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  deceased  lie  within  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia?'' 

A  trial  of  these  issues,  however,  was  not 
had  until  February,  1808.  At  said  trial  the 
caveators  were  represented  by  attorneys. 
From  a  bill  of  exceptions  contained  in  the 
record  before  us  it  appears  that  Mrs.  Gordon 
introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
both  at  the  date  of  the  testamentary  paper 
in  controversy  and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
Haralson  was  a  resident  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Mrs.  Gordon  rested  her  case  aft- 
er the  following  admissions  were  made  by 
counsel  for  caveators: 

1.  That  at  his  death  Haralson  had  on  de- 
posit in  two  banking  institutions  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  money  and  securities  ap- 
proximating $0^000  in  amount  and  value, 
which  was  the  entire  estate  of  the  decedent, 
with  the  exception  of  about  $200  found  out- 
side of  said  District ;  and 

2.  That  said  assets  within  the  District  of 
Columbia  had  been  removed  therefrom  by 
Logan  Bleckley  (one  of  the  caveators), 
claiming  to  act  as  administrator  of  the  es- 
tate of  said  decedent^  imder  grant  of  letters 
issued  in  May,  1806,  by  a  court  of  the  state 
of  Georgia,  pursuant  to  proceedings  initi- 
ated in  said  court  on  April  6, 1806. 


It  is  recited  in  the  bill  of  excepUona  that 
"to  sustain  the  issues  on  their  part  joined," 
the  caveators  offered  in  evidence  a  oertified 
transcript  of  record  from  the  De  E^lb  court 
of  ordinary,  De  Kalb  county,  in  the  state  of 
Georgia.  This  record  showed  the  appoint* 
ment  in  May,  1806,  of  Logan  Bleckley  as  ad* 
ministrator. 

It  is  further  recited  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions that  the  transcript  referred  to  was  of- 
fered as  tending  to  show  that  the  decedent 
had  died  a  resident  of  De  Kalb  county, 
Georgia,  intestate,  "and  that  Mrs.  Gordon 
was  thereby  estopped  to  deny  that  fact." 
The  trial  court,  however,  refused  to  admit 
the  record  in  evidence,  and  an  exception  was 
duly  taken  to  such  refusal.  The  jury  an- 
swered "Yes"  to  the  first,  third,  and  fifth 
questions  submitted  to  them,  and  "No"  to 
the  second  and  fourth  questions,  thus  sus- 
taining the  contentions  of  Mrs.  Gordon.  The 
answers  were  certified  to  the  orphans'  oourt^^ 
and  thereupon  an  order  was  entered  admit- «^ 
ting  the  will* to  probate  and  record  as  the? 
last  will  and  testament  of  the  decedent,  and 
letters  of  administration  cum  iestamento 
annexo  were  decreed  to  issue  to  Hugh  H. 
Gordon,  a  son  of  the  petitioner.  An  appeal 
was  thereupon  taken  by  the  caveators  to  the 
court  of  appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
That  court  affirmed  the  order  of  the  lower 
court  (Mr.  Chief  Justice  Alvey  dissenting), 
[13  App.  D.  C.  302],  and  a  writ  of  error  was 
then  sued  out  from  this  court. 

MessTM,  Samuel  F.  Fhilllps  and  Fr^d" 

eric  D.  MoKenney  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs,  Charles  Cowles  Tnoker  and 
Henry  E.  Davia  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  WMte*  after  making  the 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  urge  in 
their  brief  an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court,  which  we  shall  first  consider  and 
dispose  of. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  writ  of  error  should 
be  dismissed  "because  the  interests  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  in  respect  of  the  judf^ent 
of  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  which  said  writ  of  error  was 
directed,  are  several,  and  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute, exclusive  of  costs,  as  to  no  one  of  the 
said  plaintiffs  in  error,  exceeds  the  sum  or 
value  of  $5,000." 

By  act  of  February  0,  1803  (27  Stat  at  L. 
436,  chap.  74),  this  court  was  authorized, 
among  other  things,  to  review  a  final  judg- 
ment or  decree  of  the  court  of  appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  in  any  case  where  the 
matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  shall 
exceed  the  sum  of  $5,000.  What,  ther^ore, 
was  the  matter  in  dispute  in  this  contro- 
versy? The  answer  manifestly  is  that  it 
was  whether  an  estate  valued  at  more  than 
$0,000  should  pass  in  the  mode  provided  in 
an  alleged  last  will  and  testament,  which, 
in  effect,  excluded  the  next  of  kin  of  the  de-  oe 
cedent  from  the  enjoyment  of  the  principal  Jj 
of  the*estate,  or  in  the  mode  provided  by  the* 
law  of  the  domidl  of  the  decedent  for  th« 
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transmiuioii  of  an  intestate  estate.  On  the 
one  hand  was  Mrs.  Gordon,  a  sister  of 
the  deceased,  and  representing  the  interests 
under  the  allied  last  will,  asserting  the 
validity  of  that  document,  and  opposed  to 
her  were  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  some  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  interested  in  es- 
tablishing his  intestacy.  Had  the  trial 
court  admitted  in  evidence  the  transcript  of 
record  from  the  De  Kalb  court,  and  given  it 
the  conclusive  force  contended  for,  it  would 
seem  beyond  question  that  as  to  those  inter- 
ested in  upholding  the  validity  of  the  al- 
leged will,  the  value  of  the  estate  affected  by 
that  instrument  would  have  been  the  matter 
in  dispute.  The  matter  in  dispute  neces- 
sarily must  be  the  same  as  to  the  unsuooess- 
ful  next  of  kin  who  are  prosecuting  this 
writ  of  error,  anu  the  amount  of  whose  sev- 
eral interests  in  the  estate  of  the  decedent 
was  not  a  question  litigated  below.  The 
case  is  analogous  in  principle  to  that  of 
Bhielda  v.  Thomaa,  17  How.  3,  15  L.  ed.  93. 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  where  the  rep- 
resentatives of  a  deceased  intestate  recov- 
ered a  judgment  against  an  administrator 
for  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  sum  neces- 
sarv  to  confer  jurisdiction  to  review,  and 
such  recovery  was  had  under  the  same  title 
and  for  a  common  and  undivided  interest, 
this  court  had  jurisdiction,  although  the 
amount  decreed  to  be  distributed  to  each  rep- 
resentative was  less  than  the  jurisdictional 
sum.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  contestants  be- 
low sought,  not  an  allotment  to  them  of  their 
interests,  if  any,  in  the  estate,  but  an  ad- 
judication that  the  alleged  last  will  and  tes- 
tament possessed  no  validity,  and  that  con- 
tention was  advanced  by  virtue  of  a  claim  of 
common  title  In  the  next  of  Idn  of  the  deced- 
ent to  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  such  title,  if 
any,  being  derived  from  the  law  of  the  al- 
leged domicil  of  the  deceased.  In  this 
aspect,  the  amount  of  the  estate  was  the 
matter  in  dispute.  Ifew  Orleans  P,  R.  Co, 
V.  Parker,  143  U.  S.  42,  91,  52,  36  L.  ed.  66, 
68,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  364,  and  cases  there 
cited.  There  is  therefore  no  merit  in  the 
objection  to  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction. 

Coming,  then,  to  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy, we  find  presented  for  our  considera- 
3  tion  the  single  question,  Was  the  grant  of 
01  letters  of  administration  by  the  court  of  or- 
*  dinary  of  De  Kalb*  county,  Georgia,  com- 
petent evidence  upon  the  issue  tried  in  the 
supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
respecting  the  domicil  of  the  decedent  at  the 
time  of  his  death? 

In  determining  this  question  it  is  impor- 
tant to  keep  in  mind  the  following  facts: 

At  the  time  when  the  proceedings  before 
the  De  Kalb  court  were  instituted  (April, 
1896),  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  with  but  a 
trifling  exception,  was  within  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Not  only  this,  but  upon  the 
ground  that  the  domicil  of  Haralson  at  his 
death  was  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  ju- 
risdiction of  a  competent  court  of  the  Dis- 
trict had  been  invoked  as  early  as  January 
23,  1896,  for  the  probate  of  an  alleged  last 
will  and  testament  of  Haralson  and  for  the 
grant  of  letters  of  administration  oum  t^tth 


mento  annewo;  and  on  March  6,  1896,  the 
next  of  kin,  oiiier  than  the  proponent  of  the 
alleged  will,  had  filed  a  caveat  in  said  court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  contesting  the 
application  for  probate  and  grant  of  letters. 
Four  days  before  the  certification  of  issues 
framed  by  reason  of  such  contest,  to  be  tried 
before  a  jury,  the  caveators  before  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in- 
itiated the  proceedings  before  the  De  Kalb 
county  court.  It  was  upon  the  hearing  had 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia upon  the  issues  certified  on  April  10» 
1896,  that  the  adjudication  of  the  De  Kalb 
county  court  was  offered  in  evidence  upon 
the  issue  in  respect  to  the  domicil  of  the  de- 
cedent at  his  death. 

The  transcript  of  record  exhibiting  such 
adjudication  consists  of  (1)  An  imverified 
petition  of  Logan  Bleckley,  as  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  and  heirs  at  law  of  Hugh  A.  Har- 
alson, asking  that  letters  of  administration 
be  granted  upon  the  estate  of  said  deceased, 
upon  the  ground  that  he  was  a  resident  of 
the  county  of  De  Kalb  at  his  death,  and  had 
died  intestate  ''leaving  an  estate,  undevised, 
of  real  and  personal  property  of  the  probable 
value  of  $10,000;"  (2)  consents  of  certain 
of  the  next  of  kin  to  the  appointment  of 
Bleckley;  (3)  the  order  of  appointment; 
and,  (4)  the  oath  of  office  of  the  adminis- 
trator, in  which  is  embodied  an  averment 
that  the  decedent  died  intestate,  so  far  as 
affiant  knew  or  believed.  g 

By  §  3393  of  the  Georgia  Code  of  1896  aneS 
application* for  grant  of  letters  of  adminis-* 
tration  was  required  to  be  made  to  the  or- 
dinary of  the  county  of  the  residence  of  the 
deceased,  if  a  resident  of  the  state,  and  if 
not  a  resident,  then  in  some  county  where 
the  estate  or  a  portion  thereof  was  situated. 

The  next  section,  prescribing  the  notice  to 
be  given  of  an  application,  reads  as  follows: 

"Sec.  3394  (2503).  The  oitation.  The 
ordinary  must  issue  a  citation,  giving  notice 
of  the  application  to  all  concerned,  in  the 
gazette  in  which  the  county  advertisements 
are  usually  published,  once  a  week  for  four 
weeks,  and  at  the  first  regular  term  after 
the  expiration  of  that  time  the  application 
should  be  heard  or  re^larly  continued." 

The  order  of  appointment  is  recited  to 
have  been  made  at  the  May  term,  1896.  It 
reads  as  follows : 

"The  petition  of  Logan  Bleckley  for  let- 
ters of  administration  on  the  estate  of  Hugh 
A.  Haralson,  deceased,  having  been  duly  filM, 
and  it  appearing  that  citation  therein  was 
issued  and  published  according  to  law,  re- 
quiring all  concerned  to  appear  at  this  term 
and  show  cause,  if  any  they  could,  why  said 
letters  should  not  be  granted;  and  it  also 
appearing  that  said  deceased  died  a  resident 
of  said  county  intestate,  and  that  said  ap- 
plicant is  a  citizen  of  this  state  and  lawfully 
qualified  for  said  administration,  and  no  ol^ 
jection  being  offered  thereto, — ^it  is  therefore 
ordered  by  the  court  that  the  said  Logan 
Bleckley  be,  and  he  is  her^y,  appointed  ad- 
ministrator on  the  estate  of  said  deceased* 
and  that  letters  issue  to  him  as  such,  upon 
his  giving  bond,  with  approved  securi^,  ia 
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the  Buxn  of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and 
taking  and  subscribinff  the  oath  as  provided 
by  law." 

As  said  by  this  court  in  Veaoh  v.  Rioe,  131 
U.  8.  203,  38  L.  ed.  163,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730, 
courts  of  ordinary  in  Georgia  are  oourts  of 
record,  having  exclusive  and  general  juris- 
diction over  the  estates  of  decedents,  and 
no  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  observ- 
ance of  the  requirements  of  the  statutes  of 
Georgia  in  the  proceedings  which  culminated 
hi  the  appointment  of  the  Georgia  admim»- 
irator. 

The  transcript  referred  to,  however,  un- 
doubtedly only  justifies  the  inference  that 
none  other  than  the  statutory  notice  by  puh- 
Hlication  was  given,  and  that  no  contest  was 
U  had  in  respect  to  Ihe  giant  of  letters. 
*    *  Jurisdiction  is  the  right  to  hear  and  de- 
cide, and  it  must  be  exercised,  speaking  in  a 
broad  sense,  in  one  of  two  modes — ei^er  in 
rem  or  in  pcrsoiujMi. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statutory  no- 
tice above  referred  to  was  not  required  to  be 
directed  against  named  individuals,  nor  had 
it  for  its  object  the  obtaining  of  specific  re- 
lief against  anyone,  but  it  was  to  be  gen- 
eral, and  its  purpose  was  to  warn  all  persons 
that  it  was  proposed  by  the  court  of  ordi- 
nary to  determine  whether  a  legal  represen- 
tative should  be  appointed  to  aihninister  the 
property  of  the  deceased  within  the  state  of 
Georgia.  The  notice  and  proceeding  was 
obviously  intended  to  have  no  greater  force 
or  efficacy  against  persons  resident  in  the 
state  of  Georgia  than  against  individuals 
who  might  be  resident  without  the  state.  It 
results  that  the  proceedings  referred  to  were 
not  intended  to  constitute,  and  did  not 
amount  to,  an  action  in  personam.  This  re- 
sults iram  the  fact  that  they  were  devoid 
of  the  elements  essential  to  an  action  in 
personam;  and,  if  not  proceedings  purely 
in  rem,  they  possessed  so  much  of  the  char- 
acteristics thereof  as  not  to  warrant  the  al- 
lowance of  greater  efficacy  than  is  accorded 
to  a  proceeding  of  that  nature. 

An  essential  characteristic,  however,  of  a 
proceeding  in  rem  is  that  there  must  be  a 
ree  or  subject-matter  upon  which  the  court  is 
to  exercise  its  jurisdiction.  In  cases  purely 
in  rem,  as  in  admiralty  and  revenue  cases 
for  the  condemnation  or  forfeiture  of  specific 
property,  a  preliminary  seizure  of  the  prop- 
erty is  necessarv  to  the  power  of  the  court  to 
adjudicate  at  all.  In  other  cases,  where  the 
proceedings  are  in  form  in  personam,  but 
the  court  is  unable  to  acquire  jurisdio- 
tion  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  by 
actual  or  constructive  service  of  process, 
tiie  action  may  proceed,  as  one  in  rem  against 
the  property  of  which  a  preliminary  seizure 
or  its  equivalent  has  been  made;  or,  juris- 
diction may  be  exercised  without  such  pre- 
liminary seizure,  where  the  relief  sought  is 
an  adjudication  respecting  the  title  to  or 
validity  of  alleged  liens  upon  real  estate  sit- 
uate within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
RoUer  v.  HoUy,  176  U.  8.  808»  20  Sup.  Gt 
Rep.  410,  44  L.  ed.  — .  To  tho  class  of  cases 
where  tho  proceedings  are  in  form  fiirsm  may 
te  added  those  connected  with  the  grant  of 


letters  either  testamentary  or  of  administra^^ 
tion.  I 

*From  the  record  of  the  proceedinp;8  insti-7 
tuted  in  the  De  Eaib  county  court  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  ultimate  purpose  was  to  ad- 
judicate upon  and  decree  distribution  of  the 
estate  of  the  deceased,  the  appointment  of  an 
administrator  being  a  mere  preliminary  step 
in  the  management  and  control  by  the  court 
of  assets  of  the  estate.  The  question  of 
domicil  would  seem  to  have  been  important 
only  as  establishing  the  particular  court  of 
ordinary  which  was  vested  with  jurisdiction 
to  administer  the  assets  within  the  state  of 
Gedrgia.  The  subject-matter  or  res,  upon 
which  the  power  of  the  court  was  to  be  ex- 
ercised, was,  thereforep  the  estate  of  the  d» 
cedent. 

The  sovereignty  of  the  state  of  Georgia 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  its  oourts,  however, 
did  not  extend  to  and  embrace  property  not 
situated  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction 
of  the  state.  To  quote  the  language  of  Air. 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  Rose  v.  Himely,  4 
Cranch,  277,  2  L.  ed.  619: 

"It  is  repugnant  to  every  idea  of  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  to  act  against  a  thing  whidi 
is  not  in  the  power  of  the  sovereign  under 
whose  authority  the  court  proceeds;  and  no 
nation  will  admit  that  its  property  should 
be  absolutely  changed,  while  remaining  in  its 
own  possession,  by  a  sentence  which  is  en- 
tirely e*  parte." 

As  said  also  in  Pennoyer  v.  tHefft  05  U.  S. 
722,  24L.ed.  508: 

"Except  as  restrained  and  limited  by 
.  .  .  [the  Constitution,  the  several  states 
of  the  Union]  possess  and  exercise  the  author- 
ity of  independent  states,  and  .  .  .  [two 
well-established]  principles  of  public  law 
.  .  .  [respecting  the  jurisdiction  of  an  in- 
dependent state  over  persons  and  property] 
are  applicable  to  them.  One  of  these  prin- 
ciples is,  that  every  state  possesses  exclusive 
jurisdiction  and  sovereignty  over  persons 
and  property  within   its   territory.    .    .    . 

"The  other  principle  of  public  law  referred 
to  follows  from  the  one  mentioned;  that  is* 
that  no  state  can  exercise  direct  jurisdiction 
and  authority  over  persons  or  property  with- 
out its  territory.  Story,  Confl.  Laws,  chap. 
2;  Wheat  Int  Law,  pt  2,  chap.  2.  The 
several  states  are  of  equal  dignity  and  au- 
thority, and  the  independence  of  one  implies 
the  exclusion  of  power  from  all  others.  And 
so  it  is  laid  down  by  jurists,  as  an  elementary  S 
principle,  that  the  laws  of  one  state  have  no[* 
operation*outside  of  its  territory,  except  so 
far  as  is  allowed  by  comity;  and  that  no 
tribunal  established  by  it  can  extend  its  pro- 
cess beyond  that  territory  so  as  to  subject 
either  persons  or  property  to  its  decisions. 
'Any  exertion  of  authority  of  this  sort  be- 
yond this  limit,'  says  Story,  'is  a  mere  null- 
ity, and  incapable  of  binding  such  persons  or 
property  in  any  other  tribunals.'  Story, 
Confi.  Laws,  S  530." 

Now,  it  is  undeniable  that  the  sovereignty 
of  the  state  of  Georgia  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
its  courts  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication  by 
the  De  Kalb  county  court,  by  the  grant  of 
letters  of  administration  on  the  estata  ol 
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Haralson,  did  not  extend  to  or  embrace  the 
Assets  of  the  decedent  eituated  within  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  District  of 
Ot>lumbia,  and,  viewed  as  a  step  in  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem  relating  to  property  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  adjudication  of 
a  grant  of  letters  would  have  no  binding  pro- 
bative force  in  contests  respecting  property 
lying  outside  of  the  territorial  dominion  of 
the  state  of  Georgia.  The  decision  in  Robert' 
son  V.  Pickrell,  100  U.  8.  608,  27  L.  ed.  1040, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407,  and  in  the  cases  there 
relied  upon,  furnish  illustrations  of  this 
principle.  Thus,  in  the  case  just  named,  it 
was  held  that  the  act  of  Congress  declaring 
the  force  and  efficacy  which  the  records  and 
judicial  proeeedings  of  one  state  should  have 
in  the  courts  of  another  state  did  not  require 
that  they  should  have  any  greater  foroe  and 
effect  in  another  state  than  in  the  state 
where  such  records  and  judicial  proceedings 
originated  and  were  had;  that  the  probate 
of  a  will  in  one  state,  by  a  proceeding  not 
adversary  in  character,  merely  established 
its  sufficiency  to  pass  all  property  which 
could  be  transferred  in  that  state  by  a  valid 
instrument  of  that  kind,  and  the  validitv  of 
the  will  in  that  state ;  and  that  such  probate 
did  not  conduce  to  establish  the  facts  upon 
which  the  probate  proceeded,  in  proceedings 
respecting  real  property  situated  in  another 
state,  except  as  permitted  by  the  laws  of 
such  other  state. 

The  reasoning  upon  which  we  base  the  con- 
elusion  that  the  transcript  of  record  of  the 
g^ant  of  letters  by  the  De  Kalb  county  court 
was  not  entitled  to  probative  force  in  the 
courts  of  another  state  in  a  controversy  over 
01  the  administration  of  assets  not  within  the 
J<  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  state  of 
Georgia,  at  the  time  the  grant  of  letters  was 
made,  finds  support  in  the  opinion  ddivered 
by  Lord  Blackburn  in  Conoha  v.  Concha,  L. 
R.  1 1  App.  Gas.  p.  541,  a  case  referred  to  in 
terms  of  approval  in  Thormann  v.  Frame^ 
176  U.  S.  350,  20  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  446»  44  L. 
ed.  — ,  where  was  involved  a  controversy  in 
some  of  its  features  analogous  to  that  pre- 
sented in  the  case  at  bar.  The  facts  in  Uie 
Conoha  Case  were  as  follows : 

After  contest  between  a  daughter  of  a  de- 
cedent and  the  executors  named  in  a  docu- 
mesit  which  purported  to  be  a  last  will  and 
testament,  the  paper  was  admitted  to  pro- 
bate by  a  judge  of  a  probate  court  in  London, 
and  he  expressly  decided,  upon  an  issue 
framed  in  a  contest  between  the  daughter 
and  executors  as  to  the  domicil  of  the  deced- 
enty  in  favor  of  the  domicil  being  in  England, 
and  not  in  Chili,  as  was  claimed  by  the 
daughter.  In  a  subsequent  action  before  the 
eovrt  of  chancery  for  distribution  of  the  as- 
sets, the  daughter  again  sought  to  litigate 
the  ouestion  as  to  the  domicil  of  her  father, 
and  her  right  to  do  so  was  finally  adjudi- 
eated  by  the  House  of  Lords.  The  executors, 
or  those  who  had  succeeded  them  in  the 
management  of  the  administration  suit^  at- 
tempted to  avail  of  the  decree  of  the  probate 
court  as  conclusive  upon  the  question  ol 
domicil,  first,  as  a  proceeding  in  rem,  which 
operated  an  estoppel  against  all  the  world; 


and,  second,  as  a  proceeding  inter  parteM^ 
operative  as  res  iudioata,  by  reason  of  the 
actual  contest  made  by  the  daughter.  The 
decree  of  the  probate  court,  however,  was. 
held  not  conclusive  in  rem  as  to  the  domicil. 
because  the  finding  as  to  domicil  was  not 
necessary  to  the  decree  of  the  judge  of  pro* 
bate,  nor  conclusive  inter  partes,  as  the  pend- 
ing controversy  was  substantially  between 
the  daughter  and  the  residuary  legatee,  and 
as  the  latter  could  not  be  bound  by  an  ad- 
judication upon  a  question  not  necessary  to 
be  litigated  in  the  probate  court,  and  as  es- 
toppels must  be  mutual,  the  daughter  could 
not  be  bound.  This  decision  of  the  House  ol 
Lords,  it  will  be  borne  in  mind,  was  ae  to 
tiie  effect  to  be  given  in  one  judicial  tribu- 
nal in  England  to  the  decision  of  another 
court  of  the  same  country.  In  the  course  ol 
his  opinion,  Lord  Blackburn  (who  perhaps 
had  in  mind  doubts  intimated  in  the  court 
of  appeals  [L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  p.  276]  as  to 
whether  the  findings  on  which  a  judgment 
in  rem  is  based,  are  in  all  cases  conclusive  g 
against  the  world)  said  (p.  562) :  Si 

*"What  he  [the  probate  judge]  did  decide* 
was  (and  to  tiiat  extent  I  think  the  decision 
was  conclusive  on  everybody),  that  there 
was  an  executor  who  was  entitled  to  have 
probate  in  England  for  the  purpose  of  get- 
ting in  and  taking  the  property  which  was  in 
England,  and  to  that  he  was  entitled  if  there 
was  a  will  which  made  that  executor  a  good 
executor  according  to  the  law  of  England; 
but  I  do  not  think  that  Sir  Cresswell  Cress* 
well  had  any  power  to  say  that  the  testator 
was  or  was  not  really  a  domiciled  English* 
man.  If  he  had  been  a  domiciled  American 
or  domiciled  in  any  other  country,  I  do  not 
think  that  a  decision  of  the  judge  of  our  pro- 
bate court,  saying :  'I  find  him  to  be  a  domi<* 
ciled  Englishman,  and,  therefore,  on  that  ac- 
count grant  probate,'  would  be  at  all  conclu- 
sive upon  the  court  of  another  country  to 
oblige  them  to  admit  that  he  was  a  domiciled 
Englishman,  when  in  fact  he  was  not;  or, 
putting  it  the  converse  way,  that  if  a  Chilian 
court  had  chosen  to  say  that  some  very 
wealthy  man  was  a  domiciled  Chilian,  and 
had  therefore  granted  probate,  the  law  ol 
nations  would  require  that  to  conclude  any 
person  from  saying  in  this  country  that  he 
was  not  so." 

Again,  after  referring  to  the  fact  that 
upon  the  executor  proposing  to  prove  the 
will,  a  caveat  was  entered  upon  which  it  was 
said  the  probate  judge  entered  into  an  in- 
quiry whether  or  not  the  testator  was  domi* 
ciled  in  England,  and  found  that  he  was, 
Lord  Blackburn  observed  (p.  564) : 

''It  is  said  that  upon  the  caveat  in  the  suit 
an  order  was  drawn  up,  which  may  perhape 
not  mean  that,  but  which  does  look  extreme- 
ly as  if  the  registrar  entered  the  judgment 
tiiat  the  judffe  did  find  it.  I  cannot  think 
that  if  he  had  done  that  it  would  have  bound 
everybody  universally  as  being  a  judgment 
ff»  rem.  I  have  instanced  a  sort  of  illustra- 
tion of  it.  Supposing  he  had  done  so,  and 
supposing  that  he  was  wrong,  and  the  fact 
was  that  the  testator  had  not  been  really 
domiciled  in   England,  but  had  b^on  domi- 
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^\eH,  say,  in  the  United  States,  in  New  York 
we  will  tuppose,  could  it  possibly  have  been 
■aid  that  the  court  of  New  York  (which  un- 
doubtedly would  have  the  same  general  law 

*  of  nations  as  we  have,  following  the  law  of 
{(the    domicil    to   distribute   the   property) 

*  would  have  respected  the  decision  of  •tiie 
Judge  ordinary,  it  establishing  that  this  will 
was  proved  conclusively  as  being  enough  to 
make  this  person  executor  and  the  repre- 
sentative in  England  to  obtain  the  English 
property — could  it  have  been  said  that  the 
judge  ordinary  having  erroneously  found 
that  the  testator  was  domiciled  in  England 
when  in  fact  he  was  a  domiciled  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  it  was  to  include  them 
and  conclude  everybody  to  the  fact  that  he 
was  a  domiciled  Englishman  until  a  foreign- 
er had  come  to  the  court  of  this  country  to 
obtain  a  reversal?  I  cannot  think  so.  If 
that  was  so,  how  could  it  as  a  matter  in  rem 
be  decisive  as  regards  the  reason  upon  which 
the  judge  of  the  probate  court  had  gonet  I 
eannot  think  that  it  would  be." 

Jn  Blackburn  v.  Crawford,  3  Wall.  176, 18 
L.  ed.  186,  and  a  continuation  of  the  same 
action  imder  the  title  of  Kearney  v.  Denn, 
16  Wall.  61,  21  L.  ed.  41,  the  sole  question 
at  issue  in  the  action  (ejectment)  was  the 
validity  of  an  asserted  marriage.  At  the 
trial  the  defendant  offered  in  evidence,  as  a 
conclusive  estoppel  against  all  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  and  as  prima  facie  evidence  to 
support  the  issue  on  his  part,  a  transcript 
from  the  records  of  the  orphans'  court  of 
Prince  George's  county,  Maryland,  and  pro- 
posed to  rem  therefrom  the  verdict  of  the 
Jury  and  the  order  of  the  orphans'  court 
thereon  on  certain  issues  sent  from  the 
orphans'  court  to  the  circuit  court  of  said 
county.  These  issues  had  been  framed  upon 
a  contest,  initiated  in  the  orphans'  court, 
by  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  who  re- 
sisted an  application  of  Blackburn  for  the 
grant  to  him  of  letters  of  administration  on 
the  estate  of  a  certain  intestate,  such  lessor 
asserting  that  he  was  nearest  of  kin  to  the 
intestate,  and  that  letters  should  be  granted 
to  him.  The  verdict  in  the  contest  was 
against  the  validity  of  the  claimed  marriage. 
On  the  trial  in  the  action  in  ejectment  tiie 
Jury  found  in  favor  of  the  fact  of  marriage. 
This  court — the  trial  judse  in  the  action  in 
ejectment  having  excluded  the  transcript  re- 
ferred to— held  that  the  decree  upon  the  con- 
test was  competent  evidence  and  operated  an 
estoppel  as  against  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff who  was  a  party  to  the  contest,  but  that 
the  adjudication  did  not  affect  the  other 
lessors,  who  were  not  parties  to  such  contest. 
Obviously,  the  decision  proceeded  upon  the 
|j  assumption  that,  as  the  orphans'  court  pos- 
eisessed  no  general  jurisdiction  over  the  real 

*  estate  of  a  decedent,  its  action  upon  the  ap- 
plication for  grant  of  letters,  regarded  as  a 
proceeding  in  rem,  possessed  no  probative 
force  in  contests  over  such  properly.  This, 
of  course,  in  no  wise  impugned  the  principle 
that  all  parties  to  a  contest,  in  proceedings 
ill  a  probate  court  preliminary  to  and  dur- 


ing the  course  of  administration  upon  the  «•• 
tate  of  the  decedent,  upon  a  matter  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court*  are  concluded 
in  every  other  court  by  the  decision  rendered, 
as  to  the  facts  upon  which  such  dedsioa 
necessarily  proceeaed.  Ca^jolle  v.  Ferri€t 
13  Wall.  465,  20  h,  ed.  607.  And  see  Butter^ 
field  V.  Smith,  101  U.  S.  670,  26  L.  ed.  868. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  De  Kalb 
county  court  possessed  the  power  to  deter- 
mine the  question  of  domicil  of  the  decedent 
for  the  purpose  of  conclusively  adjudicating 
the  validity  within  the  state  of  Georgia  of 
a  grant  of  letters  of  administration,  but  that 
it  did  not  possess  the  power  to  conclusivelv 
bind  all  the  world  as  to  the  fact  of  domidl, 
by  a  mere  finding  of  such  fact  in  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem.  In  other  words,  proceedings 
which  were  substantially  ew  parte  cannot  be 
allowed  to  have  greater  efficacy  than  would 
a  solemn  contest  inter  partes,  which  would 
have  estopped  only  actual  parties  to  such  con- 
test as  to  facts  which  had  heen  or  might  hav« 
been  litigated  in  such  contest. 

Our  conclusion  being  that  the  adjudication 
of  the  fact  of  domicil  in  Georgia  made  in  the 
grant  of  letters  by  the  De  Kalb  county  court* 
and  which  was  not  made  in  a  contest  inter 
partes,  was  of  no  probative  force  upon  the 
question  of  domicil  in  a  contest  in  a  court  ol 
Uie  District  of  Columbia  in  the  course  of  pro- 
ceedings for  the  administration  of  asseta 
within  said  District,  it  results  that  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  District  did  not  err  in 
excluding  the  transcript  in  quesUon  whether 
tendered  as  evidence  conducing  to  establish 
or  as  conclusively  fixing  the  domicil  of  tha 
deceased.  And  this  conclusion  is  not  af- 
fected in  the  least  by  the  circumstance  that 
on  the  trial  of  the  issue  as  to  domicil  had  in 
the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia it  was  claimed  that  the  assets  within  the 
District  of  Columbia  at  the  time  of  the  filing 
of  the  caveat  by  the  next  of  kin  had  been  sur-9 
reptitiously  removed  from  the  District  olS 
Columbia  by  one  of  the  caveators.  •  The  trial* 
court  properly  declined  to  rule  that  delivery 
of  such  assets  operated  to  protect  those  who 
made  the  surrender,  as  against  an  adminis- 
trator appointed  within  the  District,  sabse- 
quent,  it  is  true,  to  such  delivery,  but  as  the 
result  of  proceedings  for  the  appointment  of 
an  administrator  which  were  pending  in  a 
proper  court  of  the  District  at  the  tune  of 
the  delivery  and  when  the  person  in  whosa 
name  the  Georgia  letters  were  issued  was  a 
party  to  the  proceedings  previously  insti- 
tuted and  then  pending  in  the  District.  Nor 
was  the  trial  court  required  to  determine  that 
upon  proper  application  to  the  Georgia  court 
the  administrator  appointed  by  ^e  court 
would  not  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  the  assets 
removed  by  him  from  the  District. 

Allusion  has  been  made  to  an  act  of  Con- 
gress (24  Stat  at  L.  431,  chap.  281)  which 
makes  it  lawful  for  any  person  or  persona 
to  whom  letters  testamentary  or  of  admin- 
istration may  be  granted  by  proper  author- 
ity, in  any  of  the  United  States  or  the  terri- 
tories thereof,  to  maintain  any  suit  or  action 
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and  to  prosecute  and  recover  any  claim  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  letters  testamentary  or  of  adminis- 
tration had  been  granted  to  such  person  or 
persons  by  the  proper  authority  in  the  said 
District.  We  do  not  construe  that  statute, 
however,  as  having  any  relation  to  a  case  of 
the  kind  we  are  now  considering.  In  other 
words,  the  statute  cannot  in  reason  be  in- 
terpreted as  directing  that  where  a  proper 
eourt  of  the  District  of  Ck)lumbia  had  ob- 
tained jurisdiction  by  proceedings  com- 
menced before  it  for  administration  upon 
property  within  the  District,  it  should  be 
obliged  to  dismiss  such  proceedings  because 
one  who  was  a  party  before  it  chose,  whilst 
issues  in  such  proceedings  were  pending  and 
undecided,  to  go  to  a  s&te  and  there  make 
application  for  letters  of  administration, 
basing  such  application  upon  the  asserted 
fact  that  the  deceased  had  been  domiciled  in 
such  state. 

Whilst  it  may  be  conceded  that,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  statute,  as  a  general  rule,  a 
debtor  residing  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
of  a  deceased  person,  may  be  protected  in 
makine  payment  to  an  administrator  ap- 
pointed in  another  jurisdiction,  the  as- 
serted domicil  of  the  deceased  {Wilkins 
V.    Ellett,   108  U.  8.  256,  27   L.  ed.   718, 

•  2   Sup.   Ct.  Rep.  641),  this  does  not  make 
{{ it    necessary    for    us    to    decide    that    the 

*  payment*  or  delivery  of  the  assets  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  which  was  made  to 
the  Georgia  administrator  after  the  com- 
mencement of  proceedings  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  assets  within  the  District  of 
Columbia,  based  upon  the  ground  of  the 
domicil  oif  the  deceased  having  been  in  said 
District,  was  lawful.  To  determine  this 
question  would  involve  a  consideration  of 
other  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  as  to 
whether  the  person  making  the  payment  was 
or  was  not  to  be  charged  with  notice  of  the 
then  pending  proceedings  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  District,  which,  of  course,  were 
matter  of  public  record.  The  question,  how- 
ever, is  not  before  us  for  review,  and  we  do 
not,  therefore,  express  an  opinion  in  regard 
thereto. 

Further,  in  the  light  of  the  decision  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Georgia  in  the  case  of 
Thomas  v.  Morrisett,  76  Ga.  384,  and  an 
analogous  decision  by  the  supreme  eourt  of 
errors  of  Connecticut,  in  Willetfs  Appeal, 
50  Conn.  330,  it  would  seem  altogether  prob- 
able that  the  De  Kalb  county  court,  upon  ap- 
plication made  to  it,  will  order  its  appointee 
to  surrender  to  the  administrator  appointed 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  the  assets  which 
were  by  the  former  removed  from  the  Dis- 
trict during  the  pendency  therein  of  the  pro- 
ceedings for  administration. 

Finding  no  error  in  the  record,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Dietriot 
of  Columbia  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  eoneura  in  the  result 
20  S.  C.--39. 


(177  U.  a  309) 
UNITED  STATES,  PeHtidner, 

JOSEPH  S.  HARRIS,  Edward  M.  Paxaan, 
and  John  Lowber  Welsh,  Receivers  of  tha 
Philadelphia  k  Reading  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

Receivers — liability  under  statutes  regulai' 
ing  carriers  of  live  stock. 

Railroad  receivers  are  not  liable  to  an  action 
for  penalties  under  U.  S.  Bev.  Stat.  ||  4886- 
4889»  for  failure  to  comply  with  the  regular 
tions  as  to  transportation  of  live  stock  by 
"any  company,  owner,  or  costodian  of  sneb 
animals,"  since  receivers  are  plainly  not  with- 
in the  letter  of  the  statute  and  not  necessar- 
ily within  Its  purpose  or  spirit,  and  there- 
fore, as  the  statute  Is  penal.  It  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  extend  to  them. 

[No.  160.] 

Argued  March  6,  6,  1900.    Decided  April  9, 
1900. 
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N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  tiie 
Third  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirming 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion against  railroad  receivers  for  penalties. 
Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  67  U.  S.  App.  259,  80 
Fed.  Rep.  533,  29  C.  C.  A.  827. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shiraat 
This  was  a  suit  brought  in  November, 
1895,  in  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, by  the  United  States  against  Joseph 
S.  Harris,  Edward  M.  Paxson,  and  John 
Lowber  Welsh,  receivers  of  the  Philadelphia 
&  Reading  Railroad  Company,  to  recover  a 
penalty  in  the  sum  of  $500  for  an  alleged 
violation  of  §§  4386,  4887,  4388,  and  4389 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 
There  was  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  United 
States,  but  afterwards,  on  a  question  re- 
served at  the  trial,  judgment  was  entered  in 
favor  of  the  defendants  non  obstcmte  vere- 
dicto. 78  Fed.  Rep.  290.  Thereupon  a  writ 
of  error  was  sued  out  from  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  for  the  third  dreuit,  and  on 
March  14,  1898,  the  judgment  of  the  dis- 
trict court  was  affirmed.  57  U.  8.  App.  269, 
85  Fed.  Rep.  533,  29  C.  C.  A.  327.  The 
cause  was  then  brought  to  this  court  on  a 
writ  of  certiorari. 

Solicitor  General  Bleliarda  for  petition*, 
er.  ^ 

*  Mr.  John  O.  Iiamli  for  respondents.         I 

Mr.  Justice  Sliiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  penaltiea 
for  an  alleged  violation  of  the  laws  of  Uie 
United  States  relating  to  the  transportation 
of  live  stock;  and  the  question  involved  ia 
whether  the  defendants,  who  were  in  charga 
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and  oontrol  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading 
Railroad  as  receivers,  appointed  by  the  cir- 
euit  court  of  the  Unitea  States,  were  liable 
in  such  an  action. 

The  act  under  which  this  suit  was  brought 
was  passed  March  3,  1873,  and  was  entitled 
''An  Act  to  Prevent  Cruelty  to  Animals 
while  in  Transit  by  Railroad  or  Other  Means 
of  Transportation  within  the  United  States." 
It  appears  in  the  Revised  Statutes  as  SS 
4386,  4387,  4388,  and  4380,  as  follows: 

"Sec  4386.  No  railroad  company  within 
the  United  States  whose  road  forms  any  part 
of  a  line  of  road  over  which  cattle,  sheep, 
swine,  or  other  animals  are  conveyed  from 
one  state  to  another,  or  the  owners  or  mas- 
ters of  steam,  sailing,  or  other  vessels  carry- 
ing or  transporting  cattle,  sheep,  swine,  or 
ot£er  animals  from  one  state  to  another, 
shall  confine  the  same  in  cars,  boats,  or  ves- 
sels of  any  description  for  a  longer  period 
than  twenty-eight  consecutive  hours,  with- 
out unloading  uie  same  for  rest,  water,  and 
feeding  for  a  period  of  at  least  five  consecu- 
tive hours,  unless  prevented  from  so  unload- 
ing by  storm  or  other  accidental  causes.  In 
estimating  such  confinement  the  time  dur- 
ing which  the  animals  have  been  confined 
without  such  rest  on  connecting  roads  from 
which  they  are  received  shall  be  included, 
it  being  the  intent  of  this  section  to  prohibit 
their  continuous  confinement  beyond  the 
period  of  twenty-eight  hours,  except  upon 
contingencies  hereinbefore  stated. 

"Sec  4387.  Animals  so  unloaded  shall  be 
properly  fed  and  watered  during  such  rest 
Dy  the  owner  or  person  having  the  custody 
thereof,  or  in  case  of  his  default  in  so  do- 
ing, then  by  the  railroad  company  or  own- 
ers or  masters  of  boats  or  vessels  transport- 
ing the  same  at  the  expense  of  the  owner  or 
person  in  custody  thereof;  and  such  com- 

Spany,  owners,  or  masters  shall  in  such  case 
have  a  lien  upon  such  animals  for  food,  care, 
•  and*cu8tody  furnished,  and  shall  not  be  lia- 
ble for  any  detention  of  such  animals. 

"Sec  4388.  Any  company,  owner,  or  cus- 
todian of  such  animals  who  knowingly  and 
willingly  fails  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  two  preceding  sections,  shall,  for 
every  such  failure,  be  liable  for  and  forfeit 
and  pay  a  penalty  of  not  less  than  $100  nor 
more  than  $500.  But  when  animals  are 
carried  in  cars,  boats,  or  other  vessels  in 
which  they  can  and  do  have  proper  food,  wa- 
ter, space,  and  opportunity  to  rest,  the  pro- 
visions in  regard  to  their  being  unloaded 
shall  not  apply. 

"Sec  4389.  The  penalty  created  by  the  pre- 
ceding sections  shall  be  recovered  by  civil 
action  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  in 
the  circuit  or  district  court  of  the  United 
States,  holden  within  the  district  where  the 
violation  may  have  been  committed,  or  the 
person  or  corporation  resides  or  carries  on 
its  business;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  all 
United  States  marshals,  their  deputies  and 
subordinates,  to  prosecute  all  violations 
which  oome  to  their  notice  or  knowledge." 

The  contention  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment is  that,  by  the  words  "any  company," 
used  in  |  4388,  Congress  intended  to  em- 


brace all  common  carriers,  whether  by  rail 
or  water,  upon  whom  the  duty  was  imposed 
by  S  4386  of  unloadinff  and  feeding  the  ani- 
mals; that  the  word  ^'company"  is  used  in 
a  popular  sense  as  signifying  the  person  or 
persons,  the  association  or  corporation, 
carrying  on  the  business  of  a  common  carrier 
bv  rail  or  water;  that,  as  shown  by  its  title, 
the  act  in  question  was  a  humane  one,  de- 
signed to  prevent  cruelty  to  animals  whila 
in  course  of  interstate  transit;  that  the  reg- 
ulations were  to  be  complied  with  whenever 
animals  were  transported  by  rail  or  boat 
from  one  state  or  another;  and  that  who- 
ever had  charge  of  the  railroad  or  the  boat 
had  to  see  that  these  wholesome  and  humane 
regulations  were  obeyed,  or  had  to  pay  the 
penalty  for  violating  them. 

To  strengthen   the   argument   that  Con- 
gress intended  to  include  even  receivers  when 
managing  a  railroad  under  an  appointment  c 
by  a  court,  the  government's  counsel  calls  g 
attention* to  the  provisions  of  the  2d  and* 
3d  sections  of  the  act  of  August  13,  1888 
(26  Stat  at  L.  436,  chap.  866),  reading  as 
follows: 

"Sec  2.  That  whenever  in  any  cause  pend- 
ing in  any  court  of  the  United  States  there 
shall  be  a  receiver  or  manager  in  posses* 
sion  of  any  property  such  receiver  or  man- 
ager shall  manage  and  operate  such  prop- 
erty according  to  the  requirements  of  the 
valid  laws  of  the  state  in  which  such  prop- 
erty shall  be  situated^  in  the  same  manner 
that  the  owner  or  possessor  thereof  would  bt 
bound  to  do  if  in  possession  thereof.  Any 
receiver  or  manager  who  shall  wilfully  vio- 
late the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  shall, 
on  conviction  thereof,  be  punished  by  a  fine 
not  exceeding  three  thousand  dollars,  or  by 
imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by 
both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court. 

"Sec.  3.  That  every  receiver  or  manager  of 
any  property  appointed  by  any  court  of  the 
United  States  may  be  sued  in  respect  of  any 
act  or  transaction  of  his  in  carrying  on  the 
business  connected  with  such  property,  with- 
out the  previous  leave  of  the  court  in  which 
such  receiver  or  manager  was  appoint^; 
but  such  suit  shall  be  subject  to  the  general 
equity  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which 
such  receiver  or  manager  was  appointed,  so 
far  as  the  same  shall  be  necessary  to  the  ends 
of  justice." 

It  is  claimed  that  the  effect  of  such  leg^ 
islation  is  to  place  receivers  upon  the  same 
plane  with  railway  companies  as  respects 
their  liability  to  be  sued  for  acts  done  while 
operating  a  railroad. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  proposition  of  the 
government's  counsel  is  that  the  words  "any 
company,  owner,  or  custodian  of  such  ani- 
mals," used  in  S  4388,  are  intended  to  cover 
all  those  who  can  possibly  violate  the  pn- 
ceding  two  sections;  that  the  words  "every 
company"  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  in- 
clude a  railroad  company,  whether  a  per- 
son, a  partnership  or  a  corporation,  and 
whether  acting  individually,  or  through  ofl- 
eers  or  reoeivera 
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It  may  be  conceded  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  Congress  to  subject  receivers  of  rail- 
road companies,  appointed  such  by  courts  of 
the  United  States,  to  the  valid  laws  and  reg- 
ulations of  the  states  and  of  the  United 
«  States,  whose  object  is  to  promote  the  safety, 
c  comfort,  and  convenience  of  the  traveling 
•  public.  But^we  are  not  now  concerned  with 
the  general  intention  of  Congress^  but  with 
its  special  intention,  manifested  in  the  en- 
actments under  which  this  suit  was  brought. 
Was  it  the  purpose  of  Congress  when  pre- 
scribing a  penalty  for  any  companjy,  owner, 
or  custodian  of  animals  who  knowingly  and 
willinglv  fails  to  comply  with  the  direc- 
tions of  the  statute,  to  include  receivers? 
Can  we  fairlv  bring  receivers  within  the 
penal  clause  by  reasoning  from  a  supposed 
or  an  apparent  motive  in  Congress  in  pass- 
ing the  actt 

It  was  the  view  of  the  courts  below  that 
receivers  were  plainly  not  within  the  letter 
of  the  statute,  and  not  necessarily  within 
its  purpose  or  spirit;  and  an  attentive  ex- 
amination has  brought  us  to  the  same  con- 
clusion. 

It  must  be  admitted  that,  in  order  to  hold 
the  receivers,  they  must  be  regarded  as  in- 
eluded  in  the  word  "company."  Only  by  a 
strained  and  artificial  construction,  based 
chiefly  upon  a  consideration  of  the  misdiief 
which  the  legislature  sought  to  remedy,  can 
receivers  be  brought  within  the  terms  of  the 
law.  But  can  such  a  kind  of  construction 
be  resorted  to  in  enforcing  a  penal  statute? 
Giving  all  proper  force  to  the  contention  of 
the  counsel  of  the  government,  that  there 
has  been  some  relaxation  on  the  part  of  the 
oourte  in  applying  the  rule  of  strict  con- 
struction to  such  statutes,  it  still  remains 
that  the  intention  of  a  penal  statute  must  be 
found  in  the  language  actually  used,  inter- 
preted according  to  ite  fair  and  obvious 
meaning.  It  is  not  permitted  to  courte,  in 
this  class  of  cases,  to  attribute  inadvertence 
or  oversight  to  the  legislature  when  enumer- 
ating the  classes  of  persons  who  are  subject- 
ed to  a  penal  enactment,  nor  to  depart  from 
the  settled  meaning  of  words  or  phrases  in 
order  to  bring  persons  not  named  or  dis- 
tinctly described  within  the  supposed  pur- 
pose of  the  statute. 

It  may  well  be  that  Congress,  in  omitting 
to  expressly  include  receivers  in  these  sec- 
tions, intended  to  leave  them  subject  to  the 
control  and  direction  of  the  courte,  whose 
officers  they  are.     It  does  not,  therefore,  fol- 
low that  the  stetute  in  question  would  be 
without   operation   where   railroads  are  in 
the  hands  of  receivers.     The  owners  and  cus- 
^  todians  of  the  stock  would  still  remain  sub- 
^  ject  to  the  punishment  prescribed. 
f    *We   cannot   better   close   this  discussion 
than  by  quoting  the  language  of  Chief  Jus- 
tice Marshall,  in  the  case  of  United  State* 
▼.  Wiltherger,  6  Wheat.  76,  6  L.  ed.  37: 

"The  rule  that  penal  laws  are  to  be  con- 
strued strictly  is  perhaps  not  much  less  old 
than  construction  itself.  It  is  founded  on  the 
tcndemesa  of  the  law  for  the  righto  of  in- 
dividuals, and  on  the  plain  principle  that 
the  power  of  ponishment  is  veatea  in  tha 


legislative,  and  not  in  tha  Jodldal,  depart- 
ment It  is  the  legislature,  not  the  court, 
which  is  to  define  a  crime  and  ordain  ite 
punishment.  It  is  said  that,  notwithstand* 
ing  this  rule,  the  intention  of  the  lawmaker 
must  govern  in  the  construction  of  penal  as 
well  as  other  statutes.  .  .  •  But  this 
is  not  a  new  independent  rule  which  subverts 
the  old.  It  is  a  modification  of  the  ancient 
maxim,  and  amounte  to  this,  that  though 
penal  laws  are  to  be  construed  strictly,  they 
are  not  to  be  construed  so  strictly  as  to 
defeat  the  obvious  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture. The  maxim  is  not  to  be  so  applied 
as  to  narrow  the  words  of  the  stetute  to  the 
exclusion  of  oases  which  those  words,  ia 
their  ordinary  acoeptetion,  or  in  that  sense 
in  which  the  legislature  has  obviously  used 
them,  would  comprehend.  The  intention  of 
the  legislature  is  to  be  collected  from  the 
words  they  employ.  Where  there  is  no  am- 
biguity in  the  words  there  is  no  room  for 
construction.  The  case  must  be  a  strong 
one  indeed  which  would  justify  a  court  in 
departing  from  the  plain  meaning  of  words, — 
especially  in  a  penal  act»  in  search  of  an  in- 
tention which  the  words  themselves  did  not 
suggest.  To  determine  that  a  case  is  with- 
in the  intention  of  a  stetute  ite  language 
must  authorize  us  to  say  so.  It  womd  be 
dangerous,  indeed,  to  carry  the  principle 
that  a  case  which  is  within  the  reason  or 
mischief  of  a  statute  is  within  its  provi- 
sions, so  far  as  to  punish  a  crime  not  enu- 
merated in  the  stetute  because  it  is  of  equal 
atrocity,  or  of  a  kindred  character  with 
those  which  are  enumerated.  If  this  princi- 
ple has  ever  been  recognized  in  expounding 
criminal  law,  it  has  been  in  cases  of  con- 
siderable irritetion,  which  it  would  be  un- 
safe to  consider  as  precedents  forming  a  gen- 
eral rule  for  other  cases."  See  liJcewise 
SarlU  V.  United  States,  162  U.  S.  670,  38 
L.  ed.  666,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  720. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap* 
peale  is  affirmed. 


(177  U.  S.  260) 
SUPREME    LODGE    KNIGHTS    OF    PY- 
THIAS, Plff.  in  Srr., 

V, 

JOSEPHINE  R.  WITHERS. 

Inauranoe  in  benevolent  eooietf^ — forfeiture 
for  delay  in  paym,ent  of  duea— secretary's 
failure  to  transmit  dues  received — secre- 
tary as  agent  of  order,  and  not  of  member. 

The  failure  of  the  secretarj  of  a  local,  subor- 
dinate branch  or  section  of  the  Knights  of 
Pythias,  to  transmit  to  the  general  board  of 
control,  within  the  time  spedfled  by  the  gen- 
eral laws  of  said  order,  moneys  paid  to  him 
In  due  time  by  a  member,  will  not  be  groand 
for  forfeiture  of  the  policy  of  such  member, 
since  the  secretary's  negligence  Is  not  charge- 
able to  the  member,  but  Is  that  of  an  agent  of 
the  order,  notwithstanding  a  provision  In  the 
general  laws  of  the  order  to  the  effect  that 
he  Is  to  be  regarded  as  the  agent  of  the  mem- 
ber, and  not  of  the  order,  where  the  general 
laws  also  require  the  member  to  pay  dues  to 
such   secretary  only,  and  provide  that  the 
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■ecretaiT  ■hall  tnnnnlt  Immedlatelj  after 
tbe  10th  of  each  month  all  moneya  collected 
bj  him,  and  that  the  local  branch  ahall  be 
responsible  to  the  board  of  control  for  ail 
•ach  monejs  collected  bj  the  ■scratarj. 

[No.  170.1 

Argued  March  6,  1900.    Decided  April  9, 

1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Fifth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision 
affirming  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  on  a  certificate  or  policy  of 
insurance.   Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  69  U.  S.  App.  177,  80 
Fed.  Rep.  100,  32  C.  C.  A.  182. 

^  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown  t 
•  *  This  was  an  action  originally  begun  in  tbe 
circuit  court  of  Hale  county,  Alabama,  by 
Josepbine  R.  Withers,  to  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant the  amount  of  a  certain  certificate  or 
policy  of  insurance  upon  the  life  of  her  hus- 

The  case  was  removed  to  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  middle  district 
of  Alabama,  upon  the  petition  of  the  defend- 
ant and  upon  the  ground  that  the  Supreme 
Lodge  Knights  of  Pythias  was  a  corpora- 
tion organized  by  act  of  Congress,  and  hence 
that  the  controversy  arose  under  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  a  jury  upon  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  and  the  court  in- 
structed a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $3,000,  the  amount  of  the  policy,  with 
interest,  upon  which  verdict  a  judgment  was 
entered  for  $3,392.54.  The  case  was  taken 
by  writ  of  error  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals, which  affirmed  the  judgment.  59  U. 
S.  App.  177,  89  Fed.  Rep.  160,  32  C.  C.  A. 
182.  Whereupon  the  defendant  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court. 

The  facts,  so  far  as  they  are  material,  are 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Meeere,  Aldia  B.  Browne,  Alexander 
Britton,  Thomae  O,  Jons8f  Charles  P.  Jonea, 
and  H,  H.  Field  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Edward  de  Graffenried  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 
3«  The  Supreme  Lodge  Knights  of  Pythias  is 
§  a  fraternal  and  benevolent  society,  incorpo- 
•  rated  by  an  act  of  Congress  oPJune  29,  1894 
(28  Stat  at  L.  96,  chap.  119),  as  the  succes- 
sor of  a  former  corporation  of  the  same 
name,  organized  under  an  act  approved  May 
5,  1870.  The  beneficial  or  insurance  branch 
of  the  order  is  known  as  the  endowment 
rank,  which  is  composed  of  those  members  of 
the  order  who  have  taken  out  benefit  certifi- 
cates. Such  members  are  admitted  into  lo- 
cal subordinate  branchee  known  as  sections. 
The  members  of  each  section  elect  their  own 
president  and  secretary.  The  endowment 
rank  is  governed  by  a  board  of  control  whose 
officers  are  a  president  and  secretary,  and 
whose  place  of  business  is  in  Chicago.    The 


endowment  rank  is  governed  l^  a  constitu* 
tion  and  general  laws  enacted  by  the  Su- 
preme Loc^e,  and  1^  rules  and  regulations 
adopted  by  the  board  of  control  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Supreme  Lodge. 

On  January  1,  1883,  Robert  W.  Withers 
made  application  for  membership  in  the  en- 
dowment rank,  and  in  that  application  made 
the  following  statement:  "I  hereby  agree 
that  I  will  punctually  pay  all  dues  and  as- 
sessments to  which  I  may  become  liable,  and 
that  I  will  be  sovemed,  and  this  contract 
shall  be  controlled,  by  all  the  laws,  rules, 
and  regulations  of  the  order  governing  this 
rank,  now  in  force,  or  that  may  hereafter  be 
enacted,  or  submit  to  the  penalties  therein 
contained."  His  application  was  accepted, 
and,  after  receiving  a  certificate  under  the 
first  act  of  incorporation  which  he  volun- 
tarily surrendered,  he  received  the  certifi- 
cate upon  which  this  action  is  brought.  This 
certificate  recited  the  original  application 
for  membership  dated  January  1,  1883, 
the  surrender  of  the  former  certificate  and 
the  application  for  transfer  to  the  fourth 
class,  which  were  ''made  a  part  of  this  con- 
tract, .  .  .  and  in  consideration  of  the 
payment  heretofore  to  the  said  endowment 
rank  of  all  monthly  payments,  as  required, 
and  the  full  compliance  vnth  cUl  the  lotos 
governing  this  right,  now  in  force  or  thai 
may  hereafter  he  enacted,  and  shall  be  in 
good  standing  under  said  laws,  the  sum  of 
$3,000  will  be  paid  by  the  Supreme  Lodge, 
etc.,  to  Josephine  R.  Withers,  wife,  ,  .  . 
upon  due  notice  and  proof  of  death  and  good 
standing  in  the  rank  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
.  .  .  and  it  is  understood  and  agreed  M 
that  any  violation  of  the  within-mentioned  S 
conditions  or  other*requirements  of  the  laws  * 
in  force  governing  this  right  shall  render 
this  certificate  and  all  claims  null  and  void, 
and  the  said  Supreme  Lodge  shall  not  be  li- 
able for  the  above  sum  or  any  part  thereof." 

Withers  was  a  member  of  section  432,  at 
Greensboro,  Alabama,  of  which  one  Chad- 
wick  was  secretary.  By  the  laws  of  the  en- 
dowment rank  Withers  was  required  to  pay 
$4.90  monthly  in  accordance  with  his  age 
and  the  amount  of  his  endowment 

In  January,  1894,  defendant  adopted  and 
promulgated  the  following  general  laws : 

"Sec.  4.  Monthly  payments  and  dues  of 
members  holding  certificates  of  endowment 
shall  be  due  and  payable  to  the  secretary  of 
section  without  notice,  on  the  first  day  of 
each  and  every  month ;  and  a  failure  to  make 
such  payment  on  or  before  the  10th  day  of 
each  month  shall  cause,  from  and  after  such 
date,  a  forfeiture  of  the  certificate  of  endow- 
ment and  all  right,  title,  and  interest  such 
member  or  his  beneficiaries  may  have  in  and 
to  the  same,  and  membership  eiiall  cease  al^ 
solutely.  In  case  of  such  forfeiture,  mem- 
bership may  be  regained  by  making  appli- 
cation in  the  form  prescribed  for  new  ap- 
plicants, the  payment  of  required  member- 
ship fee  and  surrender  of  the  forfeited  cer- 
tificate. If  approved  by  the  medical  exam- 
iner-in-chief and  accepted  by  the  board  of 
control,  a  new  certificate  shall  be  issued,  and 
the  rating  shall  hereafter  be  at  tbt  age  U 
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nearest  birthday  to  the  date  of  the  last  ap- 
plication." 

"Sec.  6.  The  secretary  of  the  section  shall 
forward  to  the  board  of  control  the  monthly 
payments  and  dues  collected  immediately  aft- 
er the  10th  day  of  each  and  every  month. 

"If  such  payment  and  dues  are  not  re- 
oeived  by  the  board  of  control  on  or  before 
the  last  day  of  the  same  month  the  section 
so  failing  to  pay,  and  all  members  thereof, 
shall  stand  suspended  from  membership  in 
the  Endowment  Rank ;  and  their  certificates 
and  all  right,  title,  and  interest  therein  shall 
be  forfeited.  Notice  of  such  suspension'  shall 
be  forthwith  mailed  by  the  secretary  of  the 
board  of  control  to  the  president  and  secre- 
J  tary  of  such  section. 

S  "Provided,  that  the  section  whose  member- 
*  ahip  has  forfeited*  their  endowment,  and 
whose  warrant  has  been  suspended,  shall  re- 
gain all  right  as  a  section,  and  any  surviv- 
ing members  thereof  (not  less  than  five) 
shall  regain  full  rights  and  privileges  held 

Srevious  to  such  forfeiture,  if  within  thirty 
ays  from  suspension  of  warrant  said  section 
shall  pay  to  the  board  of  control  the  amount 
of  all  monthly  payments,  assessments,  and 
dues  accrued  upon  said  members. 

"Sec.  10.  Sections  of  Endowment  Ranks 
shall  be  responsible  and  liable  to  the  board 
of  control  for  all  moneys  collected  by  the  sec- 
retary or  other  officers  from  the  members  for 
monthly  payments,  assessments,  or  dues  not 
paid  over  to  the  board  within  the  time  and 
manner  prescribed  by  law.  Officers  of  sec- 
tions are  the  agents  of  members,  and  shall 
in  no  wise  be  considered  as  the  agents  of  the 
representatives  of  the  board  of  control  or  of 
the  Endowment  Rank  or  of  the  Supreme 
Lodge." 

For  over  twelve  years  Withers  made  his 
monthly  payments  as  required  by  law  to  the 
secretary  of  the  section,  and  the  money  was 
regularly  remitted  to  the  board  of  control 
at  Chicago.  His  last  payment  was  made 
prior  to  October  10,  1896,  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 4,  for  the  dues  of  that  month.  As  there 
were  a  large  number  of  members  in  the  sec- 
tion, and  as  their  dues  were  not  all  collected 
until  the  latter  part  of  the  month,  the  sec- 
retary of  the  section  did  not  send  the  money 
to  the  board  of  control  until  October  31, 
when  he  mailed  to  the  secretary  of  that  board 
ft  check  covering  all  the  amounts  due  by  all 
the  members  of  the  section  for  that  month. 
The  letter  did  not  leave  the  postoffioe  until 
the  next  day,  and  was  received  by  the  board 
of  control  November  4.  No  notice  was  ever 
mailed  by  the  board  of  control  to  Withers 
notifying  him  of  his  suspension ;  but  on  No- 
vember Ist,  as  required  by  section  6,  the  sec- 
retary of  the  board  of  control  mailed  to  Mr. 
Chad  wick,  the  secretary  of  the  section  at 
Greensboro,  a  notice  of  the  suspension  of  all 
members  thereof,  with  an  intimation  that 
the  members  of  the  section  might  regain 
their  rights  under  certain  conditions  therein 
named.  No  notice  was  mailed  to  the  presi- 
dent of  the  section.  In  view  of  the  techni- 
cal character  of  the  defense,  it  is  worthy  of 
mention  that  the  board  of  control  did  not 


strictly  comply  with  its  own  regulation  ing 
this  particular.  $ 

*Upon   receiving   the  remittance,  and  on* 
November  4,  the  secretary  of  the  board  of 
control  mailed  the  followmg  postal  card  to 
the  secretary  of  the  section: 

Office  Board  of  Control, 

Chicago,  November  4,  1895. 
Received  of  Section  No.  432  one  hundred 
and  thirteen  30-100  dollars  in  payment  of 
monthly  payments  and  dues  for  October, 
1895,  on  condition  that  all  members  for 
whom  above  payment  is  made  were  living  at 
date  of  this  receipt. 

H.  B.  Stolte, 
Secretary  Board  of  Control. 

The  insured  was  suddenly  taken  ill  and 
died  of  an  attack  of  cholera  morbus  on  No- 
vember 1,  1895.  Proofs  of  death  were  waived 
by  the  defendant,  which,  however,  refused  to 
pay  the  amount  of  the  certificate. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  the  de- 
fense in  this  case  is  an  extremely  technical 
one,  and  does  not  commend  itself  to  the 
average  sense  of  justice.  It  ought  to  be 
made  out  with  literal  exactness.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  Withers  for  twelve  years  paid 
all  his  dues  promptly  to  the  secretary  of  the 
section  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  gen- 
eral laws,  and  that  the  failure  of  the  board 
of  control  to  receive  them  on  or  before  the 
last  day  of  the  month  was  the  fault  of  the 
secretary,  and  not  of  the  insured.  The  whole 
defense  rests  upon  the  final  clause  of  section 
10,  declaring  that  "officers  of  sections  are  the 
agents  of  the  members  and  shall  in  no  wise 
be  considered  as  the  agents  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  board  of  control  of  the 
Endowment  Rank  or  of  the  Supreme  Lodge." 
It  appears  to  have  been  the  habit  of  the  secre- 
tary, Mr.  Chad  wick,  not  to  remit  each  pay- 
ment as  it  was  made,  but  to  allow  all  the 
dues  of  each  month  to  collect  in  his  hands 
and  to  remit  them  together  by  a  check  cov- 
ering the  whole  amount,  about  the  close  of 
the  month.  In  this  connection  he  makes  the 
following  statement:  "It  had  never  been 
the  custom  of  my  office  for  me  to  send  the 
money  off  by  the  twentieth  of  the  month" 
(although  section  6  required  him  to  forward 
it  immediately  after  the  tenth).  "I  usually 
sent  the  money  off  about  the  last  days  of  the 
month.  For  the  previous  year  I  had  mailed 
to  the  secretary  of  the  board  of  control  the 
dues  of  the  section  as  follows:     October  ST, 

1894,  November  28,  1894,  December  29,  1894, 
January  29,  1895,  February  27,  1895,  March  • 
30,  1895,  April  29,  1895,  June  29,  1895,  JulyS 
8,   1895,*  August  29,   1895,    September    28,* 

1895,  October  28,  1895,  October  31,  1895— all 
of  which  sums  were  accepted  by  the  board 
of  control." 

The  position  now  taken  by  the  defendant, 
that  in  receiving  the  money  from  the  insured 
members,  and  remitting  the  same  to  the 
board  of  control,  the  secretary  of  the  section 
was  the  agent  of  the  insured,  and  not  of  the 
board  of  control,  is  inconsistent  with  t^e  re- 
<^uirement  of  section  4,  which  makes  it  ob- 
ligatory upon  policy  holders  to  pay  their 
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monihlj  dues  to  the  secretary  of  the  section, 
and  to  him  only,  as  well  as  with  the  provl* 
sion  of  section  10,  that  "sections  of  Endow* 
ment  Rank  shall  be  responsible  and  liable  to 
the  board  of  control  for  all  moneys  collected 
by  the  secretary,  or  other  officers,  from  the 
members  for  monthly  payments,  assessments, 
or  dues  not  paid  over  to  the  board  within  the 
time  and  manner  prescribed  by  law."  The 
ouestion  at  once  suggests  itself.  To  whom 
does  the  money  belong  when  paid  to  the  seo- 
retary  of  the  section?  If  to  the  insured,  it 
was  within  his  power  to  reclaim  it  at  any 
time  before  it  was  remitted.  If  to  the  board 
of  control^  it  was  the  duty  of  the  secretary 
of  the  section  to  remit  it.  Why,  too,  should 
the  board  of  control  attempt  to  deal  with  it 
at  all  beyond  requiring  it  to  be  paid  them  by 
a  certain  dayt  Section  10  is  a  complete  an- 
swer since  that  makes  the  sections  respon- 
sible to  the  board  of  control  from  the  mo- 
ment the  money  is  collected,  and  section  6 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  secretary  to  remit 
it  at  once. 

There  seems  to  have  been  an  attempt  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  invest  Mr.  Chad- 
wick  with  the  power  and  authority  of  an 
agent,  and  at  the  same  time  to  repudiate  his 
agency.  But  the  refusal  to  acknowledge 
him  as  agent  does  not  make  him  the  less  so, 
if  the  principal  assume  to  control  his  con- 
duct. It  is  as  if  a  creditor  should  instruct 
his  debtor  to  pay  his  claim  to  a  third  person, 
and  at  the  same  time  declare  that  such  third 
person  was  not  his  agent  to  receive  the 
money.  It  would  scarcely  be  contended, 
however,  that  such  payment  would  not  be  a 
good  discharge  of  the  debt,  though  the  third 
I,  person  never  accounted  to  the  creditor; 
g  much  less,  that  it  would  not  be  a  good  pay- 
•  ment  as  of  a  certain  day,  though  th«*remit- 
tance,  through  the  fault  of  the  person  receiv- 
ing it,  did  not  reach  the  creditor  until  the  fol- 
lowing day. 

The  position  of  the  secretary  must  be  de- 
termined by  his  actual  power  and  authority, 
and  not  by  the  name  which  the  defendant 
chooses  to  give  him.  To  invest  him  with  the 
duties  of  an  agent,  and  to  deny  his  agency^ 
is  a  mere  juggling  with  words.  Defendant 
cannot  thus  play  fast  and  loose  with  its  own 
subordinates.  Upon  its  theory  the  policy 
holders  had  absolutely  no  protection.  They 
were  bound  to  make  their  monthly  payments 
to  the  secretary  of  the  section,  who  was 
bound  to  remit  them  to  the  board  of  control ; 
but  they  could  not  compel  him  to  remit,  and 
were  thus  completely  at  his  mercy.  If  he 
chose  to  play  into  the  hands  of  the  company, 
It  was  possible  for  him,  by  delaying  his  re- 
mittance until  after  the  end  of  the  month, 
to  cause  a  suspension  of  every  certificate 
within  his  jurisdiction ;  and  in  case  such  re- 
mittance was  not  made  within  thirty  days 
from  such  suspension  (sec.  6)  apparently  to 
make  it  necessary  under  section  4  for  each 
policy  holder  to  regain  his  membership  by 
making  a  new  application,  surrenderins  his 
forfeited  certificate,  making  payment  of  the 
required  membership  fee,  undergoing  a  new 
medical  examination,  and  paying  a  premium 
determined  by  his  age  at  the  date  of  the  last 


application.  In  other  words,  by  the  fallare 
of  the  secretary,  over  whom  he  had  no  con- 
trol, to  remit  within  thirty  days,  every  mem- 
ber of  the  section  might  lose  his  rights  under 
his  certificate  and  stand  in  the  position  of 
one  making  a  new  application,  with  a  for- 
feiture of  all  premiums  previously  paid.  The 
new  certificate  would,  of  course,  be  refused 
if  his  health  ill  the  meantime  had  deterio- 
rated, and  the  examining  physician  refused 
to  approve  his  application.  This  would  en- 
able the  company  at  its  will  to  relieve  itself 
of  th^  burdens  of  undesirable  risks  bv  refut- 
ing certificates  of  membership  to  all  whose 
health  had  become  impaired  since  the  orig- 
inal certificate  was  taken  out,  though  sudi 
certificate-holder  may  have  been  personally 
prompt  in  making  his  monthly  payments. 

It  could  not  thus  clothe  the  secretaries  of 
the  sections  with  the  powers  of  agents  by  au- 
thorizing them  to  receive  monthly  payments  g 
and  instructing  them  to  account  for  and  re- 1 
mit  them  to* the  Supreme  Lodge  at  Chicago, « 
and  in  the  same  breath  deny  that  they  were 
agents  at  all.  The  very  definition  of  an 
agent,  given  by  Bouvier,  as  "one  who  under- 
takes U>  transact  some  business,  or  manage 
some  affair,  for  anotuer,  by  the  authority 
and  on  account  of  the  latter,  and  to  render 
an  account  of  it"  presupposes  that  the  acta 
done  by  the  agent  shall  be  done  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  principal,  and  that  he  shall  receive 
his  instructions  from  him.  In  this  case  the 
agent  received  his  insiructions  from  the  Su- 
preme Lodge,  and  his  actions  were,  at  leasts 
as  much  for  the  convenience  of  the  lodge  as 
for  that  of  the  insured.  If  the  Supreme 
Lodge  intrusted  Chadwick  with  a  certain  au- 
thority, it  stands  in  no  position  to  deny  that 
he  was  its  agent  within  the  scope  of  that 
authority. 

The  reports  are  by  no  means  barren  of 
cases  turning  upon  the  proper  construction 
of  this  so-called  "agency  clause,"  under 
which  the  defendant  seeks  to  shift  its  re- 
sponsibility upon  the  insured  for  the  neglect 
of  Chadwick  to  remit  on  the  proper  day.  In 
some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  to  be  practically 
viod  and  of  no  effect;  in  others,  it  is  looked 
upon  as  a  species  of  wild  animal,  lying  in 
wait  and  ready  to  spring  upon  the  unwary 
policyholder,  and  in  all,  it  is  eyed  with  sue- 
picion  and  construed  with  great  strictness. 
We  think  it  should  not  be  given  effect  when 
manifestly  contrary  to  the  facts  of  the  ease» 
or  opposed  to  the  interests  of  justice. 
Wherever  the  asency  clause  is  inconsistent 
with  the  other  clauses  of  the  policy,  confer- 
ring power  and  authority  upon  the  agent,  he 
is  treated  as  the  agent  of  the  company 
rather  than  of  the  policy  holder.  The  object 
of  the  clause  in  most  cases  is  to  transfer  the 
responsibility  for  his  acts  from  the  party  to 
whom  it  properly  belongs,  to  one  who  gen- 
erally has  no  knowledge  of  its  existence.  It 
is  usually  introduced  into  policies  in  con- 
nection with  the  application,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  agent  of  the  company 
the  agent  of  the  party  making  the  applica- 
tion, with  respect  to  the  statements  therein 
contained. 

It  was  formerly  held  in  New  York  {Roht' 
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haeh  ▼.  Oermania  F.  /n«.  Co.  62  N.  Y.  47,  20 
Am.  Rep.  451«  and  AUxander  v.  Oermania  F, 
Ins.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  4C4,  23  Am.  Rei».  76),  that, 
where  the  insured  had  contracted  that  the 
g  person  who  had  procured  the  insurance 
S  should  be  deemed  his  agent,  he  must  abide 

*  by  his  agreement;  and  where^such  person 
had,  through  fault  or  mistake,  misstated  in 
the  application  to  the  company  the  declara- 
tions of  the  assured,  the  latter  must  suffer 
for  the  error  or  wrong;  but  in  a  subsequent 
case  {Whited  ▼.  Germania  F,  Ins.  Co.  76  N. 
Y.  415,  32  Am.  Rep.  330),  this  doctrine  was 
held  to  be  limited  to  such  acts  as  the  agent 
performed  in  connection  with  the  original 
application,  and  that  in  a  renewal  of  the 
poli<7  such  party  was  treated  as  the  agent 
of  the  defendant,  for  whose  acts  it  was 
bound;  and  that  it  was  within  his  power  to 
make  a  valid  waiver  of  the  conditions  of  the 
policy.  Said  the  court  in  its  opinion: 
''That  he  was  the  agent  of  the  defendant  it 
would  be  fatuous  to  deny ;  were  it  not  for  a 
clause  in  the  policy"  (the  agency  clause) 
"upon  which  tne  defendant  builds.  .  •  . 
But  if  the  insured  is  to  be  now  bound  as 
having  thus  contracted,  there  must  be  mu- 
tuality in  the  contract  No  man  can  serve 
two  masters.  If  the  procurer  of  the  insur- 
ance is  to  be  deemed  the  agent  of  the  in- 
sured ...  he  may  not  be  taken  into 
the  service  of  the  insurer  as  its  agent  also; 
or  if  he  is  so  taken,  the  insurer  must  be 
bound  by  his  acts  and  words,  when  he  stands 
in  its  place  and  moves  and  speaks  as  one 
having  authority  from  it;  and  pro  hoc  vice, 
at  least,  he  does  then  rightfully  put  off  his 
agency  for  the  insured  and  put  on  that  for 
the  insurer.  .  .  .  Nor  will  it  hold  the 
plaintiff  so  strictly  to  the  contract  he  made 
as  to  permit  the  defendant  to  ignore  it  and 
take  his  agent  as  its  a«ent,  and  yet  make 
him  suffer  for  all  the  shortcomings  of  that 
person  while  acting  between  them  and  while 
under  authority  from  the  defendant  to  act 
for  it"  So  in  Sprague  ▼.  Holland  Purchase 
Ins,  Co.  00  N.  Y.  128,  the  insured  signed  a 
blank  form  of  application,  which  was  filled 
up  by  the  company's  agent  without  any 
knowledge  or  dictation  of  the  insured.  There 
were  false  statements  therein,  occasioned  by 
the  mistake  or  inadvertence  of  the  agent 
The  policy  contained  the  agency  clause,  as 
well  as  the  condition  that  the  application 
must  be  made  out  by  the  defendanrs  author- 
ized agent,  and  it  was  held,  using  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court  in  the  Whited  Case,  that 
&e  latter  clause  "swallowed  down"  the  for- 
mer, and  that  there  was  no  warranty  bind- 
ing upon  the  plaintiff. 

Q      In  Patridge  v.  Commeroidl  F.  Ins.  Co.  17 
|2  Hun,  05,  it  was  said  of  the  agency  clause: 

•  ''This  is  a  provision  which  deservesHhe  con- 
demnation of  courts,  whenever  it  is  relied 
upon  to  work  out  a  fraud,  as  it  is  in  this 
ease.  The  policy  might  as  well  say  that  the 
president  of  the  company  should  be  deemed 
the  president  of  the  assured.  .  •  .  Such 
a  clause  is  no  part  of  a  contract  It  is  an 
attempt  to  reverse  the  law  of  agency,  and 
to  declare  that  a  party  is  not  bound  by  his  | 
•gent's  acts.    Whether  one  is  an  agent  of  an- 


other is  a  question  of  mixed  law  and  fact 
depending  on  the  authority  given  expressly 
or  impliedly.  And  when  a  contract  is,  in 
fact,  made  through  the  agent  of  a  party,  the 
acts  of  that  a^ent  in  that  respect  are  bind- 
ing on  his  principal." 

In  Nasaodier  v.  Susquehanna  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  109  Pa.  600,  under  a  by-law  providing 
that  "in  all  cases  the  person  forwarding  ap- 
plications shall  be  deemed  the  aeent  of  the 
applicant,"  it  was  held,  under  tne  eircum- 
stances  of  the  case,  that  the  agent  of  the 
company  soliciting  insurance  was  not  the 
agent  of  the  applicant,  and  that  such  by-law 
was  not  binding  upon  him.  Although  the 
insured  is  supposed  to  know  at  his  peril  the 
conditions  of  the  policy,  that  will  not  bind 
him  to  a  provision  which  is  not  true,  and  one 
which  the  company  had  no  right  to  insert 
therein.  "We  do  not  assent,"  said  the  court, 
"to  the  proposition  that  the  offer"  (that  the 
agent  made  his  own  valuation  of  the  prop- 
erty) "was  incompetent,  because  Laubach 
was  the  agent  of  the  assured  in  filling  up 
the  application  and  forwarding  it  to  the 
company.  He  was  not  the  agent  of  the  as- 
sured. The  latter  had  not  employed  him  for 
any  purpose.  He  wae  the  agent  of  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  as  such  called  up<»i 
the  assured  and  solicited  a  policy,  and  hav- 
ing obtained  his  consent,  proceeded  to  fill 
up  the  application  for  him  to  sign.  As  to 
all  these  preliminary  matters  the  person  so- 
liciting tne  insurance  is  the  agent  of  the 
company."  The  court,  speaking  of  the 
agency  clause,  observed:  "This  court»  ia 
the  case  above  cited  [Columhia  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Cooper,  50  Pa.  331],  characterized  a  some- 
what similar  provision  as  a  'cunning  condi- 
tion.' The  court  might  have  gone  further 
and  designated  it  as  a  dishonest  condition. 
It  was  the  assertion  of  a  falsehood,  and  an 
attempt  to  put  that  falsehood  into  the 
mouth  of  the  assured.  It  formed  no  part 
of  the  contract  of  insurance.  That  contract  t* 
consists  of  the  application  and  the  policy  ia-fe 
sued  in  pursuance  thereof.  In  point  otTlact  ^ 
the  assured  does  not  see  the  policy  until  aft- 
er it  is  executed  and  delivered  to  him.  la 
many  instances  it  is  laid  away  by  him  and 
never  read,  especially  as  to  the  elaborate 
conditions  in  fine  print.  Grant  that  it  is 
his  duty  to  read  it,  his  neglect  to  do  so  can 
bind  him  only  for  what  the  company  had  a 
right  to  insert  therein.  He  was  not  bound 
to  suppose  that  the  company  would  falsely 
assert,  either  by  direct  language  in  the  pol« 
icy  or  by  reference  to  a  by-law,  that  a  man 
was  his  agent  who  had  never  been  his  agent, 
but  who  was,  on  the  contrary,  the  agent  of 
the  company.  Notwithstanding  this  was  a 
mutual  company,  the  assured  did  not  become 
a  member  thereof  until  after  the  insurance 
was  effected.  Hence,  a  by-law  of  the  com- 
pany of  which  he  had  no  knowledge,  and  by 
which  he  was  not  bound,  could  not  affect 
him  in  matters  occurring  before  the  grant- 
ing of  the  policy.  .  .  .  And  even  a  by- 
law of  a  mutual  company  which  declares  that 
black  is  white,  does  not  necessarily  make  it 
so."  Similar  cases  are  those  of  Eilenherger 
y.  Protective  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  89  Pa.  464, 
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8u9^ttehanna  Mut,  F.  Ina,  Co.  T.  Cuaiek, 
109  Pa.  157 ;  and  Kister  ▼.  Lebanon  Mut. 
Ina.  Co.  128  Pa.  663,  6  L.  R.  A.  646^  18  AtL 
447. 

The  ease  of  Lycoming  F.  Ina.  Co.  T.  Ward, 
90  IlL  545,  resembles  the  caae  under  consid- 
eration.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that, 
where  the  assured  contracts  with  one  as  the 
agent  of  the  insurer,  believing  him  to  be 
such,  and  does  not  employ  such  supposed 
agent  to  act  for  him  in  obtaining  insurance, 
such  person  has  no  power  to  act  for  or  bind 
the  insured,  though  the  policy  may  provide 
that  the  person  procuring  the  insurance 
shall  be  aeemed  tne  agent  of  the  insured, 
and  not  of  the  company.  Plaintiff  paid  the 
premium  to  the  person  with  whom  she  con- 
tracted for  the  insurance,  and  of  whom  she 
obtained  the  policy.  It  was  held  that  such 
person,  assuming  to  be  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, the  payment  was  binding  upon  the 
company,  wnether  he  paid  the  money  over  or 
not.  In  that  case  the  person  to  whom  the 
money  was  paid  was  not  in  reality  an  agent 
of  the  company,  although  plaintiff  believed 
him  to  be  sucl^  but  only  a  street  insurance 
broker,  who  represented  himself  to  be  the 
agent  of  the  company.  Said  the  court:  "Un- 
der such  circumstances  who  should  bear  the 
ei  loss  arising  from  the  fraud  committed  by 
gthe  street  broker  T  Should  it  fall  upon  the 
•  plaintiff,  who  wat^an  innocent  party  in  the 
transaction,  or  should  it  fall  upon  the  com- 
pany, who  alone  enabled  Puschman  to  suc- 
cessfully consummate  the  contract  of  insur- 
ance by  placing  in  his  hands  the  policy  for 
delivery  T  The  street  broker  was  not  the 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  any  purpose.  If 
the  evidence  be  true,  he  had  no  authority 
to  act  for  her  or  bind  her  in  any  manner 
whatever  by  what  he  might  do  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  while  he  may  not  have  been,  in 
fact,  the  agent  of  the  company,  still  the  com- 
pany, by  placing  the  policy  in  the  hands  of 
the  street  broker  for  delivery,  is  estopped 
from  claiming  that  the  payment  made  to 
him  upon  delivery  of  the  policy  is  not  bind- 
ing upon  the  company." 

In  Indiana  it  is  also  held  that  a  recital 
in  the  policy  that  the  broker  obtaining  an 
insurance  is  the  agent  of  the  insured  is  not 
conclusive  upon  that  subject.  Indiana  Ina. 
Co.  V.  Harttoell,  100  Ind.  666.  In  North 
BHtUh  d  M.  Ina.  Co.  v.  Crutchfield,  108  Ind. 
618,  9  N.  E.  458,  the  agency  clause  was  held 
to  be  absolutely  void  as  applied  to  a  local 
agent,  upon  whose  counter  signature  the  va- 
lidity of  the  policy,  by  its  terms,  was  made 
to  depend. 

In  Boetoher  v.  Hatokeye  Ina.  Co.  47  Iowa, 
253,  it  was  held  that,  if  the  assured  had  the 
right  to  believe  the  soliciting  agent  was  the 
agent  of  the  company,  the  insertion  of  a 
clause  in  the  policy  providing  that  he  was 
the  agent  of  the  assured  constituted  a  fraud 
upon  the  latter,  of  which  the  company  could 
not  teke  advantage. 

Speaking  of  the  agency  clause  in  Conti- 
nental Ina.  Co.  V.  Pearoe,  39  Kan.  396,  18 
Pac.  291,  it  is  said:  "This  is  but  a  form  of 
words  to  attempt  to  create  on  paper  an 
agency   which  in  fact  never  existed.    It  is 


an  attempt  of  the  company,  not  to  resArici 
the  powers  of  ite  own  asent,  but  an  effort  to 
do  away  with  that  rdation  altogether  1^ 
mere  words,  and  to  make  him  in  the  same 
manner  the  agent  of  the  assured,  when,  in 
fact,  such  relation  never  existed.  .  •  • 
We  do  not  believe  the  entire  nature  and  or- 
der of  this  well-established  relation  can  bs 
so  completely  subverted  by  this  ingenious  de- 
vice of  words.  The  real  fact,  as  it  existed, 
cannot  be  hidden  in  this  manner;  much  less 
can  it  be  destroyed  and  something  that  did 
not  in  reality  exist  be  placed  in  ite  stead. 
The  substance  is  superior  to  the  mere  dra-{! 
pery  of  words  with  which  one  party  wishes  J* 
to  bring  into  existence  and  clothe  aa^nnreal 
authority."  See  also  Kauaal  v.  Mitmeaota 
Farmerai*  Mut.  F.  Ina.  Aaao.  31  Mlmi.  17, 
47  Am.  Rep.  776,  16  N.  W.  430,  in  which 
the  act  of  an  insurance  agent  in  making  out 
an  incorrect  application  was  held  duuqi^ablo 
to  the  insurer,  and  not  to  the  insured,  not- 
withstanding the  insertion  of  an  agency 
clause  in  the  policy. 

In  Planter^  Ina.  Co.  v.  Myera,  66  Miss. 
479,  30  Am.  Rep.  521,  an  agency  dause  in  a 
policy  of  insurance  was  hdd  to  be  void,  as 
involving  a  legal  contradiction.  The  appli- 
cant made  truthful  answers  te  certain  inter- 
rogatories propoimded  by  the  agent,  who 
stated  certain  things  that  were  not  true. 
They  were  held  not  te  be  Mnding  upon  the 
insured.  Speaking  of  the  agency  dause,  it 
is  said:  "The  verbiage  of  this  condition  is 
not  candid ;  it  seems  to  have  been  used  with 
studied  design  to  obscure  the  real  purpose. 
It  is  a  snare,  set  in  an  obscure  place,  wdl 
calculated  to  escape  notice.  It  is  not  writ- 
ten or  printed  on  the  face  of  the  policy.  It 
is  not  so  much  as  alluded  to  in  the  applica- 
tion; nor  is  the  agent  in  his  printed  instmo- 
tions  enjoined  to  inform  those  with  whom  he 
treate  of  it.  ...  Ite  ineviteble  effect  is 
te  greatly  weaken  the  indemnity  on  which 
the  assured  rely.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the 
acte  and  conduct  of  the  insurance  companies 
in  sending  abroad  all  over  the  land  their 
i^ente  and  representetives  te  canvass  for 
risks.  It  is  an  effort  by  covenant  to  get  the 
benefite  and  profite  which  these  agente  bring 
them,  and  at  the  same  time  repudiate  the 
relation  they  sustain  to  them;  and  to  set 
up  that  relationship  with  the  assured,  and 
that,  too,  without  tneir  knowledge  and  con- 
sent. It  is  not  a  limitation  or  restriction 
of  power,  but  the  dissolution  of  the  relation- 
ship with  themselves  and  the  esteblishment 
of  it  between  other  parties." 

The  case  of  Bohunok  v.  Gegenaeitiger  Witt- 
wen  und  Waiaen  Fond,  44  Wis.  369,  is  al- 
most predsely  like  the  instant  case.    The 
constitution  of  the  defendant  corporation, 
whose  governing  body  or  directory  was  elect- 
ed by  the  several  "groves"   (corresponding 
to  the  sections  in  this  case)  of  the  United 
Ancient  Order  of  Druids,  declared  that  every 
member  whose  assessment  was  not  paid  by 
his  grove    to    the    directory  within  thirty 
days  after  demand  made  forfeited  his  claim  J 
to  have  a  certain  sum  in  the  nature  of  lifeei 
insurance  paid  to  his  widow,  or  heirs,* aftsr* 
his  death.    It  was  hdd  thal^  in  view  of  all 
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the  proTisions  of  such  constitutioxi,  the  be- 
nevolent object  of  the  corporation,  and  the 
laet  that  the  several  eraveB  are,  at  least,  as 
much  its  a^nte  to  collect  and  pay  over  the 
dues  of  their  members,  as  they  are  agents 
of  the  latter,  in  case  of  a  member  virhose  dues 
have  been  fully  paid  to  his  grove  at  the  time 
of  his  deaths  the  amount  of  insurance  might 
be  recovered,  notwithstanding  a  default  of 
the  grove  in  paying  over  sudi  dues  to  the 
defendant. 

The  agency  clause  was  also  once  before 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Chrace  v.  American 
O.  /iM.  Co,  109  U.  S.  278,  27  L.  ed.  932,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207,  in  which  a  clause  in  the 
policy  that  the  person  procuring  the  insur- 
ance to  be  taken  should  oe  deemed  the  agent 
of  the  assured  and  not  of  the  company,  was 
held  to  import  nothing  more  than  that  the 
person  obtaining  the  insurance  was  to  be 
deemed  the  agent  of  the  insured  in  the  mat- 
ters immediately  connected  with  the  pro- 
curement of  the  policy,  and  that,  where  his 
employment  did  not  extend  beyond  the  pro- 
curement of  the  insurance,  his  agency  ceased 
upon  the  execution  of  the  policy,  and  subse- 

Suent  notice  to  him  of  its  termination  by 
tie  company  was  not  notice  to  the  insured. 
In  the  following  cases  the  officers  of  the 
subordinate  lodge,  or  conclave,  were  treated 
as  the  agents  of  the  Supreme  Conclave  in  the 
matter  of  granting  extensions  of  time  for 
the  payment  of  assessments:  Whiteside  v. 
Supreme  Conclave  I.  0.  of  H,  82  Fed.  Rep. 
276;  Knights  of  Pythias  of  the  World  v. 
Bridges,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  196,  39  S.  W.  333. 
In  the  case  under  consideration  it  may 
be  immaterial,  except  as  bearing  upon  the 
equities  of  the  case,  that  the  agency  clause 
was  introduced  into  the  general  laws  of  the 
order  in  January,  1894,  eleven  years  after 
the  first  certificate  was  issued  to  the  assured, 
and  nearly  nine  years  after  the  certificate 
was  issued  upon  which  suit  was  brought. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  ever  called 
to  Withers'  attention,  or  that  he  had  actual 
knowledge  of  it.  If  he  were  bound  at  all, 
it  could  only  be  by  the  stipulation  in  his 
original  application,  and  by  the  terms  of  his 
eertificate  that  **he  would  be  bound  by  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  order,  now  in 
force  or  that  may  hereafter  be  enacted.** 
»  All  that  is  required  of  him  is  a  full  compli- 
ei  ance  with  such  laws,  and  there  is  not  the 
•  slightest  evidence  that  he  failed^personally 
in  any  particular  to  comply  with  any  laws 
of  the  order,  present  or  future.  The  only 
failure  was  that  of  the  secretary  of  the  sec- 
tion, who,  to  say  the  least,  was  as  much  the 
agent  of  the  order  as  he  was  of  Withers,  al- 
though the  latter  is  sought  to  be  charged 
with  his  dereliction  by  a  clause  inserted  in 
the  general  laws,  long  after  the  certificate 
was  issued.  The  decisive  consideration  is 
this:  Chadwick  was  the  agent  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  of  the  defendant  only,  after  the 
receipt  of  the  money  from  Withers.  Under 
section  10  he  then  became  responsible  for  it 
to  the  board  of  control.  In  rendering  his 
monthly  accounts  and  paying  over  the  money 
he  acted  solely  for  the  defendant.  From  the 
time  he  paid  the  money  to  Chadwick  the  in- 


sured had  no  control  over  him,  and  was  not 
interested  in  its  disposition.  Unless  we  are 
to  hold  the  insured  responsible  for  a  default 
of  this  agent,  which  he  oould  not  possibly 
prevent,  we  are  bound  to  say  that  his  pay- 
ment to  this  agent  discharged  his  full  obli- 
Ktion  to  the  defendant  That  it  should 
ve  the  i>ower  of  declaring  that  the  default 
of  Chadwick,  by  so  much  as  one  day  (and 
it  did  not  exceed  four  days  in  this  case) ,  to 
pay  over  this  mone^,  should  cause  a  for- 
feiture of  every  certificate  within  his  juris- 
diction, is  a  practical  injustice  too  gross  to 
be  tolerated. 

Without  indorsing  everything  that  is  said 
in  the  cases  above  cited,  we  should  be  run- 
ninf  counter  to  an  overwhelming  weight  of 
authori<7  were  we  to  hold  that  the  agency 
clause  should  be  given  full  effect  regardless 
of  other  clauses  in  the  certificate  or  the  by- 
laws, indicative  of  an  intention  to  make  the 
officers  of  subordinate  lodges  agents  of  the 
supreme  or  central  authority.  We  should 
rather  seek  to  avoid,  as  far  as  possible,  any 
injustice  arising  from  a  too  literal  inter- 
pretation, and  only  give  the  clause  such  ef- 
fect as  is  consistent  with  the  other  by-laws 
and  with  the  manifest  equities  of  the  case. 
We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  in  this  case 
the  secretary  of  the  section  was  in  reality 
the  agent  of  the  Supreme  Lodge  from  the 
time  he  received  the  monthly  payments,  and 
that  the  insured  was  not  responsible  for  his 
failure  to  remit  immediately  after  the  tenth 
of  the  month.  9 

We  have  not  overlooked  in  this  connection^ 
the  case  cdTCamphell  v.  Supreme  Lodge  K,  of* 
P.  of  the  World,  168  Mass.  397,  47  N.  E.  10» 
in  which  a  different  conclusion  was  reached 
upon  a  similar  state  of  facts.  In  that  case 
plaintiff  put  his  right  to  recover  upon  the 
theory  that  the  mailing  of  the  remittance 
was  a  compliance  with  the  requirement  of 
section  6  that  such  payments  and  dues 
should  be  received  on  or  before  the  last  day  ! 
of  the  montii.  This  position  was  held  by 
the  court  to  be  untenable.  It  was  said  that 
the  money  must  have  been  actually  received 
at  the  office  of  the  board  of  control  before 
the  end  of  the  month.  The  question  of 
agency  was  not  considered,  and  the  trend  of 
the  argument  is  so  different  that  the  case 
cannot  be  considered  an  authority  upon  the 
propositions  here  discussed.  The  cases  of 
Peet  V.  Great  Camp  of  JT.  of  M.  of  the 
World,  83  Mich.  92,  47  N.  W.  119,  and  Mo- 
Clure  V.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  of  H.  41  App. 
Div.  131,  69  N.  T.  Supp.  764,  are  not  in 
point. 

The  judgments  of  tne  Circuit  Court  and 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals  were  right,  and  they 
are  therefore  affirmed, 

(177  U.  B.  172) 

CAMDEN  &  SUBURBAN  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

DAVID  S.  STETSON. 

Federal  oourts-ypower  to  order  surgical  ev- 
amination  of  party. 

The  power  of  a  circuit  court  of  tlie  United 
States  to  order  a  surgical  examination  of  tlie 
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plaintiff  in  an  action  for  damages  for  a  per- 
sonal injury,  In  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  a  statute  of  the  state  in  which  the 
court  is  sitting,  there  being  no  law  of  Con- 
gress in  conflict  therewith,  is  conferred  by  U. 
S.  Rev.  Stat.  |  721,  providing  that  the  laws 
of  the  states  shall  be  rules  of  decision  in 
trials  at  common  law  in  courts  of  the  United 
States,  in  cases  In  which  they  apply. 

[No.  174.] 

Argued  March  6,  1900.    Decided  April  9, 
1900. 

ON  A  CERTIFICATE  from  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Third  Circuit  presenting  questions  as  to  the 
right  of  a  Federal  court  to  order  a  physical 
•examination  of  plaintiff.  Answered  in  ths 
•affirmative. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peokhftint 
This  case  comes  here  upon  a  certificate 
from  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the 
third  circuity  under  the  act  of  1891,  chapter 
$17,  section  6  (26  Stot.  at  L.  826).  The 
action  was  brought  in  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  New 
Jersey,  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  railway 
company,  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged 
injury  to  his  person  caused  by  the  neglect  of 
tiie  defendant  while  the  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger on  one  of  defendant's  cars.  At  the 
time  that  he  brought  suit  plaintiff  was  a 
citizen  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  the 
railway  company  being  a  corporation  of  the 
state  of  New  Jersey.  The  alleged  neglect 
and  injury  occurred  on  the  13th  day  of  July, 
1896,  in  the  city  of  Camden,  in  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  and  at  that  time  the  plaintiff 
was  a  citizen  of  that  state. 

On  the  I2th  of  May,  189G,  the  legislature 
of  New  Jersey  passed  and  the  governor  ap- 
proved an  act  which  reads  as  follows: 

''1.  On  or  before  the  trial  of  any  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  the 
person,  the  court  before  whom  such  action  is 
pendinff  may,  from  time  to  time,  on  applica- 
tion of  any  party  therein,  order  and  airect 
an  examination  of  the  person  injured,  as  to 
the  injury  complained  of,  by  a  competent 
physician  or  physicians,  surgeon  or  surgeons, 
CO  in  order  to  qualify  the  person  or  persons 
^  making  such  examination,  to  testify  in  the 
•  saiifeause  as  to  the  nature,  extent,  and  prob- 
able duration  of  the  injury  complainea  of; 
and  the  court  may  in  such  order  direct  and 
determine  the  time  and  place  of  such  exami- 
nation; provided,  this  act  shall  not  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  any  other  person  or  phy- 
sician from  being  called  and  examined  as  a 
witnesH  as  heretofore." 

When  the  case  was  called  for  trial  on 
liarch  31,  1898,  and  after  a  jury  had  been 
impaneled,  but  before  the  case  was  opened 
to  the  jury,  the  defendant's  counsel  asked  in 
open  court  that  the  plaintiff  should  submit 
himself  to  examination  by  a  competent  sur- 
geon. The  plaintiff  would  not  consent,  and 
the  court  held  that  it  had  no  power  to  order 
the  plaintiff  to  subject  himself  to  examina- 
tion 1^  phyiieians  against  his  will,  and  it 
thartfore  r«fiiMd  to  make  the  order  asked 


for  by  counsel  for  the  defendant,  who  was 
thereupon  allowed  an  exception  to  the  rul- 
ing. The  trial  proceeded  and  resulted  in  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  brought  the  case  by  writ  of  error 
before  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  that 
courts  desiring  the  instruction  of  this  court 
upon  the  matter,  made  the  foregoing  state- 
ment and  ordered  the  following  questions  to 
be  certifled  here: 

**l.  Is  the  above-recited  statute  of  the  state 
of  New  Jersey,  the  act  of  May  12,  1896,  ap- 
plicable to  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
injui^  to  the  person  brought  and  tried  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  New  Jersey! 

''2.  Is  said  statute  applicable  to  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  the  person 
brought  and  tri^  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  New  Jersey, 
where  the  injurv  occurred  in  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  ana  boUi  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant  at  the  time  of  the  injury  were  cit- 
izens of  tliat  state? 

"3.  Had  the  circuit  court  the  legal  right 
or  power  to  order  a  surgical  examination  of 
the  plaintiff?" 

Meeera.  E.  A.  Armatrons  and  D.  J. 
Panooast  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Howard  Garrow  for  defendant  in 
error.  ^ 

*Mr.  Justice  Peokham,  after  stating  the* 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

An  answer  to  the  third  question,  "Had  the 
circuit  court  the  le^l  right  or  power  to  or- 
der a  surgical  exanunation  of  the  plaintiff  f 
— ^will  be  all  that  is  necessary  for  the  action 
of  the  court  below. 

It  is  settled  in  this  court  that  no  power  to 
make  such  an  order  exists  at  common  law; 
in  other  words,  the  court  has  no  inherent 
power  to  make  it  Union  P.  R.  Oo.  t.  BoU' 
ford,  141  U.  8.  250,  65  L.  ed.  734,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1000.  In  that  case  there  was  no 
statute  of  the  state  in  which  the  United 
States  court  was  held  which  authorized  the 
order.  There  is  no  intimation  in  the  opin- 
ion that  a  statute  of  a  state  directly  author- 
izinff  such  examination  would  be  a  violation 
of  &e  Federal  Ckinstitution,  or  invalid  lor 
any  other  reason. 

In  this  case  we  have  such  a  statute,  and 
by  section  721  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States  it  is  provided  that  "the  Uw» 
of  the  several  states,  except  where  the  Oon- 
stitution,  treaties,  or  statutes  of  the  United 
States  otherwise  require  or  provide,  shall  be 
regarded  as  rules  of  decision  in  trials  at 
common  law  in  courts  of  the  United  States, 
in  cases  in  which  they  apply." 

Does  not  this  statute  oi  the  state  apply  in 
trials  at  common  law  in  the  United  States 
courts  sitting  in  the  state  where  the  statute 
exists? 

The  case  before  us  is  a  common-law  ae* 
tion :  it  is  one  to  recover  damages  for  a  tort» 
whidi  is  an  acUon  of  that  nature.  It  was 
being  tried  in  the  state  which  enacted  the 
statute,  and  the  court  waa  aaked  to  apply 
such  statute  to  the  trial  of  an  action  at  oooip 
mon  law. 
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Neither  the  Constitution,  treaties,  nor 
etatutes  of  Uie  United  States  otherwise  re- 
quire or  provide.  The  statute  concerns  the 
evidence  which  may  be  given  on  a  trial  in 
New  Jersey,  and  it  does  not  conflict  with  any 
statute  of  the  United  States  upon  that  sub* 
iect.  It  is  not  a  question  of  a  general  na- 
ture, like  the  law  merchant,  but  simply  one 
concerning  evidence  based  upon  a  local  stat- 
ic ute  applicable  to  actions  brought  within  the 
{;  state  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  the 

•  person.  The  statute  comet*within  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  decisions  of  this  court  holding  a 
law  of  the  state  of  such  a  nature  binding  up- 
on Federal  courts  sitting  within  the  state. 
Btoifi  T.  Tyson,  16  Pet  1,  18,  10  L.  ed.  865, 
871;  Niehola  v.  Levy,  6  Wall.  433,  18  L.  ed. 
596;  Watwn  T.  Tarpley,  18  How.  517,  520, 
15  L.  ed.  509,  511;  Bw  porU  FUk,  113  U.  8. 
718,  28  L.  ed.  1117,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  724. 

It  was  held  in  United  States  v.  Reid,  12 
How.  3G1,  13  L.  ed.  1023,  that  the  provision 
of  the  law  of  Congress  did  not  extend  to 
eriminal  offenses  against  the  United  States, 
for  that  would  be  to  give  to  the  states  the 
power  of  prescribing  the  rules  of  evidence  in 
trials  for  offenses  against  the  United  States. 
It  was  said,  however,  that  the  section  was  in- 
tended to  confer  upon  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  the  jurisdiction  necessary  to 
enable  them  to  administer  the  laws  of  the 
states. 

We  are  not  aware  of  any  reason  why  this 
law  of  the  state  does  not  apply  to  courts 
of  the  United  States  under  the  section  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  above  quoted.  There  is  no 
elaim  made  that  the  statute  violates  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 
such  a  elaim  would  have  no  foundation,  if 
made. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  refers  in  his  argu- 
ment to  the  opinion  in  the  Botsford  Case, 
where  it  is  stated  (at  page  256,  35  L.  ed. 
789,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1002),  that  the  ques- 
tion is  one  which  is  not  governed  by  the  law 
or  practice  of  the  state  in  which  the  trial  is 
had,  but  that  it  depends  upon  the  power  of 
the  national  courts  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  he  argues 
therefrom  that  the  state  statute  is  imma- 
terial, and  can  furnish  no  foundation  for  the 
exercise  of  the  power  by  the  Federal  court. 
We  do  not  dispute  that  if  there  were  no  law 
of  the  United  States  which,  in  connection 
with  the  state  law,  could  be  referred  to  as  in 
effect  providing  for  the  exercise  of  the  power, 
the  court  could  not  grant  the  order  under 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Botsford.  But  we 
say  there  is  a  law  of  the  United  States  which 
does  apply  the  laws  of  the  state  where  the 
United  States  court  sits ;  and  where  the  state 
has  a  law  which  provides  for  the  making 
of  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the  per- 
son of  a  plaintiff  in  a  case  like  this,  the  law 
of  the  XJnited  States  applies  that  law  to 
eases  of  such  a  nature  on  trial  in  Federal 
courts  sitting  In  that  state.  In  the  Bots- 
ford  Case  there  was  no  state  law,  and  conse- 
«  quently  no  foundation  for  the  application  of 
t!  the  law  of  the  United  States. 

♦  •  In  ^0?  parte  Fisk,  113  U.  S.  713,  28  L.  ed. 


1117,  5  Sup.  Ct  lUp.  724,  tho  sUtute  of  tha 
state  of  New  York,  in  relation  to  the  exami- 
nation of  parties  before  trial,  was  held  to  be 
in  conflict  with  the  act  of  Congress  provid- 
ing for  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  oourta 
of  the  United  States,  and  was  therefore  in^ 
applicable  in  those  courts;  but  the  statute  in 
this  case  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  statute 
of  the  United  States.  It  does  not  conflict 
with  §  861  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  provid- 
ing for  the  oral  examination  of  witnesses 
in  open  court.  On  the  contrary,  whatever 
information  may  be  obtained  by  the  surgeon 
who  examines  the  plaintiff  under  the  statute 
in  nuestion  can  be  availed  of  only  by  the  do* 
fenciant's  producing  the  witness  and  examio' 
ing  him  in  open  court,  or  by  deposition,  If  he 
come  within  the  exception  mentioned  in  i 
803  and  the  followin£[  sections. 

The  validity  of  this  statute  has  been  af- 
firmed by  the  supreme  court  of  New  Jersey 
in  McOooem  v.  Hope,  42  Atl.  830,  to  appear 
in  63  N.  J.  L.  The  opinion  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Depue,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  act  was  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature,  and  was  not  an  infringe- 
ment upon  the  constitutional  rights  of  uie 
party. 

llie  validity  of  a  statute  of  this  nature  has 
also  been  upheld  in  Lyon  v.  Manhattan  A. 
Co,  142  N.  Y.  298,  26  L.  R.  A.  402,  37  N.  E. 
113,  although  the  particular  form  of  that 
statute  would  probably  be  regarded  as  con- 
flicting with  the  law  of  Congress  in  relation 
to  the  examination  of  a  pariy  as  a  witness 
before  trial,  and  hence  might  not  be  enforced 
in  courts  of  the  United  States  sitting  within 
the  state  of  New  York,  but  the  validity  of  a 
statute  providing  for  the  examination  of  the 
person  of  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  recover 
for  injuries  is  upheld  and  declared  not  to  be 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  rights  of 
the  party. 

The  citizenship  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  is  not  material  so  long  as  the 
court  below  has  jurisdiction  of  the  ease  and 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  action. 

In  those  states  in  which  it  has  been  held 
that  the  court  has  inherent  power  to  order 
the  examination  of  a  plaintiff  in  this  class 
of  action  without  the  aid  of  a  statute,  all 
has  been  said  that  could  be  urged  in  favor  of 
such  power  on  grounds  connected  with  pub-^ 
lie  policy  and  the  due  and  proper  adminis-{; 
tration  of*justice  by  the  courts.  This  court* 
has  taken  another  view  of  the  subject,  in  the 
decision  of  Botsford*s  Case,  above  cited.  But 
by  reason  of  the  statute  of  New  Jersey,  in 
which  state  this  action  was  brought,  there 
being  no  law  of  Congress  in  conflict  tiiere- 
with,  we  hold  that  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  therein  sitting  have  the  power,  under 
the  statute  and  by  virtue  of  §  721  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  the  United  States,  to  order 
the  examination  of  the  person  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  tre  therefore  answer  the  third  ques^ 
tion  of  the  court  below  in  the  affirmati9§, 
and  it  will  be  so  certified. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  dissented. 
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LOUISVILLE  ft  NASHVILLE  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

A«  L.  SCHMIDT,  in  His  Own  Behalf  and  as 
Trustee  for  the  Bondholders  of  the  North- 
em  Division  of  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio 
Railroad  Company. 


Oct.  TsBir, 


Oanatitutianal  law-^due  process  of  la/uy-' 
bringing  in  defendant  after  judgment — 
order  to  show  cause  as  due  process  of  law. 

1.  The  rendition  of  a  Judgment  against  one 
who  was  not  serred  with  process  In  the  ac- 
tion or  named  as  a  party  ontU  after  the  orig- 
inal Judgment  was  rendered,  but  was  brought 
In  subsequent  thereto  by  an  order  to  show 
cause,  and  condemned  to  pay  the  Judgment, 
was  not  In  violation  of  the  provision  as  to 
due  process  of  law  in  U.  S.  Const  14th 
Amend.,  where  such  party  had  voluntarily  ap- 
peared In  the  cause  and  actively  conducted 
the  defense. 

8.  The  mere  fact  that  a  proceeding  to  hold  a 
party  liable  to  a  Judgment  Is  by  rule  to  show 
cause  does  not  conflict  with  due  process  un- 
der U.  S.  Const.  14th  Amend.,  for  forms  of 
procedure  In  the  state  courts  are  not  con- 
trolled by  that  amendment,  provided  the 
fundamental  rights  secured  by  the  amend- 
ment are  not  denied. 

S.  One  who  actually  appeared  and  made  a  de- 
fense In  an  action  to  which  he  was  not  techni- 
cally a  party  cannot  contend  that,  when  he 
was  brought  In  by  rule  to  show  cause  after 
the  Judgment  was  rendered,  and  was  con- 
demned to  pay  It,  he  was  denied  due  process 
of  law  because  all  right  to  defend  had  been 
cut  off  by  the  previous  Judgment,  If  he  of- 
fered no  defense  which  the  court  did  not  en- 
tertain. 


[No.  178.] 

Argued  March  12,  IS,  1900. 
9,  1900. 


Decided  April 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Kentucky  to  review  a  decision 
affirming  a  judgment  against  one  who  was 
not  originally  a  party  to  the  cause,  but  was 
brought  in  by  order  to  show  cause  and  con- 
demned to  pay  the  judgment    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  99  Ky.  148,  35  8.  W. 
135,  86  S.  W.  168. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  WHItet 

The  three  corporations  directly  or  indirect- 
ly involved  in  this  controversy  are  the  North- 
ern Division  of  the  Cumberland  &  Ohio 
Railroad  Company,  the  Louisville,  Cincin- 
nati, ft  Lexington  Railway  Company,  and  the 
Louisville  ft  Nashville  Railroad  Company. 
In  order  to  abhreviata  we  shall  refer  to  them 
respectively  as  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio,  the 
Cincinnati  ft  Lexington,  and  the  Louisville 
ft  Nashville. 

On  July  2,  1870,  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio 
mortgaged  its  road  to  secure  its  certain  ne- 
gotiable bonds. 

On  July  28,  1879,  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio 
leased  its  road  for  thir^  years  to  the  Cln- 
dnnati  ft  Lexington.  The  lease  provided 
that  if  the  earnings  of  the  Cumborland  ft 
Ohio  proved  inadequate  to  pay  the  interest 


on  the  bonds  secured  by  the  mortgage  above  « 
referred  to,  the  lessee,  the  Cincinnati  ft^Lex-  7 
ington,  would  "supply  the  deficiency  so  far 
as  it  may  be  done  by  appropriating  the  net 
earnings,  or  so  much  as  may  be  needed,  on 
its  own  lines,  which  may  accrue  by  reason 
of  business  coming  to  it  from  or  over  said 
first  party's  line."  The  lease  provided  that 
the  lessee,  the  Cincinnati  ft  Lexington, 
should  not  assign  the  contract  without  the 
consent  of  the  lessor,  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio. 
Contemporaneously  with  the  execution  of  the 
lease,  and  in  order  to  secure  the  carrying 
out  of  the  stipulation  providing  for  the  ap- 
plication of  certain  stated  earnings  of  the 
Cincinnati  ft  Lexington  to  the  payment  of 
the  interest  on  the  bonds  of  the  Cumberland 
ft  Ohio,  the  former  corporation  executed  a 
mortgage  in  favor  of  the  bondholders  of  the 
Cumberland  ft  Ohio,  hypothecating  the  net 
earnings  on  the  Cincinnati  ft  Lexington  aris- 
ing from  business  coming  from  the  leased 
line.  Although  the  Cuml^rland  ft  Ohio  did 
not  abandon  its  corporate  life,  and  preserved 
its  formal  existence,  all  itff  railroad  and  ap- 
purtenances as  a  result  of  the  lease  passed 
from  its  own  to  the  control  of  the  Cincinnati 
ft  Lexington. 

In  November,  1881,  the  Cincinnati  ft  Lex- 
ington conveyed  all  its  property  to  the  Louis- 
ville ft  Nashville,  and  made  to  the  latter  an 
assignment  of  the  lease  of  the  property  of 
the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio.  Despite  the  fact 
that  the  assignment  of  the  lease  was  not  ap- 
proved bv  the  original  lessor,  the  Cumbc^ 
land  ft  Ohio,  as  provided  in  the  lease,  the 
Louisville  ft  Nashville  took  control  of  botii 
the  roads  of  the  Cincinnati  ft  Lexington  and 
Cumberland  ft  Ohio,  and  operated  the  same, 
reaping  all  the  revenues  of  every  kind  aris- 
ing therefrom.  In  1886,  default  having  su- 
pervened in  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the 
bonds  of  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio,  issued  and 
secured  as  above  stated,  the  trustee  under 
the  mortgage  commenced  proceedings  against 
the  Cincinnati  ft  Lexington  to  enforce  the 
mortgage  on  net  earnings  derived  from  busi- 
ness of  the  Cumberland  ft  Ohio.  It  is  not 
denied  that  at  the  time  the  action  was  com- 
menced the  fact  of  the  transfer  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  Cincinnati  ft  Lexington  and  the 
assignment  of  the  lease  of  the  Cumberland  ft 
Ohio  to  the  Louisville  ft  Nashville  was  known 
to  the  trustee.  However,  the  Cincinnati  ft 
Lexington  was  the  only  party  made  defend- g 
ant.  The  relief  sought  was  a  discovery  ofS 
the  amount  of*  net  earnings  derived  from* 
business  cuming  from  the  Cumberland  ft 
Ohio,  and  a  decree  for  the  amoimt,  when  as- 
certained, for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage 
bondholders.  A  most  protracted  and  hotly 
contested  lawsuit  ensued.  The  question  of 
earnings  coming  to  the  Cincinnati  ft  Lexing^ 
ton  from  business  over  the  Cumberland  ft 
Ohio  was  thoroughly  explored  by  reports, 
expert  examination  of  books,  testimony,  etc, 
resulting  in  what  is  denominated  by  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  their  brief  as  a 
"wilderness  of  figures."  At  last  a  final  de- 
cree was  entered  fixing  the  earnings  whidi 
under  the  contract  were  attributable  to  the 
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mortgage  creditors  of  the  Oumberland  A 
Ohio,  at  the  sum  of  $53, 566.62,  which  the  de- 
fendant was  ordered  to  pay  into  eourt^ 
-with  interest,  by  a  day  stated.  The  sum  not 
having  been  paid,  a  rule  was  taken  on  the  de- 
fendant to  compel  performance^  and  in  re- 
sponse it  was  answered: 

'-That  in  1881  it  sold  and  conveyed,  for  a 
eonsideration  paid  at  the  time,  all  its  proper- 
ty, rights,  privileges,  and  franchises  except  the 
mere  franchise  to  exist,  and  that  it  distrib- 
uted the  proceeds  of  such  sale  among  its  va- 
rious  stockholders,  and  since  said  time  it  has 
had  no  property,  assets,  or  funds  of  any  kind 
with  which  to  comply  with  the  order  of  this 
court,  and  it  is  therefore  unable  to  pay  said 
sum,  or  any  other  sum,  for  the  simple  reason 
that  it  has  no  property  or  assets  with  which 
to  do  it. 

The  sale  referred  to  in  this  answer  being 
that  which  had  been  made  by  the  Cincinnati 
4  Lexington  of  all  its  property,  including  the 
assignment  of  tlie  lease  held  by  it  from  the 
Cumberland  k  Ohio  to  the  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville. In  reply  to  a  rule  taken  on  the  de- 
fendant to  report  the  amount  of  net  earnings 
which  had  accrued  subsequent  to  the  period 
embraced  by  the  decree  for  $53,565.62,  the 
defendant  said: 

"States  and  shows  to  this  court  that  it  has 
not  made  any  net  earnings,  or  earnings  of 
any  kind,  since  the  date  aforesaid,  on  busi- 
ness coming  to  it  from  or  over  the  Cumber- 
IsAd  A  Ohio  road,  nor  has  it  made  earnings 
of  any  kind,  since  it  does  not  own  any  rail- 
03  road  or  property  of  any  character  whatever, 
g  and  has  not  since  the  date  aforesaid." 
•    *  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  sought  leave  by  an 
amended  and  supplemental  petition  to  make 
the  Louisville  &  Nashville  a  party  defendant 
to  the  cause.    Among  others  the  following 
svemients  were  contained  in  the  petition: 

''Plaintiffs  state  that  prior  thereto  the 
■aid  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Com- 
pany had  purchased  and  acquired,  and  at 
the  time  of  said  conveyance  held,  the  capital 
stock  of  the  said  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  & 
Lexington  Railway  Company,  and,  as  such 
stockholder,  took  and  appropriated,  and  has 
ever  since  enjoyed,  the  whole  purchase  price 
of  the  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  A  Lexington 
Kailway  Company  and  all  its  said  properties. 

''Plaintiffs  state  that  after  the  execution 
«f  Said  deed  of  November  1, 1881,  said  Louis- 
ville &  Nashville  Railroad  Company  took 
possession  of  all  the  property  of  the  Louis- 
ville, Cincinnati,  &  Lexington  Railway  Com- 
pany aforesaid  and  of  the  property  leased,  as 
aforesaid,  to  said  company,  induding  the 
Northern  Division  of  the  Cumberland  Sl  Ohio 
Railroad  Company  aforesaid,  and  began  to 
operate,  and  has  ever  since  operated,  said 
railroads  and  properties,  and  taken  and  ap- 
propriated to  its  own  use  the  earnings  there- 
of. 

"Plaintiffs  state  that  at  all  times  since 
November  1,  1881,  said  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville Railroad  Company,  subject  to  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said  lease 
and  mortgage  and  by  virtue  thereof,  has  op- 
erated the  said  Northern  Division  of  the 


Cumberland  &  Ohio  Raillroiid  and  the  said 

Louisville,  Cincinnati,  St  Lexington  Railway 
and  properties,  and  has  made  all  the  earn- 
ings mentioned  and  proved  in  the  reports  of 
the  several  commissioners  in  this  case,  and 
ascertained  and  adjudged  in  the  several  judg- 
ments of  this  court,  and  finally  adjudged  in 
the  opinion  and  judgment  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals herein,  all  of  which  said  earnings  were 
spoken  of  by  witnesses  and  by  the  courts 
aforesaid  in  said  reports  and  judgments  re- 
spectively as  the  earnings  of  the  Louisville, 
Cincinnati,  Sl  Lexington  Railway  Conopany. 

"Plaintiffs  further  state  that  the  Louis- 
ville &  Nashville  Railroad  Company  at  the 
time  of  its  aforesaid  purchase  of  the  railroad 
and  properties  of  the  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  ^ 
Sl  Lexington  Railroad  Company  actually  p 
knew  all  the  provisions  of  ths^lease,  mort-* 
gages,  and  contracts  set  up  in  the  original 
petition  in  this  suit,  and  actually  applied  net 
earnings  accruing  from  said  operation  of 
said  properties  therein  referred  to,  in  accord- 
ance with  said  lease,  mortgages,  and  con- 
tracts, from  the  time  of  its  said  purchase 
until  the  1st  day  of  April,  1883,  and  knew 
at  all  times,  including  the  time  during  which 
this  action  has  been  pending,  that  it  had 
operated  said  railroad  and  all  the  other  prop- 
erty of  said  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  Sl  Lexing- 
ton Railway  Company  and  of  the  Northern 
Division  of  the  Cumberland  &  Ohio  Railroad 
Company,  and  that  it  had  received  all  the 
earnings  which  were  made  by  said  properties, 
and  understood  and  recognized  that  the  earn- 
ings mentioned  in  the  petition  referred  to  the 
earnings  made  in  the  operation  of  the  rail- 
road and  properties  of  the  Louisville,  Cincin- 
nati, &  Lexin^n  Railway  Company  and  the 
Northern  Division  of  the  Cumberland  Sl  Ohio 
Railroad  Company,  and  filed  the  answer  in 
this  case  in  the  name  of  the  Louisville,  Cin- 
cinnati, &  Lexington  Railway  Company, 
and  filed  all  other  papers  which  were  filed 
herein  on  behidf  of  the  defense,  and  itself 
employed  counsel  in  this  case  to  make  d^ 
fense  in  the  name  of  the  Louisville,  Cincin* 
nati,  &  Lexington  Railway  Company,  and  in- 
troduced all  the  witnesses  who  were  intro- 
duced on  behalf  of  the  defense  of  this  action* 
and  has  been  in  court  defending  this  action, 
and  has  controlled  the  defense  thereof  con^ 
tinuously  from  the  time  the  summons  on  the 
original  petition  was  served  in  this  case  on 
Milton  tt.  Smith,  who  was  its  president,  on 

the  —  day  of ,  1885,  and  from  the  time 

the  said  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
Company  caused  the  answer  to  said  petition 
to  be  filed  herein  on  the  —  day  of ,  1886." 

The  leave  to  file  was  denied  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  too  late  to  do  so  after  judgment. 
This  order,  refusing  to  allow  the  amendment, 
was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  the 
state  of  Kentucky.  That  court,  however,  in 
its  opinion  intimated  that  the  amendment 
was  not  necessary  if  the  averments  of  the 
supplemental  and  amended  petition  were 
true,  and  that  under  the  facts  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville  might  be  proceeded  against  hf 
rule  to  show  cause.  99  Ky.  148,  85  8.  W. 
186,  36  8.  W.  168.  Following  the  path  thus 
pointed  out  by  the  court  of  -appeals,  a  rule  in 
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•  the  Iow<er^«ourt  waa  applied  for  to  compel 
the  Louisville  &  Naahyille  to  pay  the  amount 
of  the  judgment.  The  court  considered  the 
suggestion  which  had  been  made,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  of  appeals,  as  not  binding  on 
it,  and  hence  declined  to  allow  the  rule  on 
the  around  that  the  Louisville  &  Nashville, 
not  having  been  named  as  a  defendant  in  the 
proceeding,  could  not  be  by  rule  condemned 
to  pay  the  judgment.  The  court  of  appeals 
reversed  the  order  of  the  trial  court,  and  di- 
rected the  rule  to  issue  as  prayed  for.  The 
court  in  effect  held  that  as  the  affidavit  by 
which  the  rule  was  supported  in  substance 
charged  that  the  LouisviHo  &  Nashville  prior 
to  and  during  the  entire  suit  had  operated 
the  roads  from  which  the  revenues  accrued 
which  were  in  controversy,  and  that  that  cor- 
poration had  in  substance  volunteered  in 
the  cause  to  defend  the  same  in  the  name  of 
the  technical  defendant;  had  carried  on  the 
defense  through  its  own  counsel;  had  paid 
all  the  expenses  of  the  litigation,  the  officers 
of  Uie  corporation  which  was  technically  a 
defendant  being  the  officers  of  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville, — therefore  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  hiid  had  under  the  laws  of  Ken- 
tucky due  notice  of  the  suit,  and  ample  op- 
portunity to  defend,  in  fact  had  actually  car- 
ried on  tiie  defense,  and  could  hence  be  con- 
demned by  rule  to  pay  the  judgment.  The 
trial  court  thereupon  entertained  and  issued 
the  rule,  which  was  served  on  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville.  That  corporation,  for  answer 
to  the  rule,  said,  among  other  things: 

First.  ''That  it  is  not  a  party  to  this  suit. 
It  has  not  been  named  in  any  pleading  in  the 
case  as  a  party,  and  there  is  no  averment 
made  in  any  pleading  in  the  case  against  this 
respondent,  or  that  is  applicable  to  this  re- 
spondent, and  no  judgment  or  order  has  ever 
b^en  entered  in  this  case  against  this  re- 
spondent, and  no  process  has  ever  issued 
against  or  ever  been  served  on  this  respond- 
ent." 

Second.  "There  has  never  been  a  time 
from  the  institution  of  this  suit  up  to  this 
time  when  this  respondent  could,  with  pro- 
priety, have  filed  an  answer  setting  up  its  de- 
fenses against  the  alleged  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  to  require  it  now  to  pay  into  court 
e  upon  this  rule  the  amount  stated  in  the  rule, 
S  or  any  other  amount,  would  be  to  deprive 

*  this  respondent  of  its*property  without  due 
process  of  law,  contraiy  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  in  such  cases  made  and 
provided." 

The  answer  then  pleaded  a  set-off  to  the 
amount  of  $16,524.37,  which  it  was  claimed 
the  Louisville  &  Nashville  should  be  allowed 
if  it  was  held  bound  to  pay  the  judgment. 
The  conclusion  of  the  answer  was  as  follows: 
**Wherefore,  having  fully  responded,  this  re- 
spondent prays  that  the  rule  herein  be  dis- 
charged." The  court,  having  expressed  in  a 
careful  opinion  its  view  that  the  Louisville 
k  Nashville  could  not  be  condemned,  by  rule, 
because  it  had  not  been  a  technical  party  to 
the  record,  nevertheless,  considering  itself 
bound  by  the  action  of  the  court  of  appeals, 
made  the  rule  absolute,  and  entered  a  decree 
•gainst  the  Louisville  k  Nashville  Railroad, 


condemning  it  to  pav  the  judgment,  subject 
to  the  set-off  whicn  had  been  pleaded  in  the 
answer  to  the  rule,  and  this  mdgment  was 
affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  state 
of  Kentucky  as  a  delay  case.  By  an  alloir* 
ance  of  a  writ  of  error  the  cause  u  now  hera 
for  review. 

Me88r9,  Helm  Bruoe,  James  P.  Helm» 

and  H»  TF.  Bruce  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Jolm  G.  SlmraU,  Edmund  F. 
Trabue,  Temple  Bodley,  John  0.  Doolam, 
Benjamin  F,  Washer^  and  James  8,  PirtU 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  WMto,  after  making  the  fore- 
going statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  Uia 
court: 

It  is  no  longer  open  to  contention  that  the 
due  process  clause  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  does  not  control  mere  forms  of  pro* 
cedure  in  state  courts  or  regulate  practice 
therein.  All  its  requirements  are  complied 
with,  provided,  in  the  proceedings  which  are 
claimed  not  to  have  been  due  process  of  law» 
the  person  condemned  has  had  sufficient  no- 
tice and  adequate  opportunity  has  been  af* 
forded  him  to  defend,  lotca  C,  R,  Co.  T* 
lov:a,  100  U.  8.  8B9, 40  L.  ed.  407. 16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  344;  WiUon  v.  yorih  Carolina,  169  U.Jr 
S.  686,  42  L.  ed.  865, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  435.  8 
*The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  (th«* 
Louisville  k  Nashville)  is  that  the  decree 
rendered  against  it  did  not  constitute  due 
process  of  law,  first,  because  it  had  no  notice 
of  the  suit,  it  not  having  been  summoned  as 
a  party  defendant;  and,  second,  that  as  it 
was  not  made  a  nominal  party  defendant  and 
served  with  process  as  such,  it  had  no  ade- 
quate opportunity  to  make  defense.  In  sup- 
port of  the  second  contention  various  provi- 
sions of  the  Kentucky  law  have  been  referred 
to  in  the  argument,  from  which  it  is  deduoed 
that  the  Louisville  k  Nashville  would  have 
been  without  right  in  the  proceeding  brought*, 
not  against  it,  but  against  the  Cincinnati  k 
Lexington,  to  make  defenses  which  may  have 
appertained  and  been  relevant  to  the  Louis- 
ville k  Nashville,  and  might  not  have  related 
to  the  Cincinnati  k  Lexington,  the  party  de- 
fendant on  the  record.  But  the  answer  to 
these  contentions  is  that  the  necessary  effect 
of  the  opinion  and  decree  of  the  court  of  last 
resort  of  Kentucky  is  to  hold,  first,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  that,  although  not  a  technical  de- 
fendant, the  Louisville  k  Nashville  became- 
voluntarily,  in  the  name  of  the  Cincinnati  k 
Lexington,  the  real,  although  not  the  nomi- 
nal, defendant  in  the  cause,  and  during  the 
long  years  of  this  protracted  litigation  was 
in  legal  effect  an  actor  in  the  courts  of  Ken- 
tucky seeking,  by  every  poesible  means,  to 
defeat  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff.  The  con- 
clusions of  fact  found  by  the  court  of  last  re- 
sort of  Kentucky  are  not  subject  to  re-exami» 
nation  by  this  court  Clearly,  also,  the  in- 
evitable result  of  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
of  appeals  of  Kentucky  is  that  it  was  the* 
duty  of  the  Louisville  k  Nashville,  having 
come  in  voluntarily  in  the  cause  to  defend 
its  interest,  under  the  name  of  the  technical 
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defendant,  if  it  had  defenses  which  were  per- 
sonal to  itself,  to  have  made  such  an  appear- 
ance on  it3  own  behalf  as  to  enable  it  to  make 
them,  and  that  the  statutes  of  Kentucky  not 
only  authorized  this  course,  but  obliged  the 
LouisTille  &  Nashville  to  have  followed  it. 
Accepting,  as  we  do,  the  interpretation 
placed  by  the  courts  of  last  resort  of  Ken- 
tucky on  the  law  of  that  state,  the  contention 
of  the  plaintiiT  in  error  is  at  once  demon- 
strated to  be  without  merit.  Besides  the 
eonclusiveness  of  what  we  have  just  said, 
OB  there  is  another  view  which  is  equally  deci- 
^  sive.  The  record  shows  no  offer  of  anv  de- 
•  fense  whatever,  by*  the  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville, which  was  refused  by  the  courts  below. 
On  the  contrary,  every  defense  made  is  shown 
to  have  been  entertained,  fullv  considered, 
and  to  have  been  ultimately  decided.  The 
Argument  then  reduces  itself  to  this:  That 
one  who  has  voluntarily  appeared  in  a  cause 
and  actively  conducted  the  defense  is  to  be 
held  to  have  been  denied,  by  the  courts  of  the 
state,  the  right  to  make  a  defense  which  was 
never  presented.  Moreover,  even  if  we  put 
out  of  view  altogether  all  the  proceedings 
had  in  the  original  cause  during  the  many 
years  when  the  suit  was  pending,  and  confine 
our  attention  solely  to  the  events  which  took 
place  after  the  application  for  the  rule  to 
show  cause,  on  the  Louisville  &  Nashville, 
the  same  conclusion  is  rendered  necessary. 
It  is  undoubted  that  the  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville was  made  a  party  defendant  to  the  rule 
in  the  most  technical  sense,  and  was  actually 
«erved.  It  made  answer  and  asserted  its  set- 
olf.  The  mere  fact  that  the  proceeding  to 
hold  it  liable  was  by  rule  does  not  conflict 
with  due  process  under  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  forms  of 

?irocedure  in  the  state  courts  are  not  con- 
rolled  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  pro- 
Tided  the  fundamental  riehts  secured  by  the 
amendment  are  not  denied.  But  it  is  areued 
whilst  it  is  true  the  effort  by  rule  to  enK)rce 
responsibility  for  the  judgment  did  not  vio- 
late the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  service 
•of  the  rule  was  adequate  notice,  yet  no  op- 
portunity to  defend  was  afforded,  because 
jkll  right  to  defend  had  been  cut  off  by  the 
previous  judgment.  In  effect  it  is  asserted 
the  rule  summoned  the  corporation  to  show 
«ause  why  it  should  not  pav  a  judgment  to 
which,  under  the  previous  aecree,  there  was 
no  right  on  its  part  to  make  any  defense 
whatever.  In  other  words,  it  is  said  the 
right  to  proceed  by  rule  was  upheld  by  the 
Kentucky  court  because  the  Louisville  ft 
Nashville  was  bound  by  the  judgment  and 
therefore  the  rule  rested  on  an  assumption 
which  precluded  the  setting  up  of  any  de- 
fense to  it  But  the  answer  to  this  argument 
is  plain.  Although  the  Louisville  ft  Nash- 
ville appeared  in  response  to  the  rule,  plead- 
ed its  set-off  and  declared  that  its  answer  con- 
^  stitutcd  a  full  response,  no  defense  personal 
«  to  itself  of  any  other  character,  except  the 
-•  set-off,  was  pleaded  or  suggested  in  any  form 
whatever.  The  argument,  therefore,^  asks 
us  to  oay  that  the  Louisville  ft  Nashville  in 
the  proceeding  in  which  it  was  duly  served, 
Mad  to  which  it  reiponded,  and  as  to  which 


it  had  its  day  In  court,  was  deprived  of  de- 
fenses which  it  never  asserted,  and  that  due 
process  of  law  was  not  administered  to  it  be- 
cause it  was  unheard  in  respect  to  matters 
concerning  which  it  made  no  claim.  But 
this  court  cannot  be  called  upon  to  conjec- 
ture that  defenses  existed  which  were  not 
made,  and  to  decide  that  proceedings  in  a 
state  court  have  denied  due  process  of  law 
because  defenses  were  denied,  when  they 
were  not  presented.  And  especially  must 
that  be  so  where  the  court  of  last  resort  of 
the  state,  on  review  of  all  the  proceedings, 
has  held  that  full  opportunity  to  make  every 
defense  was  afforded.  True  it  is  that  in 
Reea  v.  Wateitoicn,  19  Wall.  107,  123,  22  L. 
ed,  72,  77,  it  was  said:  "Whether  in  fact 
the  individual  has  a  defense  to  the  debt,  or 
by  way  of  exemption,  or  is  without  defense, 
is  not  important  To  assume  that  he  has 
none,  and  therefore  that  he  is  entitled  to  no 
day  in  court,  is  to  assume  against  him  the 
very  point  he  may  wish  to  contest."  But 
this  truism  was  stated  with  reference  to  a 
case  where  it  was  argued  that  a  condemna- 
tion without  notice  could  be  justified  on  the 
assumption  that  if  notice  had  been  given  no 
defense  could  have  been  made.  Manifestly, 
the  principle  can  have  no  application  to  a 
case  where  there  was  notice,  and  the  pre- 
sumption which  we  are  asked  to  invoke  is 
that  although  no  defenses  were  pressed  they 
may  have  possibly  existed. 
Afprmea, 


(177  U,  8.  177) 

OLIVER  0.  FORSYTH,  Administrator  of 
the  Estate  of  Jacob  Forsyth,  IDecetaeA, 
Plff,  in  Err,, 

V. 

HENRY  F.  T.  VEHMBYBR. 

Federal  qMeation— allegation  and  proof  of 
froMd— effect  of  hahhruptcy  discharge  on 
deht  created  by  fraud, 

1.  The  decision  by  a  state  court  that  an  alle- 
gation of  false  and  fraudulent  representations 
implies  a  knowledge  of  their  falsity,  and  that 
if  an  express  allegation  of  the  scienter  were 
necessary,  the  omission  would  be  cured  by  the 
verdict,  does  not  Involve  any  Federal  question 
for  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States. 

2.  Obtaining  advances  of  money  by  false  and 
fraudulent  representationa  that  the  borrower 
has  a  certain  quantity  of  wood  cut,  piled, 
and  ready  for  shipment  and  a  sale  of  which 
has  already  been  contracted  at  a  certain 
price,  creates  a  debt  by  means  of  fraud  Involv- 
ing  moral  turpitude  and  intentional  wrong, 
that  is  exempt  from  the  effect  of  a  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  under  the  bankrupt  act  of  1867. 

[No.  ISO.] 

Submitted  March  13,  1900.    Decided  April 
9,  2900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supremo  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  judgment  af- 
firming a  decision  to  the  effect  that  a  certain 
debt  was  exempt  from  a  disdiarge  in  bank* 
ruptcy.    Affirmed. 
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See  eame  case  below,  176  111.  859,  52  N.  E. 
55. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Edward  Roby  for  plamtifT  in  error. 

Messrs.  M.  W.  Robinson  and  John  8, 
Miller  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Peokham  delivered  the  opin* 
ion  of  the  court: 
QO      The  defendant  in  error  brought  this  ac- 
i^  tion  against  one  Jacob  Forsyth,  m  the  super- 

*  ior  court  of  Cook  county,  in  the  state  of*Illi- 
nois,  in  April  term,  1891,  upon  a  judgment 
in  his  favor  which  he  had  theretofore  recov- 
ered against  the  said  Jacob  Forsyth.  The 
defendant  has  died  since  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  and  the  plaintiff  in  error  has 
been  appointed  administrator  upon  his  es- 
tate. The  judgment  sued  upon  was  entered 
at  the  June  term  of  the  superior  court  of 
Cook  county,  in  the  state  of  Illinois,  held  in 
Chicago  in  1871,  and  the  judgment  record 
was  destroyed  by  the  great  fire  in  that  city 
on  October  9,  1871. 

To  the  declaration  in  the  action  upon  this 
judgment  the  defendant  pleaded  ( 1 )  nil 
debet;  (2)  nul  tiel  record;  (3)  a  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  (meaning  under  the  bankrupt 
act  of  1867). 

Plaintiff  replied  to  the  third  plea,  that  the 
debt  mentioned  in  the  judgment  was  created 
by  fraud,  and  therefore  was  not  discharged 
under  the  bankrupt  act. 

L'pon  the  trial  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
prove  the  original  judgment  and  its  charac- 
ter, called  as  a  witness  the  attornev  who  pro- 
cured it,  who  testified  that  the  declaration 
was  in  substance  as  follows:  The  plaintiff 
complains  of  the  defendant  in  an  action  in 
trespass  on  the  case,  for  that  on  the  10  th 
day  of  August,  1868,  in  order  to  induce  the 
plaintiff  to  advance  to  the  defendant  a  large 
amount  of  monev,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $1,200, 
the  defendant  falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented unto  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant 
had  a  large  amount  of  birch  cordwood,  to  wit, 
the  amount  of  200  cords,  cut  and  piled  up 
near  the  Pittsburgh  k  Fort  Wayne  railroad 
in  the  ooimty  of  Lake,  state  of  Indiana,  ready 
to  be  shipped  to  Chicago;  that  one  Eldridge 
had  contracted  to  purchase  the  wood  at  $G 
per  cord  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  when  shipped, 
and  that  if  the  plaintiff  would  advance  to 
the  defendant  at  the  rate  of  $5  per  cord,  for 
the  200  cords  of  wood,  the  defendant  would 
immediately  ship  the  cordwood  to  the  city  of 
Chicago;  that  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon 
those  representations  as  being  true,  ad- 
vanced to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $1,200; 
that  the  defendant  shipped  only  the  sum  of 
40  cords  of  wood  to  Eldndge,  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  received  the  sum  of  $6  per  cord; 
that  the  representations  of  the  defendant 
were  false  and  fraudulent;  that  he  did  not 

8  have  and  never  did  have  in  the  county  of 
^  Lake  and  state  of  Indiana  200  cords  of  birch 

•  wood  piled  up  ready  for  shipment  to  the  city 
of  Chicago  to  sell  to  Eldridge,  but  that  he 
only  had  in  the  county  of  Lake,  or  anywhere 
else,  the  sum  of  40  cords  of  birch  wood,  which 
was  shipped  by  the  defendant  to  Eldridge; 
that  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  to  the  extent 
of  tike  amount  that  was  alleged  in  the  deolar- 


ation,  and  therefore  he  brings  this  action  for 
fraud  and  deceit  against  the  defendant. 

To  this  declaration  the  undisputed  evidenos 
shows  that  tiie  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty, 
and  there  was  no  other  issue  in  the  case. 
The  verdict  was  "that  the  jury  found  the  de- 
fendant guilty  and  assessed  the  plaintiff's 
damages  at  $833.35.''  Judgment  was  duly 
entered  upon  the  verdict,  and  it  is  this  judg- 
ment which  is  sued  upon  in  this  action. 

The  present  action  was  tried  before  the 
court,  and  upon  the  trial  the  defendant  read 
in  evidence  a  duly  certified  copy  of  his  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy  on  December  30,  1880. 
The  court  found  the  issues  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  ordered  jud^ent  in  his  favor, 
which  was  duly  entered.  Upon  appeal  to  the 
appellate  court  the  judgment  was  affirmed, 
and  upon  a  further  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  that  court  also  atnrmed  it,  and  the  case 
is  now  here  on  wi'it  of  error  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Illinois. 

Unless  the  judgment  sued  upon  was  recov* 
ered  on  a  debt  created  by  fraud,  the  defend- 
ant's discharge  in  bankruptcy  was  a  bar  to 
the  maintenance  of  this  action. 

The  bankrupt  act  of  1867,  §  33  (14  SUL 
at  L.  517,  533,  chap.  176;  also  Rev.  Stat. 
§  5117),  provided  "that  no  debt  created  by 
the  fraud  or  embezzlement  of  the  bankrupt, 
or  by  his  defalcation  as  a  public  officer,  or 
while  acting  in  any  fiduciary  character,  shall 
be  discharged  under  this  act,"  etc. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  the 
original  judgment  wa^  not  recovered  in  an 
action  for  fraud  and  deceit,  and,  even  if  it 
were,  the  fraud  proved  is  not  that  kind  of 
fraud  which  is  debarred  from  a  discharge  in 
bankruptcy.  He  gave  some  evidence  tend- 
ing to  snow  that  the  action  was  in  the  nature 
of  one  in  assumpsit,  but  the  finding  of  the 
court  in  plaintiff's  favor  must  be  held  to  be 
a  finding  that  the  action  was  for  fraud.  o 

The  declaration  proved  alleges  a  false  and  S 
fraudulent*representation  by  means  of  which  • 
the  plaintiff  oelow  was  induced  to  advance 
money  to  the  defendant  to  his  damage  in  a 
named  amount.  The  defendant  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and  if  the  cause  of  action  had  been 
one  in  assumpsit,  the  plea  at  common  law 
would  have  been  nonassumpsit,  instead  of 
not  guilty.  3  Ch.  PI.  10th  Am.  3d  Lond.  ed. 
pp.  908,  1030. 

The  declaration  did  not,  it  is  true,  contain 
the  all^ation  that  the  representations  of  the 
defendant  were  false  to  his  knowledge.  It 
simply  said  that  the  representations  of  tho 
defendant  were  false  and  fraudulent. 

The  opinion  of  the  appellate  court,  in  this 
case,  which  was  adopted  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state,  held  that  "the  dec- 
laration testified  to  is  too  plainly  in  tort 
for  false  and  fraudulent  representations  to 
require  argument.  The  allegation  that  the 
representations  were  false  and  fraudulent 
implies  that  appellant  knew  of  their  falsity. 
.  .  .  But  even  though  an  express  allegation 
of  the  scienter'  were  necessary,  its  omission 
would  be  cured  by  the  verdict."  [75  III.  App. 
322.]  We  understand  by  this  opinion  that 
the  court  held  the  first  action  was  for  fraud 
and  deceit,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound 
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to  have  proved  the  fniiid  M  Alleged  in  the 

declaration  in  order  to  maintain  the  action. 
This  decision  involves  no  Federal  question. 
Where  the  state  court  has  decided  that  the 
action  was  for  fraud  and  deceit,  and  has  held 
that  in  order  to  have  maintained  such  action 
the  fraud  must  have  been  proved  as  laid  in 
the  declaration,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the 
verdict  and  judgment  in  that  action  were  ob- 
tained only  upon  proof  and  a  finding  by  the 
jury  of  the  fact  of  fraud.  Judgment  beinff 
entered  after  a  trial  upon  such  pleadings  and 
upon  a  verdict  of  guilty,  the  question  of 
fraud  was  not  open  for  a  second  litigation 
upon  the  trial  of  this  action.  The  defend- 
ant below  in  this  action  had  full  opportunity 
given  him  to  prove  what  in  fact  was  the  dec- 
laration in  and  the  character  of  the  first  ac- 
tion, and  the  findings  of  the  court  below  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  regarded  as  a 
finding  against  the  defendant  upon  the  issue 
as  to  the  character  of  that  action.  The  evi- 
dence olTered  by  him  and  rejected  by  the 
H  court  was  not  admissible  on  the  issue  because 
H  it  was  not  pertinent.  The  existence  of  the 
*  fraud  must  therefore  be  assumed  in  tht* fur- 
ther progress  of  the  case.  The  only  matter 
left  for  uiis  court  to  decide  is  whether  a  debt 
created  by  means  of  a  fraud,  such  as  is  set 
forth  in  the  declaration,  is  exempt  from  the 
effect  of  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

The  proper  construction  of  the  section  of 
the  act  relating  to  such  a  discharge  has  been 
frequently  before  this  court,  and  we  regard 
the  law  upon  the  subject  as  quite  well  settled. 
There  are  many  cases  where  it  has  been 
claimed  that  the  discharge  was  not  operative, 
if  the  fraud  proved  was  only  constructive, 
and  involved  no  moral  turpitude  or  inten- 
tional wrong.  8uch  cases  are  illustrated  by 
that  of  Hennequin  v.  Cleioa,  111  U.  S.  676,  28 
Ll  ed.  5G5,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  676.  In  that  case 
the  pledgee  of  stocks  held  as  security  for  a 
liability  incurred  by  him  for  the  pledgeor 
had  thereafter  hypothecated  the  stocks  to 
secure  a  debt  due  from  himself  to  another, 
and  having  failed  to  return  to  his  pledgeor 
such  stocks  when  his  liability  for  the  pledge- 
or had  ceased,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not 
thereby  guilty  of  a  fraudulent  creation  of 
his  debt  to  the  pledgeor,  and  that  it  had  not 
been  incurred  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  so  as 
to  bar  his  discharge  under  the  33d  section  of 
the  bankrupt  act.  Many  of  the  cases  bear- 
ing upon  the  subject  are  cited  by  Mr.  Justice 
Bradley,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  comment  upon 
them  here.  lie  referred  to  the  case  of  Neal 
V.  Clark,  95  U.  S.  704,  24  L.  ed.  586,  where 
Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  said:  "Such  association 
justifies,  if  it  does  not  imperatively  require, 
the  conclusion  that  the  'fraud'  referred  to  in 
that  section  [33]  means  positive  fraud,  or 
fraud  in  fact,  involving  moral  turpitude  or 
intentional  wrong,  as  does  embezzlement; 
and  not  implied  fraud,  or  fraud  in  law,  which 
may  exist  without  the  imputation  of  bad 
faith  or  immorality.  Such  a  construction 
of  the  statute  is  consonant  with  equity,  and 
consistent  with  the  object  and  intention  of 
Congress  in  enacting  a  general  law  by  which 
20  S.  C.-40. 


tlM  honest  citizen  may  be  relieved  from  the 
burden  of  hopeless  insolvenev.  A  different 
construction  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
liberal  spirit  which  pervades  the  entire  bank* 
rupt  system." 

The  Hennequin  Case  was  held  to  be  gov* 
emed  by  the  principle  announced  in  the  case 
of  Ifeal  V.  Clark,  and  the  discharge  was  held  g 
effective.  h 

•In  Strang  v.  Bradner,  114  U.  8.  555,  29  L.* 
ed.  248,  5  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  1038,  the  rule  as  to 
the  kind  of  fraud  intended  to  be  exempted 
from  discharge  by  the  bankrupt  act  was 
again  adverted  to,  and  it  was  a^am  said  that 
it  was  positive  fraud  or  fraud  in  fact,  involv- 
ing moral  turpitude  or  intentional  wrong; 
not  implied  fraud  which  may  exist  without 
bad  faith.  In  that  case  certain  false  and 
fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  fact  were 
made  by  one  member  of  a  partnership  firm, 
by  reason  of  which  the  debt  was  created,  and 
it  was  held  that  it  was  a  debt  of  that  charac- 
ter which  was  not  discharged  under  the 
bankrupt  act>  and  the  innocent  members  of 
the  firm  were  liable  upon  the  debt  created  by 
the  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  another 
member  of  the  firm. 

Also  in  Ames  v.  Moir,  138  U.  S.  306,  312, 
34  L.  ed.  951,  954,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  311,  313, 
it  was  said:  "If  Ames  made  his  call  with 
the  knowledge  that  he  was  insolvent,  and 
with  the  purpose  of  getting  possession  of  the 
wines  and  shipping  them  out  of  the  state 
without  paying  for  them  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  executory  agreement  of  June 
9,  and  received  them  with  that  preconceived 
intent, — and  there  was  evidence  that  justi- 
fied the  jury  in  so  finding, — he  was  guilty  of 
fraud  in  fact,  involving  moral  turpitude  or 
intentional  wrong,  and  is  not  protected 
against  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  by  his  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy." 

Within  this  rule,  as  maintained  by  the 
court,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defend- 
ant below  was  not  discharged  under  the  bank- 
rupt act.  A  representation  as  to  a  fact, 
made  knowingly,  falsely,  and  fraudulently, 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money  from  an- 
other, and  by  means  of  which  such  money 
is  obtained,  creates  a  debt  by  means  of  a 
fraud  involving  moral  turpitude  and  inten- 
tional wrong.  It  is  not  necessary  to  enlarge 
upon  the  subject  It  is  so  plainly  a  fraud 
of  that  description  that  its  mere  statement 
obtains  our  ready  assent. 

l*he  courts  below  were,  therefore,  right  in 
denying  to  the  defendant  any  benefit  by  rea- 
son of  his  discharge  in  bankruptcv.  The 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state 
of  Illinois  is  right,  and  must  therefore  he  af» 
firmed. 

(177  U.  S.  276) 
JOHN  W.  ARNOLD,  Plff.  in  Err., 
.  V. 

LEWIS  HATCH. 

Ownership  of  property  levied  upon — title  ta 
personal  property  on  farm — effect  of  oo«^ 
tract  to  manage  farm  and  return  or  r^ 
place  persofialty, 

A  contraet  between  the  owner  of  a  farm  and  bit* 
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■0B»  by  which  the  latter  Ib  glveo  the  manage- 
ment of  the  farm,  farm  Implements,  and  live 
stock,  with  full  liberty  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
them,  replace  old  stock  and  implements  with 
new,  and  appropriate  the  net  proceeds  to  him* 
self,  and  is  charged  with  the  duty  to  make  all 
repairs,  pay  all  taxes  and  other  expenses,  re- 
place all  Implements  as  they  are  worn  out, 
and  keep  up  all  live  stock,  and  is  given  as  his 
own  the  net  profits,  but  without  fixing  any 
purchase  price  or  proyiding  for  payment  by 
the  son  for  the  property,  while  either  parly 
is  at  liberty  to  terminate  the  arrangement  at 
any  time,  upon  which  the  son  is  required  to 
turn  back  the  farm  with  its  implements,  stock, 
and  other  personalty  of  the  same  kind  and 
amount  as  was  on  the  farm  when  he  took 
charge  of  it,  and  in  as  good  condition  as  when 
he  took  them ;  and  the  fact  that  the  personal 
property  on  the  farm  Is  assessed  in  the  name 
of  the  son,— do  not  give  him  title  to  such  per- 
sonalty so  as  to  subject  it  to  levy  on  execu- 
tion against  him. 

[No.  183.] 

Argued  March  H,  1900.    Decided  April  9, 
1900, 

IN  ERROR  to  the  United  Stotes  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Beventh  Cir- 
cuit to  review  a  decision  affirming  a  judg- 
ment for  a  claimant  of  property  levied  upon 
as  that  of  another  person.     Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  GO  U.  8.  A  pp.  659,  89 
Fed.  Rep.  1013,  32  C.  C.  A.  602. 

H  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
ei  This  was  an  intervening  petition  by  the 
•  defendant  in  errofg^Lewis  Hatch,  filed  in  the 
district  court  for  the  northern  district  of  Il- 
linois, in  the  case  of  Joseph  O.  Heim,  Reoeiv- 
er,  v.  Frank  W.  Hatch,  praying  for  the  re- 
lease by  the  marshal  and  a  return  to  peti- 
tioner of  a  large  amount  of  cattle  and  other 
farm  property  alleged  to  belong  to  him,  and 
levied  upon  by  the  marshal  as  the  property 
of  Frank  W.  Hatch. 

The  cause  originated  in  an  action  begun 
in  the  district  court  for  the  northern  district 
of  Illinois,  by  Joseph  G.  Heim,  as  receiver 
of  the  First  National  Bank  of  Southbend, 
Washington,  against  Frank  W.  Hatch,  to  en- 
force against  the  defendant  an  individual 
liability  as  a  stockholder  of  the  bank,  which 
had  become  insolvent  Defendant  bavins 
made  default,  a  judgment  was  rendered 
against  him  in  the  sum  of  $4,351.09  and 
costs,  for  which  an  execution  was  issued  and 
levied  upon  the  cattle  and  other  famoprop- 
erty  in  dispute.  Whereupon  Lewis  Hatch, 
the  father  of  Frank  W.  Hatch,  filed  this  pe- 
tition, to  which  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Jonn 
W.  Arnold,  marshal  for  the  northern  district 
of  Illinois,  made  answer,  denying  the  peti- 
tioner's ownership  of  the  property,  and  ad- 
mittinffhis  levy  upon  it  as  the  property  of 
Frank  W.  Hatch. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  a  jury, 
and  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  petitioner, 
upon  which  judgment  was  entered.  On  writ 
of  error  from  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
this  judflment  was  affirmed.  60  U.  S.  App. 
659,  89  Fed.  Rep.  1013,  32  C.  C.  A.  602. 
Whereupon  plaintiff  in  error,  Arnold,  sued 
out  a  writ  of  error  from  this  eourt. 


Ur.  Keaesaw  M.  Itandis  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

ifr.  Oeorse  A*  IH&piiy  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  case  presents  the  frequent  question 
of  the  title  and  ownership  of  personal  prop- 
erty levied  upon  as  the  property  of  an  exe- 
cution debtor,  and  claimed  by  another  party. 
The  undisputed  facts  are  that,  in  1883,  the 
petitioner,  Lewis  Hatch,  who  then  and  foroB 
about  twenty-five  years  prior  thereto,  had|j 
Vesided  upon  and  worked  a  large  farm  in  Mo-  • 
Henry  county,  Illinois,  made  a  contract  with 
his  son,  Frank  W.  Hatch,  a  young  man  just 
out  of  school,  under  which  it  was  agreed 
that  the  latter  should  undertake  the  man- 
agement of  the  farm,  farm  implements,  and 
live  stock,  make  all  repairs,  pay  all  taxes 
and  other  expenses,  replace  all  implements 
as  they  were  worn  out,  keep  up  all  live 
stock,  and  have  as  his  own  the  net  profits. 
It  was  further  stipulated  that  each  party 
should  be  at  liberty  to  terminate  the  ar- 
rangement at  any  time,  and  that  the  son 
should  turn  back  to  his  father  the  farm  with 
its  implements,  stock,  and  other  personalty^ 
of  the  same  kind  and  amount  as  was  on  the 
farm  when  the  father  retired,  and  in  as  good 
condition  as  when  he  took  them. 

As  all  questions  connected  with  the  verac- 
ity of  witnesses,  the  bona  fides  of  this  ar- 
rangement, and  its  exact  terms,  are  fore- 
stalled by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  we  are 
bound  to  consider  the  case  as  if  the  arrange- 
ment had  been  reduced  to  writing,  and  such 
writing  were  the  only  evidence  bearing  upon 
the  subject.  As  the  only  testimony  in  the 
case  was  that  of  the  father  and  the  son,  and 
as  their  statements  were  entirely  harmoni- 
ous, we  are  simply  to  inquire  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the 
jury,  that,  if  they  believed  the  arrangement 
was  substantially  such  as  was  stated  by  the 
petitioner  and  his  son,  it  did  not  have  the 
effect  in  law  to  vest  the  title  to  any  of  the 
property  or  proceeds  of  the  farm  in  Frank 
W.  Match,  although  he  may  have  had  power 
to  sell  the  same  to  others  without  any  fur- 
ther authority  from  his  father.  There  was 
evidence  showing,  not  only  that  the  son  as- 
sumed the  entire  management  of  the  farm, 
but  that  he  was  at  full  liberty  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  its  products,  to  replace  old  stock 
and  implements  with  new,  and  to  appropri- 
ate the  net  proceeds  to  himself ;  and  that  his 
only  obligation  was  to  return  the  property 
on  demand,  or  substituted  property  of  the 
same  kind  and  amount,  whenever  either  par- 
ty should  see  fit  to  terminate  the  arrange- 
ment. 

We  do  not  know  that  it  is  necessary  to 
fix  an  exact  definition  to  the  relations  be- 
tween these  parties,  or  to  determine  whether 
the  law  of  master  and  servant,  landlord  and  a 
tenant,  or  bailor  and    bailee,  governed  the§ 
transaction.    The  main  object  is  to*ascer-* 
tain  the  intent  of  the  parties  with  respect 
to  the  ownership  of  the  property.    There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  title  to  the  farm  remained 
in  the  father,  who  continued  to  occupy  ths 
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homefttead,  and  provided  aocommodatioiifl 
for  certain  of  the  farm  hands;  that  the  ar* 
rangement  was  made  with  hit  son  aoon  aft* 
er  he  left  school ,  and  apparently  for  the  pur- 
pose of  starting  him  in  business.  He  was 
then  unmarried,  and  lived  in  the  same  house 
with  his  father,  who  furnished  the  board  of 
the  hired  men  until  after  the  son  was  mar- 
ried, when,  after  livins  some  time  with  his 
wife  in  the  homestead,  he  built  at  his  own  ex- 
pense a  small  house  for  his  own  use  about 
20  or  30  rods  distant  from  that  of  his  father, 
although  some  of  the  hired  men  still  lodged 
with  the  latter.  In  1887  the  son,  Frank  W. 
Hatch,  gave  up  the  arrangement,  moved 
with  his  family  to  Texas,  and  settled  there 
with  the  intention  of  making  it  his  home. 
Upon  going  there  he  left  all  the  stock  upon 
the  farm  just  as  he  had  received  it  from  his 
father.  He  subsequently  became  dissatis- 
fied, and  returned  to  his  father's  farm  under 
the  same  arrangement  He  continued  under 
this  arrangement  until  1892,  when  he  went 
to  the  state  of  Washington  for  the  purpose 
of  locating  there;  invested  in  real  estate 
and  apparently  in  bank  stock,  in  which  he 
appears  to  have  been  unfortunate.  Again 
returning  to  Illinois,  he  resumed  the  man- 
agement of  the  farm. 

It  further  appeared  from  the  tax  sched- 
ules of  personal  property  in  that  school  dis- 
trict, that  the  property  in  question  was  as- 
sessed in  the  name  of  Frank  W.  Hatch. 
While  this  testimony  was  doubtless  entitled 
to  consideration,  the  jury  evidently  did  not 
give  it  great  weight,  as  it  was  part  of  the 
agreement  between  the  father  and  son  that 
the  latter  should  pay  the  taxes. 

There  was  also  evidence  that,  in  the 
spring  of  1897,  the  son  sold  to  his  father  for 
$1,000  a  quantity  of  wool  produced  on  the 
farm ;  but  as  it  was  also  a  part  of  the  agree- 
ment that  the  son  should  nave  the  product 
of  the  farm  there  was  nothing  inconsistent 
with  it  in  this  sale  of  the  wool. 

It  is  very  evident  from  this  testimony  that 
no  sale  of  the  farm  property  was  intended. 
There  was  no  purchase  price  agreed  upon,  no 
>  time  fixed  for  the  payment;  and  the  reserva- 
ition  that  the  arrangement  mi^ht  be  termi- 
*  nated  the  day  after  it  was  made,*  as  well  as 
that  it  might  indefinitely  continue,  is  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  theory  of  a  sale.  In- 
deed, the  only  indioiwn  of  a  sale  is  the  pro- 
vision that  the  identical  property  received 
need,  not  be  returned,  but  tnat  other  proper- 
ty of  a  similar  kind  might  be  substituted. 
PlaintifiT  in  error  relies  in  this  connection 
upon  a  line  of  cases  which  hold  that,  where 
a  man  turns  over  personal  property  to  an- 
other, under  an  arrangement  by  which  the 
latter  is  not  obliged  to  restore  the  speeific 
articles  of  property,  but  is  at  libertv  to  de- 
liver other  property  ol  the  sania  kind  and 


value,  the  receiver  becomes  the  owner  of  the 
property;  as,  where  wheat  is  delivered  to  an 
elevator  with  the  understanding  that  the 
obligation  to  return  it  shall  be  discharged  by 
the  delivery  of  other  like  wheat  (Story, 
Bailments,  §  439;  Lonergan  v.  Stetoari,  55 
111.  49;  Breig  v.  Diehl,  117  Pa.  589,  11  AtL 
893;  SnUth  v.  Clark,  21  Wend.  83,  34  Am. 
Dec.  213;  Johruton  v.  Broume,  37  Iowa, 
200),  although  even  then  a  usage  to  re- 
turn substituted  property  may  turn  the 
transaction  into  a  bailment.  EnMn  v. 
Clark,  13  Mich.  10.  But  these  authorities 
have  no  application  to  the  case  under  con- 
sideration. Here  there  was  no  provision  for 
a  substituted  property  beyond  that  required 
by  the  nature  of  the  property  delivered. 
The  arrangement  was  to  be  indefinite  in  its 
continuance.  The  property  was  mostly  ani- 
mals which  would  necessarily  die,  be  sold,  or 
slaughtered  in  a  few  years,  and  a  gradual 
substitution  of  their  progeny  or  other  simi- 
lar cattle  and  a  renewal  of  worn-out  imple- 
ments was  all  that  was  contemplated.  The 
stipulation  that  this  might  be  done  was  a 
mere  incident  of  the  main  agreement  by 
which  the  property  was  to  be  returned  in 
like  good  order  and  condition  as  received. 

The  son  was  undoubtedly  intrusted  with 
extensive  powers,  but  no  greater  than  the 
management  of  a  large  farm  would  necessa- 
rily require.  The  father  had  become  an  old 
man,  and  naturally  wished  to  rid  himself  of 
the  responsibility,  even  of  supervision,  and 
to  put  nis  son  upon  the  footing  of  an  inde- 
pendent farmer.  It  is  possible  that  he  con- 
templated leaving  the  property  to  his  son 
upon  his  death ;  but  it  was  clearly  his  inten- 
tion to  reserve  the  power  of  revoking  the  ar* 
rangement  in  case  it  did  not  prove  satisfac- 
tory to  him.  As  the  father  remained  in  pos*  h 
session  of  the  farm,  there  was  nothing  in  the  ^ 
mere  fact  that  h^^intrusted  his  son  with  the  * 
management  that  was  necessarily  calculated 
to  mislead  creditors  into  the  belief  that  the 
latter  was  the  owner  of  the  property.  Ap- 
parently the  receiver  was  unable  to  produce 
evidence  manifestly  inconsistent  with  the 
agreement  as  sworn  to  by  both  father  and 
son,  and  their  testimony  authorized  the  jury 
to  find  the  ownership  of  the  property  to  be 
in  the  former. 

Similar  agreements  have  been  sustained 
as  against  creditors  in  a  number  of  cases. 
Chatard  v.  0* Donovan,  80  Ind.  20,  41  Am. 
Rep.  782;  WUber  v.  BUson,  63  Barb.  259; 
Bovoman  v.  Bradley,  151  Pa.  351,  17  L. 
R.  A.  213,  24  Atl.  1062;  Kerraina  v,  PeopU, 
60  N.  Y.  221,  19  Am.  Rep.  158;  Haywood  v. 
MiUer,  3  Hill,  90;  Broton  v.  Bcott,  7  Vt  60; 
Peters  v.  Smith,  42  HI.  422;  State  v.  OurtU, 
20  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  ft  B.  L.)  226. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the 
oourt  of  appeals,  and  it  is  therefore  aglrmtd. 
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Water  power  on  irrigating  eanal — injury  hy 
dam  on  lower  eeotion — righte  under  con- 
traei. 

The  lightfl  of  one  who  baa  created  a  water 
power  by  lawfully  raising  one  lectlon  of  an 
Irrigating  canal,  In  the  prooees  of  enlarging 
It  under  a  contract  wltb  tbe  owner  enti- 
tling blm  to  enlarge  that  section  and  have 
tbe  aie  of  tbe  Increased  How  of  water  there- 
by caused,  but  making  no  provision  for  the 
creation  of  any  water  power  In  so  doing,  while 
It  expressly  provides  that  It  shall  not  In  any 
way  Interfere  with  the  rights,  titles.  Inter- 
ests, or  privileges  of  the  owner  of  the  canal, 
except  as  therein  provided,  are  not  Infringed 
by  a  dam  which  the  owner  of  the  canal  makes 
In  the  lower  section  thereof,  raising  the  water 
therein  so  high  that  It  destroys  the  water 
power,  when  this  Is  done  by  him  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  him  to  Irrigate  therefrom 
lands  to  which  the  water  could  not  be  con- 
ducted from  the  canal  without  thus  raising 
the  level  of  the  water  therein. 

[No.  200.] 

Bulmitted  ManA  16,  1900.    Decided  April 
9, 1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territorr  of  Arizona  af< 
firming  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in 
a  suit  to  restrain  the  maintenance  of  a  dam 
in  an  irrigating  canal.    Affirmed, 
See  same  case  below,  53  Pac  576. 

Statement  l^  Mr.  Justice  Brewers 
^     This  case  comes  on  appeal  from  a  decision 
S  of  t^e  supreme  court   of   the   territorj  of 
*  Arizona  (63  Pac  676),  affirming  •a  decree 
of  the  district  court  of  Maricopa  county  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  by 
the  appellant  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
maintaining  in  its  canal  a  dam  in  such  a 
way  as  to  impede  tbe  flow  of  water  in  appel- 
lant's canal,  or  to  destroy  a  certain  water 
power  claimed  by  appellant. 

The  facts,  as  shown  by  the  findings  and 
statement  prepared  by  the  supreme  court, 
are  as  follows :  The  appellee  was  the  owner 
of  the  Mesa  canal.  On  Januarv  10,  1891,  it 
made  a  contract  with  A.  J.  Chandler,  who 
subsequently  transferred  his  rights  thereun- 
der to  the  appellant.  The  material  portions 
of  the  contract  are  as  follows: 

"This  article  of  agreement,  made  and  en- 
tered into  this  10th  day  of  January,  ▲.  d. 
1891,  by  and  between  the  Mesa  Canal  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  duly  organized  and  le- 
gally existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
laws  of  the  territory  of  Arizona,  having  its 
principal  office  and  place  of  business  at  Mesa 
city  in  the  county  of  Maricopa  and  terri- 
tory of  Arizona,  party  of  the  nrst  part,  and 
A.  J.  Chandler,  of  the  city  of  Phcenix,  in  the 
eotinty  and  territory  aforesaid,  party  of  the 
second  part,  witnesseth: 
'That,  whereas,  the  said  party  of  the  first 
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part  is  an  irrigating  corporation,  and  ae 
such  is  now  the  owner  operating  the  Mesa 
canal  in  said  county  and  territory. 

"And,  whereas,  said  party  of  the  second 
part  desires  to  increase  the  size  and  capacity 
of  said  canal  between  the  point  in  Salt 
river  where  the  water  is  now  taken  out,  or 
by  consent  of  the  directors  of  the  Mesa  Canal 
Companjr  may  hereafter  be  taken  out,  and 
a  point  m  said  Mesa  canal  known  as  'Ayers' 
head  gate,'  so  as  to  increase  the  flow  of  wa- 
ter through  said  portions  of  said  canal  as 
aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  party 
of  the  second  part,  his  associates  and  as- 
signs, obtaining  water  thereby  through  said 
canal,  and  in  order  to  have  the  said  ca- 
nal increased  in  size,  dimensions,  and  ca- 
pacity, without  cost  or  expense  to  said 
party  of  the  flrst  part,  and  without  in  any 
way  interfering  with  the  rights,  titles,  in- 
terests, or  privileges  of  said  party  of  the 
flrst  part  in  and  to  said  canal  and  the  water 
flowing  throuffh  said  canal,  except  aa  here- 
inafter provided.  ^ 

a 

*"Now,  therefore,  the  Mesa  Canal  Com-  • 
pany,  party  of  the  first  part,  for  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  one  dollar  to  it  in 
hand  paid  by  the  partv  of  the  second  part, 
the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged, 
and  for  the  further  consideration  and  pur- 
poses herein  contained  and  expressed,  does 
for  itself  and  for  its  successors  or  assigns 
hereby  grant  unto  the  said  A.  J.  Chandler, 
his  associates,  heirs,  or  assigns,  forever,  the 
following  rights  and  privileges  upon  the 
terms  and  conditions  herein  expressed,  vis.: 

"That  the  said  A.  J.  Chandler,  his  asso- 
ciates, heirs,  or  assigns,  shall  have  the  right 
and  privilege  of  entering  upon  anv  and  all 
of  the  followin|^  portions  of  said  Mesa  canal 
at  any  time  prior  to  the  first  dav  of  March, 
▲.  D.  1891,  for  the  purpose  of  widening  and 
enlarging  and  increasing  the  size  and  capac- 
ity of  said  Mesa  canal  between  the  point  in 
Salt  river  where  the  water  is  now  or  may 
hereafter  be  taken  out  for  said  canai,  and  a 
point  on  said  canal  known  aa  'Ayers*  head 
gate,'  and  enlarge  and  increase  the  size  and 
dimensions  of  the  main  dam  and  head  gates 
at  the  point  of  commencement  of  said  canal 
in  Salt  river,  and  enlarge  and  increase  the 
size  and  capacity  of  said  Mesa  canal  so  that 
the  same  when  so  enlarged  and  increased  in 
size  shall  have  a  carrying  capacity  in  addi- 
tion to  its  present  carrying  capacity  mot  ex- 
ceeding forty  thousand  inches  of  water,  min- 
ers' measurement,  nor  less  than  ten  thousand 
inches  of  water,  miners'  measurement,  and 
said  enlargement  shall  be  fully  made  and 
completed  by  the  thirtieth  day  of  December, 
A.  D.  1891.  The  present  carrying  capacity 
of  said  Mesa  canal  for  the  purpose  of  this 
agreement  shall  be  seven  thousand  inches, 
miners'  measurement. 

"All  the  cost  and  expense  of  enlarging  and 
increasing  the  size  of  said  dam,  hoid  gate, 
and  canal  as  aforesaid  shall  be  borne  and 
paid  by  the  party  of  the  second  part,  his  as- 
sociate, heirs,  or  assigns,  forever.  And 
said  enlargement  shall  be  made  without  in 
any  way  interfering  with  any  of  the  rights. 
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tiUet,  interests,  or  privilcM  of  sidd 
of  the  first  part  in  and  to  uie  said  cansl  ancl 
tlie  water  flowing  through  said  canal,  except 
£  as  hereinafter  provided. 
M      "The  party  of  the  first  part  hereby  re- 
*   serves  the  right  to^further  enlarge  said  por- 
tion of  the  Mesa  canal  whenever  they  deem 
It  necessary  to  do  so,  provided  such  enlarge- 
ment shall  not  interfere  with  or  lessen  the 
rights  or  privil^es  herein  granted  to  the 
party  of  the  second  part,  his  associates,  or 
assigns. 

''Said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  associ- 
ates, or  assigns,  shall,  in  enlarging  said 
main  dam,  head  gates,  and  canal  as  afore- 
said, in  all  respe^  enlarge  said  dam,  head 
gates,  and  canal  in  a  good,  substantial,  and 
workmanshiplike  manner,  according  to  the 
most  approved  methods  of  constructing  and 
building  irrigating  canals. 

"All  suits,  liabilities,  costs,  expenses,  or 
Judgments,  and  all  damages  or  loss  incurred 
or  sustained  by  the  party  of  the  first  part 
caused  by  said  enlargement,  shall  be  borne 
b  ythe  party  of  the  second  part,  his  associ- 
ates or  assigns  forever,  and  all  suits  or  pro- 
ceedings against  the  party  of  the  first  part 
by  reason  of  said  enlargement  to  be  defended 
at  the  expense  of  the  party  of  the  second 
part. 

"It  is  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by 
the  parties  hereto,  their  successors,  or  as- 
signs, that  at  all  times  when  there  is  an 
abundance  of  water  in  Salt  river  liable  to 
appropriation  and  flowage  through  said  ca- 
nal wnen  so  enlarged,  then  and  at  all  such 
times  the  said  paity  of  the  first  part  shall 
have  the  right  to  use  from  said  canal  in  ad- 
dition to  the  amount  hereinbefore  specified 
as  the  capacity  of  said  canal  two  thousand 
inches  of  water,  miners'  measurement. 

"The  management  and  control  of  the  ca- 
nal between  the  point  known  as  'Ayers'  head 
gate'  to  and  including  the  dam  in  Salt  river, 
when  so  enlarged  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  in 
the  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs,  as- 
sociates, or  assigns.  Provided,  that  the  par- 
ty of  the  second  part,  his  heirs,  associates, 
or  assigns,  shall,  before  he  or  they  are  enti- 
tled to  receive  or  use  any  water  through  said 
canal,  first  deliver  to  the  party  of  the  first 
part,  their  heirs,  or  assigns,  at  the  point  in 
said  Mesa  canal  known  as  'Ayers'  hesld  gate,' 
and  shall  continue  to  deliver  the  seven  thou- 
sand inches  of  water,  miners'  measurement, 
above  expressed  as  the  carrying  capacity  of 
said  Mesa  canal,  or  such  portion  thereof  as 
o  may  be  apportioned  to  said  Mesa  canal  by 
S  decree  of  any  court.  Provided,  the  stock- 
^  holders  who  are  now  using  or^may  hereaft- 
er use  water  above  the  'Ayers'  head  gate' 
shall  have  their  water  delivered  to  them  as 
at  present  above  the  'Ayers'  head  gate*  afore- 
said, or  said  stockholders  shall  have  their  wa- 
ter delivered  to  them  at  the  'Ayers*  head 
gate'  with  the  other  stockholders,  as  they 
may  demand.  Provided,  further,  that  the 
water  shall  be  delivered  to  the  party  of  the 
first  part  after  the  completion  of  said  canal 
as  aforesaid  for  a  period  of  five  years,  with- 
out cost  to  the  party  of  the  first  part,  their 
successors  or  assigns,  and  thereafter  for  a 


Mun  not  exoeeding  three  dollars  per  thara 
per  year  forever,  to  be  paid  for  in  the  saait 
manner  as  they  now  pay  for  the  same. 

"Provided,  further,  that  if  the  said  party 
of  the  second  part,  his  associates,  heirs,  or 
assigns,  shall  neglect  to  deliver  water  as 
an-eed  herein,  or  shall  fail  to  carry  out  any 
of  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  and  shall  be 
notified  by  the  directors  of  the  Mesa  Canal 
Company  of  such  failure  or  neglect  to  carry 
out  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  and  shall 
still  neglect  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  this 
agreement  for  a  period  of  ten  days  thereaft- 
er, or  in  such  case  as  a  break  in  the  canal, 
head  gates,  and  dam,  whereby  the  water  is 
turned  out  for  a  period  of  five  days,  then 
and  at  all  such  times  it  is  hereby  agreed  by 
the  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs,  as- 
sociates, or  assigns,  that  the  directors  of  the 
Mesa  Canal  Company  shall  have  the  right 
and  power  to  take  full  charge  and  control  of 
said  enlarged  portion  of  said  Mesa  canal 
without  process  of  law,  and  the  same  shall 
become  the  property  of  the  Mesa  Canal  Com- 
pany and  shall  so  remain  until  the  party  of 
the  second  part,  his  associates,  heirs,  or  as- 
signs, shall  fully  comply  with  the  term  and 
requirements  of  this  agreement,  and  then 
shall  revert  back  to  the  party  of  the  second 
part,  his  associates,  heirs,  or  assigns,  and 
shall  be  and  remain  in  the  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part,  his  associates,  heirs,  or  assigns,  so 
long  as  the  terms  of  this  agreement  shall  be 
by  them  complied  with. 

"This  agreement  shall  not  giveoreonv^to 
the  party  of  the  second  part,  his  associates, 
heirs,  or  assigns,  any  title  or  ownership  in 
or  to  the  capital  stock  of  said  Mesa  Canal 
Company,  but  shall  only  convey  su(^  privi*  h 
leges  and  rights  as  are  herein  mentioned."  S 
*The  appellant,  as  the  transferee  from* 
Chandler,  enlarged  and  reconstructed  the 
Mesa  canal  down  to  a  place  called  the  "Di* 
vision  Gktes,"  which  point  had  by  mutual 
consent  been  substituted  for  Ayers'  head 
gate  as  the  point  of  division  of  the  waters, 
and  delivery  by  the  appellant  to  the  appel- 
lee of  the  water  to  which  the  latter  was  en- 
titled. In  thus  enlarging  and  reconstruct- 
ing the  canal  the  appellant  raised  the  grade 
thereof  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  wa- 
ter at  a  higher  elevation,  thereby  enabling 
the  canal  to  cover  more  and  other  lands,  and 
at  the  point  where  the  division  gates  were 
located  the  elevation  was  about  five  feet 
above  the  grade  of  the  canal  before  recon- 
struction, and  by  the  construction  of  those 
gates  at  the  point  the  appellant  delivering 
the  water  to  the  appellee  secured  a  fall  of 
five  feet  in  the  water  thus  ddivered. 

Other  findings  were  as  follows: 

"After  appellant  had  delivered  the  water 
in  the  manner  aforesaid  for  some  years,  the 
appellee  built  a  dam  in  its  canal  a  short  dis- 
tance below  the  division  gates,  that  raised 
the  water  and  caused  it  to  fiow  through  a 
lateral  ditch,  whidi.  enabled  the  appellee  to 
irrigate  some  la^ds  on  which  it  had  not  hmn 
able  to  plaoe  water  through  its  canal  from 
its    former   deration.    The   effect   of  thia 
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raiM  in  I1l«  water  wa«  to  reduoe  tha  fall  at 
the  divigioB  gates. 

"After  appeUee  liad  built  ite  dam  and 
backed  up  tlie  water,  as  aforesaid,  appellant 
had  constructed  a  water  wheel  and  a  mill  for 
grinding  grain  to  be  driven  thereby,  and  had 
erected  them  at  the  division  gates,  so  that 
the  wheel  was  turned  by  the  water  as  it  fell 
from  the  division  gate  into  the  Mesa  canal, 
a  distance  of  about  5  feet.  Afterwards  ap- 
pellant increased  the  height  of  the  dam  that 
it  had  formerly  built  to  such  an  extent  that 
it  raised  the  surface  of  the  water  and  backed 
the  same  up  against  the  division  gate  in 
such  manner  as  to  destroy  Z%  feet  of  ths  5 
feet  fall  and  totally  destroyed  the  water 
power. 

"The  water  raised  by  the  dam  and  the  wa- 
ter affording  the  water  power  thus  destroyed 
g  is  the  7,000  inches  of  water  which  appellant 
09  is  obligated  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement 

*  aforementioned  to  first  deliver  to  the  appel- 
lee before  said  appellant  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive or  use  any  water  through  said  canal. 

"A  further  result  of  the  erection  of  the 
water  in  appellee's  canal  below  the  division 
gates  was  to  very  slightly,  if  at  all,  impede 
the  flow  of  water  in  appellant's  canal  above 
the  division  gates  and  thereby  detract  verr 
slightly  from  the  carrying  capacity  of  appel- 
lant's canal. 

"The  cost  of  the  reconstruction  of  the  ca- 
nal from  Ayers'  head  gate  to  the  division 
gates  exceeded  $10,000,  and  the  water  power 
created  at  the  fall  was  equal  to  about  40 
horse  power." 

Mr,  John  D,  Pope  for  appellant 
Messrs,  O.  M.  Frasiorv  B.  O.  Oarlaad, 
and  W.  W.  Wright,  Jr.,  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delirered  the  opinion 
of  the  court; 

While  the  title  to  any  portion  of  the  Mesa 
eanal  may  not  have  been  changed  by  this 
contract,  yet  for  convenience  we  shall  speak 
of  that  portion  thereof  under  the  control  of 
the  appelant  as  its  eanal,  and  of  the  balance 
as  the  appellee's  canal. 

In  view  of  the  finding  of  the  supreme 
court  we  need  not  stop  to  consider  any  ques- 
tion in  respect  to  the  influence  of  the  dam 
placed  by  appellee  upon  the  flow  of  water  in 
appellant's  canal,  and  this  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  in  the  trial  of  the  case  much  oif 
the  testimony,  pro  and  con,  was  in  reference 
to  that  matter.  We  are  concluded  as  to  the 
question  of  fact  by  the  findinff,  and  it  is  fa- 
miliar law  that  injunction  will  not  issue  to 
enforce  a  right  tlutt  is  doubtful,  or  to  re- 
strain an  act  the  injurious  consequences  of 
which  are  merely  trifling.  Parker  v.  Win- 
nipiseogee  Lake  Cotton  d  Woollen  Co.  2 
Black,  645,  662,  17  Lu  ed.  333,  837. 

We  pass,  therefore,  to  the  only  substantial 

question,  which  is  whether  the  dam  built  by 

appellee,  having  the  effect  as  it  did  of  rais- 

g  ing  the  flow  of  water  In  its  canal  so  as  to  de- 

eo  stroy  the  water  power  obtained  hy  appellant 

*  through  the  construction  oTits  canal,  was  an 
infringement  of  the  rights  secured  to  appel- 
lant by  the  contract  of  January  10,  1891. 


The  appellant  leems  to  be  of  the  opinion 
that  by  that  contract  it  had  a  right  to  raise 
its  canal  to  such  an  elevation  as  it  saw  fit, 
while  the  appellee  had  no  such  liberty.  We 
search  the  contract  in  vain  for  any  express 
stipulation  to  that  effect  If  the  appellant 
had  a  right  to  raise  the  grade  of  its  canal  6 
feet»  we  see  nothing  to  forbid  the  appellee  to 
raise  its  grade  to  the  same  height  There 
is  no  reference  in  the  contract  to  water  pow* 
er.  Obviously  the  only  matter  then  contem- 
plated was  a  supply  of  water  for  irrigation 
purposes.  The  appellee  is  styled  "an  irri- 
gating corporation,  and  as  such  .  .  • 
operating  the  Mesa  canal."  The  expressed 
purpose  of  appellant  was  "obtaining  water 
thereby  through  said  canal."  The  water 
power  was  evidently  an  afterthought,  sug- 
gested by  the  condition  of  things  when  the 
appellant  had  finished  the  reconstruction  of 
iU  canal.  The  appellant  must  point  to 
some  stipulation  in  the  contract  which  the 
action  of  the  appellee  has  broken,  for  the  en- 
tire right  given  by  it  to  the  appellant  is  de- 
clared to  be  "without  in  any  way  interfering 
with  the  riffhts,  titles,  interests,  or  privi- 
leges of  said  party  of  the  first  part  in  and 
to  said  canal  and  the  water  flowing  through 
said  canal,  except  as  hereinafter  provided." 

No  riffht  passed  to  the  appellant  except 
that  which  was  expressly  named.  All  other 
rights,  titles,  interests,  or  privileges  were  re- 
tained by  the  appellee.  The  appellant  was 
to  deliver  the  7,000  inches  of  water  out  of 
the  enlarged  canal,  and  the  appellee  was  to 
receive  and  pay  therefor.  The  appellant 
was  to  increase  the  carrying  capacity  of  the 
canal  not  less  than  10,000  nor  more  than 
40,000  inches,  and  this  surplus  water  it  had 
a  right  to  use.  But  the  appellee  reserved 
the  right  if  it  saw  fit  at  any  time  to  still 
further  enlarge  the  carrying  capacity  of  the 
canal,  and  the  only  limitation  m  respect  to 
such  enlargement  was  that  it  should  not  "in- 
terfere with  or  lessen  the  rights"  granted  to 
the  appellant  What  were  those  rights? 
Obviously  the  right  to  take  and  use  the  sur- 
plus over  7,000  inches  of  water  flowiqg 
through  the  canal,  as  enlarged  by  appellant 

It  may  be  that  neither  party  to  this  con-  j 
tract  could  change  the  grade  of  its  canal  so  S 
as  to  compel  the  other  to  make  a  likurchange  * 
of  grade.  Thus,  when  the  appellant,  in  the 
first  instance,  enlarged  and  reconstructed  its 
canal,  it  raised  the  grade  6  feet.  If  it  had 
seen  fit  to  lower  the  grade  6  feet,  instead  of 
raising  it,  doubtless,  in  order  to  fulfil  its 
contract  of  delivery,  it  would  have  had  to 
provide  some  pumping  arrangements,  and 
could  not  have  demanded  that  the  appelleo 
lower  its  grade  6  feet  in  order  to  receive  the 
water.  £id  so  it  majr  be  that  the  appellee 
could  not  now  raise  its  grade  10  feet  and 
then  demand  that  the  appellant  either  raise- 
its  grade  5  feet  more  or  put  in  pumping 
works  to  insure  the  delivery  of  the  water. 
But  as  to  any  action  which  does  not  inter- 
fere with  the  delivery  of  water  by  the  appel- 
lant to  the  appellee,  there  is  nothing  in  the- 
contract  to  restrain  at  least  the  appellee 
from  doing  as  it  pleases  with  its  canal. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  appellee  waa- 
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aetiiiff  malidoufllT  and  for  the  mere  sake  of 
injuring  the  appellant.  On  the  contrary,  its 
purpose  aa  disdoaed  was  to  irrigate  lands 
which  it  had  not  theretofore  been  able  to  ir- 
rigate from  its  former  elevation,  and  we 
Imow  of  no  reason  why  it  had  not  a  right  to 
•do  so.  It  made  no  stipulation  as  to  the 
lands  which  it  should  irrigate.  It  had  the 
same  right  which  it  had  b^ore  the  contract 
of  oilarging  or  reducing  the  number  of  acres 
raehed  by  the  flow  of  its  water.  It  does 
aot  appear  that  the  lands  which  it  was  seek- 
ing to  irrigate  hj  raising  the  elevation  in 
the  upper  part  of  its  canal  could  have  been 
Teaehed  in  any  other  way,  and  it  was  not 
bound  to  desist  from  any  ^ilargement  of  its 
•own  business  for  the  mere  benefit  of  the  ap- 
pellant or  to  enable  the  latter  to  enjoy  some- 
thing which  was  not  conveyed  to  it  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract. 

We  need  not  stop  to  inquire  what  are  the 
rights  of  separate  appropriators  of  water  in 
the  absence  of  a  contract.  We  are  dealing 
with  those  which  grow  out  of  this  contract, 
bearing  in  mind  that  all  rights  are  reserved 
to  the  appellee  which  are  not  in  terms  grant- 
ed to  the  appellant.  If  7,000  inches  of  wa- 
ter was  more  than  sufficient  to  supply  the 
territory  which  it  was  then  irrigating,  there 
is  nothing  which  forbade  the  appellee  to  en- 

§  large  that  area,  and  in  order  to  enable  it  to 
reach  that  larger  area  it  might  make  any 
•  change  in  the  construction  o^its  canal — at 
least  any  change  which  did  not  interfere 
with  the  free  delivery  of  the  water  by  the 
Appellant. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  decision  of  tho  8tt- 
|»reme  Court  of  Arisona,  and  itt  judgment  it 
^iffimned. 

<177  U.  S.  149) 

UNION  REFRIGERATOR  TRANSIT  COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Srr., 

STEPHEN  H.  LTNCH,  Treasurer  of  Salt 
Lake  County  and  Collector  of  Taxes 
therein. 

Torn  on  refrigerator  can—ae  afeoting  inter^ 
9taie  oommeroe — preeumption  in  favor  of 
OBBesemeni. 

1.  The  state  may  tax  the  average  nusBber  of 
refrigerator  cars  osed  by  railroads  within 
the  state,  bat  owned  by  a  foreign  corporation 
which  has  no  office  or  place  of  business  within 
the  state,  and  employed  as  vehicles  of  trans- 
portation in  the  Interchange  of  interstate 
commerce. 

S.  The  presamptlon  is  that  an  assessment  of 
refrigerator  cars  owned  by  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion and  used  in  interstate  commerce  was 
correct  and  regular,  and  was  made  upon  the 
average  number  used  la  the  state  during  the 
year,  where  there  was  no  objection  that  too 
many  cars  were  assessed,  or  that  they  were 
assesed  too  much  or  in  an  improper  manner, 
but  the  only  objection  was  that  they  could 
not  be  taxed  at  all. 

[No.  «07.] 

Arguod  March  tS,  1900.    Deoided  Aprtt  9, 
1900. 


IN  ERROR  to  tho  Supreme  Court  of  tha 
State  of  Utah  to  roview  a  deeision  af- 
firming a  Judgment  dismissing  an  action  to 
recover  money  paid  for  taxes  on  refrigerator 
cars.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  18  Utah,  878,  •—  L. 
R.  A.  -*  ,  65  Pae.  639. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fvllsrt 
The  Union  Refrigerator  Transit  Company 
filed  its  bill  in  the  district  court  in  and  for 
Salt  Lake  county,  state  of  Utah,  against 
Stephen  H.  Lynch,  treasurer  of  Salt  Lake 
county  and  collector  of  taxes  therein,  alleg- 
ing: "That  it  is  and  was  during  all  the 
times  hereinafter  mentioned  a  corporation 
duly  organized  and  existing  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kentucky; 
that  its  principal  office  and  place  of  business 
is  in  the  city  of  Louisville,  in  said  state^  and 
was  and  is  ensaged  exdusivdy  in  the  busi- 
ness of  furnishing  to  shippers  refrigerator 
cars  for  the  transportation  of  perishablo 
freight  over  the  various  lines  of  railroads 
throughout  tho  United  States  and  of  solicit^ 
ing  shipments  for  such  cars  and  giving  to 
the  said  ears  needful  attention  at  various 
points  in  transit;  that  the  said  cars  are  and 
were  during  the  said  times  the  sole  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  and  are  not  and  weree 
not  during  any  of  the  said  time  allotted,  S 
^leased,  rented,  or  furnished  under  contract* 
to  any  railroad  company  or  companies  or 
carriers  of  freight;  nor  were  they  run  on 
any  particular  line  or  lines  of  railroad;  nor 
were  they  confined  to  any  particular  route 
or  routes,  nor  in  any  particular  trains,  nor 
at  any  specified  or  agreed  times,  but  are  and 
were  run  indiscriminately  over  the  lines  of 
railroad  over  which  consignors  of  freight 
shipped  in  such  ears  choose  to  route  them  in 
shipping. 

The  ^aintiir  further  all^;es  that  the  busi- 
ness in  which  said  cars,  including  the  cars 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  are  and  were  dur- 
ing the  said  times  engaged  was  exclusive- 
ly interstate  commerce  business,  being  con- 
fined to  interchange  and  transportation  of 
perishable  products  of  the  various  parte  of 
the  United  States  from  points  in  some  of 
said  states  to  points  in  others  of  the  said 
states;  that  plaintiff  has  not  now  and  has 
not  had  any  office  or  place  of  business  within 
the  state  of  Utah,  and  that  all  freight  trans- 
ported in  plaintiff's  cars  in  or  through  the 
state  of  Utah,  including  the  cars  hereinafter 
mentioned,  was  transported  in  said  cars 
either  from  a  point  or  points  in  a  state  of 
the  United  States  outside  of  the  state  of 
Utah,  to  a  noint  or  points  within  the  state 
of  Utah  or  from  a  point  or  points  within 
the  state  of  Utah  to  a  point  or  points  with- 
out the  state  of  Utah,  or  between  points 
neither  of  which  were  within  the  state  of 
Utah;  and  that  said  cars  were  within  the 
said  state  of  Utah  at  no  regular  intervals 
nor  in  any  regular  number,  and  woen  in  said 
state  of  Utah  were  only  within  it  in  transit, 
except  to  load  or  unload  freight  shipped 
from  within  out  of  said  state  or  coming  into 
said  state  from  without  the  same  or  in  the 
transportation  of  freight  entirely  throni^ 
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or  acroM  laid  sUte,  and  at  Bueh  timea  the 
aaid  eara  were  onlj  tranaiently  preaent  for 
the  aaid  purpoaea,  and  not  otherwise. 

And  plaintiff  further  allegea  that  aaid 
eara  do  not  and  did  not  abide,  nor  have  th^ 
at  any  time  had  any  situa,  within  the  said 
itate  of  Utah,  nor  has  this  plaintiff,  nor  has 
it  heretofore  at  any  time  had,  other  prop- 
OTty  of  any  description  whatsoever  located 
within  the  state  of  Utah. 

And  plaintiff  alleges  that  its  cars  so  used 
as  hereinbefore  stated,  and  not  otherwise, 

H  are  not  subject  to  tax  within  the  said  state 

H  for  any  purpose  whatsoever. 

*  *That,  notwithstanding  the  aforesaid  facts, 
the  state  board  of  equalization  of  the  state 
of  Utah  unlawfully  and  wrongfully  on  the 
14th  day  of  August,  1897,  assessed  and  val- 
ued, of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  ten  cars 
of  the  aggregate  assessment  of  $2,600,  for 
all  purposes  of  county  and  state  taxation 
for  the  year  1897,  and  thereafter  wrongfully 
and  unlawfully  apportioned  the  said  assess- 
ment to  the  several  counties  in  the  said  state 
of  Utah  through  which  lines  of 'railway  pass 
and  over  which  the  said  cars  might  pass  or 
be  transj^rted ;  that,  among  the  counties  to 
which  said  apportionment  was  made  was  the 
countv  of  Salt  Lake,  and  there  was  by  the 
said  board  apportioned  to  said  county  of 
Salt  Lake  of  the  said  assessment  the  sum  of 
$210. 

That  the  taxes  levied  upon  the  said  prop- 
ertv  so  assessed  and  apportioned  to  Salt 
Lake  county  for  state,  state  school,  county, 
city,  and  city  school  taxes  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  $5.76;  that  the  said  tax  was  and  ia 
by  reason  of  the  aforesaid  facts  illtt;al  and 
void." 

Plaintiff  then  averred  the  payment  of  the 
tax,  under  written  protest,  claiming  the  tax 
to  be  illegal,  in  oraer  to  avoid  the  seizure 
and  sale  of  its  property,  and  to  prevent  in- 
curring the  penalties  provided  by  law,  and 
prayed  judgment  for  the  sum  of  $5.76  and 
interest,  and  for  costs.  Defendant  filed  a 
general  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  which 
was  sustained,  and,  plaintiff  electing  not  to 
amend  but  to  stand  on  its  complaint,  judg- 
ment of  dismissal,  with  costs,  was  entered. 
The  cause  was  then  taken  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  the  judgment  afSrmed. 
18  Utah,  378,  —  L.  R.  A.  — ,  65  Pac.  639. 
Thereupon  this  writ  of  error  was  allowed 
by  the  chief  justice  of  that  court. 

Messrs,  Percy  Wemer  and  Parley  L, 
WilUama  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  Joaepli  Ii.  Bawliaa  and  0harle9 
8»  y avian  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
M  opinion  of  the  court: 
S     The  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Utah  pro- 

•  vided  that:  "All*property  in  the  state,  not 
exempt  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
or  under  this  Constitution,  shall  be  taxed  in 
proportion  to  its  value,  to  be  ascertained  as 

Provided  l^  law;"  and  thatj  "All  corpora- 
ions  or  persons  in  this  state,  or  doinf  busi- 
ness herein,  shall  be  subject  to  taxation  for 
state,  county,   school,  mumidpal,  or  other 


purposes,  on  the  real  and  personal  property 
owned  or  used  by  them  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  authority  levying  the  tax." 
Const  art  13,  §{  2,  10. 

Some  ouestion  was  raised  in  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  as  to  the  proper  construction 
and  scope  of  the  state  statutes  in  respect  of 
taxation,  but  the  court  held  that  by  those 
laws  all  property  owned  or  used  by  railway, 
car,  telephone,  telegraph,  and  other  compa- 
nies, within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
state,  was  subjected  to  taxation  according 
to  its  value,  regardless  of  the  domicil  of  its 
owner. 

The  contention  on  this  writ  of  error  is 
that  the  taxation  of  the  ten  cars  of  plaintiff 
in  error  was  forbidden  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  because  they  had  no 
situs  for  that  purpose  in  the  state  of  Utah, 
and  the  tax  imposed  a  burden  on  interstate 
commerce. 

In  Amerioa/n  Refrigerator  Tranaii  Co.  v. 
Hall,  174  U.  S.  70,  43  L.  ed.  899,  19  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  599,  quotations  were  made  from  the 
opinions  in  Pullman'9  Palace  Oar  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania,  141  U.  S.  30,  35  L.  ed.  619, 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  595,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
876;  Adama  Exp,  Co.  v.  Ohio  State  Auditor, 
165  U.  S.  194,  41  L.  ed.  683,  17  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  305,  and  Adama  Exp,  Co,  v.  Ohio  State 
Auditor,  166  U.  S.  185,  41  L.  ed.  965, 17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  604,  and  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
was  thus  expressed:  "It  having  been  set- 
tled, as  we  have  seen,  that  where  a  corpora- 
tion of  one  state  brings  into  another,  to  use 
and  employ,  a  portion  of  its  movable  per- 
sonal property,  it  is  legitimate  for  the  lat- 
ter to  impose  upon  such  property,  thus  used 
and  employed,  its  fair  share  of  the  burdens 
of  taxation  imposed  upon  similar  property 
used  in  like  way  by  its  own  citizens,  we 
think  that  such  a  tax  may  be  properly  as- 
sessed and  collected,  in  cases  like  the  pres- 
ent, where  the  specific  and  individual  items 
of  property  so  used  and  employed  were  not 
continuously  the  same,  but  were  constantly 
changing,  according  to  the  exigencies  of  the 
business,  and  that  the  tax  may  be  fixed  by 
an  appraisement  and  valuation  of  the  aver- 
age amount  of  the  property  thus  habitually  eo 
used  and  employed.  Nor  would  the  factJJ 
that  such^cars  were  employed  as  vehicles  of* 
transportation  in  the  interchange  of  inter- 
state commerce  render  their  taxation  valid.** 

The  case  before  us  involves  the  taxation 
by  the  state  of  Utah  of  certain  cars  belong- 
ing to  a  corporation  of  Kentucky;  the  case 
cited  involved  the  taxation  by  the  state  of 
Colorado  of  certain  cars  belonging  to  a  cor- 
poration of  Illinois;  and  if  this  case  comes 
within  the  rule  laid  down  in  that  caae,  noth- 
ing further  need  be  said. 

In  that  case  the  facts  were  stipulated ;  and 
it  appeared  that  the  American  Refrigerator 
Transit  Company  was  a  corporation  duly 
organized  and  existing  by  virtue  of  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Illinois,  with  its  principal 
office  in  the  city  of  East  St.  Louis  in  said 
state;  that  it  was  engaged  in  the  busineaa 
of  furnishing  refrigerator  cars  for  the  trans- 
portation of  perishable  products  over  the 
various  lines   of   railroads   in    the  United 
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Btatea;  that  these  ean  were  the  eole  aad 
ezdueiye  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  furnished  the  same  to  be  nm 
indiscriminately  over  any  lines  of  railroad 
over  which  shippers  on  said  railroads  might 
desire  to  route  them  in  shipping,  and  fur- 
nished the  same  for  the  transportation  of 
perishable  freight  upon  the  direct  request 
of  shippers  or  of  railroad  companies  request- 
ing the  same  on  behalf  of  shippers,  but  on 
the  responsibility  of  the  carrier  and  not  of 
the  shipper;  and  plaintiff  had  not  and  never 
had  had  any  contract  of  any  kind  whatso- 
eTer  by  which  its  cars  were  leased  or  allot- 
ted to  or  by  which  it  agreed  to  furnish  its 
cars  to  any  railroad  company  operating 
within  the  state  of  Colorado;  that  it  had 
and  had  had  during  said  times  no  office  or 
place  of  business  nor  other  property  than  its 
ears  within  the  state  of  Colorado,  and  that 
all  the  freight  transported  in  plaintiff's  cars 
in  or  through  the  state  of  Colorado,  includ- 
ing the  cars  assessed,  was  transported  in 
such  cars  either  from  a  point  or  points  of 
the  United  States  outside  of  the  state  of 
Colorado  to  a  point  in  the  state  of  Colorado, 
or  from  a  point  in  the  state  of  Colorado  to 
a  point  outside  of  said  state,  or  between 
points  wholly  outside  of  said  state  of  Colo- 
rado, and  said  cars  never  were  run  in  said 
state  in  fixed  numbers  nor  at  regular  times, 

Snor  as  a  regular  part  of  particular  trains, 
^nor  were  any  certain  cars  ever  in  the  state 
•  of  Colorado,  except  as  engaged  in^such  busi- 
ness aforesaid,  and   then   only   transiently 
present  in  said  state  for  such  purposes. 

All  these  matters  were  set  up,  mutatis  mu- 
tandia,  in  the  complaint  in  this  case,  in  sub- 
stantially the  same  language  employed  in 
setting  forth  the  facts  in  that  case.  But  it 
was  also  there  stipulated:  "That  the  aver- 
age number  of  cars  of  the  plaintiff  used  in 
the  course  of  the  business  aforesaid  within 
the  state  of  Colorado  during  the  year  for 
which  such  assessment  was  made  would 
equal  forty,  and  that  the  cash  value  of  plain- 
tiff's cars  exceeds  the  sum  of  $250  per  car, 
and  that  if  such  property  of  the  plaintiff  is 
assessable  and  taxable  within  such  state  of 
Colorado,  then  the  amount  for  which  such 
cars,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  is  assessed 
by  said  state  board  of  equalization  is  just 
and  reasonable,  and  not  in  excess  of  the 
value  placed  upon  other  like  property  within 
said  state  for  the  purposes  of  taxation.'' 

The  complaint  in  this  case  contained  no 
averment  as  to  the  average  number  of  cars 
of  plaintiff  in  error  used  in  the  state  of 
Utan,  but  it  did  show  that  the  company  was 
doing  business  in  Utah  in  the  year  for  which 
the  tax  in  question  was  levied,  and  that  it 
was  running  ite  cars  into  and  through  the 
state,  using,  employing,  and  caring  for  them 
there  for  profit,  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
cars  in  that  case,  and  it  was  not  alleged  that 
the  assessment  by  the  state  board  of  equali- 
zation was  unreasonable,  or  unjust,  or  in 
excess  of  the  valuation  of  other  like  prop- 
erty for  taxation,  or  that  the  method  of  ap- 
portionment was  erroneous.  The  presump- 
tion is  that  the  action  of  Uie  taxing  officers 
was  correct  and  regular,  and  that  the  num- 


ber of  ean  assessed  by  the  state  board  of 
equalization  was  the  average  number  used 
and  employed  by  plaintiff  m  error  in  the 
state  of  Utah  during  1897. 

The  objection  is  not  that  ux)  many  can 
were  assessed,  or  that  they  were  assessed 
too  much,  or  in  an  improper  manner,  even  if 
we  could  consider  such  questions,  but  simply 
that  they  could  not  be  taxed  at  all.  And 
this  objection  was  considered  and  overruled 
in  the  case  to  which  we  have  referred. 

Judgment  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Wl&lte  did  not  hear  the  ar- 
gument, and  took  no  part  in  the  considera- 
tion and  disposition  of  this 


(177  U.  S.  188) 
HARRY  OUNDUNG,  Plf.  in  Brr^ 

V, 

CITY  OF  CHICAGO. 

0on9titutUmal  low^^due  prooe89^'-crdinaino9 
as  to  Uoenae  for  sale  of  oigarettea — dis- 
oretion  of  mayor. 

1.  An  ordinance  giving  the  mayor  power  to  de- 
termine whether  a  person  applying  for  a 
license  to  sell  cigarettes  has  good  character 
and  reputation  and  is  a  suitable  person  to 
be  Intrusted  with  their  sale,  but  requiring  him 
to  grant  a  llcenw  to  every  person  fnlflUing 
these  conditions,  does  not  vest  in  him  any 
arbitrary  power  to  grant  or  refuse  a  license. 
In  violation  of  the  provielona  of  U.  8.  Const. 
14th  Amend.,  either  In  regard  to  the  clause 
requiring  due  process  of  law,  or  In  that  re- 
quiring equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

2.  Regulations  respecting  the  pursuit  of  a  law- 
ful trade  or  business,  being  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  are  within  the  authority  of  the 
state,  and  form  no  subject  for  Federal  In- 
terference unless  they  are  so  utterly  unrea- 
sonable and  extravagant  In  their  nature  and 
purpose  that  the  property  and  personal  rights 
of  the  citizen  are  unnecessarily  and  in  a 
manner  wholly  arbitrary  Interfered  with  or 
destroyed  without  due  process  of  law. 

3.  The  question  whether  or  not  a  delegation 
of  power  has  been  made  to  the  mayor  of  a 
city  by  the  common  council  is  not  a  Federal 
question  for  review  on  writ  of  error  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  to  a 
state  court. 

4.  An  ordinance  fixing  the  amount  of  a  li- 
cense fee  for  the  privilege  of  doing  business 
high  enough  to  make  it  partake  of  the  char- 
acter of  an  excise  or  privilege  tax,  as  well 
as  to  provide  a  means  for  the  regulation  of 
the  business,  Is  not  for  that  reason  In  viola- 
tion of  any  provision  of  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution as  an  Improper  and  illegal  interference 
with  the  rights  of  the  citizen. 

[No.  209.] 

Argued  March  22,  1900,    Decided  April  9, 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  decision  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  conviction  for  violat- 
ing an  ordinance  forbidding  the  sale  of  eig- 
arettes  without  a  license.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  176  IlL  340,  52  N. 
E.  44. 
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The  iaeU  arv  stated  in  the  opinion. 
MeB9r$.  Xieo  D.  Mmthlae  and  0harle9  H. 
Aldrioh  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,      Frodorio      D,      MoKenney, 

Charles  M,  Walker,  and  Henry  Sohofield  for 
defendant  in  error. 

Blr.  Justice  PeoUtain  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 
The  plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted  in  a 

e»lice  court  of  the  city  of  Chicago  of  a  vio- 
tion  of  an  ordinance  of  that  city  forbid- 
dinff  the  sale  of  cigarettes  by  any  person 
without  a  license,  and  was  fined  $50.  From 
the  judginent  of  conviction  he  appealed  to 
the  criminal  court  of  Cook  county,  where  it 
was  aflirmed,  and  thence  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state,  where  it  was  again  af- 
firmed, and  he  now  brings  the  case  here  on 
writ  of  error. 

Sections  1,  2,  and  8  of  the  ordinance  re- 
ferred to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec  1.  The  mayor  of  the  city  of  Chicago 
shall  from  time  to  time  grant  licenses  au- 
thorizing the  sale  of  cigarettes  within  the 
city  of  Cnicago,  in  the  manner  following,  and 
not  otherwise. 

S*<Any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  desiring 
^  a  license  to  sell  cigarettes  shall  make  writ- 
•  ten  application  for  that  purpose  to*the  com- 
missioner of  health,  in  which  shall  be  de- 
scribed the  location  at  which  such  sales  are 
poposed  to  be  made.  Said  application  shall 
be  accompanied  by  evidence  that  the  appli- 
cant, if  a  single  individual,  all  the  menibers 
of  the  firm,  if  a  copartnership,  and  person  or 
persons  in  charge  of  the  business,  if  a  corpo- 
ration, is  or  are  persons  of  good  character 
and  reputation.  The  commissioner  of 
health  shall  thereupon  submit  to  the  mayor 
the  said  application  with  the  evidence  afore- 
said, with  his  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of 
granting  such  license,  and  if  the  mayor  shall 
be  satisfied  that  the  persons  before  men- 
tioned are  of  good  character  and  reputation, 
and  are  suitable  persons  to  be  intrusted  with 
the  sale  of  cigarettes,  he  shall  issue  a  license 
in  accordance  with  such  application,  upon 
such  applicant  filing  a  bona  payable  to  the 
city  of  Chicago,  with  at  least  two  sureties, 
to  be  approved  by  the  mayor,  in  the  sum  of 
$500,  conditioned  that  the  licensed  person, 
firm,  or  corporation  shall  faithfully  observe 
and  obey  all  laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois  and 
ordinances  of  the  city  of  Chicago  now  in 
force  or  which  may  hereafter  be  passed,  wiUi 
reference  to  cigarettes;  provided,  however, 
that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  held 
to  authorise  the  sale  of  cigarettes  containing 
opium,  morphine,  jimson  weed,  belladonna, 
glycerine,  or  sugar. 

"Sec.  2.  Every  person,  on  compliance 
with  the  aforesaid  requirements  and  the 
payment  in  advance  to  the  city  collector,  at 
the  rate  of  $100  per  annum,  shall  receive  a 
license  under  the  corporate  seal,  signed  by 
the  mayor  and  countersigned  by  the  clerk, 
which  shall  authorize  the  person,  firm,  or 
corporation  therein  named  to  expose  for 
sale,  sell,  or  offer  for  sale  cigarettes  at  the 


place  designated  in  the  license;  provided^ 
that  no  license  shall  be  granted  to  sell  with- 
in  200  feet  of  a  schoolhouse. 

"Sea  8.  Any  person  who  shall  hereafter 
have  or  keep  for  sale  or  expose  for  sale  or 
offer  to  sell  any  cigarettes  at  any  place  with* 
in  the  city  of  Chicago,  without  having  first 
procured  the  license  provided,  shall  be  fined 
not  less  than  $50  and  not  exceeding  $200  for 
every  violation  of  this  ordinance,  and  a  fur- 
ther penalty  of  $25  for  each  and  every  day 
the  person,  firm,  or  corporation  persists  in 
such  violation  after  a  conviction  for  the  first » 
offense."  • 

*The  other  sections  are  not  material  to  this  * 
inquiry. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  made  no  application 
to  the  health  commissioner  to  obtain  a  li- 
cense from  the  mayor  in  accordance  with 
the  above-mentioned  ordinance.  He  spe- 
cially set  up  in  the  courts  below  that  the  or- 
dinance was  invalid,  because  in  violation  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  as  depriving 
him  of  his  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  He  contended  in  the  state  courts  that 
the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Chicago 
had  no  right  to  pass  the  ordinance  in  quea- 
ti(Mi,  because  no  such  power  was  given  to  it 
under  the  general  act  of  the  state  of  Illinois 
which  incorporated  the  city  of  Chicago. 
The  supreme  court  of  the  state,  however,  in 
construing  that  act,  decided  that  it  did  au- 
thorize the  city  to  pass  the  ordinance,  and 
the  plaintiff  in  error  admits  that  this  deci- 
sion is  conclusive  upon  us  as  the  decision  of 
a  question  of  local  law  by  the  highest  court 
of  the  state. 

He  makes  two  claims  here  upon  which  ho 
bases  the  statement  that  the  ordinance  vio- 
lates his  rights  under  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 
Quoting  from  counsel's  brief,  these  elaima 
are:  'Tirst,  that  the  state  itself,  acting 
through  the  common  council  of  the  city  of 
Chicago,  is  inhibited  by  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution from  making  those  provisions  in  the 
ordinance  which  delegate  to  the  mayor  the 
entire  subject  of  granting  and  revoking  li- 
censes to  persons  engaged  in  the  business  of 
selling  cigarettes;  second,  that  the  ordi- 
nance is  unconstitutional  and  void  as  beinn^ 
an  unreasonable  exercise  of  the  police  power 
by  imposing  a  license  fee  of  $100,  a  sum 
manifestly  greater  than  the  expense  of  issa- 
ing  the  license  and  providing  for  the  regula- 
tion, thereby  depriving  persons  of  their  lib- 
erty and  property  by  an  interference  with 
their  rights  which  is  neither  necessary  to  the 
protection  of  others  nor  the  public  health." 

He  contends  that  the  ordinance  vests  ar- 
bitrary power  in  the  mayor  to  grant  or  re- 
fuse a  license  to  sell  cigarettes,  and  that 
such  arbitrary  power  is  a  violation  of  the 
amendment  in  question. 

He  claims  also  that  he  has  been  denied 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  because  in 
other  kinds  of  business,  where  licenses  are^ 
granted  to  persons  engaged  in  any  trade  or  8 
occupation,*  no  member  thereof  is  "singled  T 
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<nt  and  iubjected  to  tbe  absolnte  iajperrl- 
flioB  of  an  irreaponaible  magistrate  while  hit 
neighbor  is  protected  in  hie  right  bj  the  cua- 
tomaiy  saf^Tuarde  of  the  law." 

It  seems  somewhat  doubtful  whether  the 
plaintiff  in  error  is  in  a  position  to  raise  the 
question  of  the  invalidity  of  the  ordinance 
because  of  the  alleged  arbitrary  power  of  the 
mayor  to  grant  or  refuse  it.  He  made  no 
application  for  a  license,  and  of  course  the 
mayor  has  not  refused  it.  Nan  corutat,  that 
he  would  have  refused  it  if  application  had 
been  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Whether  the  discretion  of  the  mayor  is  ar- 
bitrary or  not  would  seem  to  be  unimportant 
to  the  plaintiff  in  error  so  long  as  he  made 
no  application  for  the  exercise  of  that  dis- 
cretion in  his  favor  and  was  not  refused  a 
license. 

But,  assuming  that  the  question  may  be 
raised  by  him,  we  think  the  ordinance  in 
question  does  not  violate  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment,  either  in  regard  to  the  clause 
reauirlng  due  process  of  law,  or  in  that  pro- 
▼ialng  for  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 
The  case  principally  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error  is  that  of  7iok  Wo  v.  Hop- 
kins,  118  U.  S.  356,  30  L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  1064,  relating  to  the  regulation  of 
laundries  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco.  The 
ordinance  in  question  in  that  case  was  held 
to  be  illegal  and  in  violation  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment,  because,  with  reference 
to  the  subject  upon  which  it  touched,  it  con- 
ferred upon  the  municipal  authorities  arbi- 
trary power,  at  their  will  and  without  re- 
gard to  discretion  in  the  legal  sense  of  Uie 
term,  to  give  or  withhold  consent  as  to  per- 
sons or  places  for  carrying  on  a  laundry, 
with  reference  to  the  competency  of  the  per- 
sons applying  or  the  propriety  of  the  place 
selected.  It  was  also  held  that  there  was  a 
elear  and  intentional  discrimination  made 
against  the  Chinese  in  the  operation  of  the 
ordinance,  which  discrimination  was  founded 
upon  the  difference  of  race,  and  was  wholly 
arbitrary  and  unjust.  It  appeared  that 
both  petitioners,  who  were  engaged  in  the 
laundry  business,  were  Chinese,  and  had 
complied  with  every  requisite  deemed  by  the 
law,  or  by  the  public  officers  eharged  with 
t«  its  administration,  necessary  for  tne  protec- 
S  tion  of  neighboring  property  from  fire  or  as 
•  a  protection  against  injury  to*  the  public 
health,  and  yet  the  supervisors,  for  no  rea- 
son other  than  discrimination  against  the 
Chinese,  refused  to  grant  the  licenses  to  the 
petitioners  and  to  some  200  other  Chinese 
subjects,  while  granting  them  to  eighty  peo- 
ple who  were  not  such  subjects  and  were 
working  under  precisely  the  same  condi- 
tions. Such  an  ordinance,  so  executed,  was 
held  void  by  this  court.  Speaking  in  that 
case  of  the  general  right  to  grant  licenses 
in  regard  to  ccupations  or  trades,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Matthews,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said : 
The    ordinance,    therefore,    also   differs 


from  the  not  oaiisnal  eass^  where  dlsoretloa 
is  lodged  l^  law  in  publie  offloera  or  bodies 
to  grant  or  withhold  lieenses  to  keep  tav- 
erns or  places  for  the  sale  of  spirituous  li« 
quors,  and  the  like,  when  one  of  the  eondi* 
tions  is  that  the  applicant  shall  be  a  fit  per- 
son for  the  exercise  of  the  privilege,  because 
in  such  cases  the  fact  of  fitness  is  submitted 
to  the  judgment  of  the  officer,  and  calls  for 
the  exercise  of  a  discretion  of  a  judicial 
nature." 

Tue  ordinance  in  question  here  does  not 
grant  to  the  mavor  arbitrary  power  such  as 
is  described  in  tne  above-mentioned  laundry 
case,  but  the  provision  is  similar  to  that 
mentioned  in  the  foregoins  extract  from  the 
opinion  in  that  case.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the 
license  is  to  be  issued  if  the  mayor  is  satis- 
fled  that  the  person  applying  is  of  good  char- 
acter and  reputation  and  a  suitable  person 
to  be  intrusted  with  the  sale  of  cigarettes, 
provided  such  applicant  will  file  a  bond  as 
stated  in  the  ordinance,  as  a  security  that  he 
will  faithfully  observe  and  obey  the  laws  of 
the  state  and  the  ordinances  of  the  city  with 
reference  to  cigarettes.  The  mayor  is 
bound  to  grant  a  license  to  every  person  ful- 
filling these  conditions,  and  thus  the  fact  of 
fitness  is  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the 
officer,  and  it  calls  for  the  exercise  of  a  dis-^ 
cretion  of  a  judicial  nature  by  him.  There 
is  no  proof  nor  charge  in  the  record  that 
there  has  been  any  discrimination  against 
individuals  applying  for  a  license  or  any 
abuse  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  mayor. 
Whether  dealing  in  and  selling  cigarettes  is 
that  kind  of  a  business  which  ought  to  be  li- 
censed is,  we  think,  considering  the  charac- 
ter of  the  article  to  be  sold,  a  question  for 
the  state,  and  through  it,  for  the  city,  to  de- « 
termine  for  itself,  and  that  an  ordinance  S 
providing* reasonable  conditions  upon  the* 
performance  of  which  a  license  may  be 
granted  to  sell  such  article  does  not  violate 
any  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 

Regulations  respecting  the  pursuit  of  a 
lawful  trade  or  business  are  of  very  frequent 
occurrence  in  the  various  cities  of  the  conn- 
try,  and  what  such  regulations  shall  be  and 
to  what  particular  trade,  business,  or  occu- 
pation they  shall  apply  are  questions  for  the 
state  to  determine,  and  their  determination 
comes  within  the  proper  exercise  of  the  po- 
lice power  by  the  state,  and  unless  the  regu- 
lations are  so  utterly  unreasonable  and  ex- 
travagant in  their  nature  and  purpose  that 
the  property  and  personal  rights  of  the  citi- 
zen are  unnecessarily,  and  in  a  manner  whol- 
ly arbitrary,  interfered  with  or  destroyed 
without  due  process  of  law,  they  do  not  ex- 
tend beyond  the  power  of  the  state  to  pass, 
and  they  form  no  subject  for  Federal  inter- 
ference. 

As  stated  in  Crotoley  v.  Christ ensen,  137 
U.  S.  86,  34  L.  ed.  620,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  13, 
''the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  all  rights 
are  subject  to  such  reasonable  conditions  as 
may  be  deemed  by  the  governing  authority 
of    the    country    essenttal  to    the    safe^, 
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health,  peace,  good  order,  and  morale  of  the 
eommunity." 

Whether  there  is  or  is  not  a  delegation  of 
power  by  the  common  council  to  the  mayor 
is  not  in  this  case  a  Federal  question. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  ordinance,  so 
far  a«  the  objection  abore  considered  is  con- 
cerned, was  clearly  within  the  power  of  the 
state  to  authorize,  and  must  be  obeyed  ac- 
cordingly. 

The  other  objection  made  to  the  validity 
of  the  ordinance  is  that  the  amount  of  the 
license  fee  ($100)  is  an  improper  and  illegal 
interference  with  the  rights  of  the  citizen, 
and  is  therefore  a  violation  of  tne  Four- 
teenth Amendment. 

The  amount  of  the  fee  is  fixed  by  the  com- 
mon council  for  the  privilege  of  doing  busi- 
ness, and  the  text  of  the  ordinance  and  the 
amount  of  the  fee  therein  named  would  seem 
to  indicate  that  it  is  both  a  means  adopted 
for  the  easier  regulation  of  the  business  and 
a  tax  in  the  nature  of  an  excise  imposed  up- 
on the  privilege  of  doing  it.  In  either  case 
the  state  has  power  to  make  the  exaction, 
and  its  exercise  by  the  city  under  state  au- 

athority  violates  no  provision  of  the  Federal 
^  Constitution. 

•  «*The  supreme  court  of  Illinois  has  held 
that  the  city  was  authorized  by  the  state 
law  to  Impose  the  license  fee. 

In  speaking  of  a  license  to  do  business,  it 
was  said  in  Royall  v.  Virginia,  116  U.  8. 
672,  679,  29  L.  ed.  735,  737,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
510,  513:  ''The  payment  required  as  a  pre- 
liminarv  to  the  license  is  in  the  nature  and 
form  of  a  tax*  and  is  a  due  to  the  state 
which  it  may  demand  and  exact  from  every 
one  of  its  citizens  who  either  will  or  must 
follow  some  business  avocation  within  its 
limits,  to  the  pursuit  of  which  the  assess- 
ment is  made  a  condition  precedent.  It  is 
an  occupation  tax,  for  which  the  license  is 
merely  a  receipt,  and  not  an  authority,  ex- 
cept in  that  sense,  because  it  is  laid  and  col- 
lected as  revenue,  and  not  merely  as  incident 
to  the  general  police  power  of  the  state,  which, 
under  certain  circumstances  and  conditions, 
regulates  certain  employments  with  a  view 
to  the  public  health,  comfort,  and  conven- 
ience." 

It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  ordinance 
that  it  partakes  of  both  the  character  of  a 
regulation  and  also  that  of  an  excise  or  priv- 
ilege tax.  The  business  is  more  easily  sub- 
jected to  the  operation  of  the  power  to  regu- 
late where  a  license  is  imposed  for  following 
the  same,  while  the  revenue  obtained  on  ac- 
count of  the  license  is  none  the  less  legal  be- 
cause the  ordinance  which  authorized  it  ful- 
fils the  two  functions,  one  a  regulating  and 
the  other  a  revenue  function.  So  long  as 
the  state  law  authorizes  both  regulation  and 
taxation,  it  is  enough,  and  the  enforcement 
of  the  ordinance  violates  no  provision  of  the 
Federal  Ck>nstitution. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  IlUnoie 
i»  offrmeA. 


(177  U.  S.  Sll) 
CREDITS  COAC^IUTATION  COMPANY  and 
Combination  Bridge  Company,  Appte^ 

V. 

UNITED  STATES  et  oL    (No.  233.) 


CREDITS  COMMUTATION  COMPANY  «t 
al.,  Apptf,, 

V, 

F.  GORDON  DEXTER  and  Oliver  Amea,  2d, 
Trustees,  et  al.   (No.  234.) 

CREDITS     COMMUTATION     COMPANY 
et  al. 

V, 

OLIVER  AMES,  2d,  and  Samuel  Carr,  Ex- 
ecutors, et  al.     (No.  235.) 

Appeal — from   denial  of   intervention^Htd' 
judication  against  intervener's  claim. 

A  statement  In  an  order  denying  leave  to  In- 
tervene, that  leave  Is  denied,  "not  as  matter 
of  discretion,  bot  because  said  petitions  do 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  show  that  the  pe- 
titioners, or  either  of  them,  have  a  legal  right 
to  Intervene,"  does  not  amount  to  an  adjudi- 
cation against  the  rights  asserted  In  the  pe- 
titions as  If  upon  demurrer  thereto,  but  the 
denial  Is  only  an  exercise  of  usual  discretion 
In  passing  upon  the  right  of  Intervention, 
which  Is  not  a  final  decision  for  the  purpose 
of  appeal. 

[Nos.  233,  234,  ft  235.] 

Submitted    February    26,    1900.    Decided 
April  9,  1900, 

APPEALS  from  orders  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Ourt  of  Appeals  for  the 
Eighth  Circuit  denying  petitions  for  leave 
to  intervene.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  62  U.  S.  App.  728, 
91  Fed.  Rep.  670,  34  C.  C.  A.  12. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shiran  s 
On  October  0,  1803,  Oliver  Ames,  2d,  and 
Samuel  Carr,  executors  of  Frederick  L^ 
Ames,  deceased,  and  Peter  B.  Wyckoff  and 
Edwin  F.  Atkins,  filed  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  eighth  circuit  a 
bill  of  complaint  against  the  Union  Pacific 
Railway  Company  and  a  number  of  other 
companies  in  which  the  Union  Pacific  RaQway 
Ck)mpany  had  interests,  praying  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  receivers,  the  enforcement  of  cer- 
tain alleged  liens,  and  the  administration  of 
the  properties  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Company.  On  October  13, 1893,  S.  H.  H.  C^Hark, 
Oliver  W.  Mink,  EUery  Anderson  were  ap- 
pointed receivers,  and  on  November  13,  1893, 
upon  petition  of  the  Attorney  Greneral  of  the 
United  States,  John  W.  Doane  and  Frederick 
R.  Coudert  were  appointed  additional  receiv* 
ers. 

On  Januarv  21,  1895,  a  bill  of  complaint 
was  filed  in  the  said  circuit  court  by  F.  (Gor- 
don Dexter  and  Oliver  Ames,  2d,  as  trustees 
of  the  first  mortgage  of  the  Union  Pacific 
Railway  (Company,  to  foreclose  that  mort- 

At  the  May  term,  1897,  the  United  SUtet 
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filed,  in  a  dreiilt  oanrt  of  th«  United  States 
for  the  eiffhth  indieial  cinmit,  a  bill  of  oom- 
plaint  against  the  Union  Padfio  Railway  Gom- 

EmY,  and  against  S.  H.  H.  Clark,  Oliver  W. 
inic»  Elleij  Anderson,  John  W.  Doane,  and 
Frederick  R.  Qoudert,  who  had  theretofore, 
«J  on  October  13,  1898,  in  the  suit  brought  in 
CO  said  court  by  Oliver  Ames,  Samuel  Garr,  and 

•  others  against  the  said  Union  Pacifls^Rail- 
way  Company,  been  appointed  receivers 
therefor,  and  against  F.  Gordon  Dexter  and 
Oliver  Ames,  as  trustees,  the  Union  Trust 
Company  of  New  York,  as  trustee,  J.  Pier- 
pont  Morgan  and  Edwin  F.  Atkins,  trustees, 
the  Central  Trust  Company  of  New  York,  as 
trustee.  The  object  of  this  bill  was  to  secure 
a  decree  of  foredosure  of  the  subsidy  lien  of 
the  United  States  upon  the  property  of  the 
Union  Pacific  Railway  Company  between 
Council  Bluffs,  Iowa,  and  a  point  6  miles 
west  of  Ogden,  Utah. 

On  April  28,  1897,  the  Credits  Commuta- 
tion Company,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of 
Iowa,  filed  a  petition  in  each  of  said  three 
cases,  praying  for  leave  to  intervene  therein 
as  a  party,  and  to  be  heard  to  assert  certain 
alleged  rights  and  interests.  On  May  22, 
1897,  the  Combination  Bridge  Company,  a 
corporation  of  the  state  of  Iowa,  also  filed 
petitions  in  said  cases  for  leave  to  intervene 
therein  for  the  same  reasons  set  forth  at 
length  in  the  petitions  of  the  Credits  Commu- 
tation Company.  On  May  24,  1897,  after 
hearing  the  counsel  of  the  respective  parties, 
an  order  was  entered  by  the  circuit  court  de- 
nying the  prayers  for  leave  to  intervene,  and 
on  the  same  day  an  appeal  was  allowed  to  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  eighth  cir- 
cuit. On  December  7,  1898,  motions  by  the 
appellees  to  dismiss  said  appeals  were  sus- 
tained, and  said  appeals  were  accordingly 
dismissed;  and  thereupon  the  appellants  in 
open  court  prayed  an  appeal  to  this  court, 
which  was  allowed.  Credits  Commutation 
Co.  V.  Ames,  62  U.  S.  App.  728,  91  Fed.  Rep. 
670,  34  C.  C.  A.  12.  Motion  to  dismiss  or 
affirm  was  submitted. 

Messrs.  Henzy  J.  Taylor  and  J.  O. 
Ckiombs  for  appellants  in  Nos.  233,  234, 
and  235. 

Attorney  General  Orisss,  Bolioitor  Oen- 
eral  Ricliards,  and  Messrs.  J.  C.  Cowin, 
Winslow  S.  Pierce,  Win*  R.  Kelly,  O. 
M.  Iiambertson,  and  La^vrence  Oreer  for 
appellees  in  Nos.  233  and  234. 

Messrs.  Winslow  8.  Pierce,  John  F. 
Dillon^  *Wm«  R.  Kelly,  and  O.  M.  liam- 
bertson  for  appellees  in  No.  236. 

Mr.  Justice  SUras  delivered  the  opinion 
5  of  the  court: 
«     The  Credits  Commutation  Company  and 

•  the  Combination*  Bridge  Company,  corpora- 
tions of  the  state  of  Iowa,  filed  peUtions  for 
leave  to  intervene  in  three  suits  against  the 
Union  Pacific  Kailway  Company.  The  ob- 
ject of  those  suits  was  to  enforce  by  foreclo- 
sure the  payment  of  bonds  secured  by  mort- 
gage and  of  a  debt  due  to  the  United  States 
created  by  eertain  subsidy  bonds,  and,  pend* 
ing  such  proceedings,  the  appointment  of  re- 


ceivers to  prevent  the  disintegration  of  prop> 
ertlss  of  tM  railway  company. 

The  Combination  Bridge  Company  is  the 
owner  of  a  bridge  across  the  Missouri  river 
at  Sioux  City.  The  Credits  Commutation 
Company  is  the  owner  of  the  stock  of  the 
bridge  company,  and  also  of  interests  in  the 
capital  stock  of  certain  railroads  connected 
by  the  said  bridge.  The  petition  alleges  that 
the  Credits  Commutation  Company  was  or- 
ganized  for  the  purpose  of  connecting  said 
bridge  and  railroads  with  the  Union  Pacifie 
Railway. 

The  fjnion  Pacific  Railway  Company  is  a 
consolidated  company,  composed  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  the  Kansas  Pa- 
cif.e  Railway  Company,  and  Congress,  by  the 
act  of  July  1, 1862,  in  order  to  "secure  to  the 
government  the  use  of  the  same,"  conferred 
upon  said  companies  grants  of  large  and  val- 
uable tracts  of  the  pnUic  lands,  and  further 
subsidized  said  companies  by  an  advance  to 
them  of  the  public  credit  in  Uie  form  of  bonds 
of  the  United  States.  The  15th  section  of 
the  said  act  of  July  1,  1862,  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms : 

"And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  any  other 
railroad  company  now  incorporated,  or  here- 
after to  be  incorporated,  shall  have  the  right 
to  connect  their  road  with  the  road  and 
branches  provided  for  by  this  act,  at  such 
places  and  upon  such  just  and  equitable 
terms  as  the  President  of  the  United  States 
may  prescribe.  Wherever  the  word  'com- 
pany' is  used  in  this  act  it  shall  be  construed 
to  embrace  the  words  'their  associates,  suc- 
cessors, and  assigns,'  as  if  the  words  had  been 
properly  added  thereto." 

The  petition  alleges  that  the  Credits  Com* 
mutation  Company  was  organized  in  the  lat* 
ter  part  of  181)4,  but  admits  that  said  com- 
pany has  abstained  from  making  any  appli-J 
cation  to  the  President  of  the  United  States  eo 
to  fix  the  place  at  which  and  ths^just  and* 
equitable  terms  upon  which  said  company 
should  build  a  railroad  to  connect  with  the 
road  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company, 
because  the  latter  company  had  been  embar- 
rassed and  all  its  property  was  in  the  hands 
of  receivers,  and  bills  to  foreclose  in  behalf 
of  the  holders  of  mortgage  bonds  and  to  en- 
force the  creditor  rights  of  the  United 
States  had  been  filed.  It  seems  to  be  the 
theory  of  the  petitioners  that,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  Congress,  they  have  a 
right  to  connect  their  railroads,  now  or  to  be 
constructed,  with  the  railroad  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  and  that  they 
have,  therefore,  a  right  to  intervene  in  the 
foreclosure  proceedings,  in  order  to  protect 
their  right  to  so  connect  and  to  protect  the 
right  of  the  public  in  such  railroad  connec- 
tions. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  circuit  court  de- 
nied the  petitions  for  leave  to  intervene,  and 
upon  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
that  court  dismissed  the  appeals.  The  view 
of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  was  that  the 
order  of  the  circuit  court  refusing  leave  to 
intervene  was  not  a  final  judgment  or  decree 
from  which  an  appeal  could  be  taken,  and 
that»  at  ax^  rate,  the  action  of  the  lower 
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oeart  in  refining  leave  to  intenrene  wm  not 
reviewable  on  appeal,  Inasmuch  aa  it  rested 
Ib  the  eound  discretion  of  the  ehaaeellor  to 
admit  or  rejeet  the  intenrention.  62  U.  8. 
App.  728,  731,  91  Fed.  Eep.  670,  671,  84  0. 
0.  A.  12, 13. 

To  show  that  the  eireuit  eourt»  in  denying 
the  petition  for  leave  to  intervene,  was  not 
exercising  the  usual  discretion  of  a  chancel- 
lor in  passing  upon  a  petition  of  an  outside 
party  lor  leave  to  intervene,  but  adjudicated 
the  petitioners'  rights  asserted  in  the  peti- 
tions, as  if  upon  demurrer  thereto,  we  are 
pointed  to  the  language  used:  "Ordered, 
tiuit  the  prayers  of  the  petitioners  for  leave 
to  intervene  herein  be  and  the  same  are  here- 
by denied,  not  as  matter  of  discretion,  but 
because  said  petitions  do  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  the  petitioners,  or  either 
of  them,  have  a  legal  right  to  intervene." 

It  is  urged  that  the  circuit  court  declined 
to  treat  the  subject  as  of  one  of  discretion, 
and  elected  to  determine  the  legal  rights  of 
the  petitioners,  so  as  to  preclude  them  from 
resorting  thereafter  to  some  other  tribunal, 
19  and  that,  therefore,  its  judgment  was  a  final 
jj  one  and  properly  reviewable  on  appeal. 
•  *  We  cannot  accept  this  view  of  the  meaning 
and  effect  of  the  order  in  question.  What 
was  sought  in  the  petitions  was  leave  to  in- 
tervene in  a  pending  and  undetermined 
cause,  and  that  right  alone  was  determined. 
The  very  terms  used  by  the  court,  that  the 
facts  stated  were  "not  sufiicient  to  show  that 
the  petitioners,  or  either  of  them,  have  a 
legal  right  to  intervene,"  shows  that  what 
was  considered  was  the  rif[ht  to  intervene. 
That  right  refused,  the  petitioners  were  left 
free  to  assert  such  otner  rights  as  they 
might  possess  in  any  other  tribunal.  That 
this  was  the  view  of  Judge  Sanborn  himself 
is  seen  in  the  following  language  of  his  opin- 
ion: 

''Whatever  the  petitioner's  right  or  inter- 
est may  be,  it  is  nothing  more  than  a  contin- 
gent, speculative,  future  possibility.  It  is 
contingent,  because  it  is  conditioned  upon  the 
construction  of  a  railroad.  It  is  speculative, 
because  it  depends  for  its  existence  upon  the 
question  whether  or  not  capitalists  snail  see 
sufficient  profit  in  the  construction  of  such  a 
railroad  to  induce  them  to  put  in  the  neces- 
sary money  for  that  purpose.  It  is  future, 
because  it  has  not  yet  come  into  existence, 
and  it  is  possible,  because  it  may  come  into 
existence.  Courts  of  equity  are  not  accus- 
tomed, perhaps  they  have  not  the  power,  to 
adjudicate  upon  possible  rights  which  are  not 
in  being  and  which  are  merely  susoeptible  of 
coming  into  being  at  some  unlimited  time 
in  the  future." 

The  question  was  well  considered  by  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  we  quote  and 
adopt  its  statement,  as  follows : 

''When  such  action  is  taken,  that  is  to  say, 
when  leave  to  intervene  in  an  equity  case  is 
asked  and  refused,  the  rule,  so  far  as  we  are 
aware,  is  well  settled  that  the  order  thus 
made  denying  leave  to  intervene  is  not  regard- 
ed as  a  final  determination  of  the  merits  of 
the  claim  on  which  the  intervention  is  based, 
but  leaves  the  petitionee  at  full  liberty  to  as- 


his  rights  in  aay  other  appropriata 
form  of  proceeding.  Such  an  order  not  only 
lacks  the  finality  which  is  necessary  to  sup- 
port an  appeal,  but  it  is  usually  said  of  it 
that  it  cannot  be  reviewed,  because  it  merely 
involves  an  exercise  of  the  discretionary 
powers  of  the  trial  court.  ...  It  is 
doubtless  true  that  cases  may  arise  where  • 
t^e  denial  of  the  right  of  a  third  party  to  in-  Jj 
tervene  therein  would  be*  a  practical  denial  • 
of  certain  relief  to  ^ieh  the  intervener  is 
fairly  entitled,  and  which  he  can  only  ob- 
tain by  an  intervention.  Gases  of  this  sort 
are  those  where  there  is  a  fund  in  court  un- 
dergoing administration  to  which  a  tiiird  par- 
tv  asserts  some  right  which  will  be  lost  in 
the  event  that  he  is  not  allowed  to  intervene 
before  tlie  fund  is  dissipated.  In  sudi  cases 
an  order  denying  leave  to  intervene  is  not 
discretionary  with  the  chancdlor,  and  will 
generally  furnish  the  basis  for  an  appeal* 
since  it  finally  disposes  of  the  intervener's 
claim  by  denying  him  all  right  to  relief. 
The  cases  at  bar,  however,  are  not  of  that 
character.  The  petitioners  were  under  no 
obli^tion  to  intervene  in  the  litigation 
against  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company 
to  preserve  their  alleged  right  to  form  a  junc- 
tion with  the  road  of  tmit  company  when 
they  should  have  completed  their  own  road 
to  a  suitable  junction  point.  The  question 
which  they  sought  to  litigate  in  the  pending 
litigation,  could,  we  think,  with  more  propria 
ety  and  with  less  difliculty,  have  be^  liti* 
gated  by  an  independent  bill  after  they  had 
completed,  or  were  about  completing,  their 
line  to  a  suitable  junction  point,  ^ior  to 
that  time  the  questions  which  they  sought 
to  raise  by  means  of  the  intervening  petitions 
were  speculative  questions,  which  tne  lower 
court,  as  we  think,  very  properly,  refused  to 
consider  or  determine." 

In  Connor  v.  Peugh,  18  How.  394, 16  Lu  ed. 
432,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Grier,  giving 
the  opinion  of  the  court: 

"On  the  6th  of  June,  1886,  the  tenant  in 
possession  came  into  court  for  the  first  tims» 
and  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and 
execution  issued  thereon,  Mud  to  be  allowed 
to  defend  the  suit  for  reasons  set  forth  in  her 
affidavit.  The  court  refused  to  grant  this 
motion,  'whereupon  the  said  Mary  Ann  Con- 
nor prayed  an  appeal.' 

"The  tenant  in  possession  having  neglected 
to  appear  and  have  herself  made  defendant 
and  confess  lease,  entry,  and  ouster,  the  judg- 
ment was  properly  entered  against  the  cas- 
ual ejector.    No  one  but  a  party  to  the  suit 
can  bring  a  writ  of  error.    The  tenant  hav- 
ing neglected  to  have  herself  made  such  can- 
not have  a  writ  of  error  to  the  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector.    The  motion  made 
afterwards  to  have  the  judgment  set  aside  i* 
and  for^leave  to  intervene  was  an  application  Jj 
to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.    To  the  * 
action  of  the  court  on  such  a  motion  no  ap- 
peal lies,  nor  is  the  subject  of  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions or  a  writ  of  error." 

In  Ex  parte  Cutting,  94  U.  S.  14,  24  L.  ed. 
49,  it  was  held  that  an  appeal  does  not  lie 
from  an  order  of  the  court  below  denying  a 
motion  in  a  pending  suit  to  permit  a  person 
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to  iiiteT«BA  sad  beeonid  m  pftrty  thereto. 
6kitOfi  ▼.  Liverpool,  L.  d  G.  Int,  Co,  109  U.  8. 
178,  27  L.  ed.  806,  8  Sup.  Ct.  R^.  108,  is  to 
the  tanie  effect 

Whether  the  contention  of  the  petitionert 
thet^  nnder  the  legislation  of  Congreni,  they 
and  railroad  companies  similarly  situated 
had  a  right  to  eonneet  with  the  road  of  the 
Union  Pacific  Railway  Company,  or  shall 
hare  such  a  right  with  respect  to  that  road 
in  the  hands  of  purchasers  under  the  decree 
of  foreclosure,  at  such  places  and  upon  such 
just  and  equitable  terms  as  the  President  of 
the  United  States  may  prescribe,  were  not 
questions  that,  under  the  pleadings  and  evi- 
dence, were  before  the  circuit  court  for  its 
determination;  and  as  its  action  in  denying 
the  petitions  to  interrene  was  an  exercise  of 
purely  discretionary  power,  and  not  final  in 
its  character  as  respects  such  alleged  rlcht 
to  connect,  we  think  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals was  right  in  holding  that  the  appeals 
could  not  be  entertained  by  that  court,  and 
its  decree,  dismissing  the  same,  is  according- 
ly a/Hrtned. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKemia  took  no  part  in  the 
decision  of  the 
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CLARENCE  MURPHY,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

COMMONWEALTH     OP     BiASbACHU* 
SETTS. 

Criminal  law^former  /oopordy^-^eio  ««•• 
tetioe  after  revereal-^eet  of  eerving  pari 
of  inivaUd  aentenee. 

A  sentenee  of  cooTtctloD  Imposed  under  author- 
itj  of  Mass.  Acts  1861,  chan.  87 ;  Pub.  SUt. 
chap.  187, 1 18,  after  the  rerersal  of  a  formez 
jodgment,  on  the  application  of  the  conTict, 
because  It  was  Impoeed  under  a  statute  that 
was  passed  after  the  offense  was  committed 
and  was  therefore  unconstitutional  so  far  as 
it  related  to  that  offense,  does  not  Tlolate  the 
constitutional  proTlsion  airainst  double  jeo- 
pard j,  or  abridge  the  prlyileges  and  Immun- 
ities of  the  accused  as  s  citisen,  or  deprlTe 
him  of  his  lilMrty  without  due  process  of 
law,  although  he  had  partly  served  the  in- 
yalid  sentence  before  it  was  roTersed,  includ- 
ing one  day's  solitary  confinement,  to  which 
each  of  the  sentences  condemned  him. 

[No.  480.] 

Argued  February  t8   and   March  1,  1900, 
Decided  April  9,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  of  the 
State    of    Massachusetts  in  a  criminal 
case.    Affirmed, 
See  same  case  below,  64  N.  E.  860. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  t 
Plaintiff  in  error,  a  citizen  of  the  common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts  and  of  the  United 
States,  was  tried  in  the  superior  court  of 
Massachusetts  on  an  indictment  which 
charged  him  in  sixty-four  counts  with  the 
emb^slement  of  different  sums  of  money  on 
different  days  between  July  10,  1892,  and 


November  20«  1808«  contrary  to  the  proTi- 
sions  of  8  40  of  chapter  203  of  the  Publie 
Statutes  of  Massachusetts;  was  found 
guilty,  and  on  May  20,  1896,  waa  sentenced 
under  chapter  604  of  the  Statutes  of  1896 
to  imprisonment  in  the  state's  prison  of  the 
commonwealth  at  Boston  for  the  term  of  not 
less  than  ten  nor  more  than  fifteen  years,  one 
day  thereof  to  be  in  solitary  confinement  and 
the  residue  at  hard  labor,  and  on  that  day, 
in  execution  of  said  sentence,  was  committed 
to  that  prison.  He  remained  in  solitary  con- 
finement for  one  day  and  in  the  prison  con- 
tinuously from  May  29,  1896,  to  January  1,  g 
1809.  5 

^On  June  8,  1898,  he  sued  a  writ  of  error  * 
out  of  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  on  Januarr  6,  1899,  that  court 
reversed  the  sentence  of  the  superior  court 
on  the  ground  that  the  statute  of  1895,  chap« 
604,  was  unconstitutional  so  far  as  it  re- 
lated to  past  offenses,  and  remanded  the 
case  to  the  superior  court  under  Public  Stat- 
utes, chap.  187,  S  13,  to  be  resentenced  ac- 
cording to  the  law  as  it  was  when  the  of- 
fenses were  committed,  and  before  the  statute 
under  which  he  had  been  sentenced  took  ef- 
fect 172  Mass.  264,  43  L.  R.  A.  154,  52  N. 
E.505. 

January  7, 1899,  he  was  brought  before  the 
superior  court  pursuant  to  that  direction^ 
and  resentenced  according  to  the  provisions 
of  Public  Statutes,  chap.  203,  §  20,  and  Pub- 
lic Statutes,  chap.  215,  9  23,  the  sentence  be- 
ing to  the  state's  prison  for  nine  years,  ten 
months,  and  twenty-one  days,  the  first  day 
thereof  to  be  in  solitary  confinement  and  the 
residue  at  hard  labor.  Before  imposing  this 
sentence  the  court  stated  to  Murphy's  attor> 
ney  that  as  Murphy  had  already  suffered  one 
term  of  solitary  confinement  for  the  offenses 
for  which  he  was  now  to  be  sentenced,  it 
would  prefer  not  to  sentence  to  solitary  con- 
finement, and  that  it  would  not  do  so,  if  a 
written  waiver  by  the  prisoner  of  the  provi- 
sion therefor  were  filed;  but  the  attorney 
did  not  feel  justified  in  filing  such  a  waiver. 
Murphy  duly  excepted  to  the  sentence  last 
imposed,  and  requested  that  all  his  rights 
be  reserved.  Exceptions  having  been  al« 
lowed,  the  case  was  carried  on  error  to  the 
supreme  judicial  court,  which  overruled 
them.  54  N.  E.  860.  This  writ  of  error 
was  then  sued  out 

Meesre,  Esra  Ripley  Thayer,  Louie  D* 
Brandeie,  and  Edward  F,  McClennen  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Meesre.  Hosea  M.  Knowlton  and 
Arthur  W,  De  Gooeh  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  specification  of  errors  in  the  brief  of 
counsel  is  as  follows:     "The  contention  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error  is  that  the  sentence  un- 1. 
der  which  he  is  now  held  puts  him  twice  in|o 
^jeopardy,   and .  that  such   double   jeopardy* 
abridges  his  privileges  and  immunities  as  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  deprives 
him  of  his  liberty  without  due  process  of 
law." 
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Laying  oat  of  yiew  the  suggestion  that  the 
immuni^  from  douUe  Jeopardy  or  doable 
punishment  of  a  citizen  of  Massaehusetts,  in 
Massachusetts^  is  an  immuni^  possessed  by 
him  as  a  dtizen  of  the  United  States  as  con- 
tradistinguished from  a  citizen  of  Massaeha- 
setts,  we  inquire  whether  any  law  of  Massa* 
ehusetts  abridges  such  an  immunity,  and 
whether  that  or  any  other  action  of  that 
commonwealth  deprives  plaintiff  in  error  of 
his  liberty  without  due  process  of  law.  If 
there  be  no  such  law,  and  if  he  is  suffering 
no  such  deprivation,  we  need  not  be  curious 
in  explanation  of  the  particular  ground  of 
our  exercise  of  jurisdiction. 

The  statutes  of  Massachusetts  have  pro- 
vided since  1851  that  "when  a  final  judg- 
ment in  a  criminal  case  is  reversed  by  the 
supreme  judicial  court  on  account  of  error 
in  the  sentence,  the  court  may  render  such 
Judgment  therein  as  should  have  been  ren- 
dered, or  may  remand  the  case  for  that  pur- 
pose to  the  court  before  which  the  conviction 
was  had."  Acts  1851,  chap.  87;  Pub.  Stat, 
chap.  187,  S  13. 

In  this  case  it  was  on  account  of  error  in 
the  sentence  as  originally  imposed  that  that 
sentence  was  set  aside.  All  the  proceedings 
prior  thereto  stood  unimpugned,  and  the  su- 
perior court  merely  rendered  the  judgment 
which  should  have  been  rendered  l^fore. 
And  this  was  done  under  the  statute  by  di- 
rection of  the  supreme  judicial  courts  whose 
interposition  had  been  invoked  by  plaintiff 
in  error. 

The  legal  effect  of  the  statute  was  to  make 
it  a  condition  of  the  bringing  of  writs  of  er- 
ror in  criminal  cases  that,  if  the  error  was 
one  in  the  award  of  punishment  only,  that 
error  should  be  corrected,  and,  as  remarked 

S'  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  this  did  not  disturb 
e  fundamental  principles  of  right. 
JaequiM  v.  Com.  9  Cush.  279.  Indeed,  in 
many  jurisdictions  it  has  been  held  that  the 
appellate  court  has  the  power,  when  there 
has  been  an  erroneous  sentence,  to  remand 
the  case  to  the  trial  court  for  sentence  ac- 
cording to  law.  Reynolds  v.  United  Btatea, 
cr  98  U.  S.  145.  168,  25  L.  ed.  244,  251 ;  Re  Bon- 
5  ner,  161  U.  S.  242,  38  L.  ed.  149,  14  Sup.  Ct 
•  Rep.  323%*  Henderson  v.  People,  165  111.  607, 
46N.  B.  711;  J^eaiev.  Com.  25Pa.  11.  And 
we  have  repeatedly  decided  that  the  review 
by  an  appellate  court  of  the  final  judgment 
in  a  criminal  case,  however  grave  the  offense 
of  which  the  accused  is  convicted,  is  not  a 
necessary  element  of  due  process  of  law,  and 
that  the  right  of  appeal  may  be  accorded  by 
the  state  to  the  accused  upon  such  conditions 
as  the  state  deems  proper.  MoKane  v.  Diirs- 
ion,  153  U.  S.  684,  38  L.  ed.  867,  14  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  913;  Andrews  v.  Btoarte,  156  U.  S.  272, 
89  L.  ed.  422,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  389;  Kohl  v. 
Lehlhaok,  160  U.  S.  297,  40  L.  ed.  433,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  304. 

As  this  statute  was  reasonable,  was  in- 
tended for  the  benefit  of  the  accused,  as  well 
as  of  the  community,  and  was  entirely  with- 
in the  admitted  powers  of  the  state,  we  are 
unable  to  see  that  it  is  in  itself  open  to  sX-  \ 
tack  as  being  unconstitutional;  and  as  this  | 
plaintiff  in  error  set  the  proceedings  in  ques- 


tion in  moiioq.  and  they  eonformed  to  tha 
statute,  we  do  not  perceive  how  thegr  oan  ba 
regarded  as  otherwise  than  valid. 

In  prosecuting  his  former  writ  of  errofy 
plaintiff  in  error  voluntarily  accepted  the  re- 
sult, and  it  is  well  settled  that  a  convicted 
person  cannot  bv  his  own  act  avoid  th« 
jeopardy  in  whicSi  he  stands^  and  then  as- 
sert it  as  a  bar  to  subsequent  jeopardy. 

United  States  v.  BaU,  163  U.  S.  662,  mh 
nam,  BM  v.  United  States,  41  L.  ed.  800,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1192,  illustrates  the  rule. 
There  Millard  F.  Ball,  John  C.  Ball,  and  Rob- 
ert £.  Boutwell  had  been  indicted,  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  east- 
em  district  of  Texas,  for  the  murder  of  one 
Box,  and  on  trial  Millard  F.  Ball  had  been 
acquitted  and  discharged,  and  John  C.  Ball 
and  Boutwell  convicted  and  sentenced  to 
death.  The  condemned  having  brought  th« 
case  here  on  error,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
dictment was  fatally  defective,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed  and  the  cause  remand^ 
with  a  direction  to  quash  the  indictment 
Ball  V.  United  States,  140  U.  S.  118,  85  L. 
ed.  377,  11  Sup.  qt.  Rep.  761.  The  mandate 
went  down,  the  indictment  was  dismissed* 
and  a  new  indictment  was  returned  against 
all  three  defendants.  To  this  Millard  F. 
Ball  filed  a  plea  of  former  jeopardy  and 
former  acauittal,  and  John  C.  Ball  and 
Boutwell  filed  a  plea  of  former  jeopardy  by 
reason  of  their  trial  and  conviction  upon  the 
former  indictment  and  of  the  dismissal  of 
that  indictment  Both  these  pleas  were  over- 
ruled, defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  werscb 
convicted,  and  sentenced  to  death.  g 

^  On  their  writ  of  error  this  court  held  that* 
a  general  verdict  of  acquittal  upon  the  is- 
sue of  not  guilty  to  an  indictment  undertak- 
ing to  charge  murder,  and  not  objected  to  bo- 
fore  the  verdict  as  insuflBcient  in  that  re- 
spect, is  a  bar  to  a  second  indictment  for 
the  same  killing.  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  deliv- 
ering the  opinion,  said: 

'*An  acquittal  before  a  court  having  no 
jurisdiction  is,  of  course,  like  all  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  case,  absolutely  void,  and  there- 
fore no  bar  to  subseauent  indictment  and 
trial  in  a  court  which  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
offense.  Cow.  v.  Peters,  12  Met  887;  2 
Hawk.  P.  C.  chap.  36,  J  3;  1  Bishop,  Crim. 
Law,  S  1028.  But  although  the  indictment 
was  fatally  defective,  yet,  if  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and  of  the  party, 
its  judgment  is  not  void,  but  only  voidable 
by  writ  of  error,  and,  until  so  avoided,  can- 
not be  collaterally  impeached.  If  the  judg- 
ment is  upon  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  unr»> 
versed,  it  stands  good,  and  warrants  the  pun- 
ishment of  the  defendant  accordingly,  and 
he  could  not  be  discharged  by  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus.  Ex  parte  Parks,  93  U.  8. 
18,  23  L.  ed.  787.  If  the  judgment  is  upon 
an  acquittal,  the  defendant,  indeed,  will  not 
seek  to  have  it  reversed;  and  the  govern- 
ment cannot.  United  States  v.  Sanges,  144 
U.  S.  810,  36  L.  ed.  445,  12  Sup.  Ct  R^^ 
609." 

The  judgment  was  reversed  as  to  MUlard 
F.  Ball,  and  judgment  rendered  for  him  iq^ 
on  his  plea  of  former  aoquittaL 
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But  ma  to  Jolin  G.  Ball  and  Boutwell  it 
was  ruled  that  the  dreuit  oourt  rightly  oyer- 
ruled  their  plea  of  former  jeopardy,  and  it 
waa  said: 

"Their  plea  of  former  conyiction  caanot  be 
fustained,  because  upon  a  writ  of  error,  sued 
out  by  themselves,  the  judgment  and  sen- 
tence against  them  were  reversed,  and  the 
indictment  ordered  to  be  dismissed.  How 
far,  if  they  had  taken  no  steps  to  set  aside 
the  proceedings  in  the  former  case,  the  ver- 
dict and  sentence  therein  could  have  been 
held  to  bar  a  new  indictment  against  them 
need  not  be  considered,  because  it  is  quite 
clear  that  a  defendant  who  procures  a  judg- 
ment against  him  upon  an  indictment  to  be 
set  aside  may  be  tried  anew  upon  the  same 
indictment,  or  upon  another  indictment,  for 
the  same  offense  of  which  he  had  been  con- 
victed. Hopt  V.  Utah,  104  U.  8.  631,  26  L. 
ed.  873,  110  U.  S.  574,  28  L.  ed.  262,  4  Sup, 
©  Ct.  Rep.  202,  114  U.  8.  488,  29  L.  ed.  183, 
S  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  972,  120  U.  8.  430,  30  L.  ed. 
•  708,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep,  614;  Reg,  v.  DruryfZ 
Cox,  C.  C.  644,  3  Car.  ft  K.  193;  Oom,  v. 
OouU,  12  Gray,  171." 

Tested  by  these  rulings,  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror's original  sentence  was  not  void,  but 
voidable,  and  if  the  sentence  had  been  com- 
plied with  he  could  not  have  been  punished 
again  for  the  same  offense.  Com,  v.  Loud, 
3  Met  328,  37  Am,  Dec.  139.  But  at  the 
original  sentence  was  set  asi^e  at  his  own 
instance,  he  could  not  allege  that  he  had 
been  in  legal  jeopardy  by  reason  thereof. 

In  E9  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L. 
•d.  872,  Lange  had  been  found  guilty  of  an 
offense  which  was  punishable  by  imprison- 
ment or  fine,  but  the  circuit  court  sentenced 
him  to  imprisonment  and  fine.  He  paid  the 
fine,  and  tnereafter  the  circuit  court  vacated 
the  former  judgment,  and  sentenced  him 
again  to  imprisonment  only.  It  waa  held 
that  it  waa  a  fundamental  principle  that  no 
man  could  be  twice  puniahed  by  judicial 
judgmenta  for  the  aame  offenae,  and  that 
when  a  judgment  had  been  executed  by  full 
aatiafaction  of  one  of  the  alternative  penal- 
tiea  of  the  law,  the  court  could  not  cnange 
the  judgment  ao  aa  to  impose  another.  The 
preaent  case  does  not  fall  within  that  deci- 
sion, for  here  an  erroneoua  Judgment  waa 
vacateu  on  the  application  of  the  accused; 
the  original  sentence  had  not  been  fully  sat- 
isfied ;  and  the  second  sentence  was  rendered 
in  pursuance  of  the  applicable  statute. 

We  repeat  that  this  is  not  a  caae  in  which 
the  court  undertook  to  impose  in  invitum  a 
second  or  additional  sentence  for  the  same 
offense,  or  to  substitute  one  sentence  for  an- 
other. On  the  contrary,  plaintiff  in  error 
availed  himself  of  his  right  to  have  the  first 
sentence  annulled  so  that  another  sentence 
.  might  be  rendered.  And  as  the  uecision 
which  he  sought  and  obtained  involved  the 
determination  that  he  had  been  improperly 
sentenced  under  chapter  604  of  the  Statute 
of  1895,  providing  for  so-called  indetermi- 
nate sentences,  but  should  have  been  sen- 
tenced under  antecedent  statutes,  which  dif- 
fered from  that,  it  followed  that  tne  second 
sentence  must  be  a  new  sentence  to  the  cx- 
20  8.  C— 41. 


tent  of  thoM  differeneaa,  and  might  turn  ovi 
to  be  for  a  longer  Mriod  of  imprisonment 

Chapter  604  of  the  Statutes  of  1895  to^h 
rided  for  the  establishment  by  the  eouit  of  J^ 
a  maximum  and  minimum  term  cMmprisoii-* 
ment  and  for  a  permit  to  the  convict  to  bs 
at  liberty  after  the  expiration  of  the  mini- 
mum term,  some  changes  being  made  in  tills 
regard  by  chapter  371  of  the  Statutes  of 
1898.  Section  20  of  chapter  222  of  the  Pub- 
lic Statutes,  in  force  when  the  offenses 
charged  were  committed,  provided  for  cer- 
tain deductions  to  be  made  for  good  be- 
havior. These  and  other  statutes  bearing  on 
the  subject  are  fully  set  forth  and  examined 
in  Murphy  v.  Com.  172  Mass.  264,  62  N.  E. 
505,  43  L.  R.  A.  164.  And  it  is  insisted  that, 
under  the  present  sentence,  even  if  the  pris* 
oner  received  the  maximum  deduction,  he 
cannot  be  released  as  soon  as  he  might  have 
been  released  under  the  original  sentence, 
and  that,  moreover,  he  cannot  receive  as 
large  deductions  under  this  sentence  as  he 
might  have  received  if  it  had  been  pro- 
nounced in  the  first  instance. 

But  we  agree  with  the  supreme  judicial 
court  in  the  opinion  that  even  if  this  wers 
so,  it  would  make  no  difference  in  principle 
so  far  as  the  validly  of  the  second  sentenoe 
was  concerned. 

In  Jaoquint^  Case,  9  Cush.  279,  the  sa« 
preme  judicial  court,  in  lieu  of  the  prior  sen- 
tences, sentenced  the  defendant  to  certain 
years  of  imprisonment,  "the  term  to  be  oom- 
puted  from  the  time  when  the  first  sentenoe 
commenced  its  operation." 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  accused  was  oriffi- 
nally  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  uie 
term  of  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  flf« 
teen  years.  This  being  set  aside,  and  the 
superior  court,  beiuff  manifestly  of  opinion 
that  imprisonment  K>r  twelve  years  and  six 
months  was  the  punishment  demanded  under 
the  circumstances,  deducted  from  twelve 
years  and  six  months  two  years,  seven 
months,  and  nine  days,  which  he  had  al- 
ready served,  and  sentenced  him  to  nine 
years,  ten  months,  and  twenty-one  days.  As 
the  original  sentence  had  been  vacated  on 
the  application  of  the  accused,  it  is  clear 
that  if  the  second  sentence  were  productive 
of  any  injustice  the  remedy  was  to  be  ob- 
tained in  another  quarter  and  did  not  rest 
with  the  court 

The  superior  court,  being  obliged  to  render 
a  specific  sentence,  deducted  the  time 
Murphy  had  served,  notwiUistanding  the 
case  really  occupied  the  same  posture  as  if 
he  had  sued  out  his  writ  of  error  on  the  day 
he  waa  firat  aentenced,  and  the  mere  fftct^ 
that  by  reaaon  of  hia  delay  in  doing  ao  heop 
had  aerved  apportion  of  the  erroneoua  aen-7 
tence  could  not  entitle  him  to  aaaert  that  he 
waa  being  twice  puniahed.  Perhaps  the 
court  waa  the  more  moved  to  do  thia  because 
aix  montha  after  Murphy  had  been  aent  to 
the  atate  priaon  the  aupreme  judicial  court 
indicated  in  Com,  v.  Brown,  167  Masa.  144, 
45  N.  E.  1,  that  the  indeterminate  aentence 
act  might  be  applicable  to  convictions  for 
offenaea  committed  prior  to  ita  paaaage,  al- 
though the  queation  was  net  definitely  pre- 
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Bcnted  and  disposed  of,  and  then  to  the  con- 
trary, until  raised  on  Murphy's  writ  of  er- 
ror. 172  Mass.  264,  62  N.  E.  605,  43  L.  R. 
A.  164.  But,  however  that  may  be,  the  plea 
of  former  jeopardv  or  of  former  conviction 
cannot  be  maintained  because  of  service  of 
part  of  a  sentence  reversed  or  vacated  on 
the  prisoner's  own  application. 

And  to  as  to  the  infliction  of  one  day's 
solitary  confinement.  The  Massachusetts 
statutes  provide  that  where  the  punishment 
of  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  is  award- 
ed, solitary  confinement  not  exceeding  twenty 
days  at  a  time  shall  form  part  thereof.  This 
requirement  was  complied  with  here  by  the 
infliction  of  one  day.  This  was  part  of  the 
sentence,  but  not  in  itself  a  distinct  and  sepa- 
rate punishment,  and  when  the  sentence  was 
vacated  the  second  sentence  necessarily  con- 
tained some  solitary  confinement  as  part  of 
the  imprisonment  Apparentlv  this  might 
have  been  dispensed  with  by  the  consent  of 
the  convict,  but  this  he  refused  to  give. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Trezza  v.  Brushy  128  N. 
T.  629,  636,  28  N.  E.  633,  Trezza  had  been 
sentenced  to  death,  and  prosecuted  an  ap- 
peal to  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York, 
pending  which  he  was  taken  to  the  state 

Erison  and  detained  in  close  confinement. 
[e  applied  for  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  on 
the  eround  that  he  had  been  once  punished, 
whion  was  denied.  The  court  of  appeals 
held  that  by  the  statute  an  appeal  from  a 
conviction  in  a  capital  case  stayed  the  judg- 
ment of  death  only,  and  not  that  part  of  the 
judgment  which  provided  for  the  custody  of 
the  defendant  between  his  removal  to  the 
state  prison  and  his  execution;  and  An- 
drews, J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said :  "It 
not  infrequently  happens  that  the  execution 
of  a  sentence  to  imprisonment  continues 
notwithstanding  an  appeal.  The  convict, 
if  he  obtains  a  reyersal  of  the  judgment,  and 
9  is  again  convicted  on  a  second  trial,  may  be 
H  sentenced  to  a  new  term  of  imprisonment, 
*  and  the  court  is  not  bound  to  regulate  the 
second  sentence  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
convict  has  already  suffered  imprisonment 
under  the  first  sentence.  The  resentence  in 
the  present  case  was  rendered  necessary  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  Trezza,  by  his  o^vn 
act  in  his  own  interest,  had  by  his  appeal 
prevented  the  execution  of  the  death  penalty 
at  the  time  fixed  by  the  first  sentence." 

Trezza  also  applied  to  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  southern  district 
of  New  York  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
whicn  the  court  refused  to  grant,  and  its 
order  was  affirmed  by  this  court  on  appeal. 
142  U.  S.  160,  36  L.  ed.  974,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  158. 

In  McElvaine  v.  Brueh,  142  U.  S.  155,  36 
L.  ed.  071,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  150,  McElvaine 
had  been  sentenced  to  death,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed  and  a  new  trial  grouted. 
He  was  again  convicted  and  sentenced,  and 
the  judgment  affirmed  on  appeal.  125  N. 
Y.  696,  26  N.  E.  929.  McElvaine  presented 
bis  petition  for  habeas  corpus  to  the  circuit 
court,  which  was  denied,  and  the  case 
brought  to  this  court  The  order  waa  af- 
firmed, and  we  said,  among  other  things, 


that  ''so  far  as  the  eonflnemeiit  bad  tak«i 
place  under  the  first  sentence  and  warrant* 
that  resulted  from  the  voluntary  act  of  tha 
petitioner  in  prosecuting  an  appeaL" 

In  Broum  ▼.  New  Jereeyj  176  U.  S.  172,  20 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  77,  44  L.  ed.  — *  it  was  reiter- 
ated that  "the  state  has  full  control  ov^^r  the 
procedure  in  its  courts,  both  in  civil  and  crim- 
inal cases,  subject  only  to  the  qualification 
that  such  procedure  must  not  work  a  denial 
of  fundamental  rights,  or  conflict  with  spe- 
cific and  applicable  provisions  of  the  Fed« 
era!  Constitution."  We  find  no  such  denial 
or  conflict  in  this  case.  As  we  have  said, 
plaintiff  in  error  must  be  deemed  to  have 
sought  a  correction  of  the  ori^nal  erroneous 
judgment,  and  held  to  abide  the  conse- 
quences. He  seems  to  have  then  supposed 
that  it  might  be  decided  that  the  prior  stat- 
utes were  repealed  by  the  act  of  1895,  and 
that  as  he  could  not  be  sentenced  under  that 
act  he  might  be  discharged  alto^ther.  In 
this  it  turned  out  that  he  was  mistaken,  as 
the  supreme  judicial  court  adjudged  Uiat 
the  prior  statutes  were  still  in  force  so  fsr 
as  he  was  concerned,  and  we  concur  with 
that  court  in  holding  that  his  present  con- 
tention is  equally  unavailing  to  effect  his  ra- 
lease. 

Judgment  affirmed^ 
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V, 

JAMES  A.  ROBERTS,  as  Comptroller  of  tht 
State  of  New  York. 

Error  to  Federal  court — effect  of  prior  dee*- 
sion  on  error  to  state  court — tax  title^^ 
defeete  cured  by  statute  of  limitatione, 

1.  A  decision  by  the  Supreme  Coart  of  the 
United  States  affirming  a  decision  of  a  state 
court  that  upheld  a  state  statute  of  limita- 
tions, the  constitutional  validity  of  which  was 
dependent  upon  the  existence  of  some  prece- 
dent or  coincident  remedy,  must  be  regarded 
as  expressly  deciding  that  such  remedy  ez- 
Ista  and  cannot  be  disregarded  as  a  prece> 
dent  In  a  later  case  on  writ  of  error  to  a 
lower  Federal  court,  on  the  theory  that  th« 
existence  of  such  remedy  was  mereiy  assumed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  former  case  because  It  was  bound  In 
that  particular  to  follow  the  decision  of  the 
state  court,  but  Is  not  so  bound  In  a  case 
arising  In  a  Federal  court. 

2.  Any  defects  or  Irregularities  In  the  pro- 
ceedings by  which  a  tax  title  to  ln.nd  Is  ae- 
qulred — such  as  the  sale  for  aggregate  un- 
paid taxes  of  several  years  on  a  tract  which 
had  been  assessed  In  separate  parcela  or 
part  of  which  had  In  some  years  not  been  aa 
sessed  at  all,  and  the  failure  to  publish  a 
proper  notice  of  redemption — ^wlll  not  affect 
the  Talidity  of  the  tax  title  under  N.  Y.  Laws 
18S5,  chap.  448,  after  the  expiration  of  the 
two  years  thereby  prescribed,  even  if  soma  of 
the  defects  are  to  be  deemed  JurlsdictlnfttaA. 
since  the  statute  Is  not  merely  a  cnratlfi 
one,  but  is  a  statute  of  UmltationsL 
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IN  ERROR  to  the  Oireait  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  District 
of  New  York  to  rerview  a  decision  sustaining 
the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  ralidatinff 
tax  titles  after  lapse  of  a  certain  period  of 
time.  Affirmed, 
See  same  caae  below,  83  Fed.  Rep.  430. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKennat 

This  is  an  action  of  ejeetment  brought  to 
reeorer  a  tract  of  7,500  acres  of  forest  land, 
known  as  the  northwest  quarter  of  township 
24,  Great  Tract  One,  Macomb's  Purchase, 
situated  in  Franklin  county,  in  the  north- 
em  district  of  the  state  of  New  York. 

The  plaintiff  deraigned  title  by  Tarious 
mesne  conveyances  from  one  Daniel  McOor- 
mick,  who  became  the  grantee  of  the  state 
of  New  York  in  1798.  The  defendant  claims 
throuffh  deeds  executed  to  the  state  of  New 
York  in  pursuance  of  sales  for  taxes. 

The  defendant  also  set  up  as  a  defense  a 
six  months'  statute  of  limitations  contained 
in  chapter  448  of  a  law  enacted  in  1885, 
certain  statutes  against  champerty,  the  il- 
legal organization  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  a  former  adjudication  made  on  an  ap- 
plication to  cancel  one  of  the  tax  sales  under 
whidi  the  state  claimed  title. 

The  first  sale  upon  which  the  title  of  the 
state  is  based  was  made  in  1877  for  unpaid 
taxes  of  1866  to  1877,  inclusive.  A  certifi- 
cate was  issued  dated  October  18,  1877,  show- 
ing a  sale  to  the  state  of  the  whole  of  the 
^northwest  quarter  for  the  sum  of  $2,756.40, 
v^and  subseouently  a  deed  in  the  usual  form, 
•  and  dated'^une  9,  1881,  which  was  recorded 
in  Franklin  county  clerk's  office  June  8, 
1882. 

The  subsequent  sales  were  made  respective- 
ly in  1881  for  the  unpaid  taxes  of  1871  to 
1876;  in  1885  for  those  of  1877  to  1879;  in 
1890  for  those  of  1881  to  1885.  At  all  of  the 
sales  except  the  first  one  the  property  was 
treated  as  already  state  property,  and  struck 
off  to  the  state  without  giving  opportunity 
for  bids.  Certificates  and  deeds  were  duly 
issued  to  the  state  in  pursuance  of  the  sale 
of  1881  and  1885  in  due  form,  and  duly  re- 
corded in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  proper  coun- 
ty. A  certificate  alone  was  issued  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  sale  of  1890. 

The  taxes  for  the  years  1866  and  1867  were 
assessed  against  the  whole  quarter  as  one 
parcel.  In  the  years  18G8,  18G9,  and  1870 
the  whole  quarter  was  not  assessed,  and  so 
much  of  it  as  was  assessed  was  placed  upon 
the  rolls  in  two  parcels,  and  described  as 
follows : 

"To^vnship  24,  Great  Tract  One,  Macomb's 
Purchase;  N.  W.  %,  excepting  1,000  acres, 
lying  in  N.  W.  corner;  also  1,215  acres  which 
is  water,  leaving  5,285  acres. 

"Macomb's  Purchase,  Great  Tract  One, 
township  24,  1,000  acres,  lying  in  the  north- 
west corner  of  northwest  quarter." 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
on  the  tract  in  controversy  there  were  bodies 
of  water»  but  no  part  of  them  was  within 


the  pAroel  of  1,000  aroet  laid  ont  in  ai 
form  in  the  northwest  corner. 

In  December^  1804,  the  defendant 
a  notice  to  be  published  onoe  a  week  for 
three  successive  weeks  in  a  newspaper  pub* 
lished  in  Franklin  county,  of  which  th«  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy: 

To  whom  it  may  eoncem: 

Notioe  is  hereby  given  that  the  followinc 
is  the  list  of  wild,  vacant  forest  lands  located 
in  the  coimty  of  Franklin  to  which  the  stata 
holds  title,  and  that  from  and  after  thret 
weeks  from  the  22d  day  of  December,  1804^ 
possession  thereof  will  be  deemed  to  be  in  tha 
comptroller  of  this  state,  pursuant  to  tha 
provisions  of  section  18  of  chapter  711,  Lawi 
of  1893.  William  J.  Morgan, 

Deputy  Comptroller,    c 

*The  list  atUched  to  this  notice  oontained* 
the  land  in  question. 

When  the  testimony  in  the  ease  was  elosed 
the  counsel  for  each  of  the  respective  parties, 
with  the  approval  of  the  court,  admitted 
that  there  was  no  question  of  fact  in  tha 
case  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury;  that  tha 
issues  depended  upon  the  construction  that 
the  court  should  give  to  the  law;  and  ther^ 
upon  the  jury  was  discharged,  and  a  written 
stipulation  waiving  a  jury  trial  was  signed 
by  the  attorneys  of  record  for  the  respectiva 
parties,  and  filed  with  the  clerk. 

The  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  rule 
on  certain  propositions  of  law  which  were 
based  on  the  assumption  of  the  sale  of  the 
tract  in  one  parcel  for  the  aggregate  unpaid 
taxes  for  several  years,  and  claiming  the  fol- 
lowing as  jurisdictional  defects  in  the  sale,  and 
not  cured  or  validated  by  chapter  448  of  the 
Laws  of  1885,  or  chapter  711  of  the  Laws  of 
1893 :  The  sale  of  the  whole  tract  for  taxes 
which  were  assessed  against  separate  and 
distinct  parcels  of  it;  such  sale  when  during 
one  or  more  of  the  years  a  part  of  the  tract 
was  not  assessed ;  such  sale  when  some  of  the 
taxes  were  assessed  against  the  whole  tract 
and  others  against  a  part  only;  insufficiency 
of  the  description  to  identify  and  distinguish 
the  parcel  sold;  that  at  the  sale  of  1881  the 
comptroller  treated  the  property  as  that  of 
the  state,  and  struck  it  off  to  the  state  with- 
out giving  opportunity  for  other  bids;  and 
that  chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of  1885  was  un- 
constitutional and  void,  and  repugnant  to 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

These  propositions  of  law  the  court  re- 
fused to  affirm,  and  the  court's  action  is  aa- 
signed  as  error. 

It  is  also  urged  that  it  was  error  to  admit 
in  evidence,  over  the  objection  of  plaintiff, 
the  deed  from  the  state  made  on  the  sale  of 
1881  conveying  to  the  state  two  parcels  of 
land  in  the  northwest  quarter  of  township 
24  by  the  following  description: 

"Macomb's  Purchase,  Great  Tract  One^ 
township  24,  northwest  quarter,  6,285  acres, 
more  or  less,  being  all  tliat  remains  of  the 
said  northwest  quarter  after  excepting  Uiere- 
from  1,000  acres  in  the  northwest  comer 
thereof,  and  1,216  aeret  covered  by  water  f 
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81,000  .meres  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
Aorthwest  quarter." 

•  ^  Alec  in  reoeiving  in  evidenoe  the  certificate 
of  sale  issued  on  the  sale  of  1890,  beeause 
it  was  not  in  evidence  of  a  l^gal  title. 

The  assignments  of  error  may,  as  is  said 
in  the  brief  of  plaintiff  in  error,  be  reduced 
in  a  general  way  to  two— 

''First  Is  chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of  New 
York  of  1885  a  ralid  and  constitutional  law 
when  set  up  by  the  state  in  its  own  fayorf 

"Second.  Were  the  defects  shown  to  exist 
in  the  tax  sales,  or  either  of  tliem,  of  such 
nature  as  to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  that  law 
if  Talid,  accepting  the  construction  which 
has  been  put  upon  it  by  the  New  York 
court?" 

The  act  referred  to  is  inserted  in  the  mar- 
gin.t  The  circuit  court  found  in  favor  of 
the  state,  basing  its  decision  upon  the  con- 
stitutionality of  chapter  448,  following 
Turner  v.  New  York,  168  U.  8.  90,  42  L.  ed. 
892,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  38,  and  holding  also 
the  law  to  be  curative  of  the  defects  urged 
against  the  validity  of  the  tax  sales.  83 
Fed.  Rep.  436.  The  complaint  was  filed 
January  26,  1895.  The  plaintiff  sued  out 
this  writ  of  error. 

•  *  Meaara,  Frank  S.  Smith  and  Thomaa  P, 
Contoay  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Theodore  E.  Haneook  and  John 
O,  Daviea  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  M<iKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

If  chapter  448  is  constitutional,  its  limita- 
tion attached  some  years  before  this  action 
was  commenced.  It  was  held  constitutional 
l^  this  court  in  Turner  v.  New  York,  168  U. 


S.  90,  42  L.  ed.  392, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  38.  Th« 
contention  now  is,  howevar,  that  our  eon- 
elusion  depended  upon  reasoning  not  appli- 
cable to  the  case  at  bar.  It  is  said  that  to 
the  validity  of  a  statute  of  limitations  a 
remedy  precedent  to  and  during  the  period 
of  limitation  must  exist,  and  that  a  remedy 
did  exist  we  assumed  was  decided  by  the 
state  court  as  a  state  question,  and  that  on 
a  writ  of  error  to  its  judgment  we  were 
bound  bv  the  ruling,  and  for  that  reason  af-iQ 
firmed  the  judgment.  But  the  pending  easeg 
being  on  error  to  if  United  States  court,  wa* 
not  only  may,  but  must,  exercise  an  ind»> 
pendent  judgment — decide  for  ourselves, 
not  follow  the  state  court*  whether  a  remedy 
existed. 

But  was  the  conclusion  in  the  Turner  Oase 
as  dependent  as  contended  T  The  question  it 
best  answered  by  the  case  itself. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  state  court, 
and  was  replevin  for  logs  cut  upon  wild  for^ 
est  lands.  The  state  claimed  title  through 
sales  for  delinquent  taxes  and  deeds  execuiid 
in  pursuance  of  them.  The  defendant  at- 
tacked the  deeds,  alleging  the  invalidity  of 
the  taxes  for  1867  and  1870,  and  offered  evi- 
dence to  show  tnat  the  oath  of  the  asseasora 
to  the  assessment  roll  of  1867  was  taken  on 
August  10,  instead  of  on  the  third  Tuesday 
of  August;  and  that  the  assessors  omitted 
to  meet  on  the  third  Tuesday  to  review  the 
assessment  for  that  year. 

The  state  objected  to  the  evidence  as  im- 
material because  the  comptroller's  deed  was 
made  conclusive  evidence  of  those  matters  by 
the  statute  of  the  state  of  1885,  chap.  448,— 
the  statute  now  in  controversy.  To  the  objec- 
tion it  was  replied  that  the  statute  infringed 
the  1st  section  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 


tLaws  1885.  Chapter  448. 
An  Act  to  Amend  Cbspter  Four  Hundred  and 
Twenty-seven  of  the  Laws  of  Eighteen  Hun- 
dred  and   Fifty-flve,    Entitled.    "An    Act    In 
Relation  to  the  Collection  of  Taxes  on  Lands 
of  Nonresidents,  and  to  Provide  for  the  Sale 
of  Such  Lands  for  Unpaid  Taxes." 
Sec.    1.     Section   sixty-five   of   chapter   four 
hundred  and  twenty-seven  of  the  laws  of  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  fifty-five,  entitled,   *'An  Act 
In  Relation  to  the  Collection  of  Taxes  on  Lands 
of  Nonresidents,  and  to  Provide  for  the  Sale 
of  Such   Lands  for   Unpaid  Taxes,'*  Is  hereby 
amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows : 

*'l  63.  Such  conveyances  shall  be  executed  by 
the  comptroller,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and 
the  execution  thereof  shall  be  witnessed  by  the 
treasurer  or  deputy  comptroller,  and  all  such 
conveyances  that  have  been  heretofore  executed 
by  the  comptroller,  and  all  conveyances  of  the 
same  lands  by  his  grantee  or  grantees  therein 
named,  after  having  been  recorded  for  two  years 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  In  which 
the  lands  conveyed  thereby  are  located,  and  all 
outstanding  certificates  of  a  tax  sale  heretofore 
held  by  the  comptroller  that  shall  have  re- 
mained In  force  for  two  years  after  the  last  day 
allowed  by  law  to  redeem  from  such  sale,  shall, 
six  months  after  this  act  takes  effect,  be  con- 
clusive evidence  that  the  sale  and  all  proceed- 
ings prior  thereto,  from  and  Including  the 
assessment  of  the  land  and  all  notices  required 
by  law  to  be  given  previous  to  the  expiration 
of  the  two  years  allowed  by  law  to  redeem,  were 


regular  and  were  regularly  given,  published  and 
served  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
and  all  laws  directing  or  requiring  the  same, 
or  In  any  manner  relating  thereto,  and  all  other 
conveyances  or  certificates  heretofore  or  here- 
after executed  or  Issued  by  the  comptroller,  shall 
be  presumptive  evidence  of  the  regularity  of  all 
the  said  proceedings  and  matters  hereinbefore 
recited,  and  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  thereof 
from  and  after  the  expiration  of  two  years  from 
the  date  of  recording  such  other  conveyances,  or 
of  four  years  from  and  after  the  date  of  Issuing 
such  other  certificates.  Bat  all  such  convey- 
ances and  certificates  and  the  taxes  and  tax 
sales  on  which  they  are  based  shall  be  subject 
to  cancelation,  as  now  provided  by  law,  on  a 
direct  application  to  the  comptroller  or  an  ac- 
tion brought  before  a  competent  court  therefor, 
by  reason  of  the  legal  payment  of  such  taxes, 
or  by  reason  of  the  levying  of  such  taxes  by  a 
town  or  ward  having  no  legal  right  to  assess 
the  land  on  which  they  are  laid/* 

Sec.  2.  The  provisions  of  this  act  are  herebf 
made  applicable  only  to  the  following  counties, 
namely :  Clinton,  Delaware,  Essex,  Franklin, 
Fulton,  Greene,  Hamilton,  Herkimer,  Lewli^ 
Saratoga.  St.  Lawrence,  Sullivan,  Ulster,  War- 
ren, and  Washington,  but  shall  not  affect  any 
action,  proceeding,  or  application  pending  at 
the  time  of  Its  passage;  nor  any  action  that 
shall  be  begun,  proceeding  taken,  or  application 
duly  made  within  six  months  thereafter  for  the 
purpose  of  vacating  any  tax  sale  or  any  con- 
veyance or  certificate  of  sale  ssade  thereunder. 
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to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
The  state's  objection,  however,  was  sus- 
tained,  and  judgment  was  directed  and  en- 
tered for  the  s&te,  which  was  affirmed  by 
the  court  of  appeals,  145  N.  Y.  451,  40  N. 
E.  400. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  ot 
this  court.  He  stated  the  law  of  1885  estab- 
lishing a  forest  preserve  and  the  creation  of 
a  forest  commission  and  its  duties,  and  that 
at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  statute  the 
time  for  redemption  from  tax  sales  was  two 
years.  He  then  stated  the  enactment  and 
provisions  of  the  law  whose  constitutionality 
was  attacked,  the  time  of  the  tax  sales,  the 
time  for  redemption  and  its  expiration,  the 
period  the  comptroller's  deeds  were  on  rec- 
ord, and  the  time  that  they  became  conclu- 
sive, and  said: 

"The  statute  according  to  its  principal 
intent  and  effect,  and  as  construed  by  the 
court  of  appeals  of  the  state,  was  a  statute 
of  limitations.  People  v.  Turner,  117  N.  Y. 
227,  22  N.  E.  1022;  People  v.  Turner,  145  N. 
Y.  451,  40  N.  £.  400.  It  is  well  setUed  that 
a  statute  shortening  the  period  of  limitation 

Sis  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the 
legislature,  provided  a  reasonable  time,  tak- 
•  ing  into*oonsideration  the  nature  of  the  case, 
is  allowed  for  bringing  an  action  after  the 
passage  of  the  statute  and  before  the  bar 
takes  effect.  Terry  v.  Anderson,  05  U.  S. 
628,  632,  633,  24  L.  ed.  365,  366;  Re  Brown, 
135  U.  S.  701,  705-707,  84  L.  ed.  316-318,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  072. 

"The  statute  now  in  question  relates  to 
land  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  state  for  non- 
payment of  taxes;  it  applies  to  those  cases 
only  in  which  the  conveyance  has  been  of  rec- 
ord for  two  years  in  the  office  where  all  con- 
veyances of  lanas  within  the  county  are  re- 
corded, and  it  does  not  bar  any  action  be- 
ffun  within  six  months  after  its  passage.  In- 
dependently of  the  consideration  that  before 
the  passage  of  the  statute  the  plaintiff  had 
had  eight  years  since  the  sale  and  three  years 
since  the  recording  of  the  deed,  during  which 
he  might  have  asserted  his  title,  this  court 
concurs  with  the  highest  court  of  the  state  in 
the  opinion  that  the  limitation  of  six  months, 
as  applied  to  a  case  of  this  kind,  is  not 
repugnant  to  any  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

"It  was  argued  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error  that  the  statute  was  unconstitu- 
tional because  it  did  not  allow  him  any  op- 
portunity to  assert  his  rights  even  within 
six  months  alter  its  passage.  But  the  stat- 
ute did  not  take  away  any  right  of  action 
which  he  had  before  its  passage,  but  merely 
limited  the  time  within  which  he  might  as- 
sert such  a  right.  Within  the  six  months 
he  had  every  remedy  which  he  would  have 
had  before  the  passage  of  the  statute.  If  he 
had  no  remedy  before,  the  statute  took  none 
away.  From  the  judgments  of  the  court  of 
appeals  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  in  the  subse- 
quent ease  of  People  ea  rel,  Millard  v. 
Roberts,  151  K.  Y.  540,  45  N.  E.  041,  there 
would  appear  to  have  been  some  difference 
of  opinion  in  that  court  upon  the  question 
whether  his  proper  remedy  was  by  direct  ap- 


plication to  the  comptroller  to  cancel  the  salt 
or  by  action  of  ejectment  against  the  oomp* 
troller  or  the  forest  conmussionen.  But 
as  that  court  has  uniformly  held  that  he  had 
a  remedy^  it  is  not  for  us  to  determine  what 
that  remedy  was  under  the  local  Constita- 
tion  and  laws." 

The  decision  establishes  the  following 
propositions: 

1.  That  statutes  of  limitations  are  within 

the  constitutional  power  of  the  legislature  of  g 

a  state  to  enact.  ^ 

»2.  That  the  limitation  of  six  months  was* 

not  unreasonable. 

3.  That  the  statute  took  away  no  remedy 
which  the  landowner  had  before  its  passage. 

4.  That  the  state  court  held  he  had  a  rem- 
edy, although  there  was  difference  of  opinion 
whether  it  was  by  direct  application  to  the 
comptroller  to  cancel  the  safes  or  by  action 
of  ejectment  against  the  comptroller  or  for* 
est  commissioners. 

5.  That  as  the  state  courts  decided  he  had 
a  remedy  it  was  not  for  us  to  determine 
what  that  remedy  was  under  the  local  Con- 
stitution and  laws, — that  is,  whether  it  was 
either  a  direct  application  to  the  comptroller 
or  by  action  of  ejectment. 

What,  then,  did  this  court  assume,  that  it 
did  not  decide  or  ought  now  to  decide t 
Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  say  that — 

"The  Turner  Ca^e  established  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  time  allowed  by  the  law  now  in 
question,  but  it  treated  the  existence  of  % 
court  competent  to  try  the  disputed  rights 
and  of  a  person  liable  to  be  sued  for  that 
purpose  as  questions  of  state  law,  and  for»> 
closed  by  the  judgment  of  the  state  court. 
These  things  ought  now  to  be  decided  and  not 
assumed.*' 

The  case,  however,  as  we  have  seen,  was 
not  so  limited.  It  decided  more  than  that  th« 
time  allowed  by  the  statute  was  reasonable 
and  sufficient.  It  also  decided  that  the  stat- 
ute took  away  no  remedy  the  landowner  had 
before  its  passage,  and  that  the  law  of  the 
state  gave  him  a  remedy.  What  it  precisely 
was, — which  of  the  three  enumerated  ones 
it  was, — was  not  decided.  Not,  however,  be- 
cause of  the  assumption  of  anything,  but  be- 
cause it  was  not  demanded.  And  why  t  The 
question  presented  was  the  constitutionality 
of  the  statute.  That  depended  upon  the  ex* 
istence  of  a  remedy  in  the  landowner  during 
the  period  of  its  limitation,  and  whether  a 
remedy  existed  what  better  evidence  or  au- 
thority could  there  be  than  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  interpreting  the  laws  of  the  state? 
To  accept  them  as  such  was  not  to  assume 
anything  without  deciding  it.  It  was  to  ascer* 
tain  a  necessary  element  of  decision,  and 
then  exercising  decision.  This  was  our  duty 
then,  and  it  is  our  duty  now.  and  the  fact 
that  the  case  comes  for  review  from  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  neither  en*  9 
forces  nor  justifies  different  considerations,  m 
If  a  precedent  or  coincident  remedy  ia^necee-* 
sary  to  the  constitutional  validity  of  a  stat^ 
ute  of  limitations,  the  existence  of  such  rem- 
edy is  necessary  to  be  decided,  and  it  de> 
pends  upon  the  same  considerations,  and 
must  be  upon  the  same  examination,  no  mat* 
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ter  in  what  court  it  maj  be  presented  or  may 

come. 

The  reasoning  of  the  Turner  Case  was 
therefore  complete,  and  we  think  it  is  de- 
cisive against  tne  contention  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error.  The  sufficiency  of  the  remedies 
enumerated  was  not  contested.  It  is  not 
contested  now.  The  existence  of  remedies  is 
denied,  but  to  the  reasoning  which  attempts 
to  support  the  denial  we  reply  by  repeating 
what  we  said  in  the  Turner  (7(m»— that  as 
ihe  New  York  court  of  appeals  has  uniform- 
ly held  that  the  landowner  had  a  remedy,  "it 
is  not  for  us  to  determine  what  that  remedy 
was  under  the  local  Constitution  and  laws." 

The  defects  which  plaintiff  in  error  claims 
to  have  been  in  the  assessments  and  to  have 
been  jurisdictional  are  stated  as  follows : 

"1.  The  sale  of  the  whole  tract  of  land  in 
fuestion  for  the  sggregate  unpaid  taxes  of 
several  years  when,  during  one  or  more  of 
those  years,  a  part  of  the  tract  sold  was  not 
assessed  or  taxed  at  all. 

'*2.  The  sale  as  one  tract  of  two  or  more 
parcels  separately  assessed. 

"3.  The  assessment  of  taxes  by  a  descrip- 
tion so  uncertain  as  not  to  identify  the 
parcel  of  land  taxed. 

"4.  Treating  the  land  on  the  sale  as  al- 
ready the  property  of  the  state,  and  denying 
opportunity  tor  competitive  bidding." 

The  first  two  are  treated  by  counsel  as  simi- 
lar and  dependent  upon  the  same  grounds  of 
objection.  The  specification  of  those  grounds 
is  that  at  the  sale  of  1877  the  whole  quarter, 
containing  7,500  acres,  was  sold  as  one  par- 
eel  for  the  aggregate  unpaid  taxes  of  1860- 
1870  inclusive,  amounting,  with  interest  and 
costs,  to  $2,756.40,  but  that  it  was  not  as- 
sessed as  a  whole  except  for  the  years  1866 
and  1807;  that  for  the  years  1868,  1809,  and 
1870  it  was  assessed  in  two  parcels:  (1)  the 
northwest  quarter  of  township  24,  "except- 
ing 1,000  acres  lying  in  the  northwest  cor- 
ner; also  1,315  acres  which  is  water;"  and 
I.  (2)  "1,000  acres  lying  in  the  northwest  cor- 
JJner  of  the  northwest  quarter."  And  that 
•  l,216*acres  was  not  assessed  at  all  for  those 
years.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  however,  does 
not  show  that  it  was  in  any  way  injured  by 
the  manner  of  selling.  Its  counsel  supposes 
a  possible  severalty  of  ownership  of  the  dif- 
ferent parcels,  and  claims  a  cause  of  action 
from  an  injury  which  might  have  resulted 
to  someone  else.  "We  take  it  to  be  settled 
law,"  counsel  say,  "that  the  constitutional- 
ity of  a  statute  is  to  be  tested,  not  so  much 
by  what  ia  done  as  what  may  he  done  under 
St.  .  .  .  The  present  record  is  silent  as 
to  the  actual  ownership  of  the  different 
parcels  of  the  quarter  in  question  during  the 
▼ears  1866-1870,  but  plainly  they  might 
have  been  the  subject  of  separate  owner- 
ship." And  counsel  proceed  to  show  how  a 
separate  owner,  if  he  had  existed,  would 
have  been  embarrassed  in  his  right  of  re- 
demption by  the  necessity  of  paying  some 
other  person's  taxes  besides  his  own,  and  of 
which  he  had  not  been  notified  during  the 
pendency  of  the  tax  proceedings. 

We  are  not  concerned  with  what  might 
have  been,  but  only  with  what  was.    The 


plaintiff  in  error  now  siiei  ae  owner  ef  the 
whole  tract,  and  if  there  was  a  several  owner- 
ship of  ity  or  of  parts  of  it,  such  ownership 
should  have  been  shown  if  anything  can  Im 
claimed  from  it.  We  may  not  suppose  it 
from  this  record.  It  is  manifest  that  the 
manner  of  sale  could  do  no  injury  to  the 
owner  of  the  whole  tract  Its  separation  in 
parcels  on  the  aeeessment  roll  would  be  arti* 
ncial  and  mere  description.  It  would  not 
affect  its  value^  would  not  require  the  owner 
to  pay  someone's  else  taxes,  would  not  make 
him  pay  more  than  was  justly  due  from  him, 
either  before  a  sale  or  after  a  sale,  if  he  thea 
desired  to  exercise  the  right  of  redemption. 

But  even  if  we  should  suppose  a  several 
ownership  of  the  lands  at  Uie  time  of  the 
assessment  or  sale,  we  do  not  think  that  the 
defects  in  the  latter  were  jurisdictional,  and 
certainly  of  all  other  defects  the  law  of  1885 
is  not  curative  only — it  is  one  of  limitation. 
It  matters  not,  therefore,  what  the  rights  of 
any  predecessor  of  the  plaintiff  might  have 
been  if  seasonably  asserted.  They  were  not 
seasonably  asserted,  and  they  are  therefore 
now  precluded.  « 

The  law  is  like  any  other  statute  of  Umt-g 
tations.  It  is  not  ^affected  by  what  the* 
rights  of  plaintiff  in  error  were.  Whatever 
they  were  their  remedy  is  gone,  and  the  title 
and  possession  of  the  state,  whatever  may 
have  been  the  defects  in  the  proceedings  of 
which  they  are  the  consummation,  cannot 
now  be  disturbed.  This  was  the  ruling  in 
Marsh  v.  Ne-ha-aa-ne  Park  Aa$o,  25  App, 
Div.  34,  49  N.  Y.  8upp.  384,  where  the  casee 
were  reviewed,  and  we  think  correctly  intei^ 
preted. 

In  People  ▼.  Turner,  117  N.  Y.  227.  22  N. 
E.  1022,  the  remedies  of  the  landowner  be* 
fore  and  after  a  sale  were  considered,  and  the 
law  defined  as  one  of  limitation.  The  court 
said:  "Considered  as  an  act  of  limitation, 
the  only  question  in  relation  thereto  te 
whether  such  limitation  is  just  and  gives 
the  claimant  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
enforce  his  rights.  (See  authorities,  supro.) 
Under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  it 
cannot,  we  think,  be  said,  as  a  question  ol 
law,  that  the  time  afforded  is  unreasonable. 
Considered  as  establishing  a  rule  of  evidence, 
the  only  question  for  examination  is  whether 
property  is  thereby  necessarily  taken  witJiout 
due  process  of  law." 

That  case  seems  to  have  been  qualified 
somewhat  by  Joslyn  v.  Rookv>ell,  128  N.  Y. 
334,  28  N.  E.  604,  where  it  was  decided  that 
the  law  was  not  conclusive  against  jurisdic- 
tional defects.  But  People  v.  Turner  was 
reafTirnied  in  145  N.  Y.  451,  40  N.  E.  400.  If 
the  cases  are  in  conflict  the  latter  must  pre> 
vail,  but  assuming  their  reconciliation  to  be 
in  the  character  of  the  defects  passed  on, 
they  are  equally  authoritative  against  plain- 
tiff in  error. 

In  Joalyn  v.  Rockwell  two  defects  were 
said  to  be  jurisdictional:  The  payment  of 
taxes  and  the  occupation  of  the  lands.  Of 
the  latter  it  was  said:  "The  act  of  1885 
(chap.  448)  is  one,  by  its  title,  relating  'to 
the  collection  of  taxes  on  lands  of  nonresi- 
dents, and  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  such 
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lands  for  unpaid  taacet/  It  ia  provided  that 
occupied  laoda  are  not  the  lands  of  nonresi- 
dents. ( 1  R.  8.  389,  S  3.)  And  where  lands 
of  a  nonresident  of  a  county  are  occupied  by 
a  resident  of  the  town  an  assessment  to  the 
owner  in  the  'nonresident'  part  of  the  roll  is 
UlsQ^y  and  the  lands  should  be  assessed  to 
tkt  resident  occupant.  People  ew  rel.  Bar' 
nard  v.  Wemple,  117  N.  Y.  77,  22  N.  E.  761, 
If  the  lands  were  occupied  the  act  of  1885 
would  not  apply."    In  the  case  at  bar  there 

Sis  no  Buoh  fact  to  preclude  the  application  of 
the  law. 

•  *In  the  case  of  Meigs  v.  Roberts,  recently 
decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York, 
[162  N.  Y.  371,  877,  66  N.  £.  838]  Joslyn  y. 
Rooktoell  has  been  explained  and  limited,  and 
People  T.  Turner  again  affirmed. 

The  action  was  ejectment,  and  the  plain- 
tiff Meigs  traced  his  title  by  a  chain  of  con- 
reyances  from  an  original  srant  by  the  state 
in  1798.  The  defendant  justified  his  pos- 
session under  deeds  to  the  state  in  pursuance 
of  sales  for  taxes.  One  of  them  was  assailed 
on  account  of  an  alleged  defect  in  the  notice 
of  redemption  published  by  the  comptroller. 
The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  action  was 
not  brought  within  the  time  prescribed  by 
the  provision  of  chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of 
1885  and  subsequent  laws.  The  trial  court 
dismissed  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that 
the  land  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  state, 
and  suit  could  not  be  maintained  a^nst  it 
without  its  consent.  An  appeal  having  been 
taken,  the  appellate  division  reversed  the 
judgment  and  granted  a  new  trial,  holding 
that  the  action  could  be  maintained,  but  also 
holding  that  the  notice  of  redemption  of  the 
tax  sale  of  1881  was  fatally  defective,  and 
that  the  deed  made  in  pursuance  of  the  sale 
did  not  pass  title,  and  that  the  defect  was 
not  cured  by  the  provisions  of  chapter  148 
(subsequently  re-enacted  in  part  in  1891  and 
1893),  which  makes  the  conveyance  of  the 
comptroller  upon  tax  sales,  after  the  two 
years  from  its  record  in  the  county  in  which 
the  lands  are  situated,  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  in  which 
conveyance  was  made. 

The  case  was  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
which  reversed  the  appellate  division. 

The  court  said : 

"We  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  pass  upon 
many  of  the  questions  which  have  been 
elaborately  argued  before  us,  or  even  the  one 
upon  which  the  decision  of  the  trial  court 
proceeded.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
lapse  of  time  between  the  record  of  the  con- 
veyance of  1884  and  the  commencement  of 
this  action  barred  the  right  to  the  plaintiff 
to  maintain  it,  even  assuming  the  other  ques- 
tions in  the  case  should  be  resolved  in  his 
favor.  The  learned  appellate  division  held 
that  the  failure  to  publish  a  proper  redemp- 
tion notice  was  jurisdictional  as  to  the  con- 
veyance of  1884,  and,  hence,  not  cured  by 
e  chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of  1886,  and  cited 
R  Ensign  v.  Barse,  107  N.  Y.  329, 14  N.  £.  400, 

*  15  N.  E.  401,  and  Joslyn^r.  RockweU,  128  N. 
Y.  334,  28  N.  E.  604,  as  authorities  for  that 
proposition.  We  think  the  learned  court 
took  too  narrow  a  view  of  the  statute  of  1885. 


This  statute,  though  in  some  aspects  a  earir 
tive  law,  is  primarily  and  essentiaUy  mneh 
more;  it  is  a  statute  of  limitation.  It  waa 
distinctly  held  to  be  such  in  two  decisions  of 
this  court  (People  v.  Turner,  117  N.  Y. 
227,  22  N.  E.  1022;  People  v.  Turner,  145  N. 
Y.  459,  40  N.  E.  400),  and  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  Turner  v.  New 
York,  168  U.  S.  90,  42  L.  ed.  392,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  38.  A  curative  act  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  that  term  is  a  retrospective  law,  act* 
ing  on  past  cases  and  existing  rights.  The 
power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  such  laws 
18  therefore  confined  within  comparatively 
narrow  limits,  and  they  are  usually  passed 
to  validate  irregularities  in  legal  proceed* 
ings,  or  to  ffive  effect  to  contracts  between 
parties  whicn  mi^ht  otherwise  fall  for  fail* 
ure  to  comply  with  technical  legal  require- 
ments. Ck>o]ey,  Const  Lim.  p.  454.  A 
very  full  enumeration  of  the  cases  in  which 
the  legislature  may  properly  exercise  thia 
power  is  to  be  found  in  Forster  v.  Forster^ 
129  Mass.  559.  But  there  may  be  in  leoal 
proceedings  defects  which  are  not  mere  in- 
formalities or  irregularities,  but  so  vital  in 
their  character  as  to  be  beyond  the  help  of 
retrospective  legislation;  such  defects  are 
called  jurisdictional.  This  principle  does 
not  apply  to  a  statute  of  limitations,  for  sudi 
a  statute  will  bar  any  right,  however  high 
the  source  from  which  it  may  be  deducd, 
provided  that  a  reasonable  time  is  given  a 
party  to  enforce  his  right  Terry  v.  Anders 
son,  ^  t7.  S.  628,  24  L.  ed.  3661  People 
T.  Turner,  145  N.  Y.  451.  40  N.  E.  400.  En- 
sign V.  Barse,  107  N.  Y.  329,  14  N.  E.  400,  16 
N.  E.  401,  was  strictly  a  case  of  a  retxospe^ 
tive  statute,  for  no  period  of  Ume  was  given 
within  which  any  party  affected  could  assert 
his  rights.  The  same  is  true  ot  Cromwell  ▼, 
MaoLean,  123  N.  Y.  474,  26  K.  E.  932.  Ia 
Joslyn  V.  Roekwell,  128  N.  Y.  334,  28  N.  B. 
604,  as  well  as  in  the  two  cases  of  People  ▼, 
Turner,  all  of  which  arose  under  the  statute 
of  1885,  there  is  to  be  found  a  discussion  of 
defects  which  it  was  claimed  were  Jurisdio- 
tional,  and  not  cured  by  that  act  Such  die* 
cussion,  however,  is  not  to  be  construed  as 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  iurisdi<y 
tional  defects  in  legal  proceedings  which  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  retrospective  legislation 
will  equally  take  a  claim  out  of  the  bar  of 
a  statute  of  limitations.  The  existence  of 
such  defects  was  necessarily  considered  in 
the  authorities  cited,  because  the  statute  of  in 
1885  in  terms  exempted  from  its  operation  g 
cases  whenTthe  taxes  had  been  paid,  or  where* 
there  was  no  legal  right  to  assess  the  land  on 
which  they  were  laid.  There  is  no  excep- 
tion, however,  as  to  defects  in  notices  of  re> 
demption  or  in  their  publication ;  on  the  con- 
trary, it  is  expressly  provided  that  the  comp- 
troller's deed,  after  the  lapse  of  the  ream* 
site  time,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  uat 
'all  notices  required  by  law  to  be  given  pre- 
vious to  the  expiration  of  the  two  years  al- 
lowed by  law  to  redeem  were  regular  and 
regularly  given.'  ** 

These  considerations  dispose  also  of  the 
other  objections  to  the  assessment  and  sale. 
If  further  comment  be  needed  as  to  the  In- 
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•ufficieiicy  of  the  description,  H  may  be  brief. 
It  is  based  on  the  possibility  of  there  having 
beoi  more  or  lest  land  than  1^15  acres  cov- 
ered by  water.  But  whether  there  were  de- 
pends upon  a  question  of  fact»  and  what  the 
court  found  we  are  not  informed  by  the  rec- 
ord. Not  insisting  on  that,  however,  the  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff  tended  to  show  that  the 
area  covered  was  1,035  acres;  the  evidence 
of  the  defendant  tended  to  show  that  the  area 
was  1,284  acres.  Even  if  the  court  found 
the  latter,  the  difference  between  it  and  the 
assessment  did  not  make  the  description  in- 
sufficient. A  description  of  land  for  the  pur- 
poses of  taxation  is  sufficient  if  it  affords  the 
means  of  identification,  and  does  not  posi- 
tively mislead  the  owner.  Cooley,  Tazn.  407; 
Keehf  T.  SanderB,  99  U.  S.  443,  25  L.  ed.  827. 

The  assessment  was  not  of  the  land  cov- 
ered by  water.  That  was  an  exception  from 
a  larger  tracts  and  an  error  of  a  few  acres  in 
a  part  so  completely  defined  b^  its  character 
surely  did  not  so  impair  the  identity  of  the 
larger  tract  as  to  hide  it  from  the  search  or 
knowledge  of  its  owner,  whether  he  was 
anxious  or  indifferent  about  his  taxes. 

The  same  comment  can  be  made  of  the 
•1,000  acres  lying  in  the  northwest  comer  of 
the  northwest  quarter"  of  the  tract,  whether 
we  regard  it  as  a  parcel  or  an  exception  from 
another  parcel.  Jfiokaon  ex  dem,  Kellogg  ▼. 
Viokory,  1  Wend.  407,  19  Am.  Dec  622;  Do- 
lon  ▼.  Trelevan,Zl  Wis.  147 ;  Bowers  v.  Cham-' 
hers,  63  Miss.  259;  Doe  em  dem.  Hooper  ▼. 
Clayton,  81  Ala.  391,  2  So.  24. 

Ilie  other  assignments  of  error  it  is  not 
necessary  to  specifically  notice  nor  the  de- 
fenses of  champerty  and  the  alleged  illegal 
organization  of  the  plaintiff  in  error* 

Judgment  affirmed* 


(177  U.  S.  S49) 

B.  F.  BLACK,  Appi^ 

V. 

WALTER  P.  JACKSON. 

Appeal — amount  in  eontroversy — right  io 
fury  in  territorial  court — injunction  to  «•- 
tahlish  title  to  land, 

1.  The  value  of  land,  and  not  simply  the  value 
of  the  right  of  present  possession  thereof.  Is 
the  amount  in  controversj  for  the  purpose 
of  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  from  the  supreme  coart  of  a 
territory,  when  the  case  Inyolves  a  claim  of 
right  to  land  of  which  the  naked  legal  title  re- 
mains in  the  United  Statea 

t.  A  mandatory  Injunction  to  establish  a  right 
to  the  possession  of  land  claimed  as  a  home- 
stead nnder  the  United  States  statutes  can- 
not be  granted  by  an  Oklahoma  court,  nnder 
Okla.  Stat.  (1893)  764,  I  8882,  abolishing  the 
distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits 
In  equity,  where  no  special  grounds  are  shown 
for  equitable  relief,  and  there  is  a  remedy 
at  law  by  action  of  forcible  detainer,  and  a 
Jnry  trial  Is  not  waived,  sinee  there  Is  a  right 
to  a  jury  trial  in  such  case,  by  virtue  of  U. 
■.  Coast  7th  Amend. 

[No.  107.1 


Oct.  Tbbm. 
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Submitted  February  1, 1900. 
ti,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  tlio 
Territory  of  Oklahoma  to  review  a  d»> 
eision  affirming  a  judgment  granting  an  in- 
junction in  an  action  relating  to  the  poeeeo* 
sion  of  land  claimed  at  a  homestead.  £o» 
versed. 

See  tame  ceae  below,  6  Okla.  751,  62  Pfto» 
400. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  t  S 

*B7   a  petition   filed  by   Jackson   against* 
Black  in  the  district  court  of  Elay  county, 
Oklahoma  territory,  the  following  caee  was 
made: 

On  the  17th  day  of  November,  1800,  Jade* 
son  made  a  homestead  entry  upon  the  S.  W. 
14  sec.  20,  T.  28,  R.  2  east,  I.  M.  The  same 
land,  prior  to  that  date,  had  been  embraced 
in  a  homestead  entry  made  by  Black,  but 
that  entry  was  finally  held  for  cancelation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  by  a 
decision  rendered  October  20,  1890,  denied 
Black's  motion  for  review,  and  allowed 
Jackson  to  make  entry  of  the  land.  After 
that  decision  Black  continued  to  remain  in 
possession  of  the  west  80  acres  of  the  tract, 
and  refused  and  neglected  to  vacate  the 
same,  althouffh  requested  to  do  so.  He  had  h 
upon  the  land  a  barbed-wire  fence  and  oUier  fi 
improvements  attached^to  the  realtv.  It  was  • 
alleged  that  he  was  financially  unable  to  re- 
spond in  damages  for  any  injury  he  was 
causing  the  plaintiff  by  trespassing  upon  the 
land,  and  that  plaintiff  had  no  adequate 
remedy  other  than  by  this  suit 

The  relief  asked  was  a  mandatory  injuno> 
tion  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  entering 
upon  or  in  any  manner  trespassing  upon 
or  using  any  portion  of  the  land  embraced 
in  the  plaintin's  homestead  entry;  from  re- 
moving or  in  any  manner  destroying  the 
fence  or  other  improvements  on  the  lands 
that  were  permanently  attached  thereto; 
and  for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  the 
court  deemed  just  and  right. 

The  defendant  filed  an  answer,  but  it  was 
withdrawn  that  he  might  file  a  demurrer. 
He  demurred  to  the  application  for  an  in- 
junction upon  the  grounds,  among  others, 
that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  and  the  oonrt  was 
without  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  action.  The  demurrer  was  overruled, 
and  the  defendant,  after  excepting  to  that 
ruling,  filed  an  amended  answer. 

In  the  first  paragraph  of  the  amended  an- 
swer the  defendant  alleged  that  he  had  re- 
sided upon  the  land  in  question  since  about 
the  lOtn  day  of  September,  1893,  claiming 
a  right  thereto  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States ;  that  at  the  time  of  settlement  there- 
on, and  thereafter,  he  was  a  legally  quali- 
fied homestead  claimant;  that  he  had  done 
no  act  of  any  kind  or  nature  since  the  10th 
dav  of  September,  1893,  disqualifying  him  to 
hold  the  land  as  a  homestead ;  that  on  the 
31st  day  of  October,  1895,  he  filed  a  homo- 
stead  entiy  upon  the  land,  and  afterwards 
the  plaintiff  filed  a  contest  against  such  ei^ 
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try  upon  the  ([round  that  his  settlement  m  a 
homestead  claimant  was  prior  to  that  of  de- 
fendant and  prior  to  the  filing  ol  defendant's 
homestead  entry;  that  it  had  ben  finally 
determined  and  decided  by  the  Land  Depart- 
ment of  the  United  States  that  defendant's 
settlement  upon  and  entry  of  the  land  was 
subsequent  to  that  of  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ant's homestead  entry  was  canceled,  and 
plaintiff  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry 
upon  the  sole  ground  that  plaintiff's  settle- 
ment was  prior  to  the  settlement  and  home- 
g stead  entry  of  the  defendant;  that  during 
cethe  time  he  had  resided  upon  the  land,  de- 

*  fendant  had^placed  thereon  lasting  and  val- 
uable improvements,  worth  al^ut  $500, 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  terri- 
tory of  Oklahoma  relating  to  occupying  claim- 
ants; and  that  his  rights  "cannot  be  dis- 
posed of  in  a  case  in  equity  before  the  court 
only." 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  answer  al- 
lied that  on  the  16th  day  of  September, 
1893,  and  thereafter,  the  defendant  was  a 
native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  in 
all  respects  qualified  to  make  homestead  en- 
try upon  the  land  in  question ;  that  on  that 
day,  after  12  o'clock,  central  standard  time 
(a  signal  for  starting  from  the  outer  line  of 
Uie  Cherokee  outlet  being  given),  he  ran 
from  the  100-foot  strip  along  the  south  line 
of  the  state  of  Kansas  that  had  been  meas- 
ured, staked  off,  and  reserved  as  a  gathering 
place  for  those  desiring  to  "run"  for  lands 
in  the  Cherokee  outlet,  and  made  all  possible 
haste  to  secure  and  settle  upon  a  suitable 
piece  of  land  as  a  homestead;  that  there 
were  many  thousands  of  people  along  that 
line,  more  than  could  secure  homes  in  the 
outlet,  allowing  160  acres  to  each  qualified 
entryman;  that  the  plaintiff,  not  observing 
the  law,  the  proclamation  of  tl|e  President, 
and  the  rules  governing  the  opening  of  those 
lands  to  settlement,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
gaining  an  unlawful  and  undue  advantage  of 
defendant  and  others  seeking  a  home  in  the 
outlet,  crossed  the  100-foot  reserve  around 
the  outer  boundary  of  the  lands  prior  to  12 
o'clock  noon,  central  standard  time,  Septem- 
ber 16,  1893,  and  unlawfully  and  wrongful- 
ly entered  upon  the  lands  embraced  within 
the  outlet  and  within  the  100-foot  reserva- 
tion known  as  the  Chilocco  reservation,  and 
at  the  hour  of  noon,  when  the  outlet  was 
opened  to  settlement,  started  on  the  race  for 
a  home  from  the  south  line  of  that 
reservation  and  about  Sy^  miles  south 
of  the  100-foot  reservation  along  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  Cherokee  out- 
let, and  thereby  wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and 
unjustly  started  in  the  race  for  a  home  3^4 
miles  in  advance  of  the  defendant  and  others 
who  observed  the  law  of  Congress  opening 
the  lands  to  settlement  and  the  President's 
proclamation  pursuant  thereto;  that  plain- 
tiff's prior  settlement  was  wholly  by  reason 
Mof  said  advantage;  that  plaintiff  filed  in  the 
S  United  States  land  office  at  Perry,  Oklaho- 

•  ma  territory,  a  contest^against  defendant's 
homestead  entry  made  upon  the  land  de- 
scribnl  in  the  petition  on  the  31st  day  of 


October,  1898«  and  as  grounds  for  the  con- 
test alleged  and  claimed  that  he,  plaintiff, 
settled  upon  the  land  in  question,  claiming 
it  as  his  homestead  prior  to  the  settlement 
and  homestead  entry  of  defendant;  that  up- 
on the  trial  of  such  contest,  it  was  oondn- 
sively  proTed  and  admitted  by  plaintiff  that 
he  had  started  upon  the  race  from  the  south 
line  of  the  GhUocco  reservation  as  stated; 
that  upon  such  trial  the  register  and  reoeiT- 
er  of  tne  land  office  at  Perrv,  Oklahoma  ter- 
ritory, found  from  the  evidence  that  plain- 
tiff had  started  upon  the  race  from  the  point 
and  in  the  manner  mentioned,  and  also  that 
his  settlement  upon  and  claim  of  the  land 
was  prior  to  that  of  defendant,  and  the  qual- 
ification of  the  plaintiff  to  acquire  a  home- 
stead on  account  of  his  having  entered  upon 
the  land  in  violation  of  the  act  of  Congrea^ 
opening  the  same  to  settlement  and  the  Pres* 
ident's  proclamation  pursuant  thereto  was 
directly  in  issue  between  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant in  the  contest  case;  but  that  the 
register  and  receiver,  although  finding  from 
the  evidence  and  admissions  of  plaintiff  that 
he  had  so  entered  upon  said  land,  misunder- 
stood and  wrongfully  interpreted  and  mis- 
applied the  law  in  relation  to  the  qualifica- 
tion of  plaintiff  to  take  and  hold  the  land  as 
a  homestead,  and  expressly  found,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  plaintiff  was  not  disqualified 
as  "a  sooner"  by  reason  of  having  entered 
upon  the  land  in  the  manner  aforesaid. 

The  answer  also  allied  that  the  defend- 
ant duly  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the 
register  and  receiver  to  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office,  presenting  to  that 
officer  the  same  question  with  reference  to 
the  disqualification  of  plaintiff  to  acquire 
title  to  the  land  as  a  homestead,  but  that  the 
Commissioner  misapplied  the  law  and 
wrongfully  and  unlawfully  sustained  the 
conclusion  of  the  register  and  receiver  in 
that  regard;  that  the  defendant  then  ap- 
pealed to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to 
whom  the  same  legal  question  was  submits 
ted,  and  the  Secretary  also  misapplied  the 
law  in  relation  to  the  qualification  of  plain- 
tiff and  wronsrfully  and  unlawfully  sus- 
tained the  findings  of  the  Commissioner; 
that  the  defendant  duly  filed  his  motion  for^ 
review  in  the  case,  in  which  the  question  aafi 
to  ths^qualification  of  plaintiff  was  present- • 
ed,  and  urged  a  reconsiaeration  and  reversal, 
but  the  Secretary,  still  misunderstanding 
and  misapplying  the  law,  wrongfully  and 
unlawfully  refused  a  review,  and  wrongfully 
and  contrary  to  law  canceled  the  homestead 
entry  of  defendant  and  permitted  plaintiff 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  land,  al- 
though plaintiff  was  at  the  time,  and  still 
is,  i^olly  disqualified  to  acquire  title  to  it 
based  upon  a  prior  settlement  by  reason  of 
his  having  entered  upon  the  Cherokee  outlet 
in  violation  of  law;  that  by  reason  of  such 
disqualification  the  plaintiff  could  never  ao- 
quire  the  title  to  the  land,  nor  a  greater  es- 
tate therein  than  a  trust  estate  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  the  defendant ;  that  defendant  was 
lawfully  entitled  to  reside  upon  the  land  as 
a  homestead  and  acquire  the  title  thereto  by 
compliance  with    the    laws    of  the    United 
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Slates  and  the  rules  of  the  Land  Depart- 
ment; and  that  plaintiff,  beinff  disqualified 
to  acquire  title,  should  not  be  heard  in  this 
action  to  demand  that  defendant  be  ejected 
from  the  land  and  his  home  and  improve- 
ments thereon. 

The  answer  further  alleged  that  if  the  de- 
fendant were  ejected  from  the  land  and  his 
home  and  improvements  thereon  the  plaintiff 
would  relinquish  to  the  government  of  the 
United  States  for  a  valuable  consideration  all 
his  claim  to  and  interest  in  the  land,  and  the 
same  would  "be  entered  as  a  homestead  by 
some  other  person  qualified  to  enter  and 
hold  the  same  and  a  stranger  to  the  disqual- 
ification and  wrongful  acts  of  the  plaintiff 
herein;  that  said  land,  with  the  improve- 
ments thereon  by  this  defendant,  could  be 
transferred  in  the  manner  aforesaid  for  the 
•sum  of  $6,000;  that  he  has  been  by  tempo- 
ral^ order  of  this  court  restrained  from  ex- 
•ercising  the  riffht  of  possession  and  control 
over  all  of  said  land,  with  the  exception  of 
■about  6  acres  occupied  bv  his  dwelling  and 
improvements  immediately  surrounding  the 
•tame,  and  that  he  is  ready  and  willing  to  exe- 
•eute  to  the  plaintiff  a  good  and  sufficient 
bond  to  compensate  him  for  all  loss  of  every 
!)dnd  or  nature  occasioned  by  defendant's  oc- 
cupant and  detention  of  said  6  acres  and 
improvements,  provided  defendant  is  al- 
lowed to  retain  his  possession  thereof  and  so 
remain  in  position  to  assert  his  rights  to 

IS  all  of  said  land  as  soon  as  he  can  possibly  do 

|g  so  in  accordance  with  law." 

•  •The  defendant  prayed:  First  That  the 
plaintiff  be  not  allowed  to  further  maintain 
nis  action  for  the  possession  of  the  land  or 
any  part  thereox.  Second.  That  in  the 
•vent  that  prayer  was  not  granted,  the  plain- 
tiff be  denied  the  right  to  maintain  his  ac- 
tion to  the  extent  of  wholly  electing  the  de- 
fendant from  the  5  acres  and  his  dwelling 
and  improvements  situated  thereon  until 
such  time  as  the  plaintiff  acquired  a  patent 
to  ihe  land  and  the  defendant  was  in  a  posi- 
tion to  commence  suit  for  the  purpose  of 
havinff  plaintiff's  title  so  acquired  declared 
to  beheld  in  trust  for  him. 

The  trial  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to 
the  answer,  and,  the  defendant  declining  to 
further  answer,  judgment  vras  rendered  for 
the  plaintiff  as  prayed  for  in  the  application 
for  a  mandatory  injunction,  the  defendant 
being  enjoined  from  in  any  manner  entering 
upon  the  premises  in  question  or  exercising 
any  control  or  possession  over  them  except 
for  the  purpose  of  removins  therefrom  his 
improvements,  including  buildings  and  fen- 
oes,  for  which  thirty  days'  time  was  given. 

This  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  territory.  That  court  in 
its  opinion  held  (using  the  words  of  the  syl- 
labus prepared  by  the  court)  that  "where 
adverse  claimants  are  residing  upon  a  tract 
of  land«  and  each  claiming  the  same  as  a 
homestead  by  virtue  of  priority  of  settle- 
ment, and  the  lAud  Department  makes  a  final 
award  thereof,  the  losing  party  cannot  nrop- 
•rly  daim  the  right  to  continue  his  residence 
upon  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  a 
•nit  in  equily  to  declare  a  trust  against  his 


successful  adversary,  when  he  has  already 
resided  upon  the  land  a  sufficient  length  of 
time,  under  the  law,  to  enable  him  to  make 
final  proof  for  the  land."  0  Okla.  761,  68 
Pac  406. 

Messrs.    JTohn   W*    Shartal  and  8,  H. 

Harris  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Fred  Beall  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court:       g 

1.  The  final  judgment  of  the  supreme  m 
court  of  the  territory^can  be  re-examined  here* 
if  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  be  suffi- 
cient to  give  this  court  jurisdiction.  The 
defendant  claimed  to  have  acquired  by  his 
entry  and  settlement  a  vested  interest  in 
the  entire  land  covered  by  his  entry,  and  in- 
sisted that  even  if  the  plaintiff  obtained  a 
patent  therefor  the  title  would  be  held  in 
trust  for  him.  He  proceeds  in  his  defense 
upon  the  around  that  after  residing  upon 
the  land  K>r  the  period  designated  in  the 
statute  he  will  be  entitled  under  the  law  to 
a  patent.  It  ought  not  to  be  assumea  that 
he  will  put  himself  in  such  position  that  he 
cannot  demand  a  patent.  Although  the 
naked  legal  title  remains  in  the  United 
States  in  trust  for  the  person  who  may  earn 
it,  we  think  that  in  determining  the  value 
of  the  matter  in  dispute  we  should  look  at 
the  value  of  the  land,  not  simply  at  the 
value  of  the  right  of  present  possession. 
According  to  the  weiffht  of  proof,  the  value 
of  the  land  embraced  by  the  homestead  entry 
of  Black  is  more  than  the  sum  required  for 
our  jurisdiction.  23  Stat  at  L.  443,  chap. 
356;  26  Stat  at  L.  81,  86,  chap.  182,  i  0. 
Besides,  the  demurrer  admitted  the  aver^ 
ment  in  the  answer  to  the  effect  that  the 
land  with  the  defendant's  improvements 
thereon  could  be  transferred  in  the  manner 
stated  in  the  answer  for  the  sum  of  $6,000. 
The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  must 
therefore  be  overruled. 

2.  This  case  having  been  determined  on 
demurrer  to  the  answer,  it  must  be  taken  as 
true  that  Black  resided  upon  the  land  in  dis- 
pute on  and  after  September  16,  1893,  claim* 
ing  the  right  to  do  so  in  virtue  of  the  lawa 
of  the  United  States  and  of  a  homestead  entrr 
made  before  the  one  made  by  Jackson.  It 
appears  that  the  Land  Office  reooffnized  the 
prior  right  to  be  in  Jackson.  Ais  action 
of  the  Land  Office,  Black  contends,  was  er- 
roneous in  matter  of   law,  and  he  has  an- 


nounced his  purpose,  in  the  event  a  patent 
is  issued  to  Jackson,  to  institute  appropri* 
ate  judicial  proceedings,  the  object  of  which 


will  be  to  have  it  declared  that  the  legal  titla 
is  held  in  trust  for  him.    He  insists  that  al* 
though,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  oourta 
will  not  go  behind  the  facts  found  by  the 
Land  Department  in  any  contest  before  it 
relating  to  the  administration  of  the  public 
lands,  he  is  not  concluded  by  the  decision  of 
that  Department  upon  questions  of  law.       g 
If  parties  are    injuriously    affected    bj8 
any  action  of  the  Land*  Department  based* 
upon  an   erroneous    view   of  the   law,  the 
courts  have  power  in  some  form  to  proteel 
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their  righto  against  such  illegal  aetion.  In 
OiMneliua  t.  Keuel,  128  U.  &  466, 461,  32  L. 
e<L  482,  486,  9  Supw  Ct.  Bep.  122,  124,  this 
eourt  said:  "ThiB  power  of  supervision  pos- 
sessed by  the  Commissioner  oi  the  Qeneral 
Land  Office  oyer  the  acU  of  the  register  and 
reeeiTer  of  the  local  land  offices  in  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  public  lands  undoubtedly  au- 
thorizes him  to  correct  and  annul  entries  of 
land  allowed  by  them,  where  the  lands  are 
not  subject  to  entry,  or  the  parties  do  not 
possess  the  qualifications  required,  or  have 
previously  entered  all  that  the  law  permits. 
The  exercise  of  this  power  is  necessary  to  the 
.  due  administration  of  the  Land  Department 
If  an  investigation  of  the  validity  of  such 
entries  were  required  in  the  courts  of  law 
before  they  could  be  canceled,  the  necessary 
delays  attending  the  examination  would 
greatly  impair,  if  not  destroy,  the  efficient 
of  the  Department  But  the  power  of  suoer- 
vision  and  correction  is  not  an  unlimited  or 
an  arbitrary  power.  It  can  be  exerted  onl^ 
when  the  entry  was  made  upon  false  testi- 
monv,  or  without  authority  of  law.  It  can- 
not be  exercised  so  as  to  deprive  any  person 
of  land  lawfully  entered  and  paid  for.  By 
such  entry  and  payment  the  purchaser  se- 
cures a  vested  interest  in  the  property  and 
a  riffht  to  a  patent  therefor,  and  can  no  more 
be  deprived  of  it  by  order  of  the  CSonmiis- 
sioner  than  he  can  be  deprived  by  such  order 
of  any  other  lawfully  aoquirM  property. 
Any  attempted  deprivation  in  that  way  of 
such  interest  will  be  corrected  whenever  the 
matter  is  presented  so  that  the  judiciary  can 
act  upon  it^  So,  in  Sanford  v.  Sanfordf  139 
U.  8.  642,  647,  35  L.  ed.  290,  291,  11  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  666,  667,  it  was  said  that  where  the 
matters  determined  bv  the  Land  Office  "are 
not  projperly  before  the  Department,  or  its 
conclusions  have  been  reached  from  a  mis- 
construction 1^  its  officers  of  the  law  appli- 
cable to  the  cases  before  it,  and  it  has  thus 
denied  to  parties  rights  which,  upon  a  cor- 
rect construction,  would  have  been  conceded 
to  them,  or  where  misrepresentations  and 
fraud  have  been  practised,  necessarily  affect- 
ing its  judgment,  then  the  courts  can,  in  a 
S roper  proceeding,  interfere  and  control  its 
etermination  so  as  to  secure  the  just  rights 
of  parties  injuriously  affected" — citing 
Quinhy  v.  Conlan,  104  U.  8.  420,  426,  26  L. 

tted.  800,  802;  Baldwin  v.  Stark,  107  U.  S. 

S  463,  465,  27  L.  ed.  526,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  473. 

*  *As  to  Jackson's  right  to  possession,  it  is 
clear  that  although  successful  in  his  contest 
with  Black  before  the  Land  Office,  no  patent 
could  issue  to  him  under  the  original  home- 
stead law  until  after  the  expiration  of  five 
years  from  the  date  of  his  entry,  and  not 
then  except  upon  proof  that  he,  or  if  he  be 
dead  his  widow,  or  if  she  be  dead  her  heirs 
or  devisees,  prove  "by  two  credible  witnesses 
that  he,  she,  or  they  have  resided  upon  or 
cultivated  the  same  for  the  term  of  five 
years  immediately  succeeding  the  time  of  fil- 
ing the  affidavit  [required  by  S  2290  of  the 
Revised  Statutes],  and  makes  affidavit  that 
no  part  of  such  land  has  been  alienated,  ex- 
cept ss  provided  in  S  2288,  and  that  he,  she, 
or  they  will  bear  true  allegiance  to  the  gov- 


amment  of  the  United  States;  thsB,  in  i 
eass^  he^  shs^  or  they,  if  at  that  time  dtl* 
sens  of  tha  United  SUtes,  shall  be  entitlad 
to  a  patent,  as  in  other  eases  provided  by 
law."  U.  a  Rev.  SUt  S  2291.  But  by  th» 
3d  section  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880,  enti- 
tled "An  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Settlers  o» 
Public  Lands/'  21  Stat  at  L.  140,  chap.  89,  it 
was  provided  "that  any  settler  who  has  set* 
tied,  or  who  shall  hereafter  settle,  on  any  of 
the  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  wheth- 
er  surveyed  or  unsurveyed,  with  the  intention 
of  claiming  the  same  under  the  homestead 
laws,  shall  be  allowed  the  same  time  to  file* 
his  homestead  application  and  perfect  hia 
original  entry  in  the  United  States  Land  Of- 
fice  as  is  now  allowed  to  settlers  under  ths^ 
pre-emption  laws  to  put  their  claims  on  rec- 
ord, and  his  right  shall  relate  back  to  th€ 
date  of  settlement,  the  same  as  if  he  settled 
under  the  pre-emption  laws." 

It  thus  appears  that  Jackson  holds  only 
an  inchoate  title  to  the  land  in  dispute  and 
that  he  may  so  conduct  himself  before  mak- 
ing final  proof  and  securing  final  certifieat* 
as  to  forfeit  his  ri^ht  to  obtain  a  pat^t 
based  upon  the  decision  of  the  Land  Office^ 

By  the  decree  below  the  defendant  is  en* 
joined  from  entering  upon  the  pronises  la 
question  or  exercising  any  furtner  control 
or  possession  over  them,  except  to  remova 
his  improvements  within  thirty  days  after 
the  decree.  In  his  original  answer  the  d^ 
fendant  claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
trial  by  jurv,  and  in  his  amended  answer 
he  insisted  that  his  rights  could  not  be  di^0> 
posed  of  in  equity  before  the  court  only.  S 
•What  circumstances  under  the  laws  of "^ 
Oklahoma  will  justify  the  use  of  a  manda* 
tory  injunction  for  the  purpose  of  ousting 
a  person  of  the  possession  of  land  and  put- 
ting his  adversary  in  possession — neither 
party  having  the  legal  title — ^is  left  in  soma 
doubt  by  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court 
of  that  territory.  Sproat  v.  Durland,  t 
Okla.  24,  35  Pac  682,  886;  Peokham  ▼• 
Faught,  2  Okla.  173,  37  Pac  1086  ^ 
Reaves  v.  Oliver,  3  Okla.  62,  41  Pac.  35S; 
Woodruff  V.  Wallace,  3  Okla.  365,  41  Paet 
357;  Procter  v.  Stuart,  4  Okla.  679,  46  Pai;. 
601 ;  Barnes  v.  Newton,  5  Okla.  428,  48  Pac 
190,  49  Pac.  1074  ;LaughUn  v.  Fariss,  7  Okhu 
1,  60  Pac.  254;  Olover  v.  Swartg  (Okla.)  6S 
Pac.  943;  Brown  v.  Donnelly  (Okla.)  69  Pae. 
975.  Some  of  the  decisions  seem  to  restrict 
the  right  to  such  an  injunction  to  eases  lis 
which  the  defendant  was  a  mere  trespasser 
upon  the  particular  land  in  dispute  without 
color  or  pretense  of  claim  or  title^  whUa 
others  recognize  the  appropriateness  of  that 
remedy  where  a  plaintiff  seeks  possession 
after  succeeding  in  a  contest  before  the  Land 
Office  wiUi  one  who  at  the  initiation  of  sueb 
contest  was  in  peaceable  possession  and  i» 
good  faith  contending  for  nis  right  to  suck 
possession. 

We  think  that  the  decision  in  LaughUn  r.. 
Fariss,  7  Okla.  1,  5-7,  9,  11,  50  Pac  254, 
should  be  accepted  as  a  correct  exposition  of 
the  law  of  the  territory.  What  was  that 
caset  One  F.  M.  Fariss  made  a  homestead 
entry  on  land«  and  received  a  certificate  of 
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cash  entrr.  The  interest  so  acquired  was 
conveyed  by  deed  to  W.  D.  Farias.  Before 
F.  M.  Fariss  made  his  final  proof,  Laugh- 
lin  filed  against  him  a  oontest  on  the  ground 
of  prior  settlement.  That  contest  finally 
came  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for 
reriew,  and  was  decided  adversely  to  Laugh- 
lin.  Subsequently,  and  before  F.  M.  Fariss 
t  made  his  final  proof,  Laughlin  filed  another 
contest  allying  that  Fariss  was  disqualified 
to  make  a  homestead  entry  by  reason  of  hav- 
ing entered  the  Oklahoma  coimtry  in  viola- 
tion of  law.  Fariss's  assignee  sued  Laugh- 
lin, alleffinff  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  sole 
and  exclusive  occupancy  of  the  land,  and 
asking  that  an  injunction  be  awarded  re- 
straining Laughlin  from  cultivating  or  in- 
terfering with  the  land  and  removing  him 
from  the  premises. 

The  questions  presented  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Oklahoma  for  decision  in  that  case 
g  were:   1.  Did  the  petition  show  that  plain- 
efl  tiff  had  an  equitable  title  to  the  tract  of  land 
*  ia^controversy?    2.  If  so,  was  that  title  a 
sufficient  basis  for  an  action  at  law  for  the 
recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  landt  3. 
Should  questions  I  and  2  be  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  then  the  inquiry  was  whether 
the  petition  contained  a  sufficient  statement 
of  facts  to  justify  the  relief  sought  and  ob- 
tained T 

The  court  answered  the  first  question  up- 
on the  authority  of  Flanagan  v.  Forsythe, 
6  Okla.  225,  50  Pac.  152,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  "when  a  homestead  entryman  has  com- 
plied with  all  the  requirements  of  the  Fed- 
eral statutes  applicable  to  the  disposal  of 
the  tract  of  land  occupied  by  him,  and  has 
made  his  final  proof,  paid  the  amount  of 
money  required,  and  received  final  certifi- 
cate therefor,  he  has  a  complete  equitable 
title  to  said  land,  with  the  naked  1^1  title 
only  remaining  in  the  government.''^ 

In  answering  the  second  question  in  the 
affirmative,  the  court  referred  to  §  614  of  the 
Territorial  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  which 
provides:  "In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
real  property,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  the 
plaintiff  state  in  his  petition  that  he  has  a 
legal  or  equitable  estate  therein,  and  is  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  thereof,  describing  the 
same,  as  required  by  S  127,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant unlawfully  keeps  him  out  of  posses- 
sion. It  shall  not  be  necessary  to  state  how 
the  plaintiff's  estate  or  ownership  is  de- 
rived." Okla.  Stat  1893,  864,  title  Proced- 
ure— Civil.  Section  127,  here  referred  to, 
provides  that,  "in  any  action  for  the  recov- 
ery of  real  property,  it  shall  be  described  with 
such  convenient  certainty  as  will  enable  an 
officer  holding  an  execution  to  identify  it." 
The  supreme  court  of  the  territory  said: 
'^t  would  seem  that  the  language  of  this 
section  is  too  plain  to  need  the  support  of 
authority  to  show  that  an  equitable  title  or 
estate  in  land  is  a  sufficient  basis  for  an  ac- 
tion in  the  nature  of  ejectment,  but  if  such 
were  necessary  it  can  be  found  in  abundance 
by  consulting  the  decisions  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  from  which  the  statute 
was  taken" — citing  Bimpaon  ▼.  Boring,  16 
Ejul  248;  Kanaa$  P.  B.  Oo,  T.  MoBrafney, 


12  Kan.  9/  Dufey  ▼.  Balferty^  15  Kan.  9; 
State  V.  StringfeUow,  2  Kan.  263;  Atehiwn, 
T.  d  8,  F.  R.  Co.  y.  Proe^t  {Kjul)  I  Pae.fM 
319.    The  court  added:  "It  is  also  apparent^ 
that  tht^allegations  contained  in  plaintiff't* 
petition,  regarding  his  title  and  right  of  pos- 
session, are  amply  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to 
maintain  an  ciction  of  foroihle  detainer  for 
the  poaeeesion  of  said  tract  of  land.    Price 
V.  Olds,  9  Kan.    66;  Oonatoay  ▼.   Gore,  27 
Kan.  122." 

The  third  question  was  answered  in  the 
negative,  the  court  reaffirming  the  principle 
announced  in  RicJ^rdson  v.  Penny,  6  Okla. 
328,  60  Pac.  231,  in  which  it  was  said:  "We 
still  hold  to  the  well,  if  not  universallv,  es- 
tablished doctrine  that,  when  a  party  has  a 
plain  and  adequate  remedy  at  law  he  cannot 
invoke  the  powers  of  a  court  of  equity  to  is- 
sue its  writ  of  injunction." 

In  the  course  of  its  opinion  the  court,  haT* 
ing  stated  that  it  was  conceded  that  the  ac- 
tion of  forcible  entry  and  detainer  would  lie 
in  a  case  like  the  one  then  before  it,  said: 
"This  remedy  by  injunction,  both  manda^ 
tory  and  prohibitive  in  character,  may  and 
does  sometimes  become  a  very  far-reaching 
and  oppressive,  as  well  as  a  speedy  and  ef- 
fective, one,  and  should  only  be  granted  by 
courts  of  equity  in  cases  where  the  appli- 
cants therefor  bring  themselves  clearly 
within  the  well-defined  and  established  rules 
authorizing  the  issuance  of  same;  hence, 
such  courts  rarely  deem  it  necessary  or  ad- 
visable to  interfere  in  this  manner,  to  aid 
a  person  endeavoring  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion of  real  property"— citing  High  on  In- 
junctions, 2d  ed.  SS  354,  355,  360,  and  JDooos- 
aagne  v.  Chapuia,  144  U.  S.  119,  124,  36  L. 
ed.  368,  370,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  659,  661.  The 
rule,  the  court  observed,  was  clearly  and  con- 
cisely stated  by  this  court  in  Lacaaaagne  v. 
Chapuia,  in  which  it  was  said:  ''The  plain- 
tiff was  out  of  possession  when  he  instituted 
this  suit,  and  by  the  prayer  of  this  bill  he 
attempts  to  regain  possession  by  means  of 
the  injunction  asked  for.  In  other  words, 
the  effort  is  to  restore  the  plaintiff  by  in- 
junction to  rights  of  which  he  had  been  de- 
prived. The  function  of  an  injunction  is 
to  afford  preventive  relief,  not  to  redress  al» 
leged  wrongs  which  had  been  committed  al- 
ready. An  injunction  will  not  be  used  to 
take  property  out  of  the  possession  of  one 
party  and  put  it  into  that  of  another. 
.  .  .  The  plaintiff  has  a  full,  adequate, 
and  complete  remedy  at  law,  and  the  case 
is  not  one  for  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity."  « 

The  supreme  court  of  the  territory  thu^ 
concluded  it^opinion  in  Laughlin  v.  Fariaa:* 
"We  hold  that  the  action  of  injunction  will 
not  lie  to  adjust  possessory  rights  to  a  tract 
of  land  after  the  equitable  title  thereto  has 

gassed  from  the  government  of  the  United 
tates  and  become  vested  in  an  individual, 
unless  in  a  case  which  presents  some  reoc^- 
nized  special  ground  therefor,  which  must  be 
one  other  than  that  one  party  claims  that  he 
is  the  owner  and  entitled  to  the  immediate  pos- 
session thereof,  and  that  the  other  party  tm- 
lawfully  and   without  any  right  whatever 
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holds   and   detains    saeh    posseMioa.    We 

therefore  conclude  that  the  xacts,  stated  by 
the  plaintiff  below  in  his  amended  petition, 
are  not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  the  inter- 
ference of  a  court  of  equity/' 

In  the  decision  in  Laughlin  y.  FartM  all 
the  justices  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  ter- 
ritory concurred,  including  those  who  consti- 
tuted the  majority  when  the  present  case 
was  decided.  And  we  cannot  find  that  that 
court  has  in  any  case  withdrawn  or  qualified 
the  ruling  that  an  entryman,  out  of  pos- 
session and  having  a  decision  by  the  Land 
Ofiice  in  his  favor,  may  proceed  against  his 
adversary  in  possession  by  an  action  of  for- 
cible detainer,  and  thus  obtain  possession 
without  resorting  to  the  extraordinary  reme- 
dies used  by  courts  of  equi^.  According  to 
the  decisions  of  that  court,  Black,  as  between 
himself  and  his  successful  adversary,  was  in 
possession  without  color  of  title.  Now,  by 
the  statutes  of  the  territory,  in  the  article 
Tfdating  to  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  if  it 
be  found  that  lands  and  tenements  after  a 
lawful  entry  "are  held  unlawfully,"  then  the 
justice  "shall  cause  the  party  complaining  to 
nave  restitution  thereof;"  and  it  is  provided 
that  proceedings  under  that  article  may  be 
had  in  all  cases  "where  the  defendant  is  a 
settler  or  occupier  of  lands  and  tenements, 
wiUiout  color  of  title,  and  to  which  the  com- 
plainaut  has  the  right  of  possession."  Okla. 
Stat.  1893,  919,  920,  §8  4806,  4806. 

In  the  opinion  in  the  present  cas£  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  territory  said  nothing 
about  defendant's  contention  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  a  trial  by  jury.  Speaking  by  the 
same  justice  who  in  the  court  below  deliv- 
ered the  opinion  in  the  present  case,  the  su- 
premo court  of  the  territory,  in  Bamea  v. 
M  Vewton,  5  Okla.  428,  432,  48  Pac.  190,  49 
g  Pac.  1074,  conceded  that  in  a  case  between 
*  contesting  entrymen**  the  one  who  obtained 
the  decision  of  the  Land  Office  might  avail 
himself  of  the  statutory  provisions  relating 
to  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  but  that  such 
a  remedy  was  not  sufficiently  efficacious,  for 
the  reason  that  "by  delays  and  appeals  a 
party  in  possession  of  a  homestead  could 
Keep  his  adversary  out  of  possession  of  the 
land  for  years."  ^ut  the  same  reason  could 
be  urged  to  justify  the  extraordinary  remedy 
of  a  mandatory  injunction  in  order  to  put  a 
defendant  out  of  possession,  even  where  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  maintain  ejectment 
or  an  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment.  The 
suggestion  referred  to  leaves  out  of  view  the 
distinction  made  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  between  cases  in  law  and  cases 
in  equity.  Robinson  v.  Campbell,  3  Wheat. 
212,  223,  4  L.  ed.  372,  376;  Payne  v.  Hook,  7 
Wall.  425, 19  L.  ed.  260;  Van  Norden  v.  Mor- 
ion, 99  U.  S.  378,  26  L.  ed.  453 ;  Smyth  v. 
AmeB,  169  U.  S.  467>  516,  42  L.  ed.  819,  838, 
18  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  418.  And  it  also  fails  to 
recognize  the  provisions  of  the  Seventh 
Am^idment  securing  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  in  "suits  at  common  law"  where 
the  value  in  controversy  exceeds  $20.  That 
Amendment,  so  far  as  it  secures  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury,  applies  to  judicial  proce^ings 
is  the  territories  of  the  United  SUtes.  WOh 


star  T.  Reid,  II  How.  437,  460, 18  L.  efl.  T51» 
770;  American  Pub,  Co.  v.  Fisher,  166  U.  8. 
404,  466,  41  L.  ed.  1079,  1080,  17  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  018;  SprinffviUe  ▼.  Thomas,  166  U.  S. 
707,  41  L.  ed.  1172,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  717. 
So  that  a  court  of  a  territory  authorized,  aa 
Oklahoma  was,  to  pass  laws  not  inconsistent 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
(26  Stat  at  L.  81,  84,  ehap.  182,  i  6),  eould 
not  proceed  in  a  "common-law"  action  as  if 
it  were  a  suit  in  equity,  and  determine  by 
mandatory  injunction  rights  for  the  proteo- 
tion  or  enforcement  of  which  there  was  a 
plain  and  adequate  remedy  at  law  according 
to  the  established  distinctions  between  law 
and  equity.  And  this  evidently  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  statutes  of  Oklahoma  provid- 
ing that  while  the  court  must  try  issues  of 
law,  unless  referred  in  the  mode  prescribed, 
"issues  of  fact  arising  in  actions  for  the  re- 
covery of  money  or  of  specific  real  or  person- 
al property  shall  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless 
a  jury  trial  is  waived  or  a  reference  be  or- 
dered."   Okla.  Stat  1893,  809,  ft  4156. 

in  the  case  before  us  no  special  g^unds 
are  disclosed  that  would  authorize  the  court 


to  issue  a  mandatory  injunction  and  deter-  ^ 
mine  without  a  junr  the  issue  as  to  the  riffht  5 
of  possession.  *  If  it  be  said  that  the  plun-* 
tiff's  residence  upon  the  land  for  a  given  time 
is  necessary  in  order  that  he  may  earn  a  pat- 
ent, the  answer  is  that  the  defendant  is  not 
alleged  to  be  in  the  actual  possession  of  the 
entire  land  embraced  by  the  plaintiff's  entry. 
Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  may 
not,  without  interference  by  the  defendant, 
maintain  a  residence  upon  that  part  of  the 
land  which  is  not  in  the  actual  possession  of 
the  defendant,  and  do  all  that  may  be  requi- 
site in  order  to  earn  a  patent  We  may  also 
observe  that  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendant is  doing  any  actual  injury  to  the 
fart  of  the  land  remaining  in  his  possession, 
t  does  not  appear  that  he  has  done  anything 
except  to  continue  in  possession  of  that  part 
If  Black  prevents  Jackson  from  taking  pos- 
session of  the  80  acres  in  question,  he  is 
entitled  to  bring  his  action  of  forcible  de- 
tainer and  to  recover  possession  unless  it  ap- 
pears that  the  Land  Office  erred,  as  matter 
of  law,  in  deciding  for  him.  It  is  not  meant 
by  this  that  an  action  of  forcible  detainer  is 
the  only  remedy  that  can  be  adopted  by  the 
plaintiff. 

As  in  Oklahoma  the  distinction  between  ac- 
tions at  law  and  suits  in  equity  is  abolished, 
— each  action  being  called  a  civil  action, 
whatever  the  nature  of  the  relief  asked 
(Okla.Stat  1893,  764,fi  3882),— we  perceive 
no  reason  why  the  case  may  not  proceed  in 
the  trial  court  under  the  pleadings  as  they 
have  been  framed,  with  the  right  of  the  de- 
fendant to  a  trial  by  jury  in  respect  of  all 
issues  which,  according  to  the  recognized 
distinctions  between  actions  at  common  law 
and  suits  in  equity,  are  determinable  in  that 
mode. 

3.  One  of  the  defenses  made  by  Black  is 
that  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  land  in 
violation  of  the  act  of  March  1,  1889,  26 
Stat  at  L.  769,  ehap.  317,  and  of  the  aet  of 
March  2, 1889,  25  Stat  at  L.  980, 1005,  ehap. 
412,  as  well  at  of  the  proclamation  of  the 
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PresidMit  of  Ifardi  <8,  1880,  26  Stat  at  L. 
1544,  1546.  Th«  acta  and  prodamation  re- 
ferred to  related  to  the  lands  obtained  by  the 
United  States  under  the  agreonent  with  the 
Muscogee  or  Creek  Nation  of  Indians  in  the 
Indian  territory.  The  contention  of  the  de- 
fendant is  that  the  plaintiff  by  his  conduct 
disqualified  himself  from  acquiring  any  in- 
Mterest  in  the  tract  of  land  here  m  dispute 
S  which  was  part  of  the  lands  obtained  from 
*  the  Muscogee  or*  Creek  Indians,  and  conse- 
quently the  Land  Office  erred,  as  matter  of 
law,  in  its  decision  for  the  plaintiff.  Smith 
▼.  Townsend,  148  U.  6.  400,  37  L.  ed.  533,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  634;  Paffne  y.  Robertson,  160 
U.  8.  823,  42  L.  ed.  764,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
837;  Calhoun  ▼.  Violet,  173  U.  B.  60,  62,  43 
L.  ed.  614,  616,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  324.  No 
opinion  was  expressed  on  this  question  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  territory,  and  we  need 
not  now  express  an  opinion.  If  the  plaintiff 
should  proceed  against  the  defendant  in  some 
other  mode  than  by  injunction,  the  facts  con- 
nected with  his  allcffed  unlawful  entering 
upon  the  lands  opened  for  settlement  under 
the  above  acts  and  proclamation  can  all  be 
proyed,  and  any  question  arising  out  of  them 
as  to  his  disqualification  to  acquire  any  in- 
terest whatever  in  the  land  in  dispute  can 
then  be  determined. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  case  made  out 
br  the  plaintiff  was  not  such  as  to  entitle 
him  to  a  mandatory  injunction,  and  that  the 
oourt  of  original  Jurisdiction  erred  in  deter- 
mining the  cause  without  a  iury.  The  de- 
cree of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  is 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remand- 
ed with  directions  to  set  aside  that  decree 
and  for  such  further  proceedings  as  will  be 
consistent  with  law  and  this  opinion. 
Reversed, 

(177  U.  S.  366) 

J.  0.  POTTS,  Appf., 

THOMAS  nJ  HOLLON. 

Appeal-'^mount   in  controversy — right    to 
jury  tridL 

1.  A  motion  to  dlsmlBS  an  appeal  from  the  su- 
preme court  of  a  territory  on  the  ground 
that  the  amount  In  controversy  Is  Insuf- 
ficient to  give  Jurisdiction  must  be  denied 
where  there  are  affldavlU  showing  that  the 
land  In  question  Is  of  greater  value  than 
$B,000,  while  the  record  contains  an  order 
made  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory 
on  the  application  for  appeal,  stating  that 
more  than  that  amount  was  Involved  In  the 
action. 

S.  A  mandatory  Injunction  to  establish  a  right 
to  the  possession  of  land  claimed  as  a  home- 
stead under  the  United  States  statutes  can- 
not be  granted  by  an  Oklahoma  court,  under 
Okla.  Stat.  (1803)  764,  |  8882,  abolishing 
the  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and 
suits  In  equity,  where  no  special  grounds  are 
shown  for  equitable  relief,  and  there  Is  a 
remedy  at  law  by  action  of  forcible  detainer, 
and  a  Jury  trial  Is  not  waived,  since  there  Is 
a  right  to  a  Jury  trial  In  such  case,  by  vlrtoe 
of  U.  B.  Const.  7th  Amend. 

[Na  14S.] 
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APPEAL  from  a  dsdsioii  of  the  Supwma 
Oourt  of  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  af- 
firming a  judgment  granting  an  injunction 
against  interference  with  possession  of  land 
claimed  as  a  homestead  and  ordering  a 
party  to  remove  therefrom.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below»  6  Okla.  606,  62  PaA 
017. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlmat 
This  action  was   commenced  by   petitioa 
filed  in  the  district  oourt  for  Kay  eoiuity» 
Oklahoma  territory.  J 

The  plaintiff  Hollon,  the  appellee  here,  al-ee 
leged  that  on  tha«13th  day  of  October,  1803,* 
he  made  a  homestead  entry  of  the  southeast 
quarter  of  section  32,  township  28  north,  of 
range  3  east,  I.  M.,  in  Perrv  land  district, 
Oklahoma  territory,  which  land  office  had 
jurisdiction  over  that  tract,  and  the  officers 
of  which  had  authority  to  make  and  allow 
such  entry;  that  there  was  filed  in  that  of- 
fice at  Perry  a  certified  affidavit  of  contest 
by  defendant  Potts;  that  under  the  allega- 
tions of  that  contest  the  case  went  to  a  hear- 
ing, after  which  a  decision  was  rendered  In 
favor  of  plaintiff  and  the  contest  case  was 
dismissed,  from  which  decision  defendant  ap- 
pealed, but  not  within  the  time  required  by 
law,  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  who  affirmed  the  decision  of  the 
local  land  office;  that  the  defendant  filed  an 
amended  contest  affidavit  before  the  Com- 
missioner, which  was  rejected,  and  the  mo* 
tion  for  rehearing  was  denied;  that  the  da* 
fendant  appealed  from  the  Commissioner's 
decision,  and  on  the  0th  day  of  June,  1806, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  passed  upon  the 
case  and  affirmed  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sioner; that  all  the  proceedinss  before  the 
Interior  Department  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  be  heard  with  reference 
to  such  land  contest  had  been  had  and  the 
case  was  fully  closed;  that  under  and  by 
virtue  of  his  homestead  entry  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use,  benefit, 
and  possession  of  all  the  southeast  quarter 
of  section  32,  township  28  north,  range  3 
east;  that  under  claim  of  right,  based  upon 
the  contest  so  dismissed,  defendant  entered 
upon  said  quarter  section  and  entered  into 
possession  of  a  part  thereof,  erecting  or 
causing  to  be  erected  a  house  and  other  im- 
provements thereon,  and  still  maintained 
possession  of  a  portion  of  the  section  under 
the  protest  and  against  the  wishes  of  plain- 
tiff and  without  claim  or  color  of  title  there* 
to;  that  defendant  at  the  time  had  priding 
before  the  Department  of  the  Interior  no  eon- 
test  or  claim  of  right  or  title  to  said  tract  or 
piece  of  land;  that  defendant  was  insolvent 
and  unable  to  respond  in  damages  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  her  possession  of  and  improve- 
ments upon  the  tract  prevented  the  plaintiff 
from  properly  cultivating  and  usins  that 
portion  of  the  land  in  her  possession ;  that  da* 
fendant  threatened,  bv  retaining  the  posses- 
sion of  a  portion  of  the  tract,  to  involve  the 
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g  plaintiff  in  many  Texatlona  ralta,  to  Ida  gnat 

•  and  irreparablirdamage  and  injury;  thatsha 
had  been  in  posseesion  of  a  portion  of  the 
land  aince  a  short  time  after  the  opening  of 
the  CSierdcee  outlet;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  adequate  remedy  at  law;  that  the  defend- 
ant had  used*  cultivated,  and  oontrolled 
about  25  acres  of  the  land  to  plaintiff's  dam- 
age in  the  sum  of  $150;  and  that  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  land  so  used  by  the  defend- 
ant would  amount  to  about  $150. 

The  relief  asked  was  that  the  defendant^ 
her  aeents  and  employees,  be  restrained  from 
interfering  with  the  plaintiff's  possession, 
use,  and  occupant  of  the  land  inoluded  in 
his  homestead  entry;  that  she  be  enjoined 
from  cultivating,  improving,  or  occupying 
any  part  of  the  tract;  and  that  she  be  per- 
mitted, within  a  time  to  be  fixed,  to  remove 
therefrom  any  improvements  made  by  her 
prior  to  the  plaintiff's  homestead  entry,  and 
vacate  the  land  on  the  order  of  the  court 

The  defendant  in  her  answer  admitted 
that  "defendant  [plaintiff]  has  the  home- 
stead entry  in  said  land  and  that  defendant 
filed  a'  contest  against  said  entry,"  but  de- 
nied each  and  every  other  material  allesa- 
tion  of  the  petitioner.  The  defendant  also 
alleged  that  "she  filed  a  contest  against  the 
said  entry  of  the  said  HoUon,  charging  and 
alleffing  in  substance  that  plaintiff  was  dis- 
quafifiMl  to  enter  and  hold  lands  bv  reason 
of  having  entered  the  Cherokee  outlet  prior 
to  12  o'clock  noon  of  September  16th,  1893, 
and  run  from  the  south  side  of  the  Chillocoo 
i«8ervatton,  which  is  3%  miles  south  of  the 
lines  established  in  the  President's  proclama- 
tion; that  said  eontest  was  rejected  and  de- 
fendant duly  appealed,  and  while  said  cause 
was  still  pending  defendant  filed  her  amended 
aflSdavit  of  contest  against  said  entry,  a  copy 
of  which  said  contest  is  attached  to  plain- 
tiff's petition,  marked  'Exhibit  C,'  and  here- 
by referred  to  and  made  a  part  of  this  an- 
swer. Defendant  further  aUeses  that  with- 
in the  time  required  by  the  rules  of  practice 
in  the  Land  Department,  to  wit,  July  22d, 
1896,  she  filed  a  motion  Ifor  a  review  of  the 
Secretary's  decision  of  June   9th,   1896,   a 

•  copy  of  which  said  motion  is  hereto  attached, 
J§  marked  'Exhibit  A,'  and  made  a  part  hereof; 
«  and  that  said  cause  ia*now  and  was  pending 

at  the  commencement  of  this  action  in  the 
Land  Department  of  the  United  States." 

The  plaintiff  filed  a  reply  denying  "each 
and  every  material  allegation"  in  the  defend- 
ant's answer. 

To  sustain  the  issues  on  his  part  the  plain- 
tiff introduced  in  evidence  an  official  com- 
munication to  the  register  and  receiver  at 
Perry,  Oklahoma,  from  the  Commissioner  of 
the  Land  Office,  dated  November  24th,  1896, 
whieh  showed  that  the  defendant's  motion 
for  a  review  of  tne  previous  action  taken  in 
the  contest  case  had  been  denied  by  the  Land 
Department.  That  communication  eon- 
duded :  "The  case  is  hereby  closed,  and  you 
will  advise  said  Potts  that  she  may,  if  she 
electa,  file  a  new  contest  against  the  entry- 
man  Hollon,  inoorporatinff  the  charge  set 
out  in  her  amended  affidavit  in  due  time  the 
action  taken^  transmitting   therewith   avi- 


denee  of  notice  hereof  and  of  the  deeiaion  ol 
the  Department"  The  plaintiff  than  testi- 
fied in  his  own  behalf,  stating  that  he  had 
the  homestead  entry  on  the  land  in  dispute; 
that  the  defendant  was  residing  on  part  of 
it,  about  25  acrea.  The  plaintiff  having 
rested  upon  this  proof,  the  defendant  demur- 
red to  tne  evidence  upon  two  grounds:  (1) 
It  did  not  sustain  the  allegations  of  the  pe- 
tition; (2)  it  did  not  show  that  the  i^ainfiff 
had  a  cause  of  action.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled,  an  exception  to  that  action  of  the 
court  being  taken.  The  defendant  stood 
upon  the  demurrer  and  introduced  no  evi- 
dence. 

The  trial  court  without  a  jury  rendered 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  enjoining  the  de- 
fendant from  interfering  with  his  right  to 
possess  and  control  the  land  in  ouestion,  "ex- 
cept that  the  defenaant  is  hereoy  given  the 
right  to  enter  upon  and  harvest  the  fall 
wheat  crop  she  haa  sown  upon  the  land  in 
dispute,  and  is  to  remove  said  wheat  from 
said  land  within  thirtv  days  after  the  same 
is  ripe  and  fit  to  cut;"  and  she  waa  further 
enjoined  and  restrained  "from  removing  or 
interfering  [with]  or  iniuring  in  any  way 
any  well  of  water  that  ahe  maj  have  plaeed 
upon  said  land,  and  all  growing  timber  or 
trees  that  she  may  have  plaoea  upon  said 
land,  and  any  ffrowing  timoer  or  treea  that 
she  may  have  planted."  q 

The  supreme  court  of  the  territory  affirmed^ 
the  judgment* of  the  inferior  court  The* 
syllabus  of  its  opinion,  prepared  by  the  courts 
is  as  follows:  injunction — When  properly 
granted. — ^A  filed  a  homestead  enti^  for  a 
tract  of  government  land.  B  initiated  a  eon- 
test,  alleging  that  A  was  disqualified  from 
entering  the  land.  The  contest  waa  by  the 
Land  Department  decided  in  favor  of  A. 
During  the  penden^  of  such  contest  B  filed 
an  amended  affidavit  of  eontest,  alleging  a 
different  ground  of  disqualification  upon  the 
part  of  A.  Shortly  after  B  first  instituted 
the  first  contest,  B  in  some  manner  became 
possessed  of  about  26  acres  of  the  land,  and 
held  such  possession  until  after  the  final  de- 
cision upon  the  first  contest  Held,  that  upon 
the  authority  of  Bproai  v.  Durlandt  2  Okla. 
24,  35  Pac.  682,  886«  A  was  entitled  to  an  in- 
junction restraining  B  from  interfering 
with  the  possession  of  A,  and  requiring  him 
to  remove  from  the  land  in  dispute."  6  01dm. 
60G,  62  Pac.  917. 

From  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
of  the  territory  the  defendant  appealed  to 
this  court 

Ues9r9,  John   W.   Sluurtel   and   B.  E. 

Harris  for  appellant 
Mr,  Fred  Beall  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  ilie 
ease,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  present  appeal 
is  denied.  The  land  in  question  is  shown  to 
be  of  greater  value  than  $6,000.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  affidavits  filed  on  the  subject  of 
value,  the  record  contains  an  order  nmde  by 
the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  on  the  ap- 
plication for  appeal,  stating  that  more  tkui 
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the  above  amount  was  involved  in  the  aetion. 
This  order  we  aesiune  waa  based  upon  proof 
as  to  value. 

One  of  the  assignments  of  error  is  that  the 
supreme  court  of  the  territory  erred  in  hold- 
ing that  the  trial  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  of  the  action  and  the  right  to  en- 
tertain the  suit  as  a  proceeding  in  equity  and 
without  a  trial  by  jury. 

For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  opinion  in 
Black  V.  Jack9on,  just  decided  (177*  U.  S.  348, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  648.  44  L.  ed.  — ),  we  ad- 
^  jadge  that  the  issue  of  fact  involving  the  right 
H  of  possession  of  the  premises  in  dilute  could 
•  not  properly*be  determined  without  the  aid  o| 
a  jury,  unless  a  jury  was  waived.    Without 
repeating  what  was  said  in  that  opinion,  we 
also  hold  that  the  case  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  such  as  to  entitle  him  to  a 
mandatory  injunction. 

The  decree  is  reversed  and  cause  remanded 
for  such  further  proceedings  as  may  be  con- 
sistent with  this  opinion. 
Reversed, 


(177  U.  S.  882) 

MINNEAPOLIS 
et  dl. 


ft  ST. 

Plffs, 

V. 

HENRY  A.  GARDNER. 


LOUIS  RAILWAY 
in  Err,, 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Oourt  of  Um 
State  of  Minnesota  to  review  a  decision 
afilrming  a  judgment  enforcing  the  liability 
of  stockholders.    Affirmed, 

See  same  ease  below,  73  Minn.  617,  76  N« 
W.  282. 


Oorporationa — new  company  formed  by  eon- 
Bolidation — granting  it  the  rights,  privi' 
leges,  and  immunitiea  of  constituent  cor- 
porations. 

1.  A  new  corporation  was  formed  by  the  con- 
solidation of  railroad  companies  under  Minn. 
Spec.  Laws  1881,  chap.  113,  providing  for  the 
manner  of  consolidation,  the  name  of  the  new 
-  eompany, — ^whlch  might  be  "the  name  of 
either  corporation  party  thereto  or  any  other 
name," — ^the  transfer  of  the  property  or  the 
old  corporations,  the  retirement  of  their  stock 
and  the  Issne  of  new  stock,  and  for  compen- 
sating the  stockholders  of  the  old  corpora- 
tions who  decline  to  convert  their  stock  Into 
the  stock  of  the  new  company. 

t.  The  grant  to  a  consolidated  railroad  com- 
pany by  Minn.  Spec.  Laws  1881,  chap.  113, 
of  the  franchises,  exemptions,  and  Immu- 
nities of  the  older  company,  does  not  Include 
the  exemption  which  the  sttokholders  of  the 
earlier  company  were  given  oy  mere  Implica- 
tion, without  any  express  provision  therefor, 
even  if  such  exemption  could  be  granted  by 
the  legislature  under  the  provision  of  the 
state  Constitution  of  1858,  which  Imposes 
liability  upon  the  shareholders  of  all  snch  cor- 
poratlona 
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1900. 
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Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKennat 

On  the  merits  this  case  presents  the  ques- 
tion of  the  liability  of  the  individual  plain- 
tiffs in  error  upon  a  judgment  which  waa  re- 
covered by  one  Revilo  F.  Parshall  against 
the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  assigned  to  the  defendant  in  error. 

A  motion,  however,  is  made  to  dismiss  on 
the  ground  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdie- 
tion. 

The  Minnesota  Western  Railway  was  in- 
corporated by  the  territory  of  Minnesota,  by 
an  act  of  its  legislature  approved  March  3. 
1853.  The  usual  powers  of  corporation 
were  conferred,  and  the  company  was  au- 
thorized to  construct  a  railroad  from  and  to 
certain  points  in  the  territory. 

Power  was  reserved  to  alter  or  amend  the 
act.  There  was  no  provision  fixing  the  lia- 
bility of  stockholders.  The  act  was  several 
times  amended,  changing  the  route  of  the 
road  in  some  particulars. 

In  1858  the  state  of  Minnesota  was  admit- 
ted into  the  Union,  and  its  Constitution  con-f^ 
taiued    the    following    provision:       "Eachg 
(^stockholder  in  any  corporation  shall  be  Ua-* 
ble  to  the  amount  of  the  stock  held  or  owned 
by  him."    Art.  10,  8  3. 

It  was  amended  in  1872  so  as  to  except  the 
stockholders  of  corporations  organized  for 
carrying  on  any  kind  of  manufacturing  cr 
mechanical  business. 

On  February  4,  1870,  the  provision  of  the 
act  of  1853,  reserving  the  right  to  alter  or 
amend  tho  act,  was  repealed. 

After  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1870  the 
company  changed  its  name  to  the  Minneapo-' 
lis  &  St.  Ix)uis  Railway  Company. 

No  steps  were  taken  towards  construction 
or  acquiring  any  line  of  railroad  until  1809. 
The  actual  construction  was  commenced 
during  the  fall  of  1870,  since  which  time  the 
said  company  or  the  consolidated  company, 
hereafter  mentioned,  has  operated  and  main- 
tained a  line  of  railway  in  the  state. 

By  an  act  approved  March  2,  1881,  in  ad- 
dition to  other  powers  conferred,  the  Minne- 
apolis &  St.  Louis  Railway  Company,  and 
any  other  railway  companies  in  the  eonstrae- 
tion  of  whose  lines  it  has  aided,  or  whose 
lines  were  at  the  time  held  under  lease  by  it» 
were  authorized  to  consolidate.  The  act 
provided  for  the  manner  of  consolidation, 
the  name  of  the  new  corporation, — ^which 
might  be  '*the  name  of  either  corporation  par- 
ty thereto  or  any  other  name," — ^the  transfer 
of  the  properties  of  the  old  corporations,  the 
retirement  of  their  stock  and  the  issue  ol 
new,  and  defined  the  purposes  and  powers  of 
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^  the  new  corporatioii.    It  l»  iiiferted  ia  the 
g  margiiLt 

•    *The  consolidation  was  made  as  prorided 
S  in  the  act  by  agreement  between  the  Minne- 
f  apolis  Railway  Company,  the*]iinneapolis  ft 
9  Diiluth  Railroad  Company,  the  Minnesota  & 
M  Iowa    Railroad    Comjpa^,    and   the   Fort 
P  Wayne  k  Fort  Ridgeiy*Railroad  Company, 
^  and  articles  of  incorporation  were  duly  filed 
M  in  pursuance  of  the  act. 
?   •The  consolidated  company  thereafter  en- 
tered upon,  and  until  the  2d  of  Noyember, 
1894,  enioyed,  the  franchises,  rights,  prop- 
erty, and  earnings  of  the  constituent  corpo- 
rations. 


Hie  Minneftpolis  ft  Dnlnth  Railroad  Com* 
pany  wma  a  Minnetota  oorporation,  and  the 
Fort  Dodge  ft  Fort  Ridgely  Railroad  Com- 
panT  and  the  Minnesota  ft  Iowa  Bouthem 
Kailroad  Company  were  Iowa  corporations; 
and  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Iowa  authorized 
the  incorporators  of  railroad  companies  to 
exempt  tnemselyes  from  personal  liability 
for  the  corporate  debts  by  embodying  in  the 
articles  of  incorporation  an  article  or  provi- 
sion declaring  the  exemption.  This  was 
done. 

On  and  prior  to  June  28,  1888,  the  Minne« 
apolis  ft  »t.  Louis  Railway  Company  exe- 
cuted three  mortgages,  one  of  which  was  to 


tChapter  118,  Special  Laws  1881. 
An  Act  to  Amend  an  Act  Entitled  an  Act  to 
Amend  an  Act  entitled  An  Act  to  Incorporate 
the  MlnnesoU   Western  Railroad  Company, 
Approved  March  Third  (8d),   One  Thousand 
Eight  Hundred  and  Fifty-three  (1853),  and 
the    Acts    Amendatory    thereof.     Approved 
February  Fourth,  One  Thousand  Bight  Hun- 
dred and  Seventy  (1870). 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Legislature  of  the  State 
ef  Minneeota:    Section  1.     That  the  Act  En- 
titled An  Act  to  Amend  an  Act  entitled  An  Act 
to  Incorporate  the  Minnesota  Western  Railroad 
Company,    approved    March    third    (3d),    one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-three  (1853), 
and    the    acts   amendatory    thereof,    approved 
February  fourth  (4th),  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  seventy  (1870),  be  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  sections,  to  wit : 

Section  eight  (8).  The  Minneapolis  ft  St 
Louis  Railway  Company,  formerly  known  as  the 
Minnesota  Western  Railroad  Company,  In  addi- 
tion to  the  powers  already  conferred  upon  It  by 
the  laws  of  the  territory  of  Minnesota  and  of 
the  state  of  Minnesota,  Is  hereby  authorised  to 
make  or  acquire,  from  time  to  time,  any  exten- 
sion of  the  lines  of  railway  now  owned  or  oper- 
ated by  It,  or  of  those  hereafter  constructed 
and  operated  by  It  according  to  law.  Into  the 
states  of  Iowa,  Missouri,  Kansas,  Nebraska, 
and  Wisconsin,  and  Into  the  territory  of  Dakota, 
or  Into  one  or  more  of  the  same.  Provided, 
That  authority  shall  exist  or  be  given  In  or  by 
the  states  or  territory  Into  which  Its  lines  are 
so  extended  to  make  or  acquire  and  maintain 
snch  extensions. 

Section  nine  (0).  The  said  Minneapolis  &  St. 
Louis  Railway  Company  shall  have  power  to 
acquire,  from  time  to  time,  by  lease  or  purchase, 
or  exchange  of  stock,  or  otherwise,  any  other 
railroad  or  railroads,  whether  within  or  without 
this  state,  whose  lines  connect  with  Its  own 
lines  as  they  now  exist  or  as  they  shall  be  ex- 
tended, either  directly  or  by  means  of  Interven- 
ing llnea  Such  acquisition  shall  be  made  upon 
snch  terms  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  a  con- 
tract In  writing  between  the  respective  corpora- 
tlona  But  the  same  shall  not  be  consummated 
nntll  first  approved  by  two  thirds  In  amount  of 
the  stockholders  of  each  such  corporation,  either 
given  at  a  regular  or  called  meeting  of  such 
stockholders  or  by  a  consent  expressed  In  writ- 
lag.  In  either  esse  a  copy  of  such  contract,  to- 
gether with  the  evidence  of  such  consent  of  the 
stockholders,  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  state. 

Section  ten  (10).  It  shall  and  may  be  law- 
fnl  for  the  said  Minneapolis  &  St  Louis  Rail- 
way Company  to  merge  and  consolidate  Its  capi- 
tal, franchises,  and  property  with  the  capital 
■tock,  franchises,  and  property  of  any  other 
nUlroad  company  or  companies  organised  under 
the  laws  of  this  state  or  under  the  laws  of  any 
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other  state  or  territory  of  the  United  States,  la 
the  construction  of  whose  lines  the  said  Minne- 
apolis &  St.  Louis  Railway  Company  shall  have 
aided,  or  whose  lines  of  railroad  are  or  shall,  at 
the  time  of  such  consolidation,  be  held  under 
lease  by  the  said  Minneapolis  &  St  Lonis  Rail* 
way  Company.  Provided,  That  the  lines  of  rail- 
way of  the  companies  or  corporations  so  con* 
solidating  shall  form  a  continuous  line  of  rail* 
way  with  each  other,  or  by  means  of  any  inter- 
vening railway,  bridge,  or  ferry.  But  no  snch 
consolidation  shall  be  made  by  the  said  company 
with  any  other  railroad  corporation,  or  the 
lessees,  purchaser,  or  manager  of  any  railroad 
corporation  owning  or  controlling  a  parallel  or 
competing  line. 

Such  consolidations  Shall  be  made  under  the 
conditions,  provisions,  and  restrictions  and  with 
the  powers  hereinafter  mentioned  and  coBc 
talned,  that  Is  to  say: 

First  (1st).  The  directors  of  the  company 
proposing  to  consolidate  may  enter  into  a  Joint 
agreement,  under  the  corporate  seal  of  each 
company,  for  the  consolidation  of  said  compa- 
nies and  railroads,  which  agreement  shall  pre- 
scribe the  terms  and  conditions  thereof,  and 
the  mode  of  carrying  the  same  Into  effect,  the 
namte  of  the  new  corporation,  which  may  be  the 
name  of  either  corporation  party  thereto,  or 
any  other  name,  the  number,  names,  and  places 
of  residence  of  the  directors  and  other  ofllcers 
thereof,  who  shall  be  the  directors  and  officers 
thereof  for  the  first  (1st)  year.  The  amount 
of  the  capital  stock  of  the  new  company,  which 
shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  twenty  million 
(20.000,000)  dollars,  the  number  of  shares  Into 
which  such  capital  stock  Is  to  be  divided  (which 
stock  may  be  divided  into  classes,  with  such 
preferences  In  respect  to  any  of  the  classes  an 
may  be  agreed  upon),  the  amount  or  par  value 
of  each  share,  the  manner  of  converting  or  ex- 
changing the  capital  stock  of  each  of  the  said 
companies  so  consolidating  Into  or  for  that  of 
the  new  corporation  and  the  terms  of  such  con- 
version, the  manner  of  compensating  stockhold- 
ers In  each  of  the  old  corporations  who  decline 
to  convert  their  stock  Into  the  stock  of  the  new 
corporation,  and  how  and  when  directors  and 
officers  shall  be  chosen,  with  such  other  details 
as  they  shall  deem  necessary  to  perfect  such 
new  organization  and  the  consolidation  of  such 
companies  or  railroads. 

Second  (2d).  Such  agreement  of  the  direc- 
tors shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  the  agreement  of 
the  said  old  corporations  until  after  It  has  been 
submitted  to  the  stockholders  of  each  of  the 
said  corporations,  separately,  at  a  meeting 
thereof,  to  be  called  upon  a  notice  of  at  least 
thirty  (30)days,  specifying  the  time  and  place 
of  such  meeting  and  the  object  thereof,  to  be 
addressed  to  each  of  such  stockholders  when 
their  place  of  residence  Is  known,  and  deposited 
In  the  postofflce,  and  pabUshed  at  least  three 
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the  Central  Trust  Companj  of  New  York, 
dated  June  1,  1881,  to  secure  oatstanding 
bonds  of  the  ag^egate  par  valtie  of  $1,382,- 
000,  together  with  interest  thereon,  at  the 
rate  of  6  per  oent  per  annum. 

This  mortgage  was  duly  foreclosed,  and 
the  railroad  properties,  rights,  and  franchis- 
es covered  by  it  duly  sold,  and  the  title  con- 
flrmed  by  final  decree  to  the  assignee  of  the 
purchaser. 
OD      The  defendant  In  error  was  a  Judgment 
^  oreditor  of  the  consolidated  company,  being 
•  assignee  of  a  judgment  recovered  by*lL  F. 
Parshall,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 


States  for  ths  dietriet  of  Minnesota,  for  per- 
sonal injuries  received  by  him  from  the  rail* 
way  company. 

The  individual  plaintiffs  in  error  were 
shareholders  of  that  company,  and  each  ao- 
quired  his  stock  between  November,  1884,  and 
tne  date  of  the  omimencement  of  this  suit, 
but  was  not  a  shareholder  of  either  of  the 
companies  which  formed  the  consolidated 
company. 

The  answer  of  the  individual  defendants 
denied  liability  under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  alleged  the 
incorporation  of  the  Minneapolis  ft  St.  Louis 


(8)  sacceBsive  weeks  in  one  newspaper  In  each 
of  the  cities,  counties,  or  towns  in  which  the 
said  corporations  have  their  principal  office  or 
bnslness,  and  Is  sanctioned  by  such  stockholders 
by  a  vote  of  at  least  two  thirds  in  amount  of 
the  stockholders  present  at  such  meeting,  either 
in  person  or  by  prosy,  each  share  of  the  capital 
stock  being  entitled  to  one  vote ;  and  when  sach 
agreement  of  the  directors  Is  so  sanctioned  by 
each  of  the  meetings  of  the  stockholders,  sepa- 
rately, it  shall  be  deemed  the  agreement  of  tL<j 
said  old  corporations. 

Third  (3d).  If  the  holder  of  any  stock  In  eith- 
er of  the  corporations  existing  under  the  laws 
of  this  state  and  so  consolidated  at  the  time  of 
making  such  consolidation  shall  be  dissatisfied 
with  the  same,  the  consolidated  company  Rh&li 
pay  to  such  dissatisfled  stockholder  or  stock- 
holders the  full  actual  value  of  his  or  their 
stock  immediately  prior  to  such  consolidation, 
which  value  shall  be  assessed  and  fixed  by  three 
disinterested  commissioners  appointed  for  that 
purpose  by  the  supreme  court  of  this  state, 
upon  the  application  of  either  party,  made  up- 
on twenty  (20)  days'  notice,  but  the  said  com- 
pany shall  not  be  compelled  to  pay  for  the 
stocks  of  such  dissatisfled  stockholder  or  stock- 
holders unless  he  or  they  shall  give  written  no- 
tice of  such  dissatisfaction  to  the  president, 
secretary,  or  treasurer  of  the  company  whose 
stock  shall  be  held  by  blm  or  them,  within  three 
(3)  months  after  such  consolidation  shall  have 
been  consented  to  by  the  requisite  number  of 
stockholders. 

Section  eleven  (11).  Upon  the  approval  of 
such  agreement  and  act  of  consolidation  as  here- 
inbefore provided,  and  upon  the  filing  of  the 
same,  or  a  copy  thereof,  in  the  oflice  of  the  sec- 
retary of  state,  the  said  corporations,  imrtles 
thereto,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  one 
corporation,  by  the  name  provided  in  the  said 
agreement  and  act,  and  the  stock  of  the  new 
corporation.  Issued  under  the  terms  of  such 
agreement  and  act  of  consolidation  in  exchange 
for  the  Block  of  the  former  companies,  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  as  lawful  stock,  and  subject 
only  to  such  further  payments,  calls,  or  assess- 
ments, If  any,  as  may  be  mentioned  In  said  con- 
solidation agreement,  and  such  new  corporation 
shall  possess  all  the  powers,  rights,  and  fran- 
chises conferred  upon  each  of  Its  constituent 
corporations,  and  shall  be  subject  to  all  me 
restrictions  and  duties  Imposed  by  the  laws  of 
the  state. 

Section  twelve  (12).  Upon  the  consumma- 
tion of  said  act  of  consolidation  as  aforesaid, 
all  and  singular  the  rights,  privileges,  exemp- 
tions, and  franchises  of  each  of  said  corpora- 
tions, parties  to  the  same,  and  all  the  property, 
real,  personal,  and  mixed,  and  all  the  debts  due, 
on  whatever  account,  to  either  of  said  corpora- 
tions, as  well  as  all  the  stock,  subscriptions, 
and  other  things  in  action  belonging  to  either 
ef  said  corporations,  shall  be  taken  and  deemed 


to  be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  such  new  cor- 
poration, without  further  act  or  deed,  and  all 
claims,  demands,  property,  rights  of  way,  and 
every  other  Interest  shall  be  as  effectually  the 
property  of  the  new  corporation  as  they  were 
of  the  former  corporations,  parties  to  the  said 
agreement  and  act,  and  the  title  to  all  real  es- 
tate, taken  by  deed  or  otherwise  under  the  laws 
of  this  state,  vested  In  either  of  said  corpora^ 
tlons,  parties  to  said  agreement  and  act,  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  revert  or  be  in  any  way  Im- 
paired by  reason  of  this  act,  or  anything  done 
by  virtue  thereof,  but  shall  be  vested  In  the  new 
corporation  by  virtue  of  such  act  of  consolida- 
tion. 

Section  thirteen  (13).  The  rights  of  all 
creditors  of  and  all  the  holders  of  Hens  upon  the 
property  of  either  of  said  corporations,  partlsa 
to  said  agreement  and  act,  shall  remain  and  be 
preserved  unimpaired,  and  shall  be  assumed  and 
borne  by  the  new  corporation,  and  the  respec- 
tive corporations  shall  be  deemed  to  continue 
In  existence  so  far  as  necessary  to  preserve  the 
same,  and  all  debts  and  liabilities  Incurred  by 
either  of  said  corporations  shall  thenceforth  at- 
tach to  such  new  corporation  and  be  enforced 
against  It  and  Its  property  to  the  same  extent 
as  If  said  debts  or  liabilities  had  been  original- 
ly  Incurred  or  constructed  by  It.  No  suit  or 
action  or  other  proceeding  now  pending  before 
any  court  or  tribunal  In  which  either  of  said 
railroad  companies  Is  a  party  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  abated  or  been  discontinued  by  the 
agreement  and  act  of  consolidation  as  afore- 
said, but  the  same  may  be  conducted  in  the 
name  of  the  existing  corporation  to  final  Jud^ 
ment,  or  such  new  corporation  may  be,  by  oi^ 
der  of  the  court,  on  motion,  substituted  as  a 
party ;  suits  may  be  brought  and  maintained 
against  such  new  corporation  for  all  causes 
of  action  in  the  same  manner  as  against  other 
railroad  corporations  In  this  state. 

Section  fourteen  (14).  AH  the  provisions  of 
the  general  laws  of  this  state.  In  regard  to  rail- 
road corporations,  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
new  corporations  formed  by  consolidation  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  act,  except  so  far  as 
the  same  shall  not  be  applicable  thereto  by  rea> 
son  of  the  situation  of  portions  of  Its  line 
without  this  state.  Provided,  That,  neverth^ 
less,  the  privileges,  franchises,  exemptions,  im- 
munities, hitherto  granted  to  the  Minneapolis 
&  St.  Louis  Railway  Company  shall  continue 
to  and  be  vested  In  such  new  corporation  with 
the  same  effect  as  If  originally  granted  thereto, 
and  that  such  new  corporation  may  at  any 
time  hereafter  be  consolidated  with  any  other 
railroad  company  or  companies  In  the  Mme 
manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  is  by  this 
act  provided. 

Section  two.  This  act  shall  take  effect  and 
be  In  force  from  and  after  Its  passage. 

Approved  this  second  day  of  March,  a.  a 
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RaUwfty  Oompany  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  ConBtittttioii  and  fltatutM»  and  that  it 
was  incorporated  in  the  Tear  1868,  nnder 
and  purenant  to  the  provisione  of  chapter  66 
«f  the  Special  Lave  enacted  by  the  lefiri*^ 
tare  of  the  territory  of  Minneeota,  under 
and  by  the  name  of  the  Minnesota  Western 
Railroad  Company,  which  name  was  subse- 
ouently  changed  to  the  Minneapolis  4  St 
Louis  Kailwair  Companv,  substantially  as  set 
forth  in  the  first  dirision  of  the  complaint; 
that  the  liability  of  the  stoekh<4ders  of  said 
Minnesota  4  St.  Louis  Railway  Company 
was  fixed  b^  said  act  of  incorporation,  and 
not  otherwise;  and  that  the  constitutional 
provision  and  laws  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaint are  not  applicable  to  or  binding  upon 
these  defendants  in  that  behalf. 

The  trial  court  rendered  Judgment  for  the 
defendant  in  error,  which  was  affirmed  by 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state  (73  Minn. 
617,  76  K.  W.  282),  and  this  writ  of  error 
was  sued  out. 

On  the  appeal  to  the  supreme  eourt  of  the 
state  it  was  assigned  as  error,  among  others, 
that  the  trial  court  erred  in  holding  that  the 
state  Constitution,  if  applied  to  the  defend- 
ant railway  company,  did  not  violate  section 
10,  article  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  in  that  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 8,  article  10,  impaired  the  obligation  cf 
the  charter  contract  contained  in  chapter  66, 
Laws  of  1853,  territory  of  Minnesota.  Also 
in  holding  that  the  constitutional  provision 
of  the  state,  if  applied  to  defendant  in  error, 
is  not  in  volation  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
^ment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
M  States,  in  that  the  state,  by  and  through  the 
•  provisions  of  section  3,  article  lO/assumed 
to  impair  and  destroy  rights  theretofore 
vested  in  the  defendants  (plaintiffs  in  er^ 
ror). 

Also  in  holding  that  the  defendant  railway 
company  was  not  created  until  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1881,  that  the  l^islature  intend- 
ed 1^  the  act  to  create  or  did  in  fact  create 
a  new  corporation,  or  intended  to  or  did 
abridge  or  modify  the  rights,  privileges,  or 
immunities  theretofore  possessed  by  the 
Minneapolis  ft  St.  Louis  Railway  Company; 
or  if  a  new  corporate  entity  was  created, 
that  it  did  not  possess  such  rights,  privileg- 
es, and  Immunities,  including  the  exemption 
from  double  liability  upon  its  stock  created 
by  the  act  of  1853,  and  also  possessed  by  the 
other  constituent  corporations  of  the  con- 
solidation. 

The  assignments  of  error  in  this  court 
claim  that  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
held,  and  erred  in  holding,  the  constitutional 
provision  imposing  liability  on  stockholders 
valid  against  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  not  to  be 
In  violation  of  the  contract  created  by  the  act 
of  1858,  the  benefits  of  which  act  were  vested, 
continued,  and  perpetuated  in  the  plain  tiffs  in 
error  by  the  act  of  1881,  and  not  to  be  in  viola- 
tion of  that  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  prohibiU  any  state 
from  impairing  the  obligations  of  a  contract, 
and  not  in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  in  that  it  assnmea  to  impair 


and  destroy  rights  vested  by  the  aet  of  1868 

and  the  act  of  1881. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  court  held,  and 
erred  in  holding,  that  the  Constitution  of  the 
state,  if  enforced  against  plaintiffs  in  error» 
was  not  in  violation  of  section  10,  article  1, 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  ana 
did  not  impair  the  obligations  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  state  and  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror, embodied  in  the  act  of  1881. 

Also  that  the  consolidation  of  the  several 
railroad  corporations  pursuant  to  the  act 
of  1881  created  a  new  corporation. 

Mm^tb.  Vnnamm  Strause,  W.  W,  Dud- 
ley, L.  T,  Miohener,  and  Albert  B.  (Harhe  lor 
plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  T.  W.  Bi.  CntcheoiL  for  defendant  in 
error.  ^ 

*Mr.  Justice  MoKenna,  after  making  the* 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

To  sustain  the  motion  to  dismiss  for  want 
of  Jurisdiction  the  defendant  in  error  con- 
tends that  the  Federal  Question  raised  here 
was  not  that  raised  in  Uie  court  below,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  entertained,  and  that, 
besides,  there  was  a  question,  not  Federal, 
decided  by  the  court  sufDcient  to  support  its 
judgment. 

(1)  No  riffht  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  btates  was  claimed  in  the  an- 
swer. But  the  protection  of  section  10,  arti- 
cle 1,  and  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  that 
Instrument  was  Invoked  in  the  assignment 
of  errors  on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  and 
urged  upon  its  consideration.  It  is  true  they 
claimed  the  law  of  1853  as  the  contract,  and 
not  explicitly  that  of  1881.  But  they  also 
claimed  that  the  act  of  1881  did  not  create  a 
new  corporation,  and  whether  it  did  or  not, 
that  the  act  continued  the  immunity  from 
liability  for  the  corporate  debts  to  the  stock 
and  stockholders  of  the  consolidated  corpora- 
tion. We  think  this  makes  substantial 
identity  between  the  Federal  Question  In  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state  and  in  this  court. 

(2)  But  it  is  said  the  staU  court  did  not 
decide  the  Federal  question,  but  decided  that 
the  act  of  1881  created  a  new  corporation, 
which  became  subject  to  the  constitutional 
provision  imposing  liability  upon  stockhold* 
ers  for  corporate  debts,  and  that  the  court 
rested  its  judgment  on  that  construction. 
The  court  said:  "Whatever  may  be  the  lia- 
bility of  the  several  [constituent]  corpora- 
tions we  need  not  inquire,  because  the  liabili- 
ty here  sought  to  be  enforced  is  one  against 
individuals  who  have  been  and  are  stockhold* 
ers  in  the  new  corporation.  **  And  again  x 
"Other  questions  have  been  raised  and  dis- 
cussed by  the  respective  counsel,  but  a  deci- 
sion upon  them  by  this  court  in  this  action 
is  entirely  unnecessarv,  and  we  express  no 
opinion  thereon."  This  was  in  effect  to  deny 
tne  existence  of  the  contract  claimed  by 
plaintiffs  in  error.  But  it  is  the  duty  of 
this  court  to  decide  for  itself  the  fact  of  con- 
tract and  its  impairment,  and  the  motion  to^ 
dismiss  must  therefore  be  denied.  « 

*The  territorial  act  of  1853  by  whidi  the* 
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Minnesota  Western  Railroad  was  incorpo- 
rated is  claimed  primarily  to  be  the  contract 
which  is  impaired.  It  gaye  immunity  to 
the  stockholders  of  that  company  from  lia- 
bility for  the  corporate  debts,  or  rather  did 
not  impose  such  liability.  It  is  claimed  that 
the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  1858  violated 
this  contract.  It  imposes  liability  upon 
each  shareholder  of  any  corporation  to  the 
amount  of  stock  held  or  owned  by  him.  It 
is  self-executing.  Willis  y.  Mahon,  48  Minn. 
140,  16  L.  R.  A.  281,  50  N.  W.  1110. 

Tlie  act  of  1881  is  also  claimed  as  a  con- 
tract which  became  binding  on  the  state  by 
the  acceptance  of  its  provisions  by  the  sever- 
al railroad  companies,  and  is  impaired  by 
the  application  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
state. 

If  the  Minnesota  Western  Railroad  or  its 
stockholders,  or  any  of  the  other  railroad 
companies  or  their  stockholders,  were  par- 
ties to  this  suit,  the  questions  presented 
would  be  simpler.  But  neither  of  the  com- 
panies IS  party  to  the  suit,  nor  are  the  stock- 
holders parties.  Their  rights  are  asserted 
to  be  transferred  to  the  plaintiffs  in  error  by 
virtue  of  the  act  of  1881. 

The  argument  is  that  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  the  state  Constitution  the  stockholders  of 
the  original  corporation  created  bv  the  act 
of  1853  were  exempt  from  personal  liability 
for  corporate  indebtedness ;  that  prior  to  con- 
solidation, under  the  act  of  1881,  the  stock- 
holders of  the  constituent  companies  were  al- 
so exempt.  It  is  hence  contended  that  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  Minneapolis  Rail- 
road Company  is  the  original  of  that  name 
ehartered  by  the  act  of  1853,  or  a  new  corpo- 
ration created  by  the  consolidation.  If  it  is 
identical,  it  is  argued,  with  the  original 
company,  its  stockholders  are  exempt  be- 
cause its  charter  contract  is  older  than  the 
Constitution  of  the  state.  If  it  is  a  new 
company,  its  stockholders  are  nevertheless 
exempt 'because  it  is  the  settled  law  in  Min- 
nesota that  its  legislature  may  transmit  ex- 
isting franchises,  immunities,  and  exemp- 
tions vested  in  one  corporation  to  a  new  cot' 
poratiun,  although  it  could  not  srant  new 
franchises  of  the  same  class  to  such  corpora- 
tion. And  that  the  legislature  has  exercised 
this  power  and  specifically  vested  in  the  con- 
ei  solidated  company,  first,  all  the  franchis- 
2  es,  privileges,  and  immimities  of  each  of  the 
•  constituent  companies  ;*mnd,  second,  the  par- 
ticular privileges,  exemptions,  and  immuni- 
ties granted  to  the  Minnesota  Western  Rail- 
road Company. 

We  think  that  there  is  no  doubt  whatever 
that  the  act  of  1881  created  a  new  corpora- 
tion. It  is  so  designated,  not  only  express- 
ly, but  by  distinction  from  the  old  corpora- 
tions. The  original  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis 
Railway  Company  was  given  power  (S  9) 
to  acquire  by  lease  or  purchase  other  rail- 
road lines  or  consolidate  with  certain  other 
railroads.  Section  10.  It  chose  the  latter, 
and  the  conditions  of  the  consolidation  are 
prescribed.  The  consolidation  is  to  be  ac- 
eomplished  by  an  agreement  of  the  directors 
of  the  companies  proposing  to  consolidate, 
and  the  agreement  is  to  provide  the  terms 


and  mode  of  carrying  the  same  into  effect^ 
the  name  of  ''the  nato  corporation,  which 
may  be  the  name  of  either  corporation  party 
thereto,  or  any  other  name,^  the  numbcar^ 
names,  and  residences  of  the  directors  and 
other  officers,  the  amount  of  capital  stock 
and  the  number  of  shares  into  which  it  is 
to  be  divided,  and  the  dasses  and  par  value, 
the  manner  of  converting  the  stock  of  the 
consolidating  companies  into  that  of  the  new 
corporation,  and  the  manner  of  compensat- 
ing the  stockholders  of  the  old  corporations 
who  declined  to  convert  their  stock  into  the 
stock  of  the  new  corporation,  and  many 
other  details. 

Section  11  is  as  follows: 

"Upon  the  approval  of  such  agreement  and 
act  of  consolidation,  as  hereinbefore  provid* 
ed,  and  upon  the  fllinff  of  the  same,  or  a  copy 
thereof,  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state, 
the  said  corporations,  parties  thereto,  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  one  corporation, 
by  the  name  provided  in  the  said  agreement 
and  act,  and  the  stock  of  the  new  corpora- 
tion issued  under  the  terms  of  such  agree- 
ment and  act  of  consolidation  in  exchanse 
for  the  stock  of  the  former  companies  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  as  lawful  stock,  and 
subject  only  to  such  further  payments,  calls, 
or  assessments,  if  any,  as  may  be  mentioned 
in  the  said  consolidation  agreement,  and 
such  new  corporation  shall  possess  all  the 
powers,  rights,  and  franchises  conferred  up- 
on each  of  its  constituent  corporations,  and 
shall  be  subject  to  all  the  restrictions  and 
duties  imposed  by  the  laws  of  the  state."        m 

There  can  be  no  doubts  therefore,  that  a  2 
new  corporatioa*was  created  with  new  stock-  • 
holders,  and  the  case  is  brought  in  close 
similarity  to  Bhdelda  ▼.  Ohio,  95  U.  8.  319, 
24  L.  ed.  357.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  there 
was  a  consolidation  of  railroad  companies, 
and  it  was  held  a  new  corporation  was 
formed.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  one  of  the 
companies  claimed  a  special  right  under  its 
charter  (the  right  to  charge  such  tolls  as  it 
might  deem  "reasonable")  and  its  transmis- 
sion to  the  new  corporation  by  the  provision 
of  the  act  authorizing  consolidation,  which 
declared:  "And  such  new  corporation  shall 
possess  all  the  powers,  rights,  and  franchises 
conferred  upon  such  two  or  more  corpora- 
tions by  the  several  acts  incorporating  the 
same,  or  relating  thereto  respectively,  and 
shall  be  subject  to  all  the  duties  imposed  by 
such  acts,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  con- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  this  act." 

The  daim  was  rejected.  Mr.  Justice 
Swayne,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 

"The  legislature  had  provided  for  the  ooo- 
solidation.  In  each  case,  before  it  took  place 
the  original  companies  existed  and  were  in- 
dependent of  each  other.  It  could  not  oceor 
without  their  consent  The  consolidated 
company  had  then  no  existence.  It  could 
have  none  while  the  original  corporation  sub- 
sisted. All — ^theold  and  the  new — could  not 
coexist  It  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
existence  of  the  new  corporation  that  the  old 
ones  should  first  surrender  their  vitality  and 
submit  to  dissolution.    That  being  done,  eo 


1809. 


WESLEY  ▼.  EXLL& 


661 


irutanii  the  new  oorporatioB  came  into  ex- 
istenoe.  But  the  franchiee  almie  to  be  a  cor- 
poration would  have  been  unavailing  for  the 
purposes  in  view. 

^There  is  a  material  difference  between 
such  an  artificial  creation  and  a  natural  per- 
son. The  latter  can  do  anything  not  foroid- 
den  by  law.  The  former  can  do  only  what  is 
authorized  by  its  charter.  BMimcre  d  O. 
R.  Co,  V.  Harris,  12  Wall.  65,  20  L.  ed.  364. 
It  was  therefore  indispensable  that  other 
powers  and  franchises  snould  be  given.  This 
was  carefully  provided  for.  The  new  organ- 
ization took  the  powers  and  faculties  desig- 
nated in  advance  in  the  acts  authorizing  the 
consolidation, — ^no  more  and  no  less.  It  did 
^  not  acquire  anvthinff  by  mere  transmission. 
2  It  took  everything  by  creation  and  grant. 
7  The  language  was'bnef  and  it  was  made 
operative  by  reference.  But  this  did  not  af- 
fect the  legal  result  A  deed  inter  partes 
may  be  made  as  effectual  by  referring  to  a 
description  elsewhere  as  by  reciting  it  m  full 
in  the  present  instrument.  The  consequence 
is  the  same  in  both  cases." 

In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  grant  to 
the  new  corporation  is  claimed  to  be  not 
only  of  the  franchises  of  the  constituent 
companies,  but  of  their  ^'exemptions," — ^not 
only  of  the  franchises  of  the  original  Min- 
nesota &  St  Louis  Railway  Company,  but  of 
its  "exemptions  and  immunities."  But 
what  franchises,  exemptions,  and  immuni- 
ties? The  designation  is  definite, — ^those  of 
"each  of  said  corporations,"  those  "hitherto 
granted  to  the  Minneapolis  ft  St.  Louis  Rail- 
way Company," — ^not  tnose  of  or  those  grant- 
ed to  the  stockholders  of  either  company. 
And  the  distinction  must  be  observed, — the 
distinction  between  a  corporation  and  its 
stockholders.  It  is  made  in  many  cases. 
This  court  has  recognized  it  for  the  purposes 
of  taxation.  To  judge  of  the  intention  of 
the  legislature,  whether  it  is  in  accordance 
with  or  against  the  policy  and  provisions  of 
the  Constitution  of  tne  state,  the  distinction 
ought  to  be  recognized.  The  exemption  of 
stockholders  from  the  payment  of  corporate 
debts  or  their  liability  to  pay  them  (indi- 
vidual liability)  is  the  concern  of  the  stock- 
holders and  the  corporate  creditors. 

We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  such  an  ex- 
emption may  not  be  secured  by  the  charter 
of  a  corporation  and  protected  to  its  stock- 
holders by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  from  impairment  by  subsequent  state 
legislation.  But  we  do  mean  to  say  that 
in  a  state  having  a  constitutional  provision 
imposing  liability  on  stockholders,  if  the  leg- 
islature intended  those  of  a  new  corporation 
created  by  it  should  be  exempt  it  would  ex- 
press the  intention  directly,  and  not  commit 
it  to  disputable  inference  from  provisions 
which  apply  by  name  to  the  corporation. 

The  question  is  as  to  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  and  in  ascertaining  that  inten- 
tion it  must  be  remembered  that  the  act  of 
1863  did  not  grant  immunity  to  the  stock- 
holders of  the  Minnesota  Western  Railroad 
i^from  liability.    The  immunity  resulted  be- 
2  cause  liability  was  not  imposed,  and  this  le- 
•  gml  right  orUie  stockholders  of  that  corpora- 


tion, we  do  not  think,  can  be  said  to  hav* 
been  transmitted  to  the  stockholders  of  the 
new  corporation  created  by  the  act  of  1881 
by  the  grant  to  it  of  the  "immunities  hereto- 
fore granted  to  the  Minneapolis  4  St  Louis 
Railway  Company." 

Besides,  the  grant  of  power  to  the  new  cor- 
poration had  adequate  purpose.  As  was 
said  in  Shields  ▼.  Ohio,  06  U.  S.  319,  24  L. 
ed.  357,  powers  and  faculties  were  necessary 
to  be  bestowed  upon  the  new  organization, 
and  this  could  be  done  directly,  a«  it  was  to 
a  great  extent,  or  by  reference,  and  would  be 
supposed  to  be  done  in  subordination  to  con- 
stitutional restrictions.  Nor  does  the  pro- 
vision of  8  14,  which  makes  the  new  corpora- 
tion subject  to  the  general  laws  of  the  states 
except  as  to  the  privileges,  franchises,  ex- 
emptions, and  immunities  hitherto  granted 
to  the  Minnesota  &  St.  Louis  Railway  Com- 
pany, conflict  with  the  supi>osition.  That 
E revision  had  its  explanation  in  the  previous 
iws  applying  to  that  company.  After  its 
incorporation  in  1853  the  Minnesota  West- 
ern aid  nothing,  and  nothing  waa  done  is 
pursuance  of  the  purpose  of  its  incorpora- 
tion, until  after  the  act  of  1870  authorizing 
a  change  of  its  name  to  the  Minnesota  ft  St 
Louis  Railway  Company.  That  act  gave  it 
new  powers,  authorized  the  creation  and  is- 
suance of  different  classes  of  stock,  and  pn^ 
vided  a  means  of  taxation,  and  exempted  it 
from  all  other  taxation.  But  it  is  not  necea- 
sary  to  extend  the  discussion  farther. 

We  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  effect  of  the  conatitutional  provi- 
sion as  an  amendment  to  the  act  of  1853,  or 
tike  power  of  the  legislature  to  pass  the  act 
of  1881  if  it  could  be  construed  as  contend- 
ed for  by  plaintiffs  in  error.  We  construe 
it  differently,  and  determine  against  their 
contention.  In  other  words,  we  hold  that 
the  legislature  did  not  intend  by  the  act  of 
1881  to  give  immunity  to  the  stockholders 
of  the  new  corporation  from  the  lial>ilitj 
imposed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  states 

Jvdgfnent  affirmed. 


(177  U.  8.  870) 
EDWARD  B.  WESLEY,  AppU 

V, 

HOWARD  P.  EELL& 

Speoiflo  performance-'Of  oontraei  for  land 
— title  not  marketable. 

A  eontract  to  porctaase  land  will  not  be  spe- 
cifically enforced  against  the  vendee,  when  the 
title  Is  not  marketable  and  cannot  be  made  so 
except  by  successful  litigation  to  remove  a 
mortgage  from  record,— especially  when  no 
affirmative  action  therefor  can  be  taken  be- 
cause the  mortgage  Is  held  by  a  state  offldal 
on  behalf  of  the  state. 

[No.  176.1 

Argued  and  Submitted  March  9,  1900.    D^^ 
oided  April  9,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree   of    the    Cireolt 
Court   of    the   United    States   for  tho 
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Northern  District  M  Ohio  diamiulng  &  bill 
for  specifie  perfomuwoe  of  «  ocmtract  for 
land.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  90  Fed.  Re^  161. 

The  facte  are  atated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  H.  Lylee  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Artk«r  St.  J.  Newberry  submitted 
the  case  for  appellee. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Barber  appeared  as  amioiM 
curim. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlaa  deliyered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  circuit  court 

of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  dis- 

^  trict  of  Ohio  by  Wesley,  a  citizen  of  New 

H  York,  against  Eells,  a  citizen  of  Ohio. 

V    *The  case  made  by  the  bill  was  as  follows: 

The  state  of  South  Carolina,  being  the  owner 

in  fee  of  certain  real  estate  situated  in  the 

city  of  Columbia  in  that  state, — part  of  the 

property  being  known  as  Agricultural  Hall, 

— caused  the  same   to   be   sold    at   public 

auction,  Wesley  beooming  the  purchaser. 

By  the  terms  of  sale  the  purchaser  was  re- 
quired to  pay  in  cash  one  third  of  the  price, 
and  to  execute  his  bond  and  mortgage  on  the 
property  to  secure  payment  of  the  balance 
in  two  equal  annual  instalments,  with  inter- 
est from  the  date  of  purchase,  the  obligor  to 
have  the  option  of  paying  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  sum  so  secured  before  the  ma- 
turity thereof. 

At  the  instance  of  Weelev,  tne  commis- 
sioners of  the  sinkinff  fund  of  South  Carolina 
executed  a  deed  in  fee  simple  for  the  prop- 
erty to  one  J.  W.  Alexander,  who  consented 
to  act  as  trustee  for  the  plaintiff,  the  deed, 
however,  not  containing  any  declaration  of 
the  trust  Thereupon  Alexander  executed 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  state  his  bond  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  price, — ^the  mort- 
gagor being  accorded  the  pririlege  of  paying 
before  maturity  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
money  secured. 

The  mortgage  not  hayinff  then  been  filed 
for  record,  and  Wesley  baring  furnished  to 
Alexander  a  sufficient  amount  of  what  is 
known  as  South  Carolina  reyenue  bond  scrip, 
the  latter  tendered  to  the  state  treasurer  of 
South  Carolina  in  such  scrip  the  principal 
and  interest  of  the  above  bond.  That  officer 
had  authority  to  receipt  for  the  sum  due  on 
the  bond  and  mortgage.  The  tender  was  re- 
fused by  the  state  treasurer. 

By  the  laws  of  South  Carolina  a  tender  in 
full  of  the  amount  due  on  a  mortgage  of  real 
or  personal  property  at  any  time  when  the 
mortgagor  has  the  right  to  pay  the  same 
operates  as  a  satisfaction  and  extinguish* 
ment  of  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  whether  the 
amount  be  accepted  or  not,  and  whether  the 
mortgagor  keep»8  himself  in  a  position  to 
make  good  the  tender  or  not. 

Notwithstanding  the    tender,   the    state 
treasurer  caused  the  above  mortgage  to  be 
recorded  in  the  proper  office. 
e«      Subsequently,    Alexander     conveyed    the  | 
{J  premises  in  question  to  Wesley. 
•    *  The  bill   contains    a    statement    of    the  j 
history  of  the  above-mentioned  revenue  bond  i 
scrip  and  of  the  plaintiff's  connection  there- 
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with.  RefereoM  wma  made  to  the  act  of  tha 
general  aasembly  of  South  Carolina  approved 
the  15th  day  of  September,  18G8,  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Authorize  Additional  Aid  to  tha 
Blue  Ridge  Railroad  Company  in  South 
Carolina,"  and  to  the  act  approved  the  2d 
day  of  March,  1872,  entitled  "An  Act  to  Re- 
lieve the  State  of  South  Carolina  of  all  Liv 
bility  for  its  Guaranty  of  the  Bonds  of  tha 
Blue  Ridge  Railroad  Company  by  Proriding 
for  the  Securing  and  Deatruction  of  tha 
Same,"  which  prorided  for  the  issue  of  oer» 
tiflcates  of  indebtedness  styled  revenue  bond 
scrip,  which  should  express  that  the  sum 
mentioned  therein  was  due  by  the  state  to 
bearer,  and  that  the  same  would  be  reoeivad 
in  payment  of  taxes  and  all  other  dues  to  tba 
state,  except  special  taxes  leried  to  pay  In^ 
terest  on  the  public  debt  By  the  4th  seotioii 
of  the  above  act  of  1872  the  faith  and  fuada 
of  the  state  were  pledged  for  the  ultimata  ra^^ 
deraption  of  the  revenue  bond  scrip,  and 
county  treasurers  were  required  to  receiva 
the  same  in  payment  of  all  taxes  leried  by 
the  state,  except  in  payment  of  special  taxea 
leried  to  pay  interest  on  the  public  debt;  and 
the  state  treasurer  and  all  other  public  of- 
ficers were  required  to  receive  the  same  Ia 
payment  of  all  dues  to  the  state. 

Tlie  plaintiff  had  received  from  the  state 
treasurer  of  South  Carolina,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances detailed  in  the  bill  (which  need 
not  be  repeated),  a  large  amount  of  revenue 
bond  scrip.  He  statM  that  he  was  tha 
owner  and  holder  of  the  scrip  received  by 
him,  and  charged  in  his  bill  that  by  tlw 
tender  to  the  state  treasurer  the  Alex- 
ander mortgsge  had  been  extinguished  bgr 
operation  of  law. 

The  revenue  bond  scrip  referred  to  was  bk 
the  following  form; 


$100. 


$100. 


No.  21. 
Revenue  Bond  Sorip. 
The  State  of  [Palmetto  Tree]  Soxm 
Carolina. 
Columbia,  8.  C,  March  — ,  1872.     m 
Receivable  as  one  hundred  dollars  in  pay-g 
ment  of  all  taxea* and  dues  to  the  state,  ex-* 
cept  special  tax  leried  to  pay  interest  on 
public  debt. 

Niles  O.  Parker,  State  Treasurer. 
One  hundred  dollars.      One  hundred  dollart. 

Such  being  Wesley's  relations  to  the  mort* 
gaged  property  he  made  a  written  contraet 
with  Eells  whereby  he  agreed,  for  the  price 
of  $20,000,  to  be  paid  in  cash,  to  convey  to 
the  latter  in  fee  simple  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, free  from  any  valid  lien  or  encum- 
brance whatever. 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  deliver  to  Eells  m 
deed  for  the  premises  in  fee  simple,  and  de- 
manded payment  of  the  purchase  price.  But 
Eells  refused  to  receive  the  deed  or  to  pay 
the  price,  alleging  that  the  scrip  tendered  by 
Alexander  were  not  valid  ooHgationa  of 
South  Carolina,  and  therefore  did  not  eon* 
stitute  a  legal  tender  of  the  amount  doe 
the  state  nor  operate  as  an  extinguis' 
of  the  mortgage. 

The     plaintiff    brought    into    court 
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tendered  a  deed  to  Sells,  and  offered  to  agree 
that  the  plaintiff  might  retain  so  much  of 
the  price  for  the  property  aa  would  protect 
it  against  any  taxes  that  had  aocniea  upon 
it 

The  relief  asked  was  a  decree  that  the  de- 
fendant should  aecept  the  deed  tendered  to 
him  and  pay  the  purchase  price  of  the  prop- 
«rty,  less  any  sum  to  meet  the  taxes  aa- 
«es8ed  upon  iL 

The  defendant  admitted  in  his  answer  that 
there  were  no  liens  or  encumbrances  upon 
the  property  except  the  mortgage  described 
in  the  bill  and  su<m  taxes  aa  were  due  there- 
<m  to  the  state  and  to  the  city  of  Columbia. 
But  he  alleged  that  the  statute  authorizing 
revenue  bond  scrip  to  be  received  in  payment 
of  dues  to  the  state  had  been  repealed,  and 
oounty  auditors  and  county  treasurers  for- 
bidden to  collect  anv  taxes  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  such  scrip;  that  the  act  under  which 
the  scrip  was  issued  was  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  forbid- 
ding the  states  from  emitting  bills  of  credit, 
and  also  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of 
South  Carolina,  and  such  scrip  was  null  and 
void. 

The  defendant  stated  in  his  answer  that 

S  he  had  always  been,  and  was  then,  willing  to 

J^  perform  hia  contract,  provided  hi*  received 

a  full  and  perfect  title  to  the  premises,  free 

from  any  valid  lien,  and  was  protected  in  the 

quiet  and  peaceable  possession  thereof. 

The  plaintiff  filed  a  g^eral  replieation, 
and  the  cause  was  submitted  on  tne  plead- 
ings and  certain  documentary  evidence 
ahowing  the  history  of  the  revenue  bond 
florip,  we  legislation  of  South  Carolina,  and 
certain  decision!  of  the  auprema  court  of 
that  state. 

The  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
held  that  the  bond  scrip  issued  under  the  act 
of  March  2d,  1872,  were  billa  of  credit  and 
void ;  that  the  tender  of  scrip  by  Alexander 
to  the  state  treasurer  waa  therefore  not  a 
valid  tender,  and  did  not  operate  to  extin* 
guish  the  mortgage  given  by  Alexander  to 
the  state;  and  that  the  Agricultural  Hall 
property  was  still  encumbered  by  the  mort- 
gage, and  Diaintiff  could  not  give  defendant 
a  clear  title  to  it.  The  bill  waa  dismissed 
at  the  plaintiff'a  cost. 

In  the  memorandum  of  evidence  used  by 
etipulation  of  the  parties,  reference  was 
made  to  the  case  of  Tindal  v.  Wesley ^  107  U. 
8.  204,  221,  42  L.  ed.  137,  143,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  770,  777.  But  the  decision  there  has  no 
Imiring  upon  the  present  case.  That  was 
an  action  by  Wesley  to  recover  the  posses- 
aion  of  the  property  here  in  dispute, — ^the 
defendants  being  in  possession  only  in  their 
capacities  as  officers  or  agents  of  South 
•Carolina,  and  insisting  that  the  suit  against 
them  was,  in  legal  effect,  one  against  the 
•tate  within  the  meaning  of  the  Eleventh 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  "The  settled  doctrine  of 
this  court,''  it  was  said  in  that  case,  ''wholly 

Sredudes  the  idea  that  a  suit  againat  in- 
ividuals  to  recover  possenion  of  real  prop- 
erty is  a  suit  against  the  state,  simply  1]«- 
•cause  the  defen&nt  holding  possession  hap- 


pens to  be  an  officer  of  the  state  and  asserts 
that  he  is  lawfully  in  possession  on  its  b^ 
half.  .  •  .  Whether  the  one  or  the  other 
party  is  entitled  in  law  to  posaesaion  it  a 
judicial,  not  an  executive  or  legialativiL 
question.  It  does  not  cease  to  be  a  judicial 
question  because  the  defendant  elaima  that 
tne  ri^ht  of  possession  is  in  the  government 
of  which  he  is  an  officer  or  agent."  Theae 
extracts  indicate  the  scope  of  the  decision  in 
Tindal  v.  Wesley,  and  make  it  clear  that 
that  decision  does  not  determine  any  quea-  \ti 
tion  now  presented.  ^ 

•The  vital  question  in  the  present  caae  is  • 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  de- 
cree for  specific  performance.  The  plaintiff 
bases  his  right  to  such  a  decree  upon  the 
ground  that  Alexander's  tender  of  revenue 
bond  scrip  to  the  treasurer  of  South  Caro- 
lina had  the  effect  to  extinguish  the  lien  of 
the  mortgage  executed  by  nim,  and  conse- 
quently tiiat  plaintiff's  deed  oonv^ing  th« 
fee  would  give  to  Eells  a  good  title.  Thia 
view  assumes  that  the  revenue  bond  scrip 
tendered  bv  Alexander  to  the  state  treasurer 
were  legally  receivable  in  payment  of  the 
amount  on  the  Alexander  bond  and  mort- 
gage. But  as  will  be  seen  from  an  examina- 
tion of  the  cases  of  State  ex  rel.  Shiver  v. 
OimpiroUer  QenenU,  4  S.  C.  N.  S.  186,  and 
Auditor  V.  Treaeurer,  4  8.  C.  N.  S.  311,  the 
supreme  court  of  South  Carolina  has  held 
that  the  revenue  bond  scrip  issued  under  the 
act  of  March  2d,  1872,  were  bills  of  credit 
which  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
forbade  the  states  to  emit,  and  therefore 
were  null  and  void.  And  in  that  view  the 
court  below  concurred.  What  then,  will 
be  the  affect  of  a  decree  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  sitting 
in  Ohio,  requirinff  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
amount  he  agreed  to  pay  and  to  take  uie  deed 
tendered  him  by  the  plaintiff!  What  would 
the  defendant  get  under  sueh  a  decree  in  con- 
sideration of  the  amount  paid  1^  him  for 
the  property?  He  would  ffet  a  deed  from 
Wesley  for  premises  covered  by  a  mortgage 
of  record  whidi  the  highest  court  of  the 
state  in  which  the  property  is  situated  will 
presumably  hold  not  to  have  been  discharged 
by  the  tender  of  revenue  bond  scrip.  And 
we  do  not  peroeive  that  Bells  could  by  any 
affirmative  action  on  his  part  bring  the  ques- 
tion of  the  validity  of  that  tender  before  any 
court  in  South  Carolina  for  adjudication. 
He  could  not  sue  the  state  against  its  con- 
sent, and  no  suit  except  one  to  which  the 
state  was  a  party  would  effectively  reach 
such  a  question  and  release  the  property 
from  the  encumbrance  created  by  the  Alex- 
ander mortffage.  So  that,  if  compelled  to 
take  Wesle^s  deed,  Eells  would  be  powerless 
to  have  his  title  made  dear  of  record,  un- 
less the  state  brought  suit  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage  and  thereby  enabled  him  in  defense 
to  relitigate  the  question  already  concluded 
in  the  courts  of  that  state  by  judicial  de- 
cision. It  is  thus  manifest  that  a  decree  for  • 
specific  performance  would  put  upon  him  a« 
title  that* was  not  at  all  marketable  and* 
could  not  become  such  except  by  sueosssful 
litigation. 
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In  Hennmiey  v.  Woohoorth,  128  U.  8.  438, 
442,  82  L.  ed.  500,  501,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  109, 
111,  ihifi  court  said:  "Specific  performance 
is  not  of  absolute  right  It  rests  entirely  in 
judicial  discretion,  exercised,  it  is  true,  ao- 
oording  to  the  settled  principles  of  equity, 
and  not  arbitrarily  or  capriciously,  yet  al- 
ways with  reference  to  the  facts  of  the  par- 
ticular case/' — citing  Willard  v.  Tayloe,  8 
Wall.  557,  667,  19  L.  ed.  601,  504;  Rutland 
Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley,  10  Wall.  339,  357,  19 
L.  ed.  956,  981;  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  742; 
Seymour  ▼.  Delwnoey,  6  Johns.  Ch.  222,  224. 
To  the  same  effect  are  McCabe  v.  Mattheioa, 
156  U.  S.  550,  553, 39  L.  ed.  266,  257,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  190;  Rust  v.  Conrad,  47  Mich.  449, 
464,  41  Am.  Rep.  720,  11  N.  W.  265;  Petty 
▼.  Roberts,  7  Bush,  411,  419;  Huntington  v. 
Rogers,  9  Ohio  St.  611,  516.  A  court  of 
equity  will  not  compel  specific  performance 
if  under  all  the  circumstances  it  would  be 
inequitable  to  do  so.  Stames  y.  Vewsom, 
1  Tenn.  Ch.  239,  244;  Parish  v.  Oldham,  3  J. 
J.  Marsh.  544,  546;  Clowes  y.  Bigginaon,  1 
Ves.  k  B.  524,  627. 

Again,  it  is  a  settled  rule  of  equity  that 
the  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  an  executory  con  tract  will 
not  be  compelled  to  take  a  title  about  which 
doubt  may  reasonably  exist  or  which  may 
expose  him  to  litigation.  Morgan  y.  Mor- 
gan, 2  Wheat.  290,  299,  301,  4  L.  ed.  242, 
244,  245 ;  Tifp.n  v,  Shawhan,  43  Ohio  St  178, 
183,  1  N.  E.  681.  And,  speaking  gen- 
erally, a  title  is  to  be  deemed  doubtful 
where  a  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  has 
decided  adversely  to  it  or  to  the  principles 
on  which  it  rests.  Fry,  Spec.  Perf.  3d  ed. 
§  870,  and  authorities  there  cited.  One  of 
the  grounds  upon  which  a  decree  for  specific 
performance  was  denied  in  Hepburn  v,  Auld, 
5  Cranch,  262,  278,  3  L.  ed.  96,  100,  was  that 
it  would  impose  upon  the  defendant  the 
necessity  of  bringing  a  suit  to  perfect  his 
title. 

The  principle  is  well  illustrated  in  Jeffries 
y.  Jeffries,  117  Mass.  184,  187,  which  was  a 
suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  writ- 
ten agreement  for  the  purchase  of  certain 
real  estate.  One  of  the  objections  to  the 
title  was  that  it  was  encumbered  by  oon- 
ditions  that  would  interfere  with  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  property.  The  supreme  judicial 
court  of  Massachusetts  there  said:  "Hence 
I,  the  propriety  and  the  necessity  of  the  rule 
^  in  equity  that  a  defendant  in  proceedings  for 
SP  specific  performance  shall*  not  be  compelled 
to  accept  a  title  in  the  least  degree  doubtful. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  satisfy  the 
court  that  the  title  is  defectiye  so  that  he 
ought  to  prevail  at  law;  it  is  enough  if  it 
appear  to  be  subject  to  adverse  daims  which 
are  of  such  a  nature  as  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  expose  the  purchaser  to  contro- 
versy to  maintain  his  title  or  rights  incident 
to  it  Richmond  y.  Cray,  3  Allen,  25; 
Bturtevant  v.  Jaques,  14  Allen,  523;  Hayes 
v.  Harmony  Orove  Cemetery,  108  Ma^s.  400. 
He  ought  not  to  be  subjected,  a^inst  his 
agreement  or  consent,  to  the  necessity  of  liti- 
gation to  remove  even  that  which  is  only  a 
eloud  upon  his  title."    So,  In  Lowry  y.  Muh 


droio,  8  Rich.  Eq.  241,  247,  the  court  said 
that  on  bills  lor  specific  performance  of  con- 
tracts concerning  lands,  "courts  of  equitjr 
do  not  force  the  purchasers  to  take  anytiiing 
but  a  good  title,  and  do  not  compel  them  to 
buy  lawsuits.''  Numerous  other  Ameriea» 
cases  announce  tiie  same  rule. 

The  principle  is  also  illustrated  in  many 
English  cases.  In  Parker  v.  Tootal,  11  H. 
L.  Cas.  143,  158,  it  was  said  to  be  an  estab^ 
lished  rule  of  equity  not  to  compel  a  pur- 
chaser to  take  a  doubtful  title.  In  Rose  y. 
Calland,  5  Ves.  Jr.  186,  188,  which  was  « 
suit  by  devisees  in  trust  to  obtain  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  an  agreement  entered 
into  by  the  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  an 
estate,  certain  reasons  were  given  why  the 
plaintiff  could  not  make  a  sufiScient  title, 
one  of  which  was  that  the  court  of  ex- 
chequer, in  Nagle  y.  Edtoards,  3  Anstr.  702,. 
had  announced  principles  which,  if  followed, 
would  prevent  the  defendant  from  obtaining 
such  a  title  aa  he  ought  to  have.  The  lord 
chancellor  saidt  "If  I  was  to  send  this  case 
to  the  master,  I  should  create  a  needless  ex- 
pense; for  upon  the  case  in  the  court  of  ex- 
chequer, Nagle  v.  Edtoards,  which  I  have 
looked  into,  mydifiSculty  is  this:  Can  I  make 
a  person  take  a  title  in  the  face  of  that  de- 
cision? If  I  do«  I  decree  him  to  enter  into 
a  lawsuit  ...  I  desire  to  be  understood 
as  not  entirely  agreeing  with  the  determinar 
tion  of  the  court  of  exchequer.  But  I  should 
be  in  a  strange  situation  in  desiring  a  pur- 
chaeer  to  take  this  title,  because  I  think  the 
point  a  pretty  good  one,  though  the  court  of 
exchequer  have  determined  against  it  Itoo 
is  telling  him  to  try  my  opinion  at  his  ex-jj 
pense."  So  in  Price  y*  Strange,  6  IAaM.  &• 
G.  159, 165, in  which  the  vice  chancellor  said: 
"In  attempting  to  lay  down  a  rule  upon  this 
subject,  I  should  say  that  a  purchaser  is  not 
to  take  a  property  which  he  can  only  acquire 
in  possession  by  litigation  and  judicial  de- 
cision." In  Pyrhe  v.  Waddingham,  10  Hare, 
1,  8,  it  was  held  that  the  court  will  not  com* 
pel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  title  that  "will  ex- 
pose him  to  litigation  or  hazard." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintififs  title 
is  not  such  as  a  court  of  equity  should  com- 
pel the  defendant  to  accept.  He  should  not 
have  been  compelled  to  accept  it,  even  if  tiie 
court  below  had  been  of  opinion  that  the 
revenue  bond  scrip  tendered  by  Alexander 
were  not  bills  of  credit. 

Upon  the  grounds  stated,  and  without  ex- 
pressing  any  opinion  upon  the  question 
whether  the  revenue  bond  scrip  referred  to 
were  or  were  not  bills  of  credit  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  the  decree  below  is  affirmed. 

(177  U.  S.  34«) 

RICHARD  F.  CAFFREY,  as  County  Clerk 
of  Oklahoma  County,  Oklahoma  Territory, 
Plff,  in  Err.  and  JLppt., 

V. 

TERRITORY  OF  OKLAHOMA  on  the  relt^ 
tion  of  Harper  8.  Cunningham,  Attorney 
General. 

Appeal — from  territorial  eourt — amount  9m 
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controversff — decision  a§  to  duty  of  oounty 
clerk  in  reapeet  to  iaweB. 

A  dedtlon  requiring  a  eounty  elerk  to  comply 
with  an  order  of  a  territorial  board  of  equal- 
isation Increaaing  the  aaaeaaed  yalnatlon  of 
the  property  In  the  eonnty  doea  not  InvoWe 
any  pecuniary  rights  of  the  clerk,  where  it 
doea  not  appear  that  he  la  a  property  owner 
or  taxpayer  of  the  county,  but  basea  hla  re- 
•iatance  to  the  order  upon  hie  duty  aa  an  of- 
ficer ;  and  therefore  auch  decision  Is  not  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  on  appeal  from  or  writ  of  error 
to  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory. 

[No.  182.] 

Argued  March  IS,  U,  1900.    Decided  April 
9,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  and  on  APPEAL  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa to  review  the  judgment  of  that  court 
granting  a  writ  of  mandamuB  and  commitr 
ting  the  defendant  to  jail  for  refusing  to 
obey  the  writ    Dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Jolin  8.  Flannery,  Jamea  B. 
Xeaton,  and  Francis  J.  Kearful  for  plain- 
tiff in  error  and  appellant 

Messrs.  Frederick  O.  Bryan,  Harper  8. 
Cunningham,  and  Charles  Dick  for  defend- 
ant in  error  and  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  of  mandamus  brought 
by  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  on  the  rela- 
tion  of   Harper   8.   Cunningham,   attorney 
general  of  the  territory,  affainst  Richard  F. 
^Caffrey,  county  clerk  of  Oklahoma  county. 
2     The    territorial    board    of    equalization, 
«  composed  of  the*  governor,   the  territorial 
secretary,  and  the  auditor,  increased  the  as- 
eessed  valuation  of  the  property  of  Ohlaho- 
ma   county  24   per   cent,   and  notified   the 
plaintiff  in  error  and  appellant  thereof,  aa 
county  clerk. 

He  refused  to  comply  with  the  order,  and 
this  action  was  brought  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  territory  to  compel  compliance 
therewith. 

An  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  was  is- 
sued, to  which  he  made  return  and  answer. 
In  his  return  and  answer  he  admitted  that 
he  had  been  duly  notified  of  the  order  of  the 
board  of  equalization,  and  had  failed  to 
comply  %vith  it,  and  alleged  that  it  was  il- 
legal and  void,  because,  first,  the  board  had 
no  jurisdiction  or  legal  authoritV  to  make 
it;  second,  that  it  was  not  made  for  the 
purpose  of  equalizing  the  valuation  of  prop- 
erty, but  for  other  and  illegal  purposes; 
that  it  was  made  arbitrarily,  and  without 
evidence  other  than  the  assessment  roll; 
that  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  Okla- 
homa county,  as  shown  by  the  assessment 
roll,  was  fair  and  as  high  as  the  property 
of  Pottawatomie  county,  which  the  board 
took  as  the  basis  of  equalization;  that  a 
large  part  of  the  ]^roperty  whose  valuation 
waa  increased  oonsisted  oi  money. 


Ha  also  alleged  that  ha  was  prcnranted 
from  complying  by  a&  ordor  of  the  board  of 
county  commissioners. 

He  prayed  "that  he  be  granted  a  hearing 
in  behalf  of  the  taxpayers  of  his  county,  im 
order  that  he  may  establish  by  competent 
proof  the  allegations  of  fact  hereinbefore 
set  out»  and  that  upon  a  fliud  hearing  ha 
have  judgment  against  the  relator  for  his 
costs  in  this  behalf  laid  out  and  expended." 

A  motion  was  made  by  relator  to  quash 
the  answer  and  return,  which  was  eranted, 
and  on  the  21  st  of  September,  1898,  judg- 
ment was  entered  granting  a  peremptory 
writ  of  mandamus  against  the  plaintiff  in 
error  and  appellant. 

Declining  to  obey  the  writ,  he  was  dted 
for  contempt,  and  such  proceedings  were  had 
on  the  citation  that  he  was  adjudged  guilty, 
and  committed  to  jail  until  he  should  com* 
ply  with  the  writ,  and  the  case  was  then 
brought  here. 

A  motion  is  made  to  dismiss  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  this  court,  which  we  think 
should  be  granted. 

*  It  is  provided  by  the  act  of  March  8, 1885,' 
that  no  appeal  or  writ  of  error  shall  here- 
after be  allowed  from  any  Judgment  or  de- 
cree in  the  supreme  court  of  any  of  the  terri- 
tories  of  the  United  States,  unless  the  mat- 
ter in  dispute,  exclusive  of  oosts,  shall  ex- 
ceed the  sum  of  $6,000,  or  unless  the  validi- 
ty of  a  patent  or  a  copyright  is  involved,  or 
a  treaty  or  statute  ot,  or  an  authority  exer- 
cised under,  the  United  States,  is  drawn  in 
question.    23  Stat,  at  L.  443,  chap.  355. 

There  is  oontroversy  between  the  parties, 
respectively  supported  by  affidavits,  whether 
the  effect  of  the  order  of  the  territorial 
board  of  equalization  is  to  increase  the  tax- 
es of  the  county  $8,179.27  or  $28,761.87. 
But  whether  it  is  one  sum  or  the  other,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  and  appellant  does  not 
show  that  he  has  any  interest  in  it.  He 
does  not  allege  that  he  is  a  property  owner 
or  a  taxpayer  of  the  county.  He  alleges  he  is 
its  county  clerk,  and  bases  his  resistance  to 
the  order  of  the  territorial  board  of  equali- 
zation upon  his  duty  as  such  officer. 

However  this  may  have  justified  his  ac- 
tion, of  which  we  express  no  opinion,  or  may 
have  caused  a  dispute  which  the  territoriiU 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  pass  on  and  deter- 
mine, it  does  not  give  us  jurisdiction.  To 
justify  our  taking  jurisdiction  there  must  be 
a  controversy  which  involves  pecuniary  value 
exceeding  $6,000  to  the  party  appealing.  In 
other  words,  there  must  be  a  dispute  which 
involves  a  sum  in  excess  of  $5,000,  and  such 
sum,  or  property  of  its  value,  must  be  taken 
from  him  by  the  judgment  which  he  sedcs  to 
review. 

Colvin  V.  JacksonvillCy  158  U.  S.  456,  89 
L.  ed.  1053,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  866,  is  in  point. 
It  was  a  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  the  issue 
of  bonds  by  the  city  of  Jacksonville,  and  was 
brought  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
SItates  for  the  northern  district  of  Florida. 
Colvin  alleged  that  he  was  a  taxpayer,  and 
that  the  amount  of  taxes  that  would  be  as- 
sessed upon  the  property  owned  by  him  in 
the  city  would  exceed  $2,000.    Tliis  was  de- 
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nied,  and  the  oomplainant  then  ecmtended 
that  not  the  amount  of  his  taxes,  but  the 
amount  of  the  bonds  proposed  to  be  issued 
($1,000,000),  was  the  amount  in  oontroTer- 
sy.  The  circuit  court  dismissed  the  case  for 
^  want  of  jurisdiction,  and  this  court  sus- 
J  tained  the  ruling,  saying  by  the  Chief  Jus- 
•'  tice  that  *'the  amount  of  the  interest  of*oom- 
plainant,  and  not  the  entire  issue  of  bonds, 
was  the  amount  in  controversy,  and,  in  re- 
spect of  that,  we  have  no  doubt  the  ruling 
of  the  circuit  court  was  correct"  El  Paso 
Water  Co,  v.  El  Paso,  162  U.  S.  157,  38  L. 
ed.  306,  14  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  494,  was  dted  and 
approved. 

In  the  pending  action  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror and  appellant  has  neither  gained  nor 
lost  any  money  or  money's  worth  by  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  terri- 
tory. 

The  torii  of  orror  and  appeal  are  dfo- 
missed. 

(177  U.  S.  849)  

Richard   F.   Caffbet,   County  Clerk,  etc., 
Plff.  in  Brr.  and  Appt., 

V. 

Tebbhobt  o»  Oklahoma  ea  rel  W.  R.  Tay- 
lor, County  Attorney. 

[No.  274.] 

IN  ERROR  to  and  APPEAL  from  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa.   Dismiased, 

Counsel  in  this  cause  having  stipulated 
that  the  same  judgment  shall  be  entered  in 
this  case  as  in  No.  182  (177  t.  S.  846,  44  L. 
ed.  — ,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664),  the  writ  of  er- 
ror and  appeal  are  dismwed. 


(177  U.  S.  184) 

PAUL  J.  PETIT,  Plff>  <»  Err^ 

V. 

STATE  OF  MINNESOTA. 

Conetitutional  law — ae  to  Sunday  labor — 
olass  legisUition  ae  to  harhere. 

The  proviso  that  keeping  a  barber  shop  open 
OQ  Sunday  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  hair 
and  shaving  beards  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
work  of  necessity  or  charity,  which  follows 
the  exception  as  to  works  of  necessity  or 
charity,  in  Minn.  Gen.  SUt.  1804,  |  6513, 
prohibiting  Sunday  labor,  does  not  make  a 
purely  arbitrary  classiflcatlon  In  conflict  with 
the  Federal  Constitution,  but  Is  within  the 
limits  of  the  legislative  police  power. 

[No.  194.] 

Argued  Maroh  16,  1900.    Decided  April  9, 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Minnesota  to  review  a  judgment 
affirming  a  decision  in  favor  of  a  Sunday 
law.    Affirmed, 

See  same  ease  below,  74  Minn.  370,  77  N. 
W.  225. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Meeare,  Joseph  W.  Molyneanz  and  Al- 
hert  E,  Clarke  for  plaintiff  in  error. 


MeeerM.  W.  B«  Dovslas  and  (7.  W.  Bom^ 
erhy  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fvllov  delivered  tli* 
opinion  of  the  court: 

Petit  was  tried  and  convicted  of  keeping^ 
open  a  barber  shop  on  Sunday,  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  cutting  hair  and  shaving  beards,  con- 
trary to  S  6513  of  the  General  Statutes  of 
Minnesota  for  1894,  and  the  judgment  waa 
affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota. 
74  Minn.  376,  77  N.  W.  225.  This  writ  of 
error  was  then  allowed. 

Section  6513  read  as  follows:     "All  labor 
on    Sunday    is    prohibited,    excepting    the 
works  of  necessity  or  charity.     In  works  of 
necessity  or  charity  is  included  whatever  is 
needful  during    the    day    for    good    order, 
health,  or  comfort  of  the  community:     Pro-i^ 
vided,  however.    That  keeping  open  a  bar- J 
ber  shop  on  Sunday* for  the  purpose  of  cut-* 
ting  hair  and  shaving  beards  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  work  of  necessity  or  charity." 

We  have  uniformly  recognized  state  laws 
relating  to  the  observance  of  Sunday  a«  en* 
acted  in  the  legitimate  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  stAte.  The  subject  was  fully 
considered  in  Bennington  v.  Georgia,  163  U. 
S.  299,  41  L.  ed.  166,  16  Sup.  Ct,  Rep.  1086, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  over  the  ground 
again.  It  was  there  said:  "The  legislature 
having,  as  will  not  be  disputed,  power  to 
enact  laws  to  promote  the  order  and  to  se- 
cure the  comfort,  happiness,  and  health  of 
the  people,  it  wa«  within  its  discretion  to 
fix  the  day  when  all  labor  within  the  limito 
of  the  state,  works  of  necessity  and  charil^ 
excepted,  should  cease."  And  these  obserrap 
tions  of  Mr.  Justice  Field,  then  a  member  of 
the  supreme  court  of  California,  in  Ew  parte 
Netoman,  9  Cal.  602,  whose  opinion  was  ap- 
proved in  Em  parte  Andrews,  18  Cal.  678,  in 
reference  to  a  statute  of  California  relating 
to  that  day,  were  quoted;  "Its  requirement 
is  a  cessation  from  labor.  In  its  enactment 
the  legislature  has  given  the  sanction  of  law 
to  a  rule  of  conduct  which  the  entire  civ- 
ilized world  recognizes  as  essential  to  tho 
?hysical  and  moral  well-being  of  society. 
Jpon  no  subject  is  there  such  a  concurrence 
of  opinion,  among  philosophers,  moralists, 
and  statesmen  of  all  nations,  as  on  the  ne- 
cessity of  periodical  cessations  from  labor. 
One  day  in  seven  is  the  rule,  founded  in  ex- 
perience, and  sustained  by  science.  .  .  . 
The  prohibition  of  secular  business  on  Sun- 
day is  advocated  on  the  ground  that  by  it 
the  general  welfare  is  advanced,  labor  pro- 
tected, and  the  moral  and  physical  well-be- 
ing of  society  promoted."  Well-nigh  innu- 
merable decisions  of  the  state  courts  have 
sustained  the  validity  of  such  laws. 

But  it  is  contended  that  by  reason  of  the 
proviso  this  act  must  be  held  unconstitu- 
tional, because  thereby  restricted  in  its 
operation  on  the  particular  class  of  crafts- 
men to  wnich  Petit  belonged,  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  other  classes  oi  labor. 
The  proviso  was  added  in  1887  to  $  225  of 
the  Penal  Code  of  Minnesota  of  1885  (Jaws 
Minn.  1887,  chap.  54). 

By  the  original  statute  all  labor  was  pro* 
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Ubited,  excepting  tlie  works  of  necessity  or 
M  ehsrity,  which  included  whatever  was  need- 
2  Inl    during    the  day    for  the  good    order, 

•  health,  or  comfort* of  the  community.  As 
the  supreme  court  said,  if  keeping  a  barber 
shop  open  on  Sunday  for  the  purposes  of 
shaying  and  hair  cutting  was  not  a  work  of 
necessity  or  charity,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  as  it  originally  read,  the  amend- 
ment did  not  change  the  law.  And  it  would 
be  going  very  far  to  hold  that  because  out 
<Kf  abundant  caution  the  le^slature  may 
have  sought  to  obviate  any  misconstruction 
as  to  what  should  be  considered  needful 
during  that  day  for  the  comfort  of  the  com- 
munity, as  respected  work  generally  so  de- 
sirable as  tonsorial  labor,  by  declaring  the 
meaning  ot  the  statute  as  it  stood,  Uiere- 
fore  the  law  was  transferred  to  the  category 
of  class  legislation.  The  legislature  had  the 
right  to  define  its  own  language,  and  the 
statute  thus  interpreted  could  not  reason- 
ably be  held  to  have  made  any  discrimina- 
tion. 

The  <]uestion  is  not  whether  the  bare  fact 
«f  shaving  some  particular  individual  under 
exceptional  circumstances  might  not  be  up- 
held, but  whether  the  public  exercise  of  the 
occupation  of  shaving  and  hair  cutting 
eoula  be  justified  as  a  work  of  necessity  or 
charity. 

In  Phillips  V.  Innes,  4  Clark  A  F.  234,  the 
Souse  of  Lords  held  that  shaving  on  Sun- 
day was  not  a  work  of  necessity  or  mercy 
or  charity.  The  act,  29  Gar.  II.,  chap.  7, 
prohibited  work  on  the  Lord's  Day,  ''works 
of  necessity  and  charity  only  excepted;" 
and  by  the  Scotch  statute  of  1679,  chap.  70, 
it  was  enacted,  among  other  things,  that 
^no  handy-labourinff  or  working  be  used  on 
the  Sunday;"  and  the  same  prcmibition  was 
enacted  by  the  statute  of  1690,  chap.  7, 
which  added  to  the  private  and  public  exer- 
cise of  worship  *'the  duties  of  necessity  or 
mercy."  The  case  came  to  the  House  of 
Lords  from  the  court  of  session,  and  Lord 
Chancellor  Cottenham  said:  "This  work  is 
not  a  work  of  necessity,  nor  is  it  a  work  of 
mercy;  it  is  one  of  mere  convenience;  and 
if  your  Lordships  were  to  act  upon  this  case 
as  a  precedent  for  other  cases,  lounded  upon 
no  more  than  convenience,  your  Lordships 
would,  I  apprehend,  be  laying  down  a  rule 
by  which  the  law  of  Scotland  prohibiting 
persons  from  carrying  on  their  ordinary 
business  on  Sundays  would  be  repealed  or 

^  rendered  useless." 

g      Lord   Wynford    concurred,    saying:     "Tft 

•  was  not  necessary  that '  people  should  be 
shaved  on  Sunday  in  a  public  shop;  it  was 
not  an  act  of  mercy,  it  was  clearly  an  act  of 
handicraft." 

Lord  Brougham  was  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  observed  that  "he  whose  object  was  gain 
did  not  come  within  the  exception." 

In  Com.  V.  Waldman,  140  Pa.  89,  98,  11 
L  R.  A.  563,  564,  21  Atl.  248,  the  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania  said:  "We  are  now 
asked  to  say  that  shavinff  is  a  work  of 
'necessity/  and  therefore  within  the  excep- 
tions of  the  act  of  1794.  It  is,  perhaps,  as 
much  a  necessity  as  washing  the  face,  tak- 


ing a  bath,  or  performing  any  olli«r  set  of 
personal  eleanlineos.  A  man  may  shavt 
himself,  or  have  his  servant  or  valet  shavt 
him,  on  the  Lord's  Day,  without  a  violation 
of  the  aet  of  1794.  But  the  keeping  open 
of  his  plaoe  of  business  on  that  day  by  a 
barber,  and  the  following  his  worldly  em* 
ployment  of  shavinc  his  customers*  is  quito 
another  matter;  and,  while  we  oonoede  that 
it  may  be  a  great  oonvenienoe  to  many  per- 
sons, we  are  not  prepared  to  say,  as  a  <iuea- 
tion  of  law,  that  it  is  a  work  of  necessity 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  1794." 

In  State  v.  Frederick,  45  Ark.  347,  the 
court  ruled  that:  "The  courts  will  take  ju- 
dicial notice  that  the  shaving  of  his  eustom- 
ers  by  a  barber  is  a  worldly  labor,  or  work 
done  by  him  in  the  course  of  his  ordinary 
calling,  and  not  within  the  exceptions  of  the 
statute." 

On  the  other  hand,  the  supreme  Judicial 
court  of  Massachusetts  held  in  Stone  v. 
Graves,  145  Mass.  368,  18  N.  B.  906,  that  it 
could  not  be  ruled,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
work  of  shaving  an  aged  and  infirm  person 
in  his  own  house  on  the  Lord's  Day  was  not 
a  work  of  necessity. 

And  in  Ungerioht  v.  State,  119  Ind.  870, 
21  N.  E.  1082.  it  was  held  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Indiana  that  it  must  be  left  to  the 
jury,  as  a  question  of  f act»  to  determine,  un- 
der proper  instructions  from  the  court,  what 
particular  labor,  under  the  eircumstanoes, 
would  constitute  a  work  of  necessity. 

We  think  that  the  keeping  open  by  barbers 
of  their  shops  on  Sunday  for  the  general 
inirsuit  of  their  ordinary  calling  was,  as 
matter  of  law,  not  within  the  excepticMis  ol 
the  statute  as  it  read  before  the  amendment.  ^ 

But  even  if  the  question  whether  keepings 
open  a  barber  shop*on  Sunday  for  cutting* 
hair  and  shaving  beards,  under  some  circum« 
stances,  was  a  work  of  necessity  or  diaritj, 
was  a  question  of  fact  under  the  original 
act>  which  was  foreclosed  as  such  by  the 
amendment,  the  result  is  the  same. 

Assuming  that  the  proviso  did  have  this 
effect,  the  supreme  court  was  of  opinion  that 
the  classification  was  not  purely  arbitrary. 
The  court  pointed  out  that  the  law  did  not 
forbid  a  man  shaving  himself  or  getting 
someone  else  to  shave  him,  but  the  keeping 
open  a  barber  shop  for  that  purpose  on  sun- 
day;  that  the  object  mainly  was  to  protect 
the  employees  by  insuring  them  a  day  of 
rest;  and  said:  "Courts  will  tske  judicial 
notice  of  the  fact  that,  in  view  of  the  cus- 
tom to  keep  barber  shops  open  in  the  even* 
ing  as  well  as  in  the  day,  Uie  employees  in 
them  work  more,  and  during  later,  hours 
than  those  engaged  in  most  other  occupa- 
tions, and  that  this  is  especially  true  on  Sat* 
urday  afternoons  and  evenings;  also  that, 
owing  to  the  habit  of  so  many  men  to  post- 
pone getting  shaved  until  Sunday,  if  such 
shops  were  to  be  permitted  to  be  kept  open 
on  Sunday,  the  employees  would  orainarily 
be  deprived  of  rest  during  half  of  that  day. 
In  view  of  all  these  facts  we  cannot  say 
that  the  legislature  has  exceeded  the  limits 
of  iu  legislative  police  power  in  declaring 
that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  keeping  barber 
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■hopg  open  on  Sunday  U  not  a  work  of 
necessity  or  charity,  while  at  to  all  other 
kinds  of  labor  they  haTO  left  that  queation 
to  he  determined  as  one  of  fact" 

We  recognize  the  force  of  the  distinctions 
snggested  and  perceive  no  adequate  ground 
for  interfering  with  the  wide  discretion  con- 
fessedly necessarily  exercised  by  the  states 
in  these  matters,  by  holding  that  the  dassifl- 
eation  was  so  palpably  arbitrary  as  to  bring 
the  law  into  conflict  with  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution. Orient  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Daggs,  172  U. 
8.  557,  43  L.  ed.  562,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  281. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(177  U.  S.  471) 

THOMAS  M.  ADAMS  and  E.  G.  Means,  Ad- 
ministrators, with  the  Will  Annexed,  of 
Thomas  W.  Means,  Petitioners, 

BENJAMIN  R.  COWEN,  Evan  P.  Williami, 
and  A.  S.  Eraser,  Trustees. 

Willa — construction  of — <idvanoement  as  a 
gift — receipt  for  legaoy  tpithout  oonsidera- 
tion, 

1.  Honeys  advanced  by  testator  to  a  son  dur- 
ing his  lifetime  and  after  the  will  was  made, 
whatever  the  amount,  and  whether  charged 
on  his  books  or  not,  cannot  be  deducted  from 
the  share  of  such  son  under  a  will  reciting 
that  he  has  made  advances  to  children,  which 
are  charged  to  them  on  his  books,  and  may 
make  further  advances  which  may  be  charged 
on  his  books  to  their  respective  accounts,  and 
that  he  desires  that  equal  provision  made  for 
each  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  ''advances 
made  or  that  may  hereafter  be  made,**  and 
that  "said  advances  made  and  that  may  here- 
after be  made  be  treated,  not  as  advances,  but 
as  gifts,  not  In  any  manner  to  be  accounted 
for." 

8.  A  receipt  acknowledging  payment  of  a  leg- 
acy which  is  not  paid,  except  by  the  cancela- 
tion of  an  alleged  debt  of  the  legatee  to  tho 
testator  for  advances  which,  by  the  will,  were 
to  be  treated  as  a  gift  to  the  son,  will  not  be 
upheld  when  it  was  obtained  by  the  represent- 
atives of  the  estate,  who  were  in  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  the  legatee,  and  who  insisted  that 
he  was  morally,  if  not  legally,  bound  to  exe- 
cute the  release,  thereby  securing  It  from  him, 
when  he  was  by  business  reverses  broken  in 
spirit  and  wavering  in  his  purposea 

[Na  113  of  October  Term,  1898.] 

Argued  January  9,  10,  1899.  Affirmed  by 
Divided  Court  May  22,  1899.  [See  Book 
43,  p.  1188.]  Leave  granted  to  file  peti- 
tion for  rehearing  May  22, 1899.  Rehear- 
ing granted  October  SO,  1899. 

Reargued    January  10,  11,  1900,    Decided 
April  16,  1900. 

ON  WRIT  OP  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Sixth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  reversing 
a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  dismissing  a 
bUl  against  administrators.    Affirmed. 


See  same  case  below,  47  U.  S.  App.  670,  80 
Fed.  Rep.  448,  26  C.  C.  A.  647. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewers  § 

•On  November  16,  1891,  the  respondents,* 
trustees  for  the  wife  and  children  of  Wil> 
liam  Means,  filed  their  bill  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Kentucky  against  the  petitioners  as  admin* 
istrators  (with  the  will  annexed)  of  Thomas 
W.  Means,  deceased,  and  John  Means,  a  son 
of  said  Thomas  W.  Means.  The  case  passed 
to  hearing  in  that  court  upon  pleadings  and 
proofs,  and  resulted  in  a  ctecree,  on  July  31, 
1895,  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  dismissing 
the  bill.  From  such  dismissal  the  plaintiffs 
appealed  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for 
the  sixth  circuit,  which  court,  on  February 
8,  1897,  reversed  the  decree  of  dismissal,  and 
entered  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 
47  U.  S.  App.  439,  78  Fed.  Rep.  636,  24  0.  C. 
A.  198,  47  U.  S.  App.  676,  80  Fed.  Rep.  448, 
25  C.  C.  A.  647.  On  May  24, 1897,  a  petition 
was  filed  in  this  court  for  a  certiorari,  which 
was  allowed,  and  on  December  6,  1897,  the 
certiorari  and  return  were  duly  filed.  At 
the  October  term,  1898,  of  this  court,  after 
argument  and  on  May  22,  1899,  the  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  was  affirmed  by 
a  divided  court  Thereafter,  upon  petition,  a 
rehearing  was  ordered,  and  the  case  was  ar-io 
gued  at  the  present  term  before  a  full  boxdi.  ^ 
*The  facts  are  these:  Thomas  W.  Means,* 
a  resident  of  Ashland,  Kentucky,  died  there 
on  June  8,  1890,  leaving  an  estate  consisting 
chiefly  of  personal  property,  which  was  ap- 

f ^raised  (including  the  notes  of  his  son,  Wil- 
iam  Means,  for  $136,036.76)  at  $762,302.44. 
He  left  four  children.  John  Means,  WiJMam 
Means,  Margaret  A.  Means,  and  Msxy  A.  Ad- 
ams, and  one  grandson,  Thomas  M.  Culbert- 
son,  the  only  child  of  a  deceased  daughter. 
Some  ten  years  prior  to  his  death,  and  on 
July  20,  1880,  he  made  a  will,  in  which,  aft- 
er provisions  for  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
funeral  expenses,  and  expenses  of  adminis- 
tration, were  these  two  items: 

*'Jtem  4.  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all 
the  residue  and  remainder  of  my  estate,  per- 
sonal, real,  and  mixed,  wherever  situatea  or 
located,  of  which  I  shall  die  possessed,  to  be 
equallv  divided  amonff  my  four  children, 
John  Means,  William  Means,  Mary  A.  Ad- 
ams, and  Margaret  A.  Means,  and  my  grand- 
son, Thomas  M.  Culbertson  (son  and  sole 
heir  of  my  deceased  daughter,  Sarah  Jans 
Culbertson),  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time 
of  my  decease,  and  the  issue  of  anv  child 
now  living,  and  of  said  grandson,  who  may 
then  have  deceased,  such  issue  taking  the 
share  to  which  such  child  or  grandson  would 
be  entitled  if  living.  But  said  share  given, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  to  said  grandron  or 
his  issue  is  to  be  held  in  trust  as  hereinafter 
provided,  and  to  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
hereinafter  contained  as  to  said  grandson's 
share. 

''Item  6.  I  have  made  advances  to  my  said 
children  which  are  charged  to  them  respeo> 
tively  on  my  books,  and  I  may  make  furuier 
advances  to  them  respectively,  or  to  some  of 
them,  and  to  my  said  grandson,  which  may  ba 
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charged  on  m^  books  tb  thdr  respoeiiTe  ac- 
oounts.  I  desire  the  equal  pnmiion»  herein 
made  for  said  children,  and  the  proyieion  for 
eaid  grandson,  to  be  a  provision  for  them 
respeetiTdy,  in  addition  to  said  advanoes 
made  and  that  may  hereafter  be  made,  and 
that  in  the  diyision,  distribution,  and  settle- 
ment of  my  said  estate  said  advances  made 
and  that  may  hereafter  be  made,  be  treated, 
not  as  advancements,  but  as  gifts  not  in  any 
manner  to  be  accounted  for  by  my  said  chil- 
^  dren  and  grandson,  or  any  of  them,  or  the  is- 
^  sne  of  any  of  them." 

*  *  Thomas  W.  Means  was  a  prosperous  iron 
manufacturer,  who  had,  as  stated,  accumu- 
lated in  his  lifetime  a  large  estate.  For 
many  years  he  had  been  in  l3ie  habit  of  let- 
ting his  children  have  money.  This  he  had 
been  doing  for  at  least  twenty-five  years  be- 
fore the  making  of  the  will.  This  money 
was  not  given  to  them  in  equal  sums  at  reg- 
ular or  irregular  intervals.  In  other  words, 
he  was  not  making  a  partial  and  equal  dis- 
tribution of  his  estate  in  advance  of  his 
death,  but  the  monev  was  paid  to  or  for  one 
or  another  of  his  children  as  occasion  seemed 
to  call  for  it.  Accounts  were  entered  with 
each  of  these  children  in  his  books,  and  the 
money  thus  paid  to  or  for  them  was  charged 
against  them  in  these  accounts,  so  that  up- 
on the  face  of  the  books  they  stood  as  debt- 
ors to  him  for  the  amounts  so  charged.  The 
amounts  thus  charged  were  sometimes  large. 
The  accounts  were  often  reduced  by  money 
or  property  returned  to  the  father.  So  the 
father  dealt  separately  with  each  child,  let- 
ting him  or  her  have  money  whenever  in  his 
judgment  the  interest  of  the  child  called  for 
it.  He  was  helping  them  in  their  business, 
paying  their  deots,  and  otherwise  using  his 
large  properties  for  their  benefit.  At  the 
same  time  the  accounts  were  kept  in  his 
books  in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate  that  he 
retained  a  claim  against  each  child  for  the 
balance  shown  on  such  account.  He  made 
memoranda  on  his  books,  such  as  this  at  the 
head  of  John's  account:  "This  account  and 
the  accounts  of  William  Means  and  Mary  A. 
Adams  are  not  to  be  charged  with  interest 
when  final  settlement  is  made,  or  at  any 
time.  Thomas  W.  Means."  With  that  as 
the  relation  between  himself  and  children, 
Thomas  W.  Means  made  the  will  containing 
the  two  items  above  Quoted.  He  was  then 
seventy-seven  years  ola.  At  the  date  of  the 
will  the  accounts  showed  the  following  debt- 
or balances : 

John $79,214  30 

William 68,409  64 

Mrs.  Adams 61,207  48 

Margaret 39,120  78 

Mrs.  Culbertson 29,609  82 

In  1888  a  bank  in  Cincinnati,  of  which 

^  William    was    president,    failed,  a    failure 

5  which  brought  financial  ruin  to  William.  To 

?  relieve  him  from  the  embarrassment    and 

dangers  whch  threatened  by  reason  of  such 

failure,  a  large  sum  of  money  was  paid  out 

fay  Thomas  W.  Means  for  William's  benefit. 

lAie  question  presented  in  this  case  is  whether 

the  money  thus  paid  out  is  to  be  held  a  part 

of  William's  share  of  his  father's  estate,  or 


whether  it  Is  to  be  deducted  from  the  estats 
and  the  division  made  of  the  balanee  betwean 
the  five  legatees. 

Mr.  lAwreaoe  Maxwell,  Jr.,  for  p^ 
titioners. 

Messrs.  Judson  Harmon,  J.  J.  Gliddea 
and  H.  P.  Wl&ltaker  for  respondents. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  primary  question  is  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  fifth  item  of  the  will  of 
Thomas  W.  Means.  If  there  had  been  no 
such  item  of  course  all  sums  due  from  the 
children  and  grandchild  to  the  father  and 
grandfather  would  be  part  of  the  property 
of  his  estate  and  to  be  counted  in  determin* 
ing  the  sum  to  be  divided  among  the  five  in 
accordance  with  item  4.  But  item  6  evident- 
ly contemplated  that  some  amounts  were  to 
be  deducted  from  the  gross  sum  of  the  deoe- 
dent's  property  before  a  division,  wa^  to  be 
made.  What  were  those  deduoUoasr  What 
did  the  testator  intend  should  be  deducted! 
For,  in  the  absence  of  some  absolute  and  con- 
trolling rule  of  law  to  the  contrary,  the  in* 
tentions  of  a  testator,  as  deduced  from  the 
language  of  the  will,  construed  in  the  light 
of  the  circumstances  surrounding  him  at  the 
date  of  its  execution,  always  control  as  to 
the  disposition  of  the  estate.  Without  en- 
tering into  any  discussion  we  make  these 
quotations  from  prior  decisions  of  this  court. 
In  Smith  V.  Bell,  6  Pet.  68,  8  L.  ed.  322,  it 
was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall : 

"The  first  and  great  rule  in  the  exposition 
of  wills,  to  which  all  other  rules  must  bend, 
is  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  ex- 
pressed in  his  will  shall  prevail,  provided 
it  be  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law.  [Dor  o 
vie  V.  Stephens]  1  Dougl.  322 ;  [Perrin  v.  ^ 
Dl4ike]  1  W.  Bl.  672.  This  principle»ls  gen-  • 
erally  asserted  in  the  construction  of  eyerv 
testamentary  disposition.  It  is  emphatical- 
ly the  will  of  the  person  who  makes  it,  and 
is  defined  to  be  'the  legal  declaration  of  a 
man's  intentions  which  he  wills  to  be  per- 
formed after  his  death.'  2  Bl.  Com.  499. 
These  intentions  are  to  be  collected  from  his 
words  and  ought  to  be  carried  into  effect  if 
they  be  consistent  with  law.  In  the  con- 
struction of  ambiguous  expressions,  the  situ- 
ation of  the  parUes  may  properly  be 
taken  into  view.  The  ties  which  connect  the 
testator  with  his  legatees,  the  aflfection  sub- 
sisting between  them,  the  motives  which  may 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  operate  with  him 
and  to  influence  him  in  the  disposition  of  his 
property,  are  all  entitled  to  consideration  in 
expounding  doubtful  words  and  ascertaining 
the  meaning  in  which  the  testator  used 
them.  ...  No  rule  is  better  settled 
than  that  the  whole  will  is  to  be  taken  to- 
gether, and  is  to  be  so  construed  as  to  give 
effect,  if  it  be  possible,  to  the  whole.  .  .  . 
Notwithstanding  the  reasonableness  and 
good  sense  of  this  general  rule,  that  the  in- 
tention shall  prevail,  it  has  been  sometimes 
disregarded.  If  the  testator  attempts  to  ef- 
fect that  which  the  law  forbids,  his  will 
must  yield  to  the  rules  of  law.    But  courts 
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have  sometimes  gone  farther.  The  eon* 
nti-uction  put  upon  words  in  one  will  has 
been  supposed  to  furnish  a  rule  for  constru- 
ing the  same  words  in  other  wills; and  there- 
by to  furnish  some  settled  and  fixed  rules  of 
construction  which  ought  to  be  respected. 
We  cannot  say  that  this  principle  ought  to 
be  totally  disregarded;  but  it  should  never 
be  carried  so  far  as  to  defeat  the  plain  in- 
tent, if  that  intent  may  be  carried  into  exe- 
cution without  riolating  the  rules  of  law.  It 
has  been  said  truly  ( [Oulliver  y.  Pcj^tg]  3 
Wils.  141 )  'that  cases  on  wills  may  guide  us 
to  general  rules  of  construction;  but  unless 
•  case  cited  be  in  every  respect  directly  in 
point,  and  agree  in  every  circimistance,  it 
will  have  little  or  no  weight  with  the  court, 
who  always  look  upon  the  intention  of  the 
testator  as  the  polar  star  to  direct  them  in 
the  construction  of  wills." 

And  in  Blake  v.  Hatokins,  98  U.  8.  315, 
824,  26  L.  ed.  139,  141,  Mr.  Justice  Strong 
nsed  these  words: 
I.     "It  is  a  common  remark,  that^  when  inter- 
^  preting  a  will,  the  attending  circumstances 
•  of  the  testator,  such  as  the  condition^of  his 
family,  and  the  amount  and  character  of  his 
property,  may  and  ought  to  be  taken  into 
consideration.    The   interpreter   may  place 
himself  in  the  position  occupied  by  the  tes- 
tator when  he  made  the  will,  and  from  that 
standpoint  discover  what  was  intended." 

See  also  Clarke  v.  Boorman,  18  Wall.  493, 
21  L.  ed.  904;  Colton  v.  Colton,  127  U.  S. 
300.  32  L.  ed.  138,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1164;  Lee 
V.  Shnpaon,  134  U.  S.  572,  33  L.  ed.  1038,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  631. 

In  the  liii^ht  of  these  decisions  we  turn  to 
inquire,  What  was  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor? Suppose  that  on  the  next  day  after 
making  tnis  will  he  had  died«  upon  what  ba- 
sis would  the  distribution  of  his  estate  have 
been  made?  Obviously  by  first  canceling  all 
the  gifts  and  advances  made  to  his  children, 
and  then  distributing  the  balance  equally  be- 
tween the  five.  For  he  declares  that  the  equal 
provision  made  by  item  4  shall  be  in  addition 
to  his  advances,  "and  that  in  the  division,  dis- 
tribution, and  settlement  of  my  said  estate 
said  advances  .  .  .  be  treated,  not  as  ad- 
vancements, but  as  gifts  not  in  any  manner 
to  be  accounted  for  by  my  said  children  and 
grandson,  or  any  of  them,  or  the  issue  of  any 
of  them."  Language  could  not  be  more 
clear.  Nothing  could  express  ^e  intent  of 
the  testator  more  forcibly  that  these  words. 
Whatever  he  had  done  in  the  way  of  letting 
his  children  and  grandson  have  money  was 
to  be  taken  as  a  matter  of  gift,  for  which 
none  of  the  recipients  was  to  account,  and 
only  his  estate,  less  such  gifts  and  advances, 
was  to  be  equally  distributed  between  the 
legatees  named.  And  this  intent,  which  is 
BO  clearly  disclosed  in  respect  to  what  he  had 
alieady  done,  is  equally  clear  in  respect  to 
what  he  might  do  thereafter.  He  says  that 
he  "may  make  further  advances  to  them  re- 
spectively, or  to  some  of  them/'  and  declares 
that  in  the  division,  distribution,  and  settle- 
ment of  his  estate  "said  advances  .  .  . 
that  may  hereaifter  be  made,  be  treated,  not 
as  advancements,  but  as  gifta.**    In  other 


words,  M  he  had  used  some  of  his  proper^ 
in  the  past  again  and  again  to  help  nis  chil- 
dren, he  saw  that  it  was  likely  in  the  future 
he  might  do  the  same  thing,  and  declared^ 
not  only  that  every  dollar  he  had  let  them 
have  in  the  past,  but  also  every  dollar  that 
he  mieht  let  them  have  in  the  future,  should 
be  taken,  "not  as  advancements,  but  as 
gifts."  Not  only  that,  but  that  such  giftsoo 
should  not  be  accounteid  for  in  any  manner^ 
"by  any  of  the  recipients,  and  that  only  the* 


balance  of  his  estate,  after  all  these  pers 
gifts  were  canceled,  should  be  distributed 
equallv  among  the  legatees.  As  in  the  past 
he  had  freely  used  his  estate  for  the  benefit 
of  his  children,  so  he  announced  his  inten- 
tion to  deal  as  freely  with  it  in  the  future, 
and  to  use  any  part  of  it  in  any  wav  that  he 
might  deem  best  for  the  interests  of  any  one 
of  his  children,  and  declared  that  such  help 
given,  or  that  might  be  given  in  the  future, 
should  not  be  made  the  basis  of  any  account- 
ing between  his  legatees.  He  knew  he  had 
a  Tar^e  estate,  and  that,  whatever  he  might 
do  with  a  fraction  of  it,  there  would  be  an 
abundance  left  for  each  of  them— enough  to 
place  them  beyond  the  reach  of  want.  He 
had  the  large  and  generous  paternal  feeling ; 
that  feeling  which  prompts  the  parent  to 
care  as  best  he  can  during  his  lifetime  for 
each  of  his  childroi  according  to  their  re- 
spective wants,  and  he  did  not  mean  that 
anything  he  did  for  one  child  should  be 
challenged  by  another.  He  doubtless  re- 
called, as  every  parent  does,  that  durinc  in- 
fancy and  childhood  one  child  had  called  for 
more  attention  and  care,  more  hours  of  toil 
and  watch,  than  another.  He  realised  that 
as  they  had  grown  to  manhood  and  woman- 
hood, and  entered  into  their  various  places 
in  life,  there  had  been  different  calls  for  pe- 
cuniary assistance,  and  that  doubtless  there 
would  be  differences  in  the  future.  He  knew 
that  he  had  responded  to  ever^r  need  of  each 
child  in  its  early  days,  was  trying  in  the  lat- 
er days  of  manhood  and  womanhood  to  make 
like  responses,  and  felt  that  while  life  should 
be  prolonged  to  him  he  would  be  under  the 
same  pressure  of  affection  to  each.  He  be- 
lieved that  after  he  had  done  in  his  lifetime 
what  in  his  judgment  they  severally  required 
there  would  be  an  abundance  of  his  estate 
left  for  distribution,  and  intended  that  all 
dealings  between  himself  and  each  of  his 
children  should  be  wiped  out — ^there  should 
be  a  tahula  rasa — and  that  what  was  left 
(and  it  would  be  a  large  estate)  after  hav- 
ing discharged  to  each  one  his  paternal  obli- 
gation, the  untouched  estate,  snould  be  dis- 
tributed equally.  We  do  not  see  how  that 
purpose  and  thought  of  his  could  be  ex- 
pressed more  clearly  and  forcibly  than  it 
was  done  in  the  fifth  item  of  the  will,  and  it 
would  be  a  sad  commentary  on  the  wisdom 
of  the  law  if  that  purpose  was  not  recognised  a 
and  enforced.  •? 

*It  is  said  that  there  is  an  expressed  limi-* 
tation  on  this  generous  purpose  in  that  he 
describes  the  advances  already  made  as 
"chareed  to  them  respectively  on  my  books," 
and  that  as  to  further  advances  they  "may 
be  charged  on  my  books  to  their  respective 
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account*,"  and  tliat  fat  order  thai  anv  itilMe- 
quent  advances  should  come  within  the  scope 
of  this  pnmsion  theT  should  be  formally 
charged  on  his  books  "^to  their  respective  ac- 
counts.'' We  cannot  believe  that  the  sener- 
ous  purposes  of  the  father  were  intended  to 
be  limited  by  the  action  of  a  bookkeeper.  In 
the  full  possession  of  his  faculties  and 
watchful  over  his  books  he  knew  what  en- 
tries had  been  made,  and  that  they  told  the 
full  story  of  his  advances  to  his  children, 
and  so,  not  nnnaturallv,  he  referred  to  those 
books  as  evidence  of  those  advances,  but  as 
to  future  advances  he  says  onlr  that  they 
"may  be  charged  on  my  books,'^  and  surely 
he  did  not  muce  the  possibilities  of  such  en- 
tries the  measure  of  his  generosity.  He  was 
seventy-seven  years  of  age  when  this  will 
was  made.  He  could  not  foresee  the  length 
of  days  which  might  be  allotted  to  him  nor 
the  possible  failure  of  any  of  his  faculties — 
and  indeed  before  his  death  there  was  a  fail- 
ure of  eyesight,  and  possibly,  towards  the 
last,  of  his  mental  powers.  Of  course, 
when  he  made  this  will  he  knew  the  possibil- 
ity of  these  things,  and  it  is  inconsistent 
with  the  whole  spirit  of  the  will  to  suppose 
that  he  meant  that  his  generosity  shomd  be 
determined  and  measur^  bv  the  fidelity  or 
forgetfulness  of  a  mere  clerk.  No  man  act- 
ing in  a  spirit  of  generous  affection  ever  con- 
templates that  a  stranger  shall  measure  the 
scope  and  reach  of  such  affection.  It  is  a 
matter  personal  to  himself,  the  beginning 
and  ending  of  which,  the  scope  and  limits  of 
which,  he  and  he  only  is  to  determine. 

With  this  understanding  of  the  scope  and 
purpose  of  this  clause  in  the  will,  we  pass 
to  a  consideration  of  what  took  place  in  re- 
spect to  the  advances  for  the  benefit  of  his 
son  William.  At  ^at  time  the  father  was 
feeling  the  weaknesses  of  old  age,  his  eye- 
sight was  failing,  and  he  had  called  his  son 
John  to  act  as  his  B^esEit  in  the  care  of  his 
estate.  News  of  the  disaster  to  the  bank  and 
the  effect  of  its  failure  on  the  welfare  of  his 
eson  William  came  to  the  father,  and  John 
$  went  to  Cincinnati  to  investigate,  came  back 
•  and  reported  the  situation  as  he^ found  it; 
told  his  father  of  the  personal  loans  made 
to  William  by  the  bank,  and  that  they  were 
secured  by  collateral.  We  quote  his  testi- 
mony as  to  the  conversation  with  his  father : 

Q,  832.  What  communication  did  you 
hsve  with  your  father  upon  your  return  to 
Ashland  T 

A,  I  told  him  of  William's  debt  to  the 
bank — individual  debt — and  what  it  would 
probably  amount  to,  and  that  friends  here 
advised  it  was  for  William's  interest  that 
that  debt,  individual  debt,  should  be  paid. 
I  told  him  that  the  securities  which  William 
had  turned  over  to  the  bank  as  security  on 
the  debt  would  some  of  them  probably  be 
sacrificed  at  a  sale  here — ^that  I  thought  we 
had  better  TOty  the  debt. 

0.  833.  What  did  he  sayf 

A.  He  said  that  he  was  satisfied  to  do 
whatever  I  thought  was  best. 

Q,  834.  What  else  did  he  say  about  the 
matter  other  than  to  say  to  yon  that  he  was 


satisfied  to  do  whatever  yon  thought  wm» 
best? 

A.  Well,  I  think  I  have  answered  it  I 
cannot  repeat  the  oonversation  between  «• 
any  more  than  the  general  result  of  it. 

On  the  faith  of  this  oonversation  John  r^ 
turned  to  Cincinnati,  and  having  raised  th* 
needed  money,  paid  off  William's  obligation* 
to  the  bank  and  took  up  the  collateral,  whose 
face  value  was  largely  in  excess  of  the  in- 
debtedness. That  the  collateral  when  prop- 
erly  utilized,  as  it  apparently  was,  did  not 
pay  the  amount  of  William's  indebtednesa 
to  the  bank,  is  immaterial,  nor  is  it  material 
that  William  gave  a  note  for  the  amount  of 
this  advance,  as  well  as  other  notes  after- 
wards for  like  advances,  and  that  such  notea 
were  entered  on  the  books  of  the  father  i& 
the  account  of  "bills  receivable."  It  afh 
pears  that  this  payment  was  not  made  at  the 
request  of  William,  but  made  upon  consulta- 
tion between  the  father  and  his  son  and 
agent,  John,  and  made  probably  with  the  ex- 
pectation that  the  collateral,  if  properly 
used,  would  pay  the  amount  of  the  indeibted* 
ness. 

And  here  it  becomes  important  to  consider 
the  relations  of  John  Means  to  his  father. 
As  the  father  grew  old  and  his  faculties  be- 
gan to  fail  he  naturally  called  his  oldest  son 
John  into  his  service,  and  John  acted  dur- 
ing the  last  years  of  his  father's  life  as  his  h 
sgent,  and  it  was  reallv  at  John's  sugBestioa$ 
*that  the  money  was  advanced  for  the  benefit* 
of  William.  But  in  calling  John  to  his 
service  as  agent  and  caretaker  of  his  prop- 
ertv  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
father  meant  that  the  son  should  do  any- 
thing to  prevent  the  full  carrying  out  of  the 
purpose  expressed  in  his  will.  He  had  no  ex- 
press authority,  and  Indeed  no  implied  au- 
thority, to  alter  that  instrument  in  which 
had  long  been  recorded  the  settled  deter- 
mination of  the  father.  So  that  whatever 
he  may  have  done  in  caring  for  the  property 
as  the  agent  of  his  father  during  his  lifetime 
is  not  to  be  taken,  unless  there  are  other  cir- 
cumstances to  indicate  the  fact,  as  showing 
an  intent  on  the  part  of  the  father  to  change 
in  any  way  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  will. 

And  indeed  it  is  but  simple  justice  to  John 
Means  to  say  that  from  the  evidence  we  are 
satisfied  that  there  was  no  thought  or  intent 
on  his  part  to  change  or  limit  his  father's 
will.  He  did  not  intend  by  any  strategy  or 
device  to  thwart  his  father's  purpose  of 
kindness  to  any  of  his  children,  nor  did  he 
pursue  the  course  he  did  in  respect  to  thie 
advance  with  the  idea  that  he  could  satisfy 
his  father's  desire  to  help  William  and  at 
the.  same  time  place  the  act  of  help  outside 
the  reach  of  item  5  of  the  will,  and  thus  ad- 
vance the  pecuniary  interest  of  himself  and 
the  other  legatees  not  thus  helped  by  his 
father.  Very  likely  he  was  uncertain  as  to 
the  construction  which  would  be  placed  upon 
item  6;  possibly  thought  that  even  ii  it 
meant  exactly  that  whioi  we  are  clear  it  does 
mean,  there  mieht  be  an  impropriety  at  his 
father's  age  and  feebleness  in  his  advancing 
so  much  money  for  the  benefit  of  a  single 
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child,  and  in  order  tlMi4  the  transaction,  in 
case  of  his  death  before  that  of  his  father, 
might  be  clearly  disclosed,  took  notes  from 
Wnliam  and  entered  them  on  his  father's 
books  under  the  head  of  "bills  receivable." 
It  appears  from  some  of  the  testimony  that 
there  was  also  a  thought  of  protecting  Will- 
iam's share  in  the  estate  which  by  the  death 
of  the  father  might  soon  come  to  him,  from 
attacks  of  creditors,  and  it  may  also  be  that 
partly  on  that  account  William  executed  the 
notes  which  were  received  for  these  moneys. 
At  any  rate,  the  correspondence  between  the 
brothers  at  the  time  of  these  transactions  in- 
^  dioates  that  they  were  friendly,  and  that 
QoJohn  was  willingly  doing  that  which  he 
7  thought  thi*father  desired  in  using  a  portion 
of  the  father's  estate  in  helping  William  out 
of  his  troubles.  But  whatever  John  or  Will- 
iam may  have  purposed  or  thought,  the  evi- 
dence does  not  indicate  that  the  father  in- 
tended that  this  help  extended  to  William 
should  stand  in  any  different  attitude  to  that 
which  he  had  theretofore  extended  to  others 
of  his  children,  or  meant  that  this  advance 
should  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
visions in  item  6 ;  and  that  is  the  fundamen- 
tal question  in  the  case.  It  is  the  father's 
estate  which  is  being  distributed,  and  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  courts  to  see  that  it  is  dis- 
tributed according  to  his  expressed  intention. 
The  testimony  in  this  case  is  voluminous, 
and  there  are  many  facts  and  circumstances 
disclosed  in  it  throwing  light  on  the  ques- 
tions which  we  have  considered.  We  have 
deemed  it  imnecessary  to  refer  to  them  in 
view  of  the  very  full  and  satisfactory  opinion 
filed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  in  which 
these  facts  and  circumstances  are  recited  and 
eonsidered  at  length,  and  which  in  the  main 
meets  our  approval. 

One  further  question  remains  for  consid- 
eration: The  father  died  June  8,  1890.  The 
will  was  duly  probated,  and  administrators 
with  the  will  annexed  were  appointed  and 
qualified.  On  October  16,  1890,  William 
Means  executed  and  delivered  to  these  admin- 
istrators the  following  receipt: 


Ashland,  Ky.,  October  16,  1890. 

Received  of  Thomas  M.  Adams  and  E.  C. 
Means,  administrators  with  the  will  annexed 
of  the  estate  of  Thomas  W.  Means,  deceased, 
the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  thirty-six  thou- 
sand and  thirty-five  and  75-100  dollars,  be- 
ing a  part  of  my  distributable  share  as 
legatee  under  said  will  applied  by  them  as 
ordered  by  me  upon  the  following  notes  and 
claims  owed  by  me  to  the  estate  of  said  de- 
cedent, and  payable  to  his  order,  viz, : 

[Here  follows  description  of  ten  notes, 
with  balance  due  on  each,  aggregating  $130,* 
035.75.] 

This  receipt  is  given  in  pursuance  of  set- 
tlement made  October  6,  1890. 

William  Means. 
Attest:  John  F.  Hager. 
A.  £.  Lampton. 
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•  *The  validity  of  this  receipt  or  release  was 
challenged  by  the  respondents  (plaintiffs  in 
the  circuit  court),  who  claimed  title  to  thai 


portion  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  W.  Means 
passing  under  the  will  to  William  Means  by. 
virtue  of  the  following  proceedings:  At  the 
May  term,  1891,  of  the  common  pleas  court 
of  the  county  of  Greene,  state  of  Ohio,  a  de- 
cree was  entered  in  a  cause  then  pending  in 
said  court  between  William  Means  on  the 
one  side  and  on  the  other  Martha  E.  O. 
Means,  his  wife,  and  their  children,  Gertrude 
E.  Means  and  Pearl  K  Means  and  PattI 
Means,  a  minor,  by  her  next  friend,  her 
mother,  which,  after  finding  that  in  the  life- 
time of  Thomas  W.  Means,  for  a  good  and 
valuable  consideration,  William  Means  made 
an  agreement  with  his  wife  and  children 
whereby  he  settled  upon  them,  through 
trustees,  for  their  maintenance  and  support, 
his  interest  in  expectancy  in  the  estate  ol 
his  father,  Thomas  W.  Means,  transferred 
all  such  interest  to  the  plaintiffs  as  trustees. 
This  decree  having  been  entered  after  per- 
sonal service  upon  William  Means,  of  course 
binds  him  both  by  its  findings  and  order. 
How  far  the  findings  in  such  decree  as  to  the 
agreement  and  the  time  at  which  it  was  made 
may  affect  the  action  of  the  administrators 
is  a  matter  discussed  in  the  briefs,  but  which 
we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider. 

Neither  do  we  stop  to  consider  the  charge 
of  fraudulent  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  s!d- 
ministrators,  for,  independently  of  those  eon« 
siderations,  we  are  of  opinion  that  equi^ 
will  not  enforce  this  receipt  or  release,  it 
was  a  surrender  by  William  Means,  without 
any  consideration,  of  practically  his  whole 
interest  in  his  father's  estate,  amounting  to 
between  $100,000  and  $200,000.  The  admin- 
istrators were  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capaci^. 
Their  obligations  to  each  of  the  beneficiaries 
were  equal.  Their  duty  was  to  dispose  of  the 
property  placed  in  their  hands  according  to 
the  expressed  will  of  the  testator,  and  uey 
were  not  at  liberty  to  act  in  the  interests  of 
one  legatee  as  against  those  of  another.  If 
they  were  doubtful  as  to  the  meaning  of  any 
clause  in  the  will  they  should  have  applied 
to  the  court  for  its  construction  and  direo- 
tion.  If  they  chose  to  act  upon  their  own 
interpretation  of  its  meaning  they  should  j 
have  so  acted,  and  not  sought  to  condudeany) 
of  the  legatees  by  a  contract*binding  him  to* 
accept  their  interpretation.  As  shown  bj 
papers  introduced  in  evidence  signed  by  Will- 
iam Means,  they  proceeded  with  more  than 
promptness  and  with  great  activity  and 
energy  to  secure  this  and  other  releases.  Ob- 
viously William  Means  was  in  such  a  con- 
dition as  to  require  that  they  who  were  in 
fact  trustees  of  his  interests  should  seek  to 
protect  instead  of  destroying  them.  We 
think  the  evidence  justifies  that  which  was 
said  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  its  opinion: 

"William had  lost  all  his  property, and  was 
in  very  straitened  circumstances.  Binoe 
his  downfall  he  has  been  broken  in  spirit  and 
wavering  in  his  purposes.  He  seems  at  times 
to  have  been  impressed  that  the  administm- 
tors  had  a  moral,  if  not  a  legal,  claim  upon 
him,  that  he  should  yield  up  his  l^acy  to 
the  estate,  and  this  claim  was  pressed  and 
insisted  upon  by  the  administrators.  That 
they  had  no  such  legal  claim  upon  him  we 
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liaye  already  determined.  Hie  brotlMr  end 
eietera  ell  being  in  effluent  eircometenoee, 
end  hie  own  fainiily  in  needy  eircumetencee, 
that  he  should  haye  yoluntarily  giyen  up  the 
whole  of  thie  large  eum,  with  no  mietake  in 
regard  to  what  hie  legal  rights  were,  it  is 
difficult  to  belieye.  It  amounted  simply  to  a 
gift  to  the  administrators  for  the  benefit  of 
the  other  legateee,  whose  only  daim  rested 
on  the  bounty  of  the  testator.  Courts  of 
equity  yiew  such  transactions  with  distrust, 
and,  if  the  cireumstaneee  indicate  that  the 
trustee  has  dealt  with  the  beneficiary  un- 
justly, will  not  hesitate  to  set  them  aside. 
The  absence  of  any  adequate  consideration 
in  itself  raisee  a  presumption  of  unfairness 
which  the  trustee  is  bound  to  repel."  [47 
U.  S.  App.  467,  78  Fed.  Rep.  552, 24  C.  C.  A. 
214.] 

While  a  man  in  the  full  possession  of  his 
faculties  and  under  no  duress  may  give  away 
his  property,  and  equity  will  not  recall  the 
gift,  yet  it  looks  with  careful  scrutiny  upon 
all  transactions  between  trustee  and  bene- 
fieiary,  and  if  it  appears  that  the  trustee 
has  taken  any  advantage  of  the  situation  of 
the  beneficiary,  and  has  obtained  from  him, 
erven  for  only  the  benefit  of  other  benefici- 
aries, larse  property  without  consideration, 
it  will  refuse  to  uphold  the  transaction  thus 
accomplished.  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  8  How.  183, 
12  L.  ed.  1040;  Comstock  v.  Herron,  6  U.  8. 
App.  626-687,  55  Fed.  Rep.  808,  5  C.  C.  A, 
266,  and  cases  cited;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  99 
S07,  308;  2  Pomeroy,  Eo.  Jur.  99  951,  958, 
1088.  So,  without  consiaering^the  debatable 
questions  presented  in  respect  to  this  re- 
ceipt or  release,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
drcuit  court  of  appeals  was  right  in  refus- 
ingto  uphold  it. 

There  is  nothing  else  in  the  case  that 
seeme  to  us  to  call  for  consideration.  We 
find  no  error  in  the  conclusions  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  and  its  decree  ia  afprmed* 

Dissenting:  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  Mr. 
Justice  Gray,  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Wlilte. 


(177  U.  S.  378) 

Bm  parte:    In  the  Matter  of  the  Applica- 
tion of  RAMON  BAEZ,  Petitioner. 

Htibeta  eorpue-— denying  leave  to  fie  peti- 
tion— where  writ  would  he  ineffeotuoL 

Leave  to  file  a  petition  for  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  and  certiorari  will  not  be  granted 
where  It  Is  obvious  that  before  a  return  to 
the  writ  can  be  made  or  any  other  action 
taken,  the  restraint  of  which  the  prisoner 
complains  will  be  terminated. 

[No.  — ,  Original.] 

Bu^nUtted  March  te,  1900.    Decided  April 
12.  1900. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  t 
On  March  26  a  motion  was  made  for  leave 

to  file  the  following  petition  for  the  writ  of 

tukbeas  corpus  and  certiorari 


''Your  petitioner,  Ramon 
20  8.  C-     ^ 
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LarrinaMi,  for  him*  and  in  his  behalf,  re-  f 
spectfully  shows  that  he  is  a  native-bom  in- 
habitant of  the  island  of  Puerto  Rico,  form- 
erly a  dependency  of  the  Kingdom  of  Spain, 
but  at  the  time  of  the  occurrences  hereinaft- 
er narrated  belonging  to  and  forming  a  part 
of  the  territory  of  the  United  SUtes  of 
America. 

"Your  petitioner  was  also  formerly  a  sub- 
ject of  His  Imperial  Majesty  the  King  of 
Spain  but  since  long  prior  to  the  oocurrenoee 
herein  complained  of  and  ever  since,  to  and 
including  the  present  time,  he  has  neither 
owed  nor  acknowledged  allegiance  to  any 
other  nation  or  sovereignty  than  that  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

"Your  petitioner  represents  unto  thli 
honorable  court  that  he  is  wrongfuUjr,  im- 
properly, unjustly,  and  illegally  imprisoned 
and  restrained  of  his  liber^  at  Humacao,  in 
and  on  said  island  of  Puerto  Rico,  by  one 
Samuel  C.  Bothwell,  called  and  slyled  as  and 
being  the  marshal  of  the  United  States  pro- 
visional court  for  the  department  of  Puerto 
Rico. 

"By  act  of  Congress  approved  April  26, 
1898,  it  was  declared  that  a  state  of  war  had 
existed  and  then  existed  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Kingdom  of  Spain, 
and  thereafter,  in  the  course  of  the  prosecn- 
tion  of  such  war,  the  military  forces  of  the 
United  States  invaded  and  conquered  the  is- 
land of  Puerto  Rico  and  have  ever  sinoe  re- 
mained in  possession  and  control  thereof. 

"December  10,  1898,  a  treaty  of  peace  was 
signed  at  Paris,  France,  between  the  duly 
accredited  representativee  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  Her  Majesty  the 
Queen  Regent  of  Spain;  and  the  same  having 
been  duly  reported  to  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  ratification  thereof  was  ad- 
vised by  the  Senate  on  February  6,  1899, 
and,  having  been  ratified  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States  on  said  date  and  subse- 
quently by  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  Regent 
of  Spain,  ratifications  thereof  were  cat- 
changed  at  Washington  on  the  11th  day  of 
April,  1899,  and  the  treaty  was  proclaimed 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States  on  the 
same  day. 

"By  said  treaty  it  was  provided,  among 
other  things,  as  follows:  o 

"  'Art.  II.  Spain  cedes  to  the  United  States* 
the  island  of  Porto*Rico  and  other  islands* 
now  under  Spanish  sovereignty  in  the'  West 
Indies.    .    .    .    ' 

"  'Art  XI.  All  Spaniards  residing  in  the 
territories  over  which  Spain  by  this  treaty 
cedes  or  relinquishes  her  sovereignty  shall 
be  subject  in  matters  civil  as  well  as  crimi- 
nal to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the 
country  wherein  they  reside,  pursuant  to  the 
ordinary  laws  governing  the  same ;  and  they 
shall  have  the  right  to  appear  before  such 
courts,  and  to  pursue  the  same  course  as  citi- 
zens of  itke  country  to  which  the  courts  be- 
long.' 

"Prior  to  the  ratification  of  said  treaty  of 
peace  and  on  or  about  the  12th  day  of 
August,  1898,  a  protocol  or  agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  Kingdom  of 
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by  the  representativM  of  the  two  nations,  un- 
der and  by  virtue  of  the  termm  of  which  a 
•lupension  of  hostilities  between  said  nations 
was  declared  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

''By  article  IV.  of  the  said  protocol  it  was 
agreed  that  Spain  should  evacuate  Porto 
Rico,  and  that  commissioners  should  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  signatory  powers  for  the  pur- 
pose of  arranging  and  carrying  out  the  de- 
tails of  such  evacuation. 

"Thereafter  an  evacuation  commission  was 
appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  a  similar  commission  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  government  of  Spain,  and  the 
commissioners  subsequently  assembled  in  the 
city  of  San  Juan,  Porto  Rico,  and  duly 
arranged  the  terms  of  such  evacuation, 
which  were  accepted  by  the  respective  gov- 
ernments, and  the  evacuation  and  retirement 
of  the  Spanish  forces  from  the  island  of 
Puerto  Rico  occurred  on  the  18th  day  of 
October,  1898. 

"Thereupon,  and  on  said  date,  Major  Gen- 
eral John  R.  Brooke,  commanding  the  forces 
of  the  United  States,  in  compliance  with  the 
orders  of  the  President,  assumed  the  govern- 
ment of  the  said  island  of  Porto  Rico,  and  by 
General  Order  No.  1,  of  said  date,  estab- 
lished the  military  'Department  of  Puerto 
Rico.' 

"Said  order,  among  other  things,  con- 
tained the  following: 

"  'The  provincial  and  muncipal  laws,  in  so 
far  as  they  affect  the  settlement  of  private 
rights  of  persons  and  property  and  provide 
Ft  for  the  punishment  of  crime,  will  be  enforced 
09  unless  they  are  incompatible  with  the 
*  changed  conditions  of  Porto*  Rico,  in  which 
event  they  mav  be  suspended  by  the  depart- 
ment commander/ 

"Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  after 
■aid  12th  day  of  August,  1898,  hostilities 
eeased  to  exist  in  the  islaiid  of  Porto  Rico  be- 
tween the  forces  of  the  United  States  and  of 
Spain,  and  that  since  the  11th  day  of  April, 
1899,  war  has  ceased  to  exist  between  the 
nations,  and  also  since  the  last-named  date, 
if  not  prior  thereto,  there  has  been  and  is 
now  a  condition  of  peace  existing  through- 
out said  island  of  Porto  Rico,  and  there  has 
been  neither  a  state  of  war  with  any  foreign 
power  in  the  said  island,  nor  has  there  been 
any  internal  or  domestic  rebellions,  revolu- 
tions, or  dissensions,  nor  any  failure  to 
recognize  the  authority  and  sovereignty  of 
the  United  Stotes. 

"Since  the  occupation  of  Porto  Rico  by  the 
United  States  authorities  the  civil  courts 
of  that  island  have  been  in  session,  exercising 
the  same  jurisdiction  and  in  substantially 
the  same  form  as  during  the  Spanish  occupa- 
tion of  the  island,  and  such  courts  were  ex- 
ercising their  ordinary  civil  and  criminal 
jurisdiction  during  all  of  the  times  herein- 
after mentioned. 

"On  the  27th  day  of  June,  1899,  by  Gen- 
eral Order  No.  88,  of  Brigadier  General 
George  W.  Davis,  United  States  Army,  then 
commanding  the  department  of  Porto  Rico, 
and  the  supreme  military  authority  in  said 
Island,    there    was    established    a  'United 


States  Provisional  Court  for   the   Depart* 
meat  of  Porto  Rico/ 

"Said  General  Order  88,  among  other 
things,  provides  as  follows: 

"  %ec.  II.  The  judicial  power  of  the  pro- 
visional court  hereby  established  shall  ex- 
tend  to  all  cases  which  would  be  properly 
cognizable  by  the  circuit  or  district  courts 
of  the  United  States  under  the  Constitution, 
and  to  all  common-law  offenses  within  the 
restrictions  hereinafter  specified.' 

"'Sec.  IV.  The  decisions  of  said  courts 
shall  follow  the  principles  of  common  law 
and  equity  as  established  by  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  and  its  procedure,  rules,  and 
records  shall  conform  as  nearly  as  practica- 
ble to  those  observed  and  kept  in  said  Fed- 
eral courts.    ...  N 

"  'Sec.  V.  The  provisional  court  shall  con-eS 
sist  of  three  judgo^^one  of  whom  shall  be* 
known  as  the  law  judge,  and  the  other  two 
as  associate  judges,  one  United  States  dis- 
trict attorney,  one  marshal,  one  clerk,  three 
deputy  clerks,  one  steno^apher  and  reporter, 
one  interpreter,  one  bailiff  and  janitor,  and 
one  messenger.  The  law  judge  shall  preside, 
and  shall  determine  and  decide  all  technical 
questions  of  law.  A  majority  vote  of  the 
bench  shall  determine  all  questions  of  fact 
The  jury  system  may  be  introduced  or  dis- 
pensed with  in  any  particular  case  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court. 

"'Sec.  VI.  The  judges  of  the  provisional 
court  shall  be  clothed  with  the  powers  vested 
in  the  judges  of  the  circuit  or  district  courts 
of  the  United  States. 

"  'Sec.  VII.  The  district  attorney  shall  be 
authorized  to  present  to  the  court  informa- 
tion against  all  parties  for  violations  of 
United  States  statutes  and  regulations.  He 
shall  also  in  like  manner  present  informa- 
tions for  violations  of  orders  issued  by  the 
department  commander  relating  to  civil 
matters,  which  may  be  referred  to  him  from 
these  headquarters.     .     .     . 

"  *Sec.  VI II.  In  order  to  define  more  dear- 
ly certain  branches  of  the  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  provisional  court,  it  is  hereby  pro- 
vided that  it  shall  include  and  be  exclusive 
in  the  following  classes  of  cases: 

"'1st.  All  offenses  punishable  under  the 
statutory  laws  of  the  United  States,  such  as 
those  indicated  in  paragraph  I  of  this  order. 

"  '2d.  Offenses  committed  by  or  against 
persons,  foreigners  or  Americans,  not  resi- 
dents of  this  department,  but  who  may  be 
traveling  or  temporarily  sojourning  therein, 
or  against  the  property  of  nonresidents. 

"  '3d.  Offenses  against  the  person  or  prop- 
erty of  persons  belonging  to  the  army  or 
navy,  or  those  committed  by  persons  belong- 
ing to  the  army  or  navy,  not  properly  triaue 
by  military  or  naval  courts;  but  not  includ- 
ing minor  police  offenses. 

'"4th.  Offenses  committed  by  or  against 
foreigners  or  by  or  against  citizens  of  an- 
other state,  district,  or  territory  of  the 
United  States,  residing  in  this  department.' 

"  'Sec.  XI.  If  any  party  litigant  shall  feela 
aggrieved  by  the  judgment  or  decree  of  saldJJ 
court  a  stay  of  ninety  days  shairbe  granted* 
such  party  before  the  execution  of  su^  judg* 
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appliontion  to  the  Supreme  Court  ol 
the  United  States  for  a  writ  of  oertiorari  ox 
other  suitable  process  to  review  such  judff- 
ment  or  decree.  But  if  at  the  end  of  said 
ninety  days  such  proeess  has  not  been  issued 
by  the  Supreme  Court  exeeution  shall  forth- 
with issue/ 

'"Sec.  XVI.  The  oourt  shall  adopt  an 
appropriate  seal  which  shall  beprocured  by 
tne  treasurer  of  the  island.  Ine  derk  of 
the  court  shall  have  the  custody  of  the  seal 
for  use  in  attesting  legal  documents  in  the 
nsual  manner. 

'*  'Sec.  XVII.  In  accordance  with  the  pro- 
Tlsfone  of  paragraph  V.  of  this  order  the  fol- 
lowing appointaents  are  announced  to  take 
effect  July  Ist,  1899. 

[Here  followed  the  designation  of  a  ''law 
Judge;**  a  "provisional  United  States  attor- 
ney;'' two  military  officers  as  "associate 
Judges;"  and  another  as  "clerk.'l 

"  'Private  Samuel  C.  Bothwell,  troop  D, 
6th  U.  S.  cavalry,  is  detailed  on  special  duty 
as  marshal  of  the  U.  S.  provisional  court.' 

"By  General  Order  218  of  said  department, 
dated  December  18,  1899,  section  XI.  of  Gen- 
eral Order  88,  hereinbefore  set  forth,  was 
amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows : 

"  'If  any  party  litigant  shall  feel  aggrieved 
by  the  judgment  or  decree  of  said  court,  a 
stay  of  ninetv  days  shall  be  granted  such 
party  before  the  execution  of  such  Judgment 
or  decree*  upon  the  filing  of  a  bond  by  him 
with  sureties  in  an  amount  and  with  such 
conditions  as  the  court  mav  determine,  for 
the  purpose  of  allowing  such  party  to  make 
application  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
united  States  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  or 
other  suitable  process  to  review  such  judg- 
ment or  decree. 

"'For  good  cause,  this  court  may  extend 
the  time  of  filing  such  application  and  record 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  ox  the  supreme  or  ap- 
pellate court  aforesaid. 
^      "  The  stay  of  execution  granted  by  this 
^  court  shall  be  in  force  until  the  final  dispo- 
•   sition  of  the  case  by  the  supreme  or*appelIate 
court   aforesaid,  provided    that   the    party 
availing  himself  of  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  not  be  guilty  of  negligence  in  pros- 
ecuting his  application  before  the  said  su- 
preme or  appellate  court' 

"On  the  21st  day  of  September,  1899,  by 
General  Order  145  of  said  department,  issued 
bv  Brigadier  General  George  W.  Davis,  Unit- 
ed States  Army,  as  aforesaid,  provision  was 
made  for  the  holding  of  municipal  elections 
in  said  island  of  Porto  Bico,  and  certain 
rules  and  regulations  governing  the  right  of 
the  inhabitants  to  vote  at  such  elections  and 
the  manner  of  exercising  such  suffrage  were 
therein  provided  for,  among  others  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"  'See.  V.  An  elector  to  vote  at  such  elec- 
tions shall  possess  the  following  qualifica- 
tions: 

"  'a.  He  must  be  a  bona  fide  male  resident 
of  the  municipality. 


^*h.  H»Bivlteoy«r  twentyHMM  yean  of 

age. 

"  *»  He  must  be  a  tazpajtf  of  record  at 
the  date  of  his  r^pistraiion,  or  he  must  bo 
able  to  read  and  write. 

"  'd.  He  must  hayo  resided  upon  the  island 
of  Puerto  Rico  for  two  years  next  preoeding 
the  date  of  his  registration,  and  for  the  last 
six  months  of  said  two  years  within  the  mo* 
nicipali^  where  the  election  is  held.' 

"Thereafter,  by  General  Orders  160  of  said 
department,  issued  October  12, 1899,  General 
Orders  146  were  amended  so  as  to  read  in 
part  as  follows: 

"'Sec  VIII.  He  must  be  a  taxpayer  of 
record  in  the  munidpali^  in  which  he  votes 
at  the  date  of  this  order,  or  he  must  be  able 
to  read  and  write.  Persons  who  pay  insular 
or  municipal  taxes  of  any  kind,  in  their  own 
rieht  or  name,  or  in  the  name  of  their  law^ 
fill  wife  or  minor  child,  or  the  members  of  a 
firm,  corporation,  or  copartnership  paying 
taxes,  and  the  heirs  of  an  estate  that  pay 
taxes,  are  deemed  taxpayers  under  the  mean- 
ing of  this  clause,  but  administrators, 
guardians,  trustees,  agents,  or  other  persona 
who  pay  taxes  lor  other  than  themsdves  or 
their  lawful  family  are  not  taxpayers  with- 
in its  meaning  through  su<^  payment'  ^ 

"bee  XVI.  Any  person  who  fraudulently  8 
votes,  or  attempts««r  offers  to  fraudulently  • 
vote,  or  attempts  to  influence  or  oontrol 
others  to  fraudulently  vote,  at  any  publio 
election,  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be 
subject  to  a  fine  not  exceeding  one  hundred 
dollars,  or  to  imprisonment  at  hard  labor 
not  exceeding  three  months,  or  to  both  such 
fine  and  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court.' 

"Thereafter,  by  special  orders  of  the  mili- 
tary authorities  commanding  the  said  de- 
partment, an  election  was  ordered  to  be  held 
on  the  31st  day  of  October,  1899,  in  the  city 
of  Guayama,  Porto  Rico,  for  the  election  of 
the  ordinary  municipal  officers  of  said  eity 
to  fill  the  offices  in  the  plan  of  eivil  govern- 
ment established  by  the  military  authority 
of  the  United  States. 

"Your  petitioner  represents  that,  beinff 
duly  qualified  in  accordance  with  law  ana 
the  general  orders  aforesaid,  he  voted  at  said 
election  for  the  candidates  of  the  party  to 
which  he  belonged,  and  thereafter,  on  or 
about  the  10th  day  of  November,  1899,  he 
was  arrc5«ted  and  bsken  into  custody  by  one 
Samuel  C.  Bothwell,  marshal  of  said  united 
States  Provisional  Court  of  the  Department 
of  Porto  Rico,  and  brought  before  said  pro- 
visional court,  and  was  &ere  charged  by  the 
district  attorney  thereof,  in  an  information 
or  complaint  which  was  read  to  him,  with 
having  illegally  voted  at  the  said  election  in 
the  city  of  Guayama  heretofore  mentioned. 

"Your  petitioner  pleaded  'Not  guilty'  to 
said  charge,  and  thereafter  said  United 
States  provisional  court  proceeded  to  try 
him  for  said  alleged  offense,  although  your 
petitioner  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  said 
court  and  denied  that  he  had  committed  any 
crime  or  offense  CG«[nizable  by  said  court, 
and  further  objected  on  the  ground  that  no 
presentment  or  information  had  been  ra- 
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turned  by  a  grand  jwry,  and  farther  thAt  ho 
waa  deprived  of  a  trial  by  jury  in  laid  cause, 
a  jury  trial  having  been  demanded  by  him 
and  refused  by  said  court. 

'^After  hearing  the  evidence  in  said  pro- 
oeeding,  said  provisional  court  found  your 
petitioner  'Quilty/  and  sentenced  him  to  im- 
prisonment at  hard  labor  in  the  jail  of  Hu- 
macao,  Porto  Rico,  for  a  period  of  thirty 
days. 
^     "Thereupon,  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
«  visions  of  section  XI.  of  General  Orders  88, 
•  as  amended  and  heretofore  referred  tOy«your 
petitioner  applied  for  a  stay  of  execution  of 
ninety  days,  to  permit  him  to  make  applica- 
tion to  this  honorable  court  for  a  writ  of 
certiorari  or  other  suitable  process,  to  re- 
view the  action,  and  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment of  said  provisional  court. 

"Such  application  was  granted;  and  the 
time  sJlowed  under  said  section  having  ex- 
pired, your  petitioner  has  been  taken  into 
custody  by  the  said  Samuel  C.  Bothwell, 
marshal  as  aforesaid,  and  is  by  him  now  un- 
lawfully restrained  of  his  liberty  and  com- 
pelled to  perform  infamous  tasks. 

'The  proceedings  of  said  United  States 
provisional  court  are  set  forth  at  large  in 
the  duly  certified  copy  of  the  transcript  of 
the  record  in  said  court  submitted  herewith. 
"Your  petitioner  further  alleges  that  he 
is  adrised  that  said  United  States  Provision- 
al Court  for  the  Department  of  Porto  Rico 
had  no  jurisdiction  or  lawful  authority  un- 
der the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  to  cause  the  arrest  of  your  petitioner 
or  to  proceed  against  him  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  and  that  said  pretended  proc- 
ess, arrest,  order,  trial,  and  judgment,  and 
warrant  whereby  your  petitioner  was  com- 
mitted to  the  custody  of  said  Samuel  C. 
Bothwell,  and  whereby,  in  custody  of  said 
Samuel  C.  Bothwell,  he  is  imprisoned  and 
restrained  of  his  liberty,  as  aforesaid,  were 
and  are,  each  and  all  of  them,  in  violation  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and 
the  just  rights  oi  your  petitioner,  and  are 
without  authority  of  law  and  void. 

"Your  petitioner  further  alleges  that  said 
United  States  provisional  court  had  no  ju- 
risdiction to  try  him  for  the  alleged  offense 
with  which  be  is  charged  for  the  reasons  fol- 
lowing, among  others : 

[The  reasons  were  here  set  forth  at 
length.] 

"Your  petitioner  further  avers  that  more 

than  thirty  other  persons,  residents  of  said 

island  of  Porto  Rico,  were  apprehended  and 

tried  by  said  provisional  court  upon    the 

same  or  similar  charges  to  those  preferred 

against  him,  and  such  persons  were  likewise 

found  guilty  and  sentenced  to  undergo  like 

punishment,  but  the  sentences  of  the  court 

in  such  other  cases  have  been  stayed  pend- 

,^  ing  the  determination  of  your  petitioner's 

^  application  herein." 

•  •   [Here  followed  the  prayer.] 

*".  The  petition  was  signed:     "Ramon  Baez, 


by  Tulio  Larriniiga;' 
follows: 


and  wma  verified  as 


DismoT  or  OoLUiiBZA,  m: 

Tulio  Larrinaga,  being  duly  twom,  die- 
poses  and  says: 

That  ho  IS  an  inhabitant  of  Porto  Rice 
and  knows  the  netitioner,  Ramon  Baez; 

He  has  read  tne  foregoing  petition  by  him 
subscribed  and  knows  the  contents  thereof, 
and — 

That  the  matters  and  thinss  therein  stat- 
ed are  true  of  his  own  knowledge  except  at 
to  matters  therein  stated  on  information  or 
belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he  believes 
them  to  be  true. 

Further,  this  petition  is  signed  and  veri- 
fied by  him  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 
Ramon  Bae*  for  the  reason  that  the  peti- 
tioner is  confined  in  the  island  of  Porto 
Rico,  and  to  delay  this  application  by  send- 
ing the  same  for  the  signature  and  aiffidarit 
of  the  petitioner  himsdf  would  greatlv  re- 
tard, if  not  entirely  defeat,  the  relief  there- 
by sought  to  be  obtained. 

Tulio  Larrinaga. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  a  notary 
public  March  24»  A.  D.  1900. 

Messrs.  Frederie  D.  McKeaaey,  J^rofi* 
oia  H.  Dewier,  and  Wayne  MaoVeagh  for 
petitioner. 

Solicitor  General  Blol&ards  opposed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

Application  to  file  this  petition  was  made 
to  the  court  on  March  26,  when,  under  pres- 
sure of  the  mass  of  business  under  advise- 
ment, we  were  about  to  take  a  recess  until 
April  9,  of  which  recess  the  bar  had  been 
previously  advised. 

No  notice  of  the  application  having  been 
given,  on  suggestion  of  counsel  for  the  Unit- 
ed States,  leave  was  granted,  according  to 
the  usual  course,  and  in  view  of  the  conceded » 
importance  of  the  questions  involved,  to  sub*§ 
mit  a  brief  in  opposition  within  a*week,  and* 
three  days  were  allowed  counsel  for  petition- 
er to  reply.    These  briefs  were  subsequently 
duly  filed. 

It  appears  from  the  petition  and  accom- 
panying papers  that  the  allied  proceedings 
against  petitioner  were  stayed  at  his  in- 
stance, from  December  11  until  March  16,  to 
enable  him  to  apply  to  this  court  in  the 
premises,  but  no  such  application  was  made. 
And  it  further  appears  that  petitioner  was 
not  restrained  of  his  liberty  until  up  to 
March  16,  and  that  such  restraint  was  to 
continue  for  thirty  dap  from  that  date, 
which  would  expire  April  16. 

The  petition  is  not  signed  or  verified  by 
Baez,  but  on  his  behalf,  and  the  affidavit 
does  not  state  that  the  application  is  made 
by  authority  or  at  the  request  of  Baes,  or 
any  facts  showing  that  he  was  unable  to 
make  it,  except  the  averment  by  afiiant  that 
*'this  petition  is  signed  and  verified  by  him 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Ramon  Baes 
for  the  reason  that  the  petitioner  is  confined 
in  the  island  of  Porto  Rico,  and  to  delay  this 
application  by  sending  the  same  for  the  sig- 
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nature  and  affidavit  of  the  petitioner  himaelf 
would  ^eatly  retard,  if  not  entirely  defeat^ 
the  relief  thereby  Bought  to  be  obtained." 
The  affidavit  was  sworn  to  on  the  24th  of 
March  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  application 
is  made  in  accordance  with  the  wishes  of  Ba- 
ez,  we  should  have  been  better  satisfied  if 
the  delay  in  the  presentation  of  the  petition 
had  been  accounted  for.  The  fact  that  on 
^farch  24  it  was  impracticable  to  send  to 
Porto  Rico  to  petitioner  for  him  to  act,  docs 
not  explain  why  the  assertion  of  his  alleged 
rights  was  delayed  so  long,  but  rather  shows 
that  our  interposition  ^('ould  be  unavailing, 
if  we  took  jurisdiction. 

Section  756  of  the  Revised  Statutes  pro- 
vides in  relation  to  the  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus: "Any  person  to  whom  such  writ  is  di- 
rected shall  make  due  return  thereof  within 
three  days  thereafter,  unless  the  party  be 
detained  beyond  the  distance  of  twenty 
miles;  and  if  beyond  that  distance  and  not 
beyond  the  distance  of  a  hundred  miles, 
within  ten  days;  and  if  beyond  the  distance 
of  a  hundred  miles,  within  twenty  days." 
This  section  was  taken  almost  literally  from 
o  the  habeas  corpus  act,  chap.  2  of  the  Slst 
99  Oar.  II.,  which  was  designed  to  remedy  pro- 
*  erastination  ^  and  trifling  with  the  writ. 
Prior  to  that  act  the  mode  of  compelling  a 
return  was  by  takine  out  an  dliaa,  and  l£en 
a  pluriea  writ,  and  Uiereafter  issuing  an  at- 
tachment. A  reasonable  time  has  always 
been  allowed  for  making  the  return,  and  it 
it  not  to  be  presumed  uiat  one  will  not  be 
made.  Stookdale  ▼.  Hansard,  8  Dowl.  P.  C. 
474;  Ma8h'8  Case,  2  W.  Bl.  805.  And  see 
United  States  ▼.  Bollman,  1  Cranch,  C.  C. 
373,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,622,  where  the  circuit 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  refused  to 
issue  an  attachment  until  three  days  had  ex- 
pired after  the  service  of  the  writ.  Hurd, 
Habeas  Corpus,  2d  ed.  236;  Church,  Habeas 
Corpus,  2d  ed.  §  126. 

In  this  case,  if  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
had  been  issued  April  9,  the  next  oourt  aay 
after  the  petition  for  the  writ  was  presented 
to  this  court,  the  imprisonment  of  petitioner 
wonid  have  expired  six  days  after  the  issue 
of  the  writ,  and  fourteen  days  before  the  per- 
son having  him  in  custody  would  be  required 
to  make  nis  return,  and,  before  the  case 
could  be  heard  upon  the  writ  and  return,  the 
prisoner  would  no  longer  be  in  custody. 

The  fiprave  questions  of  public  and  consti- 
tutions law  sought  to  be  brought  into  judg- 
ment by  this  application  would  have  beoome 
merely  moot  questions  so  far  as  the  decision 
thereof  could  affect  anv  right  or  interest  of 
the  petitioner.  And  this  would  be  so  even 
if  we  issued  the  writ  and  attempted  to  deal 
with  the  prisoner  by  a  preliminary^  order. 
Before  he  could  be  communicated  with  and 
brought  before  us  he  would  be  freed  from  re- 
straint. Re  Cdllieot,  8  Blatchf.  89,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,  323. 

As  was  said  in  BtookdaWe  Case,  we  can- 
not presume  that  a  return  would  not  be 
mnde,  and  even  if  made  at  once,  as  it  must  be 
made  from  Porto  Rieo,  it  would  nevertheleu 
be  too  late  for  any  action  of  ours  to  be  effec- 
tnaL 


True,  the  issue  of  the  writ  miff ht  be  waived 
by  the  govemment»  or  we  could  enter  a  ndt 
and  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner 
and  at  once,  by  agreement  {Medley,  Petitum- 
er,  134  U.  S.  160,  33  L.  ed.  835,  10  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  384 :  Re  Burrue,  130  U.  S.  586,  34  L.  ed. 
500,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 850), but  the  motion  for 
leave  to  file  has  been  resisted,  and  there  has 
been  no  intimation  of  a  disposition  to  speed 
the  proceedings.  Under  these  circumstan- 
ces we  cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact 
that  before  definitive  action  could  be  had^a 
the  application  would  abate.  g 

*It  18  well  settled  that  this  court  will  not* 
proceed  to  adjudication  where  there  is  no 
subject-matter  on  which  the  judgment  of  the 
court  can  operate.  And  although  this  ap- 
plication has  not  as  yet  reached  that  stagey 
still,  as  it  is  obvious  that  before  a  return 
to  the  writ  can  be  made,  or  any  other  action 
can  be  taken,  the  restraint  of  which  petition- 
er complains  would  have  terminated,  we  ar« 
constrained  to  decline  to  grant  leave  to  file 
the  petition. 

The  situation  was  the  same  April  9,  and 
these  observations  are  applicable  as  of  ihaX 
date. 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion  we  are  not 
to  be  understood  as  intimating  in  any  de- 
gree an  opinion  on  the  question  of  Jurisdic- 
tion or  other  questions  pressed  on  our  atten- 
tion. 

Leave  denied. 


(177  U.  S.  421) 
ANDREW  DOHERTY,  Pl/f.  im  Brr^ 

V, 

NORTHERN   PACIFIC   RAILWAY   COM- 
PANY. 

Puhlie  landa — grant  to  raUroade — looafioii 
of  tertninue. 

The  right  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway 
Company  to  select  Its  eastern  termlnns  at  a 
point  on  Lake  Superior.  In  the  state  of  Min- 
nesota or  Wisconsin,  which  It  actually  exer- 
cised hy  the  selection  of  Ashland,  In  Wiscon- 
sin, under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  8. 
1864,  was  not  intentionally  or  by  operation 
of  law  ended  or  determined  by  the  company's 
compliance  with  the  conditions  sought  to  be 
Imposed  by  the  legislation  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin  respecting  branch-line  connections, 
which  the  legislatures  deemed  desirable  for 
local  adyantage,  and  which  were  Imposed  as 
conditions  of  the  consent  of  those  states  to 
the  construction  of  the  road. 

L'No.  12L] 

Argued  and  Submitted  January  t6,  t9, 1900. 
Decided  ApHl  16,  1900, 


r 


N  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  th« 
State  of  Wisconsin  to  review  a  dedsion 
reversing  a  judgment  for  the  anpointment 
of  commissioners  to  appraise  lana  taken  for 
railroad  purposes.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  100  Wis.  SO,  76  N. 
W.  1070. 
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i     Statement  b^  Mr.  Jostiee  Slilrast 

«  *In  the  Buperior  ooiirt  of  Douglae  oonnty, 
Wisoonein,  in  Noyember,  1890,  Andrew  Do- 
herty  filed  a  petition  asking  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  to  appraise  certain 
real  estate  taken  by  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  Company  for  a  portion  of  its  line 
passing  through  property  alleged  to  belong 
to  the  petitioner. 

The  petition  alleged  that  Doherty  was  and 
had  been  since  November  8,  1882,  the  owner 
is  fee  simple  of  the  north  one  half  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  section  4,  township  47, 
range  11  west,  in  Douglas  county,  Wiscon- 
sim;  that  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
C(Mnpany  was  a  corporation  duly  authorized 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  to  construct 
and  maintain  a  line  of  railway  from  a  point 
on  Lake  Superior,  in  the  states  of  Wiscon- 
sin or  Minnesota,  to  some  point  on  Puget 
sound,  in  the  state  of  Washington;  that 
some  time  during  the  Tear  1883  the  said 
company  had  umawfully  laid  its  railroad 
track  upon  a  portion  of  petitioner's  land, 
and  had  unlawfully  entered  upon  and  ap- 
propriated the  same,  without  the  consent  or 
authority  of  petitioner,  and  had  been  in  pos- 
session thereof  ever  since  until  about  Au- 
gust 31,  1896;  that  on  or  about  the  last- 

^  mentioned  date  all  the  property,  effects, 
rights,  and  franchises  of  the  Nortiiern  Pa- 
eino  Railroad  Companv  had  been  trans- 
ferred and  sold  to  and  purchased  by  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and 
■aid  railroad  has  ever  since  been  operated 
and  owned  by  the  said  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  Company,  which  the  petition  al- 
leged to  be  a  domestic  corporation,  duly  au- 
tl^rized  by  its  charter  and  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Wisconsin  to  maintain  and  operate 
the  line  of  railway  before  mentioned;  that 
neither  the  said  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  nor  its  successor,  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  has  acquired  title 
to  said  land,  or  made  any  attempt  to  ac- 
quire title  thereto  by  purchase,  eminent  do- 
main, or  otherwise.  The  petition  further 
alleged  that  the  value  of  the  land  so  taken 
and  the  damages  occasioned  by  the  taking 
thereof  were  less  than  $5,000,000  and  more 
than  $100,000.  Wherefore  an  order  was 
prayed  that  commissioners  be  appointed  to 

g  ascertain  and  appraise  the  compensation  to 

9  be  made,  etc. 

•  •To  this  petition  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  Company  made  answer  asserting 
title  by  virtue  of  the  grant  of  right  of  way 
by  §  2  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1864, 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
and  of  the  purchase  of  the  interest  of  the 
last-named  company,  etc 

The  essential  facts  in  the  case  were  settled 
by  a  stipulation  in  writing,  substantially  as 
follows : 

"On  July  2,  1864,  the  land  in  question  was 
pnblic  land  of  the  United  States.  On  No- 
vember 8,  1882,  the  petitioner  Doherty  made 
a  homestead  entry  thereof,  and  thereafter 
complied  with  the  homestead  laws  and  re- 
ceived a  patent  from  the  United  States  pur- 
porting to  convey    the   lands    February  6, 


1890.  In  December,  1883,  the  Korthem  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  took  possession  of 
the  strip  in  controversy,  and  ccmstructed  a 
railroad  upon  it,  and  remained  in  posses- 
sion, operating  the  railroad,  until  August 
31,  1896,  when  all  the  property,  rights,  and 
franchises  of  said  railroad  company  were 
sold  to  the  appellant,  the  Northern  Paeifie 
Railway  Company,  a  Wisconsin  corporation, 
which  IS  duly  organized  to  operate  said  rail* 
road,  and  has  occupied  said  strip  for  rail- 
road purposes.  The  Northern  Pacific  Rail* 
road  Company,  of  which  the  appellant  is  the 
successor  in  interest,  was  organized  by  and 
obtained  its  rights  under  an  act  of  Congress 
approved  July  2,  1864,  and  entitled  'An  Act 
Grantixi^  Lands  to  Aid  in  the  Construction 
of  a  Railroad  and  Telegraph  Line,  from  Lake 
Superior  to  Puget  Sound  on  the  Pacific 
Coast  by  the  Northern  Route.'  By  the  1st 
section  of  this  act  a  corporation  created 
thereby  was  authorized  to  lay  out  and  con- 
struct a  continuous  railroad  and  telegraph 
line,  banning  at  a  point  on  Laike 
Superior  in  the  state  of  Minnesota  or  Wis- 
consin; thence  westerly  upon  the  most  eKgi- 
ble  route  as  shall  be  determined  oy  said 
company  within  the  United  States  and  north 
of  the  forty-fifth  degree  of  latitude  to  some 
point  on  Puget  sound.  By  the  2d  and  3d 
sections  of  the  same  act  the  right  of  way 
through  the  public  lands  of  the  United 
States  was  granted  to  said  railroad  com- 
pany, its  successors,  and  assigns,  for  the 
construction  of  the  line,  and  it  was  also  pro- 
vided that  if  its  route  should  be  found  to  be  j 
upon  the  same  general  line  as  the  route  of  ^ 
another  railroad  which*  owned  a  previous* 
land  grant  from  the  United  States,  the 
amount  of  said  previous  land  grant  should 
be  deducted  from  the  amount  granted  by 
this  act,  provided  that  the  railroad  owning 
the  previous  grant  might  assign  its  interest 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
or  might  consolidate,  confederate,  and  asso- 
ciate with  said  company  upon  the  terms 
named  in  the  1st  section  of  the  act.  The 
lands  granted  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  by  the  act  amounted  to  ten 
alternate  sections  per  mile  on  each  side  of 
the  line  within  the  states,  and  twenty  al- 
ternate sections  in  the  territories,  with  a 
10-mile  indemnity  limit,  and  by  resolution 
of  Congress,  May  31,  1870,  an  addition- 
al indemnity  belt  10  miles  in  width  was 
created  on  each  side  of  the  line.  This 
act  was  accepted  by  the  company  within  the 
time  required  by  law.  The  act  also  required 
the  company  to  procure  legislative  consent 
of  the  states  through  which  it  was  to  run 
before  its  construction,  and  in  the  year  1865 
the  legislatures  of  Minnesota  and  Wiscon- 
8in  gave  such  consent.  The  Minnesota  act, 
providing  that  if  the  eastern  terminus  of  the 
road  should  be  located  east  of  the  eastern 
boundary  of  Minnesota,  then  that  the  com- 
pany should  construct  or  cause  to  be  con- 
structed a  railroad  from  its  main  line  to  the 
navigable  waters  of  I^ke  Superior  at  some 
point  within  the  state  of  Minnesota. 
'*ln  1870  the  company  located  its  general 
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Toat«  from  the  month  of  the  Montreal  river 
in  Wieoonain,  aeroea  Wiiconnn  and  Minne- 
sota to  a  point  on  the  Red  River  of  the 
North  near  Fargo,  and  transmitted  a  map 
showing  this  location  August  13,  1870,  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This  map 
showed  the  proposed  general  route  to  com- 
mence at  the  mouth  of  the  Montreal  river, 
thence  a  little  south  of  west  upon  a  direct 
line  to  a  point  directly  south  of  and  about 
9  miles  distant  from  the  south  end  of  Che> 
quamegon  bay;  thence  a  little  north  of  west 
upon  a  direct  line  crossing  the  state  boimd- 
ary  between  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota,  at  or 
near  the  point  where  the  St  Louis  river  be- 
comes sucn  boundary.  Upon  receipt  of  this 
map  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitr 
ted  it  to  the  Land  Commissioner,  with  in- 
« structions  to  withdraw  from  sale,  home- 
^  stead,  and  pre-emption  all  odd-numbered 
•  sections  of  land  within  20*miles  of  the  line 
within  both  states.  This  order  was  com- 
plied with  by  the  Land  Commissioner  by  di- 
rections ffiven  to  the  district  land  officers 
at  Bayfield,  Wisconsin.  Such  withdrawals 
were  made  and  the  price  of  the  even-num- 
bered sections  was  raised  to  92.50  per  acre, 
and  thereafter  large  quantities  of  such  land 
were  sold  by  the  government  at  the  rate  of 
92.60  per  acre.  In  1882  a  map  of  definite 
location  of  said  railroad  from  a  point  upon 
the  St.  Paul  &  Duluth  Railroad,  now  called 
'Thompson  Junction,'  eastward  to  a  point  in 
section  15,  township  47,  N.,  of  range  2  W., 
in  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  was  prepared  and 
approved  by  the  directors  and  certified  and 
forwarded  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
The  line  of  definite  location  laid  down  on 
this  map  followed  substantially  the  line  of 
general  location  upon  the  prior  map,  but  it 
turned  to  the  north  and  touched  Superior, 
and  also  Ashland,  and  stopped  some  10  miles 
west  of  the  mouth  of  the  Montreal  river. 
Upon  receipt  of  this  map  of  definite  location 
the  Land  Commissioner,  by  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  adjusted  tne  land 
erant  in  accordance  with  it,  and  prepared 
diagrams  showing  the  limits  of  the  grant 
and  indemnity  belts,  and  transmitted  such 
diagrams  to  the  district  land  officers  with 
the  proper  directions  as  to  the  withdrawal 
of  lands,  which  were  complied  with. 

"August  2,  1884,  the  directors  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  adopted 
a  resolution  fixing  the  eastern  terminus  of 
the  railroad  at  the  city  of  Ashland,  which 
resolution  was  duly  certified  and  transmit- 
ted to  the  Commissioner  of  tne  General 
Land  Office,  December  3,  1884.  Thereafter 
the  Commissioner  prepared  a  diagram  show- 
ing the  final  eastern  terminus  of  the  line 
at  Ashland,  and  sent  the  same  to  the  dis- 
trict officers  at  Bayfield,  with  instructions 
to  adjust  the  grant  on  this  basis.  The  point 
so  fixed  is  on  the  line  of  definite  location  of 
July  6,  1882,  but  about  12  miles  west  of  the 
east  end  of  that  line.  The  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  constructed  a  continuous 
line  of  railroad  from  the  city  of  Ashland  to 
Pueet  sound,  in  all  respects  in  accordance 
wiUi  its  act  of  incorporation,  and  the  whole 


line  has  been  duly  accepted  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  as  provided  in  that^ 
act.    That  portion    of   the    road  extending  <J 
east   from   Thompson    Junction    was*  con-* 
structed  upon  the  line  of  definite  location 
shown  in  tne  map   of    1882,  and  was  con- 
structed during  the  years  1881,  1882,  1883, 
and  1884. 

"The  Ist  section  extended  from  Thompson 
Junction  to  Superior,  and  was  examined  and 
reported  favorably  upon  by  commissioners 
in  1882,  and  the  recommendations  were  ap- 
proved by  the  President,  September  16, 
1882;  the  2d  section,  extending  from  Su* 
perior  to  the  Brule  river,  was  constructed 
in  the  latter  part  of  1883,  and  crossed  the 
land  in  question  here,  and  was  approved  in 
like  manner  January  31,  1884;  the  3d  sec- 
tion extends  from  the  Brule  river  to  Ash- 
land, and  was  approved  in  like  manner  Feb- 
ruary, 1885.  It  appears  further  that, 
March  6,  1865,  one  Joshua  Perham,  then  the 
president  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  transmitted  to  the  office  of  the 
Land  Commissioner  a  map  purporting  to 
show  the  proposed  general  route  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad.  Upon  this  map 
there  appeared  two  lines  from  a  point  in  the 
present  state  of  North  Dakota  eastward,  one 
terminating  upon  Lake  Superior  at  or  near 
Duluth,  and  tne  other  extending  into  Wis- 
consin some  distance  south  of  Lake  bu- 
gerior,  and  terminating  at  the  mouth  of  the 
[ontreal  river,  this  lastruamed  line  being 
apparently  partially  obliterated  by  a  wavy 
red  line.  This  map  was  accompanied  by  a 
letter  from  Perham,  stating  that  it  shows 
the  general  line  of  the  Northern  Pacifie 
Railroad  from  a  point  on  Lake  Superior  in 
Wisconsin  to  a  point  on  Puget  sound.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitted  this 
map  to  the  Land  Commissioner,  suggesting 
the  withdrawal  of  the  lands  along  the  line, 
but  the  Land  Conunissioner  soon  afterward 
transmitted  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  reconunending  that  the  map  be  re- 
jected, for  the  reason  that  the  same  did  not 
comply  with  the  rules  of  the  land  depart- 
ment, which  recommendation  was  approved 
by  the  Secretary.  There  is  nothing  to  ex- 
plain the  apparent  alteration  of  this  map, 
nor  to  show  when  it  was  made,  and  it  is 
not  shown  that  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany ever  authorised  the  making  or  filing  ot 
the  map,  but  it  appears  that  the  president 
of  the  company  had  no  power  to  make  or 
file  it 

"By  act  approved  May  5,  1864,  Congress^ 
granted  ten  sections  of  land  per  mile  to  then 
state  of  Minnesota* to  aid  in  the  construe- 7 
tion  of  a  railroad  from  St.  Paul  to  Lake 
Superior.    In  the  same  year  the  legislature 
of  Minnesota  conferred  this  grant  upon  the 
Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi  Railroad  Com- 
pany, a  Minnesota  corporation,  and  after- 
wards known  as  the  St  Paul  &  Duluth  Rail- 
road Company.    On  January  1,  1872,  this 
company  had  constructed  and  was  operating 
a  railroad  from  St  Paul  to  Duluth,  by  way 
of  Thompson  Junction,  which  is  upon  the 
St  Louis  river,  and  is  the  point  from  which 
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ih%  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
started  to  build  iU  line  westward.  On  the 
Uit-named  date  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  purchased  a  one-half  inter- 
est in  that  part  of  this  road  extending  from 
Thompson  Junction  to  Duluth,  for  the  sum 
of  $500,000,  and  received  a  deed  therefor. 
On  the  same  day  the  two  companies  made 
a  written  agreement  providing  for  the  oper- 
ation of  trains  and  the  maintaining  of  the 
road.  On  May  1,  1872,  the  Northern  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  and  the  Lake  Su- 
perior &  Mississippi  Railroad  Company 
made  a  further  agreement,  by  which  the 
lines  of  the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi 
Railroad  were  leased  to  the  Northern  Pa- 
cific Railroad  for  an  annual  rental,  the  land 
grant  of  the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi 
Railroad  being  expressly  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  the  lease.  Pursuant  to  this 
lease  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany operated  the  entire  railroad  thus 
leased,  from  May  1,  1872,  untU  February  1, 
1874,  when  it  surrendered  the  lines  leased 
and  relinquished  all  its  interests  under  the 
lease,  but  surrendered  no  rights  under  the 
deed.  On  the  12th  of  May,  1874,  the  North- 
em  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  the  Lake 
Superior  &  Mississippi  Company  made  an 
agreement  for  the  operation  of  the  line  from 
^ompson  Junction  to  Duluth. 

"It  further  appears  that,  by  act  approved 
May  6,  1864,  the  United  States  granted 
lands  to  the  state  of  Wisconsin  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  from  Bayfield  to 
Superior,  but  no  road  was  constructed  under 
this  grant." 

The  superior  court  of  Douglas  county  sus- 
tained the  petition,  and  appointed  commis- 
sioners as  prayed  for.    An  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin,  which 
court,  on  June  23,  1898,  reversed  the  order 
OD  of  the  superior   court,   and  remanded  the 
2  cause  to  that  court  with  directions  to  dis- 
•  miss*  the  petition.     Vwthern  P.  R,  Co,  v. 
Doherty,  100  Wis.  89,  75  N.  W.  1079. 

Thereupon  the  cause  was  brought  here  by 
a  writ  of  error  allowed  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin. 

Messrs.  M.  8.  Bright,  Charles  W.  Rus- 
set, and  Orotonhart  d  Foley  for  plaintiff  in 
•r^or.  ,    ^     ^^ 

Messrs,  James  B.  Kerr  and  O.  W. 
Bunn  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  SMras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

It  is  conceded  that  Doherty,  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  owns  the  southwest  quarter  of  sec- 
tion 4,  township  47  north,  of  range  of  11  west, 
in  Douglas  county,  Wisconsin,  having  made 
a  homestead  entry  thereof  November  8,  1882, 
and  obtained  a  patent  therefor  February  tf, 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company, 
the  defendant  in  error,  claims  a  right  of  way 
400  feet  in  width  over  and  across  this  quar- 
ter section,  and  has  constructed  and  is  oper- 
ating its  railroad  thereon.  It  is  not  claimed 
that  this  right  of  way  was  acquired  by  pur- 
I  or  condemnation,  but  it  is  claimed  by 


virtue  of  the  terms  of  the  set  of  Congress^ 
approved  July   2,  1864,    incorporating  the 
Northern  Pacific    Railroad  Company,    and 
granting  to  it,  among  other  rights  and  privi- 
leges, a  right  of  way  through  the  publie 
lands  of  the  United  States.    This  act  author- 
ized the  corporation,  thereby  created,  to  con- 
struct a  railroad  "beginning  at  a  point  on 
Lake  Superior  in  the  state  of  Minnesota  or 
Wisconsin"  westward  to  "some  point  on  Pa- 
get sound,"  and  the  controlling  question  in 
this  case  is  whether  the  eastern  terminus  of 
the  railroad  constructed  under  the  act  is  at 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  or  at  Ashland,  Wiscon- 
sin.   If  at  Duluth,  then  the  company  ac- 
quired no  right  of  way  over  any  public  land 
in  Wisconsin;  but  if  at  Ashland,  then  it  did 
acquire  a  right  of  way  over  public  lands  in  a 
Wisconsin,  indnding  the  land  in  question.  $ 
•It  is  conceded  that  on  August  2,  1884,  the  • 
directors  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  adopted   a  resolution   fixing  the 
eastern  terminus  of  the  railroad  at  Ashland ; 
that  this  resolution  was  transmitted  to  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office;  that 
thereafter  the  Commissioner  prepared  a  dia- 
gram showing  the  final  eastern  terminus  of 
the  line  at  Ashland,  and  sent  the  same  to  the 
district  officers  at  Bayfield,  Wisconsin,  with 
instructions  to  adjust  the  grant  on  this  ba- 
sis: that  a  continuous  line  of  rcdlroad  from 
Ashland  to  Puget  sound  in  all  respects  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  act  of  incorporation,  and 
as  depicted  upon  its  map  of  definite  looation, 
has  been  constructed,  and  has  been  accepted 
as  such  by  the  Presidentof  the  United  States. 
Such  concessions  would  seem  to  warrant  a 
conclusion  that  the  defendant  in  error  is  en- 
titled, as  matter  of  right,  to  maintain  and 
operate  its  road  upon  a  right  of  way  over 
the  land  in  dispute,  and  we  are  led  to  inquire 
why  it  is  that  such  a  conclusion  is  disputed. 
And,  first,  it  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error   that  the  Northern  Paoifio  Railroad 
Company  definitely  located  its  eastern  ter- 
minus at  Duluth,  January  1,  1872,  when  it 
purchased  one  half  of  the  track  and  right  of 
way  of  the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi  Rail- 
road Company  f  rem  Thompson  Junction  to 
Duluth,  and  made  a  contract  for  operation 
of  the  line  in  common. 

In  reply  to  this  daim  the  company  denies 
that,  by  purchasing  an  interest  in  the  line 
from  ITiompson  Junction  to  Duluth,  it  was 
ever  intended  by  the  company  to  make  Du- 
luth the  eastern  terminus,  or  that  the  ar- 
rangement with  the  Lake  Superior  &  Missis- 
sippi Railroad  operated,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
to  fix  and  determine  Duluth  as  the  eastern 
terminus ;  and  attention  is  called  to  the  fact 
that  it  is  provided  in  the  act  of  July  2, 1804, 
that  before  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  could  commence  the  construction 
of  its  road  it  should  obtain  the  consent  of  the 
legislature  of  any  state  through  which  any 
portion  of  ite  line  might  pass.  Such  consent 
was  obtained  from  the  states  of  Wisconsin 
and  Mimiesota;  and  in  the  act  of  the  latter 
state,  granting  consent,  it  was  in  terms  pro- 
vided "that  should  the  company  elect  to  make 
the  eastern  terminus  of  said  line  east  of  th* 
eastern  boundary  of  the  state  of  Minnesota* 
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•  then,  and  in*that  ease,  th^  ahall  eonstmeL 
or  cause  to  be  oonstructed,  a  line  of  railroaa 
from  the  said  main  line  to  the  navigable  wat- 
ers of  Lake  Superior,  within  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  of  the  same  gauge  as  said  main 
line,  f<ff  whieh  purpose  the  same  powers, 
rights,  and  privileges  are  hereby  granted  to 
said  company  as  they  have  or  may  have  to 
construct  said  main  line  in  the  state  of  Min- 
nesota." 

Evidently  it  was  not  intended  by  the  legis- 
lature of  Minnesota  by  this  enactment  to 
compel  the  railroad  company  to  make  its 
eastern  terminus  within  the  limits  of  that 
state.  Indeed,  the  act  recognizes  the  right 
of  the  company  to  elect  to  make  its  eastern 
terminus  cast  of  the  limits  of  Minnesota. 

^  It  was,  then,  in  compliance  with  the  con- 
dition imposed  by  Minnesota,  namely,  that 
in  case  the  railroad  company  dected  to  make 
its  eastern  terminus  in  Wisconsin,  that  the 
arrangement  was  made  whereby  the  line  from 
Thompson  Junction  on  the  main  line  to  Du- 
luth  becaire,  as  to  one  half  thereof,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

We  agree  with  the  supreme  court  of  Wis- 
consin in  so  regarding  tnis  transaction,  and 
also  in  its  holding  that  the  arrangement  be- 
tween the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi  Rail- 
road Company  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  did  not  constitute  a  consolida- 
tion of  the  companies  in  any  legal  sense,  so 
as  to  make  the  short  line  between  Thompson 
Junction  and  Duluth  a  part  of  the  trunk  line 
contemplated  by  Congress. 

When,  in  August,  1870,  the  company  lo- 
cated its  proposed  general  route,  and  when 
its  map  of  such  location  was  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  showing  its  eastern 
terminus  to  be  in  Wisconsin,  it  became  oblig- 
atory on  the  company  to  comply  with  the  con- 
dition imposed,  in  that  event,  to  construct  a 
branch  line  to  Lake  Superior  within  the  lim- 
its of  Minnesota,  and  hence  the  agreement 
with  the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi  Rail- 
road Company. 

It  is  next  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror that,  even  if  Duluth  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  the  eastern  terminus  of  the  company's 
road,  yet  that  when  afterwards,  in  construct- 
g  ing  its  road  eastward  from  Thompson  Junc- 
9  tion,  the  company's  road  reached  the  city  of 

*  Superior,  the  latter  thereby  became  the*)K>int 
on  Lake  Superior  which  was  to  be  regarded 
as  the  eastern  terminus;  that  the  city  of 
Superior  was  the  first  point  at  which  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  con- 
nected with  Lake  Superior  by  its  own  road, 
and  it  thereby  became  the  initial  point  con- 
templated by  the  granting  act 

In  connection  with  this  proposition  it  is 
necessary  to  take  notice  of  certain  legisla- 
tion of  the  state  of  Wisconsin. 

By  an  act  approved  April  10,  1865,  the 
l^slature  of  that  state  gave  its  consent,  un- 
conditionally, to  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  to  build  and  maintain  its 
road  within  the  state  limits.  SUt  1865, 
chap.  465. 

On  Marph  25,  1872,  the  legislature  passed 
an  amending  act,  whereby  the  consent  pre- 


vioQslT  given  to  the  Nortliaii  Pacific  Rail*, 
road  Company  to  constniot  and  operate  its' 
road  in  the  state  of  Wisconsin  was  made  sub- 
ject to  certain  conditions,  among  whieh  were 
that  the  companv  should  build  and  operate 
a  line  of  railroaa  ninniiu^  from  the  Junction 
of  the  said  main  line  of  the  Northern  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  with  the  LsJce  Super- 
ior &  Minnesota  Railroad  to  the  bsy  of  Sn- 
perior,  and  should  build  and  maintain  at  the 
latter  point  docks  and  piers  suitable  for  the 
transfer  of  passengers  and  freight  between 
the  railroad  and  l^e-going  craft;  and  that 
until  such  oonnectinff  road  and  docks  were 
constructed,  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  the 
company  to  construct  or  maintain  any  other 
railroaa  in  Wisconsin.  Stat  1872,  chap. 
139. 

To  comply  with  this  legislation  it  was 
necessary  for  the  company  to  alter  the  line  of 
its  road  as  defined  by  its  map  of  eeneral 
route,  so  that  the  same  might  touch  the  lake 
at  the  bay  of  Superior.  But  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  thereby  the  company  abandoned  its 
right  to  itself  select  the  point  of  its  eastern 
terminus.  This  and  the  similar  legislation 
of  Minnesota  were  not  intended  or  regarded 
as  taking  away  from  the  company  its  rights 
and  i)owers  under  the  act  of  Congress,  lliey 
only  imposed,  whether  lawfully  or  otherwise, 
certain  conditions  respecting  branch  line  con- 
nections which  the  legislatures  deemed  de- 
sirable for  local  advantage. 

Some  reliance  is  placed  upon  two  decisions  ^ 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior — the  first* 
rendered  November  13,  1895,  and* reported* 
in  volume  21,  U.  S.  Land  Dec.  412;  the  sec- 
ond, rendered  August  27,  1896,  and  reported 
in  volume  23,  U.  S.  Land  Dec  204. 

Those  decisions  were  made  by  the  Secre- 
tary in  disposing  of  a  list  of  indemnity  selec- 
tions filed  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  based  on  losses  of  lands  within 
the  place  limits  lying  east  of  the  city  of  Su- 
perior. The  opinion  of  the  Secretary  was 
that  because  the  company  was  empowered  to 
locate  and  construct  a  line  of  railroad  from  a 
point  on  Lake  Superior  to  some  point  on  Puget 
Sound,  it  had  authority  to  touch  the  lake  at 
only  one  point,  and  that,  notwithstanding  it 
filed  a  map  of  definite  location  from  Thomp- 
son Junction  to  Ashland,  the  fact  that  the  line 
so  located  and  constructed  touched  the  lake 
at  the  dty  of  Superior  precluded  the  com- 
pany from  extending  its  line  eastward  from 
that  point.  In  his  later  decision  the  Secre- 
tary concluded  that  the  transaction  between 
the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi  Railroad 
Company  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  was,  in  legal  effect,  a  consolidation 
of  the  two  corporations,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  eastern  terminus  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  was  definitely  fixed  at  Duluth. 

We  do  not  care  to  repeat  the  considera- 
tions already  advanced  going  to  show  that» 
in  our  opinion,  the  right  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, under  the  act  of  July  2,  1864,  to  select 
its  eastern  terminus  at  a  point  on  Lake  Su- 
perior in  the  state  of  Minnesota  or  Wiscon- 
sin, was  not  intentionally,  or  by  operation 
of  law,  ended  or  determined  by  the  company's 
compliance  with  the  conditions  sought  to  be 
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Impoeed  by  the  Illation  of  Miimesota  and 
Wisoonsin.  The  viewe  of  the  supreme  eourt 
of  Witoonsin  on  this  subject  may  be  properly 
quoted :  '^On  March  6, 1 865,  one  Josiah  Per- 
nam,  then  president  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  filed  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  a  map  showing  a  proposed 
route  of  the  proposed  railroad.  On  this  map 
appear  two  lines  from  a  point  in  North  Da- 
kota to  Lake  Superior,  one  ending  at  Duluth 
and  one  at  the  mouth  of  the  Montreal  river. 
This  latter  line  is  partially  obliterated  by  a 
^  wavy  red  line  through  its  whole  length.  It 
M  appears  affirmatively  that  the  president  had 
•  no  authority  to  make  or  file  this*map,  and 
that  the  directors  never  authorized  it;  and 
further,  that  on  June  22,  1865,  the  map  was 
rejected  by  the  Land  Commissioner  ana  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  because  it  did  not  com- 
ply with  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
land  department.  No  further  action  was  ev- 
«r  taken  upon  it,  and  it  seems  too  plain  to 
require  argument  that  it  can  cut  no  figure 
in  the  case.  All  the  subsequent  maps  made 
«nd  filed  by  the  corporation,  as  well  as  its 
recorded  acts,  show  the  clear  intention  to 
make  the  eastern  terminus  of  the  road  in 
Wisconsin.  In  1870  a  map  of  general  foute 
WAS  filed,  showing  the  eastern  terminus  to  be 
at  the  mouth  of  tiie  Montreal  river;  upon  re- 
ceipt of  which  the  odd-numbered  sections  of 
land  within  20  milee  of  the  line  were  with- 
drawn from  sale,  homestead,  and  pre-emption 
entry  within  the  states  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin,  and  the  price  of  land  in  the  even- 
numbered  sections  was  raised  to  $2.50  per 
acre,  and  large  quantities  sold  by  the  United 
States  at  that  price.  In  1882  a  map  of  defi- 
nite location  of  the  line  from  lliompson 
Junction  eastward  to  a  point  in  section  15, 
town  47,  range  2  west  of  the  fourth  P.  M. 
was  filed  in  the  land  office  at  Washington. 
This  line  passed  through  Aahland  and  termi- 
nated a  few  miles  east  of  that  city.  This  map 
was  approved,  and  the  land  grant  adjusted 
in  accordance  therewith  by  the  department. 
In  August,  1884,  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  company,  by  formal  resolution,  fixed  the 
eastern  terminus  of  the  road  at  Ashland,  and 
a  certified  copy  of  the  resolution  waa  filed  in 
the  General  Land  Office  in  December,  1884, 
whereupon  the  Land  Commissioner  made  a 
diagram  showing  the  eastern  terminus  so 
f^x^j  and  adjusted  the  grant  in  accordance 
therewith. 

"The  portion  of  the  road  extending  east- 
ward from  Thompson  Junction  to  Ashland 
was  constructed  in  the  years  1881,  1882, 
1683,  and  1884,  and  was  examined  in  three 
■eetionB  by  commissioners  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  as  provided 
b^  the  act  of  incorporation.  The  commis- 
sioners reported  favorably  upon  all  of  these 
•ections,  and  their  recommendations  were  ap« 
proved  by  the  President,  the  last  approval 

•  being  dated  February  6, 1885. 

^     "All  of  these  deliberate  acts  of  the  depart- 

*  nent  and  executiviloffioers  are  brushed  aside 
by  Secretary  Smith  on  the  ground  that  the 
terminus  of  the  road  had  l^en  unalterably 
fixed  at  Duluth  by  the  action  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Oompany  in  1872.    As  we  do  not 


agree  with  the  Secretary's  premise  m  cannot 
agree  with  his  conclusion,  and  therefore  hold 
that  the  terminus  of  the  road  is  at  Ashland, 
and  hence  that  the  railroad  oompany  had  a 
right  of  way  across  the  petitioner's  land  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  incor- 
poration."  Northmii  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Doherty, 
100  Wis.  39,  75  N.  W.  1070. 

In  a  bill  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Minnesota 
by  the  United  States  against  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the  Northern  Pa- 
cific Railway  Company  and  others  sought  to 
have  canceled  and  annulled  a  patent  granted 
by  the  United  States,  on  April  22,  1895,  to 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  for 
lot  5  of  section  29,  township  54  north,  of 
range  13  west,  in  the  county  of  St.  Louis 
and  state  of  Minnesota,  a  tract  of  land  situ- 
ated more  than  10  miles  east  of  Dulutht 
which  the  bill  averred  to  be  the  eastern  ter- 
minus or  eastern  initial  point  of  the  grant  to 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  by 
the  act  of  July  2, 1864.  The  bill  allied  that 
the  patent  had  been  granted  througn  inad- 
vertence and  mistake,  and  under  aa  ''erro- 
neous impression  and  mistaken  belief  that 
said  tract  of  land  was  lying  and  being  within 
the  limits  of  the  aforesaid  grant  to  Uie  Nor- 
thern Pacific  Railroad  Company." 

The  case  was  so  proceeded  in,  on  bill,  an- 
swer, and  an  agreea  statement  of  facts,  that 
on  February  20,  1899,  the  bill  of  complain- 
ant was  dismissed  for  want  of  equity;  and 
this  decree  was,  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  for  the  eighth  circuit,  on  July  10, 
1899,  by  that  court  affirmed.  United  SiateM 
V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  95  Fed.  Rep.  865,  37 
C.  C.  A.  290. 

The  controversy  in  that  case  involved  the 
same  questions  as  those  we  have  been  consid- 
ering in  the  present  case  of  Doherty,  and  the 
oondusions  reached  were  that  the  land  de- 
partment committed  no  error  of  law  when  it 
held  tliat  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany had  authority  under  its  charter  to  lo- 
cate its  eastern  terminus  at  Ashland,  and  is 
made  no  mistake  of  fact  when  it  found  thatQ 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company^had* 
actually  selected  Ashland  as  its  eastern  ter- 
minus. The  facts  and  reasoning  relied  on  by 
tibe  respective  parties  were,  in  the  main,  the 
same  with  those  that  were  relied  on  in  the 
case  in  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin,  now 
under  review  in  this  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Oom^  sf 
Wiaconain  ia  affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna  did  not  take  part 
in  the  decision  of  the  < 


(177  U.  S.  390) 
PHILIP  WERLEIN,  Plff,  in  Err^ 

V, 

CITY  OF  NEW  ORLEANa 

Rea  judieata — denial  of  infuneiion  agaUut 
eale  as  a  bar  to  auit  to  deolam  iKa  sols 
void, 

1.  A  city's  claim  that  land  whidi  It  holds  by 
dedication  for  pablle  use  cannot  be  leially 
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•old  under  a  jodfOMBt  against  tba  dty  !■ 
eoadoflTttly  defeated  by  a  dedeloa  agalnet 
the  dty  la  a  eolt  for  aa  Injnnetloa  against 
the  aale  on  the  ground  of  Ita  illegality,  al- 
though In  that  suit  the  qneatlon  of  the  effect 
•f  the  dedication  waa  not  preaented  or  eonald- 


I.  A  judgment  against  a  dty  In  an  action  to 
restrain  aa  alleged  Illegal  aale  of  ita  property 
under  a  jodgment  agalnat  the  city  la  a  bar  to 
another  action  after  the  aale  to  declare  the 
sale  nail  and  Toid,  although  In  the  meantime 
the  dty  has  dlaooTered  that  It  held  the  prop- 
erty for  public  use  only,  by  Tlrtne  of  a  long 
prior  dedication,  and  therefore  dalma  now  to 
hold  it  in  a  capacity  different  from  that  In 
which  tt  formerly  aaed,  alnca  there  ia  In  tmth 
no  difference  in  the  character  of  the  title  by 
which  a  municipality  holda  auch  property  and 
that  by  which  it  holda  other  property. 

[No.  189.] 

Argued  March  16,  1900.    Decided  Ipril  16, 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana  to  review  a  judgment 
aifirming  a  dedsion  againai  the  mlidity  of  a 
sale  of  dtjT  property  under  a  judgment  B^ 
versed. 

See  same  case  below,  60  La.  Ann.  1261,  24 
So.  232. 

^  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  PeoUuunt 
^Thia  action  was  commenoed  in  March, 
1805,  by  the  city  of  New  Orleans  in  the  Ciyil 
district  court  for  the  parish  of  Orleans 
in  the  state  of  Louisiana,  for  the  purpose  of 
recovering  from  the  defendant  below,  Philip 
Werlein,  a  certain  lot  of  land  situated  in 
that  dtv  and  described  in  the  petition,  and 
of  which  he  waa  in  poasession.  The  facta 
upon  which  the  suit  was  brought  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  March,  1876,  one  John  Klein,  a  dtizen 
of  the  state  of  Mississippi,  commenced  an  ac- 
tion against  the  dty  of  New  Orleans  in  the 
drcuit  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  dis- 
trict of  Louisiana,  for  the  recovery  of  over 
^0,000  and  interest  upon  certain  bonds  is- 
sued by  that  city,  and  fully  described  in  the 
SlaintifT's  petition.  The  dty  filed  an  answer 
enying  all  and  singular  the  allegations  con- 
tained in  the  plaintiff's  petition.  The  case 
oame  on  for  hearing  before  the  court  without 
a  jury,  a  jury  being  waived,  and  resulted  in 
a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  city 
for  the  sum  of  $89,000,  with  6  per  cent  in- 
terest, as  stated  in  the  judgment  which  was 
entered  on  May  2,  1876.  The  plaintiff,  in 
order  to  obtain  satisfaction,  issued  a  fieri 
ladas  on  the  judgment  to  the  marshal,  who 
thereupon  seized  and  took  into  his  possession 
all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  city 
in  and  to  the  portion  of  ground  described  in 
the  marshal's  return  to  Uie  writ  (and  being 
the  premises  in  question),  and  advertised  the 
n  property  for  sale.  The  city  of  New  Orleans 
^thcieupon  commenced  an  action  against 
*  Klein*  in  the  United  States  drcuit  court  for 
tlie  iMStern  district  of  Louisiana,  to  prevent 
him  rom  selling  the  property  under  his 
judij'i.  nt. 


In  its  bill  of  complaint  the  dty  allfggd  tba 
recovery  of  judgment  by  Eliea  against  tilt 
dty,  that  he  haa  issued  a  writ  of  fieri  fadaa 
upon  such  judgment  for  the  purpose  of  en* 
fordng  satisfaction  of  the  same,  and  had 
sdzed  under  the  writ  the  property  already 
described,  which  was  advertised  to  be  sold  cm 
a  dajT  named  in  the  bill,  and  that  Klien  had 
no  right  to  issue  the  writ  in  that  suit,  or  to 
cause  the  seizure,  advertisement,  or  sale  of 
the  property  thereunder,  for  the  reasons  and 
causes  stated  in  the  bill,  which  were,  (1) 
that  he  had  registered  the  judgment  in  thg 
office  of  the  administrator  of  pubUc  aceounta 
for  the  dty  of  New  Orleans  in  accordance 
with  an  act  of  the  legislature  passed  in  thg 
year  1870,  and,  therefore,  had  no  right  to  la- 
sue  any  writ  for  the  collection  of  the  judjp* 
ment  af^inst  the  dty;  (2)  because  Klein 
had  assigned  and  transferred  all  his  interest 
in  the  judgment  before  the  writ  was  issued, 
to  certain  parties  named;  (3)  that  the  writ 
upon  which  the  property  had  been  adzed  and 
advertised  to  be  sold  had  issued  for  a  larger 
sum  than  was  due  on  the  judgment:  the  dty 
therefore  prayed  for  an  injunction  restraiA- 
ing  Klein,  his  attorneys  and  agents,  from 
proceeding  further  in  the  advertisement  and 
sale  of  the  property  under  the  writ;  that  the 
seizure  of  tlie  property  by  the  marshal  might 
be  adjudged  to  be  illegal  and  void,  and  for 
general  relief. 

An  order  to  show  cauae  why  an  injunetioa 
pendente  lite  ahould  not  iasue  was  granted, 
and  upon  a  hearing  it  was  ordered  to  issuer 

The  defendant  Klein  answered  the  bill,  ad* 
mitted  the  seizure  of  the  property,  and  that 
it  was  advertised  for  sale ;  also,  that  he  had 
procured  his  judgment  to  be  registered  as  al* 
leged  in  the  bill,  but  denied  that  he  thereby 
lost  or  forfeited  anv  other  remedy  for  the  en* 
forcenient  of  the  judgment,  espedally  that 
of  an  ordinary  execution;  admitted  the  as* 
signment  of  his  judgment,  but  alleged  that 
it  was  only  as  a  security  or  pledge,  and  da* 
nied  that  the  writ  issued  for  a  larger  sumM 
than  was  due,  and  he  therefore  asked  that  8 
the  injunction  pendente  lite  might  biTdis-* 
solved,  the  perpetual  injunction  denied,  and 
for  such  further  relief  as  might  be  proper. 

The  ease  came  on  for  hearing  on  bill  and 
answer,  and  the  court  "order^,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  that  the  interlocutory  injuno* 
tion  issued  be  dissolved,  an  injunetron  r^ 
fused,  and  complainant's  bin  of  eoaaplalnt 
dismissed  with  costs.*'  The  jfudgtmemt  was 
signed  June  19,  1878. 

After  the  entry  of  the  judgment  dissoTriag 
the  injunction  and  dismissing  the  bill,  the 
marshal  took  proceedings  to  sell  the  proper^ 
which  he  had  seized,  and  on  August  zl,  i87S, 
sold  the  same  to  Andrew  G.  Lewis,  the  high- 
est bidder,  through  whom  by  several  mesne 
conveyances  the  appdlant  claims  title,  and 
from  the  time  of  tiie  above  sale  he  or  hit 
grantors  have  been  In  possession. 

The  petition  in  the  present  suit,  fHed  by 
the  dty,  describes  the  premises  in  question, 
and  alleges  that  the  defendant,  appdlant 
herein,  is  in  possession  thereof,  and  unjustly 
claims  title  thereto,  with  the  improvement 
thereon,  valued  in  all  at  $15,000.    The  dtf 
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Aven  tliat  the  defendant  is  not  and  never 
was  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  that  his 
only  alleged  title  thereto  is  derived  through 
mesne  conveyances  from  a  sale  made  by  the 
United  States  marshal  to  Andrew  C.  Lewis, 
as  above  stated.  The  city  further  alleges 
that  the  sale  by  the  marshal  to  Lewis  was  ab- 
Bolutely  null  and  void,  and  that  no  title  or 
right  whatever  in  or  to  the  property  passed 
by  that  sale  to  Lewis  or  through  him  to  the 
defendant  herein;  that  the  property  was  ded- 
icated to  public  use  long  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  marshal's  sale,  by  Bertrand  and  John 
Gravier,  and  that  it  forms  part  of  the  Place 
Gravier,  in  the  Faubourff  St  Mary,  in  the 
city  of  New  Orleans,  and  that  the  property 
was  at  the  date  of  the  marshal's  sale,  and 
has  ever  since  been,  unsusceptible  to  aliena- 
tion or  private  ownership  or  of  private  pos- 
session, and  that  the  defendant's  possession 
is  illegal  and  in  bad  faith.  The  petition  fur- 
ther alleges  that  the  city  was  invested  by 
law  with  the  administration  and  possession, 
for  the  public  benefit,  of  all  property  in  the 
city  dedicated  to  public  use,  and  that  it 
had  the  right  to  sue  for  the  recovery  of  the 
^  possession  of  and  to  establish  the  title  and 
\  right  of  use  of  the  public  to  any  such  proper- 
ty^'and  the  petition  therefore  prayed  that  the 
city  might  have  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant, decreeing  the  property  purchased  at  the 
sale  to  be  propertv  dedicated  to  public  use, 
and  recognizing  plaintiff's  right  to  the  pos- 
session and  administration  of  the  same,  and 
ordering  the  defendant  to  deliver  to  plaintiff 
possession  of  the  property  free  from  all  en- 
cumbrances, and  tor  costs. 

The  defendant  answered  the  bill,  and  set 
up  therein  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  of 
Klein  against  the  city,  the  seizure  of  the 
property  thereunder,  the  commencement  of 
suit  by  the  city  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  the 
property,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
thereon  dismissing  that  bill  and  dissolving 
the  injunction,  and  defendant  therefore  al- 
leged that  the  right  of  Klein  to  proceed  and 
sell  the  land  described  in  the  petition,  under 
his  execution,  was  in  and  by  that  judgment 
recognized,  affirmed,  and  established,  and 
such  right  was  therefore  res  judicata. 

Other  defenses  were  set  up  denying  that 
the  land  had  in  fact  ever  been  dedicated  to 
public  use,  or  that  it  had  ever  been  so  used ; 
also  alleging  that  the  city  had  regularly  col- 
lected taxes  upon  the  property  ever  since  its 
purchase  by  Lewis  (more  than  fifteen  years) , 
and  that  by  reason  of  the  facts  the  city  was 
estopped  from  maintaining  its  action. 

Upon  these  pleadings  the  parties  went  to 
trial,  and  the  plaintiff,  after  giving  evidence 
tending  to  prove  its  case,  admitted  that  the 
defendant  held  a  regular  chain  of  title  from 
and  through  Lewis,  the  purchaser  of  the  land 
under  the  sale  by  the  United  States  marshal, 
but  denied  the  validity  of  such  title.  The 
defendant  offered  in  evidence  an  exemplifica- 
tion of  the  proceedings  and  judgment  in  the 
suit  brought  to  enjoin  the  sale  by  the  mar- 
shal, whidi  offer  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  plea  of  ret  judioaia.  The 
plaintiff  objected  to  the  evidence  on  the 
ground  thai  the  eauM  of  action  involved  la 


the  suit  was  not  identical  with  the  cauae  of 
action  in  the  suit  on  trial,  because  the  sole 
and  only  issues  decided  in  the  other  suit 
were  whether  John  Klein,  having  registered 
his  judgment  against  the  dty  of  New  Orleans 
in  the  office  of  the  comptroller,  pursuant  to 
a  statute  of  the  state,  and  having  elected 
that  method  of  collecting  his  judgment,  hadg 
not  waived  his  right  to  pursue  any  other  eo 
method  of  collection;  also  whether  John* 
Klein  was  the  owner  of  the  judgment,  and,  if 
so,  whether  he  was  estopped  by  having  r^a- 
tered  in  the  office  of  the  comptroller  a  trans- 
fer of  the  same,  and  also  whether  the  judg- 
ment was  not  subject  to  certain  cr^ts; 
whereas  the  issue  involved  in  this  case  was 
whether  the  property  upon  which  it  is  al- 
leged the  execution  was  levied  and  the  prop- 
ertv sold  was  legally  subject  to  such  seizure 
and  sale;  also  that  the  thing  demanded  in 
the  other  suit  was  not  tiie  same  thing  de- 
manded in  this  suit,  the  prayer  in  the  other 
being  for  an  injunction  restraining  Klein 
from  selling  the  property  in  dispute,  whereas 
the  thing  demanded  in  this  case  was  a  decree 
declaring  the  sale  effected  by  Klein  abso- 
lutely null  and  void.  The  court  sustained 
the  objection  and  refused  to  admit  the  evi- 
dence, and  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

Oral  evidence  was  then  given  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  sustaining  the  other  defenses  set  up 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  trial  having  been 
concluded,  the  judge  made  a  finding  in  favor 
of  the  complainant,  and  judgment  was  there- 
upon entered  decreeing  that  the  property  de- 
scribed therein  was  property  dedicate  to 
public  use,  and  that  Uie  right  of  the  city  to 
the  possession  and  administration  of  such 
property  must  be  recocnized,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  ordered  to  deliver  possession  of  the 
property  to  the  city  free  from  all  encum- 
brances. 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  the  judgment  to 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Liouisiana. 
where  it  was  affirmed,  and  the  defendant  be- 
low has  brought  the  case  here  on  writ  of  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  Edwin  T.  Merrick  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 
Messrs.  B.  A.  Tlchenor  and  8.  L.  CfU' 

more  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Peok]&aiii«  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  defendant  in  error  has  made  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  jurisdiction.    We  think  it  must  be 
denied.    The  sole  question  in  the  case  is  ins 
regard  to  the  validity  of  the  exception  to  thej^ 
decision  of  the  trial  courtnefusing  to  admit* 
in  evidence  the  judgment  recovered  in  the 
United  States  circuit  court  in  the  action  of 
the  city  of  New  Orleans  against  Klein. 

The  defendant  herein  in  his  answer  spe- 
cially set  up  such  judgment,  and  claimed 
that  under  and  by  virtue  thereof  the  city  was 
concluded  from  maintaining  its  action;  the 
state  court  refused  to  give  Sect  to  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  denial  of  this  right  was  ex- 
cepted to  by  the  defendant,  and  was  also  as- 
signed as  error  in  the  state  supreme  court. 


181W. 


W£RL£IN  ▼.  mw  ORLEANS. 


685 


In  sueh  ease  we  thfok  «  Federal  question  ez* 
iflta.  Pittthurgh,  O,  0,  d  Bt,  L,  B.  Co.  ▼.  Long 
Island  Loan  d  T.  Co.  172  U.  S.  493,  507,  43 
L.  ed.  628,  632,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  238,  and 
cases  there  cited;  Photnix  F.  d  M.  Ina.  Co.  v. 
Tennessee,  161  U.  S.  174,  184,  40  L.  ed.  660, 
664,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  471.  Whether  full 
failh  and  credit  have  been  given  the  judg- 
ment of  a  Federal  court  by  the  courts  of  a 
state  is  a  Federal  question,  and  that  question 
exists  in  this  case. 

Upon  the  merits  we  have  simply  to  inquire 
whether  the  courts  below  erred  m  their  de- 
cision refusing  to  admit  in  evidence  the  judg- 
ment in  the  chancery  suit  above  mentioned. 
The  judgment  in  that  suit  was  between  the 
dty  as  complainant  and  Klein  as  defendant, 
and  it  had  reference  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
marshal  in  the  execution  of  his  writ  issued 
upon  the  judgment  of  Klein  against  the  city. 
The  defendant  in  this  suit  traces  his  title 
back  to  Lewis,  who  purchased  upon  the  sale 
under  the  marshal's  writ,  and  so  when  the  de- 
fendant is  sued  in  this  action  he  stands  as 
privy  to  one  of  the  parties  to  the  chancery 
suit,  and  can  claim  the  same  rights  in  the 
judgment  therein  as  an  adjudication,  which 
Lewis  or  Klein  could  have  claimed  if  either 
were  in  possession  of  the  property,  and  this 
suit  had  been  brought  against  the  one  in 
possession. 

The  law  in  relation  to  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment between  the  same  parties  is  well  known, 
but  its  proper  application  to  particular 
cases  is  sometimes  quite  difficult  to  deter- 
mine. The  following  authorities  treat  of  the 
subject  very  fully  and  exhaustively :  Crom- 
well  V.  Sao  County,  94  U.  S.  351,  24  L.  ed. 
195;  Davis  v.  Brown,  94  U.  S.  423,  24  L.  ed. 
204;  New  Orleans  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  167  U. 
8.  371,  42  L.  ed.  202,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  905; 
Southern  P.  R,  Co.  r.  XJnited  States,  168  U. 
&  1,  42  L.  ed.  355,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  18;  De- 
IdbigaiTe  v.  Second  Municipality,  3  La.  Ann. 

H  230;  Slocomh  v.  de  Lizardi,  21  La.  Ann.  355, 

g  99  Am.  Dec.  740. 

•  'In  the  first-cited  case,  it  was  said  that  a 
former  judgment  between  the  same  parties 
(or  their  privies)  upon  the  same  cause  of 
action  as  that  stated  in  the  second  case  con- 
stitutes an  absolute  bar  to  the  prosecution 
of  the  second  action,  not  only  as  to  every 
matter  which  was  offered  and  received  to 
sustain  or  defeat  tho  claim  or  demand,  but 
as  to  any  other  admissible  matter  which 
might  have  been  offered  for  that  purpose. 
Where  the  second  action  between  the  same 
parties  is  upon  a  different  claim  or  demand, 
the  judgment  in  the  former  action  operates 
as  an  estoppel  only  as  to  those  matters  in 
issue  or  points  controverted  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  which  the  finding  or  verdict  was 
rendered. 

So,  in  Davis  v.  Broton,  94  U.  8.  428,  24  L. 
•d.  207,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court  said,  in  speaking  of  a 
prior  judgment:  "The  judgment  is  not  only 
eondiuive  as  to  what  was  actually  deter- 
mined respecting  such  demand,  but  as  to 
every  matter  which  might  have  been  brought 
forward  and  determine  respecting  it" 
In  Vew  Orleans  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  167  U. 


S.  at  page  396,  42  L.  ed.  211,  IT  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
913,  Mr.  Justice  White,  speaking  for  the 
court,  said:  "The  estoppel  resulting  from 
the  thing  adjudged  does  not  depend  upon 
whether  there  is  the  same  demand  in  both 
cases,  but  exists,  even  although  there  be  dif- 
ferent demands,  when  the  question  upon 
which  the  recovery  of  the  second  demand  de- 
pends has,  under  identical  circumstances  and 
conditions,  been  previously  concluded  by  a 
judgment  between  the  parties  or  their  priv* 
les." 

To  the  same  effect  is  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  r. 
United  States,  168  U.  B.  1,  42  L.  ed.  855,  18 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  18. 

The  same  rule  is  substantially  laid  down 
in  the  cases  above  cited  from  the  Louisiana 
reports. 

Now,  what  was  the  demand  and  what  was 
the  thing  adjudged  in  the  chancery  suit  be- 
tween the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  Klein? 
In  that  suit  the  city  alleged  that  Klein  had 
seized  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  in  his 
action  against  the  city,  certain  property 
which  was  described'  in  the  complainant's 
bill,  which  he  threatened  to  sell,  and  which 
was  advertised  to  be  sold  on  a  certain  day, 
and  the  city  alleged  "that  the  said  John(» 
Klein  has  no  right  to  issue  the  said  writ  of  g 
pluriee  fieri  facia««in  said  suit  or  to  cause* 
the  seizure,  advertisement,  and  sale  of  the 
said  property  thereunder,"  and  it  set  forth  in 
its  bill  the  grounds  (already  stat^)  for 
such  an  allegation. 

The  sole  cause  of  action  was  the  appre- 
hended and  threatened  sale  of  the  property, 
which  sale,  the  oomplainant  alleged,  would 
be  illegal.  All  the  other  facts  set  up  in  the 
bill  were  but  the  grounds  justifying  and 
proving,  as  contended,  the  allegation  that 
Klein  had  no  right  to  sell  the  property,  and 
it  was  this  illegality  of  the  threatened  sale 
that  was  the  sole  cause  or  foundation  of  the 
action ;  it  was  the  matter  in  dispute  and  the 
subject  of  contest  If  the  property  were  not 
legally  subject  to  seizure  ana  sale,  then  it 
would  clearly  be  an  illegal  sale  if  consum- 
mated, and  that  fact  would  be  material 
in  proof  of  the  cause  of  action  of  the  city. 

Upon  the  trial  the  court  adjudged  that 
defendant  had  the  right  to  sell  the  property, 
and  it  therefore  dissolved  the  injunction  and 
dismissed  the  bill,  and  judgment  to  that  ef- 
fect was  duly  signed  and  entered.  This 
would  seem  to  be  a  full  and  complete  adjudi- 
cation upon  the  right  of  defendant  Klein  to 
sell  the  property  seized  under  his  writ  That 
right  would  not  exist  if  the  property  were  not 
the  subject  of  a  legal  sale.  Whether  or  not 
it  was  thus  subject  was  an  inquiry  which 
the  court  would  have  had  jurisdiction  to 
make  had  it  been  allied  in  that  suit 

It  is,  however,  contended  that  as  the  city 
had  only  set  up  certain  facts  as  the  founda- 
tion of  its  action  to  prevent  the  alleged  ille- 
gal sale  of  the  property,  the  judgment  only 
bound  it  as  to  those  facts,  and  therefore  it 
is  now  urged  that  the  city  in  this  action  was 
at  liberty  to  prove  other  facts  which  would 
also  show  that  Klein  had  no  right  to  sell 
the  property,  namely,  that  the  property  had 
long  before  the  sale  been  dedicated  to  public 
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VM^  and  tlM  dtr  th«refore  liad  no  right  to 
alienate  it»  nor  had  anyone  the  right  to  sell 
It  upon  an  eKeoation  iasaed  on  a  judgment 
against  the  city. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  if  there  were  no 
question    of  a  prior  judgment  in  this  case, 

Sroof  that  the  land  had  beoi  properly  and 
uly  dedicated  for  a  public  square  to  the 
Dublic  use,  and  therefore  had  been  withdrawn 
2  from  commerce,  would  furnish  a  defense  to 
2  the  daim  by  any  person  of  a  right  to  sell 
•  t]i9»property  under  an  execution  upon  a  Judg- 
meht    against    the    city.    Jfew    Drleant   y. 
United  States,  10  Pet.  662,  731,  736,  9  L.  ed. 
573,  600,  602 ;  Polioe  Jury  r,  Foulhouze,  30 
La.  Ann.  64;  Polioe  Jury  t.  MoCormaok,  32 
La.  Ann.  624 ;  Klitie  r.  Parish  of  Ascension, 
33  La.  Ann.  662;  Leonard  r.  Brooklyn,  71  N. 
Y.  408,  27  Am.  Rep.  80. 

Assuming  the  law  to  be  as  thus  stated,  the 
Question  in  this  case  is,  What  effect  has  this 
jndffment  under  discussion  upon  the  rights 
of  tae  parties? 

Hie  tact  now  alleged  would  hare  furnished 
In  the  chancerir  suit  but  another  spround  or 
reason  upon  which  to  base  the  claim  of  the 
city,  that  EJein  had  no  right  to  sell  the  prop- 
«r^  under  his  writ  in  other  woras,  it 
would  have  been  additional  proof  of  the 
cause  of  action  set  forth  in  that  suit.  The 
city  would  have  had  the  right  to  set  that 
faet  up  in  its  bill  and  to  have  prored  it  on 
the  trial,  and,  if  proved,  it  would  have  been 
foundation  for  a  judgment  enjoining  the  sale 
of  the  property ;  but  the  faet  would  have  been 
nothing  more  than  eridenee  of  the  right 
of  i^M  eity  to  obtain  the  injunction  asked  for 
In  the  chancery  suit,  and  we  think  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  city  to  set  up  in  that  suit  and  to 
prove  any  and  all  grounas  that  it  had  to  sup- 
port the  allegation  tnat  Kldn  had  no  right 
to  seize  or  sell  the  property. 

The  threatened  sale  might  have  been  ille- 
gal for  a  number  of  reasons,  based  upon  wide- 
ly divergent  faets,  but  whatever  those  rea- 
sons were,  the  facts  upon  which  they  rested 
were  open  to  proof  in  the  chancery  action, 
and  if  the  city  desired  the  benefit  of  them, 
they  should  have  been  alleged  and  proved. 
It  would  seem  to  be  quite  clear  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  be  permitted  to  prove  each 
independent  faet  in  a  separate  suit.  Sup- 
pose the  city  had  only  set  up  the  fact  of  the 
rejpstry  of  the  judgment  as  a  ground  for  en- 
joining the  sale,  and  after  a  trial  on  that  is- 
sue it  had  been  beaten  and  judgment  had 
gone  against  it,  could  the  city  after  that  have 
eommenced  another  suit  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, and  set  up  as  a  ground  for  the  alleged 
illegality  of  the  sale  the  assignment  of  the 
Judgment  by  Klein  T  In  such  second  action 
would  not  the  judgment  in  the  prior  action 
e  flonclude  the  city?  If  not,  then  on  being 
%  beaten  on  a  trial  of  that  issue  the  city  could 
«  eommence  still  another  action'based  on  the 
allegation  that  the  judgment  had  been  paid. 
Thus,  as  many  different  actions  as  the  city 
might  all^  grounds  for  claiming  the  sale 
would  be  illegal  could  be  maintained  seru^ 
Hm,  and  no  one  judgment  would  conclude  the 
eity  except  as  to  the  particular  ffround  upon 
wmdi  the  eity  proceeded  in  eacn  particular 


ease.  And  yet  all  these  different  groundi 
would  simply  form  evidenoe  upon  wmdi  the 
original  cause  of  action  was  based,  namely, 
the  alleged  illegally  of  the  apprehended  sale. 
They  would  form  simply  separate  facts  upon 
which  the  cause  of  action  nught  rest  There 
is  no  difference  in  the  nature  of  the  ground 
now  urged  in  this  case  from  the  other 
grounds  actually  set  up  in  the  chanoery  suit 

It  is  true  that  in  the  chancery  siut  the 
thinff  demanded  was  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing; Klein  from  selling  the  property,  while  in 
this  suit  it  is  a  decree  declaring  the  sale  ef- 
fected by  Klein  absolutely  niul  and  void. 
But  the  two  demands,  though  different  in 
terms,  are  in  substance  the  same,  and  are 
founded  upon  the  same  cause  of  action,  oie^ 
the  total  illegality  of  the  sale,  whether 
threatened  or  accomplished.  The  demand  In 
the  later  action  is  sunply  altered  to  oonform 
to  the  fact  that  there  had  been  a  sale  of  the 
property,  while  the  demand  in  the  former 
suit  was  based  upon  the  fact  that  there  had 
not  been  a  sale,  and  the  relief  demanded 
was  an  injunction  to  prevent  such  sale.  In 
substance  and  effect  tne  thing  demanded  Is 
the  same  in  both  cases. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  ground 
now  urged  for  the  illeffality  of  the  sale, 
namely,  a  long  prior  dedication  of  the  prop- 
erty to  public  use,  is  of  a  totally  different 
nature  from  the  grounds  which  were  set  up 
in  the  chanceiy  suit;  that  the  city  there  ap- 
peared in  a  different  capacity  from  that  ui 
which  it  now  appears,  and  that  it  was  there- 
fore unnecessary  to  all^e  or  prove  this 
ground  in  that  Kuit,  and  that  a  judgment  in 
the  former  suit  in  favor  of  the  right  of  Klein 
to  sell  this  property  does  not  conclude  the 
city  from  proving  that  he  had  no  such  right 
by  reason  of  the  character  of  the  proper^ 
sold.  Although  the  city  has  been  more  than 
fifteen  years  in  discovering  this  defense,  yetp 
nevertheless,  it  is  now  argued  that  a  judg-*4 
ment  against  the  city  in  the  ehanoeiy  mt% 
being  a  judgment  a^inst^it  in  a  different* 
capacity  from  that  in  which  it  appears  in 
this  action  as  a  trustee  for  the  public,  the 
rule  applies  in  such  a  case  as  it  sometimes 
does  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  against  A  B,  in 
relation  to  property  held  by  him  as  executor 
or  as  trustee,  which  would  be  no  evidence 
for  or  against  A  B  in  his  individual  and  per- 
sonal capacity.  Collins  v.  Hydom,  136  K.  T. 
320,  32  N.  £.  60.  Although  there  are  excep- 
tions even  to  that  rule.  Morton  v.  Paoi> 
wood,  3  La.  Ann.  167;  FouoM  v.  Harison,  78 
Ga.  360,  3  S.  £.  330. 

We  think  there  is  no  double  capacity  In 
this  case,  and  that  the  city  appears  in  the 
same  character  and  capacity  in  both  these 
suits,  and  that  in  this  suit  it  is  bound  by  the 
judgment  in  the  chancery  suit 

llie  title  to  land  which  has  been  dedicated 
to  public  use,  as  for  a  highway  or  public 
square  in  a  cltjr,  is  in  the  city  as  trustee  for 
the  public,  and  it  has  been  held,  in  the  eaae 
of  such  a  dedication  of  land  in  a  proposed 
city,  to  be  thereafter  built,  that  the  fee  will 
remain  in  abeyance  until  the  proper  grantee 
or  city  comes  in  esse,  when  it  will  vest  in 
such  city.    A  dedication  to  the  public  may 
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erist  wliere  there  Is  no  city  or  town  or  cor- 
porate entity  to  take  as  grantee,  and  in  such 
ease,  while  the  fee  may  remain  in  the  individ- 
ual who  dedicatea  the  land,  he  will  be  es- 
topped from  setting  it  un  as  against  the  pub- 
lie  who  may  be  interested  in  the  use  of  the 
land  according  to  its  dedication.  Neverthe- 
less, when  a  dedication  is  made  in  an  exist- 
ing city,  the  city  takes  title  as  trustee. 
These  statements  are  borne  out  by  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Fatolet  v.  Clark,  9  Cranch,  292, 
3  L.  ed.  735;  Beatty  v.  Kurtz,  2  Pet.  566.  7 
L.  ed.  521;  Cincinnati  v.  White,  6  Pet.  431, 
435,  436,  8  L.  ed.  452.  455 ;  Barclay  v.  How- 
ell, 6  Pet.  498,  8  L.  ed.  477 ;  New  Orleans  v. 
UrUied  States,  10  Pet.  C62,  9  L.  ed.  673;  Po- 
lios Jury  V.  Foulhonze,  30  La.  Ann.  64. 

Although  the  city  holds  property  of  such 
nature  in  trust  for  the  public,  that  fact  does 
not  distinguish  it  from  the  character  or  ca- 
pacity in  which  the  city  holds  its  other  prop- 
erty, so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  rule  that  a  judgment  against  a 
man  as  nn  administrator  does  not  bind  him 
as  an  individual.  The  city  holds  all  prop- 
erty which  it  owns,  as  trustee  for  the  public, 
n  although  certain  classes  or  kinds  of  property, 
o  such  as  the  public  streets,  the  public  squares, 
•  thi^oourthuuse,  and  the  jail,  cannot  be  taken 
on  execution  against  it,  for  reasons  which 
are  plain  to  be  seen.  Such  property  is  so 
necessary  for  the  present  and  daily  use  of 
the  city  as  the  representative  of  the  public, 
as  well  aa  for  the  use  of  the  public  itself, 
that  to  allow  it  to  be  taken  on  execution 
against  the  city  would  interfere  so  substan- 
tially with  the  immediate  wants  and  rights 
of  the  public  whose  trustee  the  city  is,  and 
also  with  the  due  performance  of  the 
4luties  which  are  imposed  upon  the  city  by 
virtue  of  its  incorporation,  tnat  it  ought  not 
to  be  tolerated.  Other  property  which  the 
city  might  hold,  not  being  so  situated,  might 
be  taken  on  execution  against  it,  but  it  never- 
theless holds  that  very  property,  as  trustee. 
It  holds  it  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  in 
a  general  way  the  duties  which  it  owes  to 
the  public,  that  is,  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
city.  The  citizens  or  inhabitants  of  a  city, 
not  the  common  council  or  local  legislature, 
4K)nstitute  the  "corporation"  of  the  city.  1 
Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  ft  40.  The  corpora- 
tion as  such  has  no  human  wante  to  be  sup- 
plied. It  cannot  eat  or  drink  or  wear  cloth- 
ing or  live  in  houses.  It  must  aa  to  all  its 
property  be  the  representative  or  trustee  of 
eomebody  or  of  some  aggregation  of  persons, 
and  it  must  therefore  hold  its  property  for 
the  same  use,  call  that  use  either  public  or 
private.  It  is  a  use  for  the  benefit  of  indi- 
viduals. A  municipal  corporation  ia  the 
trustee  of  the  inhabitants  of  that  corpora- 
tion, and  it  holds  ail  its  property  in  a  gener- 
al and  substantial,  although  not  in  a  strict- 
ly technical,  sense  in  trust  for  them.  They 
are  the  people  of  the  state  inhabiting  that 
particular  subdivision  of  its  territory,  a  fluc- 
tuating class  constantly  paasing  out  of  the 
eeope  of  the  trust  by  removal  and  death  and 
as  oonstantly  renewed  by  fresh  accretions  of 
population.  Tlie  nroijerty  which  a  munici- 
pal eorporation  holds  is  for  their  use,  and  is 


held  for  their  benefit.  Any  of  the  property 
held  by  a  city  does  not  belong  to  the  mayor, 
or  to  any  or  all  of  the  members  of  the  com- 
mon council,  nor  to  the  common  people  as  in- 
dividual property.  If  any  of  those  func- 
tionaries should  appropriate  the  property  or 
its  avails  to  his  own  use,  he  would  be  guilty 
of  embezzlement,  and  if  one  of  the  people  not 
clothed  with  official  station  should  do  theg 
like,  he  would  be  guilty  of  larceny.  So  wot 
sce*that  whatever  property  a  municipal  cor-* 
poration  holds,  it  holds  it  in  truFt  for  its 
inhabitants,  in  other  words,  for  the  public, 
and  the  only  difference  in  the  trust  existing 
in  the  case  of  a  public  highway  or  a  public 
siiuare.  and  other  cases,  is  that  in  the  one 
case  the  property  cannot  be  taken  in  execu- 
tion against  the  city,  while  in  other  cases  it 
may  be.  The  right  of  the  city  is  less  abso- 
lute in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other,  but  il 
owns  all  the  property  in  the  same  capacity 
and  ch.irncter  as  a  corporation,  and  in  trust 
for  the  inhabitants  thereof.  Views  similar 
to  these  have  been  heretofore  substantially 
expressed  by  the  late  Judge  Denio,  in  speak- 
ing for  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York  in 
Darlington  v.  A'ew  York^  31  N.  Y.  164,  88 
Am.  Dec.  248. 

From  these  considerations  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  there  is  no  difference  in  the  charac- 
ter of  the  title  by  which  a  municipal  corpor- 
ation holds  these  two  classes  of  property,  but 
there  is  simply  a  difference  in  the  power 
which  such  corporation  can  exercise  over  its 
property  in  the  two  cases.  That  difference 
arises  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  use  of 
the  property,  which  in  the  one  case  requires 
it  to  be  inalienable  and  not  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  city,  while  in  the  other  ease  it 
is  open  both  to  alienatJon  and  to  sale  under 
execution.  In  each  ease  the  character  or 
capacity  in  which  the  eity  in  fact  holds  the 
title  is  the  same. 

We  therefore  think  the  former  judgment 
should  have  been  admitted  in  evidence  upon 
the  trial  of  this  action.  By  that  judgment 
it  conclusively  appears  that  this  property 
was  legally  sold  upon  the  execution  on 
Klein's  judgment,  and  that  the  purchaser  at 
the  sale  obtained  a  title  which  was  good. 
This  title  the  plaintiff  in  error  now  owns, 
and  it  must  prevail  against  the  daim  of  the 
city. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Louisiana  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded to  that  court  for  further  proceeding 
not  inconsistent  with  the  opinion  of  this 
court,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  McKenna  took  no  part  In 
the  decision  of  this  case. 


(177  U.  S.  442) 

6ETH  CARTER,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

STATjb  OP  TEXAS. 

Cfri7  rights-negroes  on  grand  jury^-mction 

to  dismiss  indictvtent, 
1.     The  exclusion  of  all  persons  of  the  African 

race  from  a  grand  jury  whloh   finds   an   in- 
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dletment  against  a  negro  In  a  itate  court, 
■olely  because  of  their  race  or  color,  denies 
hloDi  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  in  viola- 
tion of  U.  &'.  Const  14th  Amend.,  whether 
such  exclusion  Is  done  through  the  action  of 
the  legislature,  through  the  courts,  or  through 
the  executive  or  administrative  officers  of  the 
state. 

t.  A  motion  to  quash  an  Indictment  against 
a  negro  because  it  was  found  by  a  grand  Jury 
from  which  all  persons  of  the  African  race 
had  been  excluded  because  of  their  race  or 
color,  when  made  before  arraignment,  and 
when  there  had  been  no  opportunity  to  chal- 
lenge the  array  because  the  grand  jury  bad 
been  Impaneled  before  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted, was  a  timely  mode  of  presenting  the 
objection,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  because  of  such  exclusion, 
although  the  state  statute  does  not  provide 
for  quashing  an  Indictment  on  such  ground. 

t.  A  motion  to  quash  such  Indictment  because 
defendant  was  thereby  deprived  of  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws,  being  based  on  allegations 
of  fact  not  of  record,  must  be  supported  by 
evidence  if  denied  by  the  state's  attorney. 

4.  An  omission  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  of  the 
names  of  witnesses  whom  the  accused  intend- 
ed to  call,  and  of  any  statement  of  their  tes- 
timony on  a  certain  subject,  cannot  deprive 
him  of  the  benefit  of  his  exception  to  the 
wrongful  refusal  of  the  court  to  hear  any  evi- 
dence whatever  on  that  subject 

i.  The  fact  that  the  highest  court  of  a  state  to 
which  an  appeal  in  a  criminal  case  can  be 
taken  has  decided  that  defendant  Is  not  en- 
titled to  urge  a  constitutional  objection  to  the 
indictment,  because  not  sufficiently  pleaded, 
does  not  prevent  a  review  thereof  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  supreme  court,  since  whether  the 
constitutional  right  was  sufficiently  pleaded  is 
itself  a  federal  question,  in  the  decision  of 
which  the  supreme  court  is  not  concluded  by 
the  view  taken  by  the  state  court 

[Xo.  193.] 

Suhmiiied  March  16,  1900,     Decided  AprU 
16,  1900, 

N  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Criminal  Ap- 
Tpesila  of  Texas.    Reversed, 

Messrs.  WUf  ord  H.  Smith   and  E.  M. 
Hewlett  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
I     Mr.  T.  8.  Smith  for  defendant  in  error. 

1^ 

•  Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

At  November  term,  1897,  of  the  criminal 
district  court,  held  at  the  city  of  Galveston, 
for  the  county  of  Galveston  and  state  of 
Texas,  the  grand  jury,  on  November  26,  1897, 
returned  an  indictment  against  Seth  Carter 
for  the  murder  on  November  24,   1897,  of 
Bertha   Brantley,  both  being  of  the  negro 
race. 
J      The  record   states  that  at  March   term, 
J  1898,  when  the  case  was  called  for  trial,  the 
*  defendant,  in  open  court,  and  before  he^had 
been  arraigned  or  had  pleaded  to  the  indict- 
ment, presented  and  read  to  the  court  a  mo- 
tion to  quash  the  indictment. 

The  motion  to  quash  was  signed  and  sworn 
to  by  the  defendant,  and  was  in  these  words: 
"And  now  comes  the  said  defendant,  in  his 
own  proper  person,  and  moves  the  court  to 
set  aside  and  quash  the  indictment  herein 
against  him,  because  the  jury  commissioners, 
appointed  to  select  the  grand  jury  which 
found  and  presented  said  indictment,  select- 
ed no  person  or  persons  of  color  or  of  African 
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descent,  known  as  'negroes',  to  serve  on  said 
grand  jury;  but,  on  the  contrary,  did  exclude 
from  the  list  of  persons  to  serve  as  such 
grand  jurors  all  colored  persons  or  persona 
of  African  descent,  kno\vn  as  'negroes',  be- 
cause of  their  race  and  color ;  and  that  said 
gprand  jury  were  composed  exclusively  of  per- 
sons of  the  white  race,  while  all  persons  of 
the  colored  race  or  persons  of  African  de- 
scent, known  as  'negroes,'  although  consist- 
ing of  and  constituting  about  one  fourth  of 
the  population  and  of  the  registered  voters 
in  said  city  and  county  of  Galveston,  and  al- 
though otherwise  qualified  to  serve  as  such 
grand  jurors,  were  excluded  therefrom  on  the 
ground  of  their  race  and  color,  and  have  been 
so  excluded  from  serving  on  any  jury  in  said 
criminal  district  court  for  a  great  many 
years,  which  is  a  discrimination  against  the 
defendant,  since  he  is  a  person  of  color  and 
of  African  descent,  known  as  a  *negro;'  and 
that  such  discrimination  is  a  denial  to  him 
of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  and  of 
his  civil  rights  guaranteed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  the  United  States.  All  of 
which  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify." 

The  record  further  shows  that  the  ooort 
overruled  the  motion,  and  to  that  ruling  the 
defendant  excepted  in  open  court;  that  the 
defendant  was  then  arraigned  and  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  was  tried  and  convicted  by  a 
jury,  and  adjudged  guilty,  by  the  court,  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree;  and  that  a  bill  of 
exceptions  was  tendered  by  him,  and  was  by 
the  presiding  judge  approved,  allowed,  and 
ordered  to  be  made  part  of  the  record,  which 
stated  that,  "after  reading  the  said  motion, 
the  defendant  asked  leave  of  the  court  to  in- 
troduce witnesses,  and  offered  to  introduce 
witnesses,  to  prove  and  sustain  the  allega-io 
tions  therein  made;  but  the  court  refused  to  J 
hear  any  evidence  is^support  of  the  said  mo-  * 
tion  and  thereupon  overruled  the  same,  with- 
out investigating  into  the  truth  or  falsity  of 
the  allegations  of  said  motion ,-^to  which  ac- 
tion of  the  court  the  defendant  then  and 
there  excepted." 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  court  of 
Criminal  Appeals  of  the  state  of  Texas  (be- 
ing the  highest  court  of  the  state  in  which 
a  decision  in  the  case  could  be  had  (which 
affirmed  the  judgment,  and  denied  a  motion 
for  a  rehearing.  The  opinions  delivered  by 
that  court  upon  affirming  the  judgment,  and 
upon  denying  the  motion  for  a  rehearing,  are 
set  out  in  the  record,  and  are  reported  in  39 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  345,  46  S.  W.  230,  48  S.  W. 
508.  The  defendant  sued  out  this  writ  of 
error. 

The  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  of  the 
state  of  Texas  contains  the  following  provi- 
sions : 

"Art.  397.  Any  person,  before  the  grand 
jury  have  been  impaneled,  may  challenge 
the  array  of  jurors,  or  any  person  presented 
as  a  grand  juror ;  and  in  no  other  way  shall 
objections  to  the  qualifications  and  legality 
of  the  grand  jury  be  heard.  Any  person 
confined  in  jail  in  the  county  shall,  upon  hit 
request,  be  brought  into  court  to  make  sueh 
challenge." 

'*Art.  659.  A  motion  to  set  aside  an  in* 
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dictment''  ''shall  be  baaed  on  one  or  more  of 
the  following  cauaee,  and  no  other:  1.  That 
it  appears  by  the  records  of  the  court  that 
the  indictment  was  not  found  by  at  least  nine 
grand  jurors.'*  ''S.  That  some  person  n'ot 
authorized  by  law  was  present  when  the 
grand  jury  were  deliberating  upon  the  accu- 
sation against  the  defendant,  or  were  voting 
upon  the  same." 

"Art.  661.  The  only  special  pleas  which 
can  be  heard  for  the  defendant  are:  1.  That 
he  has  been  before  convicted  legally,  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  upon  the 
same  accusation,  after  having  been  tried  up- 
on the  merits  for  the  same  offense.  2.  That 
he  has  been  before  acquitted  by  a  jury  of  the 
accusation  against  him,  in  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  whether  the  acquittal 
was  regular  or  irregular." 

The  court  of  criminal  appeals,  in  its  first 
opinion  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  trial 
court,  disposed  of  the  objection  to  the  grand 
^  jury  by  holding  that>  by  the  very  terms  of 
qi  article  523,  "the  fact  that  people  of  African 
•  descent  were  not  drawn  byHhe  commission- 
ers to  serve  as  jurors  upon  the  grand  jury 
is  not  a  ground  for  setting  aside  an  indict- 
ment;" and  that  the  appellani  had  not  un- 
dertaken to  bring  himself  within  the  pur- 
view of  article  397,  as  to  which  the  court 
said:  "If  there  were  any  objections  to  the 
grand  jury,  or  any  member  of  it,  they  should 
have  been  exercised  by  challenge,  either  to 
the  array  or  to  a  particular  member  of  said 
body.  .  .  .  The  question  of  challenge 
to  the  array  or  to  a  particular  juror  is  not 
suggested,  nor  is  it  shown  that  he  was  de- 
barred this  right.  It  is  too  late,  after  in- 
dictment found,  to  question  the  manner  of 
impaneling  a  grand  jury."  39  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  348,  349,  40  S.  W.  237. 

In  the  opinion  delivered  on  denying  the 
motion  for  a  rehearing,  the  court  substan- 
tially abandoned  as  untenable  the  positions 
taken  in  its  first  opinion ;  and  admitted  that 
"in  this  particular  case  no  opportunity  was 
affordied  appellant  to  challenge  the  array,  be- 
cause the  grand  jury  which  returned  the  bill 
against  him  had  been  impaneled  prior  to 
the  commission  of  this  offense,"  and  conse- 
quently that  a  motion  to  quash  the  indict- 
.ment,  made  after  his  arrest  under  it,  and  be- 
fore his  arraignment)  was  a  proper  and  time- 
ly mode  of  presenting  a  fundamental  objec- 
tion under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  although  no  such  objection 
was  mentioned  in  the  statutes  of  the  state. 
And  the  reasons  assigned  for  denying  the  re- 
hearing were  that  "the  motion  to  quash  was 
based  simply  on  the  affidavit  of  appellant," 
and  "the  question  was  presented  to  the  court 
without  any  evidence  whatever  in  support 
of  it;"  that  "in  this  case  the  motion  to  quash 
was  not  predicated  on  the  record,  but  involved 
extraneous  matters,  and  before  the  court 
would  be  authorized  to  act,  there  must  be 
some  proof  of  the  allegations  contained  in 
the  motion;"  that  "the  motion  was  but  a 
mere  tender  of  the  issue,  unaccompanied  by 
any  supporting  testimony;"  that  "it  names 
no  witness  or  person  by  whom  it  was  pro- 
posed to  prove  the  allegations  of  the  mo- 
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tion ;"  and  that  "the  bare  reeiUtlon''  (in  the 
bill  of  ezoeptions)  ''that  the  court  refused 
to  hear  evidence  in  support  of  said  motion 
is  without  meaning,  because  in  faot  no  tee- 
timony  was  tendered  by  appellant"  39  Tex. 
CriuL  Rep.  354-357,  48  8.  W.  610,  611. 

The  rules  of  law  which  must  govern  this 
case  are  clearly  established  by  previous  de- 1, 
cisions  of  this  court.  J 

*  Whenever  by  any  action  of  a  state»7 
whether  through  its  legislature,  through  its 
courts,  or  through  its  executive  or  adminis- 
trative officers,  all  persons  of  the  African 
race  are  excluded,  solely  because  of  their  race 
or  color,  from  serving  as  grand  jurors  in  the 
criminal  prpsecution  of  a  person  of  the  Afri- 
can race,  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  is 
denied  to  him,  contrary  to  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  Strauder  v.  West  Virginia,  100  U. 
S.  303,  25  L.  ed.  664;  Neal  v.  Delaware,  103 
U.  S.  370,  397,  26  L,'ed.  567,  674;  Oihson  v. 
Missi$aippi,  162  U.  S.  665,  40  L.  ed.  1076,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  904. 

When  the  defendant  has  had  no  opportun- 
ity to  challenge  the  grand  jury  which  found 
the  indictment  against  him,  the  objection  to 
the  constitution  of  the  grand  jury  upon  this 
ground  may  be  taken,  either  by  plea  in  abater 
ment,  or  by  motion  to  quash  the  indictment^ 
before  pleading  in  bar.  United  States  v. 
Qale,  109  U.  S.  65,  67,  27  L.  ed.  857,  858,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1. 

The  motion  to  quash  on  such  a  ground  be- 
ing based  on  allegations  of  facts  not  appear^ 
ing  in  the  record,  those  allegations,  if  con- 
troverted by  the  attorney  for  the  state,  must 
be  supported  by  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  Smith  v.  Mississippi,  162  U.  8. 
592,  601,  40  L.  ed.  1082,  1085,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  900;  Williams  v.  Mississippi,  170  U.  S. 
213,  42  L.  ed  1012,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  683. 

But  the  question  whether  a  right  or  priv- 
ilege, claimed  under  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  State^.  was  distinctly  and 
sufficiently  pleaded  and  brought  to  the  no- 
tice of  a  state  court,  is  itself  a  Federal  ques- 
tion, in  the  decision  of  which  this  court,  on 
writ  of  error,  is  not  concluded  by  the  view  tak- 
en by  the  highest  court  of  the  state.  Neal  v. 
Delaware,  103  U.  S.  370,  396,  397,  26  L.  ed. 
567,  674;  Mitchell  v.  Clark,  IIOU.S.  633,645, 
28  L.  ed.  279,  283,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  170,  312; 
Boyd  V.  Nebraska  ew  rel.  Thayer,  143  U.  8. 
135,  180,  36  L.  ed.  103,  116,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
375. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  as  may  be  inferred  from 
the  dates  appearing  in  the  record,  and  as  is 
distinctly  stated  in  the  opinion  delivered  liy 
the  court  below  on  denying  a  rehearing,  the 
grand  jury  had  been  impaneled  before  the 
commission  of  the  offense  for  which  the  de- 
fendant was  indicted.  He  therefore  never 
had  any  opportunity  to  chsllf.n^e  the  array 
of  the  grand  jury,  and  was  entitled  to  pre- 
sent the  objection  on  which  he  relied  by  mo- 
tion to  quash. 

The  defendant's  motion  to  quash  the  in-B 
dictment  was  presented  to  the  court  before  ^ 
he  had  been  arraigned,  or  had  pleaded  te^e  * 
indictment    The    motion,    besides    stating 
that  the  defendant  was  of  the  African 
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fully  and  specifically  alleged^  witli  almost 
the  precision  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  that  the 
jury  commissioners  appointed  to  select  the 
l^and  jury  selected  no  persons  of  African 
descent  to  serve  on  the  grand  jury,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  excluded  from  the  list  all  such 
persons  because  of  their  race  and  color;  that 
the  grand  jury  was  composed  exclusively  of 
persons  of  the  white  race,  while  all  persons 
of  the  African  race,  although  constituting 
about  one  fourth  of  the  registered  voters  in 
the  county,  and  although  otherwise  well 
qualified  to  serve  as  such  grand  jurors,  were 
excluded  therefrom  on  the  ground  of  their 
f«ce  and  color,  and  had  been  so  excluded 
from  serving  on  any  jury  in  that  court  for 
A  great  many  years;  and  that  this  was  a 
discrimination  against  the  defendant,  and 
«  denial  to  him  ofthe  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  and  of  his  civil  rights  guaranteed  to 
him  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States.  And  the  motion  concluded 
with  the  statement:  "All  of  which  the  de- 
fendant is  ready  to  verify." 

The  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  allowed  by  the  presiding  judge, 
and  made  part  of  the  record  by  his  order, 
explicitly  states  that  "after  reading  the  said 
motion,  the  defendant  asked  leave  of  the 
eourt  to  introduce  witnesses,  and  offered  to 
introduce  witnesses,  to  prove  and  sustain  the 
allegations  therein  made;  but  the  court  re- 
fused to  hear  any  evidence  in  support  of  the 
said  motion,  and  thereupon  overruled  the 
same,  without  investigating  into  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  the  allegations  of  said  motion, — 
to  which  action  of  the  court  the  defendant 
then  and  there  excepted." 

It  thus  clearly  appears  by  the  record  that 
the  defendant,  having  duly  and  distinctly  al- 
leged, in  his  motion  to  quash,  that  all  per^ 
sons  of  the  African  race  were  excluded,  be- 
cause of  their  race  and  color,  from  the  grand 
jury  which  found  the  indictment,  asked  leave 
of  the  court  to  introduce  witnesses,  and  of- 
fered to  introduce  witnesses,  to  prove  and 
sustain  that  allegation;  and  that  the  court 
refused  to  hear  any  evidence  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  overruled  the  motion,  without  in* 
vestieating  whether  the  allegation  was  true 
^  or  false. 

2  The  defendant  having  offered  to  introduce 
7  witnesses  to  prove^e  allegations  in  the  mo- 
tion to  quash,  and  the  court  having  declined 
to  hear  any  evidence  upon  the  subject,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  omission  of  the  bill  of 
exceptions  to  give  the  names  of  the  witnesses 
whom  the  defendant  proposed  or  intended  to 
eall,  or  to  state  their  testimony  in  detail, 
cannot  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  benefit 
of  his  exception  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
hear  any  evidence  whatever.  And  the  as- 
sumption, in  the  final  opinion  of  the  state 
court,  that  no  evidence  was  tendered  by  the 
defendant  in  support  of  the  allegations  in 
the  motion  to  quash,  is  plainly  disproved  by 
the  statements,  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  of 
what  took  place  in  the  trial  oourt 

The  necessary  conclusion  is  that  the  de- 
fendant has  been  denied  a  right  duly  set  up 
and  claimed  by  him  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States;  and  there- 


f6re  the  Mgmmi  ia  reverted,  and  the  case 
is  remanded  f6r  further  proceedings  not  in- 
consistent with  this  opinion. 

(177  a.  S.  449) 

GREAT  SOUTHERN  PmE  PROOF  HOTEL 
COMPANY,  Petitioner, 

V. 

BENJAMIN  F.  JONES  el  al  and  Soimaa 
ALandis. 

Federal  eourte — diveree  citizenehip^imited 
partnership  ae  a  oitigen, 

1.  A  limited-partnership  sssoclatton  created 
onder  Pa.  Laws  1874.  p.  371,  althousb  It  may 
be  called  a  qaasI-corporatloD  and  Is  declared 
by  the  state  statute  to  be  a  cltlaeo  of  the 
state.  Is  not,  like  a  corporation  created  nndet 
the  laws  of  the  sUte,  to  be  deemed  a  eltiaen 
of  that  state,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
claase  of  the  Federal  Constitution  which  ex- 
tends the  Judicial  powers  of  the  United  States 
to  controversies  between  dtlaens  of  different 
statea 

2.  The  cltlieosblp  of  the  Indlvldoal  members 
of  a  limited  partnership  association  created 
by  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  must  be  alleged 
In  a  suit  by  that  association  In  a  Federal 
court,  where  Jurisdiction  depends  upon  di- 
verse cltlxenshlp  of  the  partlea 

[No.  210.] 

Argued  March  tl,  22,  1900.    Decided  AprU 

9, 1900. 
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N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  thg 
Sixth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  reversing 
a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  dismissing  the  bill.    Reversed. 

See  same  ease  below,  68  U.  S.  App.  307»  86 
Fed.  Rep.  870,  30  C.  C.  A.  108. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meaare,  John  E.  Satar  and  D.  F.  Pvc^ 
for  petitioner. 

Messrs,  T.  P.  Una,  Xi.  O.  AddUan, 
Oeorge  K.  Kash,  John  D.  MeKennan,  and 
Outhioaite,  Linn,  d  Thurman  for  respond* 
enU.  g 

*Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion? 
of  tlie  court: 

The  bill  in  this  suit,  commenced  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  south- 
em  district  of  Ohio,  eastern  division,  d^ 
scribes  the  plaintiffs  Benjamin  F.  Jones, 
Oeorge  M.  Langhlins,  Henrr  A.  Laughlina, 
Jr.,  and  Benjamin  F.  Jones,  Jr.,  as  "members 
of  the  limited  partnership  association  doinff 
business  under  the  firm  name  and  strle  or 
Jones  A  Lauffhlins,  Limited,  which  said  aaso* 
elation  is  a  limited  partnership  assoeiatton 
organized  under  an  act  of  the  general  assem- 
bly of  Pennsylvania,  approved  Jane  23d  [Sd]^ 
1874,  entitled  'An  Act  Authorizing  the  For- 
mation of  Partnership  Associations  In  Which 
the  CapiUl  Subscribed  Shall  Alone  be  Re- 
sponsible for  the  Debts  of  the  Association, 
except  under  Certain  Cirenmstaneea,' "  and 
who  '*Have  Their  Office  and  Prineipal  Plaea 
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of  BusineM  in  the  City  of  Pittaborffh,''  and 
which  association  is  ''a  Citizen  of  tne  State 
of  Pennsylvania."    Pa.  Laws  1874,  p.  27  L 

The  defendant  first  named  in  the  bill  is 
the  Great  Southern  Fire  Proof  Hotel  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  of  the  state  of  Ohio ;  and 
some  of  the  defendants  are  corporations  and 
citizens  of  states  other  than  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania. 

The  remaining   defendants  are    thus  de- 
^  scribed  in  the  MQ: 

}^     "Taylor,  Beall,  ft  Company  is  a  partner- 

•  ship  doing  business  in^e  citv  of  Columbus 

and  state  of  Ohio,  the  individual  partners 

thereof  bdng  William  D.  Taylor,  James  P. 

Beall,  and  WUliam  J.  Keever." 

''Sturffeon,  Ford,  ft  Company  Is  a  part- 
nership doing  business  in  the  city  of  Colum- 
bus and  state  of  Ohio,  the  individual  partners 
thereof  being  unkno^'n  to  your  orators." 

*^eacham  ft  Wright  is  a  partnership  do- 
ing business  in  the  city  of  Columbus  and 
state  of  Ohio,  the  individual  partners  there- 
of being  Floraa  D.  Msaeham  and  Frank  S. 
Wright.*' 


,n  ft  Landis  is  a  partnership  of  Chi- 
cago, Illinois,  doinff  business  in  the  state  of 
Ohio,  the  names  of  the  individual  partners 
thereof  bdns  unknown  to  your  orators." 

^Dundon  ft  Berlin  is  a  partnership  doinff 
business  in  the  ci^  of  Columbus,  state  of 
Ohio,  the  individual  partners  thereof  being 
Thomas  J.  Dundon  end  Matthew  J.  Bergin.^' 

^H.  0.  Johnson  ft  Company  is  a  partner- 
ship doing  business  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  the 
names  of  the  individual  partners  thereof  be- 
liiff  unknown  to  your  orators." 
^'Sehoedinger,  Feam,  ft  Company  it  a  pari- 
ner^ip  doing  business  in  the  state  of  Ohio, 
the  individual  partners  thereof  being  F.  O. 
Schoedinger,  W.  A.  Feam,  and  J.  R.  Dick- 
con." 

'Oa  Hiltgartner  ft  Sons  is  a  partnership 
doinff  business  in  the  dty  of  Columbus,  state 
of  Ohio,  the  names  of  the  individual  partners 
thereof  being  unknown  to  your  orators." 

The  nature  of  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is 
as  follows: 

By  written  agreement  between  Jones  ft 
Laughlins,  Limited,  and  W.  J.  MeClain,  dat- 
ed December  18, 1894,  the  former  agreed,  up- 
on certain  terms,  to  furnish  structural  steel 
for  use  in  the  erection  of  the  Great  Southern 
Hotel  at  Columbus,  for  the  construction  of 
whi^  McCSain  had  previously  oontraeted 
with  the  Great  Southern  Fire  Proof  Hotel 
Company.  Under  the  above  contract  Jones 
ft  Laugmins,  Limited,  shipped  and  furnished 
to  McClain  structural  sted  of  the  value  of 
$43,296.74.  All  of  that  sum  was  paid  by 
McClain  except  $11,410.02,  which  was  due  to 
the  plaintiffs  with  interest  from  January  28, 
1896. 

On  the  11th  day  of  August,  1806,  Mcaain 
executed  a  deed  ol  assignment  for  the  benefit 
,,  of  his  creditors.    And  on  the  21st  day  of 
«  April,  1896,  within  four  months  after  the 
•  above«materials  were  delivered  to  McClain, 
Jones  ft  Laughlins,  Limited,  filed  with  the 
recorder  of  FranklinjDOuniy,  Ohio,  an  affi- 
davit containing  an  itemized  statement  of 
the  amcHint  kdA  value  of  such  materials. 


The  object  of  the  filing  was  to  conform  to  the* 
provisions  of  S$  8184  (as  amended  April 
13th,  1894,  91  Ohio  Laws,  133),  and  3183  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  both  seotiona 
relating  to  mechanic's  liens,  and  thereby  ol^ 
tain,  in  behalf  of  Jones  ft  Laughlins,  Limits 
ed,  for  the  amount  due  them,  a  lien  upon  the 
hotel  and  the  opera  house  connected  with 
it,  as  well  as  upon  the  land  on  which  they 
stood. 

After  stating  that  the  defendants  eaeh^ 
claim  to  have  some  interest  in  the  property 
in  question  as  lienholders  or  otherwise,  the> 
exact  nature  and  extent  of  which  was  un- 
known to  the  plaintiff,  the  relief  asked  wast 
1.  That  the  defendants  be  required  to  answer- 
.\nd  fully  set  forth  their  respective  interesta 
in  the  property,  and  failing  to  do  so  that 
they  be  barred  from  asserting  any  daim 
thereto.  2.  That  a  receiver  be  appointed  to- 
collect  rents.  3.  That  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand be  declared  a  valid  and  subsisting  lien 
on  the  property.  4.  That  all  the  liens  b» 
marshalled,  the  premises  sold,  and  the  pn^ 
ceeds  distributed. 

The  Great  Southern  Fire  Proof  Hotd' 
Company  demurred  generally  to  the  bill  aa 
insumdent 

The  defendants  Sosman  ft  Landis  filed* 
their  answer  and  cross  bill,  claiming  a  lien 
upon  the  property  for  a  balance  due  under 
a  contract  made  between  them  end  McClaift 
pursuant  to  which  they  furnished  scenery^, 
stage  work,  and  fixtures  for  the  improve- 
ments contemplated  by  the  contract  betweea 
McClain  and  the  hotel  company.  To  that 
cross  bill  a  demurrer  was  also  filed. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  drcuit  court 
upon  the  demurrers,  the  onl^  question  ar* 
gued  being  the  constitutionality  of  the  Ohio 
statute  of  April  13,  1894.  That  court  sus- 
tained the  demurrers,  and  dismissed  the  bill 
and  cross  bill  upon  the  ground  that  the  pro> 
visions  of  the  mechanics  lien  law  of  Ohio, 
under  whidi  the  plaintiffs  and  cross  plain- 
tiffs proceeded,  were  unconstitutional.  79 
Fed.  Rep.  477.  « 

Upon  appeal  to  the  drcuit  court  of  ap-M 
peals  the  aecree  of Hhe  drcuit  court  was  r^  • 
versed — ^tho  former  court  holding  that  the 
statute  of  Ohio  in  question  was  not  void.  38 
U.  8.  App.  307.  88  Fed.  Rep.  370,  30  C.  C.  A. 
108.  The  hotel  company  then  applied  for 
and  obtained  this  writ  of  certiorari. 

The  bill  rests  the  jurisdiction  of  the  dr- 
cuit court  upon  the  ground  of  the  diverse 
dtizenship  of  the  parties.  But  was  the  case- 
as  presented  by  the  record  one  of  which  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  could  take 
cognizance  by  reason  of  diversity  of  citizen- 
ship? When  this  question  was  suggested  at 
the  argument  counsel  responded  that  no  ob- 
jection had  been  urged  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  that  court.  But  the  failure  of  par- 
ties to  urge  objections  of  that  character  caa-^ 
not  relieve  this  court  from  the  duty  of  as- 
certaining from  the  record  whether  the  cir- 
cuit court  could  properly  take  jurisdietioA 
of  this  suit  In  Mansfield,  0.  dL.M.B.  Oo^ 
V.  Swan,  111  U.  S.  379,  382,  28  L.  ed.  462,. 
463,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  610,  611,  the  court,  after 
observing  that  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  circuit 
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court  fails,  unless  ths  neesssaiy  eitizenship 
affirmatiTely  appears  in  the  pleadings  or 
elsewhere  in  the  record  {Chraoe  v.  Amerioan 
Oent.  Ina,  Co,  109  U.  8.  278,  283,  27  L.  ed. 
032,  034,  3  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  207;  Robertson  ▼. 
Cease,  07  U.  8.  646,  24  L.  ed.  1057),  said: 
'The  rule,  springing  from  the  nature  and 
limits  of  the  jucQcial  power  of  the  United 
States,  is  inflexible  and  without  exception, 
which  requires  this  court,  of  its  own  motion, 
to  deny  its  own  jurisdiction,  and,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  appellate  power,  that  of  all 
other  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  all 
cases  where  such  jurisdiction  does  not  af- 
firmatively appear  in  the  record  on  which, 
in  the  exercise  of  that  power,  it  is  called  to 
act  On  every  writ  of  error  or  aopeal,  the 
first  and  fundamental  ({uestion  is  that  of  ju- 
risdiction, first,  of  this  court,  and  then  of 
the  court  from  which  the  record  comes. 
This  question  the  court  is  bound  to  ask  and 
answer  for  itself,  even  when  not  otherwise 
suggested,  and  without  respect  to  the  rela- 
tion of  the  parties  to  it  This  rule  was 
adopted  in  Capron  v.  Van  Noorden,  2 
Cranch,  126,  2  L.  ed.  220,  decided  in  1804, 
where  a  judgment  was  reversed,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  the  party  against  whom  it  had 
been  rendered  in  the  circuit  court,  for  want 
of  the  allegation  of  his  own  citizenship, 
2  which  he  ought  to  have  made  to  establish  the 
9  jurisdiction  which  he  invoked.  This  caae 
*  was  cited  with  approval  by  Chief  •Justice 
Marshall  in  Bi-own  v.  Keene,  8  Pet  112,  8 
L.  ed.  885."  These  rules  have  been  recog- 
nized and  applied  in  numerous  cases.f 

We  are  oi  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  as  a 
limited  partnership)  association  was  not  enti- 
tled to  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit 
court  It  was  not  alleged  to  be,  nor  could  it 
have  alleged  that  it  was,  a  corporation  in 
virtue  of  the  statute  of  Pennsylvania  under 
which,  according  to  the  averments  of  the 
bill,  it  was  organized.  In  Lafayette  In»,  Co, 
▼.  French,  18  How.  404,  405,  15  L.  ed.  451, 
452,  which  was  an  action  brought  by  citi- 
sens  of  Ohio  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Indiana,  the 
declaration  described  the  defendant  as  the 
"Lafayette  Insurance  Company,  a  citizen  of 
the  state  of  Indiana."  This  court  said: 
''This  averment  is  not  sufficient  to  show  ju- 
risdiction. It  does  not  appear  from  it  that 
the  Lafayette  Insurance  CJoinpany  is  a  corpo- 
ration ;  or  if  it  be  such,  by  the  law  of  what 
state  it  was  created.  The  avelment  that 
the  company  is  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Indi- 
ana can  have  no  sensible  meaning  attached 
to  it  This  court  does  not  hold  that  either  a 
voluntary  association  of  persons,  or  an  asso- 
ciation into  a  body  politic,  created  by  law. 


is  a  dtizen  of  a  state  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution.  And,  therefore,  if  the  de- 
fective averment  in  the  declaration  had  not 
been  otherwise  supplied,  the  suit  must  have 
been  dismissed."  The  case  of  Chapman  v. 
Barney,  120  U.  S.  677, 682, 32  L.  ed.  800, 801, 
0  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  426,  428,  is  decisive  of  the 
present  question.  That  was  an  action  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  by  the 
United  States  Express  Comnany.  This 
court  said:  "On  looking  into  tne  record  wt 
find  no  satisfactorv  showing  as  to  the  citi- 
zenship of  the  plaJnUff.  I%e  allegation  of 
the  amended  petition  is,  that  the  United 
States  Express  Company  is  a  joint-stock » 
company  orfifanized  under  a  law  of  the  state  |J 
of  Kew  York,  and  is  a  citizen^ol  that  state.  • 
But  the  express  company  cannot  be  a  citieen 
of  New  York,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
utes regulating  jurisdiction,  ufiess  it  be  a 
corporation.  The  allegation  that  the  com- 
panv  was  organized  under  the  laws  of  New 
York  is  not  an  allegation  that  it  is  a  corpo- 
ration. In  fact,  the  allegation  is,  that  the 
company  is  not  a  corporation,  but  a  joint- 
stock  company — ^that  is,  a  mere  partnership. 
And  although  it  may  be  authorized  by  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  to  bring  suit 
in  the  name  of  its  president^  that  fact  can- 
not give  the  companv  power,  by  that  name, 
to  sue  in  a  Federal  court  The  company 
may  have  been  organized  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  mav  be  doing 
business  in  that  state,  and  yet  all  the  mem- 
bers of  it  may  not  be  citisens  of  that  state. 
The  record  does  not  show  the  eitizenship  of 
Barney  or  of  any  of  the  members  of  the  com- 
pany. They  are  not  shown  to  be  citizens  of 
some  state  other  than  Illinois.  Grace  v. 
American  Cent,  Ina.  Co,  100  U.  8.  278,  288, 
27  L.  ed.  032,  034,  8  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  207,  and 
authorities  there  cited.  For  these  reasons 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  record  does  not 
show  a  case  of  which  the  circuit  court  could 
take  jurisdiction." 

The  case  of  United  States  Bmp,  Co,  ▼. 
Kountze  Bros.  8  Wall.  342, 351, 10  L.ed.457, 
460,  to  which  attention  is  called  by  a  sup- 
plementary brief,  does  not  sjinounoe  a  differ- 
ent rule.  The  declaration  in  that  case,  sin- 
gularly enouffh,  described  the  defendant  com- 
pany as  a  "foreign  corporation,  formed  un- 
der and  created  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
New  York."  Looking  at  the  allegations  of 
the  pleadings,  and  there  being  no  evidence  to 
the  contrary,  this  court  held  that  the  aver- 
ment as  to  the  citizenship  of  the  defendant 
was  sufficient,  observing:  "It  is  alleged 
that  the  United  States  Express  Company, 
the  defendant  in  the  suit,  is  a  foreign  corpo- 
ration formed  under  and  created  by  the  laws 


\Bancock  ▼.  Bolhrook,  112  U.  8.  220,  231,  28 
L.  ed.  714,  715,  6  Sap.  Ct.  Rep.  115 ;  Thaver  ▼. 
Life  A980,  of  America,  112  U.  8.  717,  720.  2H 
L.  ed.  864,  865,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  855 ;  Ayora  v. 
WaUen,  118  U.  8.  604,  608,  28  L.  ed.  1003, 
1004,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  641 ;  King  Bridge  Co,  v. 
Otoe  County,  120  U.  S.  225,  226,  80  L.  od.  623, 
•24,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  652 ;  Metoalf  ▼.  Watertoion, 
128  U.  S.  586,  587,  82  L.  ed.  543,  0  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
178 ;  Morris  v.  Gilmer,  120  U.  8.  815,  825,  32 
L.  ed.  600,  683,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  280 :  Chapman 
V.  Barney,  129  U.  a.  677,  681,  32  L.  ed.  800, 


801,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  426;  Stevent  w,  IfiohcU, 
130  U.  S.  230,  32  L.  ed.  014,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
618 :  Oi-avea  v.  Corhin,  182  U.  8.  671,  500,  88  U 
ed.  462,  468.  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  106 :  ParX»er  v. 
Ormaby,  141  U.  S.  81.  88.  85  L.  ed.  654.  655.  11 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  012 :  Martin  v.  Baltimore  d  O,  R. 
Co.  151  U.  8.  673.  680,  38  L.  ed.  811,  317,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  583;  Mattingly  ▼.  Northweetem 
Virginia  R,  Co,  158  U.  S.  63,  67,  88  L.  ed.  804. 
805.  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  725;  Powerw  v.  CAeao- 
peake  d  O,  R.  Co.  160  U.  S.  02.  08,  42  U  ed. 
672,  676,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  264. 
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of  the  state  of  New  York.  The  obvious 
meaning  of  this  allegation  is  that  the  de- 
fendant is  a  eitizen  of  the  state  of  New 
York." 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  sue,  and  may  be  sued,  by 
their  association  name.  1  Brightly's  Pur- 
don's  Digest,  Pa.  (12th  ed.)  1088,  tiUe 
Joint  Stock  Companiea,  $  16.  But  the  capac- 
ity to  sue  and  be  sued  by  the  name  of  the 
9  association  docs  not  make  the  plaintiffs  a 
^  cor^ration  within  the  rule  that  a  suit  by  or 

*  against  a  corporation  in  its^€orporate  name 
in  a  court  of  the  United  States  is  conclusive- 
ly presumed  to  be  one  by  or  against  citizens 
of  the  state  creating  the  corporation.  Louis- 
ville, O.  d  O.  R,  Co.  V.  Letaon,  2  How.  497, 11 
L.  ed.363;  Ohio  d  M,  R.  Co,  v.  Wheeler,  1 
Black,  286,  17  L.  ed.  130;  Tfational  8,  8.  Co, 
y.  Tugman,  106  U.  S.  118,  120,  27  L.  ed.  87, 
88,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  58.  The  rule  that  for 
purposes  of  jurisdiction  and  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitution  ex- 
tending the  Judicial  powers  of  the  United 
States  to  controversies  between  citizens  of 
different  states,  a  corporation  was  to  be 
deemed  a  citizen  of  the  state  creating  it,  has 
been  so  long  recognized  and  anplied  that  it 
is  not  now  to  be  questioned.  No  such  rule, 
however,  has  been  applied  to  partnership  as- 
sodations  although  such  associations  may 
have  some  of  the  characteristics  of  a  corpo- 
ration. When  the  question  relates  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  a  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  as  resting  on  the  diverse  citizenship 
of  the  parties  we  must  look  in  the  case  of  a 
suit  by  or  against  a  partnership  association 
to  the  citizenship  of  the  several  persons 
composing  such  association. 

Nor  can  we  accede  to  the  suggestion  that 
this  question  of  jurisdiction  is  affected  by 
the  dause  of  the  Constitution  of  Pennsylva- 
nia providing  that  the  term  "corporations," 
as  used  in  sStide  XVI.  of  that  instrument, 
''shall  be  oonstrued  to  include  all  joint-stock 
companies  or  assodations  baring  any  of  the 
powers  or  privileges  of  corporations  not  pos- 
sessed by  individuals  or  partnerships."  Pa. 
Const  art  XVI.  $  13.  The  only  effect  of 
that  dause  is  to  place  the  joint-stock  com- 
panies or  assodations  referred  to  under  the 
restrictions  imposed  by  that  artide  upon 
oorporations;  and  not  to  invest  them  with 
all  the  attributes  of  corporations. 

We  have  not  been  referred  to  anv  case  in 
the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  which 
distinctly  places  limited  partnership  associa- 
tions, created  under  the  statutes  of  that 
state,  on  the  basis  of  oorporations.  "Such 
an  assodation,"  that  court  said  in  OaA; 
Ridge  Coal  Co,  v.  Rogers,  108  Pa.  147,  160, 
'Ms  not  technically  a  corporation.  Yet  it 
has  many  of  the  characteristics  of  one,"  and 
''it  may  not  be  improper  to  call  such  an  asso- 
dation  a  quasi  corporation."  In  Bill  v. 
H  Btetler,  127  Pa.  146.  161,  13  Atl.  306,  17 
^  Atl.  887,  referring  to  the  act  of  June  2, 1874, 

•  the  court  said  that  it  provided  forHhe  crea- 
tion of  "a  new  artificial  person  to  be  called 
a  joint-stock  assodation,  having  some  of  the 
diaracteristics  of  a  partnership  and  some  of 
a  corporation." 


In  Carter  ▼.  Prod^eenf  OH  Co.  182  Pa. 
651,  673,  674,  88  AU.  671,  676,  which  in- 
volved the  validity  of  a  rule  adopted  by  a 
limited  partnership  assodation  organized 
under  the  Pennsylvania  statute  of  June  2, 
1874,  and  its  supplements,  and  which  rule 
prohibited  any  person  who  acquired  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  member  from  exerdung  tne 
privileges  of  a  member,  unless  he  was  dected 
as  such,  the  court  said:  '^e  cannot  assent 
to  the  plaintiff's  daim  that  the  defendant 
company  is  a  corporation  and  restricted,  in 
the  adoption  of  by-laws,  rules,  and  regula- 
tions for  its  government,  to  such  as  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  latter  to  prescribe. 
It  mav  be  conceded  that  the  defendant  com- 
pany has  some  of  the  Qualities  of  a  corpora- 
tion, but  it  is,  neverthdess,  a  partnership  aa- 
sociation,  governed  by  the  statutes  and  arti- 
cles under  which  it  was  organized,  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  it  may  prescribe  in 
execution  of  the  power  with  wluch  Uie  stat- 
utes have  invested  it" 

That  a  limited  partnership  association  er^ 
ated  under  the  Pennsylvania  statute  may  be 
described  as  a  "quasi  corporation,"  having 
some  of  the  chars  cteristics  of  a  corporation, 
or  as  a  "new  artificial  person,"  is  not  a  suffi- 
dent  reason  forri^rding  it  as  a  corporation 
within  the  jurisdictional  rule  heretofore  ad- 
verted to.  That  rule  must  not  be  extended. 
We  are  unwilling  to  extend  it  so  as  to  em- 
brace partnership  assodations. 

We  have  not  overlooked  the  case  of  An- 
drexoe  Bros.  Co.  v.  Yovngetown  Coke  Co,  68 
U.  8.  App.  444,  86  Fed.  Rep.  686,  80  C.  C.  A. 
293,  in  wnich  Uie  drcuit  court  of  appeals  for 
the  sixth  drcuit,  speaking  by  Jud^  Lnrton, 
hdd  that  limited  partnership  assoeiatiooa 
organized  under  the  Pennsylvania  statute 
were  corporations  within  the  iurisdietional 
requirement  of  diverse  citizenship.  For  the 
reasons  stated,  we  are  unable  to  concur  ia 
the  view  taken  by  that  court 

We  therefore  adjudge  that  as  the  bill  does 
not  make  a  case  arising  under  the  Constitn- 
tion  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  it  was 
necessary  to  set  out  the  citizenship  of  the  in- 
dividual memliers  of  the  partnersliip  associa- 
tion of  Jones  k  Lauglilins,  Limited,  whidigp 
brought  this  suit  8 

^Another  question  as  to  jurisdiction  arises  7 
on  the  record.  The  citizenship  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  several  partnerships  that  are 
named  as  defendants  does  not  appear  from 
the  pleadings  or  otherwise.  An  allegation 
as  to  the  state  in  which  those  firms  were  dc^ 
ing  business  is  not  suffident  to  show  the  dtl- 
zenship  of  the  individual  partners.  The  re- 
lief sought  is  the  marshaling  of  all  the  lien 
debts  on  the  hotel  and  the  opera  house  of  the 
Great  Southern  Fire  Proof  Hotel  Company, 
the  sale  of  the  property,  and  the  distribo- 
tion  of  the  proceeds  among  the  parties  ao- 
cording  to  their  respective  rights.  As  no 
allusion  was  made  to  this  latter  at  the  argu- 
ment before  us,  we  do  not  now  express  auT 
opinion  upon  the  question  whether  the  citi- 
zenship of  the  individuals  composing  the  d^ 
fendant  partnerships  doing  business  in  Ohio 
is  material  to  the  lurisdiction  of  the  drcuit 
court    We  leave  that  to  be  determined  Igr 
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the  court  below,  if  an  application  be  made  to 
amend  tbe  pleadings  as  to  the  citizenship  of 
the  j>arties. 

\\  ithout  considering  the  merits  of  the  case, 
we  are  constrained  to  reverse  the  Jodgnieuts 
of  tlie  ciicuit  court  of  apneals  and  of  the  cir- 
euit  court,  and  remand  tne  cause  lor  further 
proceedings   consistent    with   this    opinion. 

Under  the  circumstances,  the  plsintifTs 
should    bo    allowed,    upon  application,    to 


amend  the  bill  upon  the  subject  of  the  citi- 
zenship of  the  parties.  If  the  amendment 
shows  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court,  the  parties  should  be  permit- 
ted to  proceed  to  a  final  hearins;  otherwiee, 
the  bill  should  be  dismissed  at  the  plaintiffs' 
costs  without  prejudice  to  another  suit  in  a. 
court  of  competent  jurisdictioiL 
/lererMd. 


1»99.  AMERICAN  EXPRKSS  CO.  r    MAYNARD  ex  rel,  MOORE. 

(177  U.  S.  404) 

AMERICAN  EXPRESS  COMPANY,  Plff.  in 
Err,, 


696 


FRED  A.  MAYNARD,  Attorney  General  of 
the  State  of  Michigan,  ew  rel,  GEORGE  F. 
MOORE  et  aZ. 

Mondamua^-as  a  auit — Federal  queation  ae 
to  construction  of  act  of  Congress — war 
revenue  tax — charge  by  express  company 
for  cost  of  stamp, 

1.  A  proceeding  for  a  mandamus  It  a  *'eult** 
within  the  meaning  of  U.  8.  Rer.  Stat.  I  709, 
relating  to  the  jnrlidlctlon  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  on  writ  of  error  to 
state  courta 

J.  A  question  as  to  the  construction  to  be 
placed  on  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  13, 
1898,  known  as  the  war  revenue  act,  with  re- 
spect to  the  right  of  an  express  company  to 
shift  the  burden  of  the  stamp  tax  upon  ship- 
pers, constitutes  a  Federal  question  for  the 
purpose  of  a  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court 
from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

4.  An  express  company  Is  not  fort>ldden  by 
the  act  of  Congress  of  June  18,  1898,  known 
as  the  war  revenue  act,  from  adding  to  Its 
rates  an  amount  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost 
of  the  stamp  required  to  be  affixed  to  a  receipt 
Issued  to  the  shipper,  and  thereby  shifting 
the  burden  of  the  tax  upon  the  shipper.  If  the 
rate  as  increased  thereby  Is  not  unreason- 
able. 

[No.  220.] 

Argued  Ifovemher  9,  1899.    Decided  AprU 
16,  1900. 

TN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Michigan  to  review  a  decision 
Affirming  a  judgment  ordering  a  mandamus 
to  compel  an  express  company  to  receive 
fMckages  and  issue  a  receipt  tnerefor  with 
A  revenue  stamp  duly  canceled,  without  add- 
ing the  cost  of  the  stamp  to  the  rate  charged 
for  transportation.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  118  Mich.  682,  77  N. 
W.  317. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  WHitat 
The  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of 
Michigan  on  the  relation  of  George  F.  Moore 
and  others  commenced  prooeedinn  in  the 
•circuit  court  of  Wayne  county,  Michigan, 
iMainat  the  American  Express  Company. 
Tne  company  was  described  as  "a  joint- 
«tock  association  organized  and  existing  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  and 
haring  its  principal  business  office  located  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  in  said  stote.**  It  was 
Averred  that  the  company  complied  with  the 
remiirements  of  certain  statutes  of  the  state 
0f  Michigan,  and  had  obtained  the  necessary 
•certificate  authorizing  it  to  carry  on  an  ex- 
press business  in  that  state,  and  in  order 
to  conduct  such  business  had  a  large  number 
of  agents  and  offices  in  the  state.  The  peti- 
tion then  alleged  that  on  June  the  13th, 
1898,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
passed  an  act  commonly  designated  as  the 
**war  revenue  act,"  by  which  it  was  made 
the  duty  of  express  companies  on  receiving 
A  package  for  carriage  to  issue  a  receipt  for 


such  ^ckage,  and  providing  that  the  receipt 
thus  issued  should  bear  a  one-cent  stamp. 
After  referring  to  the  text  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress on  the  above  subject,  it  was  alle^ 
that  by  the  provisions  of  the  law  in  question 
the  primary  and  absolute  duty  was  imposed 
upon  express  companies  to  provide  the  re- 
ceipt, and  to  affix  and  cancel  the  one-cent 
stamp  as  required  by  law.  The  following 
averments  were  then  made: 

''That  by  reason  of  a  desire  of  the  respond- 
ent (the  express  company)  to  avoid  the  pay- 
ment of  the  stamp  tax,  so  called,  and  to  im-  ^ 
pose  such  obligation  on  the  shipper,  the  re-  f 
spondent*herein  refuses  to  accept  any  goods  • 
for  transportation  unless  such  shioper  at* 
taches  the  stamp  to  the  said  bill  of  lading, 
manifest,  or  other  evidence  of  receipt  and 
forwarding  for  each  shipment,  or  furnishes 
the  money  or  means  for  that  purpose  to  the 
said  company,  and  that  the  said  company 
thereby  not  only  avoids  its  duty  under  said 
act  of  Congress  to  pay  and  bear  its  propor- 
tion of  the  revenues  to  meet  war  expendi- 
tures as  provided  by  said  act,  but  violates 
its  duty  as  a  common  carrier  to  receive,  ac- 
cept, and  deliver  such  sooda,  wares,  and 
merchandise  so  offered  and  tendered  to  it  for 
that  purpose." 

A  number  of  instances  were  specified 
where  it  was  averred  the  express  company  on 
the  tender  to  it  of  packages  for  transporta- 
tion as  a  common  carrier  had  refused  to  re- 
ceive the  same  and  to  issue  receipts  therefor 
''unless  a  stamp  of  the  value  of  one  cent  was 
paid  or  provided"  bv  the  shipper.  It  was 
charged  Uiat  the  conduct  of  the  express  com- 
pany wma  in  violation  of  the  obligktions  im- 
posed upon  it  by  the  act  of  Congress  in  ques- 
tion, and  constituted  a  refusal  to  perform  its 
du^  as  a  common  carrier.  The  prayer  was 
for  a  mandamus  commanding  the  company 
to  receive  packages  for  transportation  by  ex- 
presa,  and  issue  a  receipt  with  stamp  duly 
canceled  thereon,  without  seeking  to  compel 
shippers  who  might  tender  packages  for  car- 
riage either  to  pay  for  the  one-cent  stamp 
or  to  provide  the  means  for  so  doing. 

The  answer  of  the  express  company  ad- 
mitted  that  it  required  persons  who  tendered 
packages  for  carriage,  by  express,  either  to 
pay  or  provide  the  means  for  defraying  the 
cost  of  the  onoKient  stamp,  but  denied  that 
its  conduct  in  so  doing  was  a  violation  of 
the  act  of  Congress  by  which  the  one-cenf 
tax  on  express  receipts  was  imposed.  On 
the  contrary,  it  was  averred  that  the  act  of 
Congress,  when  properly  construed,  although 
imposing  the  abeolute  duty  to  issue  a  receipt 
for  every  package  as  therein  provided,  left 
the  question  of  who  should  pay  for  the 
stamp  free  for  adjustment  between  the  ship- 
per and  the  express  company.  By  the  act  of 
Congress,  it  was  aoserted,  the  express  com* 
pany  had,  therefore,  the  right  or  privilege 
of  insisting  that  those  who  offered  packages 
to  be  carried  by  express  should  either  for-  • 
nish  the  one-cent  stamp  or  provide  the  means  { 
of^ying  for  it  It  was,  moreover,  alleged* 
that  the  company  had  in  effect  but  increased 
its  rates  on  each  shipment  by  adding  to  the 
previous  rates  the  sum   of  the   stamp  tax. 
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And  it  waa  averred  that  this  iaereate  the 
company  was  not  forbidden  to  make,  by  the 
act  of  Concrress  imposing  the  one-oent  stamp 
tax,  and  that  the  rate  as  increased  bv  ex- 
acting that  the  one-cent  stamp  should  be 
furnished  or  that  its  value  be  paid  for  by 
the  shipper  was  just  and  reasonable,  and 
was  not  in  conflict  with  the  act  of  Congress. 
The  answer  was  in  effect  demurred  to  as  not 
stating  a  defense.  The  case  was  submitted 
for  decision  on  petition  and  answer.  The 
court  ordered  the  mandamus  to  issue  sub- 
stantially as  prayed  for.  The  cause  was 
then  removed  by  writ  of  certiorari  to  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Michigan, 
where  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  was 
affirmed.  118  Mich.  682,  77  N.  W.  817. 
By  an  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  is  be- 
fore us  for  review. 

Messrs.  Lewis  Cass  Ledyard  and  Wis- 
ner  d  Harvey  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  C.  E.  Warner  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  White,  after  making  the 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  eourt: 

We  will  first  dispose  of  the  claim  that  this 
court  is  without  jurisdiction  to  review  the 
judgment,  and  that  hence  the  writ  of  error 
should  be  dismissed.  The  contention  is 
based  upon  the  following:  (1)  That  the 
proceeding  below,  being  for  a  mandamus, 
was  not  a  "suit"  within  the  meaning  of  that 
term  as  employed  in  9  709  of  the  Revised 
Statutes;  and  (2)  because  no  Federal  ques- 
tion is  involved,  and  no  such  question  was 
below  decided. 

The  first  proposition  is  not  tenable.  Mc- 
Pherson  v.  Blacker,  146  U.  S.  1,  24,  36  L.  ed. 
869,  873,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3;  Hartman 
V.  arecnhow,  102  U.  S.  672,  26  L.  ed.  271. 

The  second  is  likewise  without  merit. 
From  the  summary  of  the  pleadings  just 
made,  in  the  statement  of  the  case,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  issue  between  the  parties  in- 
volved an  assertion  on  the  one  side  that  the 
H  act  of  Congress  imposed  on  the  express  eom- 
§  pany  the  absolute  duty  of  furnishing  the  re- 
•  ceipt,  of^afRxing  the  stamp  thereto,  and  can- 
celing the  same.  The  argument  was  that  it 
was  hence  a  violation  of  the  duty,  iniposed 
upon  the  express  company  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, for  the  company  either  to  demand  the 
stamp  or  the  amount  thereof  from  the  ship- 
per, and  that  it  was  also  a  violation  of  the 
act  of  Congress  for  the  express  company  to 
increase  its  rates  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  result  of  securing  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  amount  of  the  one-cent 
stamp  tax.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defense 
of  the  express  company  was  that  under  the 
act  of  Congress  it  had  the  right,  privilege, 
or  immuni^  (which  it  specially  set  up  and 
elaimed)  of  demanding  the  payment  of  the 
one  cent  or  of  increasing  its  rates  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  tax  imposed  a  burden  upon  it, 
provided  only  the  rates  charged  were  just 
and  reasonable.  The  question  thus  present- 
ed was  in  substance  the  only  one  decided  by 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state.    In  stating 


the  issues  arisin|^  for  Its  decision,  the  court 
said:  "The  main  question  in  the  case  re- 
lates to  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon 
the  act  in  question,''  that  is,  the  act  of  Con- 
gress. After  a  review  of  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  it  was  decided  that  under  it  the 
express  company  could  not  in  any  event  or 
by  any  means  transfer  the  burden  of  the 
tax  in  question.  Considering  the  right  of 
the  express  company  to  increase  its  rates  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  tax  by  the  shipper,  the  court  said: 

"It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  com- 
pany has  the  right  to  make  new  regulations 
and  establish  new  rates  to  meet  all  this  bur- 
den. It  is  contended  that  the  effect  of  this 
is  to  throw  the  burden  upon  the  shipper. 
It  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  this  proceed- 
ing that  the  very  purpose  of  this  change  in 
the  reflations  and  the  increase  of  rates  is 
to  avoid  the  payment  of  the  tax  and  thus 
cast  upon  the  shipper  the  burden  which  the 
act  of  Congress  puts  upon  the  company. 
This  is  but  an  evasion  and  a  subterfuge  to 
avoid  the  terms  of  the  act." 

The  foregoing  reasoning  was  supplemented 
by  comment  upon  the  fact  that  the  increase 
of  rate  resulting  from  the  charge  of  one  cent 
on  each  package  was  made  without  reference 
to  the  distance  each  package  was  to  be  car- 
ried. We  do  not,  however,  understand  thcgg 
remarks  on  this  subject  as  implying  that  the  g 
*court  below  decided  that  the  rate  as  in-  • 
creased  by  the  one  cent  was  intrinsically  un- 
reasonable without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  but  only  that  the  rate 
as  so  increased  was  unreasonable,  because 
an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  express  com- 
pany to  shift  the  burden  of  the  tax  imposed 
upon  it  by  the  act  of  Congress,  and  hence 
was  by  legal  inference  forbidden  by  that  act. 
No  other  view  is  possible  when  the  state  of 
the  record  is  considered.  As  we  have  seen, 
the  controversy  was  submitted  on  petition 
and  answer.  It  is  nowhere,  however, 
averred  in  the  petition  that  the  rates,  with 
or  without  the  addition  of  the  tax,  were  in^ 
trinsically  unjust  and  unreasonable;  while 
in  the  answer,  following  an  averment  as  to 
the  enactment  of  the  stamp  act  and  its  re- 
sulting effects,  it  was  averred  as  follows: 

"Respondent  therefore  decided  to  raise, 
and  did  raise,  its  rates  of  transportation  to 
an  amount  reasonable  and  just,  and  only 
necessary  to  meet  the  change  of  conditions 
made  by  said  act,  and  save  itself  from  great 
loss  of  revenue  and  profits  as  compared  with 
its  earnings  before  the  passage  of  said  act. 

"And  respondent  submits  and  asserts  that 
it  had  the  full  and  perfect  right  to  make 
such  change  in  its  method  of  transacting  its 
business  and  in  its  former  rates  for  trans- 
portation." 

As,  therefore,  upon  the  submission  of  the 
cause  upon  the  pleadings,  there  was  no  con- 
troversy as  to  the  intrinsic  reasonableness  of 
the  increased  rates,  it  follows  that  if  we 
were  to  hold  that  the  court  below  had  decid- 
ed that  the  increased  rates  were  unreason- 
able in  themselves,  we  would  conclude  that 
the  court  below  had  so  held,  although  it  w«« 
substantially  admitted  on  the  record  by  both 
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parties  that  the  increase  of  rates  was  just 
And  reasonable,  if  not  forbidden  by  the  act 
•of  Congress.  But  such  action  cannot  be  at- 
tributed consistently  with  reason  and  jus- 
tice. This  being  the  state  of  the  case,  the 
Federal  question  presented  is  wholly  unaf- 
fected by  what  was  said  by  the  court  on  the 
subject  of  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  in- 
crease its  charges  by  the  amount  of  the  tax. 
As  there  was  no  allegation  that  the  rates 
existing  prior  to  the  imposition  of  the  one- 
cent  stamp  tax  were  unreasonable,  it  would 
follow  that  the  rates  which  were  otherwise 
a  reasonable  were  decided  not  to  be  so  solely 
$  because  there  was  added  to  the  charge  for 
«  each*  package  the  exact  amount  of  the  in- 
creased cost  for  transporting  the  package, 
occasioned  as  to  each  package,  bv  the  specific 
imposition  on  each  by  the  act  of  Congress  of 
the  one-cent  stamp  tax.  But  to  cause  rates 
which  were  conceded  to  be  reasonable  to  be- 
come unreasonable  because  alone  of  such  in- 
creased charge  the  assumption  must  be  made 
that  the  act  of  Congress  not  only  imposed 
the  burden  of  the  tax  solely  on  the  express 
company,  but  also  forbade  its  shifting  the 
aame  by  any  and  every  method.  And  no 
other  view  is,  in  reason,  possible  when  the 
■averments  of  the  answer  are  borne  in  mind. 
It  hence  results  that  the  Federal  question, 
although  changed  in  form  of  statement,  re- 
mains in  substance  the  same.  In  the 
changed  form  it  is  as  follows:  Did  the  act 
of  Congress  deprive  the  express  company  of 
the  right  to  shift  the  burden  of  the  tax  by 
increasing  the  rate  by  the  exact  amount  dis- 
tinctly and  separately  imposed  by  the  act 
upon  each  shipment,  and  nence  render  thb 
charge  unreasonable,  which  would  be  in  it- 
self reasonable,  except  for  the  hypothesis 
that  the  act  of  Congress  renders  all  efforts 
to  shift  the  tax  illegal. 

It  follows  that  the  case  as  made  by  the 
pleadings,  and  which  was  decided  below,  in- 
volved a  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  un- 
der the  act  of  Congress,  which  was  specially 
set  up  and  claimed  by  the  express  company, 
to  contract  with  the  shippers  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  tax  provided  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, or  to  increase  its  rate,  within  the  limit 
of  reasonableness,  to  the  extent  of  such  tax, 
which  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  was  de- 
nied and  held  to  be  without  merit  by  the 
court  below.  There  is  therefore  jurisdic- 
tion.    Rev.  Stat  709,  chap.  11. 

The  controversy  which  is  contained  in  the 
merits  of  the  cause  is  resolvable  into  three 
questions:  First.  Does  the  act  of  Congress 
impose  upon  the  express  company  the  duty 
of  making  a  receipt  for  a  package  tendered 
to  it,  and  does  it  also  forbid  the  express  com- 
pany from  requiring  the  shipper  lo  furnish 
the  stamp  to  be  allied  to  the  receipt,  or  of 
supplying  the  means  of  paying  for  the  same? 
Second.  If  the  act  of  Congress  does  im- 
pose such  duty  on  the  express  company,  and 
does  inhibit  it  from  requiring  that  the  ship- 
e  per  furnish  the  stamp  or  the  means  of  pay- 
5  ing  for  it,  does  the  act  further  forbid  the  ex- 
•  pre8S*company  from  seeking  to  cast  the  bur- 
den on  the  shipper  by  an  increase  of  rates? 
Third.     And,  as  a  corollary  of  the  second 


proposition,  does  an  increase  of  rate  by  an 
express  company  which  is  otherwise  just  and 
reasonable  become  unlawful,  under  the  act 
of  Congress,  because  such  increase  is  made 
with  the  purpose  of  shifting  the  burden  of 
the  one-cent  tax  from  its  own  shoulders  to 
that  of  the  shipper? 

The  first  proposition  is  unnecessary  to  be 
considered,  since,  even  although  it  be  con- 
ceded that  the  act  of  Congress  imposes  on 
the  express  company  the  duty  of  paying  the 
one-cent  stamp  tax,  this  admission  would 
not  be  at  all  decisive  of  the  cause  unless  also 
it  be  ascertained  under  the  second  proposi- 
tion, that  the  act  of  Congress  also  forbids 
the  express  company  from  shifting  the  bur- 
den of  the  tax  by  means  of  an  increase  of 
rates.  And  no  necessity  for  passing  on  the 
first  proposition  arises  from  the  mere  fact 
that  the  decision  of  the  second  proposition 
requires  a  consideration  of  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  which  it  would  be  necessary  to 
take  into  view  if  the  first  proposition  was 
under  consideration. 

It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  the  second 
and  third  propositions,  which  involve,  the 
one  the  right  to  shift  the  burden  of  the  tax 
by  exacting  that  the  one  cent  be  provided, 
and  the  other  the  power  to  increase  rates 
within  the  limits  of  the  requirement  that  the 
charges  as  increased  be  reasonable,  both  de- 
pend upon  the  same  considerations. 

Indeed,  the  question  into  which  all  the  is- 
sues are  ultimately  resolvable  is  whether  the 
right  exists  to  shift  the  burden,  of  course 
ever  circumscribed  by  the  duty  of  not  ex- 
ceeding reasonable  rates.  If  it  does  not, 
that  is,  upon  the  hypothesis  that  it  not  only 
can  be,  but  is,  forbidden,  then  it  must  result 
that  all  methods  adopted  to  attain  the  pro- 
hibited result  are  void.  On  the  contrary,  if  the 
right  to  seek  to  shift  the  burden  obtains, 
then  the  substantial  result  of  what  is  done  be- 
comes the  criterion,  and  the  mere  fact  that 
the  motive,  announced,  for  a  reasonable  in- 
crease of  rates,  is  declared  to  be  a  shifting 
of  the  burden,  cannot  prevent  the  exercise 
of  the  lawful  right. 

The  special    provisions   of  the  law   upon^ 
which  the  case  turns  are  the  first  paragraph  vj 
of  §  6  and  the  express  and  freight^dause  of  • 
Schedule    A,  forming    a  part    of  §  25.     30 
Stat,  at  L.  451,  450,  chap.  448. 

The  paragraph  of  $  6  referred  to  is  as 
follows : 

"Sec.  6.  That  on  and  after  the  first  day  of 
July,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-eight, 
there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid,  for 
and  in  respect  of  the  several  bonds,  deben- 
tures, or  certificates  of  stock  and  of  indebt- 
edness, and  other  documents,  instruments, 
matters,  and  things  mentioned  and  described 
in  Schedule  A  of  this  act,  or  for  or  in  respect 
of  the  vellum,  parchment,  or  paper  upon 
which  such  instruments,  matters,  or  things, 
or  any  of  them,  shall  be  written  or  printed 
by  any  person  or  persons,  or  party  who  shall 
make,  sign,  or  issue  the  same,  or  for  whose 
use  or  benefit  the  same  shall  be  made,  signed, 
or  issued,  the  several  taxes  or  sums  of  money 
set  down    in  figures    against  the  same,  re- 
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spectivel J,  or  otherwise  specified  or  set  forth 
in  the  said  schedule." 

Now,  there  is  nothing  in  the  provisions 
just  quoted  which,  by  the  widest  conjecture, 
can  be  construed  as  expressly  forbidding  the 
person  upon  which  the  taxes  are  cast  from 
shifting  the  same  by  contract  or  by  any 
other  lawful  means.  An  inference  to  the 
contrary  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  duty 
is  imposed  in  the  alternative  on  *'any  per- 
son or  persons,  or  party,  who  shall  make, 
sign,  or  issue  the  same,  or  for  whose  use  or 
benefit  the  same  shall  be  made,  signed,  or 
issued." 

The  language  of  the  express  and  freight 
clause  of  Schedule  A  is  as  follows: 

"Express  and  Frieght:  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  every  railroiui  or  steamboat  com- 
pany, carrier,  express  company,  or  corpora- 
tion, or  person  whose  occupation  is  to  act 
as  such,  to  issue  to  the  shipper  or  consignor 
or  his  agent,  or  person  from  whom  any  goods 
are  accepted  for  transportation,  a  bill  of  lad- 
ing, manifest,  or  other  evidence  of  receipt 
and  forwarding  for  each  shipment  received 
for  carriage  and  transportation,  whether  in 
bulk  or  in  boxes,  bales,  packages,  bundles,  or 
not  so  inclosed  or  included;  and  there  shall 
be  duly  attached  and  canceled,  as  is  in  this 
act  provided,  to  each  of  said  bills  of  lading, 
manifests,  or  other  memorandum,  and  to 
^  each  duplicate  thereof,  a  stamp  of  the  value 
H  of  one  cent:  Provided,  That  but  one  bill  of 
•  lading*shall  be  required  on  bundles  or  pack- 
ages of  newspapers  when  inclosed  in  one  gen- 
eral bundle  at  the  time  of  shipment.  Any 
failure  to  issue  such  bill  of  lading,  manifest, 
or  other  memorandum,  as  herein  provided, 
shall  subject  such  railroad  or  steamboat 
company,  carrier,  express  company,  or  cor- 
poration or  person  to  a  penalty  of  fifty  dol- 
lars for  each  offense,  and  no  such  bill  of  lad- 
ing, manifest,  or  other  memorandum  shall 
be  used  in  evidence  unless  it  shall  be  duly 
stamped  as  aforesaid." 

The  argument  is  that  as  it  is  made  the 
duty  of  the  express  company  to  make  and 
issuo  "a  bill  oi  lading,  manifest,  or  other 
evidence  of  receipt  and  forwarding  for  each 
shipment,  .  .  .  and  there  shall  be  duly 
attached  and  canceled,  as  in  this  act  pro- 
vided, to  each  of  said  bills  of  lading,  mani- 
fests, or  other  memorandum  and  to  each 
duplicate  thereof,  a  stamp  of  the  value  of 
one  cent;"  therefore,  the  obligation  is  im- 
posed absolutely  on  the  express  company, 
not  only  to  make  and  furnish  the  receipt,  but 
to  issue  it  with  the  stamp  duly  canceled. 
But  as  we  have  said,  though  the  correctness 
of  the  claim  be,  arguendo ,  taken  for  granted, 
such  concession  does  not  suffice  to  dispose  of 
the  essential  issues.  They  are  that  by  the 
statute  the  express  company  is  forbidden 
from  shifting  the  burden  by  an  increase  of 
rates,  although  such  increased  rates  be  in 
themselves  reasonable.  As  no  express  pro- 
visions sustaining  the  propositions  are 
found  in  the  law,  they  must  rest  solely  upon 
the  general  assumption  that  because  it  is 
concluded  that  the  law  has  cast  upon  the  ex* 
press  company  the  duty  of  paying  the  one- 
eent  stamp  tax,  there  is  henoe  to  be  implied 


a  prohibition  restraining  the  express  com- 
pany from  shifting  the  burden  by  means  of 
an  increase  of  rates  within  the  limits  of  what 
is  reasonable.    In  other  words,  the  conten- 
tion comes  to  this,  that  the  act  in  question 
is  not  alone  a  law  levying  taxes  and  provid- 
ing the  means   for  collecting  them,  but  is 
moreover  a   statute   determining   that  the 
burden  must  irrevocably  continue  to  be  upon 
the  one  on  whom  it  is  primarily  placed.  The 
result  follows   that    all    contracts   or   acts 
shifting  the  burden,  and   which   would   be 
otherwise   valid,   become  void.    To  add  by 
implication  such  a  provision  to  a  tax  law 
would  be  contrary  to  its  intent,  and  be  in«e^ 
conflict  with  the  general  object  which  a  law^ 
levying  taxes*  is  naturally  presumed  to  ef-* 
fectuate.    Indeed,  it  seems  almost  impossible 
to  suppose  that  a  purpose  of  such  a  char- 
acter could  have  been  contemplated,  as  the 
widest  conjecture  would  not  be  adequate  to 
foreshadow    the    far-reaching    consequences 
which  would  ensue  from  it.     To  declare  upon 
what    person   or   property   all    taxes   must 
primarily  fall  is  a  usual  purpose  of  a  law- 
levying  taxes.     To  say   when   and  how   the 
ultimate  burden  of  a  tax  shall  be  distributed 
among   all   the  members   of   society   would 
necessitate  taking  into  view  every  possible- 
contract  which  can  be  made,  and  would  com- 
pel the  weighing   of   the   final   influence  of 
every  conceivable  dealing  between  man  and 
man.    A  tax  rests  upon  real  estate.    Can  it 
be  said  that  by  the  law  imposing  such  a  tax 
it  was  intended  to  prevent  the  owner  of  real 
property  from  taking  into  consideration  the 
amount  of  a  tax  thereon,  in  determining  the 
rent  which  is  to  be  exacted  by  him?    A  tax 
is  imposed  upon  stock  in  trade.     Must  it  be 
held  that  the  purpose  of  such   a  law  is  to- 
regulate  the  price  at  which  the  goods  shall 
be  sold,  and  restrain  the  merchant  therefore 
from  distributing  the  sum  of  the  tax  in  the 
price  charged  for  his  merchandise  T    As  the 
means  by  which  the  burdens  of  taxes  may  be 
shifted  are  as  multiform  and  as  various  aa 
i«  the   power   to   contract  itself,  it   follows- 
that  the  argument  relied  on  if  adopted  would 
control  almost    every   conceivable   form    of 
contract,  and  render  them  void  if  they  had 
the  result  stated.     Thus,   the    price   of   all 
property,  the  result  of  all  production,  the 
sum  of  all  wages,  would  be  controlled  irrevo- 
cably by  a  law  levying  taxes,  if  such  a  law 
forbade  a  shifting  of  the  burden  of  the  tax 
and  avoided  all  acts  which  brought  about 
that  result.    It  cannot  be  doubt^  that  to 
adopt,  by  implication,  the  view  pressed  upon 
us,  would  be  to  virtually  destroy  all  freedom 
of  contract,  and  in  its  final  analjrses  would 
deny  the  existence  of  all  rights  of  property. 
And  this   becomes   more   especially   demon- 
strable when  the  nature  of  a  stamp  tax  is 
taken  into  consideration.     A  stamp  duty  is 
embraced  within  the  purview  of  those  taxes 
which  are  denominated  indirect,  and  one  of 
the  natural  characteristics  of  which  is,  al- 
though it  may  not  be  essential,  that  they  are 
susceptible  of  being  shifted  from  the  person^ 
upon  whom  in  the  first  instance  the  dutyji 
of^pajnnent  is  laid.    We  are  thus  invoked* 
by  construction  to  add  to  the  statute  a  pro- 
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▼iiion  forbidding  all  attempts  to  shift  th« 
burden  of  the  atarap  tax  when  the  nature 
«f  the  indirect  taxation  whieh  the  atatute 
creates  suggests  a  contrary  inference.  And, 
in  this  connection,  although  we  have  already 
called  attention  to  the  consequences  which 
must  generally  result  from  the  application 
•of  the  doctrine  contended  for,  it  will  not  be 
inappropriate  to  refer  to  certain  of  the  pro* 
Tisions  of  the  act  now  under  consideration, 
which  more  aptly  serve  to  make  particularly 
manifest  the  consequences  indicated.  Thus, 
perfumery,  patent  medicines,  and  many 
•other  articles  are  required  by  the  statute  to 
be  stamped  by  the  owner  before  sale.  The 
logical  result  of  the  doctrine  referred  to 
would  be  that  the  price  of  the  articles  so 
made  amenable  to  a  stamp  tax  oould  not  be 
increased,  so  as  to  shift  the  cost  of  the  stamp 
upon  the  consumer.  Yet  it  is  apparent  tha!t 
such  a  construction  of  the  statute  would  be 
lK>th  unnatural  and  strained. 

The  argument  is  not  strengthened  by  the 
contention  that  as  the  law  has  imposed  the 
stamp  tax  on  the  carrier,  public  policy  for- 
bids that  the  carrier  should  be  allowed  to  ea- 
•oape  his  share  of  the  public  burdens  by 
ahifting  the  tax  to  others  who  are  presumed 
to  have  discharged  their  due  share  of  taxes. 
This  argument  of  public  policy  if  applied  to 
a  carrier  would  be  equally  applicable  to  all 
the  other  stamp  taxes  which  the  law  imposes. 
Ifor  is  the  fact  that  the  express  company  is 
A  common  carrier  and  engaged  in  a  business 
in  which  the  public  has  an  interest,  and 
which  is  subject  to  regulation,  of  importance 
in  determining  the  correctness  of  the  propo- 
sition relied  upon.  The  mere  fact  that  the 
«tamp  duty  is  imposed  upon  a  common 
carrier  does  not  devest  such  tax  of  one  of 
its  usual  characteristics  or  justly  imply  that 
the  carrier  is  in  consequence  of  the  law  de- 
prived of  its  lawful  right  to  fix  reasonable 
rates.  Unquestionably  a  carrier  is  subject 
to  the  requirement  of  reasonable  rates,  but 
as  we  have  seen,  no  question  of  the  intrinsic 
unreasonableness  of  the  rates  charged  arises 
on  this  record  or  is  at  issue  in  this  cause. 
As  previously  pointed  out,  to  decide,  as  a 
,  matter  of  law,  that  rates  are  essentially  un- 
I  reasonable  from  the  mere  fact  that  their  en- 
forcement will  operate  to  shift  the*burden 
of  a  stamp  tax  would  be  in  effect  but  to  hold 
that  the  act  of  Congress  by  the  mere  fact  of 
imposing  a  stamp  tax  forbids  all  attempts  to 
shift  it,  and  consequently  that  the  carrier 
is  deprived  by  the  law  of  the  right  to  fix 
rates,  oven  although  the  limit  of  reasonable 
rates  be  not  transcended.  This  reduces  the 
eontention  back  to  the  unsound  proposition 
which  we  have  already  examined  and  dis- 
posed of. 

There  is  a  special  provision  of  the  law 
which  grants  affirmatively  the  right  to  add 
the  tax  to  the  cost  of  an  instrument,  and 
hence  it  is  urged  this  express  authority  in 
one  case  is  pregnant  with  the  denial  of  a 
right  to  do  so  in  other  cases.  The  clause 
in  the  statute  referred  to  is  found  in  a 
paragraph  of  Schedule  A,  whereby  a  stamp 
tax  is  imposed  on  "bill  of  exchange  (in- 
land), draft,  certificate  of  deposit  drawing 


interest  or  order  lor   the   payment  of   any 
sum  of  money    .    .    ." 

The  second  and  concluding  sentence  of  the 
paragraph  reads  as  follows: 

"And  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  July, 
eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  the  pro> 
visions  of  this  paragraph  shall  apply  as  well 
to  original  domestic  money  orders  issued  by 
the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
price  of  such  money  orders  shall  be  increased 
by  a  sum  equal  to  the  value  of  the  stamp! 
herein  provided  for." 

Without  the  provision  last  quoted,  author* 
ity  would  have  been  wanting  to  increase  the 
cost  of  a  government  money  order,  by  adding 
the  sum  of  the  tax  imposed  upon  such  order 
to  the  charge  therefor,  because  the  charge 
for  a  money  order  was  fixed  by  law.  This 
at  once  explains  the  neoessity  for  conferring 
authority  to  add  to  the  cost  of  the  money 
order  the  amount  of  the  stamp  tax.  In- 
stead, therefore,  of  giving  rise  to  the  sug- 
gestion that  the  right  to  shift  the  burden 
of  other  stamp  taxes  was  taken  away  in  all 
cases  where  there  was  liberty  and  power  to 
contract,  the  provision  relied  on  is  persuasive 
to  the  contrary.  For,  clearly,  the  express 
authority  conferred  to  do  that  which  the  law 
otherwise  forbade  in  consequence  of  the  want 
of  power  in  a  government  official,  cannot 
with  reason  be  held  to  imply  a  prohibition 
against  doing  that  which  was  not  forbidden  « 
by  law.  The  argument,  in  effect,  amounts^ 
to  this  and  nothing  more;* that,  because  it* 
was  imperatively  necessary  to  confer  a 
power  upon  a  government  officer  which, 
owinff  to  statutory  restriction,  he  otherwise 
would  not  have  possessed,  therefore  the  legal 
deduction  must  be  drawn  that  freedom  of 
contract  as  between  those  who  had  the  right 
to  oontract  was  destroyed. 

But  it  is  asserted  that  the  war  revenue  act 
of  1808  was  modeled  upon  the  act  of  July 
the  1st,  1862,  providing  internal  revenue  tax 
(12  Stat,  at  L.  432,  chap.  119),  and  as  the 
act  of  1862  plainly  manifested  the  purpose 
of  Congress  to  impose  a  stamp  tax  on  express 
companies  and  to  forbid  them  from  shifting 
the  burden  arising  from  such  tax,  therefore 
the  act  under  consideration  should  be  con* 
strued  as  having  the  same  effect.  The  fact 
that  the  present  act  was  modeled  upon  the 
act  of  1862  is  undoubted  (see  9  94  of 
the  act  of  1862,  12  Stat,  at  L.  475, 
chap.  110),  but  the  text  of  the  act  of  1862 
expressed  no  restraint  upon  the  power  of 
shifting  by  contract  or  by  an  increase  of 
rates  within  the  limit  of  the  requirement 
that  they  should  be  reasonable.  It  follows 
that  testing  the  present  act  by  that  of  1862 
throws  no  additional  light  upon  the  contro- 
versy. The  claim  that  the  act  of  1862  con- 
tained a  prohibition  against  shifting  is  thus 
inferred.  By  the  act  of  1862  a  stated  per 
centum  of  tax  was  imposed  upon  the  gross 
receipts  of  railroads,  steamboats,  and  ferry- 
boats, as  well  as  toll  bridges.  Section  80, 
12  SUt.  at  L.  468,  chap.  119.  After  provid- 
ing for  the  levy  and  collection  of  the  taxes 
in  question,  the  following  proviso  was  ap- 
plied to  the  section  by  which  the  taxes  just 
referred   to  were  letviedt    **Pravided»  That 
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all  such  persons,  oompanies,  and  corpora- 
tions shall  have  the  right  to  add  the  duty  or 
tax  imposed  hereby  to  their  rates  of  fare  when- 
ever their  liability  thereto  may  commenoe, 
any  limitations  which  may  exist  by  law  or 
by  agreement  with  any  person  or  company 
which  may  have  paid  or  be  liable  to  pay  such 
fare  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

This  express  authority  to  shift  the  burden 
of  the  tax  on  gross  receipts,  it  is  claimed  un- 
der the  rule  of  inolusio  uniua,  justifies  the 
implication  that  the  power  to  shift  did  not 
exist  as  to  taxes  imposed  by  other  portions 
of  the  act  of  1862,  to  which  the  proviso  did 

H  not  apply. 

^     In  passing  it  is  worthy  of  remark  that  by 

•  the  act  of  March  Z^lSdZ  (12  Stat  at  L.  713, 
chap.  74),  it  was  enacted  (§10)  that  on  and 
after  the  1st  day  of  April,  1863,  "any  person 
or  persons,  firms,  companies,  or  corporations, 
carrying  on  an  express  business  shall,  in  lieu 
of  the  tax  and  stamp  duties  imposed  by  ex- 
isting laws,  be  subject  to  pay  a  duty  of  two 
per  centum  on  the  gross  amount  of  all  the 
receipts  of  such  express  business,  and  shall 
be  subject  to  the  same  provisions,  rules,  and 
penalties  as  are  prescribed  in  §  80  of  the  act 
to  which  this  is  an  amendment"  In  other 
words,  when  in  1863  the  stamp  tax  relating 
to  express  companies  was  abrogated  and  a 
tax  on  gross  receipts  substituted  therefor, 
the  express  campanaes  were  authorized  to  add 
the  result  of  the  gross  receipt  tax  to  their 
charges,  any  law  or  contract  to  the  contrary. 
But  the  implication  deduced  from  the  au- 
thority conferred  by  the  statute  of  1862  to 
shift  the  burden  of  the  tax  on  gross  receipts 
levied  on  railroads,  etc.,  by  an  increase  of 
charges,  is  unsound.  Indeed,  the  proviso  in 
question,  when  properly  construed,  gives 
rise  to  an  inference  contrary  to  the  one 
sought  to  be  drawn  from  it. 

The  tax  imposed  under  the  section  in  ques- 
tion was  not  in  form  a  stamp  tax,  but  on 
gross  receipts,  and  the  proviso  referred  to 
may,  from  abundance  of  caution,  have  been 
inserted  to  leave  no  room  for  the  assumption 
that  a  tax  thereby  imposed  was  a  direct  tax. 
and  not  subject  to  be  shifted.  Besides,  the 
whole  context  manifests  the  purpose  not  to 
declare  a  rule  in  violation  of  public  policy 
as  to  particular  corporations,  but  to  enable 
such  corporations  to  possess  the  power  to 
shift  the  tax  by  increasing  its  charges,  even 
although  contracts  or  restrictions  previously 
imposed  might  otherwise  prevent. 

The  right  to  shift  by  an  increase  of  rates 
within  what  is  reasonable  can  only  be  held 
to  be  illegal  upon  the  assumption  that  public 
policy  forbids  it.  If  such  be  taken  to  have 
been  the  principle  of  public  policy  embodied 
in  the  act  of  1862,  that  act  must  be  held  to 
have  repudiated,  by  the  proviso  to  §  80,  the 
very  public  policy  by  the  light  of  which  it 
is  contended  the  act  must  be  interpreted.  If 
there  was  a  rule  of  public  policy  giving  rise 
to  the  assumption  that  stamp  taxes  relating 
« to  express  companies  could  not  be  shifted,  it 
^  becomes  impossible  in  reason  to  understand 

*  why,  when  the  taxation  was  changed*by  the 
act  of  1863  from  a  stamp  tax  to  one  on  gross 
receipts,  the  express  companies  should  have 


been  brought  within  the  proviso  to  9  80  of 
the  act  of  1862.  Clearly,  if  the  rule  of  pub- 
lic policy  which  is  relied  on  existed  it  would 
have  been  as  cogently  applicable  to  the  one 
form  of  tax  as  to  the  other. 

In  the  State  Freight  Taa  Case,  15  Wall, 
232,  21  L.  ed.  146,  the  court  was  called  upon 
to  notice  a  state  law  conferring  a  right  to 
charge  over  by  an  increase  of  rates  the  sum 
of  tax  imposed.  In  considering  the  subject 
(pp.  273,  274,  21  L.  R.  A.  161),  it  was  said: 

*'The  provision  is  as  follows:  'Corpora* 
tions  whose  lines  of  improvonents  are  used 
by  others  for  the  transportation  of  freight* 
and  whose  only  earnings  arise  from  tolls 
charged  for  such  use,  are  authorized  to  add 
the  tax  hereby  imposed  to  said  tolls,  and  to 
collect  the  same  therewith.'  Evidently  thia 
contemplates  a  liability  for  the  tax  beyond 
that  of  the  company  required  to  pay  it  into 
the  treasury,  and  it  authorizes  the  burden  to 
be  laid  upon  the  freight  carried,  in  exemp- 
tion of  the  corporation  owning  the  roadway. 
It  carries  the  tax  over  and  beyond  the  carrier 
to  the  thing  carried.  Improvement  com- 
panies, not  themselves  authorized  to  act  a* 
carriers,  but  having  only  power  to  construct 
and  maintain  roadways,  charging  tolls  for 
the  use  thereof,  are  generally  limited  by  their 
charters  in  the  rates  of  toll  they  are  allowed 
to  charge.  Hence  the  right  to  increase  the 
tolls  to  the  extent  of  the  tax  was  given  them 
in  order  that  the  tax  might  come  from  Uie 
freight  transported,  and  not  from  the  treas- 
ury of  the  companies.  It  required  no  such 
grant  to  companies  which  not  only  own  their 
roadway,  but  have  the  right  to  transport 
thereon.  Though  the  tolls  they  may  exact 
are  limited,  their  charges  for  carriage  are 
not.  They  can,  therefore,  add  the  tax  to  the 
charge  for  transportation  without  further 
authority." 

Other  contentions  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  act  based  upon  various  other  provi- 
sions have  been  pressed  with  great  earnest- 
ness, but  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider 
them,   as  the  foregoing  considerations   dis- 
pose of  the  case.     It  follows  that  the  court 
below  erred  in  holding  that  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress  the  express  company  was   forbidden 
from  shifting  the  burden  of  the  stamp  taxo 
by  an  increase  of  rates  which  were  not  in  J 
themselves  unreasonable.  *  The  judgment  be-  * 
low  rendered  muatf  therefore,  he  reversed^ 
and  the  case  be  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  Justice  Harlan  and  Mr.  Justice  \ 
Kenna  dissenting: 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  Congress 
imposed  upon  the  express  company  the  duty, 
not  only  of  afiixing  at  its  own  expense  the  re- 
quired stamp  upon  any  receipt  issued  by  it 
to  a  shipper,  but  of  canceling  such  stamp- 
thus  giving  to  the  shipper  a  receipt  that 
could,  when  necessary,  be  used  as  evidence. 
Whether  the  company,  having  issued  a 
receipt  duly  stamped  and  canceled,  could  in- 
crease its  charges  against  the  shipper  for 
the  purpose,  whether  avowed  or  not  of  meetr 


1899. 


CUAWFORD  V.   HUBBELL— BOSKE  v.  COMINGORE, 


701 


in^  this  additional  Expense,  it  not,  in  our 
opinion,  a  Federal  question,  and  upon  that 
point  this  court  need  not  expreaa  an  opinion. 


arr  u.  s.  4i9) 

WILLIAM  CRAWFORD,  AppU 

V, 

WILLIAM  L  HUBBELL,  as  Treasurer   of 
the  Adams  Express  Company.  ' 

War  revenue  icw — eiamp  on  express  oom- 
pony's  receipt — shifting  burden  on  ship- 
per. 

An  express  company  Is  not  forbidden  by  the 
act  of  Consrress  of  June  13.  1898,  known  as 
the  war  rsTenne  act,  from  adding  to  Its  rates 
an  amount  sufRcient  to  cover  the  cost  of  the 
stamp  required  to  be  affixed  to  a  receipt  Is- 
sued to  the  shipper,  and  thereby  shifting  the 
burden  of  the  tax  upon  the  shipper,  if  the 
rate  as  increased  thereby  is  not  unreason- 
able. 

[No,  248.] 

Argued  Novemher  8,  9, 1899.    Decided  April 
16,  1900. 

ON  A  CERTIFICATE  from  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit  presenting  questions  as  to 
the  right  of  an  express  company  to  shift  the 
burden  of  the  war  revenue  stamp  tax  upon 
shippers.     Answers  in  favor  of  such  right. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Frederte  R.  Kellogg,  Allan  L. 
MeDermott,  Harvey  L.  Christie,  and  Dill, 
Seymour,  d  Baldwin  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Charles  Steele,  C.  B.  Alexan- 
der, William  D.  Guthrie,  and  Theodore  8. 
Beecher  for  appellee. 
e« 

?   •Mr.  Justice  WHlte  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

The  certificate  and  the  questions  which 
arise  from  it  are  as  follows  : 

"This  cause  came  before  this  court  on  Feb- 
ruary 2,  1899,  upon  an  appeal  taken  by  the 
complainant  to  review  a  decree  of  the  circuit 
court,  southern  district  of  New  York,  sitting 
in  equity.  Such  decree  dismissed  the  bill. 
As  to  a  question  of  law  arising  upon  said  ap- 
peal this  court  desires  the  instruction  of  the 
Supreme  Court  for  its  proper  decision. 
"Statement  of  Facts. 

"This  suit  is  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  express  company  from  refusing  to  accept 
express  packages  from  complainant  for 
transportation,  except  upon  the  condition 
that  complainant  either  pay  for  or  provide 
the  war  revenue  stamp  required  to  be  af- 
fixed to  each  receipt  in  addition  to  its  usual 
and  ordinary  charges  for  transportation  as 
the  same  existed  on  and  for  a  long  time  prior 
to  July  1,  1898.  The  defendant  company 
since  July  1,  1898,  has  fixed  rates  of  com- 
pensation which  it  offers  to  accept  for  serv- 
ices rendered  by  it,  whereby,  in  addition  to 
the  amount  of  its  charges  as  the  same  exist- 
ed on  and  for  a  long  time  prior  to  July  1, 
1898,  it  requires  the  shipper  either  to  pro- 
ride  or  pay  for  the  cost  of  the  stamp  on  Uie 


bill  of  lading  or  receipt  required  to  be  issued 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  13,  1898, 
known  as  the  *War  Revenue  Act.'  It  has 
made  known  these  charges  to  shippers,  and 
particularly  to  complainant,  and  refuses  to 
accept  packages  for  transportation  except 
upon  payment  thereof.  The  pleadings  are 
annexed  to  this  certificate. 

"Questions  Certified. 

"Upon  the  facts  set  forth,  the  questions 
of  law  concerning  which  this  court  desires 
the  instruction  of  the  Supreme  Court  for  its 
proper  decision  are: 

"(1)   Does  the  war  revenue  act  of  June 
13,  1898,  impose  upon  the  carrier  exclusive- 
ly the  tax  represented  by  the  stamp  to  be  af- 
fixed to  eacn  bill  of  lading,  manifest,  or^ 
other  evidence  of  receipt  required  to  be  is- M 
sued  to  each  shipper  of  goods* accepted  by? 
the  carrier  for  transportation,  or  does  it  im- 
pose the  tax  merely  upon  the  transaction  of 
shipment,  leaving  it  to  be  paid  indifferently 
by  either  party  thereto? 

"(2)  If  the  war  revenue  act  of  June  13, 
1898,  does  impose  such  tax  exclusively  upon 
the  carrier,  does  it  preclude  the  carrier,  who 
is  by  such  act  required  to  issue  to  each  ship- 

Ser  a  bill  of  lading,  manifest,  or  other  evi- 
ence  of  receipt,  from  relieving  itself  of  the 
expense  of  affixing  and  canceling  the  stamp 
required  to  be  attached  to  such  bill  of  lad- 
ing, manifest,  or  other  evidence  of  receipt? 

"In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  §  6 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  establishing 
courts  of  appeal,  etc.,  the  foregoing  ques- 
tions of  law  are  by  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals hereby  certified  to  the  Supreme  Court." 

The  subject  to  which  the  certificate  re- 
lates and  the  matter  embraced  in  the  ques- 
tions submitted  has  been  considered,  and  was 
passed  on  in  an  opinion  this  day  announced 
in  the  case  of  American  Exp.  Co.  v.  May- 
nard  ex  rel.  Moore,  No.  220  of  the  docket  of 
this  term  (177  U.  S.  404,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  696). 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  opinion  in  the 
case  just  referred  to,  it  is  unnecessary  to  an- 
swer the  first  question  submitted,  and  a  neg- 
ative answer  to  the  second  question  is  re- 
quired; and  it  is  so  ordered. 


(177  U.  S.  459) 
JOHN  T.  BOSKE,  Sheriff  of  Kenton  County, 
Kentucky,  Appt., 

V. 

DAVID  N.  COMINGORE. 

Appeal — Federal  question — use  of  papers  in 
custody  of  internal  revenue  collector-^ 
order  by  state  court  for  their  production — 
validity  of  Treasury  regulations  prohibit* 
ing  it — protection  of  collector — habeas 
corpus  to  release  him  from  custody  of 
state  court. 

1.  Tbe  question  whether  or  not  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  allows  regula- 
tions of  the  Treasury  Department  adopted  by 
merely  executive  officers  to  be  regarded  as 
having  the  force  of  law  Is  one  that  involves 
the  construction  or  application  of  the  Con^ 
stltntlon  of  the  United   States,   within   the 
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meiLnlDf  of  the  proTlflon  of  the  act  of  Con- 
ffresf  of  March  8,  1891,  with  respect  to  ap- 
peals to  be  taken  from  the  district  or  circuit 
coarts  direct  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  SUtea. 

t.  The  detention  in  prison  by  state  author- 
ities* of  an  officer  of  the  revenue  serrlce  of 
the  United  States,  whose  presence  at  his  post 
of  duty  Is  important  to  the  public  interests, 
presents  such  a  case  of  urgency  as  will  war- 
rant the  Interference  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
from  a  Federal  court,  even  before  Unal  action 
by  the  state  court,  to  determine  whether  or 
not  the  Imprisonment  Is  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  SUtes. 

^  Regulations  of  the  Treasury  Department 
prohibiting  a  collector  of  Internal  revenue 
from  producing  records  in  his  office,  or  copies 
thereof,  in  a  state  court,  are  within  the  power 
conferred  upon  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
by  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  |  161 ;  and  therefore  an 
attempt  of  a  state  court  to  punish  him  for 
obeying  such  regulations  will  be  in  violation 
of  his  rights  under  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States,  against  which  he  will 
be  protected  by  the  Federal  courts. 

[No.  370.] 

'Submitted  January  8,  1900.    Deeided  April 
9,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  final  order  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Kentucky  discharging  an  internal 
revenue  collector  from  the  custody  of  a  sher- 
iff.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  06  Fed.  Rep.  552. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  G.  Carlisle,  H.  M.  Wins- 
low,  W.  S.  Taylor,  Russell  d  Winaloto,  and 
Clifton  J.  Pratt  for  appellant. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Boyd  for  ap- 
pellee. 


«    *Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  final  order  of  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Kentucky  discharging  appellee, 
United  States  internal  revenue  collector  for 
the  sixth  collection  district  in  Kentud^, 
from  the  custody  of  the  appellant  as  sheriff 
of  Kenton  county  in  that  commonwealth. 
The  discharge  was  upon  the  ground  that 
the  imprisonment  and  detention  of  the  ap- 
pellee were  in  violation  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States.  That  ruling 
presents  the  only  question  to  be  considered. 
Under  date  of  April  16,  1898,  the  Com- 
missioners of  Internal  Revenue,  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
promulgated  certain  regulations  for  the 
government  of  collectors  of  internal  reve- 
nue, as  follows: 

'*A11  records  in  the  offices  of  collectors  of 
internal  revenue  or  of  any  of  their  deputies 
are   in  their  custody   and    control  for  pur- 
poses relating  to  the  collection  of  the  reve- 
nues of  the  United  States  only.    They  have 
no  control  of  them  and  no  discretion  with 
^  regard  to  permitting  the  use  of  them  for  any 
5  other  purpose.     Collectors  are  hereby  pro- 
•  hibited  from  giving  out  any  special  tax^reo- 
ords  or  any  copies  thereof  to  piivate  persoDB 


or  to  local  oflicen,  or  to  produce  sucli  rec- 
ords or  copies  thereof  in  a  state  courts 
whether  in  answer  to  tubpcmas  duces  tecum 
or  otherwise.  Whenever  such  subpoenai 
shall  have  been  served  upon  them,  they  will 
appear  in  court  in  answer  thereto  and  re* 
spectfiilly  decline  to  produce  the  records 
called  for,  on  Uie  ground  of  being  prohibited 
therefrom  by  the  regulations  of  this  depart^ 
ment.  •  The  information  contained  in  the 
records  relating  to  special- tax  payers  in  the 
collector's  office  is  furnished  by  these  per- 
sons under  compulsion  of  law  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  revenue  for  the  United 
States;  and  there  is  no  provision  of  law  au- 
thorizing the  sending  out  of  these  records 
or  of  any  copies  thereof  for  use  against  the 
special-tax  jpayers  in  cases  not  arising  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States.  The  giving 
out  of  such  records  or  any  copies  thereof  by 
a  collector  in  such  cases  is  held  to  be  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  and  not  to  be  permit- 
ted. As  to  any  other  records  than  those  re- 
lating to  special-taz  payers,  collectors  are 
also  forbidden  to  furnish  them  or  any  copies 
thereof  at  the  request  of  any  person. 
Where  copies  thereof  are  desired  for  the  use 
of  parties  to  a  suit,  whether  in  a  state  court 
or  in  a  court  of  the  United  States,  collect- 
ors should  refer  the  persons  interested  to  the 
following  paragraph  in  rule  X  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Treasury  Depart* 
ment,  namely:  In  all  cases  where  copies 
of  doctunents  or  records  are  desired  by  or  on 
behalf  of  parties  to  a  suit,  whether  in  a 
court  of  the  United  States  or  any  other, 
such  copies  shall  be  furnished  to  the  court 
only,  and  on  a  rule  of  the  court  upon  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  requesting  the 
same.  Whenever  such  rule  of  the  court 
shall  have  been  obtained  collectors  are  di- 
rected to  carefully  prepare  a  copy  of  the  rec- 
ord or  document  containing  the  information 
called  for  and  send  it  to  this  office,  where- 
upon it  will  be  transmitted  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  with  a  request  for  its  au- 
thentication, under  the  seal  of  the  departs 
ment,  and  transmission  to  the  judge  of  the 
court  calling  for  it,  unless  it  should  be 
found  that  circumstances  or  conditions  exist 
which  makes  it  necessary  to  decline,  in  the 
interest  of  the  public  service,  to  furnish  such 
a  copy."  g 

These  Treasury  regulations  being  in  force,  ^ 
a  proceeding* was  instituted  in  the  county* 
court  of  Carroll  county,  Kentucky — a  court 
of  limited  jurisdiction — in  the  name  of  the 
commonwealth  against  Elias  Block  &  Sons, 
for  the  purpoee  of  ascertaining  the  amount 
and  value  of  a  large  amount  of  whisky 
which,  it  was  alleged,  the  defendants  had  in 
their  bonded  warehouses  for  a  named  period, 
but  had  not  listed  for  taxation,  and  of  en- 
forcing the  assessment  and  payment  of  state 
and  county  taxes  thereon.  Ky.  Stat  I 
4241. 

In  the  progress  of  that  proceeding  the 
commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  represented  by 
the  auditor's  agent,  took  the  deposition  of 
Comingore,  collector  of  internal  revenue. 
In  answer  to  questions  propounded  to  him, 
the  collector  stated  that  Block  &  Sons,  own- 
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era  of  A  difltillery,  nuuie  monthly  nipoTts  to 
Mb  office  of  liquors  manufactured  by  them 
and  deposited  m  the  bonded  warehouaes  on 
the  distillery  premises  from  1887  on;  that 
the  defendants  made  application  from  time 
to  time  for  permission  to  withdraw  liquors 
from  bond ;  and  that  such  reports,  commenc- 
ing October  1,  1885,  and  ending  July  1, 
1897,  were  on  the  files  of  his  office,  but  not 
under  his  control  except  as  collector.  He 
was  then  asked  to  file  copies  of  those  re- 
ports and  make  them  part  of  his  deposition. 
This  he  declined  to  do,  "under  |  3167  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  and 
the  rulings  of  the  department."  That  sec- 
tion reads:  "9  3167.  If  any  collector  or 
deputy  collector,  or  any  inspector  or  other 
officer  acting  under  the  authority  of  any 
revenue  law  of  the  United  States,  divulges 
to  any  party,  or  makes  known  in  any  other 
manner  than  may  be  provided  by  law,  the 
operations,  style  of  work,  or  apparatus  of  a 
manufacturer  or  producer  visited  by  him  in 
the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  he  shall 
be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  exceedinff  one 
thousand  dollars,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for 
not  exceeding  one  year,  or  to  both,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  shall  be  dis- 
missed from  office,  and  be  forever  thereafter 
incapable  of  holding  any  office  under  the 
government."  Being  asked  what  rulings  of 
the  department  he  referred  to  other  than  | 
3167  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  he  said:  "The 
department  does  not  permit  the  giving  out 
of  anything  contained  in  internal  revenue 

8  returns  or  documents  by  a  collector,  store- 
^  keeper,  or  any  other  officer  of  a  collection 
•  district  for  purposes  other  than  those  which 
the  statutes  of  the  United  States  contem- 
plate." That  ruling,  he  said,  was  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  through  the 
Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue. 

In  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  col- 
lector to  file  and  make  part  of  hia  depoaii^on 
copies  of  the  above  reporta  of  the  defend- 
anta,  the  notary  public  before  whom  hia  dep- 
osition waa  taken  adjudged  him  to  be  m 
contempt,  and  ordered  him  to  pay  to  the 
commonwealth  a  fine  of  $5,  and  to  be  con- 
fined in  the  county  jail  for  aix  hours,  or  un- 
til he  waa  willing  to  furnish  the  copiea 
called  for,  or  permit  acceaa  to  the  recorda  of 
hia  office  in  order  that  information  might  be 
obtained  to  be  uaed  aa  evidence  in  the  above 


The  matter  having  been  reported  by  the 
notary  public  to  the  Carroll  county  court,  aa 
requirea  by  9  538  of  the  Kentucky  Civil 
Code  of  Practice,  that  court  made  the  fol- 
lowing order: 

"It  ia  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  by 
the  court  that  the  plaintifiTa  motiona  be  aua- 
tained,  and  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  use 
as  evidence  the  facts  stated  in  the  reporta 
and  papera  filed  by  any  or  all  of  the  defend- 
anta  in  the  office  of  the  collector  of  internal 
revenue  for  the  sixth  diatrict  of  Kentucky 
and  alao  auch  facta  aa  are  atated  in  the  re- 
porta made  to  aaid  office  by  certain  officera 
known  aa  'United  Statea  atorekeepera,'  and 
any  other  aimilar  records,  papera,  doon- 
nenta,    or    exemplifications    in   said   office 


tending  to  ahow  the  amount  of  liquor  on 
hand  at  the  distillery  of  the  defendants  on 
the  15th  day  of  September,  188U,  1890,  1801,. 
1893,  1894,  1896,  1896,  and  on  the  15th  day 
of  November,  1892;  it  is  further  ordered 
that  the  witness,  D.  N.  Comingore,  make  or 
cause  to  be  made  or  permit  the  plaintiff,  it8> 
agent  or  attorneys,  to  make  true  copies  of 
such  of  said  papers  as  the  plaintiff  or  its  at- 
torneya  may  demand,  and  that  said  Comin* 
gore,  aa  collector,  attest  the  same  and  attach 
his  seal  of  office  thereto,  if  he  has  such  seal, 
and  that  he  permit  the  plaintiff  or  its  agents 
or  attorneys  to  compare  said  copies  with  the 
originals  and  verify  the  same,  and  that  ha 
shall  also  testify  further  in  regard  to  same, 
if  demand  be  made,  and  leave  is  hereby^ 
given  to  complete  the  taking  of  said  deposi*  % 
tion  on  giving  proper  notice,  and*  for  this  ^ 
purpose  the  clerk  is  directed  upon  request 
of  plaintiff's  attorneys  to  transmit  said 
deposition  as  now  on  file  to  W.  A.  Price,  no* 
tary  public,  Covington,  Ky.  It  is  further 
adjudged  that  the  action  of  the  notary  pub- 
lic, W.  A.  Price,  in  adjudging  the  witneas,. 
D.  N.  Comingore,  to  be  in  contempt  for  fail« 
ure  to  file  copiea  of  reporta,  papers,  docu- 
menta,  and  exemplificationa  or  to  testify  aa 
to  their  contenta,  as  requested,  be  sustained 
and  affirmed,  and  that  the  commonwealth  of 
Kentucky  recover  of  said  D.  N.  Comingore 
the  sum  of  $5  as  a  fine,  and  that  he  be  ttJcen 
by  the  sheriff  of  Kenton  county,  Ky.,  and 
confined  in  the  jail  of  said  county  for  the 
space  of  six  hours,  or  until  he  signifies  hia 
willingneaa  to  comply  with  the  requeat  made 
in  the  depoaition  attempted  to  be  taken,  aa 
followa:  'Pleaae  file  official  copies  of  the 
reports  made  to  your  office  by  Block  &  Son 
as  to  the  amount  of  liquor  which  thev  man- 
ufactured and  deposited  in  the  bonded  ware- 
houses located  on  their  distillery  premises 
from  the  year  1887  down  to  the  present  time 
and  also  official  copies  of  applications  made 
by  them  to  your  office  during  said  time  for 
permission  to  withdraw  such  liquors  from 
bond.'  Also  with  the  following  request: 
Tlease  file  official  copiea  of  such  reporta  of 
the  United  Statea  storekeepers  as  show  the 
liquors  on  hand  at  the  warehouses  on  the 
distillery  premises  of  the  defendants  in  Car- 
roll county  on  September  15,  1890.  Septem- 
ber 16,  1891,  November  15,  1892,  September 
15,  1893,  1894,  1895,  and  1896.'" 

This  action  of  the  county  court  having 
been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  collect- 
or, he  atill  refused  to  give  the  copies  called 
for  or  to  allow  accesa  to  or  inspection  of  the 
records  of  his  office  for  the  purposes  indicat- 
ed by  the  questions  propounded  to  him. 
He  was  thereupon  again  held  by  the  notary 
public  to  be  in  contempt,  and,  the  petition 
states,  that  officer  adjudged  that  "the  com- 
monwealth of  Kentucky  recover  of  your  pe- 
titioner the  sum  of  $5  as  a  fine,  and  that  ha 
be  taken  by  the  sheriff  or  some  constable  of 
Kenton  county,  and  confined  in  the  jail  of 
said  county  for  the  space  of  six  hours,  or 
until  he  shall  signify  his  willingness  to 
purge  himself  of  &e  said  contempt  and  tea- 
tifv  and  give  the  information  from  the  rec- 
ords and  documenta  under  hia  control  and 
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?  in  his  custody  as* collector  of  internal  reve* 
nue  of  the  United  States  for  the  sixth  dis- 
trict of  Kentucky,  or  allow  an  inspection  of 
his  records  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
such  information  for  use  as  eyidenoe  in  said 
action  of  The  Commontoealth  of  Kentucky 
V.  Block  et  al.  in  said  county  court,"  etc. 

Having  been  taken  into  custody  by  the 
sheriff  under  this  order,  the  collector  sued 
out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  waa  din- 
charged  from  custody  by  the  order  of  the 
United  States  district  court  for  the  Ken- 
t*icky  district. 

1.  In  the  brief  of  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  some  doubt  is  expressed  whether  we 
can  take  cognizance  of  this  case  upon  appeal 
from  the  district  court.  Prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  establish- 
ing the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  an  appeal 
from  the  final  judgment  of  a  district  court 
on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus by  or  on  behalf  of  one  alleged  to  be  re- 
strained of  his  liberty  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  or  any  law  of  the  United 
States  went  first  to  the  circuit  court.  U. 
S.  Rev.  Stat  S  703.  But  by  the  above  act 
of  1891  it  was  provided  that  appeals  or 
writs  of  error  may  be  taken  from  the  dis- 
trict courts  or  from  the  circuit  courts  direct 
to  this  court  in  certain  cases,  among  others, 
"in  any  case  that  involves  the  construction 
or  application  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States."  26  Stat  at  L.  826,  828, 
chap.  517,  9  5.  The  present  case  belongs  to 
that  class.  The  appellee,  who  was  dis- 
charged upon  habeaa  corpus,  invoked  the 
protection  of  the  Constitution  against  his 
being  restrained  of  his  liberty  by  the  appel- 
lant acting  under  an  order  of  commitment 
issued  by  an  inferior  state  court;  and  the 
Judgment  of  the  district  court  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  that  the  proceedings  against 
him  were  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  and  with  regulations  of  the 
Treasury  Department  legally  prescribed  un- 
der those  laws.  Throughout  the  contention 
of  the  appellant  has  been  that  the  Consti- 
tution forbade  the  giving  of  the  force  of  law 
to  those  regulations  adopted  by  merely  exec- 
utive officers.  We  think  the  case  is  properly 
here  on  appeal  as  one  involving  the  construc- 
tion and  application  of  the  Constitution  of 

9  the  United  States. 

5      2.  Of  the   power  of  the  district   court  to 

*  discharge  tbe^appellee  if  he  was  held  in  cus- 
tody in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  no  doubt  can  be  entertained. 
It  is  true  that  in  Ex  parte  Royall,  117  U.  S. 
241,  251,  29  L.  ed.  868,  871,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
734,  it  was  said  that  although  a  court  of  the 
United  States  had  power  S>  discharge  one 
held  in  custody  by  state  authorities  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  it  was  not  bound  to  interpose  imme- 
diately upon  application  being  made  for  the 
writ,  but  should  exercise  the  discretion  with 
which  it  was  invested  "in  the  light  of  the 
relations  existing,  under  our  system  of  gov- 
ernment, between  the  judicial  tribunals  of 
the  Union  and  of  the  states,  and  in  recogni- 
tion of  the  fact  that  the  public  good  requires 
that  those  relations  be  not  disturbed  by  un- 


necessary oonflict  between  courts  equally 
bound  to  guard  and  protect  rights  secured 
by  the  Constitution.'  Hence,  the  general 
rule  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
should  not  interfere  by  habeas  corpus  with 
the  custody  bv  state  authorities  of  one 
claiming  to  be  held  in  violation  of  the  Con- 
stitution or  laws  of  the  United  States,  until 
after  final  action  by  the  state  courts  in  the 
case  in  which  such  custody  exists.  E»  parte 
Royall,  above  cited;  New  York  v.  Eno,  155 
U.  S.  89.  39  L.  ed.  80,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  30, 
and  authorities  there  cited;  Whitten  v.  jTom- 
lineon,  160  U.  S.  231,  40  L.  ed.  406,  16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  297,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
But  to  this  general  rule  there  are  exceptions 
which  are  thus  indicated  in  Ex  parte  RoyaU: 
"When  the  petitioner  is  in  custody  by  state 
authority  for  an  act  done  or  omitted  to  be 
done  in  pursuance  of  a  law  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  an  order,  process,  or  decree  of 
a  court  or  judge  thereof;  or  where,  being  « 
subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign  state,  and 
domiciled  therein,  he  is  in  custody,  under 
like  authority,  for  an  act  done  or  omitted 
under  any  alleged  right,  title,  authority, 
privilege,  protection,  or  exemption  claimed 
under  the  commission,  or  order,  or  sanction 
of  any  foreign  state,  or  under  color  thereof, 
the  validity  and  effect  whereof  depend  upon 
the  law  of  nations ;  in  such  and  like  eases  of 
urgency,  involving  the  authority  and  opera- 
tions of  the  eeneral  government,  or  the.  obli- 
gations of  this  country  to,  or  its  relations 
with,  foreign  nations,  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  have  frequently  interposed  by 
writs  of  habeas  corpus  and  discharged  pris- 
oners who  were  held  in  eustody  under  state 
authority."  h 

The  present  case  was  one  of  urgency,  in$ 
that  the  appellee* was  an  officer  in  the  reve-* 
nue  service  of  the  United  States  whose  pres- 
ence at  his  post  of  duty  was  important  to  the 
public  interests,  and  whose  detention  in 
prison  by  the  state  authorities  might  have 
interfered  with  the  regular  and  orderly 
course  of  the  business  of  the  department  to 
which  he  belonged.  The  district  court  there* 
fore  did  not  err  in  determining  the  question 
of  constitutional  law  raised  by  the  applica- 
tion for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  render- 
ing final  judgment 

3.  We  oome,  then,  to  inquire  whether  the 
imprisonment  of  the  appellee  was  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States.  This  question  was  fully  ex- 
amined in  the  elaborate  and  able  opinion  oi 
Judge  Evans  of  the  district  court.  96  Fed. 
Rep.  552. 

The  commitment  of  the  appellee  was  be- 
cause of  a  refusal  to  file  with  his  deposition 
copies  of  certain  reports  made  to  him  by 
Block  &  Sons,  distillers,  of  liquors  manufac- 
tured by  them  and  deposited  in  the  bonded 
warehouses  on  the  distillery  premises  during 
a  specified  period.  Manifestly,  he  could  not 
have  filed  the  copies  called  for  without  vio- 
lating regulations  formally  promulgated  by 
the  (Ssmmissioner  of  Internal  Revenue  vnuk 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury. If  these  regulations  were  such  as  the 
Secretary  could  legally   prescribe,    then,    it 
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muBt  be  conceded,  the  state  authorities  were 
without  Jurisdiction  to  compel  the  colleotor 
to  violate  them. 

The  Ck>mmie8ioner  of  Internal  Revenue  is 
an  ofScer  in  the  department  of  the  Treasury. 
U.  S.  Rev.  Stat  §  319.  And  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  as  the  head  of  an  executive 
department  of  the  government,  was  author- 
ized "to  prescribe  regulations,  not  inconsist- 
ent with  law,  for  the  government  of  his  de- 
partment, the  conduct  of  its  officers  and 
clerks,  the  distribution  and  performance  of 
its  business,  and  the  custody,  use,  and  pres- 
ervation of  the  records,  papers,  and  property 
appertaining  to  it."  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  161. 
Now,  the  reports  or  copies  of  reports  in 
the  possession  of  the  collector — for  not  pro- 
ducing copies  of  which  he  was  adjudged  to 
be  imprisoned — ^were  records  and  papers  ap- 
pertaining to  the  business  of  the  Treasury 
QC  Department  and  belonging  to  the  United 
2  States.  The  Secretary  was  authorized  by 
*^  statute  to^ake  regulations,  not  inconsistent 
with  law,  for  the  custody,  use,  and  preserva- 
tion of  such  records,  papers,  and  property. 
The  Constitution  gives  Congress  power  to 
make  all  laws  necessary  and  proper  for  car- 
rying into  execution  the  powers  vested  by 
that  instrument  in  the  government  of  the 
United  States  or  in  any  department  or  officer 
thereof.  Const,  art.  1,  S  8.  That  power  was 
exerted  by  Congress  when  it  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  provide  by  reg- 
ulations not  inconsistent  with  law  for  the 
government  of  his  department,  the  conduct 
of  its  officers  and  clerks,  the  distribution  and 
performance  of  its  business,  and  the  custody, 
use,  and  preservation  of  the  records,  papers, 
and  property  appertaining  to  it  The  regu- 
lations m  question  may  not  have  been  abso- 
lutely or  indispensably  necessary  to  accom- 
plish the  objects  indicated  by  the  statute. 
But  that  is  not  the  test  to  be  applied  when 
we  are  determining  whether  an  act  of  Con- 
gress transcends  the  powers  conferred  upon 
it  by  the  Constitution.  Congress  has  a  large 
discretion  as  to  the  means  to  be  employed  in 
the  execution  of  a  power  conferred  upon  it, 
and  is  not  restricted  to  "those  alone  with- 
out which  the  power  would  be  nugatory;" 
lor,  "all  means  which  are  appropriate,  which 
are  plainly  adapted"  to  the  end  authorized 
to  be  attained,  "which  are  not  prohibited, 
but  consist  witii  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
Constitution,  are  constitutional."  "Where 
the  law  is  not  prohibited,  and  is  really  cal- 
culated to  effect  any  of  the  objects  intrusted 
to  the  government,  to  undertake  here  to  in- 
quire into  the  degree  of  its  necessity  would 
be  to  pass  the  line  which  circumscribes  the 
judicial  department  and  to  tread  on  legis- 
lative ground."  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  4 
Wheat.  316,  415,  421,  423,  4  L.  ed.  579,  603, 
605.  In  the  more  recent  case  of  Logan  v. 
United  States,  144  U.  S.  263,  283,  293,  86  L. 
ed.  429,  435,  439,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  617,  822, 
826,  this  court,  referring  to  the  above  con- 
stitutional provision,  said  that,  "in  the  ex- 
ercise of  this  general  power  of  legislation, 
Congross  may  use  any  means,  appearing  to 
it  most  eligible  and  appropriate,  which  are 
adapted  to  the  end  to  be  accomplished,  and 
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are  oonsistent  with  the  letter  and  the  spirit 
of  the  Constitution."    Again:  "Every  right 
created  by,  arising  under,  or  dependent  upon 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  may  be 
protected  and  enforced  by  Congress  by  such  a 
means  and  in  such  manner  as  Congress,  in§ 
Ikhe  exercise  of  the  correlative  duty  of  protec-  • 
tion,  or  of  the  legislative  powers  conferred 
upon  it  by  the  Constitution,  may  in  its  dis- 
cretion deem  most  eligible  and  best  adapted 
to  attain  the  object." 

Can  it  be  said  that  to  invest  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  with  authority  to  prescribe 
regulations  not  inconsistent  with  law  for  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  his  department, 
and  to  provide  for  the  custody,  use,  and  pres- 
ervation of  the  records,  papers,  and  property 
appertaining  to  it,  was  not  a  means  appro- 
priate and  plainly  adapted  to  the  successful 
administration  of  the  affairs  of  that  depart- 
ment? Manifestly  not.  The  bare  state- 
ment of  the  proposition  suggests  this  conclu- 
sion, and  extended  argument  to  support  it 
is  unnecessary. 

This  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  it 
was  inconsistent  with  law  for  the  Secretary 
to  adopt  a  regulation  declaring  that  all 
records  in  the  offices  of  collectors  of  internal 
revenue,  or  any  of  their  deputies,  are  in  their 
custody  and  control  "for  purposes  relating 
to  the  collection  of  the  revenues  of  the 
United  States  only,"  and  that  collectors 
"have  no  control  of  them,  and  no  discretion 
with  regard  to  permitting  the  use  of  them 
for  any  other  purpose." 

There  is  certainly  no  statute  which  ex- 
pressly or  by  necessary  implication  forbade 
the  adoption  of  such  a  regulation.  This  be- 
ing the  case,  we  do  not  perceive  upon  what 
ground  the  regulation  in  ouestion  can  be  re- 
garded as  inconsistent  with  law,  unless  it  be 
that  the  records  and  papers  in  the  office  o£  a 
collector  of  internal  revenue  are  at  all  times 
open  of  rieht  to  inspection  and  examination 
by  the  public  despite  the  wishes  of  the  de- 
partment. That  cannot  be  admitted.  The 
papers  in  question,  copies  of  which  were 
sought  from  the  appellee,  were  the  property 
of  tne  United  States,  and  were  in  his  official 
custody  under  a  regulation  forbidding  him 
to  permit  their  use  except  for  purposes  re- 
lating to  the  collection  of  the  revenues  of 
the  United  States.  Reasons  of  public  policy 
may  wdl  have  suggested  the  necessity,  in 
the  interest  of  the  government,  of  not  allow- 
ing access  to  the  records  in  the  offices  of  col- 
lectors of  internal  revenue,  except  as  might 
be  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  © 
The  interests  of  persons  compelled,  under  ^ 
the*revenue  laws,  to  furnish  information  as  ♦ 
to  their  private  business  affairs  would  often 
be  seriously  affected  if  the  disclosures  so 
made  were  not  properly  guarded.  Besides, 
great  confusion  might  arise  in  the  business 
of  the  department  if  the  Secretary  allowed 
the  use  of  records  and  papers  in  the  custody 
of  collectors  to  depend  upon  the  discretion 
or  judgment  of  subordinates.  At  any  rate, 
the  Secretary  deemed  the  regulation  in  ques- 
tion a  wise  and  proper  one,  and  we  cannot 
perceive  that  his  action  was  beyond  the  au- 
thority conferred  upon  him  by  Congress.    Ifi 
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detennlninf  whether  the  regalati<mi  pro* 
mulgated  by  him  are  confiisteot  with  law,  we 
muet  apply  the  rule  of  decision  which  con- 
trole  when  an  act  of  Congress  is  assailed  as 
not  being  within  the  powers  conferred  upon 
it  by  the  Constitution;  that  is  to  say,  a  reg- 
ulation adopted  under  fi  161  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  should  not  be  disregarded  or  an- 
nulled unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
it  if  plainly  and  palpably  inconsistent  with 
law.  Those  who  insist  that  such  a  regula- 
tion is  invalid  must  make  its  invalidity  so 
manifest  that  the  court  has  no  choice  except 
to  hold  that  the  Secretary  has  exceeded  his 
authority  and  employed  means  that  are  not 
at  all  appropriate  to  the  end  specified  in  the 
act  of  Congress. 

In  our  opinion  the  Secretary,  under  the 
regulations  as  to  the  custody,  use,  and  pres- 
ervation of  the  records,  papers,  and  property 
appertaining  to  the  business  of  his  depart- 
ment, may  take  from  a  subordinate,  such  as 
a  collector,  all  discretion  as  to  permitting 
the  records  in  his  custody  to  be  used  for 
any  other  purpose  than  tne  collection  of  the 
revenue,  and  reserve  for  his  own  determina- 
tion all  matters  of  that  character. 

The  Judgment  of  the  Diatriot  Oawrt  ie 


(177  U.  a  485) 

UNITEP  STATES,  Appt., 

V. 

NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, Northern  Pacific  Railwav  Com- 
pany, and  Edwin  H.  McHenrv  and  Frank 
Q.  Bigelow,  Receivers. 

Public  lande-^^ailroad  grante-^ueation  of 
forfeiture, 

1.  The  question  of  the  forfeiture  of  a  railroad 
grant  for  noncompletlon  within  the  time  lim- 
ited by  the  grant  is  not  put  in  issue  In  a  suit 
to  annul  a  patent  on  the  sole  ground  that  it 
was  Issued  under  a  mistaken  belief  as  to  the 
location  of  a  terminus,  by  an  allegation  In  the 
answer  that  ft  was  "duly**  and  "in  all  re- 
spects*' constructed  In  accordance  with  the 
law. 

i.  Land  granted  to  a  railroad  company  does 
not,  ipao  facto,  revert  to  the  United  States 
by  mere  failure  to  complete  the  road  within 
the  period  prescribed  by  Congress  in  the 
grant ;  but,  to  effect  a  forfeiture,  some  act  is 
essential  on  the  part  of  the  government 
evincing  an  intention  to  take  advantage  of 
such  failure. 

[No.  408.] 

Argued  January  26,  29, 1900.    Decided  April 
16,  1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Eighth  Circuit  affirming  a  decision  by  the 
Circuit  Court  dismissing  for  want  of  equity 
a  bill  to  cancel  a  patent  for  lands.  Af- 
firmed, 

See  same  case  below,  05  Fed.  Rep.  864,  37 
0.  C.  A,  290. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shiraet 
*  In  July,  1898,  the  United  States,  by  the 


Attorney  General,  filed  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Min- 
nesota a  bill  of  complaint  against  the  North- 
em  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  others. 
The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  procure  the 
cancelation  and  annulment  of  a  certain 
patent  granted  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  by  the  United  States  on  April 
22,  1895,  for  a  tract  of  land  lying  and  being 
more  than  10  miles  east  of  Duluth,  in  the 
state  of  Minnesota,  and  which  patent  was  al- 
leged by  the  bill  to  have  been  inadvertently 
and  mistakenly  issued.  The  case  was  dis- 
posed of  on  bill,  answer,  and  a  stipulation 
of  facts.  The  circuit  court  dismissed  the 
case  for  want  of  equity^  and  the  cause  wae 
taken  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals for  the  eighth  eireuit,  where  the  decree 
of  the  circuit  court  was,  on  July  10,  1899, 
affirmed.  An  appeal  was  thereupon  allowed 
to  this  court. 

Meeera,  C.  W.  Buseell,  M,  0,  Bright,  and 
Orovmhart  d  Foley  for  appellant 
Messrs,  J.  B.  Kerr  and  C.  W«  Buna  for 

appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Shirae  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  cause  was  heard  in  this  court  in  con- 
nection with  that  of  Andrew  Dohcrty  ▼. 
Northern  P,  R.  Co,  No.  121  of  the  present 
term.  [177  U.  S.  435,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p. 
677,  44  If.  ed.  — .]  That  case  came  here  on  a 
writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
of  Wisconsin.  The  present  one  is  on  appeal 
from  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  from  the 
eighth  circuit. 

The  important  questions  of  fact  and  of 
law  were  substantially  the  same  in  the  two 
cases,  and  so  were  the  reasoning  and  con- 
clusions of  the  respective  courts  below.  In 
a  judgment  just  entered  by  this  court,  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Wiscon- 
sin was  affirmed,  for  reasons  given  in  the 
opinion,  a  reference  to  which  is  deemed  to 
be  a  sufficient  disposition  of  the  questional 
common  to  the  two  cases.  $ 

*  But  in  the  present  case  there  has  been  * 
raised  and  argued  a  proposition  not  con- 
sidered in  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin, 
and  which  is  entitled  to  our  attention.  Briefly 
stated,  it  is  that,  even  if  it  be  conceded  that 
the  eastern  terminus  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  was  lawfully  fixed  at 
Ashland,  Wisconsin,  yet  that  the  land  grant 
of  the  company  had  lapsed  before  any  map 
of  definite  location  of  the  railroad  east  of 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  had  been  filed  in  the  land 
department;  that  the  company  oould  not 
lawfuly  extend  the  construction  of  ite  rail- 
road, so  as  to  entitle  it  to  land  under  its 
land  grant,  after  the  time  limited  by  act  of 
Congress  for  the  completion  of  the  railroad 
had  fully  expired;  and  that,  consequently, 
the  patent  to  the  land  described  in  the  bill, 
being  land  east  of  Duluth,  was  granted  nols- 
takenly  and  improperly. 

This  contention  is  based  on  the  language 
of  9  8  of  the  incorporating  act,  which  is  as 
follows :  "That  each  and  every  grant,  right, 
and  privilege  herein  are  so  made  and  ghrcD 
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io,  and  accepted  by,  said  Northern  Paeifle 
Railroad  Company,  upon  and  subject  to  the 
following  conditions,  namely :  Tliat  the  laid 
company  shall  commenoe  work  upon  said 
road  within  two  years  from  the  approval  of 
this  act  by  the  President,  and  thall  complete 
not  less  than  fifty  miles  per  year  after  the 
second  year,  and  shall  construot»  ^quip, 
furnish,  and  complete  the  whole  road  bj  the 
fourth  day  of  July,  anno  Domini  eighteen 
hundred  and  seventy-six."    The  time  of  com- 

Sletion  was  subsequently  extended  to  July 
,  1880.     13  SUt  at  L.  870,  ehap.  217   (15 
Stat,  at  L.  255). 

It  is  always  safe,  in  approaching  a  quea- 
tion  of  this  kind,  to  have  regard  to  the  plead- 
ings in  the  ease.  Otherwise  there  is  danger 
that  the  court  and  counsel  may  be  drawn 
into  discussions  outside  of  the  case  actually 
presented. 

On  inspection,  it  appears  that  the  ease 
made  by  the  bill  is,  that  the  eastern  terminus 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  became, 
was,  and  now  is  at  the  city  of  Duluth,  state 
of  Minnesota ;  that  the  land  in  Question,  be- 
ing part  and  parcel  of  the  public  lands  of 
the  United  States,  is  more  than  10  miles  east 
of  the  said  eastern  terminus  and  not,  there- 
fore, within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  said 
QQ  company ;  that  the  patent  granted  to  the 
«  said  company  on  April  22,  1805,  was  issued 
•  "through^mistake  and  inadvertence,  and  un- 
der the  erroneous  impression  and  mistaken 
belief  that  said  tract  of  land  was  witliin  the 
limits  of  the  said  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company;"  and  the  relief 
prayed  for  is  that  said  tract  of  land  be  re- 
stored to  the  complainant;  that  the  defend- 
ant be  required  to  reconvey  all  of  said 
tract  of  land;  and  that  said  patent  issued 
by  the  ministerial  officers  of  the  government, 
so  far  as  the  tract  of  land  described  in  the 
bill  is  concerned,  be  canceled  and  annulled; 
and  for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  may 
be  just  and  equitable. 

It  is  true  that,  in  the  narrative  part  of  the 
bill,  the  8th  section  of  the  incorporating  act 
is  quoted,  and  also  there  is  set  forth  the 
several  transactions  whereby  it  is  alleged 
Duluth  became  established  as  the  eastern 
terminus  of  the  company's  road,  but  there  is 
no  intimation  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the 
bill  to  have  a  forfeiture  of  the  company's 
rights  and  property  judicially  ascertained 
and  declared.  Indeed,  the  obvious  purpose 
of  the  suit  was  to  have  the  question  of  the 
proper  terminus  of  the  company's  road  de- 
termined; and  it  seems  a  fair  deduction  from 
the  averments  and  prayers  of  the  bill  that, 
if  that  terminus  was  found  to  be  at  Ashland, 
then  the  complainant  would  not  be  entitled 
to  any  relief. 

It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  government 
that,  even  if  the  bill  did  not  point  to  a  for- 
feiture as  part  of  the  proof  that  the  land 
had  been  mistakenly  patented,  yet  that  as 
the  defendants,  in  their  answer,  had  set  up, 
as  part  of  their  defense,  that  the  road  had 
been  "duly,"  and  "in  all  respects,"  con- 
structed in  accordance  with  the  law,  thereby 
entitling  them  to  the  land  in  dispute,  the  is- 
sue was  thereby  widened  so  as  to  include  the 


question  of  forfeiture.  Ws  think  the  court 
of  appeals  properly  disposed  of  this  argu« 
ment  when  it  said:  "It  is  nothing  but  a  suit 
to  avoid  a  patent  to  a  single  tract  of  land  on 
the  sole  ffround  that  the  luid  department 
erroneously  found  the  eastern  terminus  of 
the  road  to  be  at  Ashland  when  it  was  at 
Duluth.  No  forfeiture  of  any  of  the  rights 
and  privileges  of  the  company  on  account  of 
the  oelay  in  the  construction  of  its  railroad 
has  been  prayed,  no  issue  of  forfeiture  has 
been  tendered  or-made  by  the  pleadings,  and  g 
that  question  it  not  here  for  consideration.  $ 
It  is  a^general  rule  that  questions  that  arc* 
not  within  the  issue  presented  by  the  plead- 
ings may  not  be  determined  by  the  courts, 
much  less  may  so  important  a  question  as 
the  forfeiture  of  the  rights  of  a  corporation 
to  thousands  of  miles  of  railroad  and  thou- 
sands of  acres  of  land  under  a  congressional 
grant.  Courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  con- 
sider or  determine  the  question  of  the  for- 
feiture of  a  railroad  grant  until  it  is  raised 
by  direct  allegationt  in  a  suit  instituted  by 
lavrful  authority  for  the  express  purpose  of 
presenting  it"  [05  Fed.  R«».  870,  37  C.  C. 
A.  305.] 

Again,  it  is  contended  that  when  a  statu- 
tory grant  contains  on  the  face  of  the  law 
a  provision  that  each  and  every  grant,  right, 
and  privilege  arc  upon  condition  that  the 
road  shall  be  completed  within  a  certain 
time,  and  that  time  expires  without  perform- 
ance of  the  condition,  all  future  proceedings 
of  the  company,  even  if  acquiescea  in  and  ap- 
proved by  executive  officers  of  the  govern- 
ment, in  disregard  of  the  forfeiture,  arc  un- 
authorized, ultra  vires,  and  forbidden. 

In  other  words,  if  we  understand  the 
position,  it  is  claimed  that  under  §  8  of  the 
act  of  July  2,  1864,  noncompletion  of  the 
railroad  within  the  time  limited  of  itself 
operates  as  a  forfeiture;  the  grant  im- 
mediately reverts  to  the  government;  and 
courts  must  so  hold  on  the  simple  statement 
of  the  fact  of  noncompliance  witnin  the  limit. 
We  do  not  imderstand  this  to  be  a  correct 
statement  of  the  law.  In  Schulenherg  v. 
Harriman,  21  Wall.  44,  22  L.  ed.  551,  this 
court  ^vas  called  upon  to  consider  the  legal 
import  of  such  a  provision  in  the  act  of  Ck>n- 
gress  of  June  3,  1854,  granting  public  lands 
to  the  state  of  Wisconsin  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  railroads  in  said  state.  After 
providing  that  the  lands  should  be  sold,  from 
time  to  time,  as  the  construction  of  the  rail- 
road progressed,  until  the  road  was  com- 
pleted, it  was  enacted  that  "if  said  road  is 
not  completed  within  ten  years  no  further 
sales  shall  be  made,  and  the  lands  unsold 
shall  revert  to  the  United  States." 

No  part  of  the  road  having  been  built  at 
the  expiration  of  the  period  limited  in  the 
grant,  it  was  claimed  that  the  lands  reverted 
to  the  United  States.  It  was  held  by  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Minnesota  that  such  lands  did  note 
ipso  facto  revert  to   the  United   States  by  J 
•mere  failure  to  build  the  road  within  the* 
period  prescribed  by  Congress,  and  that  to 
effect  a  forfeiture  some  act  on  the  part  of 
the  government  evincing  an  intention  to  take 
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adTmntage  of  such  failure  was  eBsential; 
and,  on  error,  that  ruling  waa  affirmed  by 
thia  court,  and  the  following  statement  of 
the  law  was  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Field  in 
giving  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

''In  what  manner  the  reserved  right  of  the 
grantor  for  breach  of  the  condition  must  be 
asserted  so  as  to  restore  the  estate  depends 
upon  the  character  of  the  grant.  If  it  be  a 
private  grant>  that  riffht  must  be  asserted 
by  entry  or  its  equivalent  If  the  grant  be 
a  public  one,  it  must  be  asserted  by  judicial 
proceedings  authorized  by  law,  the  equiva- 
lent of  an  inquest  of  office  at  common  law, 
finding  the  fact  of  forfeiture,  and  adjudging 
the  restoration  of  the  estate  on  that  ground, 
or  there  must  be  some  legislative  assertion 
of  ownership  of  the  property  for  breach 
of  condition,  such  as  an  act  directing 
the  possession  and  appropriation  of  the 
property,  or  that  it  be  offered  for  sale  or  set- 
tlement. At  common  law  the  sovereign  could 
not  make  an  entry  in  person,  and  therefore 
an  office  found  was  necessary  to  determine 
the  estate;  but,  as  said  by  this  court  in  a 
late  case  {United  States  v.  Repentigny, 
6  Wall.  2C8,  18  L.  ed.  646),  'the  mode  of  as- 
serting or  of  resuming  the  forfeited  grant 
is  subject  to  the  legislative  authority  of  the 
government  It  may  be  after  judicial  inves- 
tigation, or  by  taking  possession  directly 
under  the  authority  of  the  government  with- 
out these  preliminary  proceedings.' 

"In  the  present  case  no  action  has  been 
taken,  either  by  legislative  or  judicial 
proceedings,  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  of  the 
estate  granted  by  the  acts  of  1856  and 
1864.  The  title  remains,  therefore,  in  the 
state  as  completely  as  it  existed  on  the  day 
when  the  title  by  location  of  the  route  of  the 
railroad  acquired  precision  and  became  at- 
tached to  the  adjoining  alternate  sections." 
In  July,  1866,  Congress  granted  unto  the 
California  &  Oregon  Railroad  Company  a 
right  of  way  over  the  public  lands.  In  a  sub- 
sequent suit  between  the  railroad  company 
t  and  one  Bybee,  a  holder  of  a  mining  claim,  it 
!  was  claimed  that  the  railroad  company  had 
forfeited  and  lost  its  right  under* the  grant 
by  its  failure  to  complete  its  road  within 
the  time  limited  in  the  act;  that  such  fail- 
ure operated  ipso  faoto  as  a  termination  of 
all  right  to  acquire  any  further  interest  in 
any  lands  not  then  patented.  But  it  was 
held  by  this  court,  in  the  words  of  Mr. 
Justice  Brown,  "that  in  all  cases  in  which 
the  question  has  been  passed  upon  by  this 
court,  the  failure  to  complete  the  road  within 
the  time  limited  is  treated  as  a  condition 
subsequent,  not  operating  ipso  facto  as  a  re- 
vocation of  the  grant,  but  as  authorizing  the 
government  itself  to  take  advantage  of  it, 
and  forfeit  the  grant  by  judicial  proceed- 
ings, or  by  an  act  of  Congress,  resuming  title 
to  the  land."  Schulenherg  v.  Harriman; 
Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals,  106  U.  S.  360,  27  L. 
ed.  201,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  336,  are  then  cited, 
and  likewise  St.  Louis,  I,  M,  d  8,  R,  Co.  v. 
McOee,  115  U.  S.  473,  29  L.  ed.  448,  6  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  125,  where  it  was  said  by  Chief 
Justice  Waite  to  have  been  often  decided 
"that  lands  granted  by  Congress  to  aid  in 


the  construction  of  railroads  do  not  revert 
after  condition  broken  until  a  forfeiture  hat 
been  asserted  by  the  United  States,  either 
through  judicial  proceedings  instituted  un- 
der authority  of  law  for  that  purpose,  or 
through  some  legislative  action  legally  equiv- 
alent to  jud^ent  of  office  found  at  common 
law."  ''Legislation  to  be  sufficient  most 
manifest  an  intention  by  Congress  to  reas- 
sert title  and  to  resume  possession.  As  it 
is  to  take  the  place  of  a  suit  by  the  United 
States  to  enforce  a  forfeiture,  and  judgment 
therein  establishing  the  right,  it  should  be 
direct,  positive,  and  free  from  all  doubt  or 
ambiguity." 

As  the  bill  in  this  case  does  not  allege  that 
it  is  brought  under  authority  of  Congress 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  forfeiture,  and 
does  not  allege  any  other  legislative  act 
whatever  looking  to  such  an  intention,  it  is 
plain,  under  the  authorities  cited,  that  this 
suit  must  be  regarded  as  only  intended  to 
have  the  point  of  the  eastern  terminus 
judicially  ascertained.  This  being  so,  and 
that  terminus  having  been  found  to  be  at 
Ashland,  it  follows  that  the  courts  below 
committed  no  error  in  dismissing  the  bill  of 
complaint 

This  view  of  the  case  renders  it  unneces- 
sary for  us  to  consider  whether  the  United 
States  could  be  estopped  by  the  acts  of  the 
executive  department  in  recognizing  the^ 
rights  of  the  railroad  company  as  continuing  j 
in  full  force  after  the^expiration  of  the  time  7 
named  in  the  statute ;  or  to  consider  whether 
the  ordinary  doctrines  of  courts  of  equity, 
which  relieve  a  contracting  party  from  for- 
feiture by  reason  of  a  failure  to  complete  the 
contract  within  the  time  fixed,  when  the 
work  is  subsequently  completed  and  acoepted, 
would  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present.  Un- 
doubtedly there  would  seem  to  be  room  for 
a  fair  presumption  that  Congress  was  aware 
of  the  action  of  the  President  and  of  the 
functionaries  of  the  land  department  in  the 
particulars  before  mentioned,  and  approved 
of  the  same.  It  is  not.  as  put  by  the  counsel 
of  tiie  government  in  his  able  brief,  the  case 
of  a  waiver  presumed  from  mere  nonaction, 
but  from  nonaction  in  the  special  circum- 
stances disclosed. 

As  the  evidence  and  conceded  facts  failed 
to  show  any  mistake,  fraud,  or  error,  in  fact 
or  in  law,  in  the  action  of  the  land  depart- 
ment in  accepting  the  location  of  the  eastern 
terminus  made  by  the  company,  and  in  is- 
suing the  patent  in  question,  the  bill  was 
properly  dismissed,  and  the  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  McKenna  did  not  take  part 
in  the  decision  of  the  case. 

(177  U.  S.  485) 

MAST,  FOOS,  ft  COMPANY,  Petitioner, 

V. 

STOVER  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY. 

Federal  courts — comity — folUnoing  prior  de- 
cision in  patent  case — patent  for  windmiU 
— lack  of  invention — ordering  dismissal  •/ 
hiU  hefore  answer, 

1.     A  eireolt  court  of  appeals  Is  not  bound  to 
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affirm  an  order  of  a  etrcult  court  which,  upoa 
the  ground  of  comity,  followed  the  decision 
of  the  drcnlt  eoart  of  appeals  of  another  cir- 
cuit with  reference  to  the  Talidlty  and  scope 
of  a  patent,  but  may  Investigate  the  matter  of 
the  Talidity  and  scope  of  the  patent  for  Itself, 
since  comity  Is  not  a  rule  of  law,  but  simply 
a  rule  of  expediency. 

1.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
will  not  reverse  a  decision  of  a  lower  court.  If 
correct  upon  the  merits,  simply  because  the 
lower  court  may  not  have  sufficiently  recog- 
nized the  doctrine  of  comity. 

8.  The  device  of  the  Martin  patent.  No.  438,- 
581,  for  an  Improvement  In  a  windmill,  which 
consists  of  the  combination  of  an  external 
toothed  pinion  with  an  internal  toothed  spur 
wheel,  is  Invalid  for  lack  of  Invention,  be- 
cause that  kind  of  a  combination  had  been 
previously  well  known  In  other  machinery. 

4.  The  application  of  a  patented  device  to  a 
use  which  was  new  only  in  the  patented  ma- 
chine, and  was  well  known  In  other  machin- 
ery, constitutes  mere  mechanical  skill,  and 
does  not  constitute  a  patenUble  invention. 

6.  On  appeal  from  an  order  granting  a  tem- 
porary injunction  the  court  may  properly  or- 
der the  dismissal  of  the  bill  before  the  fil- 
ing of  an  answer  or  the  taking  of  proofs, 
where  the  bill  is  obviously  devoid  of  equity 
upon  its  face,  and  Its  invalidity  cannot  be 
cured  by  amendment. 

[No.  149.] 

AroMied  February  i,  «,  1900.    Decided  April 
^     1^  W,  1900. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Seventh  Circuit  to  review  a  decree  dismiss- 
ing a  bill  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of 
a  patent    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  60  U.  S.  App.  325,  89 
Fed.  Rep.  333,  32  C.  C.  A.  231. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
S     This  was  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  review  a 
9  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  dis- 
•  missing  a  bill  in  equity  brought  for*the  in- 
fringement of  a  patent,  and  appealed  to  that 
couA  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for 
the  northern  district  of  Illinois,  granting  a 
preliminary  injunction.    The  bill  was  filed 
by  the  petitioner,  Mast,  Foos,  &  Company, 
an  Ohio  corporation,  and  was  founded  upon 
letters  patent  No.  433,531,  granted  to  the  pe- 
titioner, upon  the  application  of  one  Samuel 
W.  Martin,  for  an  improvement  in  wind- 
mills. 

In  his  speeiflcatioii  the  patentee  states 
that  the  ''invention  consists,  essentially,  of 
an  improved  back  gear  organization  involv- 
ing an  external  toothed  pinion,  and  an  Inter- 
nu  toothed  spur  gear,  the  pinion  being 
mounted  on  the  wheel  shaft,  and  the  gear 
having  formed  on  or  connected  with  it  the 
wrist  pin,  to  which  the  operating  pitman  is 
attached,  whereby  the  speed  of  the  main 
shaft  as  applied  to  the  wrist  pin  and  pitman 
is  reduced,  and  whereby,  also,  all  pounding 
and  lost  motion  is  prevented  as  the  pitman 
connection  passes  over  the  center  and  chang- 
es from  a  pushing  to  a  pullinff  action.  This 
object  is  accomplished  by  the  fact  that  a  plu* 
rality  of  the  pinion  teetn  are  always  engf^ged 


with  the  internal  spur  gear,  resulting  in  giT- 
in^  a  perfectly  uniform  and  smooth  and 
noiseless  reciprocating  motion  to  the  actuate 
ing  rod,  thereby  prolonging  the  life  of  the 
machine  by  saving  it  from  constant  jarring 
and  preventing  wear  and  tear." 

'*The  freedom  of  the  organization  from 
lost  motion  and  sudden  jerks  as  the  wrist  pin 
passes  over  the  center  renders  the  operation 
of  the  pump  smooth  and  regular.  This  in- 
creases the  effectiveness  of  the  pump,  and 
prevents  undue  wear  and  tear." 

The  following  diagram  illustrates  the  pat-  n 
ented  combination:  ^ 


Petitioner  sought  a  recovery  only  upon  th« 
first  claim : 

"1.  The  combination,  with  a  windmill 
driving  shaft  and  a  pinion  thereon,  of  an  in* 
temal  toothed  spur  wheel  mounted  adjacent 
to  the  said  shaft  and  meshing  with  said  pin- 
ion, a  pitman  connected  with  the  spur  wheel, 
and  an  actuating  rod  connected  with  the  pit- 
man." 

Almost  immediately  upon  filing  the  bill 
motion  was  made  for  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion, which  was  granted,  largely  upon  the  au- 
thority of  an  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  for  the  eighth  circuit  in  the  case  of 
Mast,  F.  d  Co,  v.  Dempeter  Mill  Mfg.  Co,  49 
U.  S.  App.  508,  82  Fed.  Rep.  327,  27  C.  C.  A. 
101.  85  Fed.  Rep.  782.  An  appeal  was  taken 
from  that  order  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals, which  not  only  reversed  the  order  for 
the  injunction,  but  dismissed  the  bill.  60  U. 
S.  App.  325,  80  Fed.  Rep.  333,  32  C.  C.  A. 
231. 

Whereupon  petitioner  applied  for  and  was 
granted  a  writ  of  certiorari  from  this  court. 

Messrs,  H.  A.  Tonlmin  and  Lyaandev 
HUl  for  petitioner. 

Messrs,  C.  K.  OAeldt  Oliarlea  O.  Xiin* 
thiotiiny  and  Loren  L,  Morrison  for  respon- 
dent.  » 

X 

*Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion  * 
of  the  court: 

1.  Plaintiff  complains  of  the  action  of  the 
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circuit  court  of  appeals  in  refufling  to  follow 
the  opinion  of  tne  circuit  court  of  appeals 
lor  the  eighth  circuit  in  a  case  of  thia  same 
plaintiff  against  the  Dempster  Mill  Manu- 
facturing Ck)mpany,  49  U.  S.  App.  508,  82 
Fed.  Rep.  327,  27  C.  G.  A.  101,  and  in  revers- 
ing the  order  of  the  circuit  court,  which,  up- 
on the  ground  of  comity,  followed  the  judg- 
ment of  that  court  with  respect  to  the  validi- 
tj  and  scope  of  tlie  patent.  Its  contention 
is,  practically,  that  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals should  have  heen  governed  by  the  prior 
adjudication  of  that  court,  and,  so  far,  at 
least,  as  concerned  the  interlocutory  motion, 
should  have  accorded  it  the  same  force  and 
dignity  as  is  accorded  to  Judgments  of  this 
court.  Premising  that  these  considerations 
can  have  no  application  in  this  court, — whoso 
duty  it  is  to  review  the  Judgments  of  all  in- 
ferior courts,  and  in  case  of  conflict  to  decide 
between  them, — ^we  think  the  plaintiff  over- 
states somewhat  the  claims  of  comity. 

Comity  is  not  a  rule  of  law,  but  one  of 
practice,  convenience,  and  expediency.  It  is 
something  more  than  mere  courtesy,  which 
Implies  only  deference  to  the  opinion  of 
others,  since  it  has  a  substantial  value  in  se- 
curing uniformity  of  decision,  and  discour- 
aging repeated  litigation  of  the  same  ques- 
tion. But  its  obligation  is  not  imperative. 
If  it  were,  the  indiscreet  action  of  one  court 
might  become  a  precedent,  increasing  in 
weiglit  with  each  successive  adjudication, 
until  the  whole  country  was  tied  down  to  an 
unsound  principle.  Comity  persuades;  but 
it  does  not  command.  It  declares,  not  how  a 
case  shall  be  decided,  but  how  it  may  with 
propriety  be  decided.  It  recognizes  the  fact 
tfiat  the  primary  duty  of  every  court  is  to 
dispose  of  cases  according  to  the  law  and  the 
facts;  in  a  word,  to  decide  them  right.  In 
doing  so,  the  judge  is  bound  to  determine 
them  according;  in  his  own  convictions.  If 
he  be  clear  in  those  convictions,  he  should 
follow  them.  It  is  only  in  cases  where,  in 
his  own  mind,  there  may  be  a  doubt  as  to 
tiie  soundness  of  his  views  that  comity  comes 
A  in  play  and  suggests  a  uniformity  of  ruling 
^  to  avoid  confusion,  until  a  higher  court  has 
•  settled  the^law.  It  demands  of  no  one  that 
he  shall  abdicate  his  individual  judgment, 
but  only  that  deference  shall  be  paid  to  the 
judgments  of  other  co-ordinate  tribunals. 
Clearly  it  applies  only  to  questions  which 
have  been  actually  decided,  and  which  arose 
under  the  same  facts. 

The  obligation  to  follow  the  decisions  of 
other  courts  in  patent  cases  of  course  in- 
creases in  proportion  to  the  number  of  courts 
wiiich  have  paesed  upon  the  question,  and 
the  concordance  of  opinion  may  have  been  so 
general  as  to  become  a  controlling  authori- 
ty. So,  too,  if  a  prior  adjudication  has  fol- 
lowed a  final  hearing  upon  pleadings  and 
proofs,  especially  after  a  protracted  litiga- 
tion, greater  weight  should  be  given  to  it 
than  if  it  were  made  upon  a  motion  for  a 
preliminary  injunction.  These  are  substan- 
tially the  views  embodied  in  a  number  of 
well-considered  cases  in  the  circuit  courts 
and  circuit  courts  of  appeals.  Macbeth  v. 
OWinder,  54   Fed.  Rep.   169;   Bleotrio  Mfg. 


Co.  T.  Edi9on  Electrie  Light  Oo.  18  IT.  8. 
App.  637,  61  Fed.  Rep.  834,  10  C.  C.  A.  106; 
EMon  Electrio  Light  Oo.  v.  Beaoon  Vaoih 
urn  Pump  d  Eleoti-ical  Co.  54  Fed.  Rep.  678, 
and  cases  cited;  Beaoh  v.  Bobbs,  82  Fed. 
Rep.  016,  63  U.  S.  App.  626,  92  Fed.  Rep. 
140,  34  C.  C.  A.  248;  see,  also,  Newall  t. 
WUMn,  2  Da  a.  M.  ft  O.  282. 

Comity,  howerer,  has  no  application  to 
questions  not  considered  by  the  prior  court, 
or,  in  patent  cases,  to  alleged  anticipating 
devices  which  were  not  laid  before  that  court. 
As  to  BUth  the  action  of  the  court  is  purely 
ori^nal,  though  the  fact  that  such  antici- 
pating devices  vrere  not  called  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  prior  court  is  likely  to  open  them 
to  suspicion.  It  is  scarcely  necessaiy  to  say, 
however,  that  when  the  case  reaches  this 
court  we  should  not  reverse  the  action  of  the 
court  below  if  we  thought  it  correct  upon  the 
merits,  though  we  were  of  opinion  it  had  not 
given  sufficient  weight  to  the  doctrine  of 
comity. 

2.  The  principal  mechanism  of  an  ordi- 
nary pumping  windmill  is  directed  to  the 
conversion  of  the  rapid  rotation  of  the  ^vind 
wheel  into  the  perpendicular  reciprocating 
movement  of  an  ordinary  pumping  shafC 
This  is  accomplished  in  much  the  same  way 
that  the  revolution  of  a  water  wheel  is  made^ 
to  operate  an  upright  saw,  namely,  by  means  a 
of  a  pitman — of*different  forms,  but  always? 
with  the  object  of  converting  one  motion  in- 
to another.  In  doing  this  the  revolving 
wheel,  during  one  half  of  a  complete  revolu- 
tion, pulls,  and  during  the  other  half  pushes, 
upon  the  pitman.  This  change  from  a  pull- 
ing to  a  pushing  motion  is  accompanied,  as 
the  pitman  rod  passes  over  the  center  of  mo- 
tion, by  a  pounding,  which  not  only  produces 
a  peculiar  noise,  but  a  strain  upon  the  me- 
chanism, resulting  in  fre<^uent  breakages. 
I'hese  poundings  naturally  increase  in  force 
as  the  mechanism  becomes  worn,  and  are 
sometimes  heavy  enough  to  strip  the  cogs 
from  the  wheels.  Before  the  Martin  patent 
the  device  usually  employed  was  a  small  ex- 
ternal toothed  wheel  or  pinion  mounted  upon 
the  shaft  of  the  wind  wheel,  the  cogs  of 
which  interlaced  with  the  teeth  or  oogs  of  a 
large  spur  wheel,  also  externally  toothed 
and  revolving  at  a  greatly  reduced  speed,  to 
which  the  pitman  bar  was  attached.  As  both 
wheels  were  fitted  with  teeth  on  the  outer 
edge  of  the  rim,  the  ooosequenoe  was  that  as 
each  wheel  presented  its  convexity  to  the 
other,  but  one  or  two  teeth  of  either  wheel 
emrafred  with  the  corresponding  teeth  of  its 
fellow,  and  fractures  of  the  teeth  were  fre- 
quent. There  was  also  a  tendency  of  the  two 
wheels  to  draw  apart.  Martin  obviated  this 
by  providing  the  large  or  spur  wheel  with 
teeth  fitted  on  the  inner  side  of  tlie  rim, 
whereby  the  concavity  of  the  rim  was  op- 
posed to  the  convexity  of  the  pinion,  and  a 
greater  number  of  teeth  on  each  wheel  en- 
gaged with  tlie  corresponding  teeth  of  the 
other,  and  the  strain  occasioned  by  the 
chanpre  of  motion  was  greatly  reduced.  That 
the  invention  was  a  useful  and  popular  one  is 
shown  by  the  fact  that  it  went  into  imme- 
diate URC.  and  over  three  thousand  windmills 
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aoBtainlng  the  ODmbinatioii  are  said  to  have 
been  manufactured  and  lold  ainee  1800. 

Prior  to  Martin's  patent,  windmilU  of  this 
elan  had  been  driven  by  externally  toothed 
spur  whcela,  interlacing  with  externally 
toothed  pinions,  and  hence  were  subject  to 
the  pounding  motion  which  proved  so  de-. 
Btruetive  to  the  mechanism,  and  which  it 
was  the  object  of  the  Martin  patent  to  obvi- 
ate. The  defense  to  this  case  is  largely  based 
upon  the  fact  that  the  prior  art  had  shown  a 
^  large  number  of  instances  of  spur  wheels, 
^  provided  with  teeth  on  the  inner  side  of  the 

•  rim,  operated  by  •external  toothed  pinions. 
Thev  are  shown  to  have  existed  as  early  as 
1841,  in  a  patent  to  Perry  Davis,  No.  2,215, 
for  an  improvement  in  windmills,  in  which 
cogs  fixed  upon  the  inner  periphery  of  the 
rim,  interlaced  with  an  external  toothed  pin- 
ion, although  for  a  different  purpose,  of  keep- 
ing the  wheel  in  the  wind.  They  are  shown 
in  several  other  patents  for  windmills,  and 
also  in  a  large  number  of  other  patents  for 
harvesters,  hay  tedders,  chums,  mowing  and 
sewing  machines,  and  other  mechanical  move- 
ments for  the  conversion  of  motion.  It 
would  appear  from  the  opinion  and  dissentr 
in^  opinion  in  the  case  a^punst  the  Dempster 
Mill  Manufacturing  Company,  40  U.  8.  App. 
508,  82  Fed.  Rep.  327,  27  C.  0.  A.  101,  and 
from  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals in  this  case,  that,  while  the  combina- 
tion of  an  external  toothed  pinion  and  inter- 
nal toothed  spur  wheel  was  common  in 
other  mechanisms,  the  only  windmill  patent 
in  that  case  offered  as  an  anticipation  of 
Martin's  was  one  granted  to  Edward  Will- 
iams, September  10,  1876,  No.  182,304,  which 
showed  a  pitman  actuated  by  two  eccentric 
external  toothed  gear  wheels;  and  that  the 
majority  of  the  court  was  of  opinion  that 
the  transfer  of  the  Martin  device  to  wind- 
mills for  the  purpose  named  in  the  patent 
involved  invention  within  the  cases  of  the 
Wesie7'n  Electric  Co,  v.  La  Rue,  130  U.  S. 
601,  35  L.  ed.  294,  11  Sup«  Ct  Rep.  670; 
Crane  v.  Price,  Webster,  Pat  Cas.  303;  and 
Pott8  V.  Creager,  166  U.  S.  607,  si*6  nam,  C. 
d  A.  PotU  d  Co.  V.  Creager,  30  L.  ed.  275,  15 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  104.  In  the  present  case,  how- 
ever, not  only  are  there  a  large  number  of 
patents  shown  containing  this  combination, 
but  several  in  which  the  combination  is  used 
for  different  purposes  in  the  construction  of 
windmills:  For  instance,  in  patent  No. 
254,527,  to  George  H.  Andrews;  in  patent 
No.  500,340,  to  S.  W.  Martin;  in  patent  No. 
271,635,  to  William  H.  and  Gifford  A.  Hol- 
combe;  in  patent  No.  273,226,  to  Peter  T. 
Coffield;  in  patent  No.  317,731,  to  Coleman 
&  Turner;  and  in  patent  No.  340,674,  to 
Henry  G.  Newell,  in  all  of  which  the  system 
is  employed  for  different  purposes  in  connec- 
tion with  windmills — generally  to  keep  the 
wheel  in  the  direction  of  the  wind. 

It  is  admitted  that  in  none  of  the  instan- 
ces in  which  an  internal  toothed  wheel  is  em- 
ployed in  windmills  in  connection  with  an 
M  extemsl  toothed  wheel,  is  the  combine  tion 
%  used  for  the  purpose  specified  in  the  Mar- 

*  tin  patent  of  converting  the*  revolving  mo- 
tion of  the  wind  wheel  shaft  into  the  perpen- 


dicular motion  of  the  pump  shait^'  though 
what  is  known  as  the  Perkins  mill  presents 
the  closest  analogy.  This  mill  is  shown,  by 
indisputable  proof,  to  have  been  manufac- 
tured at  Mishawaka,  Indiana,  as  early  as 
1885,  and  to  have  been  sold  in  considerable 
numbers.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a 
pumping  mill;  and  the  upright  shaft,  in- 
stsad  of  having  the  reciprocating  perpendic- 
ular movement  of  a  pumping  shaft,  revolved, 
and  furnished,  bv  means  of  a  bevelled  gear 
at  the  lower  end  of  the  shaft,  a  revolving 
motion  to  a  horizontal  shaft  used  for  various 
purposes  upon  farms.  A  large  internal 
tootned  wheel  was  placed  on  the  outer  ends 
of  the  arms  of  the  spider  to  which  the  wind- 
wheel  arms  were  bolted,  the  internal  gearing 
of  which  wheel  engaged  with  a  small  gear 
wheel  or  pinion  pls^d  on  an  independent 
shaft,  at  tne  other  end  of  which  shaft  a  bev- 
elled pinion  was  placed,  interlacing  with  a 
correspondinff  bevel  on  the  upper  end  of  the 
upright  revolving  shaft.  As  there  was  no 
conversion  or  change  of  motion,  the  strain 
was  uniform,  and  there  was  no  interruption 
of  a  continuous  motion  or  a  pounding  to  be 

Provided  against.  This  is  undoubtedly  a 
ifferent  use  from  that  to  which  the  Martin 
combination  was  put;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  there  is  not  such  an  analogy  between 
the  several  uses  in  which  this  combination 
was  employed  as  to  remove  its  adoption,  in 
the  use  employed  by  Martin,  from  the  do- 
main of  invention. 

The  case,  then,  reduces  itself  to  this:  The 
Martin  combination  had  previously  been  • 
used  in  a  large  number  of  mechanical  con- 
trivances for  the  purpose  of  converting  a 
rotary  into  a  reciprocating  motion,  as  is  not* 
ably  'shown  in  patent  No.  421,533,  to  John 
Wenzin,  for  a  reciprocating  searing;  in  pat- 
ent No.  300,402,  to  Edward  Burke,  for  a 
means  of  converting  motion;  in  patent  Na 
80,217,  to  £.  R.  HUI,  for  a  wood  sawyer;  in 
reissue  patent  No.  2,746,  to  Christopher 
Hodgkina,  for  a  sewing  machine;  in  patent 
to  Kruin  and  Brokaw,  for  harvesters;  and 
in  what  is  known  as  Filer  ft  Stowell  Com- 
pany's lath  bolter,  a  sketch  of  which  is  giv- 
en in  the  record.  The  combination  had  also 
been  used  in  windmills,  but  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  converting^  rotary  into  reciprocating  ^ 
motion,  although  in  the  Perkins  mill  it  was  » 
^nsed  in  connection  with  the  shaft  of  the? 
wind  wheel  to  transfer  power  from  a  hori- 
zontal to  an  upright  rotating  shaft,  which, 
at  its  lower  end,  transferred  its  own  motion 
by  a  bevelled  gearing  to  another  horizontal 
shaft.  The  combination  of  two  externally 
toothed  wheels  had  also  been  used  In  wind- 
mills for  the  purpose  of  converting  rotary 
into  reciprocating  motion. 

Having  all  these  various  devices  before 
him.  and  whstever  the  facts  may  have  been, 
he  is  chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of  all  pre* 
existing  devices,  did  it  involve  an  exercise  of 
the  inventive  faculty  to  employ  this  same 
combination  in  a  windmill  for  the  purpose 
of  converting  a  rotary  into  a  reciprocating 
motion  T  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  did  not. 
The  main  advantage  derived  from  it  aros« 
from  the  engagement  of  a  large  number  of 
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teeth  in  efteh  wheeL  Thie  peculiarity,  how- 
erer,  inured  to  the  adyantage  of  every  ma- 
chine in  which  the  combination  wae  used  for 
the  purpose  of  converting  motion,  although 
the  jar  produced  by  the  change  of  motion 
may  not  have  been  sufficient  to  endanger  a 
small  machine.  So,  too,  a  reduction  of  speed 
is  involved  wherever  the  cogs  of  a  small 
wheel  engage  with  the  cogs  of  a  large  one. 
Martin,  uierefore,  discovered  no  new  func- 
tion; and  he  created  no  new  situation,  except 
in  the  limited  sense  that  he  first  applied  an 
internal  gearing  to  the  old  Mast-Foos  mill, 
which  was  practically  identical  with  the  Mar- 
tin patent,  except  in  the  use  of  an  internal 
gearing.  He  invented  no  new  device;  he 
used  it  for  no  new  purpose;  he  applied  it  to 
no  new  machine.  All  ne  did  was  to  applv  it 
to  a  new  purpose  in  a  machine  where  it  had 
not  before  been  used  for  that  purpose.  The 
result  may  have  added  to  the  efficiency  and 
popularity  of  the  earlier  deWce,  although  to 
what  extent  is  open  to  very  considerable 
doubt.  In  our  opinion  this  transfer  does 
not  rise  to  the  dignity  of  invention.  We  re- 
peat what  we  said  in  Potts  v.  Oreager,  156  U. 
6.  597,  608,  «tfb  nom,  0.  d  A.  Potts  d  Co.  v. 
Oreaffer,  80  L.  ed.  275,  279,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
104, 100 :  "If  the  new  use  be  so  nearly  anal- 
offous  to  the  former  one  that  the  applicability 
Of  the  device  to  its  new  use  woula  occur  to  a 
person  of  ordinanr  mechanical  skill,  it  is 
only  a  case  of  double  use."  The  line  between 
invention  and  mechanical  skill  is  often  an  ex- 
ceedingly difficult  one  to  draw;  but  in  view 
J  of  the  state  of  the  art  as  heretofore  shown, 
;  we  cannot  say  that  the  application  of  this 
•  old  device  to  a  use  which  was  only  new*in 
the  particular  machine  to  which  it  was  ap- 
plied was  anjrthing  more  than  would  have 
Deen  suggest^  to  an  intelligent  mechanic, 
who  had  before  him  the  patents  to  which  we 
have  called  attention.  While  it  is  entirely 
true  that  the  fact  that  this  change  had  not 
occurred  to  any  mechanic  familiar  with 
windmills  is  evidence  of  something  more 
than  mechanical  skill  in  the  person  who  did 
discover  it,  it  is  probable  that  no  one  of  these 
was  fully  aware  of  the  sUte  of  the  art  and 
the  prior  devices;  but,  as  before  stated,  in 
determining  the  question  of  invention,  we 
must  presume  the  patentee  was  fully  in- 
formed of  everything  which  preceded  him, 
whether  such  were  the  actual  fact  or  not. 
There  is  no  doubt  the  patent  laws  sometimes 
fail  to  do  justice  to  an  individual  who  may. 
with  the  light  he  had  before  him,  have  ex- 
hibited inventive  talent  of  a  high  order,  and 
yet  be  denied  a  patent  by  reason  of  antece- 
dent devices  which  actually  existed,  but  not 
to  his  knowledge,  and  are  only  revealed  after 
a  careful  search  in  the  Patent  Office.  But 
the  statute  (§  4886)  is  inexorable.  It  de- 
nies the  patent,  if  the  device  were  known  or 
used  by  others  in  this  country  before  his  in- 
vention. Congress  having  created  the  mo- 
nopoly, may  put  such  limitations  upon  it  as 
It  pleases. 

The  case  in  the  eighth  circuit  was  evident- 
ly decided  upon  a  wholly  incomplete  showing 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 


8.  One  of  the  principal  questionB  pressed 
upon  our  attenticm  related  to  the  power  of 
the  court  of  appeals  to  order  the  dismissal  of 
the  bill  before  answer  filed,  or  proofs  taken, 
upon  appeal  from  an  order  granting  a  tem- 
pera^ injunction. 

This  qiiestion  is  not  necessarily  concluded 
by  Smith  y.  Vuloan  Iron  Works,  165  U.  a 
518,  41  L.  ed.  810, 17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  407,  since 
in  that  case  the  interlocutory  injunction  was 
granted  after  answer  and  replication  filed, 
a  full  hearing  had  upon  pleadings  and  proofs, 
and  an  interlocutory  decree  entered  adjud^ 
ing  the  validity  of  the  patent,  the  infringe- 
ment and  injunction,  and  a  reference  of  the 
case  to  a  master  to  take  an  account  of  profits 
and  damages.  In  that  case  we  held  that,  if 
the  appellate  court  were  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  an  injunction 
because  his  bill  was  devoid  of  equity,  such 
court  might,  to  save  the  parties  from  fur- 
ther litigation,  proceed  to  consider  and  de- 
cide the  case  upon  its  merits,  and  direct  a^ 
final  decree  dismissing  the  bill.  ^ 

^Does  this  doctrine  apply  to  a  case  where* 
a  temporary  injunction  is  granted  pendente 
lite  upon  affidavits  and  immediately  upon 
the  filing  of  a  billT  We  are  of  opinion  tnat 
this  must  be  determined  upon  tne  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  case.  If  the  show- 
ing made  by  the  plaintiff  be  incomplete;  if 
the  order  for  the  injunction  be  reversed,  be- 
cause injunction  was  not  the  proper  remedy, 
or  because  under  the  particular  circumstan- 
ces of  the  case,  it  should  not  have  been  grant- 
ed; or  if  other  relief  be  possible,  notwith- 
standing the  injunction  be  refused,  then, 
clearly,  the  case  should  be  remanded  for  a 
full  hearing  upon  pleadings  and  proofs.  But 
if  the  bill  be  obviously  devoid  of  equity  upon 
its  face,  and  such  invalidity  be  incapable  of 
remedy  by  amendment;  or  if  the  patent  man- 
ifestly fail  to  disclose  a  patentable  novelty 
in  the  invention,  we  know  of  no  reason  why, 
to  save  a  protracted  litigation,  the  court  may 
not  order  the  bill  to  be  dismissed.  Ordinar- 
ily, if  the  case  involve  a  question  of  fact,  as 
of  anticipation  or  infringement,  we  think 
the  parties  are  entitled  to  put  in  their  evi- 
dence in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  rules 
of  this  court  for  taking  testimony  in  equity 
causes.  But  if  there  be  nothing  in  the  af- 
fidavits tending  to  throw  a  doubt  upon  the 
existence  or  date  of  t|ie  anticipating  devices, 
and  giving  them  their  proper  effect,  they  es- 
tablish the  invalidity  of  the  patent;  or  if  uo 
question  be  made  regarding  the  identity  of 
the  alleged  infringing  device,  and  it  appear 
clear  that  such  device  is  not  an  infringe- 
ment, and  no  suggestion  be  made  of  further 
proofs  upon  the  subject,  we  think  the  court 
should  not  only  overrule  the  order  for  the  in- 
junction, but  dismiss  the  bill.  Oardt  r. 
Brotm,  113  III.  475,  55  Am.  Rep.  434.  This 
practice  was  approved  by  the  Chief  Justice 
in  a  case  where  the  bill  disclosed  no  groimd 
of  equitable  cognizance,  in  Oreen  v.  if tZ2s,  25 
U.  S.  App.  383,  69  Fed.  Rep.  852,  16  C.  C.  A. 
516.  30  L.  R.  A.  00.  and  by  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  for  the  sixth  circuit  in  KnowviUe 
V.  Africa,  47  U.  S.  App.  74,  246,  77  Fed.  Rep. 
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601,  28  C.  C.  A.  25S,  where  the  oiuetioB  in- 
Yolved  was  one  of  Uw  and  wme  fully  preeentr 
ed  to  the  court.  The  power  wm  pxoperljf 
exercUed  in  this  caae. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  aetion  of  the  eir- 
eoit  oourt  of  appeals,  and  its  decree  i$  of- 
firmed. 

(177  U.  8.  496)         """■"— 
OBERUN  M.  CARTEB,  on  the  PetiUon  of 
Ahram  J.  Boee,  Appt.  d  Plff.  mi  Brr^ 

V. 

CAPTAIN  BENJAMIN  K.  ROBERTa 

Sentence  of  eourt-martidl — petition  for  ha- 
heaa  corpus — raieing  constitutional  objec- 
tion— oppeoZe — direct  appeal  to  Supreme 
Oourt  after  appeal  to  circuit  court  of  op- 


%  The  eonstttntlonal  objection  that  a  sentence 
of  an  army  court-martial  Imposed  a  double 
punishment  for  the  same  offense  can  hardly 
be  deemed  to  be  raised  In  a  United  States  cir- 
cuit court,  BO  as  to  authorize  a  direct  appeal 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Statea 
by  a  bare  averment  In  a  petition  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  that,  petitioner  having  suf- 
fered the  punishment  of  dismissal  and  of  pub- 
lication, his  "imprisonment  is  without  au- 
thority of  law."  and  his  further  punishment 
and  detention  **and  the  carrying  out  of  said 
sentence  is  contrary  to  law  and  to  the  provl- 
elon  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  Butes, 
and  is  illegal." 

1.  A  direct  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  from  a  decision  of  a  circuit 
court  involTlng  a  constitutional  right  cannot 
be  taken,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
8,  1891,  after  the  cause  has  been  appealed  to 
and  decided  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
as  that  act  does  not  permit  independent  ap- 
peals to  both  courta 

[No.  570.) 

Submitted  April  9,  1900.    Decided  April  2S, 
1900. 

APPEAL  from  and  in  ERKOR  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  to  reriew  a 
decision  dismissing  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
on  motions  to  dismiss  or  affirm.    Dismissed. 

See  same  case  below,  07  Fed.  Rep.  496. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Abram  J.  Rose  and  Benjamin 
F*  Traoy  for  Carter. 

Solicitor  Qeneral  Rleharda  for  Roberts. 

fe.      Mr.   Chief  Justice  Fnllev   delivered   the 

$  opinion  of  the  court: 

•  *  Carter  was  a  captain  of  the  United  States 
Army,  assigned  to  the  corps  of  engineers. 
He  was  arraigned  and  tried  before  a  court 
martial  in  Savannah,  Georgia,  convened  ac- 
cording to  law,  upon  certain  charges  and 
specifications;  found  guilty;  sentenced  to 
dismissal;  to  suffer  a  fine;  to  be  imprisoned; 
and  to  publication  of  crime  and  punishment. 
This  sentence  was  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  War  and  confirmed  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  September  20,  1800,  and 
the  Secretary  of  War  took  the  necessary  ac- 


tion for  the  ezeeutioB  of  the  aentenee.  Octo- 
ber 2, 1S99,  Carter  obtained  from  the  circuit 
oourt  of  the  United  Stafcee  for  the  southern 
district  of  New  York  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
directed  to  the  military  authority  having 
him  in  custody,  for  hi»  production  before  the 
court,  together  with  the  time  and  cause  of 
his  detention.  He  was  accordingly  produced, 
and  due  return  made,  setting  up  that  he  was 
lawfully  held  in  custody  by  authority  of  Qen- 
eral Orders  No.  172,  of  September  29,  1899. 
During  the  pendency  of  the  habeas  <iorpu8 
proceedinga  the  fine  imposed  was  paid.  The 
circuit  court  dlamissed  the  writ,  and  Carter 
was  remanded  to  custody.  97  Fed.  Rep. 
49G.      • 

From  this  final  order,  as  appears  from  the 
records  of  this  court,  and  is  conceded,  pe- 
titioner prosecuted  an  appeal  to  the  United 
States  circuit  oourt  of  appeals  for  the  sec- 
ond circuit.  The  case  having  been  there 
heard,  that  court,  on  January  24,  1900,  en- 
tered judgment  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court,  with  costs.  On  February 
5,  1900,  an  application  for  the  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  was 
made  to  this  court,  which,  on  February  26, 
1900,  was  denied.  176  U.  S.  684,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Hen.  1020,  44  L.  ed.  — . 

On  the  same' day  an  appeal  from  the  final 
order  of  the  circuit  court  directly  to  this 
court  was  allowed  by  a  judge  of  the  circuit 
court,  as  also  a  writ  of  error. 

The  8th  section  of  art.  1  of  the  Constitu- 
tion provides  that  the  Congress  shall  have 
power  ''to  make  rules  for  the  government 
and  regulation  of  the  land  and  naval  foroes,'' 
and  in  the  exercise  of  that  power  Congress 
has  enacted  rules  for  the  regulation  of  Uie 
army  known  as  the  Articles  of  War.  Rev.  go 
Stat.  9  1342.  Every  officer,  before  he  enters  % 
on  the  duties  of  his*office,  subscribes  to  these  • 
articles,  and  places  himself  within  the  power 
of  courts  martial  to  pass  on  any  offense 
which  be  may  have  committed  in  contraven- 
tion of  them.  Courts  martial  are  lawful 
tribunals,  with  authority  to  finally  deter- 
mine any  case  over  which  they  have  juris- 
diction, and  their  proceedings,  when  con- 
firmed as  provided,  are  not  open  to  review 
by  the  civil  tribimale,  except  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  military  court 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  subject- 
matter,  and  whether,  though  having  such 
jurisdiction,  it  had  exceeded  its  powers  in 
the  sentence  pronounced. 

The  ground  for  an  appeal  directly  to  this 
court  is  said  in  the  briefs  to  be  that  the  case 
involved  the  construction  or  application  of 
the  Constitution,  in  that  by  the  sentence  pe- 
titioner was  twice  punished  for  the  same  of- 
fense. But  if  the  statutes  authorized  the 
penalties  in  question  to  be  inflicted  in  one 
and  the  same  proceeding  as  punishment  for 
the  offenses  charged,  then  there  was  no 
double  punishment.  And,  as  this  was  a  case 
arising  in  the  land  forces,  it  is  hardly  to  be 
conceded  that  the  suggested  constitutional 
objection  was  raised  below  as  sucli  by  the 
bare  averment  in  the  petition  that  petitioner, 
having  suffered  the  piuiishment  of  dismissal 
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and  of  publication,  Ua  ''imprisonment  is 
.  without  authority  of  law,"  and  "his  further 
punishment  and  detention,"  and  ''the  carry- 
ing out  of  said  sentence,  is  contrary  to  law 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  is  Ulegal." 

The  circuit    court    stated  the    questions 
thus:  "The  contention  of  the  relator  is  that, 
conceding  that  the  court  martial  had  juris- 
diction of  the  person  of  the  accused  and  of 
the  offenses  charged,  and  conceding,  further, 
the  regularity  of   its   proceedings  and   the 
propriety    of  its    findings,  it  was    without 
power  to  impose  the  four  separate  punish- 
ments of  dismissal,  fine,  imprisonment,  and 
degradation     (special    publication    of    sen- 
tence),   although  it  might    have    imposed 
either  one  of  them.    When  application  was 
made  for  the  writ,  it  appeared  that  the  first 
punishment   (dismissal  from  the  service  of 
the  United  States)  and  the  fourth  (publica- 
tion of  sentence)  had  been  carried  out;  and 
the  relator  contended  that,  having  thus  paid 
a  a  penalty  which  the  court  had  power  to  in- 
^  flict,  he  could  not  be  held  to  submit  to  an- 
•  other^nalty,  which  the  court  had  no  power 
to  ada  to  the  one  already    by  it  selected. 
Since  the  return  was  made  the  relator  has 
jtlso  paid  the  fine,  and,  although  that  fact 
does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  original 
iMipers,  it  has  been  discussed  in  the  briSs  of 
t»oth  sides,  and  is  now  embodied  in  a  stipula- 
itioOf  thus  completing  the  case. 

^11  the  relator's  premises  be  sound,  we., 
that  punishments  have  been  imposed  in  the 
aggregate,  when  the  statute  authorized  their 
impoattioD  only  in  the  alternative,  his  con- 
dusioD  is  supported  by  high  authority.  Ea 
forte  Lan^,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed.  872.  In 
that  case  it  was  held  that  when  a  court  has 
imposed  fine  and  imprisonment,  where  the 
statute  only  conferred  power  to  punish  by 
fine  or  imprisonment,  and  the  fine  has  been 
paid,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  thus  ex- 
ecuted so  as  to  be  a  full  satisfaction  of  one 
of  the  alternative  penalties  of  the  law,  the 
power  of  the  court  as  to  that  offense  is  at  an 
end.  The  important  question  in  the  case, 
therefore,  is  whether,  under  the  statutes  of 
the  United  States,  the  court  martial  had  the 
powar,  under  its  findings,  to  impose  a  sen- 
tence inflicting  these  four  penalties."  And 
the  court,  after  considering  that  question  at 
length,  held  that  the  court  martial  had  such 
power. 

We  need  not  discuss,  however,  whether  a  di- 
rect appeal  could  have  been  taken  in  the  first 
instance,  as  we  are  of  opinion  that,  even  if  so, 
the  present  appeal  cannot  be  maintained.  It 
falls  directly  within  the  ruling  in  Robinson 
▼.  Caldwell,  105  U.  S.  359,  41  L.  ed.  745,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  343.  It  was  there  held  that 
the  judiciary  act  of  March  3,  1891,  does  not 
give  a  defeated  party  in  a  circuit  court  the 
right  to  have  his  case  finally  determined  both 
in  this  court  and  in  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals on  independent  appeals.  That  case 
was  heard  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
SUtes  for  the  district  of  Idaho  upon  its 
marita,  which  included  the  consideration  of 
questions  involving  the  construction  of    a 


treaty  and  the  validity  of  an  act  of  Congreai. 
Judgment  posted  for  plaintiff,  and  d^end* 
ant  was  allowed  a  direct  appeal  to  this  court. 
Vending  this,  defendant  had  also  prosecuted 
an  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and 
the  case  was  there  again   heard  and  deter- 
mined.    29  U.  S.  App.  468,  67  Fed.  Rep.  391, 
14  C.  C.  A.  448.    When  subsequently  the  ap- 1 
peal  to   this   court   was   heard,  it  was   dis-  « 
missed,  because  we  held  that*we  could  not  * 
properly  retain  cognizance  thereof  in  face  of 
the  fact  that  the  case  had  been  adjudicated 
by  the  court  of  appeals,  whose  judgment  re- 
mained undisturbkl. 

Pullman's  Palaoe  Car  Co.  ▼.  Central 
Tranep.  Co.  171  U.  S.  138,  43  L.  ed.  108,  18 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808,  is  not  to  the  contrary. 
The  Pullman  Company  had  taken  an  appeal 
directly  from  the  circuit  court  to  this  court, 
on  the  theory  that  the  case  involved  the  con- 
struction or  application  of  the  Constitution, 
and  had  also  taken  an  appeal  to  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  third  circuit  Tbe 
circuit  court  of  appeals  overruled  a  motion 
to  dismiss,  but  postponed  further  argument 
until  the  appeal  to  this  court  was  disposed 
of.  39  U.  S.  App.  307,  76  Fed.  Rep.  401,  22 
C.  C.  A.  246.  A  motion  to  dismiss  was  als^ 
made  in  this  court,  whereupon  an  applica- 
tion was  made  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  and,  by  reason  of 
the  oircimastances,  was  granted,  and  the  rec- 
ord returned  by  virtue  of  that  writ  And 
we  proceeded  to  dispose  of  the  case  on  tha 
merits  without  passing  on  the  question, 
which  had  become  immaterial,  whether  the 
direct  appeal  oould  have  been  maintained  or 
not. 

The  case  before  us  presents  no  such  fea- 
tures. It  has  been  regularly  heard  and  gone 
to  judgment  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
and  an  application  duly  made  to  this  court 
for  certiorari  has  been  denied.  These  prior 
proceedings  cannot  be  ignored  and  the  cause 
brought  here  as  if  they  had  not  been  had. 

When  cases  arise  which  are  controlled  by 
the  construction  or  application  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  a  direct 
appeal,  lies  to  this  court,  and  if  such 
cases  are  carried  to  the  eirueit  courts 
of  appeals,  those  courts  may  decline  to 
take  jurisdiction,  or  where  such  oonstruo- 
tion  or  application  is  involved  with  other 
questions,  may  certify  the  constitutional 
question  and  afterwards  proceed  to  judg- 
ment, or  may  decide  the  whole  case  in  the 
first  instance.  Holt  v.  Indiana  Mfg.  Co.  4(1 
U.  8.  App.  717,  80  Fed.  Rep.  1,  25  C.  C.  A. 
301, 176  U.  8.  6S,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  272,  44  L. 
ed.  — ;  United  States  y.Jahn,  156  U.S.  10^ 
39  li.  ed.  87,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  89;  Vew  Of^ 
leans  v.  Benjamin,  153  U.  S.  411,  38  L.  ed. 
764,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  905 ;  Benjamin  v.  Veuf 
Orleans,  169  U.  S.  161,  42  L.  ed.  700, 18  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  298.  But  when  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  has  acted  on  the  whole  case  its 
judgment  stands  unless  revised  by  eertiorari 
to  or  appeal  from  that  court  in  accordance 
with  the  act  of  March  3,  1891. 

Appeal  and  torit  of  error  dismissed. 


18M.     TENNESSEE  t.  V1RG1NIA--DE 
(177  U.  8.  601) 
STATE  OF  TENNESSEE,  Complainant, 

V, 

STATE  OF  VIBGINIA. 

State  houndariee—crder  appointing  commia' 
Honan  to  retrace  and  re-eeiahUek. 

[No.  11,  OriginaL] 

Butmitted  April  17,  1900.    Decided  April 
30,  1900. 

Mr,  O.  W.  PleUe,  Attorney  Geii«ral  of 
Tennessee,  for  oomplainant. 

Mr.  A.  J.  If  oatasne,  Attorney  General 
of  Virginia,  for  defendant 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnller  announced  that 
g  the  court  ordered  the  following  decree  to  be 
le  entered : 

*  *This  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  on  the 
original  bill  filed  herein  by  the  state  of  Ten- 
nessee against  the  state  of  Virginia,  the  an- 
swer thereto  1^  the  state  of  Virginia,  the  re- 
ply to  said  answer  by  the  state  of  Tennessee, 
and  the  stipulations  filed  herein  by  counsel 
for  the  respectiTc  parties ;  and  the  pleadings 
and  stipulations  having  been  duly  consid- 
ered, and  the  decree  of  this  court  entered 
on  the  third  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1893,  at  the 
October  term,  1802,  in  a  certain  original 
eause  in  equity,  wherein  the  state  of  Virginia 
was  complainant  and  the  state  of  Tennessee 
was  defendant,  and  the  record  of  said  cause 
having  been  examined: — 

It  is  thereupon,  this  30th  day  of  April,  A. 
D.  1000,  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
the  boundary  line  established  between  the 
states  of  Virginia  and  Tennessee  by  the  com- 
pact of  1803  between  the  said  states  is  the 
real,  certain,  and  true  boundary  between 
the  said  states,  which  boundary  line  was  ac- 
tually run  and  located  under  proceedings  had 
by  the  two  states  in  1801-1803,  was  then 
marked  with  five  chops  in  the  shape  of  a 
diamond,  was  commonly  known  as  the  dia- 
mond line,  and  ran  from  White  Top  moun- 
tain to  Cumberland  gap. 

And  it  appearing  further  to  the  court  that 
the  said  boundary  line  has  become  so  far  ob- 
scured by  lapse  of  time  or  loss  of  monuments 
as  to  justify  and  necessitate  its  re-establish- 
ment  and  remarking  under  the  direction  of 
this  court,  it  is  therefore  further  ordered,  ad- 

iudged,  and  decreed  that  William  C.  Hodg- 
:ins,  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  James  B. 
Baylor,  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  and  Andrew 
H.  Buchanan,  of  the  state  of  Tennessee,  be 
and  they  are  hereby  appointed  commission- 
ers to  ascertain,  retrace,  remark,  and  re-es- 
tablish said  boundary  line,  but  without  au- 
thority to  run  or  establish  any  other  or  new 
line. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that,  before  en- 
tering upon  the  discharge   of   their   duties, 
each  of  the  said  commissioners  shall  be  duly 
sworn    to  perform    faithfully,    impartially, 
without  prejudice  or  bias,  the  duties  uerein 
imposed,  said  osth  to  be  taken  before  the 
31  elerk  of  this  court,  or  before  either  of  the 
^  clerks  of  the  circuit   courts   of   the   United 
*   States  for  the  states  of  Massachusetts, *Vir- 
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ginia,  or  Tennessee,  and  returned  with  their 
report;  that  said  commissioners  ma^  arrange 
lor  their  organization,  their  meetings,  and 
the  particular  manner  of  the  performance  of 
their  duties,  and  are  authorized  to  adopt  all 
ordinary  and  legitimate  methods  for  the  aa^ 
oertaimnent  of  the  true  location  of  said 
boundary  line,  including  the  taking  of  evi- 
dence, but  in  the  event  evidence  is  taken,  ther 
parties  shall  be  notified  and  permitted  to  bo- 
present  and  examine  and  cross-examine  the 
witnesses,  and  the  rules  of  law  as  to  admissi-- 
bility  and  competency  shall  be  observed;  aadf 
all  evidence  taken  by  the  commissioners,  and 
all  exceptions  thereto,  and  action  thereon,- 
shall  be  preserved  and  certified,  and  returned 
with  their  report. 

And  when  the  true  location  of  said  bound* 
ary  line  is  ascertained,  said  commissioners 
shall  cause  such  marks  and  monuments  of  a 
durable  nature  to  be  so  placed  on  and  along 
said  line  as  to  perpetuate  it,  and  enable  the 
citizens  of  eadi  state,  and  others,  to  find  it 
with  reasonable  diligenoe. 

It  is  further  ordered  that  the  clerk  of  this 
court  at  once  forward  to  the  chief  magistrate 
of  each  of  said  states,  and  to  each  of  the  com- 
missioners designated  by  this  decree,  a  copy 
of  the  decree  duly  authenticated,  and  that 
the  commissioners  proceed  with  all  conven- 
ient speed  to  discharge  their  duty  in  ascer- 
taining, retracing,  remarking,  and  re-estab- 
lishing said  line,  as  herein  directed,  and 
make  their  report  thereof  and  of  their  pro- 
ceedings in  the  premises  to  this  court,  on  or 
before  the  6r8t  day  of  the  next  term  thereof, 
together  with  a  complete  bill  of  costs  and 
charges  annexed. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that,  should 
vacancies  occur  in  said  board  of  commission' 
ers  while  the  court  is  not  in  session,  the  Chief 
Justice  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered 
to  appoint  other  commissioners,  lo  supply* 
the  same,  and  he  is  authorized  to  act  oo  susft 
information  in  the  premises  as  may  be  satis- 
factory to  himself. 

It  is  further  ordered  that  all  costs  of  this 
proceeding,  including  remuneration  not  ex- 
ceding  $10  per  day  for  each  commissioner, 
and  the  other  costs  incident  to  the  ascertain- 
ing, retracing,  remarking,  and  re-establishing 
said  iine,  shall  be  paid  by  the  states  of  Ten- 
nessee and  Virginia  equally. 


itn  V.  S.  62S> 
DE  LAMAR'S  NEVADA  GOLD  MINING 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

JAMES  NESBirr. 

Appeal— Federal    queetion — decision   ae    to 
mining  claim. 

1.  The  mere  fact  that  defendant  In  a  snlt  t9 
qnlet  title  to  a  mining  claim  claims  tltls- 
under  a  location  made  under  the  general  min- 
ing laws  of  the' United  States  Is  not  In  Itself 
'sufficient  to  ralsS  a  Federal  questloB  which' 
will  sustain  a  writ  of  error  from  the  8a- 
preme  Coart  of  the  United  States  to  a  sfate^. 
court,  where  the  gravamen  of  defendant's* 
argument  was  not  the  denisJ  of  any  right  v^ 
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der  the  mining  laws,  but  the  InTalldlty  of  the 
proceedings  In  a  atate  eonrt  under  which  the 
plalntlffa  claimed  to  have  acquired  title  bjr 
Tlrtue  of  a  prior  location. 
S.  A  decision  of  a  state  eoort  In  favor  of  a 
right  or  privilege  claimed  by  a  party  under  an 
act  of  Congress  will  not  be  reviewed  In  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  at  the  In- 
stance of  the  adverse  party,  who  made  no 
claim  under  that  statute. 

[No.  162.] 

Ifffued  March  1,  t900.    Decided  AprU  SO, 
1900. 

IK  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Nevada  to  review  a  decision  af- 
firming a  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to 
quiet  title  to  a  mine.    Diamined, 

See  same  case  below,  52  Pac.  609 ;  rehear- 
ing denied  in  53  Pao.  178. 

10     Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Br  own  t 

*  *This  was  a  suit  beg^n  in  the  district  court 
fof  the  fourth  judicial  district  of  Nevada  by 
Nesbitt,  as  part  owner  of  the  Fraction  mine, 
against  one  William  Davidson,  the  alleged 
locator  of  the  Sleeper  mining  claim,  cover- 
ing the  same  ground  as  the  Fraction  mine, 
to  quiet  plaintiff's  title  and  that  of  his  co- 
tenants  to  the  Fraction  mine,  and  to  recover 
a  money  judgment  against  the  defendant. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
and  his  co-owners  were  tenants  in  common, 
and  since  May  15,  1892,  had  been  in  posses- 
sion of  the  Fraction  mining  claim,  pursuant 
to  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  that 
the  defendant  also  claimed  a  right  to  pos- 
session upon  the  alleged  location  of  a  cer- 
tain mining  claim  called  by  him  the  Sleeper 
mine;  that  such  location  was  made  subse- 
quent to  the  location  of  the  Fraction  mine, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  protested  in  the 
land  office  at  Carson  City  against  the  issu- 
ance of  a  patent  to  the  defendant 

The  answer  denied  the  ownership  and  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff  of  the  Fraction  mine, 
and  alleged  as  a  defende  the  invalidity  of  the 
proceedings  under  which  Nesbitt  and  his 
ootcnants  had  acquired  the  titles  of  the  orig- 
inal locators  to  the  Fraction  mine. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  the  court 
without  a  jury,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  whereby  it  was  decreed  that 
the  title  of  plaintiff  and  his  cotenants  to  the 
Fraction  mine  be  quieted,  and  the  claim  of  the 
defendant  to  that  portion  of  the  Sleeper  mine 
embraced  within  the  boundary  lines  of  the 
Fraction  mine  be  rejected;  with  a  further 
decree  for  the  recovery  of  certain  incidental 
fees  and  costs.  Upon  motion  for  a  new  trial 
it  was  ordered  that  De  Lamar's  Nevada  Gold 
Mining  Company  be  substituted  as  defendant 
in  the  place  of  Davidson,  deceased,  and  that 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  be  overruled.  De- 
fendant appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state,  which  afRrmed  the  judgment  52 
Pae.  609.  Whereupon  it  sued  out  a  writ  of 
S  «nror  from  this  oourt. 

s 

*  *Jf«ftrs.  J.  H.  Ralston  and  Wm.  M. 
Stewart  for  plaintiff  In  error. 


Meatrs.  Walter  A.  Jolmstoa  and 
Oeorse  8.  Sawyer  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Browa  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Defendant,  known  as  De  Lamar's  Nevada 
Gold  Mining  Company  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  mining  oompanv),  claims  title  to 
the  property  in  question  throuvh  an  applica- 
tion filed  1^  Davidson  in  the  land  office  at 
Carson  City,  in  pursuance  of  Rev.  Stat  I 
2325,  for  a  patent  to  the  Sleeper  mine, 
against  the  issue  of  which  patent  plaintiff 
Nesbitt  filed  an  adverse  claim  as  to  so  much 
of  the  Sleeper  mine  as  was  embraced  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Fraction  mine. 

Plaintiff  Nesbitt  took  title  to  the  Fraction 
mine  through  a  location  made  May  12,  1892, 
by  W.  De  Beque,  H.  Stevens,  and  A.  Borth, 
who,  it  appeared,  performed  all  the  acts  re- 
quired to  make  a  valid  location.  Plaintiff 
claimed  that  he  and  George  Nesbitt,  his 
brother,  had  acquired  all  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  De  feeque  and  Stevens  to  this 
mine  through  certain  judgments  recovered 
in  a  justice^  court  against  De  Bcque  and 
Stevens,  upon  which  executions  had  been  is- 
sued, and  a  sale  made  to  the  Nesbitt  brothers 
of  their  interests  in  the  Fraction  mine.  This 
left  the  Nesbitts  and  Berth  the  owners  of 
that  mine  as  tenants  in  common.  The  court 
held  these  judgments  to  bev  oid,  but  admis- 
sible for  the  purpose  of  showing  or  tending  to 
show  color  of  title  and  adverse  possession 
in  the  Nesbitts  and  Berth.  It  further  ap- 
peared that  the  Nesbitts  and  Berth  did  as- 
sessment work  in  each  of  the  years  1895, 
1806,  and  1897  to  the  full  amount  required 
by  law  (§  2324)  ;  that  no  work  was  done  in 
either  of  the  years  1893  and  1894,  but  that 
the  Nesbitt  brothers,  in  Deoember  of  each 
of  said  years,  had  a  notice  recorded  in  the 
county  recorder's  office,  where  the  original 
notice  of  the  location  of  the  Fraction  mine 
was  filed,  declaring  their  intention  in  good 
faith  to  hold  and  worK  the  mine.  Meantime, 
however,  the  Sleeper  mine  was  located  Janu- 
ary 1,  1895,  the  boundaries  of  which  took  ino 
the  Fraction  mine.  g 

*The  supreme  court  held  the  vital  question* 
to  be  whether  the  notices  which  the  Nesbitt 
brothers  caused  to  be  recorded  of  their  in- 
tention to  hold  and  work  the  mine  had  the 
legal  effect  of  saving  it  from  heing  subject 
to  a  relocation  by  Davidson.  Revised  Stat- 
utes, I  2324,  provides  that,  until  a  patent  has 
been  issued  upon  a  mining  claim  previously 
located,  "not  less  than  $100  worth  of  labor 
shall  be  performed  or  improvements  made 
during  each  year,"  and  that  'Sipon  a  failure 
to  comply  with  these  conditions  the  claim  or 
mine  upon  which  such  failure  occurred  shall 
be  open  to  relocation  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  no  location  of  the  same  had  ever  been 
made."  But,  owing  probably  to  the  stress 
of  the  financial  panic  then  prevailing.  Con- 
gress passed  on  November  3,  1893,  an  act 
(28  Stat  at  L.  6,  chap.  12)  providing  that 
the  requirements  of  \  2324  be  suspended  for 
that  year,  "so  that  no  mining  daim  which 
has  been  regularly  located  and  recorded  as 
required  by  the  local  laws  and  mining  r^gii- 
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lations  shall  be  subject  to  forfeiture  for  non- 
performance of  the  annual  assessment  for  the 
year  1803/'  provided  a  notice  of  an  intention 
to  hold  and  work  the  claim  be  filed  in  the 
proper  office*  This  act  was  extended  to  the 
year  1804  by  a  subsequent  statute.  28  Stat, 
at  L.  114,  chap.  142.  Plaintiff  relied  upon 
these  statutes,  and  the  court  held  that,  the 
Nesbitt  brothers  and  Borth  having  had  the 
notice  required  by  the  statutes  recorded,  un- 
der an  agreement  between  themselves  recog- 
nizing  each  other  as  co-owners  and  tenants 
in  common,  and  under  the  honest  belief  of 
all  three  that  the  Nesbitt  brothers  had 
legally  acquired  all  the  interest  of  De  Beque 
and  Stevens  by  virtue  of  the  sale  made  un- 
der these  judgments,  the  mine  had  not  been 
forfeited  and  was  not  subject  to  relocation 
when  the  location  of  the  Sleeper  mine  was 
made,  and  therefore  that  the  location  of  such 
mine  was  invalid  so  far  as  it  covered  the 
Fraction  mining  claim. 

From  this  summary  of  the  pleadings  and 
findings  of  the  court,  it  is  clear  that  Uie  de- 
fendant set  up  no  right,  title,  privilege,  or 
inununity  under  a  statute  of  the  United 
States,  the  decision  of  which  was  adverse  to 
it  in  that  particular.  The  mere  fact  that 
I,  the  mining  company  claimed  title  under  a  lo- 
g  cation  made  by  Davidson  under  the  general 
f  mining  laws  of  the  United  States*(Kev.  Stat. 
I  2325),  was  not  in  itself  sufficient  to  raise 
a  Federal  question,  since  no  dispute  arose  as 
to  the  legality  of  such  location,  except  so 
far  as  it  covered  gppound  previously  located, 
or  as  to  the  construction  of  this  section.  We 
have  repeatedly  held  that  to  sustain  a  writ 
of  error  from  this  court  something  more 
must  appear  than  that  the  parties  claim  title 
nnder  an  act  of  Congress. 

The  subject  is  fully  discussed  and  the 
prior  authorities  cited  in  the  recent  case  of 
' Blaokbum  y. Portland  Gold  lf»n.Co.l75  U.S. 
571,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  222,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  which 
was  also  a  contest  between  rival  claimants 
of  a  mine  under  {$  2325  and  2326.  It  was 
held  that  the  provision  in  §  2326  for  the  trial 
of  adverse  claims  to  a  mining  patent  "by  a 
eouri  of  competent  jurisdiction"  did  not  in 
Hself  vest  jurisdiction  in  the  Federal  courts, 
although,  of  course,  jurisdiction  would  be 
sustained  if  the  requirements  of  amount  and 
diverse  citizenship  existed;  and  that  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
in  such  case  could  not  be  reviewed  in  this 
oonrt  simply  because  the  parties  were  claim- 
ing rights  under  a  Federal  statute.  A  like 
ruling  was  made  in  the  still  later  case  of 
riorida  C.  d  P.  R,  €o,  v.  Bell,  176  U.  8.  821. 
^  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  8d9,  44  L.  ed.  — ^.  See  also 
OaUfomia  Powder  Works  v.  Davis,  161  U. 
6.  380,  38  L.  ed.  206,  14  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  350. 

If  the  law  were  otherwise,  then  every  land 
ease  wherein  one  of  the  parties  claimed  title, 
cither  immediately  or  remotely  through  a 
patent  of  the  United  States,  would  present 
a  Federal  question ;  and  as  most  of  the  land 
titles  in  the  western  states  of  this  country 
are  traceable  back  to  a  right  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  every  such  case  might 
be  held  reviewable  by  this  court  on  writ  of 
error.  This  position,  of  course,  is  untenable. 


If  the  tsLdt  that  the  plaintiff  Ukes  title,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  from  the  United  States, 
be  insufficient  to  create  a  case  "arising  un- 
der the  Oonstitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States"  within  the  meaning  of  the  jurisdio* 
tional  act  of  1888,  much  less  does  it  make 
one  of  a  "title,  rights  privilege,  or  immunity" 
claimed  under  a  statute  of  ^e  United  States, 
an  adverse  decision  of  whidi  by  the  highest 
court  of  a  state  entitles  the  injured  party 
under  Rev.  Stat  S  700,  to  a  writ  of  error  oo 
from  this  court.  To  raise  a  Federal  ques-g 
tion  the  right  must  be  one  claimed*under  a  * 
particular  statute  of  the  United  States,  the 
validity,  construction,  or  applicability  of 
which  was  made  the  subject  of  dispute  in  the 
state  court;  and  the  decision  upon  such  stat- 
ute must  have  been  adverse  to  the  plaintiff 
in  error.  No  Federal  question  was  presented 
by  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  and  the  whole 
gravamen  of  defendant's  argument  was,  not 
the  denial  to  it  of  any  right  under  the  min- 
ing laws  of  the  United  States,  but  the  in* 
validity  of  the  proceedings  under  which  the 
Nesbitt  brothers  had  acquired  the  interest 
of  De  Beque  and  Stevens  in  the  Fraction 
mine. 

There  was  undoubtedly  a  Federal  question 
raised  in  the  case,  but  it  was  raised  by  the 
plaintiff  Nesbitt,  who  based  his  right  to  re- 
cover upon  the  acts  of  Gongrese  of  November 
3,  1803,  and  Julj^  18,  1804,  suspending  the 
forfeiture  of  mimng  claims  for  failure  to  do 
the  required  amount  of  work.  The  deeision 
of  the  court,  however,  was  in  favor  of,  and 
not  against,  the  right  claimed  under  this 
statute,  and  of  this  construction  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  is  in  no  position  to  take  advan- 
tage, as  it  made  no  claim  under  those  stat- 
utes. This  subject  was  considered  in  the 
case  of  Missouri  v.  Andriano,  138  U.  S.  406, 
34  L.  ed.  1012,  11  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  385,  in  which 
the  contest  was  between  rival  claimants  to 
the  office  of  sheriff.  Respondent  relied  upon 
the  fact  that  he  had  received  a  majority  of 
the  votes  cast  at  a  popular  election  for  the 
office.  Relator  claimea  the  election  to  be 
void  under  the  state  Gonstitution,  which  de* 
clared  that  no  one  should  be  elected  or  ap- 
pointed to  office  who  was  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States.  Respondent  admitted  his 
foreign  birth,  but  claimed  that,  under  Reiv. 
Stat.  S  2172,  he  became  a  citizen  by  the 
naturalization  of  his  father.  The  decision 
of  the  court  was  in  his  favor,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  r^ator  had  no  right  to  a  review  of 
the  question  in  this  court,  although  if  the 
judgment  had  been  adverse  to  the  claim  of 
the  respondent  there  would  have  been  no 
doubt  of  his  right  to  a  writ  of  error.  It  was 
said  that  the  right  or  privilege  must  be  per- 
sonal to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  a  review  where  the  right 
or  privilege  was  asserted  by  the  other  party, 
and  the  decision  was  in  favor  of  that  party, 
and  adverse  to  himself.  It  is  manifest  that 
the  object  of  §  700  was  not  to  give  a  right  of  a 
review  wherever  the  validity  of  an  act  of  g 
Xongress  was  drawn  in  question,  but  to  pr»  * 
vent  stetes  from  frittering  away  the  author- 
ity of  the  Federal  government  by  limiting  too 
closely  uhe  construction  of  Federal  atotutes. 
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Hence  the  writ  of  error  will  only  lie  where 
the  deeUion  ii  tdyeree  to  the  right  claimed. 
To  the  eaxne  effect  mro  Dover  v.  Biohardt, 
161  U.  S.  658, 606, 38  L.  ed.  806, 808,  U  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  462;  Saytoard  r,  Denny,  168  U.  S. 
180,  39  Ii.  ed.  941,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  777;  Jer- 
eey  City  d  B,  R,  Co,  y,  Morgan,  160  U.  B. 
288,  40  L.  ed.  430,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  276;  Roe 
T.  Homeaiead  Loon  d  Guaranty  Co.  176  U. 
B.  121,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  341,  44  L.  ed.  — ; 
Ahhott  T.  Tacoma  Bank  of  Commerce,  175  U. 
B.  409,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  153.  44  L.  ed.  — . 

Except  so  far  M  the  case  under  considera- 
tion required  a  conatruction  of  the  above- 
,  mentioned  acta  of  Congreea  suspending  the 
forfeiture  of  mining  claims,  the  questions 
were  purely  of  a  local  natiire,  and  not  subject 
to  review  in  this  court 

There  is  no  Federal  question  presented  by 
the  record  in  this  case,  and  it  must  there- 
fore be  diemieeed, 

Mr.  Jostiee  If  eXenaa  dissented. 


(177  U.  S.  6S8) 

COUNTY  OP  APACHE,  Ipp*., 

V, 

JULIA  BARTH,  Executrix  of  Jacob  Barth, 
Deceased. 

Appeal — from  territorial  court — findings  of 
foot — additional  findings  on  appeal — evi- 
denoe  of  oounty  warrants — burden  of  proof 
of  genuineness  and  execution. 

1.  On  an  appeal  from  a  territorial  supreme 
conrt  which,  in  addition  to  adopting  the  facts 
found  by  the  trial  court,  made  an  additional 
finding  of  facts,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  may  consider  the  latter  find- 
ings, as  well  as  the  former,  In  determining 
the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  facts 
found  to  authorise  the  Judgment. 

S.  Additional  findings  of  facts,  and  not  mere 
conclusions  of  law,  are  InvolTed  In  findings 
by  the  supreme  court  of  a  territory,  when 
that  court,  after  reciting  that  It  adopts  the 
facts  found  by  the  trial  court  as  the  state- 
ment of  facts  In  the  cause,  also  finds  that 
the  court  below  did  not  err  In  granting  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  Talldity  of  county  war- 
rants, ''notwithstanding  the  Terifled  answer" 
denying  their  execution,  nor  In  refusing  to 
enter  Judgment,  notwithstanding  the  lack  of 
any  evidence  to  establish  the  genuineness  of 
the  warrant  sued  on.  "because  the  court  finds 
that  the  warrants  were  verity  of  themselves," 
and  that  the  verified  answer  only  put  defend- 
ant In  a  position  to  establish  the  facu  set 
np,  and  did  not  put  plaintiff  on  proof  of  their 
genuineness,  wherefore  the  court  finds  as  a 
conclusion  that  the  Judgment  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

i.  County  warrants  are  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence at  common  law  without  proof  of  their 
execution,  where  the  genuineness  of  the  sig- 
natures thereto  is  put  in  issue  by  the  plead- 
Inga 

4.  An  affidavit  of  verification  In  an  action  on 
county  warrants,  that  the  facts  stated  in  the 
answer  as  defenses  to  the  various  causes  of 
action  declared  on  are  true,  and  that  the 
warrants  sued  on  are  not  genuine,  Is  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  a  statute  requiring  the 
verification  of  any  answer  containing  a  denial 
of  the  execution  of  an  instrument  on  which 
suit  is  brought. 


6.  The  verlfleation  of  an  answer  containing  a 
denial  of  the  execution  of  county  warrants 
sued  on,  in  compliance  with  Aris.  Rev.  Stat 
1887,  786,  which  requires  the  verification  of 
any  answer  containing  a  denial  of  the  execn- 
tlon  of  an  instrnment  on  whiCh  suit  Is 
brought,  renders  the  warranu  inadmissible  la 
evidence  until  their  execution  is  proved. 

[No.  181.] 

Submitted  Maroh  19,  1900.    Decided  AprU 
80,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Supremo 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona  af- 
firming a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintilf 
in  an  action  on  county  warrants.    Reversed^ 
See  same  case  below,  63  Pac.  187. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peokluimt 

In  September,  1891,  Jacob  Barth  com- 
menced an  action  in  one  of  the  district  courts 
of  the  territory  of  Arizona  against  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  Apache  county,  in  that  a 
territory,  to  recover  upon  certain  warrants  S 
which  he  alleged  had  been  issued* by  that* 
county  during  the  year  1884,  and  of  which 
he  claimed  to  be  the  owner.  Barth  soon 
thereafter  died,  leaving  a  will,  which  was 
proved  in  February,  1892,  and  by  order  of 
the  court  in  March,  1896,  the  action  was  re- 
vived in  the  name  of  Julia  Barth,  the  appel* 
lee,  who  was  the  executrix  named  in  the  wilL 
She  filed  in  March,  1896,  by  leave  of  oourt» 
an  amended  complaint  containing  forty 
counts  upon  as  many  dififerent  warrants, 
which  she  alleged  had  been  issued  by  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  on  a^ 
count  of  debts  due  from  the  county,  and  of 
which  warrants  she  was  the  owner,  ani^  that 
the  county  owed  her  thereon  an  amount  ex* 
ceeding  $7«000,  for  which  sum  she  duly  d^ 
mand^  judgment,  with  interest.  A  copy  of 
each  warrant  was  annexed  to  the  complaint^ 
and  formed  part  thereof. 

The  defendant  filed  an  unverified  amended 
answer  to  this  amended  complaint,  which  an- 
swer was  subsequently  verified,  and  among 
other  things  denied  that  any  of  the  warrants 
sued  on  hiA  ever  been  issued  or  been  directed 
to  be  issued  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
the  county  or  by  the  authority  of  that  board, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  defendant  alleged  that 
the  pretended  warrants  sued  on  were,  and 
each  of  them  was,  falsely  made  and  forged, 
and  that  they  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  a 
forgery,  and  that  they  were  so  falsely  made 
and  forged  with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  d» 
fraud  the  county  of  Apache.  The  defendant 
prayed  judgment  that  plaintiff  take  nothing 
by  bor  action,  and  for  costs  and  for  generu 
relief. 

Other  defenses  were  set  up,  among  which 
was  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  the  oourt» 
a  jury  trial  having  been  waived,  and  the 
oourt,  having  decided  it,  signed  a  statement 
of  the  facts  foimd  by  it,  in  which  it  was 
stated  that  evidence  had  been  introduced 
upon  the  trial,  both  oral  and  documentary, 
and  upon  the  admission  of  the  plaintiff  the 
court  found  that  the  figures  on  eleven  of  th# 
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nwrrants  (dulj  described  and  identified)  had 
been  altered  and  changed  after  they  had  been 
tolled,  and  that  such  alterations  and  changes 
Titiatad  and  rendered  null  and  void  those 
^  warrants  as  against  the  defendant,  aiid  that 
^  they  were  not  valid  elaims  against  the  ooun- 
1*  tf.  The'eourt  then  made  a  general  finding 
tnat  all  of  the  other  warrants  sued  on  were 
valid  and  subsisting  legal  daime  against  the 
eounty,  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  r^ 
cover  upon  each  warrant  the  amount  named 
Iherein,  which,  with  interest,  amounted  to 
about  the  sum  of  $14,000  and  for  that  snm 
judgment  was  directed  to  be  entered,  which 
was  subsequently  done.  There  was  no  fur- 
ther or  special  finding  made  by  the  trial 
eonrt. 

From  this  judgment  an  appeal  was  taken 
by  the  county  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
territory  of  Arizona,  where  it  was  affirmed. 

The  supreme  court  at  the  time  of  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  made  and  signed  by  its 
ehief  justice  a  statement  of  facts  in  the  case 
as  follows: 

''The  supreme  court  takes  the  facts  as 
found  by  the  district  court  on  the  trial  in 
that  court  and  as  shown  by  the  record,  and 
makes  them  the  statement  of  the  facts  in  this 
cause. 

"This  court  finds  that  the  district  court 
did  not  commit  error  in  finding  asainst  the 
plea  of  limitation  set  up  by  appellant. 

'The  court  further  finds  that  the  district 
eonrt  did  not  commit  error  in  granting  and 
rendering  judgment  in  favor  of  appellee  on 
the  warrants  sued  on  and  against  appellant, 
notwithstanding  the  verified  answer  of  ap- 
pellant. The  supreme  court  further  finds 
that  the  district  court  did  not  commit  error 
in  refusing  to  render  judgment  for  appellant 
on  the  verified  answer  of  appellant,  notwith- 
standing appellee  did  not  introduce  any  evi- 
dence to  establish  the  ffenuineness  of  said 
warrants  for  which  appdlee  asked  judgment, 
because  the  court  finds  that  the  warrants 
were  verity  of  themselves,  and  the  verified 
answer  only  put  appellant  in  position  in 
court  to  prove  the  facts  set  up  in  her  answer, 
and  did  not  put  appellee  on  proof  of  their 
genuineness;  hence  the  supreme  court  finds 
as  a  conclusion  that  the  judgment  of  the  dis- 
trict court  should  be  affirmed.  Judgment 
ol  affirmation  and  confirmation  is  thwefore 
ordered  and  directed. 

"This  June  llth,  1808." 

The  county  has  appealed  to  this  court  from 
the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
territory. 

2     Mr.  J*  F.  WUsoa  for  appellant. 
•    *  Mr.  Benbea  Hateh  for  appellee. 

Bdr.  Justice  Pecbham,  after  stating  the 
facts,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  statute  approved  April  7,  1874,  en- 
titled "An  Act  Concerning  the  Practice  in 
Territorial  Courts  and  Appeals  Therefrom" 
(18  SUt  at  L.  27,  chap.  80),  by  the  2d  seo- 
tionprovides: 

"That  the  appellate  iurisdioUon  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  over  the 
nts  and   decrees   of   said   territorial 


courts'  ftL  eases  6f  tilal  by  jury  shall  be  ex- 
ercised by  writ  of  error,  and  in  all  other 
cases  by  appeal,  according  to  such  rulies  and 
regulations  as  to  form  and  modes  of  proceed- 
ing as  the  said  Supreme  Court  have  pr^ 
scribed,  or  may  hereafter  prescribe:  Pro* 
vided.  That  on  appeal,  instead  of  the  evi- 
dence at  large,  a  statement  of  the  facts  of  the 
case  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  and 
also  the  rulings  ol  the  court  on  the  admission 
or  rejection  of  evidence,  when  excepted  to, 
shall  be  made  and  certified  by  the  court  be- 
low, and  transmitted  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
together  with  the  transcript  of  the  proceed- 
ings and  judgment  or  decree,"  etc. 

The  legislature  of  the  territory  passed  aa 
act  in  1897  providing  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  Whenever  an  appeal  or  writ  oi 
error  is  taken  from  any  district  or  circuit 
court  of  this  territory  to  the  supreme  court 
of  the  territory,  the  appellant  or  plaintiff 
in  error*  as  the  case  may  be,  may  have  the 
testimony  taken  in  the  case  transcribed  and 
certified  by  the  court  reporter  and  file  the 
same  with  the  papers  in  the  case,  and  ther^ 
upon  it  shall  become  and  be  a  part  of  the 
record  in  such 


"Sec.  6.  All  rulings  made  by  the  court  be* 
low  in  opposition  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  or 
appellant  shall  be  taken  as  excepted  to  by 
the  party  appealing  or  suing  out  the  writ  of 
error,  and  when  assigned  as  error  in  the  brief 
shall  be  reviewed  by  the  supreme  court  with- 
out any  bill  of  exceptions  or  other  assign- j 
ment  of  errors  as  herein  provided."  S 

*This  last  act  was  passed  subsequently  to* 
the  trial  of  this  action,  but  immediately  aft- 
er the  filing  of  findings  herein,  and,  pursu- 
ant to  its  provisions,  the  reporter's  notes  of 
trial,  with  his  certificate,  were  returned  upon 
appeal,  and  are  contained  in  this  record. 

This  act  could  give  us  no  jurisdiction  to 
review  an  objection  to  evidence  taken  upoa 
the  trial,  if  no  exception  were  taken,  for  the 
act  of  Congress  of  1874,  above  cited,  provides 
for  a  review  in  this  court  only  when  the  de- 
cisions of  the  court  were  excepted  to,  and  our 
jurisdiction  is  rmilated  by  that  act  Oray* 
8on  V.  Lynch,  163  U.  S.  468,  474,  41  Lw  ed. 
230,  232, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1064. 

Upon  a  review  of  a  judgment  in  a  ease  not 
tried  by  jury  and  taken  by  appeal  from  the 
supreme  court  of  a  territory,  this  court  is  by 
statute  restricted  to  an  inquiry  whether  the 
findings  of  fact  made  by  the  court  below  sup- 
port its  judgment,  and  to  a  review  of  excep- 
tions duly  taken  to  rulings  on  admission  or 
rejection  of  evidence.  Grayson  v.  Lync\ 
163  U.  S.  468,  41  L.  ed.  230, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
10C4 ;  Bear  Lake  d  River  Waier^Dorhadlrrig, 
Co,  V.  Garland,  164  U.  S.  1, 18,  41  L.  ed.  827, 
334,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  7;  BarrtBon  v.  Pere^ 
168  U.  8.  311,  323, 42  L.  ed.  478,  482,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  129;  Young  v.  Amy,  171  U.  8.  179, 
183,  43  L.  ed.  127,  128,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  802. 

lliere  is  no  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  record, 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  any  ex- 
ception was  taken  on  Uie  trial  to  the  admie- 
sion  or  rejection  of  evidence.  Counsel  for 
appellee  therefore  urges  that  the  only  in- 
quiry before  this  court  is  whether  the  facte 
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found  by  the  trial  oonrt  anthoriM  Hf  judg- 
ment wJiich  was  entered;  and  he  elainiB  that 
upon  those  findings  there  can  be  no  question 
that  the  judgment  entered  is  right  This 
does  not  gire  the  full  and  proper  force  to  the 
additional  finding  of  facts  by  the  supreme 
oourt  to  which  it  is  entitled.  Although  in 
that  finding  it  is  said  that*' the  supreme  oourt 
takes  the  facts  as  found  by  the  district  court 
on  the  trial  in  that  court,  and  as  shown  by 
the  record^  and  makes  them  the  statement  of 
the  facts  in  this  cause/'  yet  a  perusal  of  the 
statement  made  by  the  supreme  court  ren- 
ders  it  plain  that  such  court  found  other 
facts  in  addition  to  those  adopted  from  the 
district  court,  and  those  facts  found  by  it 
should  be  regarded  in  the  decision  of  this 


09  What  we  regard  as  additional  facte  in  the 
2  statement  of  the  supreme  court  are  regarded 
•  by  counsel  for  the  appellee  as^oonclusions  of 
law  only  and  he  contends  that  we  are  con- 
fined to  the  general  findings  of  fact  made  by 
the  district  court  and  adopted  by  the  su- 
preme court,  and  that  upon  those  facts  the 
appellee  is  clearly  entitled  to  judgment.  We 
cannot  acquiesce  in  the  correctness  of  the 
elaim  so  made. 

The  supreme  court  in  its  statement  finds 
a  conclusion  of  law^vi;.:  That  the  court  be- 
low did  not  err  in  granting  judgment  for  ap- 
pellee; and  this  conclusion  is  immediately 
followed  by  the  declaration,  "notwithstand- 
ing the  verified  answer  of  the  appellant," 
which  latter  is  a  statement  of  fact.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  fact  thus  stated,  and  in  con- 
tinuation of  its  statement,  the  court  "further 
finds  that  the  district  court  did  not  commit 
error  in  refusing  to  render  judgment  for 
appellant  on  the  verified  answer  of  appellant* 
notwithstanding  appellee  did  not  introduce 
any  evidence  to  establish  the  genuineness  of 
said  warrants  for  which  appellee  asked 
Judgment,  because  the  court  finds  that  the 
warrants  were  verity  of  themselves,  and  the 
verified  answer  only  put  appellant  in  po- 
sition in  oourt  to  prove  the  facts  set  up  in 
her  answer  and  did  not  put  appellee  on  proof 
of  their  genuineness;  hence  the  supreme 
court  finds  as  a  conclusion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  district  court  should  be  afiirmed." 

We  do  not  think  that  all  of  this  can  be 
called  a  conclusion  of  law  only,  and  not  a 
finding  of  any  fact.  It  is  too  technical  a 
treatment  of  this  statement  to  limit  the 
finding  of  facts  wholly  to  those  set  forth  in 
the  finding  of  the  district  court. 

If  we  were  not,  in  this  particular,  limited 
to  the  findings  of  the  oourt,  and  could  look 
at  the  notes  of  the  stenographer  taken  on 
the  trial  and  attached  to  the  record  by  virtue 
of  the  territorial  act  referred  to,  we  should 
there  find  that  defendant  was  granted  leave 
to  verify  its  answer  before  the  plaintiff 
rested  her  case,  and  that  the  answer  was 
then  verified  and  the  plaintiff  given  oppor- 
tunity to  put  in  such  evidence  as  she  chose 
after  such  verification  was  made  and  before 
she  closed  her  case.  She  did  not  avail  her- 
self of  the  leave,  and  the  case  rests  only 
upon  the  production  of  the  warrants,  with 
the  words  indorsed  thereon:     "Not  paid  for 


want  of  funds;  Presented  Dec.  31,  1884.    D. 
Baca,    Treasurer,    A.    Ruiz,    Deputy.    Sol. 
Barth;"    also    with    the    word   "Forgery^"* 
marked  in  red  ink  across  the  faces  of  the  war- jj 
ranta.  *  No  proof  whatever  was  given  as  to  * 
the  genuineness  of  these  signatures. 

The  finding  of  the  supreme  court  shows 
that  its  decision  was  not  placed  upon  the 
ground  that  the  answer  was  verified  after  the 
plaintiff  had  rested ;  nor  was  its  finding  put 
on  any  groimd  of  waiver.  We  must  &ere- 
fore  take  the  fact  that  the  answer  was  veri« 
fied  in  ample  time  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  prove  the  affirmative  of  the  issues  pre- 
sented by  the  pleading. 

Coming  to  an  examination  of  the  case  in 
the  light  of  these  facts,  we  see  that  this  was 
an  action  brought  upon  certain  county  war- 
rants fully  described  in  the  amended  com- 
plaint, and  it  was  therein  alleged  that  tttef 
were  issued  under  the  direction  and  author- 
ity of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  coun- 
ty, signed  by  the  chairman,  and  coxmter- 
signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  board.  The  an- 
swer denied  the  fact  that  the  warrants  were 
issued  by  the  authority  or  direction  of  the 
board,  and  alleged  that  they  were  forged 
warrants,  and  that  the  county  was  not  lia- 
ble thereon.  Irrespective  of  any  statute  in 
regard  to  pleading,  an  issue  was  thus  joined 
which  raised  the  question  of  the  genuineness 
of  the  signatures  subscribed  to  these  war- 
rants; in  other  words,  the  question  of  their 
execution  was  put  in  issue,  which  would 
make  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  fact  before  they  could  be  admitted  in 
evidence.  We  are  aware  of  no  exception  to 
this  rule  which  would  permit  the  introduo- 
tion  of  alleged  county  warrants  such  as  these, 
without  any  proof  whatever  of  their  execu- 
tion. They  do  not  prove  themselves.  The 
mere  production  of  a  piece  of  paper  upon 
which  is  written  or  printed  a  promise  to  pay 
upon  the  part  of  a  county,  and  upon  which 
certain  signatures  appear,  without  the 
slightest  proof  of  the  genuineness  of  such 
signatures,  does  not  entitle  such  paper  to  be 
admitted  in  evidence. 

It  is  stated  that  it  has  been  held  by  the 
courts  generally  that  county  and  state  war- 
rants signed  by  the  proper  officers,  are  prima 
facie  binding  and  legal;  that  those  officers 
will  be  presumed  to  have  done  their  duty, 
and  that  such  warrants  make  a  prima  facia 
cause  of  action,  and  that  impeachment  mustg 
come  from  the  defendant.  1  Dillon's  Munici-S 
pal  Corporations,  3d«ad.  sec  602.  This  may* 
very  well  be  in  regard  to  those  warrants 
when,  as  above  stated,  they  have  been,  in 
fact,  signed  by  the  proper  officers,  and  very 
probably  the  presumption  may  then  be  made 
that  those  officers  who  are  proved  to  have 
signed  the  warrants  have  done  their  duty; 
but  we  are  aware  of  no  case  where  it  has  been 
held,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  to  that  ef- 
fect, that  the  mere  production  of  a  paper 
upon  which  is  written  or  printed  an  obliga- 
tion of  a  county,  bearing  certain  names 
thereon,  can  be  put  in  evidence  without  the 
slightest  proof  that  the  signatures  on  the 
paper  were  those  of  the  persons  they  purport 
to  be.    No  such  case  has  been  called  to  oar. 
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attention,  and  we  think  there  it  no  prineiple 
upon  which  inch  a  holding  oouid  stand. 

The  cases  referred  to  by  counsel  simply 
hold  the  burden  of  proof  shifted  after  there 
has  been  proof  ol  the  execution  of  the  war- 
rants; that  such  proof  makes  out  a  prima 
facie  case  against  the  county.  Such  are  the 
cases  of  Floyd  County  Comra.  t.  Day,  10  Ind. 
450,  and  Leavemoorth  County  Comra.  t. 
KeUer,  6  Kan.  510.  In  both  those  cases  the 
warrants  were  proved  to  have  been  signed  by 
the  proper  authorities  of  the  county  before 
they  were  admitted  in  evidence,  and  it  was 
said  in  the  Indiana  case,  upon  these  facts,  that 
"the  officer,  in  the  discharge  of  his  general 
powers,  will  be  presumed  to  have  done  his 
duty,  in  drawing  a  warrant  or  order,  till  the 
contrary  appears;  and  hence  such  order 
makes  a  prima  facie  cause  of  action,"  citing 
Hamilton  v.  Newcastle  d  D.  B.  Co,  9  Ind.  359. 
And  in  the  Kansas  case  it  appeared  that  the 
county  board  audited  and  allowed  the  bill  of 
claimant,  and  that  a  cotmty  warrant  was 
drawn  in  his  favor  for  the  amount  due,  and 
signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  board,  and  it 
was  held  that  upon  those  facts  an  action 
might  be  maintained  on  the  warrant,  but 
that  it  was  liable  to  be  defeated  by  showing 
that  the  tribunal  which  issued  it  had  no  au- 
thority to  make  the  allowance  on  which  the 
warrant  was  issued.  In  other  words,  that 
proof  being  given  of  the  signature  of  the 
«  proper  officer,  the  warrant  was  sdmissible  in 
2  evidence  and  constituted  a  prima  facie  case 
•  against  the  county,  and  any*facts  going  to 
show  that  no  cause  of  action  existed  rested 
upon  the  defendant  to  prove. 

In  O-rayson  y.  Latham,  84  Ala.  646,  649, 
550,  4  So.  200,  202,  866,  two  county  warrants 
were  sued  on  which  were  alleged  and  pur- 
ported to  have  been  issued  by  the  commis- 
sioners  of  the  county  of  Pickens  and  signed 
by  the  probate  judge.  In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court.  Stone,  Chief  Justice, 
said: 

"The  warrants  declared  on,  issued  and 
signed  by  the  judge  of  probate,  as  they  toere 
shown  to  have  been,  prima  facie  imported  a 
liability  on  the  county.  .  .  .  Upon  the 
question  we  have  been  discussing,  the  pi aintiif 
made  a  prima  facie  case  when  he  produced 
and  proved  his  warrants,  showed  that  they 
had  been  registered,  proved  that,  in  the  re- 
ceipt and  disbursement  of  county  funds,  the 
time  had  arrived  for  their  payment  accord- 
ing to  their  place  on  the  registry,  and  that 
payment  has  been  demanded  and  refused ;  or, 
if  payment  was  not  shown  to  have  been  de^ 
manded,  by  proving  that  demand  would  have 
been  unnecessary.  Making  this  prima  facie 
case,  if  made,  the  burden  would  then  be 
shifted  to  the  defendants  to  overturn  the 
presumption  of  liability." 

AnoUier  case  relied  upon  to  sustain  the 
ruling  of  the  courts  below  is  that  of  Wall  v. 
Monroe  County,  103  U.  S.  74,  26  L.  ed.  430. 
That  case  does  not  show  that  the  warrants 
were  proved  by  their  mere  production;  on 
the  contrary,  it  appears  that  the  warrants 
were  drawn  by  the  clerk  of  the  county  upon 
the  treasurer  in  favor  of  one  Frank  Qalla- 
gher,  and  transferred  by  him  to  the  plaintiff. 
20  S.  C.-46. 


Their  execution  was  alleged  and  proved,  and 
the  question  decided  had  no  relevancy  to  the 
matter  here  under  discussion. 

No  case  cited  b^  counsel  shows  that  there 
it  an>i;hing  peculiar  to  a  paper  in  the  form 
of  a  county  warrant,  which  proves  itself  upon 
mere  production. 

It  is  elear,  then,  that  at  common  law,  in  aa 
action  upon  such  an  instrument,  and  upon 
a  pleading  denying  the  execution  thereof  by 
the  defendant,  and  setting  up  its  forgery,  the 
plaintiff  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  put  the 
instrument  in  evidence,  and  thereby  to  make 
a  prima  facie  case,  would   be   compelled  to 

Srove  its  execution.    The  question  is,  \duit 
ifference  the  statute  of  Arizona  makes  in^ 
this  rule.  S 

*The  Revised   Statutes  of  Arizona,   1887,* 
provide: 

"735.  (Sec.  87.)  Any  answer  setting  up 
any  of  the  following  matters,  unless  the 
truth  of  the  pleadings  appear  of  record, 
shall  be  verified  by  affidavit: — 

•  .  •  .  • 

"8.  A  denial  of  the  execution  by  himself 
or  by  his  authority,  of  any  instrument  in 
writing  upon  which  any  pleading  is  founded, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  charged  to  have  been 
executed  by  him  or  by  his  authority,  and 
not  alleged  to  be  lost  or  destroyed.  Where 
such  instrument  in  writing  is  charged  to 
have  been  executed  by  a  person  then  de- 
ceased, the  affidavit  will  be  sufficient  if  it 
state  that  the  affiant  has  reason  to  believe 
and  does  believe  that  such  instrument  was 
not  executed  by  the  decedent  or  by  his  au- 
thority." 

The  answer  in  this  case  did  deny  the  exe- 
cution on  behalf  of  the  county  of  these  war- 
rants, and  alleged  that  they  were  forgeries 
made  to  defraud  it.  The  affidavit  of  veri- 
fication was  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  board 
of  supervisors,  who  swore  that  the  facta 
stated  in  the  answer,  as  defenses  to  the  vari- 
ous causes  of  action  declared  on,  were  true, 
and  that  the  warrants  sued  on  were  not 
genuine.  The  statute  does  not  require  that 
the  affidavit  should  contain  a  denial  of  the 
execution  of  the  instrument  on  which  suit 
is  brought.  It  requires  that  any  answer 
which  contains  a  denial  of  the  execution  of 
an  instrument  shall  be  verified,  and  the  veri- 
fication in  this  case  is  not  open  to  the  ob- 
jection of  insufficiency  urged  by  the  appellee. 

We  have,  then,  the  fact  as  stated  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  territory,  that  this  an- 
swer was  verified,  and  that  the  appellee  did 
not  introduce  any  evidence  to  establish  the 
genuineness  of  the  warrants  sued  on,  and  as 
a  conclusion  of  law  from  those  facts  the 
court  held  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment 
on  the  ground  that  the  verified  answer  did 
not  put  the  plaintiff  to  proof  of  the  genu- 
ineness of  the  warrants. 

It  eeems  plain  to  us  that  the  court  did  not 
give  that  force  to  the  verification  of  the  an* 
s^ver  which  it  was  entitled  to,  and  that  by 
reason  of  such  verification  the  defendant  was  oe 
not  only  put  in  position  to  prove  the  facts  2 
set  up  in  the  answer,  but  the*plaintiff  in  the  * 
action  was  thereby  compelled  to  prove  the 
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execution  of  the  warrants  bj  the  proper  of- 
ficers of  the  eonnty. 

Statutes  similar  to  this  hay*  been  passed 
In  other  states,  and  it  has  been  held  in  Colo- 
rado, in  Loihrop  t.  RoberU,  16  Colo.  250, 
254,  27  Pac.  698,  that  an  answer  denying  the 
execution  of  a  note,  under  oath,  made  it 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  proof  of  its 
execution  before  the  note  was  properly  ad- 
missible in  evidence. 

In  Mom  V.  Volcano  Water  Co,  18  Cal.  62, 
78  Am.  Dec  560,  under  a  somewhat  similar 
statute,  where  the  answer  was  a  general  de- 
nial without  verification,  the  genuineness 
and  due  execution  of  the  note  sued  on  were 
reearded  as  admitted. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Corcoran  t.  DoU^  32 
Cal.  82,  88,  where  it  was  stated  that  the  ac- 
tion being  upon  a  note,  and  the  complaint 
oontainine  a  copy,  and  the  answer  not  veri- 
fied, the  due  execution  of  the  note  was  ad- 
mitted. 

In  Shepherd  v.  Royce,  71  111.  App.  321,  un- 
der a  similar  statute,  it  was  held  that  the  ef- 
fect of  the  verification  of  the  plea  setting  up 
the  forgery  of  a  note  sued  on  was  to  cast 
upon  appellant  the  burden  of  proving  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note  as  at  common  law«  citing 
Wallace  v.  Wallace,  8  111.  App.  69. 

The  Michigan  courts  have  decided  in  the 
same  way  upon  the  same  kind  of  a  statute. 
Ortmann  v.  Merchants*  Bank,  41  Mich.  482, 
2  N.  W.  677 ;  New  York  Iron  Mine  v.  CUizen'9 
Bank,  44  Mich.  344,  6  N.  W.  823. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  effect  of  the 
statute  of  Arizona  is  that  when  the  defend- 
ant does  not  verify  his  answer  in  a  case  pro- 
vided for  therein,  the  note  or  warrant  or 
other  paper  sued  on  is  admitted  as  genuine, 
but  when  the  answer  denying  that  fact  is 
verified,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  it  as  he 
would  have  had  to  do  at  common  law  in  a 
case  where  the  genuineness  of  the  paper  was 
put  at  issue  by  the  pleadings. 

Upon  the  facts  found  by  the  district  judge 
and  accepted  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
territory  in  this  case,  and  upon  the  additional 
facts  found  by  that  court,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  entered  under  its  direo- 
tion  is  erroneous  and  not  warranted  by  those 
facts,  and  therefore  it  is  reversed,  and  the 
case  remanded,  with  directions  to  grant  a 
new  trial,  aud  it  is  so  ordered. 

(177  U.  S.  514)  — — 

CLEVELAND,  CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO,  & 

ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plff, 

in  Err., 

V, 

PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OP  ILLINOIS 
ex  rcl  THOMAS  M.  JETT. 

Interstate  commerce — statute  requiring  pas- 
senger trains  to  stop  at  county  seat, 

ne  reqnlremeot  that  all  regular  passenger 
trains  must  stop  at  county  seats,  which  is 
made  by  tbe  Illinois  act  of  March  21,  1874. 
I  26,  constitutes  a  direct  burden  upon  inter- 
state commerce  In  Tlolation  of  the  United 
States  Constitution,  so  far,  at  least,  as  that 
statute  requires  through  interstate  passenger 


trains  to  stop  at  such  statlsfna  wtara  adequate 
train  serrics  has  been  proTlded  for  local 
trallle. 

[No.  198.] 

Argued  and  Submitted  March  16, 1900.    De- 
cided April  30, 1900, 

IN  ERROB  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tlia 
State  of  Illinois  to  review  a  decision  af» 
firming  a  judgment  awarding  a  mandamus 
to  compel  a  railroad  company  to  stop  passen* 
ger  trains  at  a  county  seat.     Reversed, 

See  same  case  below,  175  lU.  369,  61  K. 
E.  842. 

IS 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browni  S 

*  Thin  was  a  petition  for  a  wiit  of  manda-  • 
muB  filed  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  oounty 
of  Montgomery,  by  the  state's  attorney  for 
that  county,  to  compel  the  defendant  railway 
company,  which  for  seyeral  years  past  has 
operated,  and  is  now  operating,  a  railroad 
from  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  through  the  coun- 
ty of  Montgomery  and  the  city  of  Hillsboro, 
the  county  seat  of  such  county,  to  Indianap* 
olis,  Indiana,  to  stop  a  regular  passenger 
train  designated  as  the  "Knickerbocker  Spe- 
cial," at  the  city  of  Hillsboro,  a  sufliicient 
length  of  time  to  receive  and  let  off  passen* 
gers  with  safety. 

The  petition  was  based  upon  section  26  of 
an  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Illinois, 
entitled  ''An  Act  in  Relation  to  Fences  and 
Operating  Railroads,"  approved  March  21, 
1874,  which  reads  as  follows: 

"Every  railroad  corporation  shall  cause 
its  passenger  trains  to  stop  upon  its  (their) 
arrival  at  each  station  advertised  by  such 
corporation  as  a  place  of  receiving  and  dis* 
charging  passengers  upon  and  from  such 
trains,  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  receive 
and  let  olT  such  passengers  with  safety: 
I'rovidcd,  all  regular  passenjger  trains  shall 
stop  a  sulDcient  length  of  time  at  the  rail- 
road stations  of  county  seats  to  reoeive  and 
let  oflf  passengers  with  safety." 

The  answer  of  the  railroad  oompany 
averred  that  the  company  furnished  four 
regular  passenger  trains  each  way  a  day, 
passing  through  and  stopping  at  Hillsboro» 
and  that  they  amply  accommodated  the  trav- 
el, and  afforded  every  reasonable  facility  to 
such  city;  that  the  Knickerbocker  Special 
was  a  train  especially  devoted  to  carrying  in- 
terstate transportation  between  the  city  of 
St.  Louis  and  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  the 
travel  between  these  cities  had  grown  to  such 
an  extent  that  it  had  become  necessary  to 
put  on  a  through  fast  train,  which  connected 
with  other  similar  trains  on  the  Lake  Shore 
and  New  York  Central  roads,  and  that  it 
was  necessary  to  put  on  this  train  because 
the  trains  theretofore  run,  none  of  which  bad 
ever  been  taken  off,  could  not,  by  reason  of 
stopping  at  Hillsboro  and  other  similar  sta- 
tions, make  the  time  necessary  for  eastern 
oonnections,  or  cany  passengers  from  Std 
I^uis  to  New  York  within  the  time  which  ^ 
the  demands  of  business  and^interstate  traf-  * 
fie  required ;  that  the  Knickerbocker  Special 
is  not  a  regular  passenger  train  for  cairying 
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posaengers  from  one  point  to  another  in  the 
State  of  Illinoie,  such  traffic  being  amply 
provided  for  by  other  trains,  and  that  the 
Knickerboclcer  Special  i«  used  exclusiveiy 
for  interstate  traffic  from  and  to  points  with- 
out the  state  of  Illinois;  that  it  is  not  sub- 
ject to  regulation  by  the  statute  of  Illinois 
providing  that  all  trains  shall  stop  at  all 
county  seats,  and  that  to  subject  it  to  the 
statutes  of  the  various  states  through  which 
it  passes,  reqiUring  it  to  stop  at  county 
seats,  would  wholly  destroy  the  usefulness  of 
the  train,  and  would  impede  and  obstruot  in- 
terstate commerce,  and  that  obedience  to  the 
statute  in  (question  would  require  it  to  aban- 
don the  train. 

A  demurrer  to  this  answer  was  sustained, 
and  the  defendant  electing  to  stand  upon  it 
as  a  full  defense  to  the  petition,  a  final  judg- 
ment was  rendered  and  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus  awarded  against  the  defendant. 
On  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
this  Judgment  was  affirmed.  Whereupon  the 
railway  company  sued  out  a  writ  of  error 
from  this  court 

Messrs,  Jolui  T.  Bye  and  Qwrgt  F,  M^ 
Vuliy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Jf  ctsrs.  £•  O.  Akla,  0. 1.  EiU,  and  B.  Z>. 
Ifo«roe  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Browa  deliv«red  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Few  classes  of  cases  have  become  more 
common  of  recent  years  than  those  wherein 
the  police  power  of  the  state  over  the  vehi- 
cles of  interstate  commerce  has  been  drawn 
in  question.  That  such  power  exists  and 
will  be  enforced,  notwithstanding  the  consti- 
tutional authoritv  of  Congress  to  regulate 
sndi  commerce,  is  evident  from  the  large 
number  of  cases  in  which  we  have  sustained 
the  validity  of  local  laws  designed  to  secure 
the  safety  and  comfort  of  passengers,  em- 
ployees, persons  crossing  railway  tracks, 
and  adjacent  property  owners,  as  well  as 

i»  other  rtqgulations  intended    for  the  public 

ggood. 

•  *We  have  recently  applied  this  doctrine  to 
state  laws  requiring  looomotive  engineers  to 
be  examined  and  licensed  by  the  state  au- 
thorities {Smith  V.  Alabama,  124  U.  8.  466, 
81  li.  ed.  608,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664) ,  requiring 
such  engineers  to  be  examined  from  time  to 
time  with  respect  to  their  ability  to  distin- 
goish  colors  (NaehviUe,  0.  d  8t,  L.  R,  Co,  v. 
Alabama,  128  U.  6.  96,  82  L.  ed.  862,  2  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  238,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  28),  re- 
quiring telegraph  companies  to  receive  des- 
patches and  to  transmit  and  deliver  them 
with  due  diligence,  as  applied  to  messages 
from  outside  the  state  (ws$iem  U,  Teleg, 
Co.  V.  Jame9,  162  U.  S.  660,  40  L.  ed.  1105, 
IG  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  984),  forbidding  the  run- 
ning of  freight  trains  on  Sunday  ( i7eniitft^ 
ion  V.  Georgia,  163  U.  S.  299,  41  L.  ed.  166, 
16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1086),  requiring  railway 
compuiies  to  fix  their  rates  annually  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers  and  freight, 
and  also  requiring  them  to  post  a  printed 
copy  of  sneh  rates  at  all  their  stations  <OAt- 


eago  d  V.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  FiUlor,  17  Wall.  660, 
21  L.  ed.  710),  forbidding  the  consolidation 
of  parallel  or  competing  lines  of  railway 
{Louiwille  d  N.  R,  Co,  v.  Kentucky,  101  U. 
S.  677,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  714), 
regulating  the  heating  of  passenger  cars,  and 
directing  guards  and  guard  posts  to  be 
placed  on  railroad  bridges  and  trestles  and 
the  approaches  thereto  ( New  York,  N,  H,  d 
H.  R,  Co.  V.  New  York,  166  U.  S.  628,  41  L. 
ed.  863, 17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418),  providing  that 
no  contract  shall  exempt  any  railroad  corpo- 
ration from  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier 
or  a  carrier  of  passengers,  which  would  havv 
existed  if  no  contract  had  been  made  iChi- 
oago,  M,  d  Bt.  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Solan,  169  U.  8. 
133,  42  L.  ed.  688, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  289) ,  and 
declaring  that  when  a  common  carrier  ac- 
cepts for  transportation  anything  directed 
to  a  point  of  destination  beyond  the  termin- 
us of  his  own  line  or  route  he  shall  be  deemed 
thereby  to  assume  an  obligation  for  its  safe 
carriage  to  such  point  of  destination,  unless 
at  the  time  of  such  acceptance  such  carrier 
be  released  or  exempted  from  such  liability 
by  contract  in  writing,  sisned  by  the  owner 
or  his  agent.  Richmond  i  A.  R,  Co.  v.  H.  A, 
Pattereon  Tohaooo  Co,  169  U.  S.  311,  42  L. 
ed.  759,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  333.  In  none  of 
these  cases  was  it  thought  that  the  regula- 
tions were  unreasonable  or  operated  in  any 
just  sense  as  a  restriction  upon  interstate 
commerce. 

But  for  the  reason  that  these  laws  were 
considered  unreasonable  and  to  unnecessari- 
ly hamper  commerce  between  the  states,  we 
have  felt  ourselves  constrained  in  a  large  3D 
number  of  cases  to  express  our  disapprovals 
of  such  as  provided  for  taxingNiirectly  or  in-* 
directly  the  carrying  on  or  the  profits  of  in- 
terstate commerce.  We  have  also  held  to  be 
invalid  a  statute  of  Louisiana  requiring 
those  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  to  give 
all  persons  upon  public  conveyances  equal 
rights  and  privileges  in  all  parts  of  the  con- 
veyance, without  distinction  or  discrimina- 
tion on  account  of  race  or  color  ( Hall  v.  De 
Cuir,  95  U.  S.  486,  24  L.  ed.  547),  another 
regulating  the  charges  of  railway  companies 
for  passengers  or  freight  between  places  in 
diflferent  states  (Wahaah,  8i.  L,  d  P.  R,  Co. 
V.  lllinoin,  118  U.  S.  657,  30  L.  ed.  244,1  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  31,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  4),  an- 
other requiring  telegraph  companies  to  de> 
liver  despatches  by  messenger  to  the  persons 
to  whom  the  same  are  addressed,  so  far  as 
thev  attempted  to  regulate  the  delivery  of 
sucn  despatches  at  places  situated  in  anoth- 
er state  {Weaiem  U,  Teleg.  Co,  v.  Pendle- 
ion,  122  XT.  S.  347,  30  L.  ed.  1187,  1  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  306,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1120),  and 
still  another  forbidding  common  carriers 
from  brinfifing  intoxicating  liquors  into  the 
state  without  being  furnished  with  a  certifi- 
cate that  the  consignee  was  authorized  to 
sell  intoxicating  liquors  in  the  county  (Hoir- 
man  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R,  Co.  125  U.  S.  465, 
31  L.  ed.  700,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  823,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  689,  1062). 

Several  acts  in  paH  materia  with  the  one 
under  consideration  have  been  before  this 
coort  and  have  been  approved  or  disapproved 
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as  they  have  seemed  reasonable  or  unreason- 
able, or  bore  more  or  less  heayil^  upon  the 
power  of  railways  to  reg:i^te  their  trains  in 
the  respective  and  sometimes  conflicting  in- 
terests of  local  and  through  traffic.  In  the 
earliest  of  these  cases  {lUinoia  O.  R,  Oo,  ▼. 
Illinois,  163  U.  S.  142,  41  L.  ed.  107,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1096),  the  very  statute  of  Illinois 
under  consideration  in  this  case,  as  construed 
and  applied  by  the  supreme  court  of  that 
state,  was  held  to  be  an  unreasonable  restric- 
tion upon  interstate  traffic,  in  requiring  a 
fast  mail  train  from  Chicago  to  places  south 
of  the  Ohio  river,  over  an  interstate  high- 
waj  established  by  authority  of  Congress,  to 
delay  the  transportation,  of  its  interstate 
passengers  and  United  States  mail  by  turn- 
ing aside  from  its  direct  route  and  running 
to  a  station  (Cairo)  Sy^  miles  away  from  a 
point  on  that  route,  and  back  again  to  the 
same  point,  before  proceeding  on  its  way; 
and  to  do  this  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
and  receiving  passengers  at  that  station,  for 
Q  whom  the  railroad  company  furnished  other 
2  and  ample  accommodation.  Said  Mr.  Jus- 
•  tice  Gray:  "The  state  may*doubtless  com- 
pel the  railroad  company  to  perform  the 
duty  imposed  by  its  charter  of  carrying  pas- 
sengers and  goods  between  its  termini  with- 
in the  state.  But  so  long,  at  least,  as  that 
duty  is  adequately  performed  by  the  com- 
pany, the  state  cannot,  under  the  guise  of 
compelling  its  performance,  interfere  with 
the  performance  of  paramount  duties  to 
which  the  company  has  be»i  subjected  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States." 
Upon  the  contrary,  in  Gladson  v.  Minneso- 
ta, 160  U.  S.  427,  41  L,  ed.  1064,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  C27,  a  state  statute  requiring 
every  railroad  to  stop  all  its  regular 
passenger  trains  nmning  wholly  within 
the  state  at  its  stations  in  all  county  seats 
long  enough  to  take  on  and  discharge  pas- 
sengers with  safety  was  held  to  be  a  reason- 
able exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state, 
even  as  applied  to  a  train  connecting  with  a 
train  of  the  same  company  nmning  into  an- 
other state,  and  carrying  some  interstate  pas- 
sengers as  well  as  the  mail.  The  case  was 
distinguished  from  that  of  the  Illinois  O.  It. 
Co.  V.  Illinois  in  the  fact  that  the  train  in 
question  ran  wholly  within  the  state  of  Min- 
nesota, and  could  have  stopped  at  the  coun- 
ty seats  without  deviating  from  its  course; 
and  that  the  statute  of  Minnesota  expressly 
provided  that  the  act  should  not  apply  to 
through  trains  entering  the  state  from  any 
other  state,  or  to  transcontinental  trains  of 
any  railroad.  Speaking  of  police  regula- 
tions for  the  government  of  railroads  while 
operating  roads  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  state,  it  was  said  that  "they  are  not  in 
themselves  regulations  of  interstate  com- 
merce; and  it  is  only  when  they  operate  as 
such  in  the  circumstances  of  their  applica- 
tion and  conflict  with  the  express  or  pre- 
sumed will  of  Congress  exerted  upon  the 
same  subject,  that  tiiey  can  be  required  to 
give  way  to  the  paramount  authority  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.''  The 
railroad  in  this  case  was  treated  as  a  purely 


domestic  corporation,  notwithstanding  ^it 
connected,  as  most  railroads  do^  with  rail- 
roads in  other  states. 

In  the  most  recent  ease  upon  this  subject 
{Lake  Shore  d  U.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ohio,  173  U. 
S.  285,  43  L.  ed.  702,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  465 )» 
a  statute  of  Ohio  providing  that  every  rail* 
road  company  should  cause  three  of  its  reg-  o 
ular  trains  carrying  passengers,  if  so  manyg 
are  run  daily,  Sundays  exoepted»*to  stop  at* 
a  station,  city,  or  village  containing  over  3>- 
000  inhabitants,  for  a  time  sufficient  to  re- 
ceive and  let  off  passengers,  was  held  to  be,  in 
the  absence  of  legislation  by  Congress  upon 
the  subject,  consistent  with  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  when  applied  to  trains 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce  through  the 
state  of  Ohio.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  observed: 
"The  statute  does  not  stand  in  the  way  of 
the  railroad  company  running  as  many 
trains  as  it  may  choose  between  Chicago  and 
Bufl'alo  without  stopping  at  intermediate 
points,  or  only  at  very  large  cities  on  the 
route,  if  in  the  contingency  named  in  the 
statute  the  required  number  of  trains  stop 
at  each  place  containing  3,000  inhabitants 
long  enough  to  receive  and  let  off  passengers. 
It  seems  from  the  evidence  that  the  average 
time  required  to  stop  a  train  and  receive  and 
let  off  passengers  is  onl^  three  minutes. 
Certainly  the  state  of  Ohio  did  not  endow 
the  plaintiff  in  error  with  the  rights  of  a  cor- 
poration for  the  purpose  simply  of  subserv- 
ing the  convenience  of  passengers  traveling 
through  the  state  between  points  outside  of 
its  territory.  ...  It  was  for  the  state 
to  take  into  consideration  all  the  circum- 
stances affecting  passenger  travel  within  its 
limits,  and  as  far  as  practicable  make  such 
regulations  as  were  just  to  all  who  might 
pass  over  the  road  in  question.  It  was  enti- 
tled, of  course,  to  provide  for  the  convenience 
of  persons  desiring  to  travel  from  one  point 
to  another  in  the  state  on  domestic  trains. 
But  it  was  not  bound  to  ignore  the  conven- 
ience of  those  who  desired  to  travel  from 
places  in  the  state  to  places  beyond  its  lim« 
its,  or  the  convenience  of  those  outside  of  the 
state  who  wished  to  come  into  it.  Its  stat- 
ute is  in  aid  of  interstate  commerce  of  that 
character.  It  was  not  compelled  to  look 
only  to  the  convenience  of  those  who  wished 
to  pass  through  the  state  without  stopping." 
This  case  is  readily  distinguishable  from  the 
one  under  consideration,  in  the  fact  that  the 
statute  of  Ohio  required  only  that  three  reg^ 
ular  passenger  trains  should  stop  at  e^ery 
station  containing  8,000  inhabitants,  leaving 
the  company  at  liberty  to  run  as  many 
through  passenger  trains  exceeding  three  per 
day  as  it  chose,  without  restriction  as  to 
stoppage  at  particular  stations.  In  other 
words,  it  left  open  the  loophole  whieh  thsi^ 
statute  of  Illinois  has  effectually  closed.  g 
•  The  question  broadly  presented  in  this* 
case  is  this:  Whether  a  state  statute  is 
valid  which  requires  every  passenger  train, 
rc^rdless  of  the  number  of  such  trains  pass- 
ing each  way  daily  and  of  the  diaracter  of 
the  traffic  carried  by  them,  to  stop  at  every 
county  seat  through  whieh  sueh  trains  may 


1890.      OLEVBIAND,  C.  0.  A  8T.  L.   R.  CO.  y.  ILLINOIS  es  reL  JETT. 


pass  hy  day  or  night,  and  r^^ardless  also  of 
the  fact  whether  another  train  designated 
cepedally  for  local  traffic  may  stop  at  the 
same  station  within  a  few  minutes  before  or 
after  the  arrival  of  the  train  in  Question. 

The  demurrer  to  the  answer  admits  that 
the  railway  company  furnishes  a  sufllieient 
nimiber  of  regular  passenger  trains  (four 
each  way  a  day),  to  accommodate  all  the  lo- 
cal and  through  business  along  the  line  of 
the  road,  and  that  all  of  such  trains  stop  at 
Hillsboro;  that  none  of  such  trains  have 
been  taken  off,  and  all  of  which  ran  prior  to 
the  putting  on  of  the  Knickerbocker  Special 
still  run  and  still  stop  at  Hillsboro,  and  that 
they  furnish  ample  and  sufficient  accommo- 
dation to  all  persons  desiring  to  travel  to 
and  from  that  place ;  that  the  Knickerbocker 
fipeciaJ  was  put  on  in  response  to  an  urgent 
demand  on  the  part  of  the  through  traveling 
public  from  St  Louis  to  New  York,  and  that 
it  was  necessary,  as  the  passenger  trains 
theretofore  used  could  not»  by  reason  of  stop- 
ping at  way  stations,  make  the  time  required 
lor  eastern  connections,  and  if  compelled  to 
■top  at  county  seats  the  oompany  will  be 
compelled  to  abandon  the  train,  to  the  great 
damage  of  the  traveling  public  and  to  the 
railway  company. 

It  is  evident  that  the  power  attempted  to 
be  exercised  under  this  statute  would  operate 
as  a  serious  restriction  upon  the  speed  of 
trains  engaged  in  interstate  traffic,  and 
might,  in  some  cases,  render  it  Impossible  for 
trunk  lines  running  through  the  state  of  Il- 
linois to  compete  with  ot^er  lines  running 
through  states  in  which  no  such  restrictionji 
were  applied.  If  such  passenger  trains  may 
be  compelled  to  stop  at  county  seats  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  see  why  the  legislature  may  not  com- 
pel them  to  stop  at  every  station, — a  require- 
ment which  would  be  practically  destructive 
of  through  travel,  where  there  were  compet- 
ing lines  unhampered  by  such  regulations. 
While,  as  we  held  in  the  Lake  Shore  Caee, 
S  railways  are  bound  to  provide  primarily  and 
•  adequately  for  the  accommodation  of  those 
to  whom  they  are  directly  tributary,  and 
who  not  only  have  granted  to  them  their 
franchise,  but  who  may  have  contributed 
largely  to  the  construction  of  the  road,  they 
are  bound  to  do  no  more  than  this,  and  may 
then  provide  special  facilities  for  the  accom- 
modation of  through  traffic  We  are  not 
obliged  to  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  com- 
petition among  railways  for  through  passen- 
ger traffic  has  become  very  spirited,  and  we 
think  they  have  a  right  to  demand  that  they 
shall  not  be  unnecessarily  hampered  in  their 
efforts  to  obtain  a  share  of  such  traffic.  It 
is  evident,  however,  that  neither  the  greater 
safety  of  their  tracks,  the  superior  comfort 
of  their  coaches  or  sleeping  berths,  or  the  ex- 
cellence of  their  tables  would  insure  them 
such  share  if  they  were  unable  to  compete 
with  their  rivals  in  the  matter  of  time.  The 
great  efforts  of  modem  engineering  have  been 
directed  to  combining  safety  with  the  great- 
est possible  speed  in  transportation,  both  by 


land  and  water.  The  public  demand  this; 
the  railway  and  steamship  companies  are 
anxious  in  their  own  interests  to  furnish  it, 
and  local  l^slation  ought  not  to  stand  in 
the  way  of  it. 

With  no  disposition  whatever  to  vary  or 
qualify  the  cases  above  o&ted,  neither  the 
conclusions  of  the  court  nor  the  tenor  of  the 
opinions  are  opposed  to  the  principle  we  hold 
to  in  this  case,  that,  after  all  local  conditions 
have  been  adequately  met,  railways  have  the 
legal  right  to  adopt  special  provisions  for 
through  traffic,  and  legislative  interference 
tlierewith  is  unreasons^ble,  and  an  infringe- 
ment upon  that  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion which  we  have  held  requires  that  com- 
merce between  the  states  shall  be  free  and 
unobstructed. 

While  the  statute  in  question  is  operative 
only  in  the  state  of  Illinois,  it  is  obnoxious  to 
the  criticism  made  of  the  Louisiana  statute  in 
Ball  V.  Dc  Cuir,  95  U.  S.  485,  24  L.  ed.  547, 
that  "while  it  purports  only  to  control  the 
carrier  when  engaged  within  the  state,  it 
must  necessarily  influence  his  conduct,  to 
some  extent,  in  the  management  of  his  busi- 
ness throughout  his  entire  voyage.  .  .  . 
If  each  state  was  at  liberty  to  regulate  the 
conduct  of  carriers  while  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion, the  confusion  likely  to  follow  could  not 
but  be  productive  of  great  inconvenience  and  n 
unnecessary  hardship.  Each  state  could  2 
provide  for  its  own*passengers  and  regulate* 
the  transportation  of  its  own  freight  regard- 
less of  the  interests  of  others."  The  distino- 
tion  between  this  statute  and  r^ulations  re- 
quiring passenger  trains  to  stop  at  railroad 
crossings  and  drawbridges,  and  to  reduce  the 
speed  of  trains  when  running  through 
crowded  thoroughfares;  requiring  its  tracks 
to  be  fenced,  and  a  bell  and  whistle  to  be  at- 
tached to  each  engine,  signal  lights  to  be  car* 
ried  at  night,  and  tariff  and  time  tables  to  be 
posted  at  proper  places,  and  other  similar  re- 
quirements contributing  to  the  safety,  com- 
fort, and  convenience  of  their  patrons, — ^is 
too  obvious  to  require  discussion.  Railroad 
Commission  Cases,  116  U.  S.  307,  334,  sub 
nom.  Stone  v.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T,  Co,  20  L. 
ed.  636,  645,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  334,  388,  1101. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  in  question 
is  a  direct  burden  upon  interstate  commerce, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Illinois  must  therefore  he  re- 
versed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  that  court 
for  further  proceedings  not  inconsistent  with 
this  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  and  Mr.  Justice 
Shiras  concurring: 

We  concur  in  this  judgment  on  the  propo- 
sition that  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  Illi- 
nois, whether  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  wise 
or  foolish,  is,  as  applied  to  the  facts  of  this 
case,  an  attempt  by  the  state  to  directly  reg- 
ulate interstate  commerce,  and,  as  such  at- 
tempt, is  beyond  the  power  of  the  state. 
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▲  mlt  brought  In  lapport  of  an  adverM  claim 
to  a  miiM  under  U.  a.  Her.  But.  ||  2825, 
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the  United  Statea  in  rach  a  eense  aa  to  confer 
Jnrladlctlon  on  a  Federal  court  without  re- 
gard to  the  cttisenehip  of  the  partlee,  unleia 
it  Involvee  the  determination  of  a  quectlon  aa 
to  the  conatnictioii  or  effect  o<  the  mining 
lawa 
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APPEAL  from  a  Judgment  of  the  United 
Statea  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  in  a  consolidated  case  aa  to 
adverse  claims  to  mining  property.  Re- 
vm-Mcd. 

See  same  case  below,  59  U.  S.  App.  538,  87 
Fed.  Rep.  801,  31  C.  C.  A.  223. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Me99r9,  W.  B.  Heybum  and  Lyitleton 
Friee  for  appellant. 

Mr,  Ourtls  H,  Llndlay  for  appelleea. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

In  Blaokhum  v.  Portland  Oold  Min.  Co. 
175  U.  S.  571,  20  Sop.  Ct  Rep.  222, 44  L.  ed. 
— ,  decided  January  8,  1900,  we  held  that 
a  suit  brought  in  support  of  an  adverse  claim 
under  §S  2325  and  2326  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes was  not  a  suit  arising  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  in  such  a  sense  as  to 
confer  jurisdiction  on  a  Federal  court  re 
ffardlesa  of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties. 
In  this  case  the  same  ouestion  is  again  pre- 
•ented,  and  has  been  elaborately  argued  by 
oonnsel  amtinst  the  opinion  we  then  an- 
nounced. Its  importance,  aa  well  as  the 
great  ability  with  which  it  was  argued  by 

•  counsel  for  appellee,  has  induced  a  careful 
g  re-ezamination  of  the  question.       While  it 

•  may  be*conceded  that  the  matter  is  not  free 
from  doubt,  nevertheless  our  re-ezamination 
has  not  led  us  to  change  our  former  views. 
We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  restate  all  the 
reaaons  given  in  the  opinion  then  delivered, 
and  yet  some  matters  may  appropriately  be 
noticed. 

By  the  Constitution  (art.  8,  |  2)  the  Ju- 
dicial power  of  the  United  States  extends 
''to  all  cases,  in  law  and  equity,  arising  nn- 
der this  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United 
States"  and  to  controversies  "between  citi- 
zens of  different  states."  By  article  4,  |  3. 
el.  2,  Congress  is  given  "power  to  dispose  of 
and  maJce  all  needful  rules  and  regulations 
respecting  the  territory  or  other  property  be- 
longing to  the  United  States."  under  these 
clauses  Congress  might  doubtless  provide  that 
any  controversy  of  a  judicial  nature  arising 
in  or  growing  out  of  the  disposal  of  the  pnh- 
lic  lands  should  be  litigated  only  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States.     Tli«  qiie.->t.o.i. 


therefore,  ia  not  one  of  the  power  of  Cos> 
greas,  but  of  its  intent.  It  has  so  construct* 
ed  the  judicial  system  of  the  United  Statea 
that  the  great  bullc  of  litigation  respecting 
rights  of  property,  although  those  righte 
may  in  their  inception  go  back  to  some  law 
of  the  United  States,  is  in  fact  carried  on  ia 
the  courts  of  the  several  states.  It  has  pro- 
vided that  the  Federal  courts  shall  have  es- 
dusiye  junsdicUon  of  admiralty  and  pat^ 
ent  litigation,  and  jurisdiction  concurrent 
with  the  state  courts  of  suits  arising  under 
the  Constituticm  or  laws  of  the  United 
States.  U.  8.  Rev.  SUt.  629 ;  25  Stat  at  L. 
433,  chap.  866. 

When  in  I  2326,  Rev.  Stat,  Congress  au- 
thorized that  which  is  familiarly  known  in 
the  mining  regions  as  an  "adverse  auit,"  It 
simply  declared  that  the  adverse  claimant 
should  commence  proceedings  "in  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction."  It  did  not  in  ex- 
press language  prescribe  either  a  Federal  or 
a  state  court,  and  did  not  provide  for  exclu- 
sive or  concurrent  jurisdiction.  If  it  had 
intended  that  the  jurisdiction  should  be 
vested  only  in  the  Federal  courtii.  it  would 
undoubtedly  have  said  so.  If  it  had  intend- 
ed that  any  new  rule  of  demnrcation  between 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fedi^ral  and  state 
courts  should  apply,  it  would  likewise  un- 
doubtedly have  aaid  so.  leaving  the  matter  i« 
as  it  did,  it  unquestionably  meant  that  theg 
competency  of* the  court  should  be  deter-* 
mined  by  rules  theretofore  prescribed  in  r^ 
spect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
courts.  In  that  view,  if  the  adverse  suit 
were  between  citizens  of  difforent  states,  and 
the  value  of  the  thing  in  controversy  exceed- 
ed $2,000.  then  by  virtue  of  the  cenpral  pro- 
visions of  the  statutes  the  Frdpral  courta 
might  take  jurisdiction,  or,  if  the  suit  waa 
one  arising  under  the  Constitution  or  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  amount  in 
controversy  waa  over  $2,000.  then  also  the 
Federal  courts  miorht  take  jurisdiction. 
Conversely,  it  would  be  true  that  if  the 
amount  in  controversy  was  not  in  excess  of 
$2,000,  or  if  the  parties  were  not  citizens  of 
different  states,  and  the  suit  was  not  one 
arising  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  the  Federal  courta  oould  not 
take  jurisdiction. 

In  the  present  case  diverse  citizenship  doea 
not  exist.  Jurisdiction  must,  therefore  de- 
pend upon  the  question  whether  the  suit  is 
one  arising  under  the  Constitution  or  lawa 
of  the  United  States. 

We  pointed  out  in  the  former  opinion  that 
it  was  well  settled  that  a  suit  to  enforce  a 
right  which  takes  its  origin  in  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  is  not  necessarily  one  aris- 
ing under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  Statea,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
jurisdiction  clauses;  for  if  it  did,  every  ac- 
tion to  establish  title  to  real  estate  (at 
least  in  the  newer  states)  would  be  such  a 
one,  as  all  titles  in  those  states  come  fron^ 
the  United  States  or  by  virtue  of  its  laws. 
As  said  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite.  in  Little 
York  Qold-W ashing  A  Water  Co.  v.  Keyee^ 
00  IT.  S.  109,  203.  24  L.  od.  050.  H.IS. 

"The  suit  must,  in  part  at  lerst.  nn>e  out; 
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of  a  oontToversy  between  the  parties  in  re* 
gard  to  the  operation  and  effect  of  the  Con- 
atitution  or  laws  upon  the  facts  involved. 
.  .  .  Before,  therefore,  a  circuit  court 
oan  be  required  to  retain  a  cause  under  this 
Jurisdiction,  it  must,  in  some  form,  appear 
upon  the  record,  by  a  statement  of  facts,  'in 
l^al  and  logical  form,'  such  as  is  required 
in  good  pleading,  .  .  .  that  the  suit  is 
one  whicn  'really  and  substantial^  involves 
ft  dispute  or  controversy'  as  to  a  right  which 
depends  upon  the  construction  or  effect  of 
the  Constitution  or  some  law  or  treaty  of  the 
United  States." 
«  The  adverse  suit.  Rev.  Stat.  |  2326,  it  "to 
;g  determine  the  question  of  the  right  of  pos- 
•  session."  That  right  may  or  may  •not  in- 
volve the  construction  or  effect  of  the  Con- 
stitution or  a  law  or  treaty  of  the  United 
StaUs.  By  8§  2319,  2324  and  2332,  Revised 
Statutes,  it  is  expressly  provided  that  this 
right  of  possession  may  be  determined  by 
*local  customs  or  rules  of  miners  in  the  sev- 
eral mining  districts,  so  far  at  the  same  are 
applicable  and  not  inconsistent  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  SUtet;"  or  "bj  the  sUt- 
nte  of  limitations  for  mining  claims  of  the 
ttate  or  territory  where  the  tame  may  be 
tituated."  So  that  in  a  given  case  the  right 
of  possession  may  not  involve  any  question 
tinder  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States,  but  simply  a  determination  of  local 
rules  and  customs,  or  state  statutes,  or  even 
only  a  mere  matter  of  fact. 

The  recognition  by  Congress  of  local  cus- 
toms and  statutorv  provisions  at  at  timet 
eontrolling  the  right  of  possession  does  not 
incorporate  them  into  the  body  of  Federal 
law.  Section  2  of  article  I  of  the  Constitu- 
tion provides  that  the  electors  in  each  state 
of  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
''shall  have  the  qualifications  requisite  for 
electors  of  the  most  numerous  branch  of  the 
ttate  legislature,"  but  this  does  not  make  the 
statutes  and  constitutional  provisions  of  the 
various  states  in  reference  to  the  qualifica- 
tions of  electors  parts  of  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  the  United  States. 

On  August  8,  1890,  Congrest  enacted  (26 
Stat,  at  L.  313,  chap.  728)  that  intoxicating 
liquors  transported  into  any  state  or  terri- 
tory "shall  upon  arrival  in  such  state  or  ter- 
ritory be  subject  to  the  operation  and  effect 
of  the  laws  of  such  state  or  territory,"  etc., 
and  in  Re  Rahrer,  140  U.  S.  545,  561,  sub 
nom.  Wilkerson  v.  Rahrer,  36  L.  ed.  672, 576, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865,  869,  this  court  said: 

"Congress  has  not  attempted  to  delegate 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce,  or  to  exer- 
cise any  power  reserved  to  the  states,  or  to 
^ant  a  power  not  possessed  by  the  states, 
or  to  adopt  state  laws." 

In  Miller  v.  Swann,  160  U.  8.  132,  136,  37 
L.  ed.  1028,  1029,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  62,  64,  it 
Appeared  that  the  state  of  Alabama  had 
passed  an  act  containing  this  provision: 
'The  said  Alabama  &  Chattanooga  Railroad 
Company  shall  have  the  privilege  and  right 
of  telling  said  lands  or  anv  part  thereof  in 
Accordance  with  the  acts  of  Congress  grants 
Ing  the  same;"  and  it  was  held: 

"The  question  is  not  what  rights  patsed 


to  the  state  under*the  acts  of  Congretit,  Iml' 
what  authority  the  railroad  company  had 
under  the  statute  of  the  state.  The  con- 
struction of  such  a  statute  is  a  matter  for 
the  state  oourt»  and  its  determination  there- 
of is  binding  on  this  court.  The  fact  that 
the  state  statute  and  the  mortgage  refer  to 
certain  acts  of  Congrest  as  prescribing  the 
rule  and  measure  of  the  rights  grant^  by 
the  state  does  not  make  the  determination  of 
such  rights  a  Federal  question.  A  state  may 
prescribe  the  procedure  in  the  Federal  courts 
at  the  rule  of  praetioe  in  its  own  tribunalt ; 
it  may  authorize  the  disposal  of  its  own 
lands  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  for 
the  sale  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United 
States;  and  in  such  catet  an  examination 
may  be  necessary  of  the  acts  of  Congress,  the 
rules  of  the  Federal  courts,  and  the  practicet 
of  the  Land  Department,  and  yet  tiie  quet* 
tiont  for  decision  would  not  be  of  a  Federal 
character.  The  inquiry  along  Federal  lines 
it  only  incidental  to  a  determination  of  the 
local  quettion  of  what  the  state  has  required 
and  prescribed.  The  matter  decided  is  one 
of  state  rule  and  practice.  The  facts  by 
which  that  state  rule  and  practice  are  deter- 
mined may  be  of  a  Federal  origin." 

Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  'Adverse  suit" 
to  determine  the  right  of  possession  may  not 
involve  any  ouettion  at  to  the  construction 
or  effect  of  tae  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  but  may  present  simply  a 
question  of  fact  at  to  the  time  of  the  discov- 
ery of  mineral,  the  location  of  the  claim  on 
the  ground,  or  a  determination  of  the  mean- 
ing and  effect  of  eertain  local  rules  and  cus- 
toms prescribed  by  the  miners  of  the  district, 
or  the  effect  of  state  ttatutet,  it  would  seem 
to  follow  that  it  is  not  one  which  necessarily 
aritet  under  the  Conttitution  and  lawt  of 
the  United  States. 

As  against  this  we  are  met  by  these  sug- 
gestions: First,  that  a  corporation  created 
by  Congress  has  a  right  to  invoke  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Federal  courts  in  respect  to 
any  litigation  which  it  may  have,  except  as 
specificfdly  restricted  by  some  act  of  Con- 
gress^ Oshom  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  9 
Wheat  738,  6  L.  ed.  204;  Pacifio  Railroad 
RemoviU  Oases,  115  U.  8.  1,  sub  nom.  Union 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Myers,  29  L.  ed.  319,  5  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  1113.  The  argument  of  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  in  support  of  this  was,  briefly,  that 
a  corporation  has  no  powers  and  can  incur  no  ^ 
obligations  except  as  authorized  or  provided  le 
for  in  its  charter.  Its  power  to  do*any  act* 
which  it  assumes  to  do,  and  its  liability  to 
any  obligation  which  is  sought  to  be  cast 
upon  it,  depend  upon  its  charter,  and  when 
such  diarter  is  given  by  one  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  there  is  the  primary  ques- 
tion of  the  extent  and  meaning  of  that  law. 
In  other  words,  as  to  every  act  or  obligation 
the  first  question  is  whether  that  act  or  ob- 
ligation is  within  the  scope  of  the  law  of 
Congress,  and  that  being  the  matter  which 
must  be  first  determined,  a  suit  by  or  against 
the  corporation  it  one  which  involves  a  con- 
struction of  the  terms  of  its  charter;  in 
other  words,  a  quettion  ariting  under  the 
law  of  Congrett.    But  that  argument  it  not 
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pertinent  here.  The  right  of  the  eontestante 
In  an  ad^rse  suit,  as  we  have  seen,  does  not 
always  call  for  any  construction  of  an  act 
of  Congress.  It  may  depend  solely  on  local 
rules  or  customs  or  state  statutes,  and  in 
that  ease  does  not  involye  a  dispute  or  con- 
troversy "which  depends  upon  tne  construc- 
tion or  effect  of  the  Constitution,  or  some 
law  or  treaty  of  the  United  States.  .  .  • 
In  most  actions  concerning  mining  daims, 
the  parties  agree  as  to  the  proper  rule  of 
construction  to  be  applied  to  the  mining 
laws,  and  the  controversies  are  usually  lim- 
ited to  questions  of  fact  relating  to  the  com- 
pliance with  these  laws.  In  such  cases  the 
Federal  courts  have  no  original  jurisdiction, 
unless  there  is  a  diversity  of  citizenship; 
but  in  cases  arising  under  |  2320  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  the  authority  for  the  action 
is  found  in  the  legislation  of  Congress. 
Without  this  authority  the  action  for  the 
purposes  avowed  by  the  statute  could  not  be 
maintained."  2  Lindley,  Mines,  S  748.  A 
statute  authorizing  an  action  to  establish  a 
right  is  very  different  from  one  which  creates 
a  right  to  be  established.  An  action  brought 
under  the  one  may  involve  no  controversy  as 
to  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  statute,  while 
in  the  other  case  it  necessarily  involves  such 
a  controversv,  for  the  thing  to  be  decided  is 
the  extent  of  the  right  given  by  the  statute. 
Again,  it  is  said  that  this  adverse  suit  is 
one  step  in  the  administration  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  mineral 
lands,  and  therefore  it  must  be  presumed 
that  Congress  intended  that  such  step  should 
H  rightfully  be  taken  in  one  of  the  courts  of 
2  the  Unitied  States.  This  suggestion  was 
•  open  to  the*eon8ideration  of  Congress  when 
it  was  determining  where  the  adverse  suit 
should  be  brought,  but  that  it  did  not  con- 
sider it  vital  is  evident  from  the  conceded 
fact  that,  unless  the  amount  in  controversy 
is  over  $2,000,  no  Jurisdiction  attaches  to  the 
Federal  court.  In  other  words.  Congress 
did  not  deem  the  matter  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  those  courts  so  essential  a  part  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  land  laws  of  the  United 
States  as  to  vest  in  them  jurisdiction  of  all 
such  controversies,  but  left  a  large,  if  not 
a  major,  portion  of  them  to  be  determined 
In  the  state  courts.  It  evidently  contem- 
plated the  fact  that  a  controversy  about  a 
right  of  possession  might  as  appropriately 
be  decided  in  a  state  as  in  a  Federal  court, 
and,  not  prescribing  in  which  court  it  should 
bo  litigated,  left  the  matter  to  be  determined 
by  the  ordinary  rules  in  respect  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Federal  courts. 

Counsel  also  calls  our  attention  to  the  dif- 
ference in  the  procedure  in  the  disposal  of 
agricultural  and  mineral  lands.  With  re- 
spect to  the  former,  all  proceedings  are  car- 
ried on  in  the  Land  Department,  and  it  is 
only  after  the  le{?al  title  has  passed  by  pat- 
ent that  inquiry  is  permissible  in  the  courU, 
while  in  respect  to  the  latter  the  aid  of  the 
eourts  is  invoked  before  the  issue  of  a  pat- 
ent and  in  order  to  determine,  to  some  extent^ 
the  right  thereto.  Noticing  this  dis- 
tinction, he  also  notes  the  fact  that  a  con- 
test in  respect  to  the  validity  of  a  patent  for 


agricultural  lands  can  be  litigated  in  the 
Federal  courts,  and  hence  draws  the  infer- 
ence that  a  contest  preliminary  to  a  patent 
for  mineral  lands,  and  involving  the  right 
thereto,  must  also  be  one  which  can  be  liti- 
gated in  the  same  courts.  But  we  think  the 
true  inference  from  this  difference  of  pro- 
cedure is  to  the  contrary,  because,  in  respect 
to  agricultural  lands,  it  is  settled  that  all 
questions  of  fact  are  determined  by  the  Land 
Department,  and  that  after  the  issue  of  a 
patent  only  questions  of  law  are  open  for 
consideration  in  the  courts,  and,  as  the  laws 
of  Congress  alone  determine  the  matter  of 
the  disposal  of  the  public  lands,  it  follows 
that  the  questions  of  law  which  are  thus 
open  for  consideration  are  those  arising  un- 
der the  acts  of  Congress.  While  on  the 
other  hand,  as  we  have  heretofore  shown,  in  q, 
these  adverse  suits  preliminary  to  a  patent  t^ 
of  mineral  lands  not  merelj^questions  of  law  • 
arising  under  the  statutes  of  the  United 
States,  but  questions  of  fact  and  questions 
arising  under  local  rules  and  customs 
and  state  statutes  are  open  for  consideration. 
The  scope  of  the  inquiry  which  is  permissible 
in  the  two  cases  emphasizes  the  fact  that  in 
the  latter  case  the  controversy  may  be  one 
not  arising  under  the  Constitution  or  laws 
of  Congress. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  Congress  has  in  these 
cases  prescribed  a  specific  rule  of  limitation 
which  is  ordinarily  different  from  that  ob- 
taining under  state  statutes  in  respect  to  ac- 
tions for  the  recovery  of  possession ;  that  it 
has  authorized  decrees  m  peculiar  form, 
some  partly  for  and  partly  against  each  of 
the  different  parties,  and  also  some  adverse- 
ly to  both.  21  Stat,  at  L.  505,  chap.  140; 
Richmond  Min,  Co.  v.  Rose,  114  U.  S.  576, 
585,  29  L.  ed.  273,  276,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1055; 
Perego  v.  Dodge,  163  U.  S.  160,  167,  41  L. 
ed.  113,  118,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  971.  But  inci- 
dental matters  sucn  as  these  are  not  decisive, 
especially  as  confessedly  the  statute  leaves 
the  jurisdiction  over  those  cases  in  which 
the  matter  in  controversy  does  not  exceed 
$2,000  in  value  in  the  state  courts.  This 
fact  shows  conclusively  that  Congress  was 
not  intending  to  carve  out  a  new  jurisdiction 
for  the  Federal  courts,  and  also  that  it  did 
not  doubt  that  the  state  courts  would  carry 
into  effect  its  enactments  in  reference  to  lim- 
itations and  procedure. 

And,  finally,  it  is  said  that  Congress  can- 
not confer  any  jurisdiction  on  the  state 
courts,  that  they  may  decline  to  entertain 
these  adverse  suits,  and  that  Congress  can- 
not compel  them  to  do  so.  But  here  again 
we  are  met  with  the  fact  that  Congress  has 
left  all  controversies  in  respect  to  right  of 
possession,  not  exceeding  $2,000  in  value,  to 
the  state  courts.  It  evidently  proceeded  up- 
on the  supposition  (which  is  a  rightful  one) 
that,  as  by  the  express  terms  of  the  Consti- 
tution, article  6,  clause  2,  "this  Constitution, 
and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which 
shall  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  .  .  . 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land ;  and  the 
judges  in  every  state  shall  be  bound  thereby, 
an^hing  in  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  any 
state  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,"  no 
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ttmrti,  Bfttioaal  or  fUte,  would  deellne  to 
carry  into  effect  the  acts  of  Congrefls. 
Whether,  if  a  state  court  should  refuae  to  act 
tj  under  these  statutes,  the  matter  is  one  which 
40  could  be  corrected  by  error  in  this  court,  is 
*  Immaterial.  *  If  it  shall  appear  that  state 
courts  decline  to  entertain  such  jurisdiction, 
and  that  it  cannot  be  enforced  upon  them, 
Congress  may  further  legislate.  Evidently, 
thus  far  in  these  cases,  as  in  many  others, 
there  hat  been  no  reason  to  suppose  that  any 
state  court  would  decline  to  enforce  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  to  carry  into 
effect  their  orovisions.  And  as  well  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  Inm  BiVoer  Mm.  Co.  ▼. 
Campbell,  135  U.  S.  286,  299,  34  L.  ed.  165, 
160,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  765,  769: 

''The  purpose  of  the  statute  seems  to  be 
that  where  there  are  two  claimants  to  the 
same  mine,  neither  of  whom  has  yet  acquired 
the  title  from  the  goremment,  they  shall 
bring  their  respective  claims  to  the  same 
property,  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
statute,  before  some  judicial  tribunal  lo- 
cated in  the  neishborhood  where  the  proper- 
ty is,  and  that  tne  result  of  this  judicial  in- 
vestigation shall  ffOTern  the  action  of  the 
officers  of  the  Land  Department  in  determin- 
ing which  of  these  claimants  shall  have  the 
patent,  the  final  evidence  of  title,  from  the 
government." 

If  every  adverse  suit  could  be  taken  into 
the  Federal  courts,  obviously  in  some  of  the 
larger  western  states  the  litigation  would 
not  be  "before  some  judicial  tribunal  located 
in  the  neighborhood  where  the  property  is/' 
for  in  them  tiie  Federal  courts  are  often  held 
only  in  the  capital  or  chief  city  of  the  state 
and  at  a  great  distance  from  certain  parts  of 
the  mining  regions  therein. 

So,  we  conclude,  as  we  did  in  the  prior  case, 
that  although  these  suits  may  sometimes  so 
present  questions  arising  under  the  Ck>nsti- 
tution  or  laws  of  the  United  States  that  the 
Federal  courts  will  have  Jurisdiction,  yet 
the  mere  fact  that  a  suit  is  an  adverse  suit 
authorized  by  the  statutes  of  Congress  is  not 
in  and  of  itself  sufficient  to  vest  jurisdiction 
in  the  Federal  courts. 

It  appears  that  there  were  two  cases  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Idaho,  that  they  were  there 
consolidated  for  trial,  and  the  consolidated 
case  taken  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals.  Of  the  two  original  cases.  No.  81 
on  the  docket  of  the  circuit  court  was  com- 
menced by  the  appellees  in  that  court.  The 
other,  No.  102,  was  commenced  by  the  appel- 
^lant  in  the  district  court  of  the  first 
jj  Judicial  district  of  the  state  of  Idaho  in 
•  andMor  Shoshone  county,  and  by  the  appel- 
lees removed  to  the  Federal  court.  The 
matters  involved  in  the  two  cases  were  sim- 
ilar, and  hence  the  consolidation.  Under 
these  circumstances,  and  in  view  of  the  con- 
elusion  to  which  we  have  arrived,  the  order 
will  be  that  the  jitdgment  of  the  United 
States  oirouit  eourt  of  appeals  for  the  ninth 
eiumit  is  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded 
to  the  circuit  court,  northern  division,  dis- 
trict of  Idaho,  with  instnictions  to  reverse 
its  decree   and    enter   a  decree    dismissing 


case  No.  81,  and  an  ot^in  rmandiBg  case  No. 
102  to  the  state  court 

Mr.  Justice  Wliite  did  not  hear  the  ar- 
gument and  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of 
this 


Mr.  Justice  McKenaa  dissenta. 

(177  U.  S.  529) 
JOHN  BAD  ELK,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

V, 

UNITED  STATES. 

Arrest — on  Indian  reservation — toithoui 
toarrant — resistanee — power  of  Indian  po» 
lioeman — erroneous  instruction  as  to  right 
to  resist. 

1.  An  ofllcer  at  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  reserva- 
tion In  South  Dakota  has  no  authority  to  ar- 
rest a  resident  on  such  reservation  without 
a  warrant,  on  a  charge  of  misdemeanor  not 
committed  in  his  preience. 

2.  Indian  policemen  are  not  marshals  or  de|m- 
t7  marshals  within  the  meaning  of  U.  S.  Rev. 
8Ut.  I  788.  giving  such  officials  In  each  state 
the  same  powers  in  executing  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  as  sheriffs  and  their  deputies 
may  have  by  law  in  executing  the  laws  there- 
of. 

8.  An  Instruction  that  officers  had  the  right 
to  use  all  necessary  force  to  arrest  the  ac- 
cused, and  that  he  bad  no  right  to  resist.  Is 
prejudicial  error  where  the  accused,  who  was 
thereupon  convicted  of  murder  committed  in 
resisting  an  arrest,  had  not  been  guilty  of 
any  offense  for  which  the  officers  had  any 
legal  authority  to  make  the  arrest. 


[No.  850.] 

Submitted    Febnutry    26,    1900, 
April  SO,  1900. 


Decided 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  SUtes  for  the  District  of  South 
Dakota  to  review  a  sentence  of  conviction 
for  murder.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Tlioa.  B.  Meliartin  and  B.  B. 
Van  Bushirk  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Boyd  for  de- 
fendant in  error.  e 

s 

*Mr.  Justice  PeeULam  delivered  the  opin-» 
ion  of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted  in 
April,  1800,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States,  in  South  Dakota,  of  the  mur- 
der on  March  13,  1800,  of  John  Killa  Back 
at  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  reservation,  in 
South  Dakota,  and  sentenced  to  be  hanged. 
The  case  is  brought  here  on  writ  of  error  to 
the  circuit  court. 

Both  the  deceased  and  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror were  Indians  and  policemen,  residing  on 
the  reservation  at  the  time  of  the  killing. 

Upon  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  plain- ^ 
tiff  in  error,  on  March  8,  1800,  while  out  of  S 
doors,  fired  a  couple  of  shots^lrom  his  gun  at* 
or  near  the  place  where  he  resided.    Soon 
after  the  firing,  one  Captain  Oleaaon,  who 
stated  that  he  was  what  is  called  an  "addl- 
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tional  fanner"  on. the  lene  reeerTation,  hav- 
ing heard  the  shots,  and  meeting  the  plain- 
tilT  in  error,  asked  him  if  be  had  done  that 
shooting,  and  he  said  that  he  had;  that  '*he 
had  shot  into  the  air  for  fun/'  to  which 
Gleason  responded  by  saying  to  him,  "Come 
around  to  the  office  in  a  little  while,  and  we 
will  talk  the  matter  over."  Thereupon  they 
separated.  As  he  did  not  come  to  tne  office, 
Gieation,  after  waiting  several  days,  gave 
verbal  orders  to  three  of  the  Indian  police- 
men  to  go  and  arrest  plaintiff  in  error  at  his 
mother's  house  near  by  and  take  him  to  the 
agency,  some  25  miles  distant.  No  reason 
for  makinff  the  arrest  was  given,  nor  any 
charge  made  against  him.  The  policemen, 
one  of  whom  was  the  deceased,  went  to  the 
house  where  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  stop- 
ping, and  came  back  and  reported  to  Gleason 
that  he  was  not  there,  and  they  were  then 
ordered  to  return  and  wait  for  him  and  to 
arrest  him.  They  returned  to  the  house,  but 
came  back  again  and  rqK>rted  Uiat  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  said  that  he  would  go  with  them 
to  the  agency  in  the  morning;  that  it  was 
too  late  to  go  with  tltem  that  night  Gleas- 
on then  told  them  to  watch  him  and  see  Uiat 
he  did  not  go  away,  and  in  the  morning  to 
take  him  to  the  Pine  Ridge  agency. 

T)ie  policemen  then  a^ain  went  back  to  the 
house  where  plaintiff  in  error  was  staying 
and  met  him  coming  towards  his  mother's 
place.  He  went  into  the  house,  and  one  of 
their  number  followed  him;  found  him  smok- 
ing, and  told  him  that  they  had  come  to  take 
him  to  the  agency  at  Pine  Ridge.  Plaintiff 
in  error  refused  to  go,  and  the  policonan 
went  outside.  Another  of  them  Uien  went 
into  Uie  house,  and  in  a  few  minutes  both  he 
and  the  plaintiff  in  error  oame  out,  and  the 
latter  saddled  his  horse  and  went  over  to  the 
house  of  a  friend,  and  they  followed  him. 
It  was  getting  dark  when  he  came  back  to 
his  mother's  house,  still  followed  by  them, 
and  while  following  the  plaintiff  in  error  to 
his  house  on  this  last  occasion  they  were 
6J  joined  by  others,  so  that  when  he  went  into 
le  the  house  there  were  four  or  five  men  stand- 
•  ing  about  it.  In  a  short^time  the  plaintiff  in 
error  came  out,  and  asked  of  those  outside, 
"What  are  you  here  bothering  me  for?"  The 
deceased  said:  "Cousin,  you  are  a  police- 
man, and  know  what  the  rules  and  orders 
are."  To  which  plaintiff  in  error  replied: 
"Yes;  I  know  what  the  rules  and  orders  are, 
but  I  told  you  I  would  go  with  you  to  Pine 
Ridge  in  the  morning.'*  Then,  according  to 
the  evidence  for  the  prosecution,  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  without  further  provocation, 
shot  the  deceased,  who  died  within  a  few 
minutes. 

The  policemen  had  their  arms  with  them 

when  tliey  went  up  to  where  the  plaintiff  in 

error  was  at  the  time  the  shooting  was  done. 

This  is  substantially  the  case  made  by  the 

prosecution. 

There  is  an  entire  absence  of  any  evidence 
of  a  complaint  having  been  made  before  any 
mai^istrate  or  officer  charging  an  offense 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  there  is  no 
proof  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  any  criminal 


offense,  or  that  he  had  even  violated  any 
rule  or  regulation  for  the  government  of  the 
Indians  on  the  reservation,  or  that  any  war- 
rant had  been  issued  for  his  arrest  On  the 
contrary,  Gleason  swears  that  his  orders  to 
arrest  plaintiff  in  error  were  not  in  writing, 
but  given  orally.  Indeed,  it  does  not  appear 
that  Gleason  had  any  authority  even  to  en- 
tertain a  complaint  or  to  issue  a  warrant  is 
any  event. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  testified  in  his  ow» 
behalf,  and  said  that  during  the  day  he  had 
been  looking  after  the  schools  along  the 
creek  near  the  station ;  that  that  was  his 
duty  as  a  policeman;  that  he  arrived  at  his 
mother's  house  about  half  past  four  in  the 
afternoon,  and  soon  afterwards  an  Indian 
named  Hi^h  Eagle  came  into  the  house,, 
staid  a  minute  or  two,  but  did  not  speak,, 
then  went  out  doors,  and  Lone  Bear  came  in, 
and  said  that  he  was  directed  to  take  the- 

glaintiff  in  error  to  Pine  Ridge  to  Major 
lapp.  To  which  the  plaintiff  replied:  "AU 
right,  but  my  horse  is  used  up,  and  I  shall 
have  to  go  to  my  brother's,  Harrison  White 
Thunder's,  and  get  another  horse."  Lone 
Bear  said  all  right  Then  the  plaintiff  in 
error  started  for  his  brother's,  and  when  he 
got  there  found  that  the  horses  were  out  on 
the  range,  and  when  they  came  in  his  brother  e» 
promised  to  bring  one  of  them  down  to  him.  g 
In  this  he  was  corroborated  by  his*  brother,  • 
who  testified  that  he  brought  the  horse  over 
about  dark.  On  his  way  back  to  his  moth- 
er's the  plaintiff  inerror  stopped  at  a  friend'a 
and  got  a  Winchester  rifle  for  the  purpose, 
as  he  said,  of  shooting  prairie  cnickena. 
When  he  went  back  to  his  mother's  he  wa» 
there  but  a  short  time  when  the  deceased  and 
two  or  three  others  came  to  his  house  to  ar- 
rest him,  and  the  plaintiff  in  error  went  out, 
and  according  to  his  testimony  the  following 
was  what  occurred:  "I  asked  John  Kille 
Back  and  High  Eagle  what  they  were  there 
bothering  me  all  the  while  for.  John  Kills 
Back  said :  'You  are  a  policeman,  and  know 
what  the  rules  are.'  I  said:  'Yes,  I  know 
what  the  rules  are,  but  I  told  you  that  I 
would  go  to  Pine  Ridge  agency  in  the  moni-> 
ing.'  Then  the  deceased  moved  a  little  for- 
ward, and  put  his  hand  around  as  if  to  readi 
for  his  gun.  I  saw  the  gun  and  shot;  then  I 
shot  tmce  more,  and  John  Kills  Back  and 
High  Eagle  ran  off.  John  Kills  Back  fell 
after  he  had  gone  a  short  distance.  I  shot 
because  I  knew  that  they  (John  Kills  Back 
and  High  Eagle)  would  thoot  me.  I  taw 
their  revolvers  at  the  time  I  shot."  This  was 
in  substance  all  the  evidence.. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  asked  the 
court  to  charge  as  follows: 

"From  the  evidence  as  it  appears  in  this 
action,  none  of  the  policemen  who  sought  to 
arrest  the  defendant  in  this  action  prior  to 
the  killing  of  the  deceased,  John  Kills  Back, 
were  justified  in  arresting  the  defendant, 
and  he  had  a  right  to  use  such  force  as  a 
reasonably  prudent  person  might  do  in  re- 
sisting such  arrest  by  them." 

The  court  denied  the  request  and  cooniel 
excepted. 
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The  ooiirt  ehargod  the  jury,  among  other 
ihings,  as  follows : 

'"nie  deceased,  John  Kille  Back,  had  been 
•rdered  to  arrest  the  defendant;  henoe  he 
bad  a  right  to  go  and  make  the  attempt  to 
arrest  the  defendant.  The  defendant  had 
no  right  to  resist  him.  It  is  claimed  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  that  he  made  no  re- 
sistance, and  he  was  willing  to  go  with  the 
officer  hi  the  morning.  I  charge  you,  of 
course.,  that  the  officer,  John  Kills  Back,  had 
a  right  to  determine  for  himself  when  thia 
should  go  to  the  agency  with  him. 


•  *"In  this  connection  I  desire  to  say  to  you, 
centlemen  of  the  jury,  that  the  deceased, 
being  an  officer  of  the  law,  had  a  right  to  be 
armed,  and  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  the 
defendant  he  would  have  had  the  right  to 
chow  his  revolver.  He  would  have  had  the 
Tight  to  use  only  so  much  force  as  was  neces- 
sary to  take  his  prisoner,  and  the  fact  that 
he  was  using  no  more  force  than  was  neces- 
aary  to  take  hie  prisoner  would  not  be  sulii- 
€ient  justification  for  the  defendant  to  shoot 
him  and  kill  him.  The  defendant  would  only 
be  justified  in  killing  the  deceased  when  you 
should  find  that  the  circumatanoes  showed 
that  the  deceased  had  so  far  forgotten  his 
duties  as  an  officer,  and  had  gone  beyond  the 
force  necessary  to  arrest  defendant,  and  was 
about  to  kill  him  or  to  inflict  great  bodily 
injury  upon  him,  which  was  not  necessary 
lor  the  purpose  of  making  the  arrest." 

This  charge  was  duly  excepted  to. 

We  think  the  court  clearly  erred  in  charg- 
ing tiiat  the  policemen  had  the  right  to  ar- 
rest the  plaintifiT  in  error,  and  to  use  such 
force  as  was  necessary  to  acoomplish  the  ar- 
rest, and  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  no 
right  to  resist  it 

The  evidence  as  to  the  facts  immediately 
preceding  the  killing  was  contradictory; 
the  prosecution  showing  a  killing  when  no 
active  effort  was  at  that  very  moment  made 
to  arrest,  and  the  defendant  showing  an  in- 
tended arrest  and  a  determination  to  take 
him  at  that  time  at  all  events,  and  a  move 
made  by  the  deceased  towards  him  with  his 
pistol  in  sight,  and  a  seeming  intention  to 
use  it  against  the  defendant  for  the  purpose 
of  overcoming  all  resistance.  Under  these 
eircumstances  the  error  of  the  charge  was 
material  and  prejudicial. 

At  common  law,  if  a  party  resisted  arrest 
bj  an  officer  without  warrant  and  who  had 
no  right  to  arrest  him,  and  if  in  the  course 
of  that  resistance  the  officer  was  killed,  the 
offense  of  the  party  resisting  arrest  would 
be  reduced  from  what  would  have  been  mur- 
der if  the  officer  had  had  the  right  to  arrest, 
to  manslaughter.  What  would  be  murder 
if  the  officer  had  the  right  to  arrest  might  be 
reduced  to  manslaughter  by  the  very  fact 
that  he  had  no  such  right.  80  an  officer,  at 
common  law,  was  not  authorized  to  make  an 
» arrest  without  a  warrant,  for  a  mere  mis- 
S  demeanor  not  committed  in  his  presence.     1 

•  Arch.  Crim.  Pr/&  PI.  7th  Am.  ed.  103,  note 
(1) ;  also  page  861  and  following  pages;  2 
Hawk.  P.  C.  li:)),  §  8;  3  Russell  on  Crimes, 
Gth  ed.  83.  84,  07  ;  1  Chitty's  Crim.  L.  *p  15; 


1  Bast,  P:  C.  chap.  5,  p.  328;  Derecourt  v. 
CorhUhleyy  6  El.  &  Bl.  188;  Food  v.  Oaunt,  8 
Bam  ft  Ad.  798;  Reg.  v.  Chapman,  12  Uox  C 
C.  4;  Ratferty  v.  People,  89  111.  Ill,  18  Am. 
Rep.  601 ;  £f.  C.  on  a  subsequent  writ^  72  111. 
37.  If  the  officer  had  no  right  to  arrest,  the 
other  party  might  resist  the  illegal  attempt 
to  arrest  him,  using  no  more  force  than  was 
absolutely  necessary  to  repel  tiie  assault  con- 
stttuting  the  attempt  to  arrest  1  Easl^ 
9upra. 

We  do  not  find  any  statute  of  the  United 
States  or  of  the  state  of  South  Dakota  giving 
any  right  to  these  men  to  arrest  an  indi- 
vidual without  a  warrant, on  a  charge  of  mis* 
demeanor  not  committed  in  their  presence. 
Marshals  and  their  deputies  have  in  each 
state,  by  virtue  of  f  788,  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States,  the  same  powers  in  exe* 
cuting  the  laws  of  the  United  States  as 
sheriffs  and  their  deputies  in  such  state  may 
have  by  law  in  executing  the  laws  thereof. 
This  certainly  does  not  give  any  power  to  an 
officer  at  the  Pine  Ridge  agency  to  arrest  a 
person  without  warrant,  even  though  charged 
with  the  commission  of  a  miademeanor. 
These  policemen  were  not  marshals  nor  depo 
ties  of  marshals,  and  the  statutes  have  no 
application  to  them. 

By  8  1014  of  the  Revised  SUtutes,  the  of- 
ficers  of  the  United  States  named  therein  and 
certain  state  officers  may,  agreeably  to  the 
usual  mode  of  process  against  offenders  in 
such  state,  order  the  arrest  of  an  offender 
for  any  crime  or  offense  committed  against 
the  United  States.  This  section  has  no  ap* 
plication. 

Referring  to  the  laws  of  South  Dakota,  wa 
find  no  authority  for  making  such  an  arrest 
\rithout  warrant.  The  law  upon  the  subject 
of  arrests  in  that  state  is  contained  in  the 
Compiled  Laws  of  South  Dakota  1887,  ( 
7139,  and  the  following  sections,  and  it  will 
be  seen  that  the  common  law  is  therein  sub- 
stantially enacted.  The  sections  referred  toe 
are  set  out  in  the  margin.f  2 

*No  rule  or  regulation  for  the  government  • 
of  Indians  upon  a  reservation  has  been  cited, 
nor  have  we  found  any,  which  prohibits  the 
firing  of  a  gun  there,  ••for  fun,"  nor  do  we  ^ 
find  any  law,  rule,  or  regulation  which  au-  n 
thorizes  an  arrest,  without  •warrant,  of  an*^ 
Indian  not  charged  even  with  the  commis- 
sion of  a  misdemeanor,  nor  does  it  anywhere 
appear  that  Gleason  had  authority  to  issue 
a  warrant  for  an  alleged  violation  of  the 
rules  or  regulations. 


tSee.  7139.  An  arrest  may  be  either — 

1.  By  a  peace  officer,  mider  a  warrant ; 

2.  By  a  peace  officer,  without  a  warrant ;  or, 
8.  By  a  private  person. 

See.  7141.  If  the  offense  charged  Is  a  felony, 
the  arrest  may  be  made  on  any  day  and  at  any 
time  of  the  day  or  night.  If  It  Is  a  misdemean- 
or, the  arrest  cannot  be  made  at  night,  an  less 
upon  the  direction  of  the  magistrate  Indorsed 
open  the  warrant. 

Sec.  7144.  The  officer  must  Inform  the  de- 
fendant that  he  acts  under  the  authority  of  the 
warrant,  and  must  also  show  the  warrant  If  re> 
quired. 

See.  7146.  If.  after  notice  of  Intention  to 
arrest  the  defendant,  he  either  flee  or  forcibly 
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It  is  plain  from  thii  rmriew  of  the  Bubject 
that  the  charge  of  the  oourt  below,  that  the 
policemen  had  the  right  to  arrest  Uiie  plain- 
tiff in  error,  without  warrant,  and  that,  in 
order  to  accomplish  such  arrest,  they  had 
the  right  to  show  and  use  their  pistols  so  far 
as  was  necessary  for  that  purpose,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  in  error  had  no  right  to  resist 
such  arrest,  was  erroneous.  That  it  was  a 
material  error,  it  seems  to  us,  is  equally 

Slain.  It  placed  the  transaction  in  a  false 
iffht  before  the  jury,  and  denied  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  those  rights  which  he  clearly 
had.  The  occasion  of  the  trouble  originated 
in  Gleason*s  orders  to  arrest  him,  and  in  the 
announced  intention  on  the  part  of  the  po- 
licemen, which  they  endeavored  to  accom- 
plish, to  arrest  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
night  and  take  him  to  the  agency,  and  all 
that  followed  that  announcement  ought  to  be 
viewed  in  the  light  of  such  proclaimed  inten- 
tion. And  yet  the  charge  presented  the 
plaintiff  in  error  to  the  jury  as  one  having 
no  right  to  make  any  resistance  to  an  arrest 
by  these  officers,  although  he  had  beeji  guilty 
of  no  offense,  and  it  gave  the  jury  to  under- 
stand that  the  officers,  in  making  the  at- 
tempt, had  the  right  to  use  all  necessary 
force  to  overcome  any  and  all  opposition 
that  might  be  made  to  the  arrest,  even  to  the 
extent  of  killing  the  individual  whom  they 
desired  to  take  into  their  custody.  Instead 
of  saying  that  plaintiff  in  error  had  the 
right  to  use  such  force  as  was  absolutely  nec- 
essary to  resist  an  attempted  illegal  arrest, 
the  jury  were  informed  that  the  policemen 
had  the  right  to  use  all  necessary  force  to  ar- 
rest him,  and  that  he  had  no  right  to  resist 
He,  of  course,  had  no  right  to  unnecessarily 
injure,  much  less  to  kill,  his  assailant;  but 
where  the  officer  is  killed  in  the  course  of  the 
disorder  which  naturally  accompanies  an  at- 
tempted arrest  that  is  resisted,  the  law  looks 
^ith  very  different  eyes  upon  the  transac- 
tion, when  the  otHcer  had  the  right  to  make 
q^the  arrest,  from  what  it  does  if  the  officer 
g  had  no  such  right.  What  might  be  murder 
•  in  the  first^case  might  be  nothing  more  than 
manslaughter   in   the    other,  or   the  facts 


might  show  that  no  offense  had  been  com- 
mitted. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  undoubtedly 
prejudiced  by  this  error  in  the  charge,  and 
the  judgn^eni  of  the  court  helov)  must  there* 
fore  he  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded 
with  instructions  to  grant  a  new  trial. 


(177  U.  8.  549) 
A.  J.  DAQGS  and  R.  E.  Daggs,  Appte^ 

V, 

PHOENIX  NATIONAL  BANK. 

National  hanke — rate  of  interest  taken  by— 
when  rate  fiwed  by  law — oontract  rate  for 
— pleading — evidenoe— -finding  of  facts  o» 
evidence. 

1.  The  rate  of  interest  which  s  national  bank 
may  charge  in  Arizona  Is  not  limited  to  T 
per  cent  by  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat.  ||  5197.  6198. 
authorizing  such  banks  to  charge  Interest  at 
the  rate  allowed  by  the  laws  of  the  state  or 
territory  where  they  are  located,  and  allow- 
ing only  7  per  cent  if  no  rate  !■  fixed  by  such 
laws,  although  Ariz.  Stat.  2161,  2162,  allow 
imrtles  to  sgree  upon  any  rate,  end  in  de- 
fault of  any  agreement  to  take  7  per  cent 
only,  since  under  these  statutes  any  rate 
which  may  be  agreed  upon  Is  thereby  **flzed** 
by  the  law. 

2.  An  unverified  denial  of  each  and  every  alle- 
gation In  a  counterclaim  which  sets  up  as- 
signment of  a  promissory  note  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  the  fact  of  the  maker's  Inool- 
vency,  of  which  the  assignor  had  knowledge, 
and  the  nonpayment  of  the  note,  puts  the  alle- 
gations of  insolvency  and  nonpayment  in  Is- 
sue. 

8.  Facts  alleged  to  be  established  by  the  testi- 
mony cannot  be  considered  In  passing  upon 
a  motion  for  judgment  based  on  confession  of 
the  allegations  of  a  counterclaim. 

4.  No  finding  of  facts  need  be  made  where  the 
question  before  the  court  for  decision  is  the 
sufllclency  of  the  averments  of  a  counterclaim 
as  a  defense. 


[No.  138.] 

Submitted  January  SO,  1900. 
SO,  1900. 


Decided  April 


resist,  the  officer  may  use  all  necessary  means 
to  efltect  the  arrest. 

Sec.  7148.  A  peace  ofllcer  may,  without  a 
warrant,  arrest  a  person — 

1.  For  a  public  offense  committed  or  at- 
tempted In  his  presence. 

2.  When  the  person  arrested  has  committed  a 
felony,  although  not  In  his  presence. 

8.  When  a  felony  has  In  fact  been  committed, 
and  he  has  reasonable  cause  for  believing  the 
person  arrested  to  have  committed  it. 

4.  On  a  charge,  made  upon  reasonable  cause, 
of  the  commission  of  a  felony  by  the  party  ar- 
rested. 

Sec  7150.  He  may  also  at  night,  without  a 
warrant,  arrest  any  person  whom  he  has  rea- 
sonable cause  for  believing  to  have  committed 
a  felony,  and  is  justified  In  making  the  arrest, 
though  It  afterward  appear  that  the  felony  had 
not  been  committed. 

Sec.  7151.  When  arresting  a  person  without 
a  warrant,  the  ofllcer  must  inform  him  of  his 
avthorlty  and  the  cause  ol  the  arrest,  except 
when  he  is  in  the  actual  commission  of  a  pub- 


lic offense,  or  Is  pursued  Immediately  after  an 
escape. 

Sec.  7158.  When  a  public  offense  Is  committed 
In  the  presence  of  a  magistrate,  he  may,  by  a 
verbal  or  written  order,  command  any  person 
to  arrest  the  offender,  and  may  thereupon  pro- 
ceed as  If  the  offender  had  been  brought  before 
him  on  a  warrant  of  arrest. 

Sec.  7154.  A  private  person  may  arrest  an- 
other— 

1.  For  a  public  offense  committed  or  at- 
tempted In  his  presence. 

2.  When  the  person  arrested  has  committed  a 
felony,  although  not  In  his  presence. 

8.  When  a  felony  has  been  In  fact  committed, 
and  he  has  reasonable  cause  for  believing  the 
person  arrested  to  have  committed  It. 

Sec.  7155.  He  most,  before  making  the  arrest, 
inform  the  person  to  be  arrested  of  the  cause 
thereof,  and  require  him  to  submit,  except 
when  he  Is  In  the  actual  commission  of  the  of- 
fense, or  when  he  Is  arrested  on  pursuit  Im- 
mediately after  its  commission. 
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APPEAL  from  a  Judgment  of  the  Snpreme 
Court  of  the  Temtorx  of  Arizona  af- 
firming a  decision  in  faror  of  the  plaintiff 
in  an  action  on  notes  and  mortgages  alleged 
to  be  usurious.    Affirmed. 
See  same  ease  below,  53  Pae.  20L 

Statement  bj  Mr.  Justice  MeKaaaaat 

This  cause  embraces  three  suits  brought  by 
the  Phoenix  National  Bank  against  A.  J.  and 
B.  K  Daggs,  defendants  in  error.  They  were 
respectiveTy  numbered  2554,  2555,  and  2556, 
and  were  consolidated  by  stipulations  of  the 
parties. 

They  were  brought  to  recover  on  three 
promissory  notes,  aggr^ting  the  sum  of 
10,741.78  signed  by  A.  J.  Daggs,  one  of  the 
appellants.  Each  note  was  dated  Novem- 
ber 1,  1804,  and  payable  on  or  before  one 
year  from  date,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
10  per  cent  per  annum.  Also,  to  foreclose 
certain  mortgages  executed  to  secure  the 
notes  :^K>ne  executed  by  R.  E.  Daggs  on  the 
28th  of  November,  1804,  on  certain  real  es- 
tate in  Bdaricopa  county,  Arisona,  and  on 
lour  water  rights  of  the  OonsoUdated  Canal 
Compsny,  represented  by  certiflcates;  two 
executed  by  A.  J.  Daggs  on  same  day,  on  cer- 
tain other  real  estate  situate  in  the  same 
county. 

The  answers  were  substantially  the  same 
In  all  of  the  cases. 

They  admitted  the  making  of  the  notes 
and  mortgages,  but  alleged  that  the  inter- 
est charge  was  usurious,  and  in  violation  of 
IS  6197  and  5198  of  the  Revised  Stotutes  of 
the  United  SUtes. 

As  a  counterclaim  it  was  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  (appellee)  was  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant (appellant)  upon  a  certain  promis- 
sory note  executed  by  W.  A.  Daggs  and  P.  P. 
Daggs  as  copartners  and  as  individuals,  and 
delivered  to  Thomas  Armstrong,  Jr.,  and  as- 
e  signed  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  in  blank,  and 
g  by  the  latter,  on  the  28th  of  November,  1894, 
*  for  a  valttable*considerat1on,  to  the  defend- 
ant, A.  J.  Daggs,  at  which  time  the  makers 
were,  and  ever  since  have  been,  notoriously 
insolvent,  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  knew. 

The  note  was  as  follows,  marked  ''Ex- 
hibit A,"  and  made  part  of  the  counterclaim: 

No.  1340.    Due  Sept  Ist 
Phcenix,  Arizona,  July   1st,  1803. 
$5,000.00. 

On  the  1st  day  of  September,  1803,  without 
grace,  we  or  either  of  us,  for  value  received, 
promise  to  pay  to  Thoe.  Armstrong,  Jr.,  at 
the  Phoenbc  National  Bank,  at  their  office  in 
Phoenix,  Arizona,  five  thousand  dollars  ($5,- 
000)  in  United  States  gold  coin,  with  inters 
est  i^t  the  rate  of  1  and  %  per  cent  per 
month,  until  paid.  In  case  of  legal  proceed- 
ings hereon,  we  or  either  of  us  agree  to  pay 
10  per  cent  of  amount  due  hereon  as  attor- 
ney's fees.  W.  A.  and  P.  P.  Daggs. 

Secured  by  chattd  mortgage  of  even  date 
herewith.  W.  A.  Daggs. 

P.  P.  Ds^ss. 

It  was  also  alleged  that  no  part  of  the 
note  was  paid,  and  that  there  was  due  there- 


on the    sum   of  $7,076.01.    And    Judgment 
was  prayed  for  the  amount  and  interest. 

For  another  defense  it  was  alleged  that  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  three  promis- 
scry  notes  sued  on,  the  plaintiff  (appellee) 
and  the  defendant,  A.  J.  Daggs,  entered  into 
a  contract  in  writing  (a  copy  of  which  is  at^ 
Udied  to  the  answer,  marked  Exhibit  <'B") 
wherein  the  plaintiff  as  part  of  the  consid« 
oration  for  the  said  three  notes,  sold  and  as- 
signed and  expressly  stipulated  that  the 
three  notes  should  be  received  in  payment  for 
all  its  rights,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to 
that  certain  rieht  in  action  wherein  Hugh 
McCrum  was  plaintiff  and  W,  A.  and  P.  A. 
Daggs  were  defendants,  and  plaintiff  was  in* 
tervener,  over  that  certain  $5,000  note 
marked  "Exhibit  A"  herein,  and  the  mort- 
gage securing  the  same. 

That  at  said  time  the  makers  of  said  note^ 
were  actually  insolvent,  which  plaintiff  g 
knew,  and  it  was  agreed  that  plaintin^should* 
carry  on  the  said  litigation  in  its  name  until 
the  cause  of  action  should  be  determined  and 
settled,  and  pay  all  costs  accruing  prior  to 
November  1,  1894,  and  the  defendant  to  pav 
those  accruing  thereafter.  And  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  defendant  paid  out  large  sums 
of  money  in  the  prosecution  of  said  suit,  to 
wit,  $45.65  as  transcript  fee  from  the  court 
below,  and  $500  as  costs,  and  expended  work 
and  lalK>r  of  the  reasonable  value  of  $500, 
and  has  performed  all  the  conditions  of  said 
contract,  but  that  plaintiff  (appellant)  has 
failed  to  perform  Uie  conditions  on  its  part 
to  the  damage  of  defendant  in  the  sum  $10,- 
122.55. 

For  another  defense,  it  was  alleged  that 
the  defendant  pledged  certain  water  stock  in 
the  I'empe  Irrigating  Canal  as  security  for 
said  promissory  notes,  which  was  reasonably 
worth  $4,000,  and  that  the  plaintiff  (appel- 
lee) has  converted  it  to  its  own  use,  to  de- 
fendant's damage  in  the  sum  of  $4,000; 
wherefore  defendant  prayed  that  he  be  re- 
lieved from  the  payment  of  interest  on  said 
notes,  for  his  expenditures  in  said  suit;  the 
amount  of  said  $5,000  note,  for  $4,000  value 
of  the  water  stock  pledged,  and  for  $2,000 
damages. 

In  case  No.  2555  the  defendants  filed  a  plea 
in  abatement  on  account  of  the  pendency  of 
case  No.  2554,  and  a  like  plea  in  case  No. 
2556.    The  pleas  were  overruled. 

And  in  case  No.  2555  A.  J.  Daggs  moved 
for  judgment  upon  his  counterclaim  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  confessed,  because  no  re- 
ply was  made  to  it. 

A  similar  motion  was  made  in  case  No. 
2556. 

Testimony  was  taken  and  judgment  was 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  the  Phoenix  Nation- 
al Bank,  against  the  defendant,  A.  J.  Dag^s, 
for  the  principal  of  the  three  notes  and  in- 
terest, and  decreeing  a  foreclosure  of  the 
morttrages  and  the  sale  of  the  property  mort- 
gaged. A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made 
and  denied.  On  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  territory  the  judgment  was  af- 
firmed (53  Pac.  201),  and  an  appeal  was 
then  taken  to  this  court 
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In  passing  on  the  case  the  supreme  eoiirt 
«  •!  the  territory  said: 
S     "At  the  outset  we  are  oompeDed  to  call 
*  attention  to  tht^omission  of  counsel  to  com- 
ply with  the  statute  and  the  rules  of  this 
court  on  the  subject  of  assignments  of  error. 
''These  are  imperative  and    must  be  ob* 
serred.    It  is  not  our  business  to  search  the 
record  if  perchance  we  may  find  reversible 
error.    It  is  our  duty  to  examine  into  such 
alleged  errors,  and  only  such,  as  are  distinct* 
ly  pointed  out  in  the  record.    The  assign- 
ments made  by  plaintiffs  in  error  in  their 
brief  are,  for  Uie  most  part,  so  general  in 
character  and  so  wanting  in  definiteness  that 
tliey  cannot  be  considered.    Although  defect- 
ive as  assignments,  we  have,  by  liberal  con- 
struction, found  that  two  of  them  present 
queBtions  for  our  review. 

''The  first  of  these  reads  as  follows: 
"  'The  court  erred  in  not  giving  judgment 
for  plaintiffs  in  error  on  their  pleas  in  bar  of 
the  recovery  of  any  interest  tor  the  reason 
that  the  contract  with  the  national  bank  for 
10  per  cent  interest  is  ultra  vires.' 

"The  second  assignment  of  error  as  made 
by  plaintiffs  in  error,  reads:  'The  court 
erred  in  overruling  the  plaintiffs'  in  error 
motion  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  for  the 
reason  that  there  was  no  reply  to  plaintiffs* 
in  error  verified  counterclaims.'" 

No  statement  of  facte  in  the  nature  of  a 
special  verdict  being  certified  with  the  rec- 
ord, the  plaintiffs  in  error  moved  for  and  ob- 
tained from  this  court  a  certiorari  to  supply 
the  defect,  and  in  response  thereto  a  state- 
ment of  facts,  which  had  been  made  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  territory,  was  certified 
to  this  court,  in  which  was  recited  act  No. 
71  of  the  territory,  regulating  appeals  and 
writs  of  error  to  the  supreme  court,  Uie  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  and  sale,  the  assign- 
ments of  error  of  appellants,  and  concluded 
as  follows: 

"Under  the  assignments  of  error  thus 
made  and  presented  in  the  record  this  court 
could  and  did  make  no  determination  of  the 
facts  of  the  case,  except  such  as  appeared  in 
the  pleadings  and  judgment,  for  the  reason 
that  such  of  the  assignments  as  were  suffi- 
cient in  form  to  raise  any  question  presented 
none  for  our  consideration  which  necessitat- 
ed the  further  finding  of  facts  in  the  case, 
g  We  are  unable  to  determine  from  the  record 
IB  presented  in  this  court>  in  the  absence  of  a 
*  bill  of  exceptions^and  a  statement  of  facts, 
what  the  facts  were  which  were  put  in  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  further 
than  as  they  are  shown  by  the  transcript  of 
the  reporter's  notes,  and  from  such  review 
of  the  record  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  was  aifirnied  as  follows: 
"  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of 

Arizona. 
"  'R.  E,  Daggs  and  A.  J.  Daggs,  Plain- 
tiffs in  Error, 

V. 

Phdenix  National  Bank,  a  Corporation, 

Defendants  in  Error. 
^  Tills  cause  having  been  heretofore  submit- 


ted and  by  the  eourt  taken  under  considera- 
tion, and  the  court  having  eonsidered  the 
same  and  being  fully  advised  in  the  premises, 
it  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  of  the  dis- 
trict court  herein  be^  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
aflirmed. 

"  'It  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged  that 
the  defendant  in  error  herein  do  have  and 
recover  of  and  from  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  R. 
E.  Daegs  and  A.  J.  Daggs,  as  principals,  and 
R.  F.  DoU,  W.  M.  Billupa,  and  the  London 
Company,  as  sureties,  on  eost  bond,  its  costi 
in  this  court,  taxed  at  forty-three  and  10-100 
($43.10)  dollars. 

"By  the  courts     Webster  Street,  0.  J. 
Richard  E.  Sloan,  A.  J. 
Fletcher  M.  Doan,  C.  J. 
Geo.  R.  Davis,  A.  J." 

Asserting  that  the  statement  did  not  em- 
body a  finding  of  fact  according  to  law,  plain* 
tiffs  in  error  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  causs 
why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  command* 
ing  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  to 
make  and  certify  a  statement  of  the  facts  in 
the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  and  also  the 
rulings  of  the  district  court  on  the  admission 
and  rejection  of  evidence  excepted  to. 

Plaintiffs  in  error  submitted  with  the  mo* 
tion  a  statement  which  they  claimed  the 
record  justified. 

The  motion  was  denied  January  29,  IOOOl 

10 

•  Mr.  A,  J.  Basse*  P*  P.  • 

Mr.  A.  J.  Edioards  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  A«  B.  Browse  and  Alex.  Brit- 
ton  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenaa,  after  makii^  the 
foregoing  statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

We  are  confined  by  the  record  to  the  points 
passed  on  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  terri- 
tory; to  wit,  the  defense  of  usury,  and  the 
motion  for  judgment  on  the  counterclaim. 

(1.)  By  f  5197  of  the  Revised  SUtutes  of 
the  United  States  a  national  bank  may 
charge  on  any  note  interest  at  the  rate  al- 
lowed by  the  laws  of  the  state  or  territory 
where  it  is  situated.  It  is  further  provide!, 
however,  that  if  no  rate  is  fixed  by  such 
laws  the  bank  may  not  charge  a  greater  rate 
than  7  per  cent,  and  if  a  greater  rate  be 
knowingly  charged,  the  entire  interest 
agreed  to  be  paid  shall  be  forfeited.  See» 
5198. 

The  laws  of  the  territory  sre  as  follows: 

2161.  "Sec.  1.  When  there  is  no  express 
agreement  fixing  a  different  rate  of  interest, 
interest  shall  he  allowed  at  the  rate  of  7 
per  cent  per  annum  on  all  moneys  after  they 
become  due  on  any  bond,  bill,  promissory 
note,  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  or  any 
judgment  recovered  in  any  court  in  this  ter- 
ritory, for  money  lent,  for  money  due  on  any 
settlement  of  accounts  from  the  day  on  which 
the  balance  is  ascertained,  and  for  money  re- 
ceived for  the  use  of  another." 

21G2.  "Sec.  2.  Parties  may  agree  in  writ- 
ing  for  the  payment  of  any  rate  of  interest 
whs/tever  on  money  due  or  to  become  due  on 
any  contract;  any  judgment  rendered  on  such 
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ecmtract  shall  conform  thereto,  and  shall 
bear  the  rate  of  interest  agreed  upon  by  the 
mirties,  and  which  shall  be  specified  in  the 
Judgment.'* 

Tne  contention  of  appellant  is  that  the 
rate  of  interest  is  not  fimed  by  the  laws  of  the 
territory.  It  permits  the  parties  to  do  so, 
but  does  not  do  so  itself.  In  other  words,  it 
is  urged  that  the  rate  is  fixed  by  permission 
of  the  laws,  and  not  by  the  laws,  and  upon 
this  distinction  a  power  which  every  person 
^  and  every  bank  in  the  territory  has,  it  is 
g  contended,  the  national  banks  do  not  have. 
•  *  We  cannot  accept  this  as  a  correct  inter- 
pretation  of  either  the  spirit  or  the  words 
of  the  national  banking  act.  By  that  aet» 
certainly  no  discrimination  was  intended 
against  national  banks,  and  that  the  inter- 
pretation contended  for  would  seriously  em- 
barrass their  business  is  manifest. 

We  said  in  Tiffany  v.  National  Bank,  18 
Wall.  409,  21  L.  ed.  862,  that  national  banks 
"were  established  for  the  purpose,  in  part, 
of  providing  a  currency  for  the  whole  coun- 
try, and  in  part  to  create  a  market  for  the 
loans  of  the  general  government.  It  could 
not  have  been  intended,  therefore,  to  expose 
them  to  the  hazard  of  unfriendly  le^slation 
by  the  states,  or  to  ruinous  competition  with 
state  banks." 

The  language  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is 
that  national  banks  "may  take,  receive,  re- 
serve, and  charge  on  any  loan  .  .  .  upon 
any  note  .  .  .  interest  at  the  rate  aU 
lowed  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  territory,  or 
district"  where  located,  "and  no  more,  ex- 
cept that  where  by  the  laws  of  any  state  a 
different  rate  is  limited  for  banks  of  issue 
organized  under  state  laws,  the  rate  so 
limited  shall  be  allowed  for  associations  or- 
ganized or  existing  in  any  such  state  under 
this  title."  Rev.  Sut  S  5197.  The  italics 
are  ours. 

Th«  meaning  of  these  provisions  is  unmis- 
takable. A  national  bank  may  charge  in- 
terest at  the  rate  allowed  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  or  territory  where  it  is  located;  and 
equality  is  carefully  secured  witJi  local 
banks. 

The  clear  meaning  and  purpose  of  these 
provisions  remove  the  ambiguity  of  those 
which  follow,  if  there  is  any  ambiguity. 
"When  no  rate  is  fiaed  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  or  territory  or  district,  the  bank  may 
take,  receive,  reserve,  or  charge  a  rate  not 
exceeding  7  per  centum."  "Fixed  hy  the 
laws*'  must  he  construed  to  mean  "allowed 
hy  the  laws"  not  a  rate  expressed  in  the 
laws.  In  instances  it  might  be  that,  but  not 
necessarily.  The  intention  of  the  national 
law  is  to  adopt  the  state  law,  and  permit  to 
national  banks  what  the  state  law  allows  to 
its  citizens  and  to  the  banks  organized  by  it. 
Tiffany  v.  National  Bank,  18  Wall.  409,  21 
L.  ed.  862. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  National  Bank 
T.  Johnson,  104  U.  S.  271,  26  L.  ed.  742,  is  in 

•  eonflict  with  these  views. 

S     In  that  case  the  defendant,  a  national  bank 

*  doing  business  in*the  state  of  New  York, 
discounted  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  case,  at 
the  rate  of  12  per  cent  per  annum,  commer- 


cial paper  and  promissory  notes  amounting 
to  $158,003.  The  interest  which  the  bank 
knowingly  charged  amounted  to  $6,564.88, 
an  excess  of  $2,735.36  beyond  the  rate  allowed 
by  the  general  laws  of  the  state.  Judgment 
was  rendered  for  twice  the  amount  of  the  in- 
terest, which  was  a£Brmed  by  this  court  upon 
the  statute  of  the  state,  which  established 
the  rate  of  interest  for  the  loan  or  forbear- 
ance of  money  at  7  per  cent. 

Meeting  the  arguments  of  counsel  upon 
a  supposed  difference  between  loans  and  dis- 
counts, and  usurious  and  nonusurious  con- 
tracts under  the  laws  of  the  state  in  the 
transactions  of  natural  persons,  the  learned 
jus>tice  who  delivered  Ui«  opinion  of  the 
court  made  some  remarks  which  seemed  to 
imply  that  a  rate  allowed  by  a  state  law  was 
not  a  rate  fixed  by  a  state  law.  The  remarks, 
however,  were  not  necessary  to  the  decision, 
and  cannot  be  considered  as  expressing  the 
Judgment  of  the  court. 

(2.)  The  counterclaim  of  plaintiffs  in 
error  present  these  facts: 

The  making  of  the  $5,000  note  by  W.  A. 
and  P.  P.  Daggs,  and  its  delivery  to  Thomas 
Armstrong,  Jr.;  its  assignment  by  the  latter 
to  the  Phoenix  National  Bank  (appellee), 
and  by  the  bank,  in  writing,  for  a  valuable 
consideration  to  the  defendant,  A.  J.  Daggs 
(one  of  the  appellants)  ;  the  insolvency  of 
the  makers,  W.  A.  and  P.  P.  Daggs,  and  the 
nonpayment  of  the  note  or  any  part  of  it. 

To  the  counterclaim  there  was  a  demurrer 
for  bisufficiency,  and  a  denial  of  each  and 
every  one  of  its  allegations.  The  denial  was 
not  verified.  The  supreme  court  of  the  terri- 
tory, considerii^  an  error  assigned  on  the 
overruling  of  appellants'  motion  for  Judg- 
n*ent  on  Uie  counterclaim,  held  it  insufficient 
because  it  did  not  allege  that  due  diligence  to 
collect  the  note  had  been  exercised,  as  re- 
quired by  the  statute  of  the  territory,  or 
that  any  effort  had  been  made  to  collect  the 
same. 

By  this  ruling  it  is  ursed  that  the  court 
assumed  that  the  counterclaim  was  based  on 
the  rights  of  a  surety,  instead  of  upon  the 
direct  obligation  of  the  Phoenix  Bank  as  as- 
signor of  the  Armstrong  note  on  account  of 
Armstrong's  insolvency.  Articles  122,  I2269H 
and  788  of  the  Arizona  Statutes.  g 

*  Assuming,  without  deciding,  that  appel-* 
lants  are  correct  in  their  construction  of  the 
Arizona  statutes,  and  assuming  that  the  an- 
swer to  the  counterclaim  did  not  put  in  issue 
the  making  of  the  Armstrong  note  and  its  as- 
signment to  plaintiff  in  error,  nevertheless 
the  answer  to  the  counterclaim  did  put  in 
issue  the  other  facts  allied;  to  wit,  the  in- 
solvency of  the  makers  of  the  note  and  its 
nonpayment. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  contract  marked 
''Exhibit  B"  shows  the  insolvency.  It  cer- 
tainly does  not.  It  recites  the  transfer  of 
the  Armstrong  note  to  A.  J.  Daggs,  and  that 
it  is  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  3,500  sheep; 
that  the  note  is  in  litigation  between  the 
rhienix  Bank  and  Hu^h  McCrum,  of  San 
Francisco,  as  assignee  of  D.  A.  Abrams  as  as- 
signee of  the  Bank  of  Tempe,  "to  estahJisii 
and  determine  the  priorities  of  rights  under 
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mortgages  between  said  litigants  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned,  which  said  cause  of  action 
and  rights  of  the  Phoenix  National  Bank  un- 
der its  first  mortgage  in  said  litigation  de- 
scribed is  also  hereby  sold,  assigned,  trans- 
ferred, and  set  over  unto  A.  J.  Daggs  for  the 
abore  nine  thousand  seven  hundred  and 
forty-one  and  73-100  dollars  ($9,741.73). 
It  is  further  agreed  that  the  aforesaid  cause 
of  action  described  shall  be  continued  in  the 
name  of  the  Phoenix  National  Bank  until  the 
said  esse  is  determined  and  settled ;  but  it  is 
further  agreed  that  from  this  date,  Novem- 
ber 1,  1894,  A.  J.  Daggs  shall  pay  the  costs 
that  shall  hereafter  accrue  in  the  said  case." 
T%is  contract  standing  alone  establishes 
nothing  definite,  and  appreciating  this  the 
appellants  attempt  to  explain  it  by  a  resort 
to  what  they  allege  to  be  the  testimony  in 
the  case.  It  is  said  that  "they  (W.  A.  and 
P.  £.  Daggs)  could  not  pay  their  notes,  three 
suits  in  court  foreclosing  three  mortgages, 
each  seeking  priority,  hanging  to  them  like 
mill  stones,  grinding  them  to  dust.  Appel- 
lee had  lost  its  reputed  first  mortgage  in  the 
district  court  and  appealed.  It  then  sold 
this  note  and  litigation,  the  contract  shows, 
and  agreed  to  stand  up  and  carry  the  suit  on 
in  its  name.  The  case  ^va8  tried  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  Arizona,  and  held  adversely 
to  the  appellee  in  appellants'  suit  against 
OD  the  makers  of  the  $5,000  note.  The  appellee 
g  then  fell  down  and  refused  to  let  its  name  be 
*  used  any  farther  to  carry  on^the  suit,  refused 
to  sign  the  bond,  and  would  have  nothing 
more  to  do  with  the  suit.  .  .  .  Appel- 
lant then  demanded  payment  of  the  $5,000 
note,  and  was  refused.  Appellant  spent  over 
$500  in  money  and  $500  in  services  prosecut- 
ing the  makers  of  the  $5,000  note,  followed 
it  to  the  supreme  court  of  Arizona,  and 
would  have  went  further,  but  appellee  re- 
fused to  let  its  name  be  used  and  he  was 
compelled  to  stop.  Appellant  then  demand- 
ed credit  for  the  $5,000  note." 

Those  facts,  however,  are  not  a  part  of  the 
counterclaims,  and,  it  is  hardly  necessary  to 
say,  cannot  be  considered  in  passing  on  a  mo- 
tion for  judgment  based  on  a  confession  of 
the  allegations  of  the  counterclaims. 

Nor  can  it  be  said  that  such  facts  should 
have  been  found  by  the  lower  court,  because, 
as  we  have  seen,  under  the  statement  of  the 
case  as  considered  by  that  court,  the  question 
for  decision  was  the  sufficiency  of  the  aver- 
ments of  the  counterclaims  as  a  defense. 

We  repeat,  therefore,  that  we  are  confined 
to  the  propositions  we  have  stated  above  and 
discussed,  and  as  there  was  no  prejudicial 
error  in  the  ruling  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  territory  on  them,  its  judgment  is  af- 
funned. 


(177  U.  S.  658) 

CITY  OF  LOS  ANGELES,  Herman  Silver, 
Z.  D.  Matthuss,  et  aL,  Appta., 

V. 

LOS  ANGELES  CITY  WATER  COMPANY, 
Crystal  Springs  Land  &  Water  Company, 
and  S.  G.  Murphy. 

Wateru)ork9 — lease  of,  hy  oity — reaervaiUm 


of  power  to  fim  rates — impaWmoni  of  oftU* 
gation  of  contract  by  change  of  jutUolat 
deeieum— -estoppel  to  contest  ordinance  hy 
re€i8on  of  delay — income  of  water  company 
ae  affected  6y  change  of  rates — equitable 
relief  against  ordinance-'4nvalidity  not 
appearing  on  its  face — estoppel  of  city  ^ 
to  taking  of  water  from  stream. 

1.  Reservation  by  a  city  In  a  lease  of  Its  war 
terworks,  of  tbe  right  to  regulate  rates,  pro- 
vided they  be  not  reduced  below  the  then  ex- 
isting rates,  must,  If  valid,  be  deemed  to  be 
a  limitation  upon  tbe  right  of  the  city  as  a 
municipality  to  regulate  water  rates,  and  not 
a  mere  granting  back  by  the  lessees  of  the 
right  of  the  city  In  its  proprietary  capacity 
only. 

2.  A  contract  authorized  by  the  existing  stats 
Constitution  as  then  construed  by  the  high- 
est court  of  the  state  cannot  be  afltected  by 
subsequent  change  In  the  decisions  of  that 
court,  or  by  the  adoption  of  a  new  Constltu- 

tlOlL 

8.  A  water  company  Is  not  estopped  to  con- 
test the  constitutionality  of  a  city  ordinance 
fixing  Its  water  rates  at  a  rate  In  violation  of 
a  provision  In  a  contract  between  the  city 
and  the  grantors  of  the  company,  merely  be- 
cause for  fifteen  years  It  has  collected  the 
rates  established  by  similarly  objectionable 
ordinances,  where  It  has  annually  protested 
against  the  city's  conduct. 

4.  A  reduction  of  the  Income  of  a  water  com- 
pany need  not  be  shown  in  order  to  establish 
the  fact  that  a  reduction  of  Its  rates  by  ordi- 
nance Impairs  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
prohibiting  such  reduction. 

5.  The  right  to  equitable  relief  against  an  In- 
valid ordinance  reducing  the  rates  of  a  water 
company  In  violation  of  a  contract,  on  the 
ground  that  It  Is  a  cloud  upon  title.  Is  not 
precluded  by  the  fact  that  the  ordinance  Is 
void,  where  Its  Invalidity  appears  only  when 
It  Is  considered  in  connection  with  the  con- 
tract and  evidence  showing  what  the  rates 
were  when  the  contract  was  made. 

6.  A  municipality  which  for  nearly  thirty 
years  has  allowed  a  water  company  to  divert 
from  a  stream  an  amount  of  water  greatly 
In  excess  of  the  quantity  specified  In  a  con- 
tract between  them,  and  to  expend  vast  sums 
of  money  upon  the  faith  of  a  continuance  of 
the  right  to  take  such  water,  cannot  during 
the  life  of  the  contract  withdraw  Its  consent 
to  a  continuance  of  such  taking  of  the  larger 
quantity. 

[No  148.] 

Submitted  March  15,  1900.    Decided  April 
SO,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  tho 
Southern  District  of  California  vacating  an 
ordinance.     Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  88  Fed.  Rep.  720. 

% 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKennas  a 
•  This  suit  involves  the  constitutionality  of* 
an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles, 
adopted  February  23,  1897,  fixing  the  water 
rates  to  be  charged  and  collected  by  the  Los 
Angeles  City  Water  Company  for  the  year 
ending  Jane  30.  1898. 

It  vs  claimed  that  the  ordinance  impurs 
the  obligation  of  the  contract  made  with  the 
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grantors  of  the  company  on  the  20th  of  July, 
1868. 

The  facta  were  stipulated,  and  are  sub- 
stantially as  follows: 

On  the  22d  of  July,  1868,  the  dty  of  Los 
Angeles  entered  into  a  contract  with  John  S. 
OriiAn,  F.  Beaudry,  and  Solomon  Lazard, 
whereby  it  leased  its  waterworks  to  the  said 
persons  and  their  assignees  for  a  term  of 
thirty  years,  with  the  right  to  lay  pipes  in 
c  the  streets  of  the  city,  and  to  sell  and  die- 
g  tribute  the  water  for  domestic  purposes  to 
*  the  inhabitants  of  the  city; •also  with  the 
right  to  take  water  from  the  Los  Angeles 
river  at  a  point  at  or  above  the  present  dam, 
to  be  selected  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  of 
the  contract  It  was  provided  that  no  more 
than  10  inches  of  water  should  be  taken  from 
the  river  ^vithout  the  previous  consent  of  the 
mayor  and  common  council. 

The  city  bound  itself  not  to  make  any 
other  lease,  sale,  contract,  grant,  or  fran- 
chise to  any  person,  corporation,  or  company 
for  the  sale  or  delivery  of  water  to  the  inhab^ 
itants  of  the  city  for  domestic  purposes  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  contract. 

And  it  was  provided  *'that  the  mayor  and 
common  council  of  said  city  shall  have,  and 
do,  reserve  the  right  to  refl:ulate  the  water 
rates  charged  by  said  parties  of  the  second 
part,  or  their  asBigns,  provided  that  they 
shall  not  so  reduce  such  water  rates  or  so 
fix  the  price  thereof  to  be  less  than  those  now 
charged  by  the  parties  of  the  second  part  for 
water." 

The  said  persons  agreed  to  pay  the  city  a 
rental  of  $1,600  for  the  waterworks;  to  lay 
down  in  the  streets  of  the  city  12  miles  of 
iron  pipes  of  sufficient  capacity  to  supply  the 
inhabitants  with  water  for  domestic  purpos- 
es; to  extend  the  pipes  as  fast  as  the  citizens 
would  agree  to  take  sufficient  water  to  pay 
10  per  cent  upon  the  cost  of  such  extension ; 
to  erect  one  hydrant,  as  protection  against 
fire,  at  one  corner  of  each  crossing  of  streets 
where  pipes  were  or  might  be  laid ;  to  erect 
an  ornamental  fountain  on  the  public  plaza 
at  a  cost  not  exceeding  $1,000;  to  construct 
and  erect,  within  two  years,  such  reservoirs, 
machinery,  ditches,  and  flumes  as  would  se- 
cure the  inhabitants  with  a  constant  supply 
of  water  for  domestic  purposes;  to  furnish 
water  free  of  charge  for  the  public  school- 
houses,  hospitals,  and  jails ;  to  keep  in  repair 
all  of  said  improvements,  at  the  cost  and  ex- 
pense of  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  for 
said  term  of  thirty  years,  and  to  return  said 
waterworks  to  said  party  of  the  first  part  at 
the  expiration  of  said  term,  in  good  order 
and  condition,  reasonable  wear  and  damage 
of  the  elements  excepted,  upon  payment  to 
said  parties  of  the  value  of  the  aforesaid  im- 
provements, to  be  ascertained  as  provided  for 
in  the  contract;  to  give  a  bond  in  the  sum  of 
$20,000  for  the  performance  of  said  contract, 
and  to  pay  all  state  and  county  taxes  as- 
H  scssed  upon  the  waterworks  during  the  pe- 
S  Hod  of  thirty  ^ears. 
*    •  And  as  the  circuit  court  found : 

^Qriffin,  Beaudiy,  and  Lazard  applied  for 
•ad  procured  said  contract  on  behalf  and  for 
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the  benefit  of  themselves  and  other  persons, 
with  the  intention  of  forming  a  corporation 
to  carry  out  said  contract,  and  afterwards, 
about  the  middle  or  latter  part  of  August, 
1868,  Uiemselves  and  said  other  persons  be- 
ing the  incorporators,  organized,  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  California,  the  Los  An- 
geles City  Water  Company,  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  the  inhabitants  of  said  city 
with  ^vater  for  domestic  purposes,  etc,  under 
the  terms  of  said  contract,  and  assigned  all 
their  rights  and  franchises  under  said  con- 
tract to  said  company  by  a  written  instru- 
ment dated  June  the  12th,  1869,  Mid  recorded 
in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  said  county  of 
Los  Angeles,  June  the  15th,  1860. 

*'0n  April  the  2d,  1870,  the  legislature  of 
California  passed  an  act  hereinafter  set 
forth,  in  terms  ratifying  and  confirming  said 
contract. 

''Qriflin,  Beaudry,  and  Lazard  did  nothing 
personally  in  carrying  out  said  contract  or 
constructing  or  maintaining  said  water- 
works, but  said  company,  after  it  was  or* 
ganized,  took  possession  of  said  waterworks, 
and  has  i)erformed  all  of  the  above-men- 
tioned obligations  of  said  contract,  except 
the  one  providing  for  the  return  of  the  wa- 
terworks at  expiration  of  lease,  and  in  such 
performance  has  laid  320  miles  of  pipe,  erect- 
ed over  500  hydrants  for  protection  against 
fire,  and  constructed  6  reservoirs,  with  an 
aggregate  capacity  of  nearly  sixty-six  mil- 
lions of  gallons,  and  is  now,  as  it  has  been  at 
all  times  since  the  contract  was  made,  fur- 
nishing the  city  of  Los  Angeles  with  water 
for  the  extinguishment  of  Ires  and  for  the 
public  schools,  hospitals,  and  jails  in  said 
city  free  of  charge.  The  aforesaid  exten- 
sions of  the  waterworks  were  rendered  neces- 
sary by  the  growth  of  said  city,  whose  popu- 
lation in  1868  was  between  5,000  and  6,000, 
and  is  now  about  103,000. 

"Durinjf  the  whole  of  the  year  1868  the  ter- 
ritorial limits  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles 
were  as  follows:  Four  square  leagues  in  a 
square  form,  the  center  of  whidi  was  the  cen- 
ter of  the  old  pueblo  plaza.  «, 

"About  1872  the  limits  were  extended  420  3 
yards  south  of«the  former  south  boundary,  f 
and  within  the  past  three  years,  and  prior  to 
July,  1897,  the  limits  were  further  extended 
so  as  to  take  in  between  10  and  15  square 
miles  of  additional  adjoining  territory.  Im- 
mediately after  the  extension  of  the  said 
limits,  the  Los  Angeles  City  Water  Company 
began  to  extend  its  pipes  over  the  said  ad- 
dition to  the  city  as  the  same  was  settled  up 
and  improved,  and  ever  since  has  been  and  is 
now  furnishing  water  to  the  people  in  said 
district  added  to  the  original  territory  of  the 
city,  and,  upon  the  demands  of  the  city  coun- 
cil, erected  fire  hydrants  within  the  said  ad- 
ditional territory  and  furnished  water  free  of 
charge,  and  has  in  all  respects  continued  to 
lay  pipes,  erect  fire  hydrants,  nnd  furnish 
tlie  inhabitants  with  water  for  domestic  uses 
in  like  manner  as  it  has  conducted  the  same 
business  within  the  original  limits  of  the 
city  as  established  by  the  act  incorporating 
it,  and  so  with  the  more  recent  extensions 
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of  tbe  city  limita,  to  wit»  those  made  within 
the  last  three  yean,  the  company  has  also 
extended  its  pipes  in  portions  of  those  limits 
and  furnished  water  in  the  same  way. 

"The  quantity  of  water  required  to  sup- 
ply the  domestic  wants  of  the  people  of  said 
city  is  1  inch  of  water,  measured  under  a  4- 
inch  pressure^  to  every  100  inhabitants.  To 
meet  the  increased  demands  upon  it  for  water 
under  said  contract,  said  company  has, 
among  other  things,  purchased  the  system 
known  as  the  'Beaudry  System  of  Water- 
works,' and  also  oeii^in  water  rights  in  the 
Arroyo  Seco,  and  conducted  water  from  the 
Arroyo  Seco  into  the  city  on  the  east  side  of 
the  Los  Angeles  river,  and  has  been  furnish- 
ing the  inliabitants  of  that  portion  of  the 
city  with  water  from  said  system,  and  also 
acquired  the  stock  of  the  corporation  known 
as  the  East  Side  Spring  Water  Company, — 
the  same  mentioned  in  paragraph  10  of  the 
complaint 

"In  the  growth  of  the  city  its  settlement 
extended  to  localities  of  higher  elevation 
than  those  occupied  by  its  inhabitants  at  the 
time  of  said  contract,  and  the  point  origi- 
nally selected  for  the  diversion  of  the  water 
of  the  Los  Angeles  river  for  supplying  the 
M  ci^  and  its  inhabitants,  as  in  said  contract 
g  provided,  was  so  located  in  said  river  that  it 
•  was  impracticable  to*there  maintain  dams 
and  diversion  works  that  would  not  occasion- 
ally be  swept  away  or  rendered  useless  by 
floods ;  and  the  surface  water  ot  the  river  aft- 
er severe  storms  became  muddy  and  unfit  for 
supplying  the  inhabitants  with  water  for 
domestic  uses;  and  in  the  year  1889  the 
Crystal  Springs  Land  &  Water  Company 
made  excavations  in  the  places  referred  to  in 
the  bill  of  complaint,  and  laid  the  pipes 
therein  as  alleged,  and  the  water  that  has 
been  used  by  Qie  Los  Angeles  City  Water 
Company  for  supplying  the  city  with  water, 
as  provided  in  said  contract,  has  ever  since 
been  obtained  from  that  source,  except  that 
from  time  to  time  a  further  supply  of  water 
has  been  taken  from  the  Los  Angeles  river 
in  order  to  supply  said  inhabitants,  which 
diversions  have  been  at  or  near  the  place 
where  the  said  underground  pipes  are  laid, 
and  that  by  these  means  the  water  can  be  de- 
livered to  the  higher  elevations,  and  the  un- 
derground waters,  as  to  quality  and  amount, 
are  thus  protected  against  the  influences  of 
floods. 

"The  Los  Angeles  CityWater  Company  ever 
since  ite  incorporation  has  token  more  than 
10  inches  of  water,  measured  under  a  4-inch 
pressure,  from  the  Los  Angeles  river,  and 
the  amount  token  has  increased  with  the  in- 
crease of  the  population  of  the  city  and  the 
demands  of  the  municipality  itself  for  water 
for  extinguishing  fires  and  the  other  public 
purposes  referred  to  in  the  said  contract,  and 
the  amount  has  increased  until  now  it  re- 
quires from  1,000  to  1,500  inches  of  water, 
measured  under  a  4-inch  pressure,  for  such 
purposes,  and  during  the  summer  season  the 
amount  of  water  used  by  the  Los  Angeles 
City  Water  Company  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said runs  from  1,000  to  1,500  inches  under  a 
4-inch  pressure,  inclusive   of   the   water  ob- 


tained by'  the  underground  excavations, 
which  latter  furnish  from  650  to  600  inchee» 
measured  under  a  4-inch  pressure. 

"The  city  of  Los  Angeles  has  always  had 
flowing  in  the  Los  Angeles  River,  at  the  point 
from  which  said  Los  Angeles  City  Water 
Company  has  always  diverted  water  from 
said  river,  a  quantity  of  water  sufficient  to 
have  supplied  said  Los  Angeles  City  Water 
Company  with  all  the  water  required  to  sup-  ^ 
ply  said  city  and  ito  inhabitante  with  water  9 
for  domestie  purposes  and*  municipal  uses,  •' 
and  has  never  objected,  up  to  October  20, 
1896,  to  said  Los  Angeles  City  Water  Com- 
pany toking  as  much  water  from  said  river 
as  it  might  require  for  said  uses,  and  dur- 
ing all  of  said  period  said  city  has  never  ob- 
jected to  said  company's  taking  from  the 
surface  stream  of  said  river  at  said  point  as 
much  water  as  said  c(xnpany  needed  for  said 
uses. 

"On  October  the  19th,  1896,  the  council  of 
the  city  of  Los  Angeles  adopted  a  resolution 
requiring  the  Los  Angeles  City  Water  Com- 
pany to  pay  to  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  an 
amount  of  money  eaual  to  40  per  cent  of  the 
gross  rates  receivea  by  said  company  from 
the  consumers  of  water  as  rentol  for  all 
water  token  by  said  company  from  the  Los 
Angeles  river,  and  before  the  21st  day  of 
October,  1896,  to  attorn  to  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles,  as  tenant  of  said  city,  for  all  of  the 
water  so  token  from  said  river,  and  to  agree 
to  pay  said  rentol  to  said  city,  and,  in  case  of 
failure  to  attorn  and  agree  to  pay  said  rental, 
to  refrain  from  diverting,  toking,  or  inter- 
fering with  any  of  the  water  mentioned  in 
said  resolution,  except  10  inches  after  the 
20th  day  of  October,  1S90. 

"On  October  the  10th,  1896,  the  city  atp 
torney,  in  writing,  notified  the  Los  Angeles 
City  Water  Company  and  the  Crystal 
Springs  Land  &  Water  Company  of  said 
resolution,  and  demanded  compliance  there- 
with, delivering  a  copy  of  said  resolution  to 
each  of  said  companies.  Neither  of  them  ever 
attorned  to  said  city  for  saiu  water  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  ever  agreeu  to  pay  any  rentol 
for  the  same.  After  the  passage  of  said 
resolution  and  ever  since  said  notification, 
up  to  the  present  time,  the  Los  Angeles  City 
Water  Company  has  continually  token  from 
the  Los  Angeles  river,  at  a  point  above  the 
northern  boundary  of  said  city,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  distribution  and  selling  the  same  in 
said  city,  a  quantity  of  water  varying  from 
400  to  1,000  inches,  measured  under  a  4-inch 
pressure. 

"On  the  19th  day  of  April,  lb70,  the  com- 
mon council  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  ac- 
cepted, and  the  mayor  approved,  the  following 
report : 

"  To  the  Honorable  the  Mayor  and  Com- 
mon Council  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and 
the  Ix)s  Angeles  City  Water  Company:  ^ 

"  *The  undersigned  commissioners,  dulyg 
appointed  on  behalf«of  your  honorable  bodies  • 
to  adjust,  fix,  and  estoblish  the  rates  and 
charges  of  the  Los  Angeles  City  Water  Com- 
pany ( a  corporation  duly  incorporated  under 
the  laws  of  the  stote  of  California  for  the 
purpose  of  supplying  the  inhabitonto  of  Los 
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Angeles  City  with  pure,  fresh  water),  re- 
flpectfully  report  that  they  have  established 
water  rates  and  charges  for  domestic  pur- 
poses, taking  as  a  guide,  as  near  as  can  be, 
the  charges  and  rates  for  domestic  purposes 
charged  in  July,  1868;  that  your  committee 
have  also  fixed  the  rates  and  charges  for 
other  reasonable  objects  and  purposes,  and 
report  as  follows,  to  wit:' 

"(Then  follow  the  rates  agreed  upon.) 

'*The  couimissioucrs  referred  to  in  said  re- 
port had  been  previously  selected,  two  by  the 
city  and  two  by  the  Los  Angeles  City  Water 
Company. 

"In  June,  1871,  the  city  council,  on  a  re- 
port of  a  committee  constituted  similarly  to 
the  one  above  mentioned,  established  the 
same  rates  as  those  established  in  April, 
1870. 

"On  the  13th  of  August,  1874,  a  oommittce 
constituted  in  the  same  manner  and  for  the 
same  purposes  as  the  committee  already  men- 
tioned reported  that  they  had  established 
water  rates  and  charges  for  domestic  pur- 
poses, taking  as  a  guide,  as  near  as  possible, 
the  charees  and  rates  for  domestic  and  other 
reasonable  objects  and  purposes  charged  in 
July,  1808.  The  report  was  adopted  and  a 
committer  appointed  in  conjunction  with  the 
city  attorney  to  draft  an  ordinance  embody- 
ing the  rates  fixed  in  said  report,  and  there- 
after, on  August  the  20th,  1874,  an  ordinance 
so  drawn  was  adopted  by  the  council  of  said 
eity,  and  the  rates  established  by  said  ordi- 
nance were  the  same  as  those  established  in 
1870  and  1871. 

"Since  and  including  the  year  1880  the 
city  council  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  has  in 
February  of  each  year  passed  an  ordinance 
fixing  the  rates  to  be  charged  by  all  corpora- 
tions and  persons  within  said  city  supplying 
water  to  the  inhabitants  thereof,  to  be  in 
force  for  one  year  from  and  including  July 
the  1st,  which  rates  have  been  less  than  the 
rates  charged  in  1870,  as  contained  in  the 
ordinance  nereinbefore  mentioned,  and  the 
9  Los  Anpreles  City  Water  Company  has  col- 
g  lected  the  rates  thus  fixed  bv  the  city  of  Los 
•  Angeles,  and  no  more,  but  in^the  year  1896 
the  council  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  passed 
an  ordinance  fixing  the  rates  to  be  charged 
for  water  for  the  year  commencing  July  the 
1st,  1806,  and  enamg  June  30,  1897,  at  less 
than  they  had  ever  been  fixed  before,  and  a 
suit  was  then  brought  by  the  complainants 
herein  in  this  court  against  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles  to  set  aside  the  said  ordinance;  and 
in  February  of  the  year  1897  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles  passed  the  ordinance  which  is  as- 
sailed in  this  suit,  making  a  still  further  re- 
duction in  the  rates. 

"The  action  of  the  Los  Angeles  City  Water 
Company  in  collecting  the  rates  fixed"  by  said 
several  ordinances  constitutes  theonly  acqui- 
escence (if  it  be  an  acquiescence)  in  the  ac- 
tion of  said  council. 

"If  the  rates  established  in  1S70  were  col- 
lected for  the  year  beginning  July  the  1st, 
1897,  and  ending  June  the  30th,  1898,  the 
revenues  received  by  the  Los  Angeles  City 
Water  Company  from  said  rates  would  be 


more  than  $50/)00  in  etseess  t)f  the  amount 
which  would  be  received  under  the  rates 
named  in  the  ordinance  of  Feibruary,  1897. 

"In  January,  1882,  the  Los  Angeles  City 
Water  Company  furni^ed  to  the  council  of 
the  city  of  IjOs  Angeles  a  statement  of  its 
transactions  for  the  preceding  year,  protest- 
ing  at  the  same  time  against  the  establish- 
ment of  any  rates  less  than  those  which  were 
in  force  at  the  date  of  the  lease  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  to  wit,  July  the  22d,  1868. 

"In  January,  1883,  said  company  again 
furnished  said  council  with  a  statement 
showing  the  names  of  the  consumers  of  wa- 
ter, the  rates  paid  during  the  year  preceding 
the  date  of  the  statement,  and  also  an  item- 
ized statement  of  the  expenditures  made  for 
supplying  water  during  the  year  preceding, 
but  expressly  denying  any  lecal  right  on  the 
part  of  the  council  to  demand  said  statement 
or  to  fix  any  rates  less  than  those  which  were 
in  force  in  July,  1868. 

"Similar  statements,  accompanied  by  simi- 
lar protests,  were  made  annually  thereafter 
up  to  and  including  the  year  1889,  and  since 
that  time  unverified  statements  or  reports 
showing  its  receipts  and  expenditures  have 
been  made  by  said  company  to  the  city  coun- 1^ 
cil  each  year.  • 

*  "Article  14  of  the  present  Constitution  of  • 
California,  adopted  in  1879,  is  as  follows: 
*•  *Abticle  XIV. 
"  'Water  and  Water  Rights. 

"'Section  1.  The  use  of  all  water  now 
appropriated,  or  that  may  hereafter  be  ap- 
propriated, for  sale,  rental,  or  distribution, 
is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  public  use,  and 
subject  to  the  regulation  ana  control  of  the 
state  in  the  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law : 
Provided,  that  the  rates  or  compensation  to 
be  collected  by  any  person,  company,  or  cor- 
poration in  this  state  for  the  use  of  water 
supplied  to  any  city  and  county,  or  city  or 
town,  or  the  inhabitants  thereof,  shall  be 
fixed  annually  by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
or  city  and  county,  or  city  or  town  council, 
or  other  governing  body  of  such  city  and  coun- 
ty, or  city  or  town,  by  ordinance  or  oUier- 
wise,  in  the  manner  that  other  ordinances  or 
legislative  acts  or  resolutions  are  passed  by 
such  body,  and  shall  continue  in  force  for 
one  year,  and  no  longer.  Such  ordinances  or 
resolutions  shall  be  passed  in  the  month  of 
February  of  each  year,  and  take  effect  on  the 
1st  day  of  July  thereafter.  Any  board  or 
body  failing  to  pass  the  necessary  ordinances 
or  resolutions  fixing  water  rates,  where  nec- 
essary, mthin  such  time,  shall  be  subject  to 
peremptory  process  to  compel  action  at  the 
suit  of  any  party  interested,  and  shall  be  lia- 
ble to  such  further  processes  and  penalties 
as  the  legislature  may  prescribe.  Any  per- 
son, company,  or  corporation  collecting  wa- 
ter rates  in  any  city  and  county,  or  city  or 
town  in  this  state,  otherwise  than  as  so  es- 
tablished, shall  forfeit  the  franchises  and 
waterworks  of  such  person,  company,  or  cor- 
poration to  the  city  and  county,  or  city  or 
town,  where  the  same  are  collected,  for  the 
public  use. 

"  'Sec.  2.  The  right  to  collect  rates  or  com- 
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pensation  for  the  qm  of  water  supplied  to 
any  county,  city  and  county,  or  town,  or  tho 
inhabitante  thereof,  is  a  franchise,  and  can- 
not be  exercised  except  by  authority  of  and 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.' 
«      '^o  carry  out  these  provisions  of  the  Con- 
g  ^tution,the  legislature  of  California  passed 
•  an  act  entitled  'Act  to  Enabla^the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  Town  Council,  Board  of  Al- 
dermen, etc.,  which  was  approved  March  the 
7  th,  1881.     SUt  Cal.  1881,  p.  54. 

"In  the  year  1888  the  electors  of  the  city 
of  Los  Angeles,  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the 
Cx>nstitution  oif  said  state  authorizing  them 
so  to  do,  adopted  a  charter  for  said  city, 
which  charter  was,  under  the  provisions  of 
said  Constitution,  submitted  to  the  legisla 
ture  of  said  state  for  its  approval,  ratifica- 
tion, and  adoption,  and  the  said  charter  was, 
on  the  31st  day  of  January,  1889,  adopted  by 
said  legislature,  and  thereupon  became  and 
ever  since  has  been  the  charter  of  the  said 
city  of  Los  Angeles;  and  by  the  said  charter 
it  is  provided,  in  f  193  as  follows: 

'"The  rates  of  compensation  for  use  of 
water  to  be  collected  by  any  person,  com- 
pany, or  corporation  in  said  city  shall  be 
fixed  annuallv  by  ordinance,  and  shall  con- 
tinue in  force  for  one  year,  and  no  longer. 
Such  ordinance  shall  be  passed  in  the  month 
of  February  of  each  year,  and  take  effect  on 
the  1st  day  of  July  thereafter.  Should  the 
council  fail  to  pass  the  necessary  ordinance 
fixing  the  water  rates  within  the  time  here- 
inbefore prescribed,  it  shall  be  subject  to 
peremptory  processes  to  compel  action  at  the 
suit  of  any  party  interested.'  Stat  1889,  p. 
603. 

''The  ordinance  of  1897  now  sought  to  be 
annulled  was  passed  pursuant  to  the  forego- 
ing constitutional  and  statutory  provisions." 
[88  Fed.  Rep.  723.] 

A  decree  was  entered  for  complainants 
(appellees),  adjudging  that  that  part  of  the 
contract  entered  into  between  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles  and  Griffin,  Beaudry,  and  Lazard, 
in  so  far  as  said  contract  provides  that  the 
city  shall  not  reduce  the  water  rates  below 
those  charged  on  the  date  of  said  contract, 
is  valid,  and  that  the  ordinance  of  February 
23,  1897,  reduced  the  water  rates  below  those 
so  charged,  and  "impaired  the  obligation  of 
such  contract,  and  said  ordinance  is  null  and 
void;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  that  the  said  ordinance  be,  and 
the  same  is,  hereby  vacated  and  set  aside  and 
held  for  naught." 

From  the  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  assignments  of  error  present  the  con- 
o  tentions  discussed  in  the  opinion. 

•     *  Messrs,  S.  O.  Houghton,  Walter  F,  Haas, 
and  Lee  d  Bcott  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  Jolm  Garber,  S.  M.  White,  and 

/.  8.  Chapman  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna,  after  stating  the 
case,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  circuit  court  decided  that  the  provi- 
sion of  the  contract  executed  by  the  city  and 
Griffin,  Beaudry,  and  Lazard  constituted  a 
oontraot,  and  the  ordinance  of  the  city  regu- 


lating the  rates  of  appellees  impaired  it. 
Against  this  conclusion  the  appellant  con- 
tends: (1)  The  contract  only  purports  to 
bind  the  city  in  its  corporate  capacity, — ^the 
city  as  landlord  and  owner,  and  not  as  a 
governmental  agent  of  the  state;  (2)  the 
city  did  not  have  power  to  bind  the  state; 
(3)  the  provision  of  the  contract,  restrain- 
ing the  city  from  granting  any  other  fran* 
chise,  if  it  created  an  exclusive  franchise,  in- 
validated the  whole  contract;  (4)  the  act  of 
1870,  purporting  to  ratify  the  contract  of 
1868,  is  unconstitutional  and  void;  (5)  the 
water  comnany  has  no  power  under  its  char- 
ter to  collect  water  rates,  except  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of 
the  state;  (C)  By  acquiescing  in  the  regular 
tions  of  rates  ever  since  1880  the  company 
is  estopped  from  claiming  equitable  relief, 
and  is  guilty  of  laches;  (7)  water  rates  es- 
tablish^ by  the  ordinance  are  not  shown  to 
be  lower  than  those  charged  in  1808,  or  if 
lower,  that  the  revenue  of  the  company  is  re- 
duced; (8)  if  the  ordinance  is  invalid,  it  is 
void  on  its  face,  and  there  is  therefore  no 
cloud  on  the  company's  title;  (9)  the  com- 
pany violated  the  contract  by  taking  water 
from  the  Los  Angeles  river,  and  therefore  ie 
not  entitled  to  specific  performance. 

We  will  consider  these  contentions  in  their 
order. 

1.  The  contract  only  purparts  to  bind  the 
city  in  its  corporate  capacity, — the  city  as 
landlord  and  owner,  and  not  as  governmental 
agent  of  the  state. 

The  argument  to  support  the  contention* 
succinctly  stated,  is  that  the  right  to  regu- 
late rates  came  from  the  contract,  not  from 
the  law.     In   other  words,  it  was  reserved 
from  the  contract,  and  was  a  virtual  grant-  ^ 
ing  back  by  the   lessees  of  the  proprietary  w 
•fight,  which  would  have  otherwise  passed  by  ? 
the   leAse,   leaving,   however,  all    municipid 
powers  intact. 

The  provision  of  the  contract  is  as  follows: 
"Always  provided  that  the  mayor  and  com- 
mon council  of  said  city  shall  have,  and  do 
reserve,  the  right  to  regulate  the  water 
rates  charged  by  said  parties  of  the  second 
part,  or  their  assigns,  provided  that  they 
shall  not  so  reduce  such  water  rates,  or  so 
fix  the  price  thereof,  to  be  less  than  those 
now  charged  by  the  parties  of  the  second  part 
for  water." 

The  municipal  powers  of  the  city  provided 
in  the  act  of  incorporation,  among  others, 
were:  "To  make  by-laws  or  ordinances* 
.  .  .  to  make  regulations  to  prevent  and 
extinguish  fires,  ...  to  provide  for 
supplying  the  city  with  water." 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  city  had  power  to 
regulate  rates.  Indeed,  it  is  insisted  that  it 
was  so  constantly  its  duty  that  it  could  not 
be  contracted  away.  It  we*  not  a  power, 
therefore,  necessary  to  be  granted  by  the 
contract,  and  the  distinction  between  the 
proprietary  rip^ht  and  the  municipal  right, 
made  by  appellants,  would  have  been  idle  to 
observe.  To  have  limited  the  right  of  regu- 
lation to  the  city  in  one  capacity,  and  left  it 
unrestrained  in  the  other,  would  have  been 
useless,  and  such  intention  cannot  be  attrib- 
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u ted  to  the  parties.  We  think,  therefore, 
the  power  to  regulate  rates  was  an  existent 
power,  not  granted  by  the  contract,  but  re- 
served from  it,  with  a  single  limitation,—* 
the  limitation  that  it  should  not  be  ezer* 
cised  to  reduce  rates  below  what  was  then 
charged.  Undoubtedly  there  was  a  contract- 
ual element;  it  was  not,  however,  in  grant- 
ing the  power  of  regulation,  but  in  the  limi- 
tation upon  it.  Whether  the  limitation  was 
and  is  valid  is  another  consideration. 

2.  The  city  did  not  have  the  power  to  bind 
tho  state. 

This  contention  as  expressed  is  very  com- 
prehensive, and  seems  to  deny  the  compe- 
tency of  the  state  to  give  the  city  the  power 
to  bind  it.  We  do  not,  however,  understand 
counsel  as  so  contending,  nor  could  they. 
Walla  Walla  v.  Walla  Walla  Water  Oo.  172 
U.  S.  1,  43  L,  ed.  341,  19  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  77. 
See  also  People  v.  Stephens,  62  Cal.  200.  We 
understand  the  argument  to  be  that  the 
power,  if  not  expressly  given  will  not  be  pre- 
H  sumed  unless  necessarily  or  fairly  implied 
g  in  or  incident  to  other  powers  expressly  given, 
•  — ^not  •simply  convenient,  but  indispensable 
to  them.  In  other  words,  the  rule  of  strict 
oonstruction  is  invoked  against  the  grant  of 
such  power  to  the  city. 

The  rule  is  familiar.  It  has  often  been 
announced  by  this  court,  and  quite  lately  in 
Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R,  Co,  v.  Detroit  R, 
Co,  171  U.  S.  48,  43  L.  ed.  67,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  732. 

The  effect  of  the  rule  in  the  case  at  bar  we 
are  not  required  to  determine  if  the  act  of 
1870  ratifying  the  contract  is  valid. 

It  reads  as  follows: 
"An  Act  to  Ratify  Certain  Acts  and  Ordi- 
nances of  the  Mietyor  and  Common  Council 

of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles. 

''The  people  of  the  State  of  California,  rep- 
resented in  senate  and  assembly,  do  enact  as 
follows: 

"Sec.  1.  The  following  acts,  contracts,  and 
ordinances  of  the  mayor  and  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  are  hereby  rati- 
fied and  confirmed:  The  contract  and  lease 
for  the  care  and  maintenance  of  the  Los  An- 
geles City  Waterworics,  entered  into  and 
made  between  the  mayor  and  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  on  the  one 
part,  and  John  S.  GriflSn,  Prudent  Beaudry, 
and  Solomon  Lazard,  on  the  other  part,  dat- 
ed the  twentieth  (20th)  day  of  July,  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  sixty-eight  (1868);  and 
also  the  ordinance  confirmatory  of  the  same, 
passed  July  the  twenty-second  (22d),  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  sixty-eight,  which  contract 
and  ordinance  are  recorded  in  the  office  of 
the  county  recorder  of  Los  Angeles  county, 
in  book  one  of  miscellaneous  records,  pages 
four  hundred  and  twenty-eight  (428)  to  four 
hundred  and  thirty-one  (431);  (here  fol- 
lows certain  other  ordinances  and  deeds  not 
affediug  the  contract  in  question)." 

Appellants  assert  that  the  act  tiolates  the 
following  provision  of  the  Contlitution  of 
the  SUte: 

''Corporations  may  be  formed  under  gen- 
eral laws,  but  8hs41  not  be  created  by  special 


act,  except  for  municipal  purposes.  All  gen- 
eral laws  and  special  acts  passed  pursuant  to 
this  section  may  be  altered  from  time  to 
time,  or  repealed."     [Art.  4,  §  31.] 

At  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
1870  the  contract  of  1868  had  been  assigned 
to  the  water  company,  and  the  facts  show^ 
that  it  was  applied  for  and  procured  on  be- 1* 
half  of  Griffin, *Beaudry,  and  Lazard,  and* 
other  persons,  with  the  intention  of  forming 
a  corporation  to  execute  its  provisions,  and 
for  such  purpose  they  and  other  persons  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  the  state  the  Los 
Augeles  City  Water  C])ompany,  the  appellee. 
It  is  hence  argued  that  the  act  of  1870  con- 
fers franchises  on  the  company  by  a  special 
act,  instead  of  by  a  general  law,  and  thereby 
infringes  the  constitutional  provision,  and 
against  the  existence  of  such  power  in  the 
legislature  the  following  cases  are  cited; 
Lovo  V.  Marysville,  5  Cal.  214;  San  Frwncisco 
v.  Spring  Valley  Waterworks,  48  Cal.  403; 
Oroville  d  V.  R,  Co.  v.  Plumas  County  Su- 
pers,  37  Cal.  354;  Spring  Valley  Watertoorks 
v.  Bryant,  52  Cal.  132;  San  Francisco  v. 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks,  53  Cal.  608. 

Of  these  cases,  only  Low  v.  Marysville  and 
Oroville  d  V.  R.  Co,  v.  PlunuM  County  Su- 
pers, were  decided  before  the  passage  of  act 
of  187U. 

It  was  held  in  Low  v.  Marysville  that  the 
le^rislaturc  was  prohibited  from  conferring 
upon  a  municipal  corporation  powers  other 
than  governmental  by  a  special  act.  Chief 
Justice  Murray  said:  ".  .  .  for  as  it 
would  have  been  a  violation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion to  create  an  incorporation  by  special  act, 
for  any  other  than  municipal  purposes,  it  fol- 
lows that  it  would  be  equally  unconstitutional 
to  confer  special  power  on  a  corporation  al- 
ready created.  In  other  words,  it  would  be 
doing,  by  two  acts,  that  which  the  legislature 
could  not  do  by  one ;  and  corporations  for  al- 
most every  pui'pose  might  be  created  by  spe- 
cial act  by  first  incorporating  the  stockhold- 
ers as  a  municipal  body." 

But  in  California  State  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Alta 
Telcg.  Co,  22  Cal.  398,  decided  at  July  term, 
18G3,  a  contrary  doctrine  was  announced.  It 
was  held  that  the  legislature  could  gradt  ex- 
clusive franchises  and  privileges  to  persons 
or  corporations;  that  ii  granted  to  a  person 
they  could  be  assigned  to  a  corporation,  and 
that  a  corporation  could  receive  from  the 
legislature  a  direct  grant  of  special  privileg- 
es and  franchises.  The  case  necessarily  in- 
volved all  of  those  propositions.  ^ 

The  right  and  privilege  passed  on  werefc* 
granted  by  an  act  of  •the  legislature,  and  ? 
consisted  of  the  exclusive  right  to  0.  E.  Al- 
len and  Clark  Burnham  to  construct  and  put 
in  operation  a  telegraph  line  from  San  Fran- 
cisco to  the  city  of  Marysville.  They  aa> 
signed  the  right  to  the  California  State  Tele- 
graph Company.  The  court  said:  "The 
case  presents  the  following  questions  for  our 
adjudication:  Ist.  Is  the  act  of  May  3d, 
1852,  granting  certain  exclusive  privileges  to 
Allen  and  Burnham,  constitutional?  2d. 
Have  the  plaintiffs  the  power  or  right  to  pur- 
chase, hold,  and  enjoy  these  exdusiva  privi- 
leges?" 
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Both  proposiilom  were  answered  in  the 
affirmative.    Of  the  second  the  court  said: 

"The  next  and  most  important  question  is 
whether  the  plaintiff,  a  corporation,  had  the 
power  to  purchase  and  hold  the  special  priv- 
ileges granted  by  the  act  to  Allen  ft  Burn- 
ham.  It  is  not  disputed  that  those  grantees 
liad  power  to  sell  and  convey,  for  the  act  spe- 
cially makes  the  grant  to  them  or  *their  as- 
signs/ thus  clearly  making  the  privileges  as- 
•ignable.  But  it  is  urged  that  the  clause  in 
the  Constitution  which  prohibits  the  legisla- 
ture from  creating  a  private  corporation  by 
•pedal  act  equally  prohibits  them  from  con- 
ferring any  powers  or  privileges  of  a  corpo- 
rate character  by  special  law;  and  that  all 
the  powers  and  privileges  which  a  corpora- 
tion can  exercise  or  hold  must  be  derived 
from  a  general  law,  applicable  alike  to  all 
corporations. 

'vrt  is  clear  that  the  Constitution  prohibits 
the  legislature  from  'creating*  corporations 
by  special  act,  except  for  municipai  purpos- 
es; and  it  is  equally  clear  that  this  prohibi- 
tion extends  only  to  their  'creation.'  There 
is  nothing  in  the  language  used  which  either 
directly  or  impliedly  prohibits  the  legisla- 
.  ture  from  directly  granting  to  a  corporation 
Already  in  existence  and  created  under  the 
general  laws,  special  privileges  in  the  nature 
of  a  franchise,  by  a  special  act,  or  prohibit- 
ing a  corporation  from  purchasing  or  hold- 
ing such  franchises  which  may  have  been 
granted  to  others.  To  give  the  Constitution 
any  such  effect  we  would  be  compelled  to  in- 
terpolate terms  not  used,  and  which  cannot 
be  implied  without  a  perversion  of  the  lan- 
guage employed.  To  give  it  such  a  construc- 
5  tion  we  would  have  to  make  it  read  thus: 
J?  'Corporations  may  be  formed,  and  other^fran- 
^iftea  and  special  privileges  granted,  under 
general  laws,  but  'shall  not  be  created  or 
pr^Mtiid  by  special  act,  except  for  municipal 
purposes.'  If  such  had  been  the  meaning  in- 
tended by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution, 
they  oould  have  easily  expressed  it  in  apt 
words.  The  language  tised  by  them  is  dear, 
and  they  well  knew  that  it  included  but  one 
of  a  numerous  class  of  franchises,  the  sub- 
jects of  legislative  grant,  and  that  a  regula- 
tion of  one  could  not  by  any  reasonable  im- 
plication be  extended  to  others  not  men- 
tioned." 

And  the  learned  justice  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  concluded  the  discussion 
by  saying:  "I  hold,  then,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  a  corporation,  were  capable  of  re- 
ceiving a  grant  of  these  special  privileges 
directly  from  the  legislature,  and  of  purchas- 
ing them  from  the  grantees." 

There  was  an  implied  recognition  of  the 
same  doctrine  in  Spring  Valley  Waterworks 
▼.  San  Francisco,  22  Cal.  434. 

But  it  is  urged  by  appellants  that  Oroville 
d  V,  R.  Co.  V.  Plumas  County  Supers,  (de- 
cided in  April,  18(i9)  held  "that  the  legisla- 
ture could  not  authorize  the  county  to  grant 
special  privileges  to  a  private  corporation, 
and  this  was  confirmed  in  Waterloo  Tump. 
Road  Co.  V.  CoZe,  51  Cal.  384  (decided  in 
1876)."    The  latter  case  we  may  disregard, 


as  it  was  decided  subsequently  to  the  act  of 
1870.  The  former  case  did  not  dedde  aa 
contended,  nor  was  the  point  involved  in  it. 
The  action  was  mandamus  to  compel  the 
county  to  subscribe  to  the  capital  stock  of 
the  railroad  company  under  an  act  of  the 
legislature  directing  the  supervisors  of  tho 
county  to  meet  at  a  designated  day  and  take 
and  subscribe  to  the  capital  stock  of  tha  rail- 
road company. 

The  defense  was  not  want  of  power  in  the 
legislature  to  direct  the  subscription,  not 
want  of  |>ower  in  the  company  to  receive  it 
because  it  was  a  corporation,  but  want  of 
power  to  receive  because  it  was  not  a  cor- 
poration.  Against  this  it  was  urged  that 
the  act  of  the  legislature  recognized  the  com- 
pany as  a  corporation.  To  the  contention 
the  court  replied:  "But  it  is  claimed  that 
the  existence  of  the  corporation  is  recognized 
by  the  act  requiring  the  county  to  sul^ribe 
to  the  stock  of  the  company.  Admitting 
such  to  be  the  case«  that  will  not  overcome 
the  difficulty,  for  a  corporation  of  this  char*  S 
acter  cannot*be  created  by  legislative  recog^  9 
nition;  the  Constitution  (art.  4,  $  31)  pro- 
hibiting the  creation  of  corporations,  except 
for  municipal  purposes,  otherwise  than  by 
general  laws." 

It  follows^  therefore,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  contract  of  1868  and  of  the  passage  of 
the  ratifying  act  of  1870  it  was  established 
by  the  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  the 
state  that  the  Constitution  of  the  state  per- 
mitted a  grant  of  special  franchises  to  per- 
sons and  corporations,  and  pei*mitted  the 
latter  to  receive  assignments  of  them  from 
sudi  persons,  or  grants  of  them  directly  from 
the  legislature.  This  law  was  part  of  the 
contract  of  1868,  as  confirmed  by  the  act  of 
1870,  and  could  not  be  affected  by  subsequent 
decisions.  Rowan  v.  Runnels,  5  How.  134, 
12  L.  cd.  86;  Ohio  L.  Ins.  d  T.  Co.  v.  Debolt, 
16  How.  416,  14  L.  ed.  997;  Bavemeyer  v. 
Iowa  County,  3  Wall.  204,  18  L.  ed.  38;  Chi- 
cago V.  Sheldon,  9  Wall.  60,  19  L.  ed.  694; 
Olcott  V.  Fond  du  Lae  County  Supers.  16 
Wall.  678,  21  L.  ed.  882;  McCullough  v.  Vir- 
ginia.  172  U.  S.  102,  43  L.  ed.  33-2.  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  134.  Nor  by  the  new  Constitution 
of  1879.  New  Orleans  Oaslight  Co.  v.  Louis- 
iana Light  d  H.P.d  Mfg.  Co.  115  U.  S.  650, 
29  L.  ed.  516,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  252;  Fisk  ▼. 
Jefferson  Police  Jury,  116  U.  S.  131,  20  L. 
ed.  687,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  320;  St.  Tammany 
Waterworks  v.  tiew  Orleans  Waterworks, 
120  U.  S.  64,  30  L.  ed.  663,  7  Sup.  CU  Kep. 
405. 

The  subsequent  decisions  of  the  supreme 
court  of  tlie  state  have  not  been  uniform. 
San  Francisco  v.  Spring  Valley  Waterworks 
unqualifiedly  overruled  California  State 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Alta  Teleg.  Co.  but  People  em 
rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Stanford,  77  Cal.  360.  2  L. 
R.  A.  92,  18  Pac.  85,  19  Pac.  693,  restored  its 
doctrine  to  the  extent,  at  lea.*t,  of  holding 
that  the  constitutional  provision  that  "cor- 
porations mny  be  formed  by  general  laws, 
but  shall  not  be  created  by  special  act,"  only 
prohibits  the  creation  of  corporations  and 
conferring  powers  upon  them  by  legislative 
enact  meuL.   and  does  not  prohibit  *'the  as- 
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•igimient  of  a  f  rasichifle  to  a  le^Uy  organised 
eorporatioii  by  persons  having  the  lawful 
right  to  exercise  and  tranafer  the  same."  See 
also  San  Luis  Water  Co.  v.  Estrada,  117  Cal. 
168,  48  Pac  1075. 

There  are  expressions  in  the  latter  case 
which,  it  is  ui^ed,  that  notwithstanding  the 
modification  by  it  and  by  People  eos  reL  Aity. 
Qen.  y.  Btanford  of  the  doctrine  of  San  Fran- 
cisco V.  Spring  Valley  Watervforks,  make 
that  doctrine  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar. 
The  San  Luis  Water  Company  was  a  corpora- 
tion, and  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  fur- 
nishing the  town  of  San  Luis  Obispo  and 

0  the    inhabitants   thereof   with   pure   fresh 

g  water. 

•  *  By  an  act  of  the  legislature  entitled  "An 
Act  to  Provide  for  the  Introduction  of  Qood 
and  Pure  Water  into  the  Town  of  San  Luis 
Obispo/'  approved  March  28,  1872,  a  fran- 
chise was  granted  for  that  purpose  to  M.  A. 
Benrimo,  C.  W.  Dana,  and  W.  W.  Hays.  The 
San  Luis  Water  Company  claimed  to  be  the 
assignee  of  the  franchise.  The  assignment 
was  attacked  on  the  ground  that  it  was  in- 
valid under  the  Constitution  of  the  state. 
The  court  said:  ''The  precise  point  made 
is,  that  U&e  power  to  supply  a  city  with  water 
cannot  be  conferred,  directly  or  indirectly, 
upon  a  private  corporation  by  special  act" 

And  further :  "The  grant  to  Benrimo  and 
his  associates  was  also  to  their  assigns. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  they  might, 
by  the  terms  of  the  grant,  sell  or  assign  the 
franchise.  It  seems  to  me  too  plain  to  re- 
quire argument,  that  the  purchase  by  the 
plaintiff  was  strictly  and  directly  within  its 
powers,  and  contributed  necessarily  and  di- 
rectly to  its  objects  and  purposes."  But  the 
learned  commissioner  who  delivered  the  opin- 
ion also  said:  "If  any  connection  could  be 
traced  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  passage 
of  the  special  act  of  1872,  or  it  appeared  that 
the  act  was  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  evad- 
ing the  constitutional  inhibition,  I  could  see 
how  the  case  of  San  Fr€Mcisco  v.  Spring 
Valley  Watenvorks,  48  Cal.  493,  might  ap- 

fly.  But,  in  view  of  the  facts  in  this  case, 
cannot  regard  the  article  of  the  Constitu- 
tion mentioned  or  the  case  last  cited  as  hav- 
ing any  application  here."  But  this  is  not 
a  decision  that  the  case  would  apply.  And 
if  it  is  a  concession  of  strength  in  the  argu- 
ment it  is  not  a  concession  of  conclusive 
strength. 

We  are  not  concerned,  however,  to  recon- 
cile the  cases  decided  since  1870,  and  we  have 
only  mentioned  them  to  present  fully  the 
contention  of  appellants.  The  cases  prior  to 
that  time,  as  we  have  seen,  made  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  contract  of  1 8G8,  and  determined 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  ratify  it. 
And  there  seems  to  have  been  no  question  of 
this  power.  Besides  legislative  recognition, 
besides  recognition  by  many  acts  of  the  city, 
the  contract  has  received  judicial  recogni- 
tion.   Taxation  upon  the  property  acquired 

H  to  execute  it  has  been  sustained.    49  Cal. 

g  638.    It  was  interpreted,  and  under  ita  pro- 

•  TisioDS  tlte  company  denied^90mpensation  for 
water  used  in  sprinkling  the  streets  of  the 


city.  55  Cal.  170.  An  ordinance  was  de- 
clared void  imposing  a  license  upon  the  com- 
pany  for  doing  business  in  the  city.  01  Cal. 
0.5.  Its  right  to  take  more  than  10  inches 
of  water  from  the  river  was  sustained  in  124 
Cal.  808,  67  Pac.  210,  671. 

Hie  case  in  61  Cal.  was  heard  in  depart- 
ment and  in  banc,  and  the  contract  received 
careful  consideration.  The  judgment  of  the 
trial  court  was  for  the  water  company,  and 
department  2  of  the  supreme  court,  affirm- 
ing it,  said : 

"The  court  was  correct  in  its  judgments 
The  plaintiff  had  already  reserved  a  sum  to 
be  paid  by  defendant  for  the  privilege  of 
vending  water  for  domestic  purposes,  and  it 
could  not  change  its  contract  in  the  manner 
proposed.  The  privileges  granted  by  the 
lease  and  the  ordinance  of  1808  were  already 
vested  in  the  defendant  as  strongly  as  they 
could  be  by  a  license  under  the  ordinance  of 
1879.  A  license  is  a  grant  of  permission  or 
authority.  The  defendant  already  had  per- 
mission and  authority  granted  by  ordinance 
and  ratified  by  the  legislature.  The  eity 
cannot,  during  the  term  of  the  lease,  of  its 
own  motion,  increase  the  amount  to  be  paid 
for  the  privileges  granted. 

"It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  the 
point  made  by  the  appellant,  that  neither  the 
city  nor  the  legislature  can  grant  or  alien- 
ate any  of  the  rights  of  sovereignty,  has  no 
application  to  this  case." 

The  court  in  banc,  through  its  chief  justice, 
approved  this  language,  and,  after  quoting 
cases,  said : 

"The  authorities  of  the  city  of  Los  Angel- 
es, by  a  contract  (the  validity  of  which  has 
not  been  challenged  by  either  party)  and  for 
certain  valuable  considerations  therein  ex- 
pressed, granted  to  the  defendant's  assign- 
ors the  privilege  of  supplying  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles  and  the  inhabitants  thereof  with 
fresh  water  for  domestic  purposes,  with  the 
right  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof 
to  their  own  use;" — and  after  citing  eases 
to  show  that  the  exaction  of  the  license 
would  impair  the  obligation  of  the  oontract, 
concluded  as  follows:  ^ 

**The  principles  enunciated  in  the  forego- h 
ing  cases  are«eniinently  sound  and  just,  and  • 
are  directly  applicable  to  the  ease  we  are 
now  considering.  The  city  of  Los  Angeles, 
by  its  solemn  contract  and  for  various  con- 
siderations therein  stated,  f^ve  to  the  party 
under  whom  defendant  claims  the  privilege 
of  introducing,  distributing,  and  selling  wa- 
ter to  the  inhabitants  of  that  city  on  certain 
terms  and  conditions  which  defendant  has 
complied  with;  and  it  was  not  within  the 
power  of  the  city  authorities,  by  ordinance 
or  otherwise,  afterward  to  impose  additional 
burdens  as  a  condition  to  the  exercise  of  the 
rights  and  privileges  granted." 

3.  The  provision  of  the  contract,  restrain- 
ing the  city  from  granting  any  other  fran- 
chise, if  it  created  an  exclusive  franchise,  in- 
validated the  whole  contract  4.  The  act  of 
1870,  purporting  to  ratify  the  contract  of 
1808,  IS  unconstitutional  and  void.  5.  The 
water  company  has  no  power  under  its  char* 
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Ur  to  aollaei  water  rates,  coEoept  m  pre- 
scribed hf  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of 
the  state. 

These  contentions  are  dependent  upon  the 
same  reasoning  as  the  preceding  one,  and  do 
<iot  require  a  separate  discussion. 

6.  £7  acquiescing  in  the  regulations  of 
rates  ever  since  1880  the  company  is  estopped 
from  claiming  equitable  relief  and  is  guilty 
of  laches. 

There  was  no  such  acquiescence  as  es- 
topped the  water  company  from  contesting 
the  ordinance  of  the  city.  The  facts  are 
that  in  1880  the  city  passed  an  ordinance  to 
be  in  effect  one  year,  establishing  water 
rates,  and  passed  one  every  year  thereafter, 
including  1897,  when  the  one  in  controversy 
was  passed.  The  rates  established  by  the 
ordinances  were  less  than  those  adopted  in 
1870,  and  the  latter  are  claimed  to  have  been 
not  higher  than  the  rates  charged  in  1868. 
The  company  collected  the  rates  established 
by  the  ordinances,  except  those  established 
in  1896  and  1897-.  A  suit  was  brought  by 
the  company  to  set  aside  the  ordinance  of 
1896,  and  that  of  1897  is  assailed  in  the  case 
^  at  bar.  These  ordinances  fixed  the  rates  at 
Sless  than  they  had  been  fixed  before.  The 
f  company«has  also  every  year  since  1882  filed 
a  statement  with  the  city  council,  showing 
the  names  of  the  consumers  of  water,  the 
rates  paid,  and  the  expenditures  made  for 
supplying  water  for  the  preceding  year.  The 
company  always  protested  against  the  right 
of  the  city  to  demand  statements,  and 
claimed  to  make  them  solely  for  its  informa- 
tion. The  company  also  in  1882  protested 
against  the  power  of  the  city  to  fix  rates  on 
any  other  basis  than  that  of  the  contract  of 
1868.  The  city  therefore  cannot  claim  to 
have  been  deceived  by  the  action  of  the  com- 
pany in  collecting  the  rates  established  prior 
to  1800.  They  were  less,  it  is  stipulated, 
than  those  of  1870,  but  how  much  less  we  are 
not  informed.  It  is  true  we  are  not  informed 
how  much  less  those  fixed  in  1896  and  1897 
are  than  those  of  the  prior  years.  Iliey  are 
less,  "less  than  they  had  ever  been  fixed  be- 
fore," is  the  stipulation;  and  they  will,  ac- 
cording to  the  stipulation,  produce  more 
than  $jO,000  less  revenue  than  those  of  1870. 

Acquiescence  in  a  regulation  whidi,  all 
things  considered,  may  not  have  been  injuri- 
ous, does  not  preclude  a  contest  of  that 
which  is  injurious.  It  must  be  remembered 
that  the  contract  did  not  forbid  all  regula- 
tion, but  only  regulation  b^ond  a  certain 
limit.  There  was  no  concession  of  a  power 
to  go  beyond  that  limit,  but  constant  pro- 
test against  it;  and  when  its  exercise  did  go 
beyond  that  limits  producing  injury  not  bal- 
anced by  other  considerations,  the  right  to 
restrain  it  would  naturally  be,  and  we  think 
could  legally  be,  exerted.  As  we  have  said, 
there  was  no  concealment,  no  misleading,  no 
injury,  no  change  of  condition,  no  circum- 
stance which  could  invoke  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  or  of  laches.  Appellants,  however, 
assert  there  was,  and  claim  that  the  acquies- 
eence  of  the  water  company  was  induced  by 
the  fear  that  the  city  would  prevent  the  un- 


limited use  of  the  river  water, — a  use  beyond 
the  10  inches  claimed  to  be  allowed  by  the 
contract,  and  a  use  against  other  and  pro- 
prietary rights  of  the  city.  Of  the  latter  the 
record  does  not  enable  us  to  form  a  judg- 
ment. Of  the  former  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  ( 124  Cal.  368,  67  Pac.  210, 571 )  has 
decided  against  the  contention  of  the  city. 
We  approve  the  decision  and  hereafter  quote 
its  language.  The  appellants'  inference, 
therefore,  is  without  the  support  of  anything 
in  the  record. 

7.  The  water  rates  established  by  the  ordi- 
nance are  not  shown  to  be  lower  than  those 
charged  in  1868,  or,  if  lower,  that  the  reve- 
nue  of  the  company  is  reduced.  S 

•To  sustain  this  contention  it  is  claimed  by  r 
appellants  that  there  is  no  testimony  in  the 
record  to  show  that  the  rates  established  in 
1897  were  lower  than  those  charged  in  1868. 
Appellants  say: 

''The  only  thing  which  complainants  rely 
on  to  establish  this  fact  is  the  recital  in  the 
report  of  a  committee  of  the  council  ap- 
pointed in  1870  for  the  purpose  of  agreeing 
with  the  water  company  upon  a  schedule  of 
water  rates  to  be  charged,  in  which  it  stated 
( by  the  joint  committee)  'that  they  have  es- 
tablished water  rates  and  charges  for  domes- 
tic pui-poses,  taking  as  a  guide,  as  near  as 
can  be,  the  diarges  and  rates  for  domestic 
purposes  charged  in  July,  1868.  That  your 
committee  have  also  fixed  the  rates  and 
charges  for  other  reasonable  objects  and  pur- 
poses, and  report  as  follows.' " 

It  is  urged  this  is  not  a  statement  that  the 
rates  fixed  in  1870  were  equal  to  those  of 
1808;  indeed,  that  they  may  have  been  high- 
er. And  it  is  also  urged  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion made  between  rates  for  domestic  pur- 
poses and  rates  for  "other  reasonable  objects 
and  purposes,"  which  may  mean  not  domes- 
tic purposes,  and  as  to  these  it  does  not  ap- 
pear upon  what  they  were  based. 

We  are  not  disposed  to  dwell  long  on  these 
claims.  It  is  incredible  that  the  city  should 
have  demanded  statements  from  Uie  com- 
pany yearly,  have  passed  ordinances  yearly, 
and  provoked  and  endured  an  expensive  liti- 
gation to  establish  rates  higher  than  or  the 
same  as  those  which  alr^idy  existed.  If 
statements  and  ordinances  were  necessary  in 
fulfilment  of  the  duty  of  the  city  under*  the 
Constitution  of  the  state,  neither  controver- 
sy nor  litigation  was  necessary,  nor  would 
either  have  ensued. 

It  is  urged  under  this  head  that  it  is  not 
shown  that  the  income  of  the  water  company 
is  less  under  the  rates  fixed  by  the  city  than 
under  those  of  1868.  The  showing  would  be 
irrelevant.  The  contract  conce.''ns  rates,  not 
income,  and  the  power  of  the  city  over  them 
under  the  contract. 

8.  If  the  ordinance  is  invalid,  it  is  void  on 
its  face,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  cloud  on 
the  company's  title. 

The  contention  is  that  "if  the  contract  of  g 
1868  is  valid,  and  the  ordinance  of  1897  re>  8 
duces  the  income  of  the  company  below«lhst  * 
which  it  should  receive,  the  ordinance  <s  void 
on  its  face  as  being  in  conflict  with  the  Fed* 
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Aral  Constitution,  and  is  no  eUniii  «ii  eoni« 

pUinants'  title." 

It  in  hence  dednced  that  tbtt  wat«r  eom- 
pany  haa  adequate  legal  remediei»  and  can- 
not reeort  to  an  eauitable  one. 

We  concur  with  the  learned  trial  judge 
that  the  ordinance  is  not  void  on  its  face. 
At  said  by  him: 

"In  the  case  at  bar,  hoirever,  the  ordinance 
upon  its  face  is  valid,  and  its  invalidity  ap- 
pears only  when  considered  in  connection 
with  the  contract  of  July  the  22d,  1868,  and 
evidence  showingwhat  the  water  rates  were 
at  that  date.  While  the  court  takes  {udi- 
dal  notice  of  the  ratifying  act  of  April  2, 
1870,  still,  since  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract of  July  the  22d,  1868,  are  not  embodied 
in  said  act,  I  am  not  sure  that  said  provi- 
sions are  matters  of  judicial  laiowledge,  al- 
though such  seems  to  be  the  ruling  of  the 
court  (one  of  the  justices  dissenting)  in 
Brady  v.  Page,  59  Cal.  52.  Conceding,  how- 
ever, that  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice 
of  all  the  provisions  of  said  contract,  still 
the  one  in  question  simply  provides  that  wa- 
ter rates  shall  not  be  reduced  below  the  rates 
then  charged,  without  indicating  what  those 
rates  were,  and  therefore  the  invalidity  of 
the  ordinance  appears,  not  upon  its  face,  but 
only  in  connection  with  extraneous  evidence 
of  what  the  rates  were  in  July,  1868,  and  for 
this  reason  complainants  have  adduced  that 
evidence  in  the  present  case." 

And  further: 

"The  complainants  must  either  submit  to 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance  or  incur  unusual- 
ly onerous  expenditures.  It  is  reasonably 
certain  that  if,  with  the  ordinance  standing, 
they  were  to  undertake  the  collection  of 
rates  in  excess  of  those  prescribed  in  the  or- 
dinance, they  would  be  resisted  at  every 
point  by  the  consumers  of  water,  and  thus 
be  driven  to  innumerable  actions  at  law.  Be- 
sides, should  they,  in  any  instance,  succeed 
in  collecting,  without  an  action,  a  higher 
rate  than  the  ordinance  prescribes,  it  is 
equally  eertain  that  they  would  thereby 
bring  upon  themselves  protracted  and  heavy 
litipition,  having  for  iU  object  forfeiture  of 
^  their  entire  system  of  works.  Surely  these 
ot  injuries  are  irreparable,  and  actions  at  law, 
<*  io  far  from  beingndequate  to  the  exigencies 
of  the  situation,  are,  as  complainants  in 
their  brief  forcibly  put  it,  mere  mockeries  of 
a  remedy." 

9.  The  company  violated  the  contract  by 
taking  water  from  the  Los  Angeles  river, 
and  therefore  is  not  entitled  to  specific  per- 
formance. 

In  reply  to  this  contention,  we  may  adopt 
the  language  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
state  of  California,  used  on  behalf  of  the 
court  by  Mr.  Justice  McFarland,  in  Loa  An- 
geles V.  Ij08  Angeles  City  Water  Co.  124  Cal. 
877,  57  Pac.  213. 

The  contract  of  1868  and  the  right  of  the 
water  company  to  take  water  from  the  river 
were  considered  and  decided.  The  learned 
Justice  said:  I 

"Before  considering  the  main  questions  in  { 
the  case,  it  is  proper  here  to  notice  a  prelim- 


inary point  made  by  the  dtVf  and  somewhat 
insisted  on;  to  wit:  That  the  only  quantity 
of  the  water  of  the  Los  Angeles  river  to 
which  the  water  company  is  entitled  under 
the  contract  is  10  inches  under  a  4-inch  pres- 
sure. This  contention  cannot  be  maintained. 
The  words  of  the  contract  on  this  subject  are 
simply  that  the  company  shall  not  take  from 
the  river  'more  than  10  inches  of  water  with- 
out the  previous  consent'  of  the  dty;  there 
is  nothing  in  the  contract  about  '4-inch  pres- 
sure,' nor  is  there  any  intimation  as  to  what 
the  parties  meant  by  '10  inches'  of  water. 
But»  looking  at  the  context  and  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,  it  is  quite  evident 
that  the  parties  did  not  mean  only  10  inches 
imder  a  4-inch  pressure.  If  that  had  been 
the  meaning,  there  would  have  been  no  sense 
in  the  other  important  covenants.  At  the 
time  of  the  contract  it  would  have  taken 
many  times  10  inches  under  a  4-inch  pres- 
sure to  furnish  water  for  domestic  purposes 
to  even  the  few  thousand  people  who  were 
then  inhabitants  of  the  city;  and  much  more 
than  that  amount  was  necessary  to  supply 
free  water  under  the  contract;  and  a  solemn 
covenant  to  supply  a  growing  city  with  suffi- 
cient water  for  domestic  and  municipal  pur- 
poses for  thirty  ^ears  from  a  flow  of  10 
inches  under  a  4-mch  pressure  would  have 
been  absurd.  The  company,  immediately 
after  the  date  of  the  contract,  commenced  to 
use  an  amount  of  water  greatly  in  excess  of  09 
10  inches  under  a  4-inch  pressure;  soon  aft-g 
er  the^execution  of  the  contract  the  company  • 
was  using  300  inches  under  a  4-inch  pressure, 
and  from  that  to  the  present  time  they  have 
been  using,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  city,  from  300  to  700  inches  so  meas- 
ured. Therefore,  whatever  (if  anything) 
was  meant  by  the  simple  words  '10  inches,' 
the  contract  was  immediately,  and  has  been 
continuously,  construed  by  the  action  of  the 
parties  as  meaning  more  than  10  inches 
measured  under  a  4-inch  pressure.  There  is 
no  pretense  that  the  city  ever  objected  to 
the  use  of  this  water  by  the  water  company 
until  1896,  when  an  ordinance  was  passed  by 
the  city  government  undertaking  to  with- 
draw the  city's  consent  to  the  taking  of  more 
than  10  inches  from  the  river.  It  is  difficult 
to  imagine  how  this  ordinance  was  passed 
seriously;  for  if  the  water  company  had  been 
prevented  from  taking  from  the  river  at  that 
time  more  than  10  inches  of  water  under  a 
4-inch  pressure,  there  certainly  would  have 
been  a  water  famine  in  the  city,  for  the  city 
had  no  works  of  its  own  and  no  means  what- 
ever for  supplying  water  for  either  domestic 
or  municipal  purposes.  But  the  city,  hav- 
in{Bf  allowed  the  water  company  for  nearly 
thirty  years  to  divert  the  quantity  of  water 
above  mentioned,  and  to  expend  vast  sums  of 
money  upon  the  faith  of  a  continuance  of  the 
right  to  take  said  water,  could  not  withdraw 
its  consent  within  the  period  of  the  con- 
tract" 

The  learned  justice  then  quoted  and  ap- 
proved the  following  remarks  of  the  circuit 
court  in  the  case  at  bar: 

"  'If  it  be  conceded,  as  claimed  by  defend- 
ants (which,  however,  I  do  not  decide)  that 
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the  provision  of  the  contract*  limiting  the 
quantity  of  the  water  to  be  taken  from  the 
river  without  previous  consent  of  the  city, 
is  sudiciently  certain  for  enforcement,  or, 
more  specially,  that  said  quantity  is  10 
inches  measured  under  a  4-inch  pressure, 
still,  the  consent  of  the  city  to  the  taking  of 
a  larger  quantity,  once  given,  cannot  be 
withdrawn  during  the  life  of  the  contract* 
for  the  reason  that  large  expenditures  have 
been  made  by  complainanta  in  reliance  upon 
«uch  consent'  The  court  cites  as  authori- 
ties to  the  point:  Rhodes  v.  Otis,  33  Ala. 
^  600,  73  Am.  Dec.  439;   Woodbury  v.  Parah- 

*  Uy,  7  N.  H.  237,  2d  Am.  Dec.  739;  Lacy  v. 

•  Aniett,  33  Pa.«169;  Russell  v.  Uuhhard,  69 
III.  339;  Beall  v.  Marietta  Paper  Mill  Co.  45 
Ga.  33;  Veghte  v.  Raritan  Water  Power  Co, 
19  N.  J.  Eq.  153 ;  Williamston  d  T,  R.  Co.  v. 
Battle,  66  N.  C.  540;  Flickinger  v.  Shaw,  87 
Oal  126,  11  L.  R.  A.  134,  25  Pac.  268;  Orim- 
Shaw  V.  Belcher,  88  Cal.  217,  20  Pac.  84; 
amiih  V.  Oreen,  109  Cal.  228,  41  Pac  1022, 
Jill  of  which  sustain  the  point" 

Decree  affirmed. 


JAMES  BRISTOL,   Executor,   etc.,  Plff.  im 
Err., 

V. 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY,  Minnesota. 

[No.  109.] 

Mlay  1,  2900. 

Thb  Chist  JusncK: 

It  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  herein  en* 
tered  April  9  be  amended  so  aa  to  read: 

"The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded  with  a  direction  to  exclude  the 
taxes  for  the  years  1883  to  1888  inclusive, 
and  to  render  judgment  for  tlie  taxes  and 
penalties  after  the  latter  year,  with  interest 
on  the  aggregate  sum  thereof  from  June  29» 
1898,  the  daU  of  the  judgment  belcyw." 
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(178  U.  a  HI) 

SHIRXiKY   T.   HIGH   and  Jetsie  M.  Hig)i» 

Appta.p 

V. 

r.  B.  COYNE,  M  Collector  of  tlM  United 
SUteB  Internal  Revenue,  and  EUen  T. 
High,  aa  Ezeeutrix  of  Jamea  L.  High,  Da- 


War    revetwe    oel — Ugaoy    ia» — erroneotu 
conairuotUm  of  aioiuie. 

The  alDrmance  of  a  decree  ■uetalnlng  tbe  eas- 
•titutlonalltj  of  the  proTleloni  of  the  war 
revenue  act  of  1808,  relating  to  legacy  taxes, 
!■  made  without  prejudice  to  the  right  to  re- 
■Itt  eo  much  of  the  tax  ae  may  have  arleen 
from  the  wrong  Interpretation  of  the  stat- 
ute, although  the  only  questions  raised  bjr 
the  assignments  of  error  related  to  the  eon- 
atitutionallty  of  the  act,  where  the  officers 
charged  with  the  administration  of  the  law 
have  sdopted  and  enforced  an  erroneous  In- 
terpretation of  it,  by  which  an  excessive  tax 
Is  imposed. 

[No.  225.] 

Ar^wed  Dmymnher  6,  d,  7, 1899.    Decided  Mmy 
14,  1900. 

APPEAL  from   the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  StaUs  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois  to  review  a  decision  suataining 
the  constitutionality  of  the  wax  revenue  act. 
Affirmed, 
See  same  case  below,  93  Fed.  Bep.  460. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Wliitet 
The  complainants,  who  are  appellants 
here,  filed  tneir  bill  to  enjoin  the  executrix 
of  their  father's  estate  from  paying  the  leg- 
acy taxes  levied  by  SI  29  and  30  of  the  war 
TCivenue  act  of  1808.  The  collector  of  inter- 
nal revenue  was  also  made  a  defendant,  and 
an  injunction  was  asked  against  him  to  ore- 
vent  his  collectioff  or  attempting  to  collect 
the  taxes  in  question,  which,  it  was  asserted, 
he  was  about  to  enforce  against  the  execu- 
trix, who,  it  was  averred,  would  pay  unless 
by  the  writ  of  injunction  she  was  forbidden 
to  do  so.  As  heirs  of  their  father  and  as  ben- 
eficiaries of  his  estate,  the  complainants  aa- 
serted  they  were  entitled  to  prevent  the  ex- 
ecutrix from  making  payment  of  taxes  whioh 
were  unconstitutional  and  hence  void.  The 
reasons  relied  cm  to  show  that  the  taxing  law 
was  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
M  United  States  were  that  the  taxes  were  di- 
S  rect,  and  not  apportioned,  were  not  uniform, 
•  and  were  leviea  on^objecta  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  authority  of  Congress.  Tbe  bill  was 
demurred  to  as  not  stating  ground  for  relief. 
The  demurrers  were  sustained,  and  from  a 
decree  dismissing  the  suit  this  appeal  ia  proa- 
eented. 

Measre,  A.  K.  Peaoa,  John  O.  Carlisle, 

Peter  B.  Olney,  William  Edmond  Curtis, 
Benry  M.  Ward,  Ward  B,  ChamberUi^ 
Oeorge  F.  Chamherlin,  Julien  T,  Davies, 
Frederic  R.  Coudert,  Jr,,  B,  8.  Manefield,  W. 
8.  B,  Bopkins,  Thomae  B,  Reed,  Thomae 
Thacher,  Wheeler  B.  Peckham,  Charles  B. 
Otis,  Richard    C.    Dale,    Samuel  Diokeon, 


John  C.  Bullitt,  George  A.  Carpenter^  and 
ahirlep  T.  Bigh  for  appellants. 
BoUoitor  ChnerfU  Biohrnvda  for  appelleea» 

Mr.  Justice  White  delivered  the  opinioo 
of  the  court: 

As  the  court  below  did  not  grant  an  iii' 
jimetion,  but  dismissed  the  bill,  it  is  unneo-^ 
essary  to  consider  whether  the  right  would 
have  existed  to  enjoin  the  collector  of  inter- 
nal revenue,  even  had  the  court  concluded 
that  the  averments  of  the  bill  disclosed  m 
cause  of  action.    Rev.  Stat.  3226. 

Every  ground  relied  on  to  maintain  that 
the  taxes  levied  by  { 9  20  and  30  of  the  war 
revenue  act  are  repugnant  to  the  Constitu^ 
tion  has  been  decided  adversely  in  the  opinion 
this  day  announced  in  Knov)Uonw,Moore,nB 
U.  S.  41,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  747.  44  L.  ed.  — . 

This  disposes  of  this  case,  as  the  assign- 
ments of  error  raised  onlv  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  taxes,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  record  to  enable  us  to  see  that  the  stat- 
ute was,  by  the  collector,  mistakenly  con- 
strued. 

As,  however,  the  interpretation  of  the  stat- 
ute, which  was  held  to  be  unsound  in  No.  387 
(Knowlton  v.  Moore,  178  U.  8.  41,  20  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  747,  44  L.  ed.  — ),  was  the  one  which 
was  adopted  and  enforced  by  the  oflicers  char- 
ged with  the  administration  of  the  law,  the  Im- 
pression naturally  arises  that  sudi  erroneous 
construction  must  have  been  applied  in  aososs 
ing  the  tax  in  controversy.  The  ends  of 
justice  therefore  require  that  the  right  to 
resist  so  much  of  the  tax  as  may  have  arisen 
from  the  wrong  interpretation  of  the  statute 
above  referred  to  be  not  foreclosed  by  our  de- 
cree. 

Decree  affirmed,  wiiTiout  prejudice  to  any 
such  right, 

.   (178  U.  S.  41> 
EBEN  J.  KNOWLTON  and  Thomas  A.  Bul- 
fum,  Executors  of  the  Last  Will  and  Tes- 
tament of  Edwin  F.  Knowlton,  l>eceaaed» 
Plffs,  in  Err., 

V, 

FRANK  R.  MOORE,  United  States  Collector 
of  Internal  Revenue,  First  Colleetion  Di»» 
trict,  State  of  New  York. 

War  revenue  act — taw  on  legacies  and  ti»- 
heritances—^nature  of  ta^—eonstitutton- 
ality  of  act— direct  iam — uniformity — 
application  to  District  of  Columhui^--d0- 
grees  of  relationship-'-progreasive  roie— 
amount  of  estate  or  of  Ugaey. 

1.  The  taxes  upon  legacies  an«  distributive 
shares  of  personal  property,  which  are  hn- 
posed  by  the  war  revenue  act  ef  Jvne^  1809 
(30  Stat,  at  L.  448),  M  29.  80k  ate  hnyosed 
upon  the  transmission  or  receipt  of  such  In- 
herltaoces  and  legacies,  and  not  upon  the 
right  of  the  state  to  regnlate  the  tfevohitlon 
of  property  npon  death. 

2.  The  heeding  to  a  section  of  a  statute  la 
proper  to  he  considered  In  laterivretlng  the 
statute,  when  ambiguity  exlafis  and  a  llteAt 
inteiptetatlon  will  work  eot  wieng  or  Inloij. 

8.  The  amount  of  each  particular  livaey  or 
distrlbutlTe  share,  and  not  the  sum  of  the 
whole  personal  estate  of  a  decedent,  is  the 
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ammmt  en  whleb  the  pragreMlTe  rat*  of  tsx 
ifl  ImpoMd  bj  the  war  reraao  act  of  Juno, 
1808.  IS  29,  80,  and  bj  whldi  the  rato  la 


4.  A  particular  oonatmetlon  of  a  atatnto 
which  will  occasion  great  IncoaTenlenoo  or 
produce  Inequalitj  and  injnatlce  ia  to  be 
aTolded,  If  another  more  reoaonabie  Interpre- 
tation la  present  In  the  atatate. 

5.  The   direct   taxes   which   must   be   appor- 
\.           tloned  under  U.  8.  Const,  art.  1,  i  10,  do  not 

indode  the  tax  on  the  transmission  or  receipt 
of  legacies  and  dlstrlbntlre  shares  of  perbonal 
property,  Imposed  by  the  war  revenne  act  of 
Jane,  1808,  f|  29,  80.  as  that  tax  la  a  doty 
or  excise,  as  distinguished  from  a  tax  on 
property. 

8.  The  onlformlty  required  by  U.  8.  Const, 
art  1,  i  9,  proTldlng  that  "dutlea,  Imposts, 
and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the 
United  States."  Is  not  an  Intrinsic  uniformity 
relating  to  the  inherent  character  of  the  tax 
aa  respects  Its  operations  on  Individuals,  but 
Is  merely  a  geographical  uniformity  requiring 
the  same  plan  and  the  same  method  to  be 
operatlTO  throughout  the  United  Statea. 

T.  An  application  of  the  war  revenue  act  of 
June,  1898,  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Is  se- 
cured by  i  81.  which  Incorporates  therein  the 
laws  relating  to  the  assessment  of  taxes, 
thereby  including  U.  S.  Rer.  Stat.  I  8140. 
which  requires  the  District  of  Columbia  to  be 
regarded  as  a  state  in  construing  the  inter- 
nal revenue  laws. 

8.  A  difference  between  the  testamentary  aud 
Intestacy  laws  of  the  states  does  not  prevent 
the  geographical  uniformity  of  the  war  rev- 
enue act  of  June.  1898,  H  29.  30,  under  which 
the  primary  right  of  taxation  upon  legacies 
and  distributive  shares  dependa  upon  the  de- 
gree of  relationship  or  want  of  relationship 
to  the  deceased,  since  the  rate  is  the  same 
wherever  the  degree  of  relationship  or  the 
want  of  relationship  is  the  same,  so  that  the 
rule  is  uniform,  although  there  may  be  dif- 
ferent conditions  among  the  states  as  to  the 
objects  upon  which  the  tax  Is  levied. 

8.  The  progressive  rate  feature  of  the  war  rev- 
enue act  of  June,  1898,  ||  29,  80.  by  which 
the  rates  are  graded  In  accordance  with  the 
amounts  of  the  legacies  or  distributive  shares, 
and  progressively  increaaed  aa  those  amounts 
Increase,  cannot  be  held  unconstitutionai  on 
the  ground  that  It  Is  repugnant  to  funda- 
mental principles  of  equality  and  Justice ;  but 
the  question  whether  a  progressive  tax  is 
more  Just  and  equal  than  a  proportional  one 
la,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional  limitation, 
a  legislative,  and  not  a  Judicial,  question. 

[No.  887.] 

Aroued  Deeemher  5,  6,   7,   1899,    Decided 
May  14,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York  to  review  a  decision  dismissing  a 
suit  to  recover  an  amount  paid  to  the  inter- 
nal revenue  collector  unaer  protest  Re- 
versed. 

The  faeta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

IfeasTi.  J.  O.  Carlisle,  W1i«eler  H. 
P»€>fcham,  Oluurles  H.  Otis,  Peter  B.  01- 
ney,  WUUam  Edmond  Ourtie,  Ward  B.  Oham- 
herUn,  George  F.  OKamherUn,  Henry  U. 
Ward,  TKamae  B.  Reed,  Thomae  Thaeher, 
JmUem  T,  I>aoiea,  Frederie  R.  Oaud&rit  Jr., 


B.  8.  Mansfield,  and  W.  8.  B.  Bophina  for 
plffs^  in«rr. 

SoUoitar  General  Btohmrda  for  defand- 
ant  in  error. 

*  Mr.  Justice  White  delivered  the  opinion  * 
of  the  oourt: 

The  act  of  Congress  of  June,  1898,  whieh  is 
usually  spoken  of  as  the  war  revenue  act  (80 
Stat  at  L  448,  chap.  448),  imposes  various 
stamp  dutiea  and  other  taxes.  Sections  20 
and  30  of  the  statute,  which  are  therein  pre- 
faced by  the  heading  "Leg&cies  and  Distribu- 
tive Shares  of  Personal  Property,"  provido 
for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  tiie  par- 
ticular taxes  whieh  are  described  in  the  see- 
tions  in  question.  To  determine  the  issues 
which  arise  on  this  record  it  is  necessary  to 
decide  whether  the  taxes  imposed  are  void 
because  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  Statea,  and,  if  they  be  valid,  to  ascer- 
tain and  define  their  true  import. 

The  controversy  was  thus  engendered :  Ed- 
win F.  Knowlton  died  in  October,  1898,  in 
the  borough  of  Brooklyn,  state  of  New  York, 
where  he  waa  domiciled.  His  will  was  pro- 
bated, and  the  executors  named  therein  were 
duly  qualified.  As  a  preliminary  to  the  as- 
sessment of  the  taxes  imposed  by  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute,  the  collector  of  internal 
revenue  demanded  of  the  executors  that  they 
make  a  return  showing  the  amount  of  tha 
personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  disdoa- 
ing  the  legatees  and  diatributeea  thereof. 
The  executors,  asserting  that  they  were  not 
obliged  to  make  the  return  because  of  the 
unconstitutionality  of  S§  29  and  30  of  the 
statute,  nevertheless  complied,  under  protest 
The  report  disclosed  that  the  personal  estate 
waa  appraised  at  $2,024,029.63,  and  afforded 
full  information  as  to  those  entitled  to  take 
the  aame.  The  amount  of  the  tax  aasessed 
was  the  sum  of  $42,084.07.  This  was 
reached  according  to  the  computation  shown 
in  Uie  table  whicn  is  printed  in  the  margin.! 

[See  opposite  page.]  J 

•It  is  apparent,  from  the  table,  that  the  col-  • 
lector,  whilst  levying  the  tax  on  the  legacies 
and  distributive  shares,  or  the  right  to  receive 
the  same,  yet,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the 
rate  of  the  tax.  took  into  view  the  whole  of 
the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased.  That  ia» 
whilst  the  tax  waa  laid  upon  the  legadea,  the 
rate  thereof  was  fixed  by  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct right  or  thiuff,  the  entire  personal  es- 
tate of  the  deoease£  The  executora  protest- 
ed against  the  entire  tax,  and  also  as  to  the 
method  by  which  it  was  assessed.  The 
grounds  of  the  protest  were  as  follows: 

^'l.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress 
under  which  it  is  sought  to  impose,  assess,  lO 
and  collect  the  said  tax  or  duty  are  in^ola-  7 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  article  1,  sections  8 
and   9,   of  the    Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  are  therefore  void. 

"2.  The  legacies  to  George  W.  Knowlton, 
Charlotte  A.  Batchelor,  the  Unitarian 
Church  of  West  Upton,  Mass.,  each  amount 
to  less  than  $10,000,  and  are  not  subject  to 
any  tax  or  duty  under  the  said  provisions  tk 
the  said  act  of  Congress,  even  if  sueh  provi- 
sions be  not  unconstitutional  and  void. 
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^3.  The  Itauey  to  Ebcn  J.  Enowlton,  a 
brother  of  the  testator,  amoimti  to  only 
9100,000,  and  under  the  laid  proriaionB  of 
the  eaid  act  should  be  taxed  ai  the  rate  of 
•1.12ya  per  $100,  and  not  at  the  rate  of  $2.26 
per  $100,  eyen  if  said  act  be  not  unconstitu- 
tional and  Toid." 

Demand  haying  been  made  by  the  collector 
for  the  payment,  accompanied  with  a  threat 
to  distrain  in  case  of  refusal,  the  tax  was 
paid  under  written  protest,  which  repeated 
the  grounds  above  stated.  In  the  receipt 
given  it  was  recited  that  the  tax  had  been 
paid  under  protest  to  avoid  the  use  of  com- 
pulsory process.  A  petition  for  refunding 
was  subsequently  presented  by  the  executors, 
in  which  the  grounds  of  the  protest  were  re- 
iterated. The  commissioner  of  internal  rev- 
enue having  made  an  adverse  niling,  the 
present  suit  was  commenced  to  recover  the 
amount  paid.  The  facts  as  to  the  assess- 
ment and  collection  of  the  taxes  were  averred, 
and  the  refusal  of  the  internal  revenue  com- 
missioner to  refund  was  alleged.  The  peti- 
tion for  refunding  was  made  a  part  of  the 
pleadings.  The  right  to  repayment  was  based 
upon  the  averment  that  the  sections  of  the 
statute,  under  authority  of  which  the  amount 
had  been  assessed  and  collected,  were  uncon- 
stitutional. The  circuit  court  sustained  a 
demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  alleged.  The  claim  was  rejected, 
and  the  suit  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  questions  which  arise  on  this  writ  of 
error  to  review  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 


court  are  fourfold:  First,  that  the  taxes 
should  have  been  refunded  because  they  were 
direct  taxes,  and  not  being  apportioned  were 
hence  repugnant  to  artime  i,  seetion  8,  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  sec- 
ond, if  the  taxes  ware  not  direct,  they  were 
levied  on  rights  created  solely  by  state  law, 
depending  for  their  continued  existence  on 
the  consent  of  the  several  states,  a  volition  9 
which  Oouffress^as  no  power  to  control,  and  • 
as  to  whi<m  it  oould  noty  therefore,  exercise 
its  taxing  authority;  third,  if  the  taxes  were 
not  direct,  and  were  not  assessed  upon  ob- 
jects or  rights  which  were  beyond  the  reach 
of  Congress,  nevertheless  the  taxes  were  void, 
because  they  were  not  uniform  throughout 
the  United  States,  as  required  by  article  1, 
section  9,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States;  fourth,  because,  although  the  taxes 
be  held  to  have  been  in  all  respects  constitu- 
tional, nevertheless  they  were  illegal,  since 
in  their  assessment  the  rate  of  the  tax  was 
determined  by  the  aggregate  amount  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  not  by 
the  sum  of  the  Iwaeies  or  distributive  shares, 
or  the  right  to  take  the  same,  whidi  were  the 
objects  upon  whieh  by  law  the  taxes  were 
placed. 

Although  it  may  be,  in  the  abstract,  an 
analysis  of  these  quesUons  in  logical  se- 
quence would  require  a  consideration  of  the 
propositions  in  the  order  iust  stated,  we 
shall  not  do  so  for  the  following  reasons: 
The  inquiry  whether  the  taxes  are  direct  or 
indirect  must  involve  the  prior  deteamiina* 


mames  of  persons  entitled  to  beoe- 
llolal  Interest  in  said  propertj. 


BelatloD- 
shlpof 
benefteiarF 
to  persons 
who  died 
possesBed. 


dear  value 
of  legacy. 


Amount  tax- 


for 


1100. 


Amount 
of  tax. 


von     Francken 


Mary,     Countess 

Sierstorpff 

Pwnlture fl*065. 

Cash  legacy 100,000. 

Income    for    life    on 

residuary     estate, 

amounting  to  $2,- 

M«,T34.e7.     Coun. 

tess  SierstorpflF  be- 
came 28  years  oC 

age    on    July     2, 

1898.  Present  value 

ef  her  life  Interest 

hi   said    residuary 

estate,     estimated 

according  to  Unit- 
ed   BUtes    Ubles, 

is 11,630,031.85 

Total — 

George  W.  Knowlton. . . 

^arlotte  A.  Batchelor. 

J.  Knowlton 


Daughter 


SSiu 


iftarlan  Church  of  West  Upton, 


The  remainder  of  said  residuary 
tate  Is  subject  to  contingencies. 
end  the  Individuals  who  will 
ultimately  become  entitled  to  the 
same  on  their  degree  of  relation- 
ship to  the  testator  cannot  be  de- 
termined until  after  the  termi- 
nation of  two  lives  now  In  being. 
The  present  value  of  the  said  re- 
mainder of  said  residuary  eeute, 
estimated  as  aforesaid.  Is  |717,« 


Brother.. 
Sister ... 
Brother.. . 

None.... 


11,781,006  88 

100  00 

6,000  00 

100,000  00 

6,000  00 


11,781,906  86 
100  00 
6,000  00 
100,000  00 

6,000  00 


2  26 
2  26 
2  26 
2  26 

16  00 


188,060  02 

2  26 

112  60 

2,260  00 

TOO  00 


717,808  80 


Total 1 112,550,800  65f|l,842.006  86 


842.084  6T 


750 
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-  Hon  of  the  obieots  or  rights  upon  which  by 
law  thej  axe  unpoeed  and  aaseBsed,  since  it 
becomes  essential  primarily  to  know  what 
the  law  assesses  and  taxes  in  order  to  com- 
pletely learn  the  nature  of  the  burden.  So, 
also,  to  solve  the  oontention  as  to  want  of 
uniformity,  it  is  requisite  to  understand  not 
only  the  objects  or  rights  which  are  taxed, 
but  the  method  ordaimad  by  the  statute  for 
assessing  and  coUeetinff.  This  must  be  the 
case,  since  uniformity,  In  whatever  aspect  it 
be  considered,  involves  knowledge  as  to  the 
operation  of  the  taxing  law,  an  understand- 
ing of  which  cannot  be  arrived  at  without  a 
clear  conception  of  what  the  law  commands 
to  be  done.  For  these  reasons  we  shall  first, 
in  a  (j;eneral  way,  consider  upon  what  rights 
or  objects  death  duties,  as  they  are  termed  in 
England,  are  imposed.  Having,  from  a  review 
of  the  history  of  such  taxes,  reached  a  con- 
clusion on  this  subject,  we  shall  decide 
whether  Congress  has  power  to  levy  such 
taxes.  This  being  settled,  we  shall  analyze 
the  particular  act  under  review,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  precise  form  of  tax 
for  which  it  provides  and  the  mode  of  as- 
^  seesment  whien  it  directs.  These  questions 
•  being  disposed  of,*we  shall  determine  wheth- 
er the  taxes  which  the  act  imposes  are  void, 
because  not  apportioned,  or  for  the  want  of 
uniformity. 

It  is  conceded  on  all  sides  that  the  levy 
and  collection  of  some  form  of  death  duty  is 
provided  fay  the  sections  of  the  law  in  ques- 
tion. Bearing  this  in  mind,  the  exact  xorm 
of  the  tax  and  the  method  of  its  assessment 
need  not  be  presently  defined,  since  doing  so 
appropriately  belongs  to  the  more  specific  in- 
terpretation of  the  statute  to  which  we  shall 
hereafter  direct  our  attention.  Taxes  of 
this  ffeneral  eiiaracter  are  universally  deemed 
to  relate,  not  to  property  eo  nomine,  but  to 
its  passage  by  will  or  by  descent  in  cases  of 
intestacy,  as  distinguished  from  taxes  im- 
posed on  property,  real  or  personal,  as  such, 
because  of  its  ownership  and  possession.  In 
other  words,  the  public  contribution  which 
death  duties  exact  is  predicated  on  the  pass- 
ing of  property  as  the  result  of  death,  as 
distinct  from  a  tax  on  property  disassociated 
from  its  transmission  or  receipt  by  will,  or 
as  the  resalt  of  intestacy.  Such  taxes  so 
considered  were  known  to  the  Roman  law 
and  the  ancient  law  of  the  continent  of  Eu- 
rope, 3  Smith,  Wealth  of  Nations,  London 
ed.  1811,  p.  311.  Continuing  the  rule  of  the 
ancient  French  law,  at  the  present  day  in 
France  inheritance  and  legacy  taxes  are  en- 
forced, being  collectible  as  stamp  duties. 
They  are  included  officially  under  the  general 
denomination  of  indirect  taxes,  for  the  rea- 
son that  all  inheritance  and  legacy  taxes  are 
considered  as  levied  on  the  ''occasion  of  a 
particular  isolated  act."  This  view  of  the 
inheritance  and  legacy  tax  conforms  to  the 
official  definition  of  indirect  taxes,  among 
which  inheritance  and  legacy  taxes  are 
classed,  which  prevails  in  France  at  the  pres- 
ent day.  The  definition  is  as  follows: 
"Direct  taxes  bear  immediately  upon  per 


sons,  upon  the  possession  and  enjoyments  of«on  at  p.  354. 


rights;  indirect  taicts  are  Isfvied  npoft  thi 
happening  of  an  event  or  an  exchange.^ 

In  Geraiany  and  other  continental  coun- 
tries in  various  forms  death  duties  are  en- 
forced, in  the  main,  by  way  of  stamp  duties. 
They  are  there,  both  in  theory  and  in  prao- 
tice,  treated  as  resulting  from  the  occasion  of 
death,  and  hence  as  not  legally  equivalent 
with  taxes  levied  on  property  merely  because  m 
of  itrownership.  Gohn,  Science  of  Finance  7 
(Veblen's  translation),  91  282,  283,  350; 
Dos  Passos.  Inheritance  Tax  Law,  §  1. 

The  term  "Death  Duties,"  by  which  in- 
heritance and  legacy  taxes,  in  whatever  form 
imposed,  are  described  in  England,  indicates 
the  generic  nature  of  such  taxes.  In  Han- 
son's Death  Duties,  p.  1,  it  is  said:  "Histori- 
cally, probate  duty  is  the  oldest  form  of  death 
duty,  having  been  established  in  1694."  Tho 
probate  duty  thus  referred  to  was  a  fixed  tax 
dependent  on  the  sum  of  the  personal  estato 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court, 
payable  on  the  grant  of  letters  of  probate  by 
means  of  stamp  duties,  and  was  treated  as  an 
expense  of  administration  to  be  deducted  out 
of  the  residue  of  the  estate.  In  1780  this  tax 
was  supplemented  by  what  became  known  aa 
a  legacy  tax,  at  first  collected  by  means  of  a 
stamp  affixed  to  the  receipt,  evidencing  tha 
payment  of  a  legacy  or  share  in  the  personal 
property  of  a  deceased  person.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  consider  the  change  in  the  mere  form 
of  tills  latter  tax.  The  tax  was  not  deducted 
as  an  expense  of  administration,  but  waa 
charged  and  collected  upon  the  passing  of  tho 
individual  legacies  or  interests  upon  which  it 
was  imposed.  In  1853  the  probate  duty  tax 
and  the  legacy  tax,  just  referred  to,  wora  sup- 
plemented by  a  tax  known  as  the  smeeessioa 
duty.  This  law  reached  interests  in  real 
estate  passing  or  acquired  by  the  death  of  a 
person  and  interests  in  personal  property  not 
covered  by  the  legacy  act  This  also  was  not 
treated  as  an  expense  of  administration,  but 
was  charged  upon  and  collected  out  of  th» 
particular  interests  subjected  to  the  tax. 

The  nature  of  the  succession  duty  is  shown 
by  the  second  section  of  the  act  defining  the 
same,  which  is  thus  condensed  by  Hanson  at 
page  40  of  his  treatise: 

"Succession  duty  is  a  tax  placed  on  tho 
gratuitous  acquisition  of  property  which 
passes  on  the  death  of  any  person,  by  means 
of  a  transfer  (called  either  a  disposition  or  a 
devolution)  from  one  person  (called  the  pred- 
ecessor) to  another  person  (called  the  suo- 
cessor).  Property,  chargeable  with  this  tax 
is  called  a  succession." 

By  the  finance  act  of  1894,  the  probate  duty 
WAS  superseded  by  what  was  termed  the  es-  Ol 
tate  duty.  This,  like  the  probate«duty,  waa  T 
a  tax  distinct  from  those  imposed  by  the 
legacy  and  succession  duty  acts  upon  the  re* 
ceipt  of  real  or  personal  property,  or  an  in- 
terest therein,  although  in  some  administri^ 
tive  features  it  modified  or  regulated  the  sub- 
ject of  a  succession  duty.  This  tax  is  pay- 
able out  of  the  general  revenue  of  the  estate. 
Re  Boume,  [1893]  1  Ch.  188,  cited  by  Bmm^ 
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The  principle  uptti  which  the  fax  retti  ii 
thus  stated  bj  Hanson  at  p.  68 : 

'The  new  duty  imposed  V  ^^  finance  aet^ 
and  called  estate  dut^,  as  has  been  said  aboTe» 
supersedes  probate  duty;  but  the  key  to  Um 
construction  of  the  finance  aot  lies  in  remem- 
bering that  the  new  estate  duly,  although  it 
is  leviable  on  property  which  was  left  un- 
touched by  probate  dvLtj,  such  as  real  estate, 
yet  is  in  substance  of  the  same  nature  as  the 
old  probate  duty.  What  it  taxes  is  not  the 
interest  to  which  some  person  succeeds  on  a 
death,  but  the  interest  which  ceased  by  rea- 
son of  the  death.  Unless  this  principle  is 
kept  clearly  in  view,  the  mind  is  constantly 
tempted  br  the  wording  of  the  aot  to  rerert 
to  prindples  of  succession  duty  which  haro 
no  real  connection  with  the  subject." 

This  summary  suificee  to  indicate  the 
wittin,  the  development,  and  the  theory  un- 
derlying death  duties.  A  full  analysis  there- 
of will  be  found  in  Dowell's  History  of  Taxa- 
tion, vol.  3,  pp.  148  et  seq,;  in  Hanson's 
Death  Duties;  and  in  the  treatise  of  Dos 
Passos,  §  4,  and  notes,  where  the  various  acts 
are  referred  to. 

Tn  the  colonies  of  Great  Britain  death 
duties,  as  a  general  rule,  obtain.  Some  of  the 
statutes  are  modeled  upon  those  of  the 
mother  country,  and  levy  taxes  on  legacies, 
etc.,  passing,  measured  by  their  value  and  on 
the  estate  proper.  Others,  again,  have  merely 
the  estate  tax  without  the  legacy  tax.  The 
statutes  are  reviewed  in  the  appendix  to 
Hanson's  treatise,  beginning  at  page  717. 

A  retrospective  study  of  the  death  duty 
laws  enacted  in  our  own  country,  nationai 
and  state,  will  show  that  they  rest  upon  the 
same  fundamental  conception  which  has 
caused  the  adoption  of  like  statutes  in  other 
countries;  and  especially  in  their  national 
p  development  do  they  substantially  conform 
•  (to  the^cztent  to  which  th^  go)  to  the 
evolution  of  the  system  in  England. 

As  early  as  1797  Congress  imposed  a  1^ 
aey  tax.  1  SUt  at  L.  527,  chap.  11.  This 
act  was  probably  the  outgrowth  of  a  recom- 
mendation contained  in  a  report  of  the  com- 
mittee of  ways  and  means,  presented  in  the 
House  on  Tuesday,  March  17,  1796.  Annals 
of  Congress,  Fourth  Congress,  1st  sees.  pp. 
993  et  seq.  The  report  recommended,  1,  the 
collection  of  $2,000,000  dollars  by  a  direct 
tax;  2,  the  imposition  of  "a  duty  of  2  per 
centum  ad  valorem  ...  on  all  testa- 
mentary dispositions,  descents,  and  succes- 
sions to  the  estates  of  intestates,  excepting 
those  to  parents,  husbands,  wives,  or  lineal 
descendants;"  3,  the  impositi<m  of  various 
stamp  duties;  and,  4,  an  increase  of  the  duty 
on  carriages.  The  act  of  1797  continued  in 
force  until  June  30,  1802.  2  Stat,  at  L. 
148,  chap.  19.  In  this  act,  as  in  the  English 
legacy  duty  statute  of  1780  and  supplemen- 
tary statutes,  the  mode  of  collection  provided 
was  by  stamp  duties  laid  on  the  receipts  evi- 
deneing  the  payment  of  the  legacies  or  dis- 
tributive shares  in  personal  property,  and 
the  amoimt  was,  like  the  English  legacy  tax, 
charged  upon  the  legacies  and  not  upon  the 


residue  of  the  personal  estate.    The  text  of 
the  statute  is  printed  in  the  margin.!  g 

*In  sections  HI  and  112  of  chapter  119,  aet  • 
of  July  1,  1862  (12  Stat  at  L.  485,  chap« 
119),  a  legacy  tax  was  again  enacted.  Like 
in  character  to  the  act  of  1797,  this  was  a 
tax  imposed  on  legacies  or  distributive  shares 
of  personal  property.  But  in  the  same  chap- 
ter was  contained  s&U  another  form  of  death 
dirty.  By  section  194  a  probate  duty,  pro- 
portioned to  the  amount  of  the  estate  and  to 
be  paid  by  way  of  stamps,  was  levied.  The 
result  of  the  act  of  1862,  therefore,  was  to 
cause  the  death  duties  imposed  by  Congress 
to  greatly  resemble  those  then  existing  in 
England;  that  is,  first,  a  legacy  tax,  charge- 
able against  each  legacy  or  distributive  share, 
and  a  probate  duty  chargeable  against  the 
mass  of  the  estatel  The  only  difference  be- 
tween the  system  created  by  the  act  of  1862 
and  that  existing  in  England  was  that  the 
act  of  1862  did  not  emlx>dy  the  succession  tax 
provided  for  in  England,  by  which  interests 
in  real  estate  passing  by  death  were  sub- 
jected to  a  duty.  A  detailed  reference  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1862  need  not  be 
made,  because  we  shall  have  occasion  to  do 
so  in  considering  the  legislation  which,  in 
1864,  in  effect  re-enacted,  although  larsely 
increasing  the  rates,  both  the  probate  tmiy 
or  tax  on  the  whole  estate  and  the  legacy  tax 
on  each  particular  legacy  or  distributive 
share.  The  act  of  1864,  however,  added,  in 
separate  sections,  a  duty  on  the  passing  of 
real  estate,  in  substantial  harmony  with  the 
principle  of  the  succession  tax  expressed  in 
the  lAglish  succession  duty  act.  Thus  it 
came  to  pass  that  the  system  of  death  duties 
prevailing  in  England  and  that  adopted  1^ 
Congress — ^leaving  out  of  view  the  diizerenoee 


tChapter  XI.,  July  6.  1797. 
"8ec  1.  Be  it  enacted  bff  the  Senate  and  the 
Mou9e  of  Repreeentativee  of  the  United  Btatee 
of  America  in  Congreee  aeaembled^  Tbat  fiom 
and  after  the  thirty-first  day  of  December  next, 
there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid  through- 
out the  United  States  the  several  stamp  duties 
following,  to  wit:  For  every  skin  or  piece  of 
vellum  or  parchment  or  sheet  or  piece  of  paper 
upon  which  shall  be  written  or  printed  any  or 
either  of  the  instniments  or  writings  following, 
to  wit :  .  .  .  any  receipt  or  other  discharge 
for  or  on  account  of  any  legacy  left  by  any  will 
or  other  testamentary  Instrument,  or  for  any 
share  or  part  of  a  personal  estate  divided  by 
force  of  any  statute  of  distributions,  the  amount 
whereof  shall  be  above  the  value  of  fifty  dollars, 
and  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  twenty-five  cents;  where  the  amount 
thereof  shall  exceed  the  value  of  one  hundred 
dollars  and  shall  not  exceed  five  hundred  dol- 
lars fifty  cents;  and  for  every  further  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars  the  additional  sum  of  one 
dollar.  .  .  .  Provided,  That  nothing  In  this 
act  contained  shall  extend  to  charge  with  a 
duty  any  legacy  left  by  any  will  or  other  testa- 
mentary instrument,  or  any  share  or  part  of  a 
personal  estate,  to  be  divided  by  force  of  any 
statute  of  distributions  which  shall  be  left  to,  or 
divided  amongst,  the  wife,  children,  or  grsnd- 
children  of  t^e  person  deceased  IntestatSt  or 
making  such  will  or  testamentary  Instrument, 
or  any  recognisance,  bill,  bond,  or  other  obliga- 
tion or  contract,  which  shall  be  made  to  or  with 
the  United  SUtes,  or  any  state,  or  for  their  use, 
respectively.*' 
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in  rfttes  and  the  adminlstnttiTe 
were  eubstantially  identioal,  and  of  a  three- 
fold nature^  that  is,  a  probate  daty  charged 
upon  the  whole  estate,  a  legacy  duty  charged 
upon  each  lesacy  or  distributire  share  of  per- 
sonalty, and  a  succession  duty  charged 
against  each  interest  in  real  property.  The 
aot  of  1864  was  amended  in  several  partieu- 
g  lars  by  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat,  at 

*  L.  140,  chap.  184) .  Thesetftmendments,  how- 
ever, did  not  materially  modify  the  system 
of  taxation  provided  in  the  act  of  1864. 

Whilst  the  general  plan  of  the  act  of  1864 
shows  that  its  framers  had  in  mind  the  Eng- 
lish law,  this  fact  was  conclusively  demon- 
strated by  section  127,  wherein  the  succes- 
sion or  real  estate  inheritance  tax  was  defined 
in  substantially  similar  terms  to  that  con- 
tained in  the  English  succession  duty  act. 
The  identity  of  the  conception  embodied  in 
the  act  of  1864  with  that  existing  in  Eng- 
land was  observed  by  this  court  in  Bcholey 
▼.  Rew,  23  Wall.  340,  23  L.  ed.  102,  where,  in 
holding  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  as- 
sessment of  a  succession  tax  was  the  devolu- 
tion of  the  estate  or  the  right  to  become 
beneficially  entitled  to  the  same,  etc.,  the 
court  said  (p.  340,  L.  ed.  p.  102) : 

"Decided  support  to  the  proposition  that 
such  is  the  true  theory  of  the  act  is  derived 
from  the  fact  that  the  act  of  Parliament 
from  which  the  particular  provision  under 
discussion  was  largely  borrowed  has  received 
stibatantially  the  same  construction." 

In  the  statute  of  August  27, 1894  (28  SUt. 
at  L.  509,  chap.  349),  what  was  in  effect  a 
legacy  tax  was  imposed  by  the  provisions  of 
section  28.  28  Stat,  at  L.  553,  chap.  349. 
Hie  tax  was  eo  nomine  an  income  tax,  but 
was  in  one  respect  the  legal  equivalent  of  a 
legacy  tax,  since  among  the  items  going  to 
make  up  the  annual  income  which  was  taxed 
was  "money  and  the  value  of  all  personal 
property  acquired  by  gift  or  inheritance." 
This  law  was  not  enforced.  Its  constitu- 
tionality was  assailed  on  the  ground  that  the 
income  tax,  in  so  far  as  it  included  the  in- 
come from  real  estate  and  personal  property, 
was  a  direct  tax  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Ck)nstitution,  and  was  void  because  it  had  not 
been  apportioned.  The  contention  was  twice 
considered  by  this  court.  On  the  first  hear- 
ing, in  Pollock  V.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co. 
157  U.  S.  429,  39  L.  ed.  759,  15  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
673,  it  was  decided  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  income  taxes  included  the  rentals  from 
real  estate,  the  tax  was  a  direct  tax  on  the 
real  estate,  and  was  therefore  unconstitu- 
tional, because  not  apportioned.  Upon  the 
question  of  whether  the  unconstitutionality 
of  the  tax  on  income  from  real  estate  ren- 
dered' it  legally  impossible  to  enforce  all  the 
other  taxes  provided  by  the  statute,  the 
S  court  was  equally  divided  in  opinion.  157  U. 

•  S.  686,  39  L.  ed.  821, 15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  691.*an 
a  rehearing  (158  U.  S.  601,  39  L.  ed.  1108, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  912),  the  previous  opinion 
was  adhered  to«  and  it  Was  moreover  decided 
that  the  tax  on  income  from  personal  prop- 
erty was  likewise  direct,  and  that  the  law 
imposing  such  tax  was  therefore  void  because 
not  providing  for  apportionment    The  court 


said  (p.  637,  L.  ed.  p.  1125,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p. 
920): 

''Third,  The  tax  imposed  by  sections  twen- 
ty-seven to  thirty-seven,  inclusive,  of  the  set 
of  1894,  so  far  as  it  falls  on  the  income  of 
real  estate  and  of  personal  property,  being  a 
direct  tax  within  tae  meaning  of  the  Consti- 
tution, and  therefore  unconstitutional  and 
void  because  not  apportioned  according  to 
representation,  all  those  sections,  constitut- 
ing one  entire  scheme  of  taxation,  are  neces- 
sarily invalid." 

The  decision,  that  the  invalidity  of  the  in- 
come tax,  in  the  particulars  quoted,  carried 
with  it  the  other  and  different  taxes  which 
were  included  in  income,  was  not  predicated 
upon  the  unconstitutionality  of  such  other 
taxes,  but  solely  upon  the  conclusion  that  by 
the  statute  there  was  such  an  inseparable 
union  between  the  elements  of  income  de- 
rived from  the  revenues  of  real  estate  and 
personal  property  and  the  other  constituents 
of  income  provided  in  the  statute  that  they 
could  not  be  divided.  The  court  said  (p^ 
637,  L.  ed.  p.  1125,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  920). 

'*We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  an  act  laying 
by  apportionment  a  direct  tax  on  all  real  es- 
tate and  personal  property,  or  the  income 
thereof,  might  not  also  lay  excise  taxes  on 
business,  privileges,  employments,  and  voca- 
tions. But  this  is  not  such  an  act,  and  the 
scheme  must  be  considered  as  a  whole.  Being 
invalid  as  to  the  greater  part,  and  fallixi^,  as 
the  tax  would,  if  any  part  were  held  valid,  in 
a  direction  which  could  not  have  been  con- 
templated except  in  connection  with  the  tax- 
ation considered  as  an  entirety,  we  are  con- 
strained to  conclude  that  sections  twenty- 
seven  to  thirty-seven,  indusive,  of  the  act, 
which  became  a  law  without  the  signature 
of  the  President  on  August  28,  1894,  are 
wholly  inoperative  and  void." 

An  inheritance  and  legacy  tax  imposed  by 
one  of  the  states  (Louisiana)  was  considered 
in  Alager  v.  Grima,  8  How.  490,  12  L.  ed. 
1168.  The  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered 
by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney,  upheld  the  right 
to  levy  such  taxes.  The  same  subject  was 
passed  on  in  United  Btatea  v.  Perkine,  163 
U.  S.  625,  41  L.  ed.  287,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.^ 
1073.  The«question  was  whether  pn^rtyf 
bequeathed  to  the  United  States  could  be 
lawfully  included  in  a  succession  tax.  It 
was  decided  that  it  could  be.  In  the  opin- 
ion, delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  it  was 
said  (p.  628,  L.  ed.  p.  288,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p. 
1075)  : 

"The  tax  is  not  upon  the  property  in  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  but  upon  the 
right  to  dispose  of  it,  and  it  is  not  imtil  it 
has  yielded  its  contribution  to  the  state  that 
it  becomes  the  property  of  the  legatee." 

Again  (p.  629,  L.  ed.  p.  288,  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
p.  1075) : 

"That  the  tax  is  not  a  tax  upon  the  prop- 
erty itself,  but  upon  its  transmission  by  will 
or  descent,  is  also  held,  both  in  New  York  and 
in  several  other  states." 

Yet  again  (p.  630,  L.  ed.  p.  289,  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  p.  1075) : 

<nVe  think  that  it  follows  from  this  that 
the  act  in  question  is  not  open  to  the  objeo» 
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tion  that  it  is  an  attempt  to  tax  the  property 
of  the  United  States,  since  the  tax  is  imposed 
upon  the  legacy  before  it  reaches  the  hands 
of  the  goremment.  The  legacy  beoomes  the 
property  of  the  United  States  only  after  it 
has  suffered  a  diminution  to  the  amount  of 
the  tax,  and  it  is  only  upon  this  condition 
that  the  legislature  assents  to  »  bequest  of 
it" 

Once  more,  quite  recently,  the  subject  was 
considered  in  Hagoun  y.  IlHnoia  Trust  d  Stko* 
Bank,  170  U.  S.  283,  42  L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  594.  The  issue  for  decision  was 
this:  A  law  of  the  state  of  Illinois  imposed 
a  legacy  and  inheritance  tax,  the  rate  pro- 
gressing by  the  amount  of  the  beneficial  in- 
terest acquired.  This  progression  of  rates 
was  assailed  in  the  courts  of  Illinois  as  being 
in  yiolation  of  the  Constitution  of  that  state, 
requiring  equal  and  uniform  taxation.  The 
state  court  having  decided  that  the  progres- 
sive feature  did  not  violate  the  Constitution 
of  the  state,  the  case  came  to  this  court  upon 
the  contention  that  the  establishment  of  a 
progressive  rate  was  a  denial  both  of  due 
process  of  law  and  of  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws  within  the  meaning  of  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution.  These  com- 
plaints were  held  to  be  untenable.  In  the 
course  of  its  opinion  the  court,  speaking 
through  Mr.  Justice  McKenna,  after  briefly 
S  adverting  to  the  history  of  inheritance  and 
•  legacy  taxes*  in  other  countries,  referred  to 
their  adoption  in  many  of  the  states  of  the 
Union  as  follows  (pp.  287,  288,  L.  ed.  pp. 
1040,  1041,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  596) : 

**  'In  the  United  States  they  were  enacted 
in  Pennsylvania  in  1826;  Maryland,  1844; 
Delaware,  1869;  West  Virginia,  1887;  and 
still  more  recently  in  Connecticut,  New  Jer- 
sey, Ohio,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  1891 ;  Ten- 
nessee m  1891,  chapter  25,  now  repealed  by 
chapter  174,  Acts  1893.  They  were  adopted 
in  North  Carolina  in  1846,  but  r^>ealed  in 
1883.  Were  enacted  in  Virginia  in  1844,  re- 
pealed in  1855,  re-enacted  in  1863,  and  re- 
pealed in  1884.'  Other  states  have  also  en- 
acted them — ^Minnesota  by  constitutional 
provision. 

'*The  constitutionality  of  the  taxes  have 
been  declared,  and  the  principles  upon  which 
they  are  based  explained  in  United  States 
V.  Perkifis,  163  U.  S.  626,  628,  41  L.  ed.  287, 
288,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1073;  Strode  v.  Corn, 
52  Pa.  181 ;  Eyre  v.  Jacob,  14  Gratt  422,  73 
Am.  Dec.  367 ;  Sohoolfieid  v.  Lynchburg,  78 
Va.  360;  State  v.  Dalrymple,  70  Md.  294,  3 
L.  R.  A.  372,  17  Atl.  82;  Clapp  v.  Mason,  94 
U.  S.  589,  24  L.  ed.  212;  Re  Merriam,  141  N. 
Y.  479,  36  N.  E.  505 ;  State  v.  Hamlin,  86  Me. 
495,  25  L.  R.  A.  632,  30  Atl.  76;  State  v.  AU 
Eton,  94  Tenn.  674,  28  L.  R,  A.  178,  30  S.  W. 
750;  Re  Wilmerding,  117  Cal.  281,  49  Pac. 
181;  Dos  Passos  Collateral  Inheritance  Tax, 
20;  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  113,  26  L. 
R.  A.  259.  38  N.  £.  512;  Qelsthorpe  v.  Fur- 
neU,  20  Mont.  290,  sub  nom.  State  ea  rel, 
BeUtliorpe  v.  Fwrt^U,  39  L.  R.  A.  170,  51 
?ac.  207.  See  also  Soholey  ▼.  Rew,  23  WalL 
131,  23  L.  ed.  99. 

'^t  is  not  necessary  to  review  these  cases 
•r  state  at  len^h  the  reaspning  by  which 
20  S.  C.-48. 


they  are  supported.  They  are  based  on  two 
principles :  1.  An  inheritance  tax  is  not  one 
on  property,  but  one  on  the  succession.  2. 
The  right  to  take  property  by  devise  or  do- 
scent  is  the  creature  of  the  law,  and  not  » 
natural  right— &  privilege;  and  therefore  tho 
authority  which  confers  it  may  impose  con* 
ditions  upon  it  From  these  principles  it  is 
deduced  that  the  states  may  tax  the  privi* 
lege,  disoriminate  between  relatives,  and 
between  these  and  strangers,  and  grant  ex- 
emptions; and  are  not  precluded  from  this 
power  by  the  provisions  of  the  respective 
state  constitutions  requiring  uniformity  and 
equality  of  taxation." 

Thus,  looking  over  the  whole  field,  and 
considering  death  duties  in  the  order  iu 
which  we  have  reviewed  them, — ^th&t  is,  in  the 
Roman  and  ancient  law,  in  that  of  modem 
France,  Germany  and  other  continental  coun-  g 
tries,  in  England  and  those  of*  her  colonies  • 
where  such  laws  have  been  enacted,  in  the 
legislation  of  the  United  States  and  the  sev- 
eral st&tes  of  the  Union, — ^the  following  iqp* 
pears:  Although  different  modes  of  assess- 
ing such  duties  prevail,  and  although  they 
have  different  accidental  names,  such  as  pro- 
bate duties,  stamp  duties,  taxes  on  the  trans- 
action, or  the  act  of  passing  of  an  estate  or 
a  succession,  legacy  taxes,  estate  taxes,  or 
privilege  taxes,  nevertheless  tax  laws  of  this 
nature  in  all  countries  rest  in  their  essence 
upon  the  principle  that  death  is  the  generat- 
ing source  from  which  the  particular  taxing 
power  takes  its  being,  and  tnat  it  is  the  pow- 
er to  transmit,  or  the  transmission  from  the 
dead  to  the  living,  on  which  such  taxes  are 
more  immediately  rested. 

Having  ascertained  the  nature  of  death 
duties,  the  first  question  which  arises  is  this: 
Can  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  levy 
a  tax  of  that  character?  The  proposition 
that  it  cannot  rests  upon  the  assumption 
that,  since  the  transmission  of  property  by 
death  is  exclusively  subject  to  the  regulat- 
ing authori^  of  the  several  states,  therefore 
the  levy  by  Congress  of  a  tax  on  inheritances 
or  legacies,  in  any  form^  is  beyond  the  power 
of  Congress,  and  is  an  interference  by  the  na- 
tional government  with  a  matter  which  falls 
alone  within  the  reach  of  state  legislation. 
It  is  to  be  remarked  that  this  proposition  de- 
nies to  Congress  the  right  to  tax  a  subject- 
matter  which  was  conceded  to  be  within  the 
scope  of  its  power  very  early  in  the  historv 
of  the  government.  The  act  of  1797,  which 
ordained  legacy  taxes,  was  adopted  at  a  time 
when  the  founders  of  our  government  and  • 
framers  of  our  Constitution  were  actively 
participating  in  public  affairs,  thus  giving  i^ 
practical  construction  to  the  Constitution 
which  they  had  helped  to  establish.  Even 
the  then  members  of  the  Congress  who  had 
not  been  delegates  to  the  convention  which 
framed  the  Constitution  must  have  had  a 
keen  appreciation  of  the  influences  which 
had  shaped  the  Constitution  and  the  restrie- 
tions  which  it  embodied,  since  all  questions 
which  related  to  the  Constitution  and  its 
adoption  must  have  been,  at  that  early  date, 
vividly  impressed  on  their  minds.  It  would, 
under  these  conditions,  be  indeed  surprising 
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if  a  tax  should  hare  been  levied  without 
queetion  upon  objects  deemed  to  be  b^^nd 
^  the  grasp  of  Congress  because  ezclusiTelj 
*  within  state  authority.  *  It  is,  moreover, 
worthy  of  remark  that  similar  taxes  have  at 
other  periods  and  for  a  considerable  time 
been  enforced;  and,  although  their  oonstitu* 
tionality  was  assailed  on  other  grounds  held 
unsound  by  this  court,  the  question  of  the 
want  of  authority  of  Congress  to  levy  a  tax 
on  inheritances  and  legacies  was  never  urged 
against  the  acts  in  question.  Whilst  these 
considerations  are  of  great  weigh t»  let  us  for 
the  moment  put  them  aside  to  consider  the 
reasoning  upon  which  the  proposition  deny- 
ing tne  power  in  Congress  to  impose  death 
duties  must  rest. 

Confusion  of  thought  may  arise  unless  it 
be  always  remembered  that,  fundamentally 
considered,  it  is  the  power  to  transmit  or  the 
transmission  or  receipt  of  property  by  death 
which  is  the  subject  levied  upon  by  all  death 
duties.  The  qualification  of  such  taxes  as 
privileged  taxes,  or  describing  them  as  levied 
on  a  privilege,  may  also  produce  misconcep- 
tion, unless  the  import  of  these  words  be  ac- 
curately understood.  They  have  been  used 
where  the  power  of  a  state  government  to 
levy  a  particular  form  of  inheritanceor  Iwacy 
tax  has  in  some  instances  been  assailed  be- 
cause of  a  constitutional  limitation  on  the 
taxing  power.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  question  has  arisen  whether,  because  of 
the  power  of  the  state  to  regulate  the  trans- 
mission of  property  by  deaUi,  there  did  not 
therefore  exist  a  less  trammeled  right  to  tax 
inheritances  and  legades  than  obtained  as 
to  other  subject-matters  of  taxation,  and,  up- 
on the  affirmative  view  being  adopted,  a  tax 
upon  inheritances  or  legacies  for  this  reason 
has  been  spoken  of  as  privilege  taxation,  or  a 
tax  on  privileges.  The  conception,  then,  as 
to  the  privileee,  whilst  conceding  fully  that 
the  occasion  of  the  transmission  or  receipt  of 
property  by  death  is  a  usual  subject  of  the 
taxing  power,  yet  maintains  that  a  wider 
discretion  or  privileffe  is  vested  in  the  states, 
because  of  the  right  to  resulate.  Courts 
which  maintain  uiis  view  nave  therefore 
treated  death  duties  as  disenthralled  from 
limitations  which  would  otherwise  apply,  if 
the  privilege  of  regulation  did  not  exist  The 
authorities  which  maintain  this  doctrine 
have  been  already  referred  to  in  the  citation 
which  we  have  made  from  Jliagoun  v.  Illinois 
Trust  d  8av,  Bank,  170  U.  S.  288,  42  L.  ed. 
S  1040,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  594.  An  illustration 
•  is  found  ia^United  States  v.  Perkins,  163  U. 
S.  625,  41  L.  ed.  287,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1073, 
where  the  right  of  the  state  of  New  York  to 
levy  a  tax  on  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  was  in  part 
rested  on  the  privilege  enjoyed  by  the  state 
of  New  York  to  regulate  successions.  Some 
state  courts,  on  the  other  hand,  have  held 
that»  despite  the  power  of  r^fulation,  no 

freater  privilege  of  taxation  exists  as  to  in- 
ert tance  and  legacy  taxes  than  as  to  other 
property.  Cope's  Estate,  101  Pa.  1,  45  L.  R. 
A.  316,  43  Atl.  79;  State  em  rel.  Sehwartg 
V.  Ferris.  53  Ohio  St  314,  80  L.  R.  A.  218, 
41  N.  E.  679;  State  em  rel.  Davidson  v.  Got* 


man,  40  Minn.  232,  2  L.  R.  A.  701,  41  H.  W. 
948;  Curry  v.  Spencer,  61  K.  H.  024,  00  Am. 
Rep.  337.  Ib  State  em  reL  Oarth  r.  SwiMer^ 
143  Mo.  287«  40  L.  R.  A.  280,  45  &  W.  245, 
the  power  of  the  legislature  of  Missoiirt  to 
levy  a  uniform  tax  upon  the  succession  of  «•• 
tates  was  conceded,  tnough  such  tax  was  de- 
clared not  to  be  a  tax  upon  property  in  the 
ordinary  sense.  The  court  nevertheless  held 
that  the  particular  tax  in  ^estion,  which 
was  progressive  in  rate,  was  invalid,  because 
it  violated  a  provision  of  the  state  Constitu- 
tion; the  decision,  in  effect*  being  that  b^ 
cause  the  legislature  had  the  power  to  reg- 
ulate successions,  it  was  not  thereby  Justi- 
fied in  levying  a  tax  which  was  not  san^ 
tioned  by  the  state  Constitution. 

All  courts  and  all  governments,  however, 
as  we  have  already  shown,  conceive  that  the 
transmission  of  properly  oecasioned  by 
death,  although  differing  from  the  tax  on 
property  as  such,  is,  nevertheless,  a  usual 
subject  of  taxation.  Of  oourse,  in  consider- 
ing the  power  of  Congress  to  impose  death 
duties,  we  eliminate  afi  thought  of  a  greater 
privilege  to  do  so  than  exists  as  to  any  other 
form  of  taxation,  as  the  right  to  regulate 
successions  is  vested  in  the  states  and  not  in 
Congress. 

It  is  not  denied  that,  subject  to  a  compli- 
ance with  the  limitations  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, the  taxinff  power  of  Congress  extends 
to  all  usual  objects  of  taxation.  Indeed,  as 
said  in  the  License  Tax  Cases,  5  Wall.  462, 
471,  18  L.  ed.  497,  501,  after  refernng  to  the 
limitations  expressed  in  the  Constitution, 
''Thus  limited,  snd  thus  only,  it  [the  taxing 
power  of  Congress]  reaches  every  subject* 
and  may  be  exercised  at  discretion."  The 
limitation  which  would  exclude  from  Con- 
gress the  right  to  tax  inheritances  and  len^ 
des  is  made  to  depend  upon  the  contention 
that  as  the  power  to  regulate  successions  is 
lodged  solely  in  the  several  states,  therefore 
Congress  is  without  authority  to  tax  tbeg 
transmissioa  or  •receipt  of  property  by  death.  • 
litis  proposition  is  supported  by  a  reference 
to  decisions  holding  that  the  several  states 
csnnot  tax  or  otherwise  impose  burdens  on 
the  exclusive  powers  of  the  national  govern- 
ment or  the  instrumentalities  employed  to 
carry  such  powers  into  execution,  and,  con- 
versely, that  the  same  limitation  rests  upon 
the  national  i^ovemment  in  relation  to  the 
powers  of  the  several  states.  Weston  v. 
Charleston,  2  Pet  449.  7  L.  ed.  481 ;  MeOuU 
loch  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat  431,  437,  4  L. 
ed.  607,  609 ;  New  York  em  rel.  Bank  of  Com* 
mrrce  v.  Commissioners  of  Tames,  2  Black, 
620.  17  L.  ed.  451 ;  Th^  Collector  v.  Day,  11 
Wall.  124.  Sith  nom.  Buffington  v.  Day,  20 
L.  ed.  125:  United  States  v.  Baltimore  d 
0.  R.  Co,  17  Wall.  327,  21  L.  ed.  599;  Union 
P.  A.  Co.  V.  Peniston,  18  Wall.  6,  21  L.  ed. 
787. 

But  the  fallacy  which  underlies  the  propo- 
sition contended  for  Is  the  assumption  that 
the  tax  on  the  transmission  or  receipt  of 
property  occasioned  by  death  is  imposed  on 
the  exclusive  power  of  the  state  to  realists 
the  devolution  of  property  upon  death.  The 
thing  forming  the  universal  subject  of  taxa- 
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lion  upon  which  inheritanoe  and  legacy 
taxes  rest  is  the  transmission  or  receipt,  and 
not  the  right  existing  to  regulate.  In  lesal 
effect,  then,  the  proposition  upon  which  the 
argument  rests  is  that  wherever  a  right  is 
subjeet  to  exclusive  relation,  by  either  the 
ffovemment  of  the  United  States  on  the  one 
Eand  or  the  several  states  on  the  other,  the 
exercise  of  such  rights  as  regulated  can  alone 
be  taxed  by  the  government  having  the  mis- 
sion to  regulate.  But  when  it  is  accurately 
•tated,  the  proposition  denies  the  authority 
of  the  states  to  tax  objects  which  are  con- 
fessedly within  the  reach  of  their  taxing 
power,  and  also  excludes  the  national  gov- 
ernment from  almost  every  subject  of  direct 
and  many  acknowledged  objects  of  indirect 
taxation.  Thus,  imports  are  exclusively 
within  the  taxing  power  of  Congress.  Can 
it  be  said  that  the  property  when  imported 
and  commingled  witn  the  goods  of  the  state 
cannot  be  taxed,  because  it  had  been  at  some 
prior  time  the  subject  of  exclusive  regula- 
tion by  Congress?  Again,  interstate  com- 
merce is  often  within  the  exclusive  regulat- 
ing power  of  Congress.  Can  it  be  asserted 
that  the  property  of  all  persons  or  corpora- 
tions engaged  in  such  commerce  is  not  the 
subject  of  taxation  by  the  several  states,  be- 
cause Congress  may  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce? Conveyances,  mortgages,  leases, 
S  pledges,  and,  indeed,  all  property  and  the 
*  oontracts*  which  arise  from  its  ownership, 
are  subject  more  or  less  to  state  regulation, 
exclusive  in  its  nature.  If  the  proposition 
here  oontended  for  be  sound,  sucn  property 
or  dealings  in  relation  thereto  cannot  be 
taxed  by  Congress,  even  in  the  form  of  a 
stamp  duty.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
argument  when  reduced  to  its  essence  demon- 
strates its  own  unsoundness,  since  it  leads 
to  the  necessary  conclusion  that  both  the  na- 
tional and  state  governments  are  devested  of 
those  powers  of  taxation  which  from  the 
foundation  of  the  government  admittedly 
have  belonged  to  them.  Certainly,  a  tax 
placed  upon  an  inheritance  or  legaicj  di- 
minishes, to  the  extent  of  the  tax.  the  value 
of  the  right  to  inherit  or  receive,  but  this  is 
a  burden  cast  upon  the  recipient,  and  not 
upon  the  power  of  the  state  to  regulate. 
This  distinction  shows  the  inapplicability  to 
the  case  in  hand  of  the  statement  made  by 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  McCulloch  v. 
Maryland,  4  Wheat  431,  4  L.  ed.  607,  "that 
the  power  to  tax  involves  the  power  to  de- 
•troy."  This  principle  is  pertinent  only 
when  there  is  no  power  to  tax  a  particular 
subject,  and  has  no  relation  to  a  case  where 
such  right  exists.  In  other  words,  the  power 
to  destroy  which  may  be  the  consequence  of 
taxation  is  a  reason  why  the  right  to  tax 
should  be  confined  to  subjects  which  may  be 
lawfully  embraced  therein,  even  although  it 
happens  that  in  some  particular  instance  no 
great  harm  may  be  caused  by  the  exercise  of 
the  taxing  authority  as  to  a  subject  which 
is  beyond  its  scope.  But  this  reasoning  has 
no  application  to  a  lawful  tax,  for  if  it  had 
there  would  be  an  end  of  all  taxation ;  that 
is  to  say,  if  a  lawful  tax  can  be  defeated  be- 
cause the  power  which  is  manifested.  \jj  its 


imposition  may  when  further  exercised  be 
destructive,  it  would  follow  that  every  law- 
ful tax  would  become  unlawful,  and  therefore 
no  taxation  whatever  could  be  levied.  Un- 
der our  constitutional  system  both  the  na- 
tional and  the  state  governments,  moving  in 
their  respective  orbits,  have  a  common  au« 
thority  to  tax  many  and  diverse  objects,  but 
this  does  not  cause  the  exercise  of  its  law* 
ful  attributes  by  one  to  be  a  curtailment  of 
the  powers  of  government  of  the  other,  for 
if  it  did  there  would  practically  be  an  end 
of  the  dual  system  of  government  which  the 
Constitution  established.  The  contention 
was  adversely  decided  in  the  License  Tam^ 
Ca«0V»6  Wall.  462,  18  L.  ed.  407,  where  (p.  • 
470,  L  ed.  p.  600)  the  court  said:  "We 
come  now  to  examine  a  more  serious  objc^ 
tion  to  the  legislation  of  Congress  in  rela- 
tion to  the  dealings  in  controversy.  It  was 
argued,  for  the  defendants  in  error,  that  a 
license  to  carry  on    a    particular   business 

fives  an  authority  to  carry  it  on ;  that  the 
ealings  in  controversy  were  parcel  of  the 
internal  trade  of  the  state  in  which  the  de- 
fendants resided;  that  the  internal  trade  of 
a  state  is  not  subject,  in  any  respect,  to  leg- 
islation by  Congress,  and  can  neither  be  H* 
censed  nor  prohibited  by  its  authority ;  that 
licenses  for  sueh  trade,  granted  under  acta 
of  Congress,  must  therefore  be  absolutely 
null  and  void ;  and,  consequently,  that  penal- 
ties for  carrying  on  such  trade  without  such 
license  could  not  be  conBtitutionally  im- 
posed." The  court,  after  thus  stating  the  ar- 
gument, decided  that  the  license  was  a  mere 
form  of  excise  taxation;  that  it  conferred 
no  right  to  carry  on  the  business  (the  selling 
of  lottery  tickets  and  the  liquor  traiSc),  if 
forbidden  to  be  engaged  in  by  the  state,  but 
license  was  applicable  whenever  under  the 
state  law  such  ousiness  was  permitted  to  be 
done.  Many  other  opinions  of  this  court 
have  pointed  out  the  error  in  the  proposition 
relied  on,  and  render  it  unnecessary  to  do 
more  than  refer  to  them.  Lane  County  v. 
Oregon,  7  Wall.  71,  77,  1ft  L.  ed.  101,  104; 
Veazie  Bank  v.  Penno,  8  Wall.  533,  547,  19 
T*  ed.  482,  487;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  JTew- 
tuoky,  0  Wall.  353,  362.  10  L.  ed.  701,  703; 
The  Collector  v.  Day,  11  Wall.  113,  127,  mh 
nom.  Bufpngton  v.  Day,  20  I*  ed.  122.  126; 
United  Statea  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  R,  Co.  17 
Wall.  822,  327,  21  L.  ed.  597,  599:  Union 
P.  R.  Co,  v.  Penieton,  18  Wall.  5.  36,  21  L, 
ed.  787,  793;  California  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co. 
127  U.  S.  1,  40,  32  L.  ed.  150.  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  153,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1073. 

We  are  then  brought  to  a  consideration  of 
the  particular  form  of  death  duty  which  is 
manifested  by  the  statute  under  oonsidera- 
tion.  The  sections  embodying  it  are  printed 
in  the  margint 

fAct  of  June  18.  1898.  chap.  448. 

Sec.  20.  That  any  person  or  persons  bav- 
ins in  charge  or  trust  as  admlnistratora  execu- 
tors, or  trustees,  any  legacies  or  distributive 
shares  arising  from  personal  property,  where 
the  whole  Hmoont  of  such  personal  property  as 
aforesaid  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  $10,000  Im 
actual  value,  passing,  after  the  passage  of  this 
act,  from  any  person  possessed  ef  such  prep> 
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•  *  It  iB  at  the  outset  obvious  that  the  exact 
meaning  of  the  statute  is  not  free  from  per- 
plexity, as  there  are  elausea  in  it,  When 
looked  at  apart  from  their  context,  which 
may  give   nse  to   conflicting  views.    It   is 

^  plam,  however,  that  the  atatute  must  mean 
e  one  of  three  things : 

•  *  1.  The  tax  which  it  imposes  is  on  the  pass- 
ing of  the  whole  amount  of  the  personal  es- 
tate, with  a  progressive  rate  depending  upon 

2  the  sum  of  the  whole  personal  estate;  or, 

•  •2.  The  tax  which  it  levies  is  placed  on  the 
passing  of  legacies  or  distributive  shares  of 
personal  property  at  a  progressive  rate,  the 
amount  of  such  rate  being  determined,  not 
by  the  separate  sum  of  each  legacy  or  dis- 
tributive share,  but  by  the  volume  of  the 
whole  personal  estate.  This  is  the  mode  in 
which  the  tax  was  computed  by  the  assessor, 
and  which  was  sustained  by  the  court  below ; 
or, 

g      S.  The  tax  is  on  the  passing  of  legacies  or 

•  distributivt  shares* of  personalty,  with  a 
progressive  rate  on  each  separately  deter- 
mined by  the  sum  of  each  of  such  legacies  or 
distributive  shares. 

On  the  very  threshold,  the  theory  that  the 
tax  is  not  on  particular  legacies  or  distrib- 
utive shares  passing  upon  a  death,  but  is  on 


the  whole  amount  of  the  personal  property 
of  the  deceased,  is  rebutted  by  the  neading, 
which  describes  what  is  taxed,  not  as  the  es- 
tates of  deceased  persons,  but  as  "legacies 
and  distributive  shares  of  personal  prop- 
erty.^ This,  whilst  not  conclusive,  is  proper 
to  be  considered  in  interpreting  the  statute^ 
when  ambiguity  exists  and  a  literal  inter- 
pretation will  work  out  wrong  or  injury. 
Untied  States  v.  Fisher,  2  Cranch,  358,  386, 

2  L.  ed.  304,  313;  United  States  v.  Palmer, 

3  Wheat  610,  631,  4  L.  ed.  471,  477;  United 
States  V.  Union  P.  R,  Co.  91  U.  S.  72,  23  L. 
ed.  224;  Smythe  v.  Fiske,  23  Wall.  374,  380, 
23  L.  ed.  47,  49;  Ooosaw  Min,  Co.  v.  South 
Carolina,  144  U.  S.  650,  36  L.  ed.  537,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  689. 

The  opening  words  of  section  29  may,  for 
clearness,  be  thus  arranged: 

"That  any  person  or  persons  having  in 
charge  or  trust,  as  administrators,  exeeutor% 
or  trustees,  any  legacies  or  distributive 
shares  arising  from  personal  property,  .  .  . 
passing,  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  from 
any  person  possessed  of  such  property,  either 
by  will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of  any  state 
or  territory,  .  .  .  shall  be,  and  hereby 
are,  made  subject  to  a  duty  or  tax,  to  be  paid 


erty,  either  by  will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of 
any  state  or  territory,  or  any  personal  property 
or  Interest  therein,  transferred  by  deed,  grant, 
bargain,  sale,  or  gift,  made  or  intended  to  take 
effect  In  possession  or  enjoyment  after  the  death 
of  the  grantor  or  bargainor,  to  any  person  or 
persona  or  to  any  body  or  bodiea  politic  or 
corporate,  in  trust  or  otherwise,  shall  be,  and 
hereby  are,  made  subject  to  a  duty  or  tax,  to  be 
paid  to  the  United  States  as  follows — that  is  to 
say :  Where  the  whole  amount  of  said  personal 
property  shall  exceed  In  value  ^10.000,  and 
■hall  not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  of  |25,000,  the 
tax  shall  be : 

First.  Where  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  any  beneficial  interest  in  such  property  shall 
be  the  lineal  issue  or  lineal  ancestor,  brother,  or 
sister  to  the  person  who  died  possessed  of  such 
property  as  aforesaid,  at  the  rate  of  seTenty-flTo 
cents  for  each  and  every  |100  of  the  clear  value 
of  such  interest  in  such  property. 

Second.  Where  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  any  beneficial  interest  in  such  property  shall 
be  the  descendant  of  a  brother  or  sister  of  the 
person  who  died  possessed  as  aforesaid,  at  the 
rate  of  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  for  each  and 
every  $100  of  the  clear  value  of  such  interest 

Third.  Where  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  any  benQclal  interest  in  such  property  shall 
be  the  brother  or  sister  of  the  father  or  mother, 
or  a  descendant  of  a  brother  or  sister  of  the 
father  or  mother,  of  the  person  who  died  pos- 
sessed as  aforesaid,  at  the  rate  of  three  dollars 
for  each  and  every  one  hundred  dollars  of  the 
clear  value  of  such  interest. 

Fourth.  Where  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  any  beneficial  interest  in  such  property  shall 
be  the  brother  or  sister  of  the  grandfather  or 
grandmother,  or  a  descendant  of  the  brother 
or  sister  of  the  grandfather  or  grandmother,  of 
the  person  who  died  possessed  as  aforesaid,  at 
the  rate  of  four  dollars  for  each  and  every  hun- 
dred dollars  of  the  clear  value  of  such  Interest. 

Fifth.  Where  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  any  beneficial  interest  in  such  property  shall 
be  in  any  other  degree  of  collateral  consangninity 
than  as  hereinbefore  stated,  or  shall  be  a  stran- 
ger In  blood  to  the  person  who  died 


aforesaid,  or  shall  be  a  body  politic  or  corpo> 
rate,  at  the  rate  of  five  dollars  for  each  and 
every  hundred  dollars  of  the  clear  value  of  such 
Interest :  Provided,  That  all  legacies  or  prop- 
erty passing  by  will,  or  by  the  laws  of  any  state 
or  territory,  to  husband  or  wife  of  the  person 
who  died  possessed  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  ex- 
empt from  tax  or  doty. 

Where  the  amount  or  value  of  said  property 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  $25,000.  but  shall  not 
exceed  the  sum  or  value  of  1 100,000,  the  rates 
of  duty  or  tax  above  set  forth  shall  be  multi- 
plied by  one  and  one  half,  and  where  the 
amount  or  value  of  said  property  shall  exceed 
the  sum  of  |100,000,  but  shall  not  exceed  the 
sum  of  1500,000,  such  rates  of  duty  shall  be 
multiplied  by  two;  and  where  the  amount  or 
value  of  said  property  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
$500,000,  but  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $!,• 
000,000,  such  rates  of  duty  shall  be  multiplied 
by  two  and  one  half ;  and  where  the  amount  or 
value  of  said  property  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
$1,000,000,  such  rates  of  duty  shall  be  multi- 
plied by  three. 

Sec.  80.  That  the  tax  or  duty  aforesaid  shall 
be  a  lien  and  charge  upon  the  property  of  every 
person  who  may  die  as  aforesaid  for  twenty 
years,  or  until  the  same  shall,  within  that 
period,  be  fully  paid  to  and  discharged  by  the 
United  States ;  and  every  executor,  administra- 
tor, or  trustee,  before  payment  and  distribution 
to  the  legateea  or  any  parties  entitled  to  benefi- 
cial Interest  therein,  shall  pay  to  the  collector 
or  deputy  collector  of  the  district  of  which  the 
deceased  person  was  a  resident,  the  amount  of 
the  duty  or  tax  assessed  upon  such  legacy  or 
distributive  share,  and  shall  also  make  and  ren- 
der to  the  said  collector  or  deputy  collector  a 
schedule,  list,  or  statement.  In  duplicate,  of  the 
amount  of  such  legacy  or  distributive  share,  to- 
gether with  the  amount  of  doty  which  has  ac- 
crued or  shall  accrue  thereon,  verified  by  his 
oath  or  afilrmation,  to  be  administered  and  cer- 
tified thereon  by  some  magistrate  or  ofllcer  hav- 
ing lawful  power  to  administer  such  oatha  la 
such  form  and  manner  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  eommlasioner  of  internal  rsvenna,  which 
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to  the  United  States,  as  follows— that  is  to 
say,"  etc. 

Thus  collocated,  the  statute  clearly  im- 
poses the  duty  on  the  particular  legacies  or 
oistributive  shares,  and  not  on  the  whole  per- 
sonal estate.  It  does  not  say  that  the  tax  is 
levied  on  the  personal  estate  left  by  the  de- 
ceased person,  but  it  is  imposed  on  l^acies 
or  distributive  shares  arising  from  such 
property.  This  is  made  clearer  by  consider- 
ing that  in  the  very  same  section  the  tax  is 
described  as  being  upon  any  interest  which 
may  have  been  "transferred  by  deed,  grant, 
iMirgain,  sale«  or  gift,  made  or  intended  to 
take  effect  in  possession  or  enjoyment  after 
the  death  of  the  grantor,  bargainor,  to  any 
person  or  persons,"  etc.  That  is  to  say, 
whilst  the  law  places  the  duty  on  any  legacy 
g  or  distributire  share  passing  by  death,  it 
7  puts  a* like  burden  on  gifts  which  may  have 
De<m  made  in  contemplation  of  death  and 
otherwise  than  by  last  will  and  testament. 

Following  the  paragraph  from  which  the 
foregoing  has  been  quoted,  the  statute  makes 
five  distinct  classes  or  enumerations  whereby 
the  rate  of  the  tax  is  varied,  that  is,  it  is 
made  more  or  less,  depending  upon  the  rela- 
tionship, or  want  of  relationship,  of  the  leffa- 
tee  or  distributee  to  the  deceased.    But  this 


enumeration  can  only  be  explained  upon  the 
hypothesis  that  the  law  intended  to  impose 
a  greater  or  less  tax  upon  a  legatee  or  dis- 
tributee, arising  from  ms  degree  of  relation- 
ship or  his  being  a  stranger  in  blood  to  the 
deceased.  Thus  it  cannot  be  doubted  that,  in 
assessing  the  tax  the  position  of  each  sepa- 
rate legatee  or  distributee  must  be  taken  in- 
to view  in  order  to  ascertain  the  primary 
rate  which  the  statute  establishes.  One  of 
two  things  must  arise.  When  the  rate  of  tax 
is  thus  calculated  upon  the  particular  atti- 
tude to  the  deceased  of  each  of  the  legatees 
or  distributees,  the  sum  of  the  tax  must  be 
deducted  either  from  each  particular  l^acy 
or  from  the  mass  of  the  whole  personal  es- 
tate. If  it  is  deducted  from  each  particular 
legacy,  then  it  is  manifest  that  the  tax  im- 
posed will  have  been  levied,  not  upon  the 
mass  of  the  estate,  but  upon  each  particular 
legatee  or  beneficiary,  since  the  share  of  such 
person  will  have  paid  a  rate  of  taxation  pred- 
icated upon  the  amount  of  the  legacy  and  the 
relationship,  or  want  of  relationship,  of  the 
particular  recipient  thereof  to  the  deceased. 
This  being  the  case,  no  room  would  be  left 
for  the  contention  that  the  tax  was  imposed 
on  the  whole  estate.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
the  whole  sum  of  the  taxation   on  all  the 


schedule,  list,  or  statement  shall  contain  the 
names  of  each  and  eyery  person  entitled  to  any 
beneficial  Interest  therein,  together  with  the 
clear  value  of  such  Interest,  the  duplicate  of 
which  schedule,  list,  or  statement  shall  be  by 
him  immediately  delivered,  and  the  tax  thereon 
paid  to  such  collector;  and  upon  such  payment 
and  delivery  of  such  schedule,  list,  or  statement 
said  colleclor  or  deputy  collector  shall  grant  to 
such  person  paying  such  duty  or  tax  a  receipt 
or  receipts  for  the  same  In  duplicate,  which 
shall  be  prepared  as  hereinafter  provided.  Such 
receipt  or  receipts,  dnly  signed  and  delivered  by 
such  collector  or  deputy  collector,  shall  be  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  entitle  such  exeeotor,  adminis- 
trator, or  trustee  to  be  credited  and  allowed 
such  payment  by  every  tribunal  which,  by  laws 
of  any  state  or  territory,  is  or  may  be  empow- 
ered to  decide  upon  and  settle  the  accounts  of 
executors  and  administrators.  And  In  case 
such  executor,  administrator,  or  trustee  shall 
refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the  aforesaid  duty  or 
tax  to  the  collector  or  deputy  collector  as  afore- 
said, within  the  time  hereinbefore  provided,  or 
shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  deliver  to  said  collec- 
tor or  deputy  collector  the  duplicate  of  the 
schedule,  list,  or  statement  of  such  legacies, 
property,  or  personal  estate  under  oath  as  afore- 
said, or  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  deliver  the 
schedule,  list,  or  statement  of  such  legacies, 
property,  or  personal  estate  under  oath  as  afore- 
said, or  shall  deliver  to  said  collector  or  deputy 
collector  a  false  schedule  or  statement  of  such 
legacies,  property,  or  personal  estate,  or  give 
the  names  and  relationship  of  the  persons  en- 
titled to  beneficial  Interest  therein  untruly,  or 
shall  not  truly  and  correctly  set  forth  and  state 
therein  the  clear  value  of  such  beneficial  in- 
terest, or  where  no  administration  upon  such 
property  or  personal  estste  shall  have  been 
granted  or  allowed  under  existing  laws,  the  col- 
lector or  deputy  collector  shall  make  out  such 
lists  and  valuation  as  In  other  cases  of  neglect 
•r  refusal,  and  shall  assess  the  duty  thereon ; 
and  the  collector  shall  commence  appropriate 
proceedings  before  any  court  of  the  United 
in    the    name    of    the    United    States 


against  such  person  or  persons  as  may 
have  the  actual  or  constructive  custody  or  po^ 
session  of  such  property  or  personal  estate,  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  shall  subject  such  prop- 
erty or  personal  estate,  or  any  portion  of  the 
same,  to  be  sold  upon  the  judgment  or  decree 
of  such  court,  and  from  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale  the  amount  of  such  tax  or  duty,  together 
with  all  costs  and  expenses  of  every  descrip- 
tl<Hi  to  be  allowed  by  such  court,  shall  be  first 
paid,  and  the  balance,  if  any,  deposited  acdord- 
ing  to  the  order  of  such  court,  to  be  paid  under 
its  direction  to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall 
establish  title  to  the  same.  The  deed  or  deeds, 
or  any  proper  conveyance  of  such  property  or 
personal  estate,  or  any  portion  thereof,  so  sold 
under  such  judgment  or  decree,  executed  by  the 
oflicer  lawfully  charged  with  carrying  the  same 
into  effect,  shall  vest  in  the  purchaser  thereof 
all  the  title  of  the  delinquent  to  the  property  or 
personal  estate  sold  under  and  by  virtue  ef 
such  judgment  or  decree,  and  shall  release  everj 
other  portion  of  such  property  or  personal  ee> 
tate  from  the  Hen  or  charge  thereon  created  by 
this  act.  And  every  person  or  persons  who 
shall  have  in  bis  possession,  charge,  or  custody 
any  record,  file,  or  paper  containing,  or  sup- 
posed to  contain,  any  information  concerning 
such  property  or  personal  estate  as  aforesaid, 
passing  from  any  person  who  may  die  as  afore- 
said, shall  exhibit  the  same  at  the  request  of  the 
collector,  or  deputy  collector  of  the  district,  and 
to  any  law  officer  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty  under  this  act,  his  dep- 
uty or  agent,  who  may  desire  to  examine  the 
same.  And  If  any  such  person,  having  In  his 
possession,  charge,  or  custody  any  such  records, 
flies,  or  papers,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  ex- 
hibit the  same  on  request  as  aforesaid,  he  shall 
forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  $500:  Provided, 
That  in  all  legal  controversies  where  such  deed 
or  title  shall  be  the  subject  of  judicial  Investi- 
gation, the  recital  in  said  deed  shall  be  prima 
facie  evidence  of  its  truth,  and  that  the  requirs- 
ments  of  the  law  had  been  complied  with  by  the 
officers  of  the  government.  [80  Stat,  at  U 
464.] 


768 


20  SUPREilE  COURT  KErORTER, 


Oct.  TKJtif» 


aharea,  calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  rela- 
tionship of  each  beneficiary  and  the  amount 
received,  be  deducted  from  the  mass  of  the 
estate,  then  each  recipient  would  pay  only 
a  proportion  of  the  amount  without  refer- 
ence to  his  relationship  to  the  deceased.  This 
would  result  in  imposing  the  tax  on  the 
whole  personal  estate,  and  ratably  distribute 
the  burden  among  all  the  beneficiaries.  But 
to  reach  this  the  entire  classification,  grad-' 
ing  the  rate  of  the  tax  by  the  depees  of  re- 
lationship, would  have  to  be  disrefirarded. 
The  dilemma,  therefore,  which  is  involved  in 
the  contention  that  the  statute  imposes  the 
5  tax,  not  on  each  legacy  or  distributive  share, 
f  but  on  the  whole  personalty,  It^this:  If  the 
tax  is  levied  and  collected  according  to  the 
classifications  in  the  statute,  it  is  dearly  on 
the  legacy  or  distributive  share.  If,  on  the 
contrary,  it  is  levied  on  the  entire  personal 
estate,  then  the  classifications  of  the  statute 
must  be  ignored  and  the  construction  be  up- 
held which  maintains  that  the  act  has  classi- 
fied the  rate  of  tax  by  the  relationship  of  the 
beneficiaries  to  the  deceased,  and  has  then 
disregarded  the  classification  by  collecting 
the  tax  wholly  without  reference  to  such  re- 
lationship. This  construction,  besides  elim- 
inating a  large  portion  of  the  text  of  the  act, 
would  do  violence  to  its  plain  import,  which 
is  to  make  the  rate  of  the  tax  depend  upon 
the  character  of  the  links  connecting  those 
taking  with  the  deceased.  This  is  greatly 
fortified  by  other  portions  of  the  act.  At  the 
close  of  the  fifth  subdivision  of  section  29, 
one  of  the  clauses  creating  a  classification 
with  respect  to  remote  relationship,  or  want 
of  relationship,  to  the  deceased,  it  is  provided 
as  follows: 

"Provided,  That  all  legacies  or  property 
passing  by  will,  or  by  the  laws  of  any  state 
or  territory,  to  husband  or  wife  of  the  person 
who  died  possessed  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  ex- 
empt from  tax  or  duty." 

Now,  mark,  the  word  is  "passing"  by  will, 
etc.,  which  excludes  a  conception  that  the 
whole  amount  of  the  estate,  and  not  the  par- 
ticular portions  thereof  which  passed,  is  the 
subject  of  the  tax.  And  the  exemption  from 
the  tax  or  duty,  of  the  legacy,  etc.,  given  to  the 
husband  or  wife  of  a  deceased,  implies  that 
the  scheme  of  taxation  ia  of  the  legacies,  etc., 
and  not  of  the  whole  personal  estate.  This 
must  be  so,  unless  it  can  be  said  that  the 
statute  in  terms  exempts  the  legacy  to  a 
husband  or  wife  from  the  legacy  tax  other- 
wise imposed,  although  no  legacy  taxes  re- 
sulted from  the  statute. 

The  provisions  for  the  collection  of  the  tax 
contained  in  section  30  of  the  act  confirm 
the  construction  that  the  passing  of  each 
legacy  or  distributive  share,  and  not  the  en- 
tire personal  estate  of  a  deceased  person, 
forms  the  subject  of  the  tax.  Thus,  before 
payment  and  distribution  to  thelegatees«etc., 
an  executor,  administrator,  or  trustee  is  re- 

Suired  to  pay  "the  amount  of  the  duty  or 
Eix  sssessed  upon  such  legacy  or  distribn- 
•  tive  share,*^and  to  "make  and  render  a  sched- 
ule," etc,  in  duplicate,  "of  the  amount  of 
such  legacy  or  distributive  share,  together 
with  the  amount  of  duty  which  has  accrued. 


or  shall  accrue  thereon,'*  and  the  schedule  ia 
required  to  "contain  the  najiies  of  each  and 
every  person  entitled  to  any  beneficial  inter-^ 
est  therein." 

Whatever  be  the  obscurity  it  ia  illumined 
when  the  light  of  the  previous  legialation« 
which  we  have  already  reviewed,  ia  thrown 
on  it.  The  paasing  of  legacies  and  distribu- 
tive shares  were  the  objects  taxed  under  the 
English  legacy  act.  They  were  the  subjecta 
taxed  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1797.  By 
the  act  of  1862,  as  we  have  seen,  the  whole 
estate  was  reached  by  a  probate  duty,  whilst 
a  distinct  duty  was  charged  upon  legacies 
and  distributive  shares  in  personal  prop- 
erty. When  the  act  of  1864  waa  enacted 
there  was  added  a  succession  tax  on  real  es- 
tate, modeled,  as  said  bv  this  court  and  as 
shown  by  the  act  itself,  upon  the  English 
succession  duty  act,  which  treated  each  par- 
ticular gift  of  real  estate  as  a  distinct  suc- 
cession, separately  liable  for  the  duty  laid 
by  the  act.  The  legacy  tax  and  the  succea- 
sion  tax  were  thus  corelated  and  rested  upon 
the  same  theory;  that  is,  both  considered, 
they  created  a  tax  on  the  passing  of  each 
particular  gift  or  distributive  share  of  both 
the  persomu  and  real  estate,  treated  as  sep- 
arate, one  from  the  other,  and  each  as  form- 
ing a  distinct  estate  subject  to  taxation.  To 
assume  that,  when  the  succession  duty  waa 
adopted  in  1864,  that  the  legncy  tax,  which 
was  also  re-enacted  in  that  act.  lost  its  char- 
acter and  became  a  tax  levied,  not  on  the 
paasing  of  the  legacies  and  distributive 
shares,  but  upon  the  whole  amount  of  the 
estate  before  passing,  would  destroy  the  en- 
tire harmony  of  the  system,  and  lead  to  a 
confession  that  a  confusion  of  thought  ex- 
isted which  cannot  in  reason  be  admitted* 
Indeed,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  the  act 
of  1864  contemplated  that  either  the  legacy 
duty  or  the  succession  duty  which  it  imposed 
should  be  upon  the  whole  estate,  since  the 
tax  to  be  paul  by  the  whole  estate  was  there- 
in distinctly  and  separately  provided  for  by 
means  of  the  probate  duty.  If  the  tax  on 
the  whole  estate  can  be.  by  implication,  in- 
serted, the  same  reasoning  would  also  \mjf\f 
that  the  succession  duty  must  be  likewise 
treated.  It  would  thus  be  that  the  entire  g. 
act  of  1864  would  be  In  force  despite  iti*re-  • 
peal  and  the  failure  to  re-enact  in  the  pres- 
ent law  either  the  whole  estate  or  succession 
duty. 

What  it  waa  considered  the  act  of  1864 
levied  the  tax  on  is  also  in  addition  demon- 
strated by  the  amendments  made  to  the  act 
of  1864  in  1866.  One  of  these  amendments 
waa:  "That  any  legacy  or  share  of  personal 
property  passing  as  aforesaid  to  a  minor 
child  of  Uie  person  who  died  possessed  as. 
aforesaid  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation  un- 
der this  section,  unless  such  legacy  or  share- 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars, 
in  which  caae  the  excess  only  above  that  sura 
shall  be  liahle  to  said  taxation."  Another  waa. 
that  any  tax  paid  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tions 124  and  125  of  the  act  of  1864  should 
"be  deducted  from  the  particular  legacy  or 
distributive  share,  on  account  of  which  the- 
same  is  charged."    In  other  words,  the  aet. 
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^ocpressly  commanded  that  to  be  done  which 
it  was  impossible  should  be  done  compatibly 
with  any  hypothesis  that  the  tax  was  on  the 
whole  personal  estate,  for,  as  we  have  seen, 
mder  that  assumption  the  deduction  of  the 
tax  from  the  whole  estate  was  essential. 

That  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1864  were 
in  mind  when  the  present  act  was  drafted  is 
Apparent,  since  it  is  not  disputed  that  the 
aot  under  review,  so  far  as  the  tax  on  lega- 
cies and  distributive  shares  is  oonoemed,  is 
«n  exact  reproduction  of  the  original  act  of 
1864,  except  to  the  extent  that  the  present 
act  contains  provisions  relating  to  a  pro- 
gressive increase  of  rates.  We  say  of  the 
original  act,  because  the  present  act  does 
not  contain  in  it  the  amendments  to  which 
we  have  referred^  made  in  1866;  the  fair 
inference  being  that  the  writer  of  the  pres- 
ent act  had  before  him  the  original  text  of 
the  act  of  1864^  and  not  that  t^  as  amend* 
«d  by  the  act  of  1866. 

As  the  only  provisions  added  to  the  pres- 
ent law  relate  to  the  progressive  rate  upon 
the  legacies,  it  follows  uiat,  unless  these 
added  clauses  provide  for  a  tax  on  the  whole 
estate  instead  of  the  legacies,  it  is  a  demon* 
stration  that  the  whole  estate  is  not  taxed 
hj  the  present  act  That  the  progressive 
rate  features  inserted  in  the  act  now  under 
review  have  even  no  tendency  to  bring  about 
such  a  result,  we  proceed  now  to  demon* 
g  strate.  We  reproduce  such  portions  of  seo* 
•  Hon  29  as  are  essential,  putunff  iaTbTaekete 
the  words  found  in  the  act  of  1898  under 
review,  which  were  not  contained  in  the  cor- 
responding provisions  existing  ia  the  aoi 
of  1864: 

"That  any  person  or  persons  having  in 
eharge  or  trusty  as  administrators,  exeeu* 
tors,  or  trustees,  any  legacies  or  distributive 
■hares  arising  from  personal  properly  where 
the  whole  amount  of  such  persozud  property 
as  aforesaid  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  one 
[ten]  thousand  dollars  in  actual  value,  pass- 
ing, after  the  passage  of  this  aet,  from  any 
person  possessed  of  such  proper^,  either  by 
will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of  any  state, 
or  territory,  or  any  personal  property  or  in- 
terest therein,  transferred  by  deed,  grant, 
bargain,  sale,  or  gift^  made  or  intended  to 
take  effect  in  possession  or  enjoyment  after 
the  death  of  the  grantor  or  bargainor,  to 
any  person  or  persons,  or  to  any  body  or 
bodies,  politic  or  corporate,  in  trust  or  oth- 
erwise, shall  be,  and  hereby  are,  made  sub- 
ject to  a  duty  or  tax  to  be  paid  to  the  Unit^ 
ed  States,  as  follows,  that  is  to  say:  [Where 
the  whole  amount  of  said  personal  proper tv 
shall  exceed  in  value  ten  thousand  and  shall 
not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
thousand  dollars,  the  tax  shall  be:]''  [13 
Stat  at  L.  285,  chap.  173,  |  124.] 

Immediately  following  this  are  five  elassi- 
fleations  of  beneficiaries,  each  varying  in 
rate.  These  are  followed  by  the  progressive 
rate  clause,  which  is  as  follows: 

["Where  the  amount  or  value  of  said  prop- 
erty shall  exceed  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
thousand  dollars,  but  shall  not  exoeed  the 
sum  or  value  of  one  hundred  thouaaiid  dol* 
Ian,  tlie  rates  of  duty  or  tax  above  set  forth 


shall  be  multiplied  by  one  and  one  half,  and 
where  the  amount  or  value  of  said  property 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thou- 
sand dollars,  but  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  thousand  dollars,  such  rates  of 
duty  shall  be  multiplied  by  two;  and  where 
the  amount  or  value  of  such  property  shall 
exceed  the  sum  of  five  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars, but  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  one 
million  dollars,  such  rates  of  duty  shall  be 
multiplied  by  two  and  one  half;  and  where 
the  amount  or  value  of  such  property  shall 
exceed  the  sum  of  one  million  dollars,  such 
rates  of  duty  shall  be  multiplied  by  three."] 

Observing  closely  the  text,  it  is  apparent  g 
that  the  clause  *  tiierein  which  points  out* 
what  is  taxed  is  an  exact  copy  of  the  act  of 
1864,  except  the  substitution  of  the  "ten** 
for  the  word  "one."  The  subject  taxed, 
therefore,  under  the  present  act  is  the  same 
which  was  taxed  under  the  act  of  1864.  This 
is  the  equivalent  of  a  mathematical  cer- 
tainty. Coming,  then«  to  the  added  provi- 
sion at  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph,  it 
says:  "Where  the  whole  amount  of  said 
personal  property  shall  exceed  in  value,*' 
etc.  This,  however,  creates  no  new  object  of 
taxation,  but  simply  provides  that  where  said 
personal  proper^,  that  is,  the  property  pre- 
viously specified,  exceeds  a  certain  amount,  a 
ffiven  rate  shall  be  imposed.  So,  in  the 
further  addition,  pointing  out  the  progres- 
sive feature,  the  law  says,  "where  the 
amount  or  value  of  said  property  shall  exceed 
the  sum  of,"  etc,  thus  clearly  again  referring 
to  the  objects  of  taxation,  the  .property  de- 
scribed in  the  first  part  of  the  act,  which 
was  identically  the  same  thing  described  in 
the  act  of  1864.  The  demonstration,  ther^ 
fore,  is  eonclusive  that  the  progressive  fea- 
ture clause  added  in  the  present  act  creates 
no  new  subject  of  taxation ;  it  simply  provides 
for  the  progressive  rates  on  the  said  prop- 
erty mentioned  in  the  opening  sentenoesy 
which  is  described  exactly  as  it  was  in  the 
act  of  1864.  Now,  as  the  act  of  1864  taxed, 
not  the  whole  estate,  but  each  particular 
legaqr  or  distributive  share,  the  conclusion 
cannot  be  escaped  that  the  present  law  does 
the  same  thing,  except  that  there  is  added 
thereto  a  progressive  rate. 

The  tax  bei^  then  on  the  legacies  and  dis- 
tributive sharefli,  the  rate  primarilv  being  d^ 
termined  by  the  relation  of  the  lesatees  or 
distributees  to  the  estate,  does  the  law  com- 
mand that  the  progressive  rate  of  tax  which 
it  imposes  on  the  legacies  or  distributive 
shares  shall  be  measured,  not  separately  by 
the  amount  of  each  particular  lega^  or  dis- 
tributive share,  but  hj  the  sum  of  the  whole 
personal  estate?  This,  as  we  have  said,  is 
the  interpretation  of  the  act  which  wae 
adopted  by  the  assessor  in  levying  the  taxes 
under  review,  and  which  was  sustained  by 
the  court  below. 

The  unsoundness  of  ths  oonstruction,  that 
the  act  measures  the  rate  of  tax  by  the  whole 
estate,  is  fully  shown  l^  what  we  have  al- 
ready said,  for,  as  under  the  aet  of  1864  theg 
legacies  and^ distributive  shares  alone  were* 
taxed,  and  as  in  re-enacting  it  the  exael 
langnage  waa  retained  (omitting  the 
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rate  proviBionB  in  the  act  of  1864,  taxing  the 
whole  estate  by  a  probate  duty  and  taxing 
successiona),  and  as  the  progressive  rates 
only  refer  to  the  object  taxed,  as  provided  in 
the  act  of  1864,  it  results  that  under  no  rea- 
sonable construction  can  the  present  act  be 
held  to  provide  for  a  rate  of  tax  computed 
on  the  whole  estate.  Even,  however,  if  all 
the  previous  history  be  shut  out  of  view,  and 
even  if  the  omission  from  this  act  of  the  whole 
estate  duty  which  obtained  under  the  act  of 
1864  be  for  the  moment  forgotten,  the  text 
of  the  law,  considered  alone,  would  not  sup- 
port the  construction  that  it  provides  for  a 
tax  upon  each  legacy  and  distributive  share 
by  A  rate  of  tax  measured  by  the  whole  es- 
tate. In  order  to  make  this  clear  we  will 
briefly  analyze  the  text.  In  doing  so,  how- 
ever, we  eliminate  the  attempt  made  by  coun- 
sel in  argument  to  show  the  significance 
thereof  by  expressions  used  in  the  course  of 
the  debate  by  certain  members  of  the  Senate. 
Macnvell  v.  Dow,  176  U.  S.  681,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  448,  44  L.  ed. — ,  and  cases  there  cited. 
The  meaning  of  the  act  largely  turns  upon 
the  following  word^,  contained  in  the  open- 
ing paragraph  of  section  29:  "Where  the 
whole  amount  of  such  personal  property  as 
aforesaid  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  ten  thou- 
sand dollars  in  actual  value,  passing,"  etc. 
If  these  words  refer  to  the  whole  amount  of 
the  estate  left  by  a  deceased  person,  then  the 
words  added  in  the  act  of  1898,  to  the  end  of 
the  paragraph,  vie,,  "where  the  whole  amount 
of  said  personal  property  shall  exceed  in 
value  ten  thousand,  and  shall  not  exceed  in 
value  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand,  dol- 
lars, the  tax  shall  be,"  as  stated  in  five  classi- 
fications next  enumerated,  must  refer  to  the 
same  thing.  It  follows  likewise  that  the  pro- 
gressive rate  clause,  which  says,  "where  the 
amount  or  value  of  said  property  shall  ex- 
ceed the  sum  of,"  etc.,  must  relate  to  the 
same  thing ;  that  is,  the  whole  amount  of  the 
estate,  as  stated  in  the  opening  sentences  of 
section  20.  If  this  view  be  correct,  then  all 
legacies  in  an  estate  of  $10,000  are  exempt, 
and  all  legacies,  whatever  be  their  amount,  in 
an  estate  above  $10,000,  have  the  original 
g  rate  adjusted  according  to  the  classifications, 
•  and  that  rate  it*  increased  progressively  by 
the  whole  amount  of  the  estate,  and  not  by 
the  amount  of  the  legacy.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  words  "where  the  whole  amount  of 
such  personal  property  as  aforesaid  shall  ex- 
ceed the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,"  found 
in  the  first  sentence  of  section  29,  relate  to 
the  whole  amount  of  each  legacy,  then  leg- 
acies under  $10,000  are  not  taxable,  and 
tiiose  above  $10,000  pay  the  original  rate 
provided  in  the  classifications,  and  become 
subject  to  the  progressive  increase  clause, 
according  to  the  amount  of  the  legacy,  and 
not  by  the  whole  amount  of  the  estate. 

But  the  pivotal  words  in  the  first  sentence 
are  not  simply  "the  whole  amount  of  such 
personal  property,"  but  the  "whole  amount 
of  such  personal  property  aa  aforesaid," 
This  can  only  refer  to  the  preceding  part  of 
the  sentence,  where  what  is  contemplated  by 
the  words  "aa  aforesaid"  is  and  can  alone  be 
"any  legacies  or  distributive  shares  arising 


from  personal  properly  •  •  •  passing 
after  the  passage  of  this  act."  In  other 
words,  the  statute  itself  by  the  reference 
clause  establishes  that  the  whole  amount  re- 
ferred to  is  the  sum  or  value  of  each  particu- 
lar legacy,  etc.,  separately  ocmsidered, 
passing  from  the  deceased  to  the  taker  ther^ 
of.  And  this  construction  of  the  vital  words 
referred  to,  derived  from  what  immediately 

S recedes  them,  is  sustained  by  what  imm^ 
iately  follows  them,  that  is,  the  clause  im- 
posing the  tax  on  "any  personal  property  or 
interest  therein,  transferred  by  deed,"  ete.» 
"made  or  intended  to  take  effect  in  posses- 
sion or  enjoyment  after  the  death  of  the 
grantor  or  bargainor,  to  any  person  or  per* 
sons,"  etc.  This  latter  clause  treats  each 
item  of  property  given  in  contemplation  of 
death  otherwise  than  by  last  will  and  testa* 
ment,  as  a  distinct  entity  to  be  considered 
for  the  purpose  of  levying  the  tax.  Each  of 
such  items,  therefore,  separately  consid- 
ered, becomes,  for  the  purpose  of  the  tax,  the 
whole  amount  of  such  personal  property,  the 
statute  clearly  recognizing  that  there  may  be 
partial  and  distinct  interests  in  each  item 
of  personal  property,  such  as  an  interest  for 
life  in  one  person  with  a  remainder  in  an* 
other.  Thus  by  the  two  clauses,  whidi  are 
linked  together  by  the  words  "the  whole 
amount  of  such  personal  property,"  it  d» 
velops  that  the  amount  referred  to  is  the  sep-  Jf 
arate  and  distinot^ums  or  items  of  personal  • 
property  passing,  and  not  the  whole  amount 
of  the  entire  estate,  which,  as  has  been  shown 
in  considering  the  previous  proposition,  the 
act  did  not  purport  to  tax  as  such. 

The  subseouent  provisions  of  the  act  lend 
cogency  to  this  view.  Thus,  in  section  30. 
it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  executor,  etc.,  to 

Say  over  to  the  collector  "the  amount  of  the 
uty  or  tax  assessed  upon  such  legacy  or 
distributive  share,"  and  ne  is  also  command* 
ed  to  deliver  to  the  collector  a  schedule  "ol 
the  amount  of  auoh  legacy  or  distribntivs 
share,  together  with  the  amount  of  the  duty 
which  has  accrued  or  shall  accrue  thereon.** 
At  the  risk  of  repetition,  we  recur  again 
to  a  particular  feature  in  the  prior  legisla- 
tion, because  it  very  pertinently  points  out 
the  error  which  has  given  rise  to  the  assump- 
tion that  the  "whole  personal  estate  as 
aforesaid"  meant  in  the  act  of  1864,  or 
means  in  this  act,  the  whole  amount  of  the 
personal  estate  left  by  the  deceased,  and  not 
the  whole  amount  of  each  legacy  considered 
as  a  separate  estate  for  the  purpose  of  taxa- 
tion. Attention  has  been  called  to  the  fact 
that,  in  accordance  with  the  English  system, 
the  act  of  1864  engrafted  on  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1862  a  succession  or  real  es- 
tate inheritance  tax.  In  doing  so,  it  was 
unequivocally  declared  in  the  law  that  each 
separate  gift  of  real  property  was  a  distinot 
succession  or  estate.  In  other  words,  the 
statute  itself  announced  the  rule  that  the 
whole  amount  of  each  estate  subject  to  taxa^ 
tion,  under  the  succession  tax,  was  the  whole 
amount  of  each  separate  item  of  gift  treated 
as  an  estate  for  the  purpose  of  the  levy  and 
collection  of  the  taxes  thereon.  How,  then» 
can  it  be  supposed  that  the  act  of  1864  eon- 
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templated  tliat  th«  aeetion  relatinff  to  the 
legacy  should  have  one  meaning,  wnilst  the 
whole  amount  of  the  estate  in  the  sections 
relating  to  snccession  or  real  estate  taxes 
should  have  another?  Must  it  not  be  con- 
sidered that  the  statute  provided  for  no  such 
discordant  and  unjust  discrimination,  but 
that>  on  the  contrary,  it  harmoniously  ez- 
preibed  the  rule  obtaining  from  the  begin- 
ning, that  is,  the  levy  of  a  legacy  tax  on  per- 
sonal estate  passing  by  death  to  each  par- 
ticular beneficiary  treated  separatelv  as  the 
amount  subject  to  taxation  and  the  same 
g  rule  applied  to  the  succession  tax  by  treats 

•  iqg^eacn  item  of  real  estate  as  the  whole 
amount  of  an  estate  passing  separately  for 
the  purpose  of  taxation? 

It  is  true  that  in  the  practical  execution 
of  the  act  of  1864  the  words  "the  whole 
amount  of  such  personal  property  .  .  . 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dol- 
lars" were  administratively  construed  as  ap- 
plying to  the  entire  personal  estate  left  by 
one  deceased,  and  not  to  the  distinct  legacies 
or  interests.  It  resulted  that  where  an  es- 
tate did  not  equal  $1,000,  no  tax  was  collect- 
ed upon  legacies  or  distributive  shares  there- 
in, and  where  the  estate  exceeded  $1,000, 
all  legacies  and  distributive  shares,  whatever 
the  amount  of  each,  were  tiuced.  Any  force 
resulting  from  this  administrative  view, 
however,  is  weakened  by  the  fact  that  the 
oontrary  construction  prevailed  as  to  the 
anther  portions  of  the  act  of  1864,  the  suc- 
cession duty,  where  the  amount  of  the  tax 
was  determined  by  the  amount  or  value  of 
«ach  particular  item  of  real  property.  The 
administrative  construction  therefore  of  the 
Mct  of  1864  was  contradictory,  since  it  en- 
forced one  rule  on  the  one  hand  and  an  ab- 
solutely conflicting  one  on  the  other.  Be- 
sides, the  whole  estate  was  taxed  as  such  by 
the  probate  duty  found  in  the  act  of  1864. 

As  we  have  said,  the  act  of  1864  was  re- 
pealed in  1870.  16  Stat  at  L.  266,  chap. 
265.  After  the  repeal,  the  court  was  called 
upon,  in  Mason  v.  Sargent,  104  U.  8.  689,  26 
L.  ed.  804,  to  consider  whether,  when  one  who 
held  a  life  estate  in  a  legacy  died  subsequent 
to  the  repeal  of  the  acC  the  interest  of  the 
legatees  m  remainder  was  subject  to  the  in- 
heritance tax.  In  passing  upon  this  ques- 
tion this  court  said  (p.  690,  ll  ed.  p.  894) : 

"The  tax  in  question  was  imposed  by  sec- 
tion 124  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1864,  chap. 
173  (13  Stat,  at  L.  223,  285),  upon  legacies 
or  distributive  shares  of  personal  property 
exceeding  the  sum  of  $1,000,  passing,  after 
the  passage  of  the  act,  from  a  decedent, 
either  testate  or  intestate,  in  the  hands  of  an 
executor,  administrator,  or  trustee,  varying 
in  rate,  as  the  party  beneficially  entitled  was 
less  or  more  remote  in  consanguinity,  or  a 
stranger  in  blood,  to  the  person  from  whom 
it  passed;  with  a  proviso  that  legacies  or 
distributive  interests  in  intestate  estates, 
passing  to  husband  or  wife,  should  be  exempt 
g  from  such  tax.** 

•  The  opinion  thus  expressed  is  in  conflict 
with  the  assumption  that  the  whole  estate 
contemplated,  not  each  legacy  or  distribu- 
tive share^  but  the  entire  amount  of  personal 


property  of  the  deceased,  and  this  eonstnio- 
tion  mav  be  well  considered  to  have  been  in 
effect  adopted  by  the  re-enactment  of  the  act 
of  1864,  without  any  change  indicating  an 
intention  to  the  contrary. 

Granting,  however,  there  is  doubt  as  to 
the  construction,  in  view  of  the  consequences 
which  must  result  from  adopting  the  theory 
that  the  act  taxes  each  separate  legacy  by  a 
rate  determined,  not  by  the  amount  of  the 
legacy,  but  bv  the  amount  of  the  whole  per- 
sonal estate  left  by  the  deoeased,  we  should 
be  compelled  to  solve  the  doubt  asainst  the 
interpretation  relied  on.  The  principle  on 
which  such  construction  rests  was  thus  de- 
fended in  argument.  The  tax  is  on  each 
separate  legacy  or  distributive  share,  but  the 
rate  is  measured  by  the  whole  estate.  Id 
other  words,  the  construction  proceeds  upon 
the  assumption  that  Congress  intended  to 
tax  the  separate  legacies,  not  by  their  own 
value,  but  by  that  of  a  wholly  distinct  and 
separate  thing.  But  this  is  equivalent  to 
saying  that  the  principle  underlying  the  as- 
serted interpretation  is  that  the  house  of  A, 
which  is  only  worth  $1,000,  may  be  taxed, 
but  that  the  rate  of  the  tax  is  to  be  deters 
mined  by  attributing  to  A's  house  the  valoe 
of  B's  house,  which  may  be  worth  a  hundred- 
fold the  amount.  The  gross  inequalities 
which  must  inevitably  result  from  the  ad- 
mission of  this  theory  are  readily  illustrated. 
Thus,  a  person  dying,  and  leaving  an  estate 
of  $10,500,  bequeaths  to  an  hospital  $10,000. 
The  rate  of  tax  would  be  6  per  cent,  and  the 
amount  of  tax  $600.  Another  person  dies 
at  the  same  time,  leaves  an  estate  of  $1,000,« 
000,  and  bequeaths  $10,000  to  the  same  in« 
stitution.  The  rate  of  tax  would  be  12Vi 
per  cent,  and  the  amount  of  the  tax  $1,260. 
it  would  thus  come  to  pass  that  the  same 
person,  occupying  the  same  relation,  and  tak« 
ing  in  the  same  character  two  equal  sums 
from  two  different  persons,  would  pay  in  the 
one  case  more  than  twice  the  tax  that  he 
would  in  the  other.  In  the  arguments  of 
counsel  tables  are  found  which  show  how  in- 
evitable and  profound  are  the  inequalities  {T 
which  tha^consUnction  must  produoe.  Clear* 
as  is  the  demonstration  which  they  make^ 
they  only  serve  to  multiply  instances  afford- 
ed by  the  one  example  which  we  have  Just 
given*' 

We  are  therefore  bound  to  give  heed  to  the 
rule  that,  where  a  particular  oonstrucUon  of 
a  statute  will  occasion  great  inconvenienoa 
or  produce  inequality  and  injustice,  that 
view  is  to  be  avoided  if  another  and  more 
reasonable  interpretation  is  present  in  the 
statute.  Bate  Refrigerating  Oo,  v.  SfUeher* 
ger,  167  U.  S.  37,  39  L.  ed.  611,  16  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  608;  Wilaan  v.  JSonsseou,  4  How.  646, 
680,  11  L.  ed.  1141,  1166,*  Bloomer  v.  Mo- 
Quewan,  14  How.  639,  553,  14  L.  ed.  632, 
538;  Blake  v.  National  Banks,  23  Wall.  307, 
320,  23  L.  ed.  119,  121;  United  States  T. 
Kirhy,  7  Wall.  482,  486,  19  L.  ed.  278,  280. 
Indeed,  the  confusion  which  gives  rise  to 
both  of  the  constructions  of  the  statute 
which  we  have  just  considered  comes  from 
the  want  of  insight  pointed  out  by  Hanson 
in  a  passage  which  we  have  heretofore  quotp 
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•d;  that  is.  It  ariseB  from  not  keeping  in 
mind  the  distinction  between  a  tax  on  the 
interest  to  which  some  person  sacceeds  on  a 
death  and  a  tax  on  the  interest  which  ceased 
by  reason  of  the  death,  the  two  being  difFer- 
ent  objects  of  taxation. 

It  may  be  doubted  by  some,  aside  from  ex- 
press constitutional  restrictions,  whether  the 
taxation  by  Congress  of  the  property  of  one 
person,  accompanied  with  an  arbitrary  pro- 
vision that  the  rate  of  tax  shall  bo  nxed 
with  reference  to  the  sum  of  the  property  of 
another,  thus  bringing  about  the  profound 
inequality  which  we  have  noticed,  would  not 
transcend  the  limitations  arising  from  those 
fundamental  conceptions  of  free  government 
which  underlie  all  constitutional  systems. 
On  this  question,  however,  in  any  of  its  as- 
pects, we  do  not  even  intimate  an  opinion, 
as  no  occasion  for  doing  so  exists,  since,  as 
we  understand  the  law,  we  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  it  does  not  sustain  the  construc- 
tion which  was  placed  on  it  l^  the  court 
below. 

By  elimination,  the  process  of  reasoning 
which  we  have  resorted  to  in  order  to  dem- 
onstrate the  unsoundness  of  the  first  two 
contentions  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute renders  it  unnecessary  to  say  anything 
in  elaboration  of  the  signiflcanoe  of  the  stat- 
ute as  embodied  in  the  third  proposition, 
which  is.  that  the  tax  is  on  the  legacies  and 
distributive  shares,  the  rate  being  primarily 
g  determined  by  the  classifleations  and  being 
•  progressively  increased  according  to  the 
amount  of  the  legacies  or  shares.  Its  cor- 
rectness is  at  once  apparent  when  the  other 
views  are  disposed  of.  As  the  ''whole 
amount  of  such  personal  property  as  afore- 
said" relates  to  the  sum  of  each  legacy  or 
distributive  share  considered  separately,  it 
follows  that  all  legacies  not  exceeding  $10,- 
000  are  not  taxed,  and  that  those  above  that 
amount  are  taxed  primarily  by  the  degree  of 
relationship  or  absence  thereof,  specified  in 
the  five  classifications  contained  in  the  stat- 
ute, and  that  the  rate  of  tax  is  progressively 
increased  by  the  amount  of  each  separate 
legacy  or  distributive  share.  This  being  the 
correct  interpretation  of  the  statute,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  court  below  erroneously  main- 
tained a  contrary  construction,  and  there- 
fore the  tax  assessed  and  collected  was  for 
a  larger  amount  than  the  sum  actually  due 
by  law. 

The  precise  meaning  of  the  law  being  thus 
determined,  the  question  whether  th«  tax 
which  it  imposes  is  direct,  and  hence  sub- 
ject to  the  requirement  of  apportionment, 
arisps  for  consideration.  Tliat  death  duties, 
generally,  have  been  from  the  beginning  in 
all  countries  considered  as  different  from 
taxes  levied  on  property,  real  or  personal,  di- 
rectly on  account  of  the  ownership  and  pos- 
session thereof,  is  demonstrated  by  the  re- 
view which  we  have  previously  made.  It 
has  also  been  established  by  what  we  have 
heretofore  said,  that  such  taxes,  almost  from 
the  beginning  of  our  national  life,  have  been 
treated  as  duties,  and  not  as  direct  taxes. 
Of  course,  they  concern  the  passing  of  prop- 
erty by  death,  for  if  there  was  no  property 


to  transmit,  there  would  be  nothing  tipos 
which  the  tax  levied  on  the  occasion  <h  deatb 
could  be  computed.  This  legislative  and  ad- 
ministrative view  of  such  taxes  has  been  di- 
rectly upheld  by  this  court  In  Beholey  v. 
Rew,  23  Wall.  349,  23  L.  ed.  102,  to  whicb 
we  have  heretofore  referred,  the  question 
presented  was  the  constitutionality  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1864,  imposing  a 
succession  duty  as  to  real  estate.  The  as- 
sertion was  that  the  duty  was  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution,  because  it  was  a  direct  tax 
and  had  not  been  apportioned.  The  tax  was 
decided  to  be  constitutional.  The  court 
said  (p.  346,  L.  ed.  p.  101): 

"But  it  is  clear  that  the  tax  or  duty  levied 
by  the  act  under  consideration  is  not  a  di-  ft 
rect  tax  within  the  meaning  of  either  ol^these  • 
provisions.  Instead  of  that  it  is  plainly  an 
excise  tax  or  duty,  authorized  by  section 
eight  of  article  one,  which  vests  the  power  in 
Congress  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  im- 
posts, and  excises  to  pay  the  debts  and  pro- 
vide for  the  common  defense  and  general  wel- 
fare. 


'^Whether  direct  taxes  in  the  sense  of  the 
Constitution  comprehend  any  other  tax  than 
a  capitation  tax  and  a  tax  on  land,  is  a  ques- 
tion not  absolutely  decided,  nor  is  it  neoee- 
sary  to  determine  it  in  the  present  case,  ae 
it  is  expressly  decided  that  the  term  does  not 
include  the  tax  on  income,  which  cannot  be 
distinguished  in  principle  from  a  succession 
tax  such  as  the  one  involved  in  the  present 
controversy.** 

This  is  decisive  against  the  contrary  eon* 
tention  here  relied  on,  unless  it  be  that  the  d^ 
cision  in  Beholey  v.  Roto  has  been  overruled^ 
and  therefore  is  no  longer  controlling. 

The  alignment  is  that  the  decision  in 
Soholey  v.  Rew  was  overruled  in  Polloek  v* 
Farmera'  Loan  d  T,  Co,  167  U.  8.  429,  39  L^ 
ed.  769,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673,  168  U.  S.  601^ 
39  L.  ed.  1108,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  912.  Tfaie 
contention  is  thus  supported  in  argument 

As  in  the  course  of  the  opinion  in  Scholef^ 
T.  Reto  the  court  said  that  taxes  on  succes- 
sions could  not  be  distinguished  in  principle 
from  an  income  tax,  therefore  the  decision  in 
the  Pollock  Case,  which  held  that  an  income 
tax  was  direct,  it  is  argued,  necessarily  de* 
cided  that  an  inheritance  tax  was  also  di* 
rect.  But  in  the  Pollook  Case  the  decision  in 
Beholey  v.  Reto,  was  not  overruled.  On  the 
contrary,  the  correctness  of  the  decision  in 
the  latter  case  as  to  the  particular  matter 
which  it  actually  decided  in  effect  was  reaf- 
firmed. In  consequence  of  the  statement 
made  in  Beholey  v.  Reto,  that  an  income  tax 
and  a  succession  tax  could  not  be  distin* 
guished  one  from  the  other,  that  case  was  re- 
lied on  in  the  Pollook  Case  by  counsel  in  ar- 
gument and  by  the  members  of  the  court  who 
dissented,  as  establishing,  for  the  reason 
stated,  that  the  income  tax  was  not  direct 
The  court,  however,  treated  Beholey  v.  Rew 
as  inapplicable  to  an  income  tax,  l^eause  it 
considered  that  whether  an  income  tax  was 
direct  was  not  actually  involved  in  the  latter 
case,  and  hence  the  illustration  which  wasS 
used  in  Beholey  v.  Rew  as  to*an  inoome  tax* 
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wa8  held  not  to  have  been  a  decision  on  tlui 
question  of  whether  or  not  an  income  tax 
was  direct. 

The  court  said  (157  U.  S.  677,  30  L.  od. 
817,  15  Sup.  Ct  Hep.  688) : 

**8ckolcy  V.  Rew,  23  Wall.  331,  23  L.  ed. 
99,  was  the  case  of  a  succession  tax,  which 
the  court  held  to  be  'plainly  an  excise  tax  or 
4uty'  upon  the  devolution  of  the  estate  or  the 
right  to  become  beneficially  entitled  to  the 
same,  or  the  income  thereof,  in  possession  or 
expectancy.  It  was  like  the  succession  tax 
«f  a  state,  held  constitutional  hi  Mager  y. 
€hima,  8  How.  490,  12  L.  ed.  1168;  and  the 
•distinction  between  the  power  of  a  state  and 
the  power  of  the  United  States  to  regulate 
the  succession  of  properly  was  not  referred 
to,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  the 
mind  of  the  court.  The  opinion  stated  that 
the  act  of  Parliament,  from  which  the  par- 
ticular provision  under  consideration  was 
borrowed,  had  received  substantially  the 
same  construction,  and  cases  under  that  act 
hold  that  a  succession  duty  is  not  a  tax  up- 
•on  income  or  upon  property,  but  on  the  act- 
ual benefit  derived  by  the  individual,  deter- 
mined as  prescribed.  Re  Ehoes,  3  Hurlst. 
4  N.  719;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Sefton,  2  Hurlst.  ft 
€.  362;  8.0.  (H.  L.)  3  Hnrlst  &  C.  1023, 
11  H.  L.  Gas.  267." 

The  argument  now  made,  therefore,  coves 
to  this:  Although  in  the  Polloek  Cctse  the 
•doctrine  which  the  court  considered  as  hav- 
ing been  actually  decided  in  Scholey  y.  Rew 
was  not  overruled,  nevertheless,  because  in 
example  which  was  made  use  of  in  the  course 
of  the  opinion  in  Beholey  v.  Rmo  was  disre- 

farded,  the  Pollock  Case  therefore  overruled 
etioley  v.  Rew.  The  issue  presented  in  the 
Pollock  Case  was  whether  an  income  tax  was 
direct,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Consti- 
tution. The  contentions  which  the  case  in- 
yolved  were  thus  presented.  On  the  one 
hand,  it  was  argued  that  only  capitation 
taxes  and  taxes  on  land  as  such  were  direct, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  con- 
sidered as  a  matter  of  first  impression,  and 
that  previous  adjudications  had  construed 
the  Constitution  as  having  that  import  On 
the  other  hand,  it  was  asserted  that,  in  prin- 
ciple, direct  taxes,  in  the  constitutional 
sense,  embraced  not  only  taxes  on  land  and 
capitation  taxes,  but  all  burdens  laid  on  real 
or  personal  property  because  of  its  owner- 
ship, which  were  equivalent  to  a  direct  tax 
2  on  such  property,  and  it  was  affirmed  that 
•  thiPprevious  adjudications  of  this  court  had 
settled  nothing  to  the  contrary.  The  issues 
which  were  thus  presented  in  the  Pollock 
Case,  it  will  be  observed,  had  been  expressly 
reserved  in  Scholey  v.  Reto,  where  it  was 
said  (23  Wall.  346,  L.  ed.  p.  102) : 

"Whether  direct  taxes  in  the  sense  of  the 
Constitution  comprehend  any  other  tax  than 
a  capitation  tax  and  a  tax  on  land,  is  a  ques- 
tion not  absolutely  decided,  nor  is  it  neces- 
sary to  determine  it  in  the  present  case." 

The  question  which  was  thus  reserved  in 
Beholey  v.  Rew,  nnd  which  was  presented  for  j 
decision  in  the  Pollock  Case,  was  decided  in 
the  latter  case,  the  court  holding  that  taxes  I 
on  the  income  of  real  and  personal  property 


were  the  legal  equivalent  of  a  direct  levy  ob 
the  property  from  which  the  income  was  de- 
rived, and  therefore  required  apportionment. 
But  there  was  no  intimation  in  the  Pollock 
Case  that  inheritance  taxes— which  had  been 
held  in  Beholey  y.  Reu>  not  to  be  direct,  which 
had  from  all  time  been  oonsidered  as  being 
imposed,  not  on  property,  real  or  personal,  as 
ordinarily  understood,  but  as  being  levied 
on  the  transmission  or  receipt  of  proper^ 
occasioned  by  death,  and  which  had  from  the 
foundation  of  the  government  been  treated  as 
a  duty  or  excise— were  direct  taxes,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  Undoubted- 
ly, in  the  course  of  the  opinion  in  the  PoU 
look  Case,  it  was  said  that,  if  a  tax  was  direet 
within  the  constitutional  sense,  the  mere  er- 
roneous oualiflcation  of  it  as  an  excise  or 
duty  would  not  take  it  out  of  the  constitu- 
tional requirement  as  to  apportionment  But 
this  language  related  to  the  subject-matter 
under  consideration,  and  was  but  a  state* 
ment  that  a  tax  which  was  in  itself  direct^ 
because  imposed  upon  property  solely  by  rea- 
son of  its  ownership,  could  not  be  changed 
by  affixing  to  it  the  qualification  of  excise  or 
duty.  Here  we  are  asked  to  decide  that  a 
tax  is  a  direct  tax  on  property  which  has  at 
all  times  been  considered  as  the  antithesis  of 
such  a  tax;  that  is,  has  ever  been  treated  as 
a  duty  or  excise,  because  of  the  particular 
occasion  which  gives  rise  to  its  levy. 

But  it  is  asserted  that  it  was  decided  in 
the  income  tax  cases  that,  in  order  to  de- 
termine whether  a  tax  be  direct  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  it  must  be  as-  A 
certained  whether  the* one  upon  whom  by? 
law  the  burden  of  paying  it  is  first  cast  can 
thereafter  shift  it  to  another  person.  If  he 
cannot,  the  tax  would  then  be  direct  in  the 
constitutional  sense,  and,  hence,  however  ob- 
vious in  other  respects  it  might  be  a  duty, 
impost,  or  excise,  it  cannot  be  levied  by  the 
rule  of  uniformity,  and  must  be  apportioned. 
From  this  assumed  premise  it  is  argued  that 
death  duties  cannot  be  shifted  from  the  one 
on  whom  they  are  first  cast  by  law,  and 
therefore  they  are  direct  taxes  requiring  ap- 
portionment 

The  fallacy  is  in  the  premise.  It  is  true 
that  in  the  income  tax  cases  the  theory  of 
certain  economists  by  which  direct  and  in- 
direct taxes  are  classified  with  reference  to 
the  ability  to  shift  the  same  was  adverted 
to.  But  this  disputable  theory  was  not  the 
basis  of  the  conclusion  of  the  court  The 
constitutional  meaning  of  the  word  direct 
was  the  matter  decided.  Considering  that 
the  constitutional  rule  of  apportionment  had 
its  origin  in  the  purpose  to  prevent  taxes 
on  persons  solely  because  of  their  general 
ownership  of  property  from  being  levied  by 
any  other  rule  than  that  of  apportionment, 
two  things  were  decided  by  the  court:  First, 
that  no  sound  distinction  existed  between  a 
tax  levied  on  a  person  solely  because  of  his 
general  ownership  of  real  property,  and  the 
same  tax  imposed  solely  because  of  his  gen- 
eral ownership  of  personal  property,  bee- 
ondly,  that  the  tax  on  the  income  derived 
from  such  property,  real  or  personal,  was 
the  legal  equivalent  of  a  direet  tax  on  th« 


m 


20  SUPREME  COURT  REPORTER. 


Oct.  TsbMi 


propertj  from  whieh  said  income  was  de- 
rived, and  hence  must  be  apportioned.  These 
conclusions,  however,  lend  no  support  to  the 
oontention  that  it  was  decided  that  duties, 
imposts  and  excises  which  are  not  the  es- 
sential equivalent  of  a  tax  on  property  gen- 
erally, real  or  personal,  solely  because  of 
its  ownership,  must  be  converted  into  direct 
taxes,  because  it  is  conceived  that  it  would 
bo  demonstrated  by  a  close  analysis  that 
they  could  not  be  shifted  from  the  person 
upon  whom  they  first  fall.  The  proposition 
now  relied  upon  was  considered  and  refuted 
in  Nicol  v.  Ames,  173  U.  8.  509,  43  L.  ed. 
786,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  622,  where  the  oourt 
said  (p.  616,  L.  ed.  p.  791,  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
p.  625): 

"The  commands  of  the  Constitution  in 
this,  as  in  all  other  respects,  must  be  obeyed ; 
direct  taxes  must  be  apportioned,  while  in- 
S  direct  taxes  must  be  uniform  throughout  the 
*  United*  States.  But  while  yielding  implicit 
obedience  to  these  constitutional  require- 
ments, it  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  this  oourt 
to  lessen,  impede,  or  obstruct  the  exercise 
of  the  taxing  power  by  merely  abstruse  and 
subtle  distinctions  as  to  the  particular  na- 
ture of  a  specified  tax,  where  such  distinc- 
tion rests  more  upon  the  differing  Uieories 
of  political  economists  than  upon  the  prac- 
tical nature  of  the  tax  itself. 

"In  deciding  upon  the  validity  of  a  tax 
with  reference  to  these  requirements,  no  mi- 
croscopic examination  as  to  the  purely  eco- 
nomical or  theoretical  nature  of  the  tax 
should  be  indulged  in  for  the  purpose  of 
placing  it  in  a  category  which  would  invali- 
date the  tax.  As  a  mere  abstract,  scientific, 
or  economical  problem,  a  particular  tax 
might  possibly  be  regarded  as  a  direct  tnx, 
when  as  a  practical  matter  pertaining  to  the 
actual  operation  of  the  tax  it  might  quite 
plainly  appear  to  be  indirect.  Under  such 
circumstances,  and  while  varying  and  dis- 
putable theories  might  be  indulged  as  to  the 
real  nature  of  the  tox,  a  court  would  not  be 
justified,  for  the  purpose  of  invalidating  the 
tax,  in  placing  it  in  a  dass  different  from 
that  to  which  its  practical  results  would 
consign  it.  Taxation  is  eminently  practical, 
and  is,  in  fact,  brought  to  every  man's  door, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  upon  its  va- 
lidity a  tax  should  be  regarded  in  its  actual, 
practical  results,  rather  than  with  reference 
to  those  theoretical  or  abstract  ideas  whose 
correctness  is  the  subject  of  dispute  and  con- 
tradiction among  those  who  are  experts  in 
the  science  of  political  economy." 

Concluding,  then  that  the  tax  under  con- 
sideration is  not  direct  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution,  but,  on  the  contrary,  is 
a  duty  or  excise,  we  are  brought  to  consider 
the  question  of  uniformity. 

The  contention  is  that  because  the  statute 
exempts  legacies  and  distributive  shares  in 
personal  property  below  $10,000,  because  it 
classifies  the  rate  of  tax  according  to  the  re- 
lationship or  absence  of  the  relationship  of 
the  taker  to  the  deceased,  and  provides  for 
a  rate  progressing  by  the  amount  of  the  leg- 
acy or  share,  therefore  the  tax  is  repugnant 
to  that  portion  of  the  first  clause  ox  section 


8  of  article  1  of  tha^Constitntion,  which  wo-  • 
vides  that  "duties,  imposts,  and  excises  snail 
be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.'' 

The  argument  to  the  contrary,  whilst  con« 
ceding  that  the  tax  devised  by  the  statuto 
does  not  fulfil  the  requirement  of  equsJity 
and  uniformity^  as  those  words  are  con-' 
strued  when  found  in  state  constitutions, 
asserts  that  it  does  not  thereby  follow  that 
the  taxes  in  question  are  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  since  the 
provision  in  the  Constitution,  that  "duties, 
imposts,  and  excises  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  United  States,"  it  is  insisted 
has  a  different  meaning  from  the  expression 
"equal  and  uniform/'  found  in  state  consti« 
tutions.  In  order  to  decide  these  respective 
contentions  it  becomes  at  the  outset  necessary 
to  accurately  define  the  theories  upon  which 
they  rest 

On  the  one  side,  the  proposition  is  that  the 
command  that  duties,  imposts,  and  excises 
shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United 
States  relates  to  the  inherent  and  intrinsie 
character  of  the  tax;  that  it  contemplates 
the  operation  of  the  tax  upon  the  property 
of  the  individual  taxpayer,  and  exacts  that 
when  an  impost,  duty,  or  excise  is  levied,  it 
shall  operate  precisely  in  the  same  manna 
upon  all  individuals;  that  is  to  say,  the 
proposition  is  that  "uniform  throughout  the 
United  States"  commands  that  excises,  da* 
ties,  and  imposts,  when  levied,  shall  be  equal 
and  uniform  in  their  operation  upon  persons 
and  property  in  the  sense  of  the  meaning  of 
the  words  equal  and  uniform,  as  now  found 
in  the  constitutions  of  most  of  the  states  ot 
the  Union.  The  contrary  construction  it 
this:  That  the  words  "uniform  throughout 
the  United  States"  do  not  relate  to  the  in* 
herent  character  of  the  tax  as  respects  its 
operation  on  individuals,  but  simply  requires 
that  whatever  plan  or  methoa  Congress 
adopts  for  laying  the  tax  in  question,  the 
same  plan  and  the  same  method  must  be 
made  operative  throughout  the  United 
States;  that  is  to  say,  that  wherever  a  sub- 
ject is  taxed  anywhere,  the  same  must  be 
taxed  everywhere  throughout  the  United 
States,  and  at  the  same  rate.  The  two  con- 
tentions then  may  be  summarized  by  saying 
that  the  one  asserts  that  the  Constitution 
prohibits  the  levy  of  any  duty,  impost,  or  ex- 
cise which  is  not  intrinsically  equal  and  uni-S 
form  in  its  operations  upon  individuals,  and* 
the  other  that  the  power  of  Congress  in  levy- 
ing the  taxes  in  question  is  by  the  terms  of 
the  Constitution  restrained  only  by  the  re- 
quirement that  such  taxes  be  geographically 
uniform. 

The  argument  as  to  intrinsic  uniformity  it 
asserted  to  find  support  in  expressions  used 
by  some  of  the  Justices  in  the  carriage  tax 
case.  Eylton  v.  Vnited  States^  3  DalT.  171, 
1  L.  ed.  556.  The  statements  thus  referred 
to  are  as  follows: 

Mr.  Justice  Paterson  said  (p.  180,  L.  ed.  p. 
5C0): 

"Apportionment  is  an  operation  on  states, 
and  involves  valuations  and  assessments 
which  are  arbitrary  and  should  not  be  re- 
sorted to  but  in  case  of  necessity.    Uniform- 
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ity  is  an  instant  operation  on  individuals, 
without  the  intervention  of  assessments,  or 
any  regard  to  states,  and  is  at  once  easy,  cer- 
tain, and  efficacious." 

Mr.  Justice  Iredell  said  (p  181,  L.  ed«  p. 
001): 

"If  H  can  be  considered  as  a  tax,  neither 
direct  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, nor  comprehended  within  the  term 
'duty,  impost,  or  excise,'  there  is  no  provision 
in  the  Constitution,  one  way  or  another,  and 
then  it  must  be  left  to  such  an  operation  of 
the  power  as  if  the  authority  to  lay  taxes 
had  been  given  generally  in  all  instances, 
without  saying  whether  they  should  be  ap- 
portioned or  uniform;  and  in  that  case,  I 
should  presume,  the  tax  ought  to  be  uniform, 
because  the  present  Constitution  was  par- 
ticularly intended  to  affect  individuals,  and 
not  states,  except  in  particular  cases  speci- 
fied. And  this  is  i^e  leadine  distinction  be- 
tween the  Articles  of  Confederation  and  the 
present  Constitution." 

And  the  following  passage  from  the  opin- 
ion in  United  States  v.  Singer,  15  Wall.  Ill, 
121,  21  L.  ed.  49,  61,  is  also  asserted  to  sup- 
port the  contention  that  a  tax  was  imposed 
upon  a  distiller,  in  the  nature  of  an  excise, 
and  the  question  arose  whether  in  its  impo- 
sition upon  different  distillers  the  uniform- 
ity of  the  tax  was  preserved,  and  the  court 
■aid: 

"The  law  is  not  in  our  judgment  subject  to 
any  constitutional  objection.  The  tax  im- 
posed upon  the  distiller  is  in  the  nature  of 
an  excise^  and  the  only  limitation  upon  the 
§  power  of  Congress  in  the^imposition  of  taxes 
•  of  this  character  is  that^they  shall  be  'uni- 
form throughout  the  United  States.'  The 
tax  here  is  uniform  in  its  operation ;  that  is« 
it  is  assessed  equally  upon  all  manufacturers 
of  spirits,  wherever  they  are.  The  law  does 
not  establish  one  rule  for  one  distiller  and  a 
different  rule  for  another,  but  the  same  rule 
for  all  alike." 

In  opposition  to  this  view  it  is  urged  that 
the  language  used  by  the  judges  in  Uie  HyU 
ion  Case  was  not  intended  to,  and  does  not, 
when  properly  understood,  refer  to  the  in- 
herent character  of  the  tax,  but  simply  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that,  differing  from  the 
Articles  of  Confederation,  power  was  given 
to  Congress  by  the  Constitution  to  levy 
duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  thus  acting  upon 
individuals;  and  that  the  language  in  the 
Singer  Case,  whilst  it  uses  the  word  "equal," 
dearly  referred,  not  to  an  inherent  uniform- 
ity, but  to  a  geographical  one.  And  this,  it 
is  argued,  is  rendered  certain  by  the  opinion 
in  the  Head  Money  Cases,  112  U.  S.  580,  594, 
sub  nom,  Edye  v.  Rohertson,  28  L.  ed.  798, 
802,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  247,  252,  where,  in  con- 
sidering the  objection  that  a  tax  imposed 
upon  t£e  owners  of  steam  vessels  for  each 
passenger  landed  at  New  York  from  a  foreign 
port  was  void  because  not  levied  by  any  rule 
of  uniformity,  the  court,  speaking  by  Jus- 
tice Miller,  said: 

"The  tax  is  uniform  when  it  operates  TvitU 
the  same  force  and  effect  in  everyplace  where 
the  subject  of  it  is  found.  The  tax  in  this 
eaae^  which,  as  far  as  it  can  be  called  a  tax. 


is  an  excise  duty  on  the  business  of  bringing 
passengers  from  foreign  countries  into  this 
by  ocean  navigation,  is  uniform,  and  operates 
precisely  alike  in  every  port  of  the  United 
States  where  such  passengers  can  be  landed." 

To  overcome  the  construction  in  favor  of 
geographical  uniformity  asserted  by  the  |pov- 
ernment  to  arise  frcxn  the  language  just 
quoted,  it  is,  in  the  first  place,  argued  that 
when  correctly  understood  it  does  not  sus- 
tain the  claim  so  based  on  it,  and,  in  the  sec- 
ond place,  that  if  it  does,  it  is  not  binding  aa 
authority,  because  the  Head  Money  Oases  in- 
volved, not  the  uniformity  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution, but  that  portion  of  clause  6  of  sec- 
tion 9  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution,  whidi 
dedares  that  "no  preference  shall  be  given 
by  any  regulation  of  commerce  or  revenue  to 
the  ports  of  one  state  over  those  of  another." 

It  is  conceded  that  if  the  preference  clause gj 
just  referred  to*and  the  uniform  clause  have* 
the  same  meaning,  that  of  course  merely  a 
geographical  operation  was  intended.  But 
it  is  insisted  that  the  two  clause  are  dis- 
tinct in  import,  and  that  the  difference  in 
language  of  the  two  manifests  the  distinct 
meanings  which  should  be  affixed  to  them. 
It  is  apparent  that  the  controversy  cannot  be 
disposed  of  by  a  mere  reference  to  prior  ad- 
judications, since  rdiance  is,  by  both  sides, 
in  effect,  placed  upon  the  same  dedsiona. 
But  to  determine  which  view  of  the  cited  au- 
thorities is  the  correct  one,  it  will  become 
necessary  not  only  to  analyze  the  facta  which 
were  at  issue  in  the  decided  cases,  but  also  to 
elucidate  the  language  of  the  opinions  which 
have  given  rise  to  the  oonfiicting  construo- 
tions  now  placed  upon  such  language,  by  an 
examination  of  the  subjects  to  which  the 
language  related.  As  to  do  this  calls  for  a 
critical  consideration  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  referred  to  in  the  opinions  re- 
lied on,  we  shall,  for  the  moment,  put  the 
cases  referred  to  out  of  mind,  and  consider 
the  controversy  presented  as  oxte  of  original 
impression.  We  are,  moreover,  impelled  to 
this  course  from  the  fact  that  as  the  word 
"imiform,"  or  the  words  "equal  and  uni- 
form," are  now  generally  found  in  state  con- 
stitutions, and  as  there  contained  have  been 
with  practical  unanimity  interpreted  by 
state  courts  as  applying  to  the  intrinsic 
nature  of  the  tax  and  its  operation  upon  in- 
dividuals, if  it  be  that  the  words  "uniform 
throughout  the  United  States,"  as  contained 
in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
have  a  different  significance,  the  reason  for 
such  conclusion  should  be  carefully  and  ao* 
c urate! y  stated. 

Considering  the  text,  it  is  apparent  that  if 
the  word  "uniform"  means  "equal  and  uni- 
form" in  the  sense  now  asserted  by  the  op- 
ponents of  the  tax,  the  words  "throughout 
the  United  States,"  are  deprived  of  all  real 
significance,  and  sustaining  the  contention 
must  hence  lead  to  a  disregard  of  the  de- 
mentary  canon  of  construction  which  re- 
quires that  effect  be  given  to  each  word  of  the 
Constitution. 

Taking  a  wider  view,  it  is  to  be  remembered 
that  tiie  power  to  tax  contained  in  section 
8  of  article  1  is  to  lay  and  collect  "taxes,  da> 
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tieB,  ImpoBtSy  and  excises; 


but  all 


Jg  4uties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall  be  unifonn 

•  ^iraughout  the  United*  States."  Thus,  the 
qualification  Off  uniformity  is  imposed,  not 
upon  all  taxes  which  the  Constitution  au- 
thorizes, hut  only  on  duties,  imposts,  and  ex- 
cises. The  conclusion  that  inherent  equality 
and  uniformity  is  contemplated  luTolves, 
therefore,  the  proposition  that  tiie  rule  of  in- 
trinsic uniformity  is  applied  by  the  Consti- 
tution to  taxation  by  means  of  duties,  im- 
posts, and  excises,  and  it  is  not  applicable  to 
any  other  form  of  taxes.  It  cannot  be  doubt- 
ed that  in  levying  direct  taxes,  after  appor- 
tioning the  amount  among  the  several  states, 
as  provided  in  clause  4  of  section  9  of  article 
1  of  the  Constitution,  Confess  has  the  power 
to  choose  the  objects  of  direct  taxation,  and 
to  levy  the  quota  as  apportioned  direcUy 
upon  the  objects  so  selected.  Even  then,  if 
the  view  of  inherent  uniformity  be  the  true 
one,  none  of  the  taxes  so  levied  would  be 
subjected  to  such  rule,  as  tiie  requirement 
only  relates  to  duties,  imposts,  and  excises. 

But  the  classes  of  taxes  termed  duties,  im- 
posts, and  excises,  to  wliich  the  rule  of  uni- 
Tormity  applies,  are  those  to  which  the  prin- 
ciple  of  equality  and  uniformity  in  the  sense 
daimed  is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  the  least 
applicable  and  least  susceptible  of  being  en- 
forced. Excises  usually  look  to  a  paxticular 
subject,  and  levy  burdens  with  reference  to 
the  act  of  manufacturing  them,  selling  them, 
etc  They  are  or  may  be  as  varied  in  form 
as  are  the  acts  or  dealings  with  which  the 
taxes  are  concerned.  Impost  duties  take 
every  conceivuhle  form,  as  may  by  the  leg- 
islative authority  be  deemed  best  for  the 
genera]  welfare.  They  have  been  at  all  times 
often  specific.  They  have  sometimes  been 
discriminatory,  particularly  when  deemed 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  tariff  legislation 
of  other  countries.  The  claim  of  intrinsic 
uniformity,  therefore,  imputes  to  the  framers 
a  restriction  as  to  certain  forms  of  taxes, 
where  the  restraint  was  least  appropriate 
and  the  omission  where  it  was  most  needed. 
This  discord  which  the  construction,  if  well 
founded,  would  create,  suggests  at  once  the 
unsoundness  of  the  proposition,  and  gives 
rise  to  the  inference  that  the  contrary  view 
by  which  the  unity  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  is  maintained,  must  be  the  cor- 
rect one.  In  fact,  it  is  apparent  that  if  im- 
posts, duties,  and  excises  are  controlled  by 
the  rule  of  intrinsic  uniformity,  the  methods 
^  usually  employed  at  the  time  of  the  adoption 

•  of  the 'Constitution  in  all  countries  in  the 
levy  of  such  taxes  would  have  to  be  aban- 
doned in  this  country,  and,  therefore,  whilst 
nominally  having  the  authority  to  impose 
taxes  of  this  character,  the  power  to  do  so 
would  be  virtually  denied  to  Congress. 

Now,  that  the  requirement  t£at  direct 
taxes  should  be  apportioned  among  the  sev- 
eral states,  contemplated  the  protection  of 
the  states,  to  prevent  their  being  called  upon 
to  contribute  more  than  was  deemed  their 
due  share  of  the  burden,  is  clear.  Giving 
to  the  term  uniformity  as  applied  to  duties, 
imposts,  and  excises  a  geographical  signifi- 
Cfuioe,  likewise  causes  t&aX  provision  to  look 


to  the  forbidding  of  diserlmi nation  as  b«» 
tween  the  states,  by  the  levying  of  duUee» 
imposts,  or  excises  upon  a  particular  subject 
in  one  state  and  a  different  duty,  impost^  or 
excise  on  the  sadna  subject  in  another;  and 
therefore,  as  far  as  nmy  be,  is  a  restriotion 
in  the  same  direction  ind  in  harmony  with 
the  requirement  of  apportionm«nt  of  direet 
taxes.  And  the  ooncfusion  that  the  possiU« 
discrimination  against  one  or  more  states 
was  the  only  thing  intended  to  be  provided 
for  by  the  rule  which  uniformity  imposed 
upon  the  power  to  levy  duties,  imposts,  and 
excises,  is  greatly  strengthened  by  consider* 
ing  the  state  of  the  law  in  the  mother  coun- 
try and  in  the  colonies,  and  the  practice  of 
taxation  which  obtained  at  or  about  the  tiuM 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution. 

In  England,  nowhere  had  the  conception 
of  a  limitation  on  the  power  to  levy  duties, 
imposts,  and  excises  by  an  intrinsic  rule  of 
umformity  found  utterance,  and  the  prao> 
tice  which  had  obtained,  it  may  be  said,  was 
commonfly  to  the  contrary.  Passing  without 
special  notice  the  system  of  customs  (import 
and  export)  duties  existing  in  Encland  from 
a  time  long  prior  to  the  Revolution,  which 
was  replete  with  examples  of  taxation  not 
fulfilling  the  reauirement  of  intrinsic  equal- 
ity  and  uniformity,  we  briefly  refer  to  a  few 
examples  of  the  same  nature  afforded  by 
statutes  imposing  internal  taxation  in  tha 
mother  country. 

Internal  taxation,  in  the  form  of  exdseSy 
was  introduced  into  England  by  a  Parlia^ 
mentary  resolution  passed  on  March  28, 
1648,  and  carried  into  effect  ^  an  ordinanoe 
at  the  same  date.  2  Dowell,  History  of  Tax- 
ation, 9.  Many  of  these  excises  were  ink- 
posed  with  reference  to  the  supposed  ability  § 
of  tht^party  whose  property,  office,  etc..  was  • 
assessed  to  pay  the  same.  Thus,  in  1747, 
a  duty  of  excise  was  imposed  upon  coaches 
and  other  carriages  kept  for  personal  use. 
20  Geo.  n.  chap.  10;  19  SUt.  31.  In  1756 
a  duty  of  excise  was  imposed  upoi^  the  pos- 
sessor of  plate  over  a  certain  weight.  — 
Geo.  II.,  chap.  14;  21  SUt.  888.  In  1758 
all  offices  of  profit,  other  than  naval  and  mil- 
itary, were  subjected  to  the  payment  of  duty 
tohenihe  salary  exceeded  100  pounds.  30  Geo. 
II.,  chap.  22.  In  1777  a  duty  was  imposed 
upon  employers  of  coachmen  and  other  men 
servants.  15  Geo.  III.,  chap.  29;  31  Stat 
372.  In  1779  a  duty  was  imposed,  not  upon 
all  forms  of  locomotion,  but  upon  traA-^ling 
by  post,  the  usual  method  of  locomotion 
among  the  wealthier  classes.  19  Geo.  III., 
chap.  51 ;  32  Stat.  279.  In  1784  a  duty  was 
laid,  not  uniformly  with  respect  to  all  horses 
kept  by  a  person,  but  in  respect  to  horses 
kept  for  the  saddle  or  driving  in  carriages. 
24  Geo.  III.,  chap.  31 ;  84  Stat.  536. 

It  is  accurate  to  say  that  in  the  colonies 
prior  to  the  confederation,  and  in  the  states 
prior  to  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution, the  wisdom  of  restraining  the  levy 
of  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  by  an  express 
requirement  of  inherent  equality  and  uni- 
formity had  likewise  nowhere  found  expres- 
sion. The  state  constitutions  of  the  revolu- 
tionary period    (except,  perhapa,  thoss  of 
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HassachuBettfl  and  New  Hampshire)  con- 
tained no  provisiona  indicating  an  intent  to 
control  the  bodies  authorized  to  levy  taxes 
and  raise  money  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion  as  to  the  mode  to  be  adopted  in 
levying  taxation.  The  people  were  content 
to  commit  to  their  representatives  the  enact- 
ment of  reasonable  and  wholesome  laws,  be- 
ing satisfied  with  the  protection  afforded  by 
a  representative  and  free  government  and  by 
the  general  principles  of  the  common  law 
protecting  the  inalienable  rights  of  life^  lib- 
erty, and  property. 

The  Massachusetts  Constitution  of  1780 
and  that  of  1788  of  New  Hampshire  merely 
required  that  the  assessments  of  rates  and 
taxes  should  be  proportional  and  reasonable 
and  with  a  view  to  equality,  but  there  was 
no  such  qualification  expressed  as  to  the  au- 
thority conferred  "to  impose  and  levy  rea- 
S  Bonable  duties  and  excises  upon  any  produce, 

*  goods,  wares,  merchandiss^^and  commodities 
whatsoever,  brought  into,  produced,  manu* 
factured,  or  being  within  the  same.*' 

In  taxing  laws  of  the  original  atatee  prior 
to  the  convention  of  1787,  exemptions  were 
allowed  from  a  consideration  of  what  was 
deemed  best  for  the  general  welfar^  and 
taxes  were  frequently  laid  from  a  considera- 
tion of  the  presumed  ability  of  the  owner  to 
pay  the  tax.  Discriminations  and  exemp- 
tions were  also  contained  in  various  state 
taxing  laws,  whioh  illustrate  the  discretion 
vested  in  the  legislative  bodies  of  the  states 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  eighteenth  century. 
S  We  print  in  the  margin  a  few  examples.! 

*  *It  cannot  be  therefore  supposed  that  the 
framers  of  the  Constitution,  in  ttsioff  the 
words  "uniform  throughout  the  United 
States,"  contemplated  to  confer  the  power  to 
levy  duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  and  yet  to 
accompany  this  grant  of  authority  with  a  re- 
striction which  had  never  found  expression 
as  to  such  taxes  at  that  time  anywhere,  and 
whieh  was  contrary  to  the  practice  which  had 
uniformly  obtained  both  in  the  mother  conn- 
try  and  in  the  colonies  and  in  the  states  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.  But 
one  of  the  most  satisfactory  answers  to  the 
argument  that  the  uniformity  required  by 
the  Constitution  is  the  same  as  the  equal  and 
uniform   clause    which  has   sinoe   been  em- 


bodied in  so  many  of  the  state  constitutions, 
results  from  a  review  of  the  practice  under 
the  Constitution  from  the  beginning.  From 
the  very  first  Congress  down  to  the  present 
date,  in  laying  duties,  imposts,  and  excises 
the  rule  of  inherent  uniformity,  or,  in  other 
words,  intrinsically  equal  and  uniform  taxes, 
has  been  disregarded,  and  the  principle  of 
geographical  uniformity  consistently  en-g 
forced.  Take,  for  a  general  example,  •spe-» 
cific  import  duties,  by  which  particular  spe- 
cific rates  are  imposed  on  enumerated  arti- 
cles, without  reference  to  their  value.  It  Is 
manifest  that  all  such  duties  are  void,  if  in- 
trinsic equality  and  uniformity  be  the  rule, 
and  yet  in  all  the  great  controversies  which 
have  arisen  over  the  policy  of  impost  duties 
generally,  and  particularly  as  to  the  eco- 
nomic wisdom  of  specific  duties,  never  has  it  . 
been  contended  that  the  power  to  impose 
them  did  not  exist  because  of  the  uniformity 
clause  of  the  Constitution.  So,  also,  men- 
tion may  be  made  of  the  common  form  of  the 
excises  on  distilled  spirits  with  the  tax  per 
gallon,  without  reference  to  the  value  there- 
I  of. 

I  Indeed,  tariff  duties  have  not  only  varied 
[  with  different  articles,  but  have  varied  with 
the  different  valuations  of  the  same  article. 
We  cite  a  few  instances  of  the  latter  charac- 
ter, found  in  the  tariff  acts  of  August  5, 
1861  (12  Stat,  at  L.  293,  chap.  45),  and  Au- 
gust 27,  1894  (28  SUt.  at  L.  530,  chap.  347)» 
respectively.  In  the  act  of  1861  a  duty  was 
imposed-^ 

'*0n  all  silks  valued  at  not  over  one  dollar 
per  square  yard,  thirty  per  centum  ad  vnh 
larem;  on  all  silks  valued  over  one  dollar 
per  square  yard,  forty  per  centum  ad 
valorem;  on  all  silk  velvets  or  velvets  of 
which  silk  is  the  component  material  of  chief 
value,  valued  at  three  dollars  per  square  yard 
or  under,  thirty  per  centum  ad  valorem i 
valued  at  over  three  dollars  per  square  yard^ 
forty  peroentum  ad  valorem." 

In  the  act  of  1894  occurs  the  following  par- 
agraph: 

''280.  On  woolen  and  worsted  yams  made 
wholly  or  in  part  of  wool,  worsted,  the  hair 
of  the  camel,  goat»  alpaca  or  other  animals, 
valued  at  not  more  than  forty  cents  per 
pound,  thirty  per  centum  ad  valorem;  valued 


tin  chapter  5  of  the  PennsylvaDla  Statntes 
of  March  27.  1782.  a  tax  was  laid  upon  "negro 
and  mulatto  servaDts  above  the  age  of  twelve 
years;  horses,  mares,  and  cattle  above  three 
years  old ;  coaches  and  carriages  kept  by  any 
person  for  his  or  her  own  use,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  traveling  or  pleasure.'*  The  chaises  or 
rtdtng  chairs  of  ministers  of  the  gospel,  the 
president,  professors,  or  tutors  of  Harvard  Col- 
lege, or  grammar  school  masters,  were  exempt 
from  duty  of  excises  laid  upon  certain  de- 
scribed coaches  and  other  carriages,  by  an  act 
passed  in  Massachusetts  on  July  10,  1T88. 

In  a  law  of  1784.  at  page  181,  of  the  Laws  of 
Connecticut,  the  listers  were  required  In  the  list 
of  polls  and  ratable  assets  of  the  Inhabitants 
of  the  respective  counties  to  list  polls  from 
twenty-one  to  seventy  years  of  age  at  18  pounds, 
and  polls  from  sixteen  to  twenty-one  years  old 
at  nine  pounds;  honses  were  to  be  listed,  not 
nnlformly,  but  according  to  the  number  of  flre- 
plaoee;  attorneys  at  law  and  physicians  and 


surgeons  were  to  be  listed,  the  least  practitioner 
at  a  certain  sum.  and  larger  practitioners  high- 
er In  proportion;  shopkeepers  or  traders,  the 
lowest  class  at  25  ponnds.  and  all  others  In  dne 
proportion ;  and  each  allowed  and  licensed  tav^ 
em  keeper  was  to  be  set  at  15  pounds,  and  to  be 
added  to  in  proportion  to  their  situation  and 
profits,  according  to  the  best  judgment  of  the 
Haters ;  and  persons  following  any  "mechanical 
art  or  mystery,  such  as  blacksmith  a  shoemak- 
ers, tanners,  goldsmiths,  or  silversmiths.'*  and 
all  other  works  and  occupations  followed  or  pur- 
sued by  any  person  by  which  profits  arise,  ex- 
cept business  In  any  public  oflice,  husbandry, 
and  common  labor  for  hire,  were  to  be  assessed 
by  the  best  judgment  of  the  listers. 

The  general  assembly  of  New  Jersey,  by  the 
act  (chap.  400)  December  22,  1783,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  10.000  pounds  for  the  support 
of  government  and  the  contingent  expenses  for 
the  year  1784,  enumerated  a  large  number  of 
items  of  persons  and  articles  which  were  made 
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«t  more  than  forty  eents  per  pound,  forty 
per  centum  ad  valorem," 

80  also  a  single  paragraph  of  the  tariff 
acts  has  frequently  eontained  an  elaborate 
•ystem  of  minimum  classifications  and  com- 
poiuid  duties,  as  well  as  exemptions  for  im- 
portations below  a  certain  value.  See  pro- 
visions discussed  in  Arthur  v.  Vietor,  127  U. 
S.  572,  575,  32  L.  ed.  201,  202,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1125;  Uedden  v.  Robertson,  151  U.  S.  520, 
521,  88  L.  ed.  257,  14  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  434;  Ar- 
thur V.  Morgan,  112  U.  S.  495,  498,  28  L.  ed. 
825,  826,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  241. 
Nor  can  it  be  said  that  these  illustrations 
prelate  to  legislation  enacted  long  after  the 
*  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  when  by*lapse 
of  time  an  erroneous  conception  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution  had  arisen,  for 
the  examples  to  which  we  Lave  just  referred 
are  but  types  of  many  forms  of  taxation  by 
way  of  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  which 
were  enacted  without  question  from  the  very 
beginning,  and  have  continued  in  an  un- 
broken line  to  the  present  time,  sanctioned  by 
the  founders  of  our  institutions  and  ap- 
proved in  practical  execution  by  all  the  il- 
lustrious men  who  have  directed  the  public 
destinies  of  the  nation.  Excise  taxes  were 
largely  used  during  the  administration  of 
President  Washington,  and  again  durine  and 
after  the  war  of  1812.  It  may  properly  be 
said  of  these  excises  that  none  of  them  were 
uniform  according  to  the  principles  now  con- 
tended for,  yet  no  constitutional  question  in 
this  regard  was  ever  raised  about  them.    A 


taxable  by  the  act,  to  be  valued  and  rated  by 
the  assessors  within  stated  sums.  Single  men 
who  kept  a  horse  were  to  be  rated  at  not  ex- 
ceeding 10  shillings,  while  single  men  who  did 
not  keep  a  horse  were  to  be  rated  at  not  exceed- 
ing 5  shillings.  Male  slaves  were  to  be  taxed 
at  not  exceeding  5  shillings,  but  it  was  provided 
*that  no  sla^e  Is  to  be  taxed  who  Is  nnable  to 
work,  or  that  may  appear  to  the  assessors  to  be 
no  profit  to  his  master  or  mistress.**  Fisheries 
where  fish  were  caught  for  sale,  and  sawmills 
that  sawed  timber  for  sale  or  hire,  were  to  be 
rated  not  exceeding  2  pounda 

In  South  Carolina,  by  an  act  passed  March 
28.  1787  (6  Stat,  at  L.  24),  entitled  *«An  Act  for 
Raising  Supplies  for  the  Year  1787.**  a  tax  of 
9  shillings  and  4  pence  was  laid  upon  free  ne- 
groes and  mulattoes  from  sixteen  to  fifty  years 
of  age,  while  the  lax  upon  free  white  men  was 
upon  those  neither  lame  nor  disabled,  and  who 
were  between  twenty-one  to  fifty  years  of  age, 
while  the  tax  was  to  be  10  shillings  per  head. 
And  a  tax  of  1  per  cent  was  laid  on  the  profits 
of  faculties  and  professions,  clergymen,  school- 
masters, and  schoolmistresses  excepted. 

In  Delaware,  by  a  law  passed  In  the  sixteenth 
year  of  the  reign  of  Geo.  II.  (Laws  of  Delaware, 
Adams*  ed.,  pub.  1797.  p.  267),  and  apparently 
In  force  when  the  Constitution  of  1792  was 
adopted  (Id.  pp.  896,  429),  unsettled  tracts  and 
parcels  of  land  were  exempted  from  taxation, 
and  the  assessors  were  directed  in  assessing  per- 
sons to  ha^e  due  regard  **to  such  as  are  poor 
and  have  a  charge  of  children,"  the  poorest  sort 
of  such  not  to  be  rated  under  8  pounds.  Single 
men  without  visible  estate  were  to  be  rated  at 
not  less  than  12  pounds  nor  more  than  24 
pounds,  excepting,  however,  single  men  under 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  apprentices  and 
■nch  as  had  not  been  out  of  apprenticeship  more 
than  six  montha 


partial  list  of  some  of  the  earlier  acts  is  in- 
serted in  the  margin.!    We  do  not  cite  from  g 
the  latter  revenue  acta^*  becauae  of  the  no- « 
merous  and  familiar  instances  of  such  legi» 
lation  which  abound  therein. 

The  necessities  which  gave  birth  to  tlM 
Constitution,  the  oontrovendes  which  pa-eced« 
ed  its  formation,  and  the  conflicts  of  opinion 
which  were  settled  by  its  adoption,  may 
properly  be  taken  into  view  for  the  purpoaa 
of  tracing  to  its  source  any  particulEur  pro- 


tFederal    excises   during   the   first   gensratloB 

after  the  Constitution. 

I.  Washington's  administration. 

March  3, 1791,  chap.  16,  f  1 14,  15,  on  distilled 
spirits;  not  uniform  or  proportionate  to 
strength.  No  tax  on  country  distilleries  usisg 
homemade  materials. 

May  8,  1792,  chap.  82,  f  1,  on  distilled  spli^ 
its;  country  distillers  taxed  differently  from 
those  In  cities,  towns,  and  villages;  f  11,  no 
drawback  on  any  quantity  less  than  100  gal- 
lons. 

June  5,  1794,  chap.  45,  f  1,  on  carriages.  Con- 
tains some  exemptions.  (Discussed  In  Hylton  t. 
Untied  States,  8  Dall.  171.  1  L.  ed.  556.) 

June  5,  1794,  chap.  48,  on  licenses  for  ma^ 
Ing  certain  sales  of  wines  or  foreign  distilled 
spirituous  liquors. 

June  6,  1794,  chap.  51,  f|  1,  3,  on  snuff  and 
refined  sugar ;  |  14,  no  drawback  on  any  quan- 
tity less  than  $12  worth.  (Discussed  in  Penfi- 
ington  v.  Coxe,  2  Cranch.  88,  2  L.  ed.  199.) 

June  9,  1794,  chap.  65,  I  1,  on  auction  ealee; 
with  exemption  of  judicial  salea  sales  of  goods 
distrained  or  In  insolvency;  and  of  sales  of 
produce  of  land,  when  sold  on  the  land  where 
produced,  etc. ;  and  of  sales  **of  any  farming 
utensils,  stock,  or  household  furniture  by  per- 
sons removing  from  the  place  of  their  former 
residence,  where  the  amount  .  .  .  shall  not 
exceed  $200.'* 

March  3,  1795,  chap.  48,  I  1,  on  mortare  and 
pestles,  etc..  In  snuff  mills :  f  8,  no  drawback  on 
any  exports  of  snuff  less  than  800  lbs. 

May  28,  1796,  chap.  87,  i  1,  on  carriagei^ 
with  exemptions. 

11.  Period  of  war  of  1812. 

July  24,  1818,  chap.  21,  f  1,  on  refined  sugar. 

July  24,  1818,  chap.  24,  f  3U  on  carrlagesb 
with  exemptiona 

July  24,  1813,  chap.  25,  I  1,  on  licenses  for 
distilling  liquors. 

July  24,  1813,  chap.  26,  f  1,  on  auction  sales ; 
%  of  1  per  cent  on  sales  of  vessels ;  1  per  cent 
on  other  sales  of  goods,  etc.,  with  exemptions. 

August  2,  1818.  chap.  89,  f  4,  on  licensee  for 
retailing  wines,  etc ;  one  rate  for  cities,  towns^ 
and  villages,  another  for  the  country. 

August  2,  1818,  chap.  53,  if  1,  2.  on  bank 
notes,  etc.,  graduated  but  not  ad  valorem;  eea^ 
mutable  at  1^  per  cent  on  dividends. 

December  16, 1814,  chap.  12.  1 1,  on  carrlsfeflb 
graduated  but  not  ad  valorem, 

December  21,  1814,  chap.  16,  I  1,  on  distilled 
splrlta 

December  23,  1814,  chap.  16.  I  1,  on  auction 
sales:  f  8,  on  retailers'  licenses. 

January  18,  1815.  chap.  22,  |  1,  on  domestle 
manufactures.  Various  specific  and  ad  valorem 
rates,  with  exemptions,  as  umbrellas  under  $2» 
boots  under  $5  a  pair. 

January  18.  1815,  chap.  23,  |  1,  on  household 
furniture  kept  for  use  (annual  duty)  with 
minimum  of  $200,  graudated  but  not  ad  valorem^ 
The  unit  Is  the  family ;  f  13,  exemption  of 
books,  etc. ;  f  14,  exemption  of  certain  charity 
ble.  rellgloua  or  literary  institutions. 

February  27.  1815,  chap.  61,  on  plata 

April  19,  1816,  chap.  58»  I  4,  on  llesnsee  tm 
distilling  llquora 
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Tiflion  of  tlie  Goiuititution  in  order  thereby 
to  be  enabled  to  correetly  interpret  its  mean- 
ing. Pollook  r.  Farmera'  Loan  d  T,  Co,  167 
U.  8.  058,  30  L.  ed«  811,  15  Sap.  Ct  Bep. 
673. 

The  paralysis  which  the  Articles  of  Con- 
federation produced  upon  the  Continental 
Congress  because  of  the  want  of  power  in 
that  body  to  enforce  necessary  taxation  to 
sustain  tiie  government  needs  no  more  than 
statement.  And  the  proceedings  of  the  Coo- 
flpress  during  the  confederation  afford  abun- 
dant evidence  of  the  constant  effort  which 
was  made  to  overcome  this  situation  by  at- 
tempts to  obtain  authority  from  the  states 
for  Conn-ess  to  levy  the  taxes  deemed  by  it 
essential,  and  thus  relieve  it  from  the  embar- 
rassment occasioned  by  the  fact  that  all  de- 
mands for  revenue  depended  for  fulfilment 
wholly  upon  the  action  of  the  respective 
states.  Despite  the  constant  agitation  as  to 
Sthe  subject  and  the  abundant  discussions 
*  which  took  place^ln  relation  to  it  durine  the 
period  of  the  confederation,  in  the  whole  of 
the  proceedings  not  a  word  can  be  found 
which  can  give  rise  to  even  the  suggestion 
that  there  was  then  any  thought  of  restrain- 
ing the  taxing  power  with  reference  to  the 
intrinsic  operation  of  a  tax  upon  individ- 
uals. On  the  contrary,  the  sole  and  the  only 
question  which  was  ever  present  and  in 
every  form  was  discussed,  was  the  operation 
of  any  taxing  power  which  might  be  granted 
to  Congress  upon  the  respective  states;  in 
other  words,  Uie  discrimination  as  r^^ards 
states  which  might  arise  from  a  greater  or 
lesser  proportion  of  any  tax  being  pud  with* 
in  the  geographical  limits  of  a  particular 
state. 

The  proceedings  of  the  Continental  Con- 
gress also  make  it  dear  that  the  words 
''uniform  throughout  the  United  States," 
which  were  afterwards  inserted  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  had,  prior  to 
its  adoption,  been  frequently  used,  and  al- 
ways with  reference  purely  to  a  geo^^phi- 
cal  uniformity  and  as  synonymous  with  the 
expression  "to  operate  generally  throughout 
the  United  States."  The  foregoing  situation 
so  thoroughly  permeated  all  the  proceedings 
of  the  Continental  Congress  that  we  might 
well  rest  content  with  their  mere  statement. 
We  shall,  however,  make  a  few  references  on 
the  subject. 

The  view  that  intrinsic  uniformity  was  not 
then  conceived  is  well  shown  by  remarks  by 
Mr.  Wilson  upon  a  proposition  submitted  by 
him  to  the  Continental  Congress  on  March 
18,  1783  (5  Elliot,  Debates,  67),  that  Con- 
gress be  empowered  to  lay  and  impose  "a 
tax  of  one  quarter  of  a  dollar  per  hundred 
acres  on  all  located  and  surveyed  lands  with- 
in each  of  the  states."  He  said,  speaking  of 
the  proposed  tax,  "that  it  was  more  moderate 
than  had  been  paid  before  the  Revolution, 
and  it  could  not  be  supposed  the  people 
would  grudge  to  pay,  as  the  price  of  their 
liberty,  what  was  formerly  paid  to  their  op- 
pressors." 

As  early  as  February,  1781,  a  resolution 
was  proposed  authorizing  Congress  to  levy 
eertain  taxes  and  duties,  which  resolution 
€0  8.  C.-40. 


contained  tha  proviso,  ''and  the  same  artidas 
shall  bear  the  same  duty  and  impost  througli- 
out  the  said  states  without  exemption."  1 
Elliot,  Debates,  p.  02. 

Though  this  resolution  failed  of  paaaaga, 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  the  whole  waaS 
agreed  to  on  the  same  day,  in  the  fonn*of  a* 
resolution  recommended  to  the  several  spates 
to  levy  for  the  use  of  the  United  States  a 
duty  of  5  i>er  cent  upon  imports,  with  oar^ 
tain  exceptions,  and  a  duty  of  5  per  cent 
upon  all  prizes  and  prize  goods.  As  late  aa 
December,  1782,  however,  some  of  the  states 
had  failed  to  comply  with  this  resolution.  5 
Elliot,  Debates,  13. 

On  January  25,  1783  (5  Elliot,  Debates, 
31),  a  resolution  was  propoaed  declaring 
that  Congress  would  "make  every  effort  in 
their  power  to  obtain,  from  the  reapecUva 
states,  general  and  substantial  funas  ade- 
quate to  the  object  of  funding  the  whole  debt 
of  the  United  States;  .  .  ."  The  wofd 
"general"  was  stricken  out,  because  suscep- 
tible of  being  considered  as  implying  tiiat 
every  object  of  taxation  within  the  states 
should  be  embraced.  That  ia  to  aay,  in  order 
to  remove  any  impression  that  the  word 
"general"  might  imply  the  obligation  to  levy 
on  all  articles,  the  phraseology  of  the  pre- 
vious resolution  was  changed  so  as  to  eauae 
the  word  to  have  merely  a  geographical  sig- 
nificance, vis,,  to  require  that  whatever  sub- 
ject of  taxation  was  assessed,  the  same  sub- 
ject should  be  taxed  in  every  state,  or,  in 
other  words,  that  the  particular  tax  should 
operate  generally  throughout  the  United 
States.  Two  days  later,  a  new  resolution 
having  been  introduced  declaring  it  to  be  the 
opinion  of  Congress  that  general  funds 
should  be  established,  to  be  collected  by  Con- 
gress, the  same  objection  was  repeated  (5 
Elliot,  Debates,  34),  and  the  proposition 
was  amended  so  as  to  read  "establishment  of 
permanent  and  adequate  funds  to  operate 
generally  throughout  the  United  States." 
There  being  controversy  as  to  whether  Con- 
gress should  be -allowed  to  collect  the  taxes 
(5  Elliot,  Debates,  34),  the  debates  record 
the  following  proceedings: 

"On  the  motion  of  Mr.  Madison,  the  whole 
proposition  was  new  modeled,  as  follows: 

*Tbat  it  is  the  opinion  of  Conffreas  that 
the  establishment  of  permanent  and  adequate 
funds  to  operate  generally  throughout  the 
United  States,  is  indispensably  necessary  for 
doing  complete  justice  to  the  creditors  of  the 
United  States,  for  restoring  public  credit, 
and  for  providing  for  the  future  exigencies  of 
the  war.' 

"The  words  'to  be  collected  under  the  an- 
tliority  of  Congress'  were,  aa  a  separate  ques- 
tion, left  to  be  added  afterwards."  g 
*Mr.  Maxiison,  after  commenting  on  the  do-* 
merits  of  the  plans  just  referred  to,  prefaced 
his  subsequent  remarks  with  the  following 
(5  Elliot,  Debates,  p.  36) :  "It  remains  to 
examine  the  merits  of  a  plan  of  general  rev- 
enue operating  throughout  the  United Statee, 
under  the  superintendence  of  Congress." 

On  March  11,  1783  (6  EUiot,  Debates, 
64),  a  vote  waa  taken  upon  three  questiona. 
the  first  being:  "Shall  any  taxea  to  operaU 
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generally  throughout  the  states,  be  reoom- 
meoded  by  Congress,  other  than  ditties  on 
foreign  commerce?''  The  matter  culminated 
on  April  18,  1783,  in  the  adoption  of  a  reso- 
lution by  nine  states,  recommending  to  the 
aereral  states  that  Coneress  be  vested  with 
the  power  to  levy,  for  t£e  use  of  the  United 
States,  certain  duties,  as  well  specific  as  ad 
valorem,  upon  goods  imported  into  the  states 
from  any  foreign  port,  island,  or  plantation. 
6  Elliot,  Debates,  93. 

In  an  address  which  submitted  the  resolu- 
tion to  the  sUtes  it  was  observed  (5  Elliot^ 
Debates,  97): 

"To  render  this  fund  as  productive  as  pos- 
sible, and,  at  the  same  time,  to  narrow  the 
room  for  collusions  and  frauds,  it  has  been 
judged  an  improvement  of  the  plan  to  recom- 
mend a  libera]  duty  on  such  articles  as  are 
most  susceptible  of  a  tax  according  to  their 
quantity,  and  are  of  most  equal  and  general 
consumption;  leaving  all  other  articles,  as 
heretofore  proposed,  to  be  taxed  according  to 
their  value." 

It  was  also  stated  in  the  address  that  ''to 
bring  this  essential  resource  (a  tax  on  im- 
posts) into  use  ...  a  concerted  uni- 
formitg  was  necessary;"  and  '*that  this  uni- 
formity  cannot  be  concerted  through  any 
ehannel  so  properly  as  through  Congress." 

Thus  it  IS  apparent  that  the  expression 
'hiniform  throughout  the  United  States" 
was  at  that  tame  considered  as  purely  geo- 
graphical, as  beinff  synonymous  with  the 
expression  "general  operation  throughout 
the  United  States,"  and  that  no  thought  of 
restricting  Congress  to  intrinsic  uniformity 
obtained,  since  the  powers  recommended 
were  absolutely  in  conflict  with  such  theory. 

The  reasons  advanced  by  those  who  op- 
g  posed  the  various  resolutions  to  which  we 
•  have  referred  are,  if  anything,  more*decisive 
than  are  the  matters  to  which  we  have  called 
attention.  Those  reasons  were  predicated 
upon  the  inequality  among  the  states  which 
might  arise  from  the  granting  to  Congress 
U^e  power  to  lay  duties,  imposto,  and  excises. 
That  is,  if  a  particular  article  was  levied  on 
generally  throughout  the  various  states  by 
an  excise  or  duty,  as  a  greater  quantity  of 
that  article  might  be  found  in  one  state  than 
in  other  states,  it  was  asserted  the  burden 
would  be  imequal  because  the  former  state 
would  pay  a  greater  proportion  of  the  tax. 
This  fonn  of  objection  is  well  illustrated  by 
what  was  said  by  Mr.  Rutledge  and  Mr.  Lee 
against  the  grant  of  power  to  Congress  to  lay 
duties  or  excises  to  operate  generally 
throughout  the  United  States.  We  quote 
from  5  Elliot,  Debates,  p.  34,  as  follows: 

"Mr.  Rutledc^e  objected  to  the  term  'yeti- 
erally/  as  implying  a  degree  of  uniformity 
in  the  tax  which  would  render  it  imequal. 
He  had  in  view,  particularly,  a  land  tax,  ac- 
cording to  auality  (quantity?  See  note  p. 
87 ) ,  as  had  been  proposed  by  the  office  of  fi- 
nance. 


"Mr.  Lee  seconded  the  opposition  to  the 
term  'general.'  He  contended  that  the  states 
would  never  consent  to  a  uniform  tax,  be- 
eause  it  would  be  unequal." 


Again  (6  Elliot,  Debates,  p.  87),  Mr.  Rut- 
ledge  complained  "that  those  who  so  stren- 
uously urged  the  necessity  and  oompeteney 
of  a  general  revenue,  operating  throughout 
all  the  United  States  at  the  same  time,  d^ 
dined  specifying  any  general  objects  from 
which  such  a  revenue  could  be  drawn."  And 
the  same  reason  was  urged  for  refusing  the 
authority  to  lay  imposts  throughout  the 
United  States,  as  is  shown  by  the  objections 
made,  to  which  we  shall  now  refer.  Thu% 
with  respect  to  duty  on  imported  salt,  it  was 
argued  that  it  would  bear  injuriously  on  the 
eastern  states  "on  account  of  salt  consumed 
in  the  fisheries,  and  that,  besides,  it  would 
be  injurious  to  the  national  interest  by  add- 
ing to  the  cost  of  fish."  6  Elliot,  Debates, 
61.  So,  also,  Rhode  Island  protested  against 
the  grant  of  the  power  to  impose  duties  ree- 
ommended  by  the  resolution  of  April  18, 
1783,  previously  referred  to»  on  the  ground 
"that  the  proposed  duty  would  be  unequal  o 
in  its  operation,  bearing  hardest  upon  theS 
most  commercial  state8»*and  so  would  press  * 
peculiarly  hard  upon  that  state  which  draws 
its  chief  support  from  commerce."  1  El- 
liot, Debates,  101.  And  the  nature  of  this 
objection  caused  it  to  come  to  pass  that  in 
the  subsequent  discussions  in  Congress,  the 
claim  that  it  was  essential  to  confer  upon 
Congress  the  authority  to  lay  duties,  im- 
posts, and  excises  to  be  uniform  throughout 
the  United  States,  became  associated  in  the 
discussion  with  the  asserted  necessity  that 
Congress  shouid  have  the  power  to  establish 
uniform  regulations  of  commerce  to  prevent 
the  discrimination  resulting  from  the  laying 
of  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  by  the  respec- 
tive states.  1  Elliot,  Debates,  112.  The  as- 
sociation of  the  two  subjects  evolved  by  their 
natural  relation  is  well  shown  by  a  resolu- 
tion of  Mr.  Madison,  introduced  in  the  Vir- 
^nia  house  of  delegates  in  1784  (5  Elliot* 
Debates,  114) ,  "wherein  it  was  proposed  that 
the  delegates  from  the  state  of  Virginia 
should  be  instructed  to  propose  in  Congress 
a  recommendation  to  the  states  in  Union,  to 
authorize  that  assembly  to  regulate  their 
trade,"  on  principles  and  under  qualificationa 
stated  in  the  following  paragraphs:" 

*'l8t.  That  the  United  States  in  Congress 
assembled  be  authorized  to  prohibit  vessels 
belonging  to  any  foreign  nation  from  enter- 
ing any  of  the  ports  thereof,  or  to  impose  any 
duties  on  such  vessels  and  their  cargoes 
which  may  be  judged  necessary ;  all  such  pro- 
hibitions and  duties  to  be  uniform  through" 
out  the  United  States,  and  the  proceeds  of 
the  latter  to  be  carried  into  the  treasury  of 
the  state  within  which  they  shall  accrue. 

"2d.  That  no  stat^  be  at  liberly  to  in>pos« 
duties  on  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise, 
imported,  by  land  or  by  water,  from  any  oth- 
er state,  but  may  altogether  prohibit  the  im- 
portation from  any  state  of  any  particular 
species  or  description  of  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise,  of  which  the  importation  is  at 
the  same  time  prohibited  from  all  other 
places  whatsoever." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  words  "uniform 
throughout  the  United  States"  are  the  eamm 
which    were   subsequently   adopted   la   tho 
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dauM  of  the  C(m8titi2tlOB  tindet'  eonsidertr 
tkm,  and  that  the  term  uniformity,  in  the 
niolution  of  Mr.  Mftdieon,  wa*  applied  not 
onlT  to  duties,  but  to  regulaiion$  and  proki' 
Htum$  re9pecting  emtemal  ootnmeroe,  which 

r*  were  designed  to  be  ^^  some  all  over  the 

S  Union. 

•  *  Though  the  resolution  of  Mr.  Madison  was 
aot  adopted,  it  led  to  the  sending  by  Vir^ 
ginia  of  commissioners  to  Annapolis  to  meet 
eommissioners  from  the  other  states,  the  re> 
suit  of  which  meeting  was  the  Federal  oon- 
TWtion  of  1787. 

Oonsidering  the  proceedings  of  the  eonven* 
tion,  the  same  €fll>serration  is  pertinent  which 
we  haye  previously  made  as  to  the  Continen- 
tal CfOngress,  vitg,,  that,  despite  the  struggles 
and  controversies,  which  environed  the  final 
adoption  of  the  Constitution,  not  a  single 
word  is  found  in  any  ol  the  debates,  or  in 
any  of  the  proceedings  or  historical  docu- 
ments contemporaneous  and  concurrent  with 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  which  give 
slightest  intimation  that  any  suggestion  was 
ever  made  that  the  grant  of  power  to  tax  was 
considered  from  the  point  of  view  of  its  oper- 
ation upon  the  individual.  The  struggles 
which  were  flagrant  in  the  Continental  Con- 
cress  were  transferred  to  the  convention. 
Ilie  question  of  the  undue  proportion  of  tax- 
ation which  might  fall  upon  one  or  more 
states  if  direct  taxes  were  laid  was  solved 
by  the  principle  of  apportionment  of  direct 
taxes;  auties,  imposts,  and  excises  were  only 
subjected  to  the  requirement  of  uniformity 
throughout  the  United  States,  these  words, 
as  we  have  shown,  having  acquired  at  that 
time  an  unquestioned  meaning. 

Without  going  into  minute  detail,  the  men- 
tion of  a  few  salient  particulars  will  serve 
to  show  how  the  result  of  the  convention 
brought  together  the  provisions  as  to  the 
uniformity  of  duties,  imposts,  and  excises 
throughout  the  United  States  and  the  restric- 
tion against  discriminating  commercial  r^pi- 
Ifttions  by  Congress,  just  as  they  had  by  the 
force  of  circumstances  been  drawn  together 
in  the  Continental  Congress,  and  how  their 
solution  in  the  Constitution  was  substantial- 
ly in  accord  with  the  resolution  of  Mr.  Mad- 
ison, introduced  into  the  Virginia  house  of 
delegates,  to  which  we  have  referred. 

The  draft  of  a  Federal  Constitution,  sub- 
mitted to  the  convention  by  Mr.  Pinckney, 
provided  in  the  first  and  second  paragraphs 
as  follows  (6  Elliot,  Debates,  p.  130) : 
"Art  VI.  The  legislature  of  the  United 
g  States  shall  have  the  power  to  lay  and  col- 
iN  lect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises ; 

•  •  "To  regulate  commerce  with  all  nations 
and  among  the  several  states; 

"The  proportion  of  direct  taxation  shall  be 
regulated  by  the  whole  number  of  inhabits 
ants  of  every  description;  which  number 
shall,  within  —  years  after  the  first  meeting 
of  the  legislature,  and  within  the  term  of 
every  —  year  after,  be  taken  in  the  manner 
to  be  prescribed  by  the  legislature. 

"No  tax  shall  be  laid  on  articles  exported 
from  the  states;  nor  capitation  tax,  out  in 
proportion  to  the  census  before  directed." 


No  other  provision  waa  mada  respecting 
taxation. 
The  plan  of  Mr.  Patersos,  of  New  Jerser. 


provided,  in  addition  to  the  powers 
in  Conerees  by  the  Articles  of  Conf  ederauon 
(p.  191),  that  Congress  ahonld  be  author- 
ized— 

"to  pass  acts  for  raising  a  revenue,  by  levy^ 
ing  a  duty  or  duties  on  all  goods  and  mer* 
chandise  of  foreign  growth  or  manufacture^ 
imported  into  any  pi^  of  the  United  States  | 
by  stamps  on  paper,  velhun,  or  parchment^ 
and  by  a  postage  on  all  letters  and  packagsa 
passing  through  the  generml  postoflioe— to 
be  applied  to  such  Federal  purposes  as  they 
shall  deem  proper  and  expedient;  to  make 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  collection  there- 
of;  and  the  same  from  time  to  Ume  to  alter 
and  amend,  in  such  manner  as  they  shall 
think  proper;  to  pass  acts  for  the  regulation 
of  trade  a/nd  commerce,  «a  well  with  foreign 
nations  as  with  each  other." 

By  another  section  of  the  Paterson  plaii^ 
it  was  provided  that  whenever  requisitione 
upon  the  states  should  be  necessary,  they 
should  be  made  by  the  rule  ol  numbers  and 
not  by  value  of  land,  as  under  the  confederal 
tion;  and  the  Congress  was  to  be  authorized 
"to  devise  and  pass  acts"  directing  and  au* 
thorizing  the  collection  ol  requisitions  when 
not  complied  with.  It  is  thus  seen  that  both 
of  the  plans  referred  to  made  no  provision 
for  uniformity  of  taxation  in  the  sense  om^ 
tended  for  by  the  opponents  of  the  tax  now 
under  consideration.  The  committee  of  de- 
tail, in  the  first  section  of  article  VII.  of  their 
draft  of  a  proposed  Constitution,  reported 
the  two  clauses  of  the  plan  of  Mr.  Pim^ney  « 
first  quoted,  substituting  the  word  "foreign"  S 
•for  the  word  "all"  before  the  word  "nations."  • 
(5  Elliot,  Debates,  378.) 

On  August  26,  1787,  the  followiiw  oe* 
cnrred  (5  Elliot,  Debates,  478): 

"Mr.  Carroll  and  Mr.  L.  Martin  expressed 
their  apprehensions,  and  the  probable  appre- 
hensions of  their  constituents,  that,  under 
the  power  of  regulating  trade,  the  general 
legislature  might  favor  the  ports  of  particu- 
lar states,  by  requiring  vessels  destined  to 
or  from  other  states  to  enter  and  clear  there- 
at, as  vessels  belonging  or  bound  to  Balti- 
more, to  enter  and  clear  at  Norfolk,  etc; 
They  moved  the  following  proposition: 

'The  legislature  of  the  United  SUtes  shall 
not  oblige  vessels  belonging  to  citizens  there- 
of, or  to  foreigners,  to  enter  or  pay  duties 
or  imposts  in  any  other  state  than  in  that 
to  which  they  may  be  bound,  or  to  clear  out 
in  any  other  than  the  state  in  which  their 
cargoes  may  be  laden  on  board ;  nor  shall  any 
privilege  or  immunity  be  granted  to  any  ves- 
sel on  entering  or  clearing  out,  i>r  paying 
dutieB  or  impoatB  in  one  state  in  preferenoe 
to  another,' " 

On  the  same  day  Mr.  McHenry  and  Gen- 
eral Pinckney  submitted  a  proposition 
(which  was  referred  nem,  con,  to  a  commit- 
tee) relating  to  the  establishment  of  new 
ports  in  the  states  for  the  collection  of  du- 
ties or  imposts,  which  concluded  as  follows 
(p.  479): 

"All  duties,  imposts^  and  excises,  prohibl* 
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tiona  or  restraints,  laid  or  mside  by  the  legis- 
lature of  the  United  States,  shall  he  uniform 
and  equal  throughout  the  United  States." 

The  fourth  section  of  the  seventh  article 
of  the  proposed  Constitution  reported  by  the 
committee  on  detail  on  August  6,  1787,  read 
as  follows  (p.  379) : 

''Sec.  4.  No  Ux  or  duty  shell  be  laid  by 
the  legislature  on  articles  exported  from  any 
state;  nor  on  the  migration  or  importation 
of  such  persons  as  the  several  states  shall 
think  proper  to  admit ;  nor  shall  such  migra^ 
tion  or  importation  be  prohibited." 

The  committee  to  whom  these  propositione 

were  referred  made  a  report  on  August  28, 

in  effect  embodying  both  propositions  in  one 

paragraph,  as  follows    (5    Elliot,  Debates, 

^483): 

2  "That  there  be  inserted,  after  the  fourth 
•  clause  of  the  seventh'section,  'nor  shall  amy 
regulation  of  commerce  or  revenue  give  pref- 
erence to  the  porta  of  one  etate  over  those  of 
another,  or  oblige  vessels  bound  to  or  from 
any  state  to  enter,  clear,  or  pay  duties,  in  an- 
other; and  all  tonnage^  duties,  imposts,  and 
excises,  laid  by  the  legislature,  shall  he  uni- 
form  throughout  the  United  States,*  ** 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  committee 
recommended,  not  merely  that  preferences  be- 
tween porta  should  be  forbidden  by  "any  reg- 
ulation of  commerce,"  but  also  that  such 
£  references  should  not  be  made  by  "any  regu- 
ttion  of  revenue"  This,  obviously,  ren- 
dered it  unnecessary  to  include,  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  clause,  "prohibitions  or  re- 
straints," as  proposed  by  Mr.  McHenry  and 
General  Pinckney.  The  substantial  effect  of 
the  first  clause  of  the  paragraph  was  to  re- 
quire that  all  regulations  of  commerce  or  of 
revenue  affecting  commerce  through  the 
ports  of  the  states  should  be  the  same  in  all 
ports. 

It  follows  from  the  collocation  of  the  two 
clauses  that  tlie  prohibition  as  to  preferences 
in  regulations  of  commerce  between  ports  and 
the  uniformity  as  to  duties,  imposts,  and  ex- 
cises, though  couched  in  different  language, 
had  absolutely  the  same  significance.  The 
sense  in  which  the  word  "uniform"  was  used 
is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  committee, 
whilst  adopting  in  a  large  measure  the  prop- 
osition of  Mr.  McHenry  and  General  Pinck- 
ney, "that  all  duties,  imposts,  excises,  pro- 
hibitions, or  restraints  .  .  .  shall  be 
uniform  and  equal  throughout  the  United 
States,"  struck  out  the  words  "and  equal." 
Undoubtedly  this  was  done  to  prevent  the  im- 
plication that  taxes  should  have  an  equal 
effect  in  each  state.  As  we  have  seen,  the 
pith  of  the  controversy  during  the  conieder- 
ation  was  that  even  although  the  same  duty 
or  the  same  impost  or  the  same  excise  was 
laid  all  over  the  United  States,  it  might 
operate  unequally  by  reason  of  the  unequal 
distribution  or  existence  of  the  article  taxed 
among  the  respective  states. 

On  August  31,  1797,  the  report  of  the  com- 
mittee was  acted  upon  as  follows  (5  Elliot, 
De/bates,  507) :  The  provision,  "Nor  shall 
any  regulation  of  commerce  or  revenue  give 
preference  to  the  ports  of  one  state  over  those 
of  another,"  was  adopted  nem,  eon.    After 


discussion  the  clause^    "or  oblige    Tessela^ 
bound  to  or  from  aiiothflff*ftate  to  enter,  clear* 
or  pay  duties   in  another,"   was  agreed  tow 
Quoting  from  the  Delbates  at  page  503: 

"The  word  'tonnage'  was  struck  out  nmiK 
con,,  as  comprehends  in  'duties.' 

"On  the  question  on  the  clause  of  the  re- 
port— 'and  all  duties,  imposts,  and  excises, 
laid  bv  the  legislature,  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  United  States' — ^it  waa 
agreed  to  nem,  con" 

In  a  footnote  it  is  said: 

"In  the  printed  journal.  New  Hampshire 
and  South  Carolina  entered  in  the  negative." 

On  September  4,  1787,  the  committee  to 
whom  sundry  resolutions,  etc,  had  been  re- 
ferred on  Aufl:ust  31,  recommended,  among 
others,  the  following  addition  and  alteration 
to  the  report  before  the  convention  (pp.  600 
to  607): 

"1.  The  first  clause  of  article  7,  section  1. 
to  read  as  follows:  'The  legislature  shall 
have  power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties, 
imposts,  and  excises,  to  pay  the  d^ts  and 
provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general 
welfare  of  the  United  States.' 

"2.  At  the  end  of  the  second  clause  of  ar* 
tide  7,  section  1,  add,  'and  with  the  Indian 
tribes.' " 

The  committee  of  style,  on  September  12, 
1787,  reported  a  plan  of  the  Constitution 
(p.  535),  the  foregoing  provision  conferring 
authority  to  lay  taxes,  etc.,  being  designated 
as  section  8  of  article  1. 

On  September  14,  1783,  the  words  "but  all 
such  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall  be 
uniform  throughout  the  United  States," 
which,  in  their  adoption  had  been  associated 
with  and  formed  but  a  part  of  the  clause  for^ 
bidding  a  preference  in  favor  of  the  port  of 
one  state  over  the  port  of  another  state — ^in 
other  words,  had  been  a  part  of  another 
clause— were  shifted,  by  a  unanimous  vote^ 
from  that  paragraph,  and  were  annexed  to 
the  provisions  granting  the  power  to  tax. 

Thus,  it  came  to  pass  that  although  the 
provisions  as  to  preference  between  ports  and 
that  regarding  uniformity  of  duties,  imposts, 
and  excises  were  one  in  purpose,  one  in  their 
adoption,  they  became  separated  only  In  ar- 
ranging the  Constitution  for  the  purpose  of 
style.  The  first  now  stands  in  the  Constita-p 
tion  aji  a  part  of  the  sixth  clause  of  sectiooS 
7  of  article  1,  and  the*other  is  a  part  of  the* 
first  clause  of  section  8  of  article  1.  By  the 
result,  then,  of  an  analysis  of  the  history  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  it  becomes 
plain  that  the  words  "uniform  throughout  the 
United  States"  do  not  signify  an  intrinsic  but 
simply  a  geographical  uniformity.  And  it 
also  results  that  the  assertion  to  which  we 
at  the  outset  referred,  that  the  decision  in 
the  Head  Money  Cases,  holdinjr  that  the  word 
"uniform" must  be  interpreted  in  ageograph* 
ical  sense,  was  not  authoritative,  because 
that  case  in  reality  solely  involved  the  clauss 
of  the  Constitution  forbidding  preferences  be- 
tween ports,  is  shown  to  be  unsound,  since 
the  preference  clause  of  the  Constitution  and 
the  uniformity  clause  were,  in  effect,  in  fram- 
ing the  Constitution,  treated,  as  respected 
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their  operation,  as  one  and  the  same  thing, 
and  embodied  the  same  conception. 

We  add  that  those  who  opposed  the  ratifi- 
cation of  the  Constitution  clearly  understood 
that  the  uniformity  clause  as  to  taxation  im- 
ported but  a  geographical  uniformity,  and 
made  that   fact  a  distinct  ground  of  com- 

glaint.  Thus,  in  the  report  made  to  the  legis- 
iture  of  Maryland  by  Luther  Martin,  attor- 
ney general  of  the  state,  detailing  and  com- 
menting upon  the  proceedings  of  the  conven- 
tion of  1787,  of  which  convention  Mr.  Martin 
was  a  delegate,  in  the  course  of  comments 
upon  the  tax  clause  of  the  Constitution  Mr. 
Martin  said  (1  Elliot,  Debates,  p.  3G9) : 

"Though  there  is  a  provision  that  all 
duties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall  be  uniform 
^^that  isg  to  he  laid  to  the  8€ime  amount  on 
the  same  articles  in  each  state — yet  this  will 
not  prevent  Congress  from  having  it  in  their 
power  to  cause  them  to  fall  very  unequally 
and  much  heavier  on  some  states  than  on 
others,  because  these  duties  may  be  laid  on 
articles  but  little  or  not  at  all  used  in  some 
other  states,  and  of  absolute  necessity  for 
the  use  and  consumption  of  others;  in  which 
case,  the  first  woula  pay  little  or  no  part  of 
the  revenue  arising  therefrom,  while  the 
whole  or  nearly  the  whole  of  it  would  be  paid 
by  tne  last,  to  wit,  the  states  which  use  and 
consume  the  articles  on  which  imposts  and 
excises  are  laid." 

Having  disposed  of  the  question  of  uni- 
formity, we  are  next  brought  to  consider  cer- 
H  tain  contentions  which  relate  to  that  sub- 
2  Ject.  It  is  argued  that  even  although  it  be 
•  conceded  that*the  uniformity  required  by  the 
Constitution  is  only  a  geographical  one,  the 
particular  law  in  question  does  not  fulfil  the 
requirements  of  even  geographical  uniform- 
ity, since  it  does  not  apply  to  the  District  of 
Coliunbia.  We  think  this  contention  is  with- 
out merit. 

The  proposition  is  predicated  upon  the  fact 
that  the  statute  purports  to  lay  the  tax  upon 
legacies  and  distributive  shares  "passing, 
after  the  passage  of  this  act,  from  any  per- 
son possessed  of  such  property,  either  by  will 
or  by  the  intestate  laws  of  any  state  or  terri- 
tory;" and  provides  that  the  receipt  for  the 
tax  will  entitle  an  administrator,  etc,  to 
credit  to  the  amount  of  the  payment  made  to 
the  collector  "by  any  tribunal  which,  by  the 
laws  of  any  state  or  territory,  is,  or  nuiy  be, 
empowered  to  decide  and  settle  the  accounts 
of  executors  and  administrators." 

This,  it  is  asserted,  does  not  embrace  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Without  attempting 
to  determine  whether  the  necessary  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  would  require  the  inclu- 
sion of  the  District  of  Columbia  within  its 
terms,  aside  from  any  special  provision  bear- 
ing upon  the  question,  we  think  the  provi- 
sions of  section  31  of  the  act  makes  the  ob- 
jection untenable.  That  section  provides  as 
follows  (30  SUt  at  L.  46G,  chap.  448) : 

"Sec  31.  That  all  administrative,  special, 
or  stamp  provisions  of  law,  including  the 
laws  in  relation  to  the  assessment  of  taxes, 
not  heretofore  specifically  repealed,  ajre  here- 
by made  applicable  to  this  acL" 

The  result  of  this  provision  i«  to  carry  into 


the  law  under  review  the  provisions  of  sec« 
tion  3140  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to 
internal  revenue  laws  generally.  It  is  as 
follows : 

"3140.  The  word  'state/  when  used  in  this 
title,  shall  be  construed  to  include  the  terri- 
tories and  the  District  of  Columbia,  where 
such  construction  is  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  provisions." 

It  is  yet  further  asserted  that  the  tax  does 
not  fulfil  the  requirements  of  geographical 
uniformity.,  for  the  following  reason:  As  the 
primary  rate  of  taxation  depends  upon  the 
degree  of  relationship  or  want  of  relation- 
ship to  a  deceased  person,  it  is  argued  that 
it  cannot  operate  with  geographical  uniform-  ^ 
ity,  inasmuch  as  testamentary  and  intestacy  o 
laws  may  differ  in  every*state.  It  is  certain* 
that  the  same  degree  of  relationship  or  want 
of  relationship  to  the  deceased,  wherever  ex- 
isting, is  levieid  on  at  the  same  rate  through* 
out  the  United  States.  The  tax  is  hence  uni- 
form throughout  the  United  States,  despite 
the  fact  that  different  conditions  among  the 
states  may  obtain  as  to  the  objects  upon 
which  the  tax  is  levied.  The  proposition  in 
substance  assumes  that  the  objects  taxed  by 
duties,  imposts,  and  excises  must  be  found  in 
uniform  quantities  and  conditions  in  the  re- 
spective states,  otherwise  the  tax  levied  on 
them  will  not  be  uniform  throughout  the 
United  States.  But  what  the  Constitution 
commands  is  the  imposition  of  a  tax  by  the 
rule  of  geographical  uniformity,  not  that  in 
order  to  levy  such  a  tax  objects  must  be 
selected  which  exist  uniformly  in  the  several 
states.  Indeed,  the  contention  was  substan- 
tially disposed  of  in  the  License  Tam  Cases,  5 
Wall.  472^  18  L.  ed.  497,  previously  referred 
to.  It  was  there  urged  that,  as  the  several 
states  had  the  right  to  forbid  the  carrying 
on  of  the  liquor  traffic,  therefore  Congress 
had  no  power  to  license  such  traffic,  beoiuse 
it  would  interfere  with  the  authority  of  the 
state.  It  was  held  that  the  license  was 
validly  imposed,  that  it  did  not  interfere  with 
the  power  of  the  states  to  prevent  the  liquor 
traffic,  because  in  a  state  where  such  traffio 
was  forbidden  the  license  would  be  inopera- 
tive; but  in  the  states  where  such  traffic  was 
allowed,  the  license  would  be  effective.  Th« 
argument,  however,  is  additionally  fully  an- 
swered by  the  review  which  we  have  made  of 
the  origin  and  meaning  of  the  expression 
"uniform  throughout  the  United  States." 
From  that  review  it  appears  that  the  very 
objection  upon  which  the  proposition  now 
advanced  must  rest  was  urged  in  the  Conti- 
nental Congress  as  the  reason  why  the  levy 
of  uniform  duties,  imposts,  and  excises 
throughout  the  United  States  should  not  be 
authorized.  This  is  shown  by  the  objection 
of  Mr.  BuUedge  and  the  suggestion  of  Mr, 
Lee.  It  is  further  shown  by  the  protest  of 
Khode  Island,  snd  the  reasons  advanced  why 
a  duty  on  salt  should  not  be  levied.  But  it 
was  seen  that  if  it  were  required,  not  only 
that  the  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  should 
be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States, 
but  that  in  imposing  them  objects  should  be 
selected  existing  in  equal  quantity  in  theg 
several  states,  the* grant  of  power  to  levy  ^ 
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duties,  imposts,  tad  excises  would  be  a  fail- 
ure. In  the  convention  which  framed  the 
Constitution  the  same  argument  was  used 
without  success,  and,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
only  ground  upon  which  the  striking  out  of 
the  words  "and  equal"  after  the  word  "uni- 
form," in  the  adoption  of  the  clause  as  now 
found  in  the  Constitution,  can  be  reasonably 
explained,  is  that  it  was  done  to  prevent  the 
implication  that  the  duties,  imposts,  and  ex- 
cises which  were  to  be  uniform  throughout 
the  United  States  were  to  be  placed  upon 
rights  equally  existing  in  the  several  states. 
To  now  adopt  the  proposition  relied  on  would 
be  virtually,  then,  to  nullify  the  action  of  the 
convention,  and  would  relegate  the  taxing 
power  of  Congress  to  the  impotent  condition 
in  which  it  was  during  the  confederation. 

Lastly,  it  is  urged  that  the  progressive 
rate  feature  of  the  statute  is  so  repugnant  to 
fundamental  principles  of  equality  and 
Justice  that  the  law  should  be  held  to  be 
Toid,  even  although  it  transgresses  no  ex- 
press limitation  in  the  Constitution.  With- 
out intimating  any  opinion  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  a  right  in  the  courts  to  exercise  the 
power  which  is  thus  invoked,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  argument  as  to  the  enormity  of  the 
tax  is  without  merit.  It  was  disposed  of  in 
Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  d  8av,  Bank,  170  U. 
6.  293«  42  L.  ed.  1043,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  694. 
The  review  which  we  have  made  exhibits 
the  fact  that  taxes  imposed  with  reference  to 
the  ability  of  the  person  upon  whom  the 
burden  is  placed  to  bear  the  same  have  been 
levied  from  the  foundation  of  the  government. 
6o,  also,  some  authoritative  thinkers,  and  a 
number  of  economic  writers,  contend  that  a 
progressive  tax  is  more  just  and  equal  than 
a  proportional  one.  In  the  absence  of  con- 
stitutional limitation,  the  question  whether 
it  is  or  is  not  is  legislative  and  not  judicial. 
The  grave  consequences  which  it  is  asserted 
must  arise  in  the  future  if  the  right  to  levy 
a  progressive  tax  be  recognized  involves  in 
its  ultimate  aspect  the  mere  assertion  that 
free  and  representative  government  is  a  fail- 
ure, and  that  the  grossest  abuses  of  power 
are  foreshadowed  unless  the  courts  usurp  a 
purely  legislative  function.  If  a  case  should 
ever  arise,  where  an  arbitrary  and  confisca- 
e  tory  exaction  is  imposed  bearing  the  guise  of 
S  a  progressive  or  any  other  form  of  tax,  it 
*  will  be  time  enough  to  consider*whether  the 
judicial  power  can  afford  a  remedy  by  apply- 
ing inherent  and  fundamental  principles  for 
the  protection  of  the  individual,  even  though 
there  be  no  express  authority  in  the  Consti- 
tution to  do  so.  That  the  law  which  we  have 
construed  affords  no  ground  for  the  conten- 
tion that  the  tax  imposed  is  arbitrary  and 
confiscatory  is  obvious. 

It  follows  from  the  foregoing  opinion  that 
the  court  below  erred  in  denying  all  relief, 
and  that  it  should  have  held  the  plaintiff  en- 
titled to  recover  so  much  of  the  tax  as  re- 
sulted from  taxing  legacies  not  exceeding 
$10,000,  and  from  increasing  the  tax  rate 
with  reference  to  the  whole  amount  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  deceased  from  which 
the  legacies  or  distributive  shares  were  de- 
rived.   For  these  reasons  the  judgment  6e- 


low  must  he  reversed,  and  the  ease  be  re* 
manded,  with  instructions  that  further  pro* 
ceedings  be  had  according  to  law  and  in  oon- 
formity  with  this  opinion,  and  it  it  eo  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  dissents  from  lo  modi 
of  the  opinion  as  holds  that  a  prcMrressive 
rate  of  tax  can  be  validly  imposed.  £i  other 
respects  he  ooneun. 

Bir.  Justice  PeoUiaia  took  no  part  in  the 
decision. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlaa  dissenting: 
While  I  QomsuT  in  the  construction  placed 
by  the  court  upon  the  clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion declaring  that  all  duties,  imposts,  and 
excises  shall  be  "uniform  throughout  the 
United  States,"  I  dissent  from  that  part  of 
the  opinion  construing  the  29tii  and  ZOth 
sections  of  the  revenue  act.  In  my  judg- 
ment, the  question  whether  the  tax  presented 
by  Congress  shall  or  shall  not  be  imposed  is 
to  be  determined  with  reference  to  the  whole 
amount  of  the  personal  property  out  of 
which  legacies  and  distributive  shares  arise. 
If  the  value  of  the  whole  personal  property 
held  in  charge  or  trust  by  an  administrator, 
executor,  or  trustee  exceeds  $10,000,  thenn 
every  part  of  it  constituting  a  legacy  or  die- 3 
tributive  share,  except  the  share  of*a  bus-* 
band  or  wife,  is  taxed  at  the  progressive  rate 
stated  in  the  act  of  Congress.  I  do  not  thiidc 
the  act  can  be  otherwise  interpreted  without 
defeating  the  intent  of  Congress. 

Construed  as  I  have  indicated,  the  aet  is 
not  liable  to  any  constitutional  objection. 

Mr.  Justice  MeXenaa  concurs  in  this  die- 
sent 

(178  U.  S.  US) 

FIDELITY  INSURANCE,  TRUST,  ft  SAPB 

DEPOSIT  COMPANY,  Executor  under  the 

Will  of  Daniel  Craig,  Deceased,  Plff.  im 

Err^ 

e. 
PENBOSE  A.  McCLAIN. 

War  revenue  act — tawing  legacy  or  inherii* 
anoe— affirmance  without  prejudice. 

An  affirmance  of  a  Judgment  sastalnlng  the 
oongtltutionality  of  the  war  revenue  aet  of 
Jane  80,  1808,  when  no  other  qaeatlon  was 
raised  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  may  be  made 
without  prejodlce  to  his  right  to  relief  as  to 
BO  much  of  the  tax.  If  any,  as  may  have  arisen 
from  the  wrong  Interpretation  of  the  statute^ 
where  the  officen  charged  with  Its  adminis- 
tration have  adopted  and  enforced  an  nn- 
■ound  Interpretation  of  the  atatote,  by  which 
an  excesslTe  amount  of  tax  haa  been  Imposed. 

[No.  451.] 
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Pennsylvania  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
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fli  the  defendant  in  an  action  i^inst  a  eol- 
lector  of  internal  revenua    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  R.  C.  Dale,  Samuel  Dickson,  and 
John  C.  Bullitt  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Solicitor  Oeneral  Biohards  for  defendant 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  White  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  action  was  begun  in  a  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  for  the  county  of  Philadelphia, 
state  of  Pennsylvania,  to  recover  from  the 
defendant,  a  collector  of  internal  revenue,  the 
sum  of  $108.76,  with  interest,  being  the 
amount  of  an  assessment  made  by  the  defend- 
ant under  the  authority  of  SI  29  and  30  of 
the  war  revenue  act  of  June  30,  1898,  which 
we  have  just  considered.  The  statement  of 
daim  ftled  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  contained 
an  averment  of  the  amount  of  the  tax  paid 
without  any  particular  description  of  the 
mode  in  which  it  had  been  levied.  It  was 
averred  that  the  payment  of  the  tax  had  been 
made  under  protiest,  and  because  of  threats 
to  distrain,  etc.  It  was  also  further  stated 
that  an  application  for  refunding  had  been 
refused,  and  judgment  was  praved  for  the 
amount  of  the  tax.  The  demand  was  based 
solely  on  the  ground  of  the  unconstitutional- 
2  ity  of  the  statute,  which  was  asserted  to  ex- 
7  ist  because  the  tax  was  direct*and  had  not 
been  apportioned,  and,  if  not  direct^  was 
wanting  in  imiformity. 

The  cause  was  removed  into  the  circuit 
eourt  of  the  United  States  for  tiie  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania.  The  defendant  de- 
murred on  the  ground  that  no  cause  of  action 
was  stated,  and  the  demurrer  was  sustained. 
A  Judgment  having  been  entered  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  the  present  writ  of  error  wae 
prosecuted. 

The  record  contains  the  protest  made  at 
the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  tax,  and  the 
petition  for  refimding.  Both  of  these  docu- 
ments disclose  that  the  sole  ground  urged 
against  the  assessment  and  collection  of  the 
tax  was  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  stat- 
ute in  the  particulars  above  mentioned.  This 
constitutional  objection,  as  we  have  already 
said,  was  the  only  ground  alleged  in  the 
statement  of  the  case.  The  assignment  of 
errors  here  made  also  confines  the  issue  solely 
to  the  constitutional  questions  already  re- 
ferred to.  There  is  notning  in  the  record  to 
show  the  amount  of  the  estate,  the  legacies 
or  distributive  shares  therein,  or  upon  what 
basis  the  collector  proceeded  in  assessing  the 
tax.  It  contains,  therefore,  nothing  from 
which  it  can  be  said  that,  if  the  law  under 
which  the  tax  was  laid  be  constitutional,  an 
excessive  tax  was  imposed.  In  Knowlton  v. 
Moore,  No.  387  of  this  term,  just  decided  (178 
U.  S.  41,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747.  44  L.  ed.  — h 
It  was  held  that  the  law  in  question  was  con- 
stitutional. As,  however,  the  interpretation 
of  the  statute  which  was  held  to  be  unsound 
in  No.  387  was  the  one  which  was  adopted 
and  enforced  by  the  officers  charged  with  the 
administration  of  the  law,  the  impression 
naturally  arises  that  such  erroneous  con- 
struction may  have  been  applied  in  nnsenwing 


the  tax  in  controversy.  The  ends  of  iustioe 
therefore  require  that  the  right  to  relief  as 
to  so  much  of  the  tax,  if  any,  as  may  have 
arisen  from  the  wrong  interpretation  of  the 
statute  above  referred  to,  be  not  foreclosed 
by  our  judgment. 

Judgment  affirmed,  unthout  prejudice  tQ 
the  right  to  any  such  relief. 


(178  U.  S.  139} 

GEORGE   T.    MURDOCnC,  as   Executor  of 
^ane  H.  Sherman,  Deceased,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

V, 

JOHN  G.  WARD,  United  States  Collector  el 
Internal  Revenue. 

War  revenue  act — taw  on  legacy  or  inherit 
ance — exemption  of  United  Statee  Umde* 

"L  United  States  bonds  Included  In  a  legacy 
or  distributive  share  of  a  decedent's  estate 
are  not  exempted  from  the  tax  on  the  trans- 
mission of  such  property.  Imposed  by  the  war 
revenue  act  of  1898,  If  20,  80,  by  reason  eC 
the  declaration  in  the  Federal  statutes  and 
on  the  face  of  the  bonds  to  the  efltect  that 
they  are  exempt  from  taxation,  since  the  tax 
Is  not  upon  the  bonds,  but  on  the  right  eC 
transfer  by  will  or  under  the  Intestate  law. 

2.  A  judgment  dismissing  a  complaint  agalnat 
an  Internal  revenue  collector  to  recover  the 
amount  of  a  tax  alleged  to  have  been  unlaw* 
fully  exacted  may  be  reversed  at  the  cost  oC 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  although  the  only  eon- 
tenUon  on  his  part  was  that  the  sUtute  un- 
der which  the  tax  was  collected  was  uncon- 
stitutional, while  the  court  holds  that  it  wae 
constitutional,  where  it  appears  that  the  tax 
was  computed  at  an  excessive  amount  by  rea- 
son of  an  erroneous  construction  o<  tlM  law* 

[Ko.  468.] 

Argued  December  5,  tf,   7,  1B99,    Decided 
May  U,  1900, 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York  to  review  a  decision  dlsmissii^ 
a  <  _ 
lector! 
internal  revenue  taxes.    Reversed, 


,  complaint  against  an  internal  revenue  col- 
ector  in  a  suit  to  recover  an  amount  paid  ag 


Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shirast 

In  October,  1899,  George  T.  Murdock,  as 
executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
Jane  H.  Sherman,  brought  an  action  in  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New  York 
against  John  G.  Ward,  collector  of  internal 
revenue  for  the  fourteenth  district  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  wherein  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $36,827.53, 
which  the  plaintiff  alleged  had  been  unlaw- 
fully exacted  from  him  as  executor  of  said 
estate. 

On  petition  of  the  defendant  the  cause  was 
removed  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York. 

The  complaint  contained  the  following  al* 
legations : 

''I.  Jane  H.  Sherman,  late  of  the  village 
of  Port  Henry,  in  the  county  of  Essex  and 
state  of  New  York,  died  on  about  the  SOtlb 
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o  daj  of  Septeml>er,  1898,  leaying  eertftin  prop- 
"*  erty,  and  aleo  leaving  a  last  will  and  testa- 
r  ment,  in  and  by  which  said  will  thit^plain- 
tiff,  George  T.  Murdock,  was  appointed  to 
be,  and  by  due  order  of  the  surrogate  of  the 
county  of  Essex,  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
to  whom  jurisdiction  in  that  behalf  per- 
tained, he  has  become  and  is,  the  sole  execu- 
tor of  the  said  last  will  and  testament  of  said 
Jane  H.  Sherman. 

"II.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges  and  states 
that  the  said  Jane  H.  Sherman,  deceased,  up- 
on her  death  left  a  very  considerable  amount 
of  personal  property,  amounting  to  upwards 
of  one  million  of  dollars. 

"III.  That  the  defendant,  John  G.  Ward, 
at  all  the  times  mentioned  in  this  complaint, 
was  and  he  is  collector  of  internal  revenue  for 
the  fourteenth  district  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  having  his  office  and  official  place  of 
residence  at  the  city  of  Albany,  in  the  state 
of  New  York. 

"IV.  That  said  John  G.  Ward,  assuming  to 
act  as  such  collector,  and  assuming  and  pre- 
tending to  act  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  which  he  assumed  con- 
ferred authority  upon  him  therefor,  and  par- 
ticularly under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 
visions of  an  act  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  commonly  known  as  the  'war 
revenue  law'  of  June  13,  1898,  and  being  an 
act  to  provide  ways  and  means  to  meet  war 
expenditures,  and  for  other  purposes,  passed 
by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  be- 
coming a  law  on  the  13th  day  of  June,  1898, 
did,  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of  April,  1899, 
by  force  and  duress,  exact,  demand,  and  col- 
lect from  this  plaintiff  and  from  the  estate 
represented  by  him  as  such  executor  the  sum 
of  thirty-six  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
twenty-seven  dollars  and  fifty-three  cents 
($36,827.53)  and  upon  the  daim  and  under 
the  pretext  that  the  same  was  a  lawful  as- 
sessment as  an  internal  revenue  tax  upon  the 
estate  of  said  deceased  and  against  this 
plaintiff,  as  executor  of  said  deceased,  on  ac- 
count of  the  legacies  or  distributive  shares 
arising  from  personal  propei-ty,  being  in 
charge  or  trust  of  this  plaintiff,  as  such  ex- 
ecutor as  aforesaid,  the  properties  assumed 
to  be  assessed  for  such  tax  being  properties 
passing  from  the  said  Jane  H.  Sherman. 

"V.  That  on  or  about  the  8th  day  of  April, 
1899,  this  plaintiff,  under  protest,  and  pro- 
H  testing  that  he  was  not,  nor  was  the  estate 
2  represented  by  him,  liable  to  pay  said  tax, 
•  involuntarily^and  under  duress,  because  of 
the  illegal  demand  made  upon  by  said  defend- 
ant, did  pay  to  the  said  defendant  as  such 
collector,  as  aforesaid,  the  said  sum  of  $36,- 
827.53. 

"VI.  That  thereafter,  believing  the  impo- 
sition of  said  tax  and  its  collection  to  be  un- 
lawful, this  plaintiff  did  appeal  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  Interna]  Revenue  and  to  the 
Treasury  Department  of  the  United  States  of 
America  from  the  action  and  decision  of  said 
defendant  in  holding  this  plaintiff  to beliable 
for  the  payment  of  said  tax  and  in  collect- 
ing the  said  tax  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  did 
vtate  and  represent  to  said  Commissioner 
that  the  collection  of  said  tax  was  unlawful. 


and  that  the  amount  thereof  should  be  ro- 
funded  for  the  following  reasons: 

"  'First  The  imposition  of  said  tax  was  ua- 
constitutional,  unlawful,  and  void. 

"  'Second.  The  imposition  and  collection  of 
said  tax  deprived  this  deponent  of  his  prop- 
erty and  the  estate  represented  by  him  of  iti 
property  without  due  process  of  law. 

"  'Third.  That  the  law  imposing  said  tax 
is  not  uniform,  and  does  not  afford  eaual  pro- 
tection of  the  laws  to  persona  throughout  th« 
United  States. 

"  'Fourth.  That  the  law  imposing  said  tax 
denied  and  does  deny  to  persons  throughout 
the  United  States  and  within  its  jurisdicUoii 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

"  'Fifth.  That  the  law  under  whi<A  said 
tax  was  imposed  denies  to  this  deponent  th« 
equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

"'Sixth.  The  tax  so  imposed  is  a  direct 
tax,  and  is  void  because  not  apportioned 
among  the  states  in  proportion  to  weir  pop- 
ulation and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

"'Seventh.  If  said  tax  is  an  impost,  exeiso, 
or  duty,  the  law  imposing  the  same  is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void  because  the  tax  levied  is 
not  uniform  throughout  the  United  States,  as 
required  by  the  (S>nstituti(Mi  of  the  United 
States;  and 

"  'Eighth.  It  is  not  within  the  province  of 
the    constitutional    powers   of   t^e   United 
States  to  levy  a  tax  upon  a  right  of  inher> 
itance  or  disposition  by  will,  provided  for  bj  ^ 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York.'  J 

*"And  this  plaintiff  did,  in  and  by  such  ap-* 
peal,  elaim  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the 
sum  of  money  so  paid  and  the  amount  thereof 
refimded,  and  he  did  then  and  there  ac^  and 
demand  the  return  of  the  same  moneys  to 
him,  and  did  appeal  from  the  act  of  said  de- 
fendant, as  such  collector,  in  imposing  said 
tax  and  exacting  from  plaintiff  payment  of 
the  amount  thereof. 

"VII.  On  the  2l8t  day  of  October,  1899,  the 
said  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue,  and 
the  Treasury  Department  of  the  United 
States,  represented  by  the  said  Oommissionw 
of  Internal  Revenue,  did  disallow  the  appeal 
of  this  plaintiff  in  the  behalf  above  stated, 
and  did  reject  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  to 
have  refunded  the  amoimt  of  the  tax  paid 
as  aforesaid. 

"VII.  A  very  large  proportion  and  at  least 
one  third  of  the  personal  estate  upon  account 
of  which  said  tax  was  exacted  from  and  paid 
by  this  plaintiff  consisted  in  the  bonds  and 
intereet-bearing  evidences  of  debt  issued  by 
the  government  of  the  United  States,  and 
which  by  contract  between  the  United  States 
and  the  holders  thereof  were  and  are  not  sub- 
ject or  liable  to  assessment  or  taxation;  nor 
was  or  is  this  plaintiff  subject  or  liable  to 
assessment  or  taxation  by  means  of  his  own- 
ership or  holding,  as  executor,  as  aforesaid, 
or  otherwise,  of  such  bonds  and  certificates  of 
indebtedness. 

"IX.  This  plaintiff  claims  and  diargee  that 
by  reason  of  the  premises  the  amount  of  said 
tax  has  been  unlawfully  exacted  from  him  as 
executor  of  said  estate;  that  each  and  every 
of  the  grounds  stated  by  him  in  the  above* 
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meniiioiied  appeal  to  the  said  ConuniBsioner 
of  Internal  Bevenue  states  and  represents  a 
true  and  lawful  reason  why  the  impoeition 
of  said  tax  is  unlawful,  and  why  the  said  tax 
should  be  refunded. 

''Wherefore  this  plaintiff  demands  jodg^ 
ment  against  the  said  defendant  for  the  sum 
of  thii^-six  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
twenty-seven  dollars  and  fifty-three  oents 
($36,827.63)  with  interest  from  the  8th  day 
of  April,  1899,  with  the  costs  of  this  action." 

The  defendant,  appearing  1^  Henry  L.  Bur- 
nett,  United  States  attorney  for  the  southern 
district  of  New  York,  demurred  to  the  oomr 

Slaint  upon  the  ground  that  the  oomplaint 
id  not  state  facto  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
2  action. 

*  *0n  November  14,  1899,  after  hearing,  the 
circuit  court  sustained  the  demurrer  and  or* 
dered  the  complaint  to  be  dismissed,  with 
costo  to  the  defendant.  Thereupon  a  writ  of 
error  was  allowed  to  the  judgment»  and  the 
cause  was  brought  to  this  court. 

Messrs,  Charles  E.  Patterson,  Alpheus 
T*  Bulkeley,  Charles  F,  Southmayd,  William 
V,  Rose,  and  Evaris,  Choate,  d  Beaman  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Solicitor  Oenerdl  Richards  for  defendant 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Slilsaa  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

That  the  tax  imposed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  revenue  act  of  June  13,  1898,  is  a  di- 
rect  tax,  and  therefore  void  because  not  ap- 
portioned among  the  states  in  proporti^m  to 
their  population;  that  if  not  a  direct  tax,  but 
an  impost,  excise,  or  duty,  it  is  void  because 
the  tax  levied  is  not  uniform  throughout  the 
United  States;  and  that  it  is  not  within  the 
province  of  the  oonetitutional  power  of  the 
united  States  to  levy  a  tax  upon  a  right  of 
inheritance  or  disposition  by  will,  provided 
for  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,> — 
are  contentions  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  whidi 
have  been  determined  against  him  in  the  case 
of  Knoiolion  v.  Ifoore,  178  U.  8.  ^  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  747,  44  L.  ed.  — ^  Just  decided  by 
this  court  The  opinion  In  that  case  so  fully 
discusses  the  arguments  urged  in  support  of 
those  propositions  that  their  further  consid- 
eration is  unnecessary. 

The  remaining  question  is  that  presented 
by  the  following  assignment  of  error: 

"The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  find  that, 
in  so  far  as  the  estate  of  the  deceased  con- 
sisted of  the  government  bonds  of  the  United 
States  mentioned  in  said  complaint,  the  Con- 
gress had  not  right  or  authority  to  impose  or 
assess  any  tax  upon  the  same,  and  in  refus- 
ing to  find  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  en- 
titled to  recover  bade  from  the  defendant  in 
error  in  this  action  the  amount  of  the  tax 
mentioned  in  his  complaint,  and  which  was 
assessed  against  the  plaintiff  in  error  because 
of  his  ownership  as  executor,  aa  aforesaid, 
2  of  such  bonds  of  the  government  of  the 
H  United  States." 

•  *Tbe  only  allegation  in  the  complaint  re- 
specting bonds  of  the  United  States  is  con- 


tained in  the  eighth  paragraph,  which  Is  as 
follows : 

"A  very  large  proportion  and  at  least  ona 
third  of  the  personal  estate  upon  account  of 
which  said  tax  was  exacted  from  and  paid  by 
this  plaintiff  consisted  in  the  bonds  and  in- 
terest-bearing evidences  of  debt  issued  by  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  and  which 
by  contract  between  the  United  Stateis  and 
the  holders  thereof  were  and  are  not  subject 
or  liable  to  assessment  or  taxation;  nor  was 
or  is  this  plaintiff  subject  or  liable  to  assess- 
ment or  taxation  by  means  of  his  ownership 
or  holding  as  executor,  as  aforesaid,  or  other- 
wise, of  euch  boiids  and  certificates  of  in- 
debtedness." 

The  oomplaint  does  not  set  forth  the  term* 
of  the  will,  nor  attach  a  copy  of  it  as  an  ex- 
hibit. And  it  is  suggested  in  the  brief  of  the 
solicitor  general,  filed  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  that,  as  presented  by  the  record,  this 
is  not  a  case  where  United  States  bonds  have 
passed  from  the  testatrix  to  legatees,  but 
where  a  personal  estate  of  a  certain  value  in 
money  has  passed  to  the  executor,  to  be 
charged  against  him  as  money  to  be  distrib- 
uted among  the  beneficiaries  under  the  will ; 
and  that,  therefore,  for  aught  that  appears, 
the  executor  may  have  sold  every  bond  and 
distributed  the  proceeds  in  money;  and  that» 
even  if  legatees  entitled  to  certoin  sums  of 
mon^  shall  have  accepted  United  States 
bonds  in  lieu  of  money,  they  would  take  the 
bonds,  not  under  the  will,  but  as  purchasers. 

However,  the  oomplaint  does  allege  that 
the  money  which  is  sought  to  be  recovered 
was  assessed  against  the  plaintiff  as  executor 
of  the  deceased  ''on  account  of  legacies  or  ^s- 
tributive  shares  arising  from  personal  prop- 
erty being  in  his  charge  or  trust,  as  such  ex- 
ecutor as  aforesaid,  the  properties  assumed 
to  be  assessed  for  such  tax  being  propertiea 
passing  from  the  said  Jane  H.  Sherman,"  and 
was  paid  by  him  under  duress.  Such  allega- 
tions, taken  in  connection  with  that  con- 
tained in  the  eighth  paragraph,  above  quoted, 
to  the  effect  that,  of  the  property  taxed,  at 
least  one-third  part  consisted  of  United 
States  bonds,  makes  it  to  sufficiently  appear 
that  United  States  bonds  in  the  hands  of  thoio 
plaintiff  as  executor  or  trustee  under  a  Will  3 
\v^re  included  as  a  portion  of  the  estate  pass-* 
ing  to  the  executor,  and  were  assessed  and 
taxed  as  audi  portion.  It  may  also  be  ob- 
served that  it  is  the  executor  or  trustee  who 
has  in  charge  the  legacies  or  distributive 
shares  arising  from  personal  property,  pass- 
ing after  the  passage  of  the  ac^  from  any 
person  possessed  of  such  property,  who  is  the 
person  taxed  in  respect  to  such  property.  Ao- 
cordingly,  we  think  there  is  room  in  this  rec- 
ord for  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that,  as  matter  of  fact,  bonds  of  the  United 
States  formed  a  portion  of  the  property  ac- 
tually assessed;  and  that,  consequently,  the 
court  is  called  upon  to  determine  whether  it 
was  obligatory  on  the  executor  of  Jane  H. 
Sherman  to  include  in'his  statement  to  the 
collector  bonds  of  the  United  States  in  his 
possession  and  charge  as  such  executor,  and 
whether  it  was  the  right  and  duty  of  the  col- 
lector to  demand  and  receive  from  the  execu- 
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tor  &  sum  of  money  measured  by  the  value 
of  the  property  in  his  hands,  although  com- 
posed in  part  of  United  States  bonds. 

Putting  aside,  as  already  disposed  of  in  the 
ease  of  Knou>lton  v.  Moore,  the  claims  that 
inheritance  and  legacy  taxes  imposed  by  the 
United  States  in  the  act  of  June  13,  1898, 
are  inyalid  because,  as  direct  taxes,  not  ap- 
portioned, or,  as  duties,  for  want  of  uniform- 
ity, or  because  the  taxing  power  of  the 
United  States  does  not  reach  such  property 
transmissible  under  the  laws  of  the  states, 
it  is  conceded,  as  we  understand  the  argu- 
ment of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  United 
States  bonds  would  be  properly  included  in 
estimating  the  amount  of  an  inheritance  or 
legacy  tax,  were  it  not  for  the  clauses  con- 
tained in  Uie  United  States  statutes  exempt- 
ing such  bonds  from  state  and  Federal  tax« 
Ation.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  denied 
l>y  the  counsel  for  the  government  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  those  clauses  to  exempt 
ths  bonds  and  interest  thereon  from  any  Fed- 
•eral  tax,  direct  or  indirect.  What  is  denied 
is  that  there  was  any  intention  on  the  part 
of  Congress,  by  the  clauses  mentioned,  to  ex- 
empt Uie  portion  of  an  estate  invested  in 
United  States  bonds  from  either  a  state  or 
federal  inheritance  tax. 

Jt  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
conceded  by  the  government,  that  the  exemp- 
p  tion  clause  was  incorporated  into  the  bonds 
T  and  became  a  subsisting  contract  between  the 
•  government  and  the  bondholders.    It  is  fur- 
ther contended  on  the  one  side  and  conceded 
on  the  other,  that  this  contract  extends  to 
the  aasigna  of  the  holders.    But  a  legal  issue 
it  joined  when  it  is  affirmed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  and  denied  by  the  government,  that 
uaiigna  must  be  interpreted  to  include  those 
whose  title  is  derived  under  the  inheritance 
Mid  legacy  laws  of  the  states. 

It  has  recently  been  decided  by  this  court, 
In  the  case  of  PUmmmr  v.  Ooler,  178  U.  8. 
116,  20  Sap.  Ot  Rep.  829,  44  L.ed. — ^,  where 
the  question  involved  was  the  validity  of  the 
Inheritance  tax  law  of  the  state  of  New  York 
when  applied  to  a  legacy  consisting  of  United 
States  bonds  containing  a  clause  of  exemp- 
tion from  state  and  Federal  taxation,  that 
the  conclusion  fairly  to  be  drawn  from  the 
fttate  and  Federal  cases  is  that  the  right  to 
take  property  by  will  or  descent  is  derived 
from  and  regulated  by  municipal  law;  that» 
In  assessing  a  tax  upon  such  right  or  privi- 
lege, the  state  may  lawfully  measure  or  fix 
the  amount  of  the  tax  by  referring  to  the 
value  of  the  property  passing;  and  that  the 
Incidental  fact  that  such  property  is  com- 
posed, in  whole  or  in  part,  of  Federal  se- 
curities, does  not  invalidate  the  tax  or  the 
law  under  which  it  is  imposed. 

It  may  be  said  that  in  that  case  we  were 
dealing  with  the  sovereign  power  of  a  state  to 
tax  property  within  her  own  limits;  but  still 
the  contention  had  to  be  met  that  Federal 
bonds  were  not  within  the  taxing  power  of 
the  state,  not  only  because  they  were  declared 
to  be  exempt  from  state  taxation  in  any 
form,  but  because  they  were  means  devised 
by  the  government  to  raise  money,  and  that 
such  a  pnrpoee  might  be  defeated  if  the  states 


were  permitted  to  tax  the  bonds  in  the  hands 
of  their  holders.  The  conclusion,  however, 
was  reached,  following  state  and  Federal 
cases  cited,  that  the  inheritance  or  legacy 
tax  law  of  the  state  of  New  York  did  not  ex- 
pressly, or  by  necessary  implication,  propose 
to  tax  Federal  securities;  that  the  tax  was 
not  imposed  on  the  property  passing  under 
the  state  laws,  but  on  the  right  of  transfer 
by  will  or  tmder  the  intestate  law  of  the 
state;  that,  whatever  the  form  of  the  prop* 
erty,  the  right  to  succeed  to  it  is  created  by 
law,  and  if  it  consists  of  United  States  boiTdsH 
the  transferee  derives  his  right  to  take  them,  h 
aB*he  does  his  right  to  take  any  other  prop-* 
erty  of  the  decedent,  under  the  laws  of  the 
state,  and  the  state  by  its  statutes  makes  the 
right  subject  to  the  burden  imposed. 

A  similar  distinction  has  been  recognised 
by  several  of  the  state  courts,  which  have 
held  that«  while  a  tax  imposed  on  United 
States  bonds  by  a  state  statute  would  be  in- 
valid because  beyond  the  reach  of  the  state's 
power  to  tax,  yet  that  a  tax  upon  the  fran- 
chises or  capital  stock  of  a  state  corporation, 
measured  by  the  value  of  its  entire  pr<^ 
erty,  would  be  valid,  even  if  the  proper^ 
was  composed  in  whole  or  in  part  of  Federi^ 
securities,  because  the  tax  can  be  regarded  as 
imposed,  not  on  specific  property,  but  on  the 
rights  and  privileges  bestowed  by  the  state. 
Com,  V.  Provident  Inst,  for  SavingBf  12  Al- 
len, 312;  Cam,  v.  HafnUtan  Mfg.  Co.  12  Allen, 
300;  Coite  v.  Society  for  Savings,  82  ConiL 
173. 

The  Judgments  in  those  cases,  holding  that 
state  taxes  mav  be  lawfully  imposed,  the 
amount  of  which  may  be  determined  by  the 
aggregate  amount  of  the  property  or  capital 
sUxdc  of  banking  or  manufacturing  com- 
panies, even  if  such  property  or  capital  stock 
includes  United  States  bonds  issued  under  a 
statute  declarinff  them  exempt  from  taxation 
under  state  authority,  were  affirmed  by  this 
court.  Society  for  Savings  v.  Ooite,  6  WalL 
594,  18  L.  ed.  897 ;  Provident  Inst,  for  Bato- 
ings  Co,  v.  Massachusetts,  6  Wall.  611, 18  L> 
ed.  907 ;  HamUton  Mfg.  Oo.  v.  Massaehmsetf, 
fiWall.  632, 18Ii.ed.904. 

Without  repeating  the  discussion  In  the 
opinion  in  Plummer  v.  Ooler,  and  foUowliig 
the  conclusion  there  reached,  we  are  unable  to 
distinguish  that  case  from  tiie  present  one. 

If  a  state  inheritance  law  can  validly  im- 
pose a  tax  measured  by  the  amount  or  value 
of  the  legacy,  even  if  that  amount  includes 
United  States  bonds,  the  reasoning  that  ius- 
tifies  such  a  conclusion  must,  when  applied 
to  the  case  of  a  Federal  inheritance  law  tax- 
ing the  very  same  legacy,  bring  us  to  the 
same  conclusion.  We  must  therefore  hold 
that  if,  as  held  in  Knowlton  v.  Moore,  the 
tax  imposed  under  the  act  of  June  13,  1898, 
is  not  invalid  as  a  direct,  unapportioned  tax, 
nor  for  want  of  uniformity,  nor  as  an  in- 
fringement upon  the  laws  of  the  states  r^ga-  • 
latins  wills  and  descents,  then  the  tax  upon  S 
legacies  or^bequeets  descendible  under  and* 
regulated  by  state  laws  is  valid,  even  if  such 
legacies  incidentally  are  composed  of  Fed- 
eral bonds. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  govenunent  of 
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the  United  States  has,  and  has  h«retofora 
ssereised,  the  power  to  tax  its  own  bonds. 
By  the  act  of  July  1, 1862  ( 12  Stat  at  L.  474, 
ehap.  119) ,  there  was  imposed  a  tax  upon  tba 
interest  on  United  States  bonds  at  one  half 
the  rate  of  the  tax  imposed  upon  the  income 
of  other  property;  and  by  the  act  of  June  30, 
1864  (13  Stat,  at  L.  281,  ehap.  173,  and  479, 
chap.  78),  the  disorimination  in  favor  of  the 
holders  of  United  States  bonds  was  aban- 
doned, and  the  interest  on  them  was  taxed 
at  the  like  rates  as  other  income. 

The  argfument  in  this  case  turns,  at  last, 
upon  the  proposition  that>  by  the  exen^ting 
elauses  in  the  statutes  and  on  the  face  of  the 
bonds,  the  United  States  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  those  who  should  buy  and  hold 
the  bonds  that  neither  principal  nor  interest 
should  be  taxed. 

Whether  the  United  States,  in  the  exercise 
of  the  power  of  taxation,  can  be  estopped  by 
a  contract  that  such  power  shall  not  be  ex« 
ereised,  we  need  not  consider,  because  the  con- 
tract in  this  ease  does  not,  as  we  view  it» 
mean  that  a  state  may  not,  or  the  United 
States  may  not,  tax  inheritances  and  leg^ 
acies,  regardless  of  the  character  of  the  prop- 
erty of  which  they  are  composed.  That  some 
of  the  holders  of  United  States  bonds  may 
hare  paid  franchise  taxes  to  the  states,  and 
others  mav  have  paid  state  or  Federal  inhere 
itanoe  and  legacy  taxes,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  contract  between  the  United  States 
and  the  bondholders.  The  United  States  will 
have  complied  with  their  contract  when  they 
pay  to  the  original  holders  of  their  bonds, 
or  to  their  assigns,  the  interest,  when  due,  in 
foil,  and  the  principal,  when  due,  in  full. 

These  views  demand  an  affirmance  of  the 
Judgment  of  the  drcuit  court  sustaining  the 
defendant's  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

We  observe  that  it  appears  in  the  schedule 
of  legacies  prepared  by  the  executor  in  this 
ease,  on  a  form  apparently  furnished  l^  the 
ecllector  of  internal  revenue,  that  several  of 
^  the  legacies  under  Mrs.  Sherman's  will  were 
2  for  sums  under  $10,000,  and  which  w«re 
#  therefore,  under  theV>n8truction  put  by  this 
court  on  the  statute  in  Knowlion  v.  Moore, 
not  taxable.  It  also  appears  that  the  theory  on 
which  the  taxes  were  computed  in  respect  to 
legacies  over  $10,000  was  by  measuring  the 
ttuc  by  the  amount  of  the  entire  estate, inst^td 
of  by  the  amount  of  each  legacy.  This  meth- 
od of  construing  and  applying  the  statute 
we  have  held,  in  Knotolton  v.  Moore,  to  be  er- 
roneous. Therefore  the  executor,  represent- 
ing the  respective  legatees,  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover back  the  amount  of  taxes  paid  on  leg- 
acies under  $10,000  and  likewise  such  excess 
of  taxes  as  was  paid  by  reason  of  the  erro- 
neous interpretation  of  the  statute. 

We  here  meet  the  formal  difficulty  that 
neither  the  complaint  in  the  circuit  court  nor 
the  assignments  in  error  in  this  court  appar- 
ently questioned  the  correctness  of  the  con- 
struction put  upon  the  statute  by  the  col- 
lector. The  questions  raised  and  considered 
only  involved  the  validity  of  the  act,  and  not 
its  construction  if  valid. 

As,  however,  the  parties  proceeded  on  a 
mutual  mistake  of  law,  we  think  the  practi- 


cal injustice  that  might  result  from  an  af- 
firmanoe  of  the  judgment  may  be  avoided  by 
reversing  the  fitdgment  at  the  cost  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  sending  the  cause  back 
to  the  circuit  court,  with  directions  to  pro- 
ceed therein  according  to  law.  And  accord- 
ingly it  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  Wliite  dissents  in  respect  to 

the  taxibili^  of  the  bonds. 

Mr.  Justice  PeeUiaia  took  no  part  in  ibm 
decision  of  the  case. 


(178  U.  8.  1501 
GEORQE  D.  SHEBMAN,  Ptif.  In  JSrr^ 

V. 

UNITED  STATES. 

War  revenue  act — eateeeeive  tam — reversal  of 
iuigment. 

A  Judg:ment  dismissing  an  action  by  a  legatee 
against  the  United  States  to  recover  an  alleged 
Illegal  tax  under  the  war  revenue  set,  where 
the  Btatate  is  held  eonstltntlonal,  but  on  a 
proper  constmctlon  thereof  Is  held  not  X» 
justify  the  Imposition  of  the  whole  amoant  of 
the  tax  that  was  collected,  will  be  leTersed, 
although  in  another  action  the  exeeatet  haa 
established  his  right  to  recover  the  Illegal 
excess  from  the  Internal  revenue  eonecter,  la 
order  that  judgment  of  dismissal  In  the  prea- 
ent  case  may  not  embarrass  the  plalatlCa 
right  to  claim  Indemnity  from  the  executor. 

[No.  459.] 

Argued  December  5,   6,   7,   1899.    Decided 
May  H,  1900. 

IK  ERKOR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  th# 
United  States  for  the  Northern  Distriet 
of  New  York  dismissing  a  complaint  againat 
the  United  States.    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Sldrsar 
In  the  circuit  court  of  the  Unl<ted  States 
for  the  northern  district  of  New  York,  on  No- 
vember 20,  1809,  George  D.  Sherman  filed  a 
complaint  against  the  United  States,  seek- 
ing to  recover  from  said  defendant  the  sum 
of  $8,969.02,  which  he  daimed  had  been  un- 
justly exacted  by  John  G.  Ward,  collector  of 
internal  revenue  for  the  fourteenth  district 
of  New  York<  from  George  T.  Murdock,  ex- 
ecutor of  the  last  will  of  Mrs.  Jane  H.  Sher- 
man, the  mother  of  complainant,  as  a  duty 
or  tax  imposed  by  virtue  of  the  provision  of 
the  act  of  June  13,  1898 ;  that  said  sum  of 
$8,960.02  was  deducted  by  the  said  executor 
from  the  income  due  and  payable  under  th* 
provisions  of  said  will  to  the  complainant ;^ 
that  the  income,  of  which  the  complainant 
was  entitled  to  receive  an  annual  portion  dur- 
ing his  life,  was  composed  in  part  of  United 
States  bonds,  which  tne  complainant  avw-s  t» 
be,  by  virtue  of  the  acts  of  Congress  under 
which  they  were  issued,  nontaxable  and  non- 
assessable for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 

The  complaint  further  alleged,  among  oth- 
er things,  that  the  tax  so  imposed  was  void 
because  a  direct  tax  not  apportioned  amon^ 
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tii6  states  in  proportion  to  their  population; 
that  if  said  tax  was  not  direct,  but  an  im- 
poat,  excise,  or  duty«  the  same  was  void  be- 
cause not  uniform  throughout  the  United 
States;  and  that  it  is  not  within  the  consti- 
tutional power  of  Congress  to  levy  a  tax  up- 
on a  right  of  inheritance  or  disposition  by 
will,  provided  for  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  or  to  require  the  payment  of  a 
larger  or  different  amount  of  tax  from  or  im- 
posed upon  a  legacy  or  a  legatee,  because  of 
the  greater  wealth  of  the  donor  of  such  leg- 
H  acy,  than  is  required  when  the  legacy  is  a 
S  gift  of  a  testator  of  smaller  means. 

•  •The  United  States,  appearing  by  Charles 
H.  Brown,  United  States  attorney  for  the 
northern  district  of  New  York,  demurred  to 
the  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  the  same 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.  On  hearing  the  circuit 
court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  ordered 
that  the  complaint  be  dismissed.  A  writ  of 
error  was  allowed  to  this  judgment,  and  the 
cause  was  brought  to  this  court. 

Messrs.  CliArlea  E.  Patterson,  Alpheus 
T,  Bulkeley,  Charles  F.  Souihmayd,  William 
V.  Rowe,  and  Evarts,  Choate,  d  Beaman  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Solicitor  Oeneral  HichMrdm  for  defendant 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Sbiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

In  so  far  as  the  contentions  urged  in  this 
action  are  based  on  the  allegation  that  the 
tax  imposed  on  the  legacies  left  in  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Jane  H.  Sherman  is  void  because  it  is 
an  unapportioned  direct  tax,  or,  if  not  a  di- 
rect tax,  but  a  duty  or  excise,  the  same  is 
void  because  not  uniform  throughout  the 
United  States,  or  void  because  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  levy  an  inheritance  or  legacy  tax 
upon  property  passing  to  legatees  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  they  have  been 
disposed  of  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
case  of  Knoijclton  v.  Moore,  recently  decided 
by  this  court  (178  U.  S.  41,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
747,  44  L.  ed.  — ). 

So,  too,  the  proposition  that  bonds  of  the 
United  States  and  the  income  therefrom  are 
not  lawfully  taxable  under  an  inheritance- 
tax  law  of  the  United  States,  because  ex- 
empted by  contract  from  such  tax,  has  just 
been  decided  not  to  be  well  founded,  in  the 
case  of  Murdoch  v.  Ward,  178  U.  8.  188^  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  775,  44  L.  ed.  — . 

The  allegation  in  the  complaint,  that  "it 
is  not  within  the  constitutional  power  of 
Congress  to  require  the  payment  of  a  larger 
or  different  amount  of  tax  from  or  imposed 
upon  a  legacy  or  a  legatee,  because  of  the 
greater  wealth  of  the  donor  of  such  legacy, 
than  is  required  when  the  legacy  is  the  gift 
of  a  testator  of  smaller  means,"  need  not  be 
considered,  because  this  court  has  held  in  the 
2  case  of  KnowUon  v.  If  oore  that  upon  a  proper 
H  construction  of  the  act  of  June  13,  1898,  the 

*  amount  of  the  inheritance  or  legacy  tax 
levied  thereimder  is  measured  by  the  amount 
of  the  legacy  or  distributiye  diare  passing 
under  the  laws  of  the  ttatsb  And  not  by  th« 


amount  of  the  estate  of  ihe  testator  or  of  tlM 
deceased  owner. 

As,  however,  it  appears  in  this  record  that 
the  taxes  actually  levied  and  paid  on  the 
legacies  left  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Sherman  were 
computed  upon  the  mistaken  assumption  that 
the  amount  of  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  was 
the  measure  of  the  tax,  and  not  the  amount 
of  the  respective  legacies,  the  ocmiplainant  is 
entitled  to  be  repaid  the  excess  thus  imposed 
upon  his  legacy.  As  we  have  reversed  the 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Murdoch  v.  Ward, 
and  have  remanded  that  case  to  the  circuit 
court  of  the  southern  distriet  of  New  York, 
in  order  that  the  erroneous  computation  may 
be  corrected^  and  as  thus  what  is  ooming  to 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  upon  such  correction  be- 
ing made,  will  be  recovered  by  Murdock  as 
executor  and  trustee  under  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Sherman,  and  thereby  and  in  that  case  the 
plaintiff  in  error  will  be  indemnified,  he  needs 
no  further  proceeding  in  his  suit  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  for  the  northern  district  of  New 
York.  I^st,  however,  the  judgment  dismiss- 
ing his  complaint  may  embarrass  his  right 
to  claim  indemnity  from  the  executor,  we 
shall  reverse  this  judgment,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  Justice  White  dissents  in  respect  to 
the  taxability  of  the  bonds. 

Mr.  Justice  Peokham  took  no  part  in  the 
decision  of  the  case. 


(178  U.  S.  1) 
JOHN  ROEHM,  Petitioner, 

V, 

PAUL  R.  Q.  HORST,  E.  Clemens  Horst,  and 
Louis  A.  Horst,  Late  Trading  under  the 
Firm  of  Horst  Bros.,  to  the  Use  of  K. 
Clemens  Horst  and  Louis  A.  Horst. 

Contracts — breach  by  renunciation  before 
performance  is  due — right  of  immediate 
action. 

I.  An  onqnalifled  and  positive  refusal  to  per^ 
form  a  contract,  though  the  performance 
thereof  is  not  yet  due,  may,  if  the  lenoncia- 
tlon  goes  to  the  whole  contract,  be  treated 
as  a  complete  breach  which  will  entitle  the 
Injured  party  to  bring  his  action  at  once. 

1.  The  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  by 
renuadatlon  thereof  before  performance  is 
dne  are  measured  by  what  the  Injured  party 
would  have  saffered  by  the  continued  breach 
of  the  other  party  down  to  the  time  of  eeni- 
plete  performance,  less  any  abatement  by  rea- 
son of  circumstances  of  which  he  ought  rea- 
sonably to  have  availed  hlmsell 

[No.  188.] 

Argued  March  15,  16,  1900.    Decided  Maw 
U,  1900. 
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N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third  Cir- 
cuit to  review  a  decision  affirming  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs  in  an  action  on  oontnML 
Afprmedm 
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See  Bama  case  below,  62  U.  8.  Ap^  820»  91 
Fed.  Rep.  346,  8S  C.  a  A.  660. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Jiutice  Fnllevt 
01     This  was  an  action  for  breach  of  four  oer- 

•  tain  contracts,  brought^by  Paul  R.  O.  Horst 
and  others  against  John  Roehm  in  the  eir* 
euit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  east- 
em  district  of  Pennsylvania,  in  January, 
1897,  and  was  tried  under  a  stipulation, 
waiving  a  jury,  before  Dallas,  circuit  judge, 
who  made  a  special  finding  of  facts,  and,  on 
the  facts  so  found,  gave  judgment  for  plain- 
tiffs. 84  Fed.  Rep.  666.  The  case  was  car- 
ried by  defendant  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals for  the  third  circuit,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  was  affirmed.  62  U.  S. 
App.  620,  91  Fed.  Rep.  345,  33  C.  G.  A.  660. 
Thereupon  Roehm  applied  to  this  court  for 
a  writ  of  certiorari,  which  was  granted,  and 
the  cause  subsequently  heard  hera 

The  circuit  court  found  that — 

"On  August  26th,  1893,  the  firm  of  Horst 
Brothers,  composed  of  Paul  R.  O.  Horst,  £. 
Clemens  Horst,  and  Louis  A.  Horst,  the  legal 
plaintiffs,  entered  into  four  written  con- 
tracts with  John  Roehm,  the  defendant*  of 
which  the  following  are  copies: 
"  Hop  Contract. 

"  'Memorandum  of  agreement  made  and  en- 
tered into  by  and  between  Horst  Brothers, 
doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York,  par- 
ties of  the  first  part,  and  John  Roehm,  party 
id  the  second  part. 

"  'Witnesseth :  That  the  said  parties  of  the 
first  part  agree  to  sell  and  deliver  to  the  par- 
ty of  tiie  second  part,  and  that  the  party 
of  the  second  part  agrees  to  purchase,  nay 
for,  and  receive  from  the  party  of  the  nrst 
part,  one  hundred  (100)  bales,  prime  Pacific 
-  coast  hops  of  the  crop  of  1896.  Three  and 
one  half  pounds  tare  to  be  deducted  on  each 
bale.  Said  hops  to  be  delivered  ex  dock  or 
store,  New  York  citv*  and  to  be  paid  for  in 
net  cash  ten  days  from  date  of  arrival  at 
the  rate  of  twenty-two  <22)  cents  per  pound. 

**  'Time  of  shipment,  20  bales  each  month. 
October,  November,  December,  January,  and 
February,  except  as  hereafter  provided. 

"  'If  at  any  timeadifferenceof  opinion  shall 
exist  regarding  the  quality  or  condition  of 
any  hops  submitted  or  tendered  under  this 
agreement,  each  party  shall  select  an  arbi- 
trator,  to  whom  tlie  question  of  the  auality 

•  and  condition  shall  be  submitted.«snd,  in  case 
of  their  disagreement,  a  third  arbitrator 
shall  be  selected  by  the  two  thus  chosen,  and 
the  decision  of  a  majority  of  the  three  shall 
be  final;  and  in  case  the  decision  shall  be 
that  the  hops  tendered  are  not  equal  to  the 
ouality  above  called  for,  the  parties  of  the 
nrst  part  shall,  within  thirty  days  after  re- 
ceipt of  written  notice  of  such  decision,  sub- 
mit samples  or  tender  delivery  to  the  party 
of  the  second  part,  other  hops,  in  fulfilment 
of  this  agreement,  and  party  of  the  second 
part  agrees  to  receive  same. 

"  'In  witness  whereof  the  said  parties  have 
hereunto  set  their  hands,  Philadelphia,  this 
26th  day  of  August,  1893.         Horst  Bros. 
John  Roehm.' " 

[Here  followed  a  second,  third,  and  fourth 


oontraet,  of  same  tenor  aad  under  sama  date, 
the  second  for  100  bales  of  the  crop  of  1896, 
to  be  shipped  20  bales  each  month,  in  the 
months  of  March,  April,  May,  June,  and 
July;  the  third  for  100  bales  of  the  crop  erf 
1897,  to  be  shipped  20  bales  eaeh  montl^  Id 
the  months  of  Ootober,  November,  Decem- 
ber, January,  and  February;  and  the  fourth 
for  100  baks  of  the  crop  of  1897,  to  be 
shipped  20  bales  each  month,  in  the  months 
of  March,  April,  May,  June^  and  July.] 

"The  months  named  ix  «Mh  of  tnese  con- 
tracts respectively,  as  time  of  shipment,' 
must,  under  the  custom  of  the  trade,  be  un- 
derstood as  meaning  the  months  so  named, 
which  would  follow  next  after  the  summer 
months  of  the  year  of  the  crop  referred  to  in 
the  particular  oontraot. 

"On  June  23d,  1896,  the  firm  of  Horst 
Brothers  was  dissolved,  and  Paul  R.  Q. 
Horst  assigned  to  his  copartners,  E.  Clemena 
Horst  and  Xouis  A.  Horst,  the  use  plaintaffs, 
all  the  interest  of  him,  the  said  Paul  R.  Q. 
Horst,  in  the  said  contracts. 

"Upon  June  23d,  1896,  a  notice,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy,  was  addressed  to  and 
received  by  the  defendant: 

«"June  23, 1896. 

"  'Dear  Sir:  We  beg  to  inform  you  th«t 
the  partnership  of  Horst  Brothers  has  been 
this  day  dissolved. 

"  'Respectfully  yours,  Horst  Brothers.'^ 
*"To  this,  under  date  of  June  27th,  189$,* 
the  defendant  replied,  saying:  ...  'I 
suppose  that  your  reason  for  giving  me  the 
notice  is  on  account  of  the  contracts  which  I 
had  with  your  late  firm,  .  .  .  which,  of 
course,  you  cannot  fulfil.  I  therefore  con- 
sider the  contracts  annulled  and  will  make 
other  arrangements  for  the  purchase  of  the 
hops  I  may  need,  and  you  may  consider  this 
as  release  from  liability  on  your  part  to  com- 

gy  with  the  contracts.'  In  answer  to  this, 
orst  Brothers  in  liquidation  addressed  a 
letter  to  the  defendant,  whieh  he  duly  re- 
ceived, in  which  it  was  said  that  he  had  mis- 
construed the  notice  of  dissolution  sent  out 
to  the  trade;  that  its  meaning  was  that  no 
new  contracts  would  be  made  and  no  new 
business  undertaken  by  the  firm  of  Horst 
Brothers;  and  in  which  it  was  further  stated 
that,  'so  far  as  the  firm  or  business  is  con- 
cerned, the  firm  will  dischaige  its  obligations 
and  will  try  to  collect  its  claims.  It  does 
not  ask  for  any  release  or  discharge,  and 
will  punctually  live  up  to  all  the  contracts 
which  it  has  made  witn  you.'  This  commu- 
nication was  not  replied  to. 

"In  October,  1896,  the  first  shipment  of 
20  bales  of  hops  under  the  contracts  was 
made,  and  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  cov- 
ering that  shipment  were  sent  to  the  defend- 
ant, who,  on  October  24th,  1896,  by  telegram 
and  letter,  acknowledged  receipt  of  the  bill 
of  lading  and  bill  of  narticulars,  but,  upon 
the  ground  set  up  in  his  letter  of  June  27, 
1896,  declined  to  receive  the  hops. 

"At  the  time  of  the  defendant's  refusal  to 
receive  the  shipment  above  mentioned,  the 
plaintiffs  could  have  made  subcontracts  for 
forward  delivery  according  to  the  contracts 
in  suit,  at  the  price  of  9  cents  per  pound  for 
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yrimm  Padlt«  «OMt  hops  of  tho  crop  of 
1896/  and  of  11  oenU  per  pound  for  like 
hops  of  ths  crop  of  1897 ;  and  the  differences 
between  the  pnoes  fixed  by  the  contraots 
sued  on  and  those  above  stated,  together 
with  interest  on  the  sum  of  such  differences, 
from  October  24»  1896,  to  this  date,  are  as 
follows:'' 

[Here  followed  the  computation  resulting 
In  the  amount  for  which  judgment  was  ren- 
dered.] 
The  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 

tt  stated  the  case  thus : 

*  *"In  August,  1893,  Paul  R.  Q.  Horst,  E. 
Clemens  Horst,  and  Louis  A.  Horst,  trading 
as  Horst  Brothers,  entered  into  a  contract 
with  John  Roehm,  the  defendant  below,  for 
the  sale  of  1,000  bales  of  prime  Pacific  coast 
hops,  to  be  delivered  at  various  dates  in  the 
future,  at  an  uniform  price  of  22  cents  per 
pound.  Of  the  whole  quantity  600  bales  had 
been  delivered,  accepted,  and  paid  for  at  the 
contract  prioe,  so  that  in  July,  1896,  there 
remained  undelivered  400  bales.  These  were 
deliverable  at  the  rate  of  20  bales  per  month 
during  each  month  from  October,  1896,  to 
July,  1898,  both  inclusive,  excepting,  how- 
ever, from  said  period  the  months  of  August 
and  September,  1897,  when  no  deliveries 
were  called  for.  The  record  shows  that  this 
contract  was  the  result  of  one  negotiation, 
and  provided  for  a  supply  of  hops  for  five 
years.  Ten  separate  papers  were  drawn, 
each  covering  a  period  of  five  months  or  one 
season.  They  all  bear  the  same  date  and  are 
similar  as  regards  the  quanti^  of  hops  to  be 
delivered  and  the  price  to  be  paid.  They  dif- 
fer only  in  the  time  of  delivery  and  the  year's 
crop  from  which  delivery  was  to  be  made. 
In  June,  1896,  the  firm  of  Horst  Brothers 
was  dissolved  by  the  retirement  of  Paul  R. 
Q.  Horst.  He  assigned  his  interest  in  the 
Eoehm  contract  to  the  remaining  partners, 
who  continued  the  business  under  the  same 
firm  name.  Roehm,  the  defendant  below, 
was  notified  of  this  dissolution  of  the  firm 
and  of  the  transfer  of  Paul  R.  G.  Horst's  in- 
terest in  the  contract  to  its  successors.  He 
thereupon  gave  notice  to  the  firm  that  he 
considered  his  contract  canceled  thereby. 
Subsequently  the  firm  of  Horst  Brothers  ad- 
vised the  defendant  of  their  ability  and  will- 
ingness to  perform  the  contract,  and  under 
date  of  September  4,  1890,  wrote  Roehm,  as 
follows: 

"'Dear  Sir:  Will  you  please  write  us 
whether  you  wish  us  to  ship  the  hope  under 
your  contract  direct  to  your  city?  The  con- 
tract calls  for  delivery  in  New  York,  and  es 
we  ship  direct  from  this  coast  we  can  ship  to 
either  city  at  same  rate.  Consequently 
there  will  be  a  saving  to  you  of  freight  if 
we  ship  to  your  city  direct  from  here. 
Awaiting  your  reply,  we  are, 

^  "  'Very  truly.         Horst  Brothers.' 

•  •^o  this  letter  Roehm  replied,  under  date 
of  September  14,  1896: 

"  'Dear  Sirs:  In  response  to  your  letters 
dated  3d  and  4th  inst,  state  that  before 
abipping  me  any  hops  always  send  me  sam- 


ples from  which  I  can  select  lots,  the  lame 
as  you  have  been  doing  in  the  past. 

"  'Very  truly,  John  Roehm.' 

"On  October  9,  1896,  Horst  Brothers  ad- 
vised Roehm  of  the  shipment  of  20  bales  of 
hops  for  the  October  delivery,  as  called  for 
by  the  contract,  which  Roehm,  by  telegraphy 
refused  to  receive,  and  as  supplementary 
thereto  sent  the  following  letter,  dated  Oo^^ 
tober  24,  1896: 

"  'Qentlemen:  Tours  of  October  9,  incloa> 
ing  bill  of  lading  and  bill  of  particulars  per 
20  bales  of  hops  forwarded  me  under  tha 
terms  of  contract  of  Aunist  25,  1898,  waa 
received,  and  I  have  wired  you  that  I  decline 
to  receive  the  sam&"  I  notified  you  under 
date  of  June  27, 1896,  that,  owinff  to  the  dis- 
solution of  the  copartnership  with  which  I 
originally  contracted  and  the  fact  that  thia 
firm  was  no  longer  in  existence,  I  considered 
my  contract  at  an  end,  and  will  make  ar-^ 
rangements  for  purchasing  my  supplies  else-> 
where.  I  am  advised  that  I  am  under  n» 
obligations  by  that  contract  to  accept  sup- 
plies from  you.  If  you  desire  to  bill  thesa 
goods  at  the  current  market  rate  under  a 
new  contract,  I  will  accept  them  if  upon  in- 
spection they  are  of  the  quality  desired; 
otherwise  they  will  remain  at  the  freight 
station  subject  to  your  order. 

"  'Very  truly  yours,      John  Roehm.' 

*Vo  further  efforts  were  made  by  Horst 
Brothers  to  make  delivery  under  the  eon- 
tract,  but  in  January,  1897,  this  action  waa 
begun  by  all  the  original  parties  thereto,  ta 
the  use  of  the  firm  as  at  present  constituted, 
to  recover  damages  for  its  breach.  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs." 

The  contention  that  Roehm  was  entitled  to 
treat  the  contract  as  determined  by  the  r^  ^ 
tirement  of  one  of  the  members  of  tha*Arm  * 
^  of  Horst  Brothers,  and  the  assignment  of  his 
interest  to  his  copartners,  was  not  renewed 
in  this  court 

Messr9.  Samuel  Diokson,  A.  O.  Ifoofi^ 

and  Richard  O.  Dale  for  petitioner. 

Messrs.  F.  P.  Priohard  and  John  Oarvet 
for  respondents. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  tha 
opinion  of  the  court: 

It  is  conceded  that  the  contracts  set  out  i& 
the  finding  of  facts  were  four  of  ten  simul*- 
taneous  contracts,  for  100  bales  each,  covers 
ing  the  furnishings  of  1,000  bales  of  hops  dur^ 
ing  a  period  of  five  years,  of  which  600  balea 
hi^  Men  delivered  and  paid  for.  If  tha 
transaction  could  be  treated  as  amounting  ta 
a  single  contract  for  1,000  bales,  the  breadi 
allegSl  would  have  occurred  while  the  con- 
tract was  in  the  course  of  performance;  but 
plaintiffs'  declaration  or  statement  of  d^ 
mand  averred  the  execution  of  the  four  con* 
tracts,  "two  for  the  purchase  and  sale  <^ 
Pacific  coast  hops  of  the  crop  of  1896,  and 
two  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  Pacific 
coast  hops  of  the  crop  of  1897,"  set  them  out 
in  ewienso,  and  claimed  recovery  for  breach 
thereof,  and  in  this  view  of  the  case,  whila 
as  to  the  first  of  the  four  contracts,  the  tima- 
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to  eommenoe  performance  had  arrired,  and 
the  October  shipment  had  been  tendered  and 
refused,  the  breach  as  to  the  other  three  con* 
tracts  was  the  refusal  to  perform  before  the 
time  for  perfonnance  had  arrived. 

The  first  contract  falls  within  the  rule 
that  a  contract  may  be  broken  by  the  re- 
nunciation of  liability  under  it  in  the  course 
of  performance  and  suit  may  be  immediately 
instituted.  But  the  other  three  contracts 
iBTOlve  the  question  whether,  where  the  oouf 
tract  is  renounced  before  performance  it  due^ 
and  the  renunciation  goes  to  the  whole  con- 
tract, and  is  absolute  and  unequivocal,  the 
injured  nartv  mav  treat  the  breach  aa  com- 
plete  ana  bnnff  his  action  at  once.    Defend- 

•  ant  repudiated  all*liability  for  hops  of  the 
crop  of  1896  and  of  the  crop  of  1897,  and  no- 
tified plaintiffs  that  he  should  make  (accord- 
ing to  a  letter  of  his  attorney  in  the  record 
that  he  had  made)  arrangements  to  porchase- 
his  stock  of  other  parties,  whereupon  plain- 
tiffs brought  suit  The  question  is  there- 
fore presented,  in  respect  of  the  three  con- 
tracts, whether  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
sue  at  once  or  were  obliged  to  wait  until  the 
time  came  for  the  first  month's  delivery  un- 
der each  of  them. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  if  one  party  to  a 
contract  has  destroyed  the  subject-matter,  or 
disabled  himself  so  aa  to  make  performance 
impossible,  his  conduct  is  equivalent  to  a 
breach  of  the  contract,  although  the  time  for 
performance  has  not  arrived;  and  also  that 
if  a  contract  provides  for  a  series  of  acta, 
and  actual  default  is  made  in  the  perform- 
ance of  one  of  them,  accompanied  oy  a  re- 
fusal to  perform  the  rest,  the  other  party 
need  not  perform,  but  may  treat  the  refusal 
as  a  breach  of  the  entire  oontract,  and  re- 
cover accordingly. 

And  the  doctrine  that  there  may  be  an  an- 
ticipatory breach  of  an  executory  contract 
by  an  absolute  refusal  to  perform  it  has  be- 
come the  settled  law  of  Enigland  as  applied 
to  contracts  for  services,  for  marriage,  and 
for  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  goods.  The 
cases  are  extensively  commented  on  in  the 
notes  to  Cutter  v.  Potoell,  2  Smith,  Lead. 
Cas.  1212, 1220,  9th  edition  by  Richard  Henn 
Collins  and  Arbuthnot.  Some  of  these, 
though  quite  familiar,  may  well  be  referred 
to. 

In  Bochster  v.  De  la  Tour.  2  El.  ft  BL 
678,  plaintiff,  in  April,  1852,  had  agreed  to 
serve  defendant,  and  defendant  had  under- 
taken to  employ  plaintiff,  as  courier,  for 
three  months  from  June  1st,  on  certain 
terms.    On  the  11th  of  May,  defendant  wrote 

Slaintiff  that  he  had  changed  his  mind,  and 
eclined  to  avail  himself  of  plaintiff's  serv- 
ices. Thereupon,  and  on  May  22d,  pkdn- 
tiff  brought  an  action  at  law  lor  breach  of 
contract  in  that  defendant,  before  the  said 
1st  of  June,  though  plaintiff  was  always 
ready  and  willing  to  perform,  refused  to  en- 
gage plaintiff  or  perform  his  promise,  and 
then  wrongfully  exonerated  plaintiff  from 
the  performance  of  the  agreement,  to  his 
damage.  And  it  was  rulra  that  as  there 
a  could  be  a  breach  of  contract  before  the  time 

*  fixed  for  performance,  a  positive  and^abeo- 


hite  refusal  to  carry  out  tlie  contract  prior 
to  the  date  of  actaal  default  amounted  to 
such  a  breach. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument^  Mr.  Justice 
Orompton  observed:  "When  a  party  an- 
nounces his  intention  not  to  fulfil  the  con- 
tract, the  other  side  may  take  him  at  his 
word  and  rescind  the  contract.  That  word 
'rescind'  implies  that  both  parties  have 
agreed  that  the  contract  shall  be  at  an  end, 
as  if  it  had  never  been.  But  I  am  inclined 
to  think  that  the  party  may  also  sayi 
'Since  you  have  announced  that  you  will  not 
ffo  on  with  the  contract,  I  will  consent  that 
it  shall  be  at  an  end  from  this  time;  but  I 
will  hold  you  liable  for  the  damage  I  have 
sustained;  and  I  will  proceed  to  make  that 
damage  as  little  as  possible  by  making  the 
best  use  I  can  of  my  liberty.' '' 

In  deliverinff  the  opinion  of  the  court 
(Campbell,  Ch.  J.,  Coleridge,  Erle^  and 
Orompton,  JJ.),  Lord  Campbell,  after  pointp 
ing  out  tiiat  at  common  law  there  were  nn* 
merous  cases  in  which  an  anticipatory  act» 
such  as  an  act  rendering  the  contract  impos- 
sible of  performance,  or  disabling  the  party 
from  performing  it,  would  constitute  a 
breach  giring  an  immediate  right  of  action^ 
laid  it  down  that  a  positive  and  unqualified 
refusal  by  one  party  to  carry  out  the  con^ 
tract  should  be  treated  as  belonging  to  the 
same  category  as  such  anticipatory  acta,  and 
said: 

*'But  it  is  surely  much  more  rational,  and 
more  for  the  benefit  of  both  partiee,  that^ 
after  the  renunciation  of  the  agreement  by 
the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  should  be  at  lib- 
erty to  consider  himself  absolved  from  any 
future  performance  of  it,  retaining  his  right 
to  sue  for  any  damage  he  has  suffered  frcn 
the  breach  of  it  Thus«  instead  of  remain* 
ing  idle  and  laying  out  money  in  prepara* 
tions  which  must  te  useless,  he  is  at  liberty 
to  seek  service  under  another  employer, 
which  would  go  in  mitigation  of  the  damagee 
to  which  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  for 
a  breach  of  the  contract.  It  seems  strange 
that  the  defendant,  after  renouncing  the  con* 
tract  and  absolutely  declaring  that  he  will 
never  act  under  it,  should  be  permitted  to 
object  that  faith  is  given  to  his  assertion, 
and  that  an  opportunity  is  not  left  to  him  of 
changing  his  mind.  If  the  plaintiff  is  barred 
of  any  remedy  by  entering  into  an  engage- 
ment inconsistent  with  starting  as  a  courier  ^ 
with  the  defendant  on  the  Ist  June,  he  Ish 
prejudiced  by  putting  faith  in  the  defend-* 
ant's  assertion;  and  it  would  be  more  conso- 
nant with  principle  if  the  defendant  were 
precluded  from  saying  that  he  had  not 
broken  the  contract  when  ho  declared  that  he 
entirely  renounced  it.  Suppose  that  the  d^ 
f endant,  at  the  time  of  his  renunciation,  had 
embarked  on  a  voyage  for  Australia,  so  as  to 
render  it  physically  impossible  for  him  to 
employ  the  plaintiff  as  a  courier  on  the  con- 
tinent of  Europe  in  the  months  of  June^ 
July,  and  August,  1862;  according  to  dedded 
cases,  the  action  might  have  been  brouf  ht  be- 
fore the  1st  June;  but  the  renundation  may 
have  been  founded  on  other  facte,  to  be  given 
in  evidence,  whidi  would  equally  have 
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dered  the  defendant's  performanes  of  the 
contract  impoasible.  TIm  man  who  wrong- 
fully renounces  a  contract  into  which  he  has 
deliberately  entered  cannot  justly  complain 
if  he  is  immediately  sued  for  a  compensation 
in  damages  by  the  man  whom  he  has  in- 
jured; and  it  seems  reasonable  to  allow  an 
option  to  the  injured  par^,  either  to  sue 
immediately,  or  to  wait  till  the  time  when 
the  act  was  to  be  done,  still  holding  it  as 
prospectively  binding  for  the  exercise  of  this 
option,  which  may  be  advantageous  to  the  in- 
nocent party,  and  cannot  be  prejudicial  to 
the  wronffdoer.  An  argument  against  the 
action  before  the  1st  June  is  urged  from  the 
difficulty  of  calculating  the  damages;  but 
this  argument  is  equally  strong  against  an 
action  before  the  let  of  September,  when  the 
three  months  would  expire.  In  either  case, 
the  jury  in  assessing  the  damages  would  be 
justified  in  looking  to  all  that  had  happened, 
or  was  likely  to  happen,  to  increase  or  miti- 
gate the  loss  of  the  plaintiff  down  to  the  day 
of  trial.  We  do  not  find  any  decision  con- 
trary to  the  view  we  are  taking  of  this  case." 
In  Frost  v.  Knight,  L.  R.  7  Exch.  Ill,  de- 
fendant had  promised  to  marry  plaintiff  so 
soon  as  his  (defendant's)  father  should  die. 
While  his  father  was  yet  alive  he  absolutely 
refused  to  marry  plaintiff,  and  it  was  held 
in  the  exchequer  chamber,  overruling  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  of  exchequer  (L.  R.  5 
Exch.  322),  that  for  this  breach  an  action 
was  well  brought  during  the  father's  life- 
time. Gockbum,  Ch.  J.,  said:  'The  law 
with  reference  to  a  contact  to  be  performed 
at  a  future  time,  where  the  party  bound  to 
^  performance  announces  prior  to  the  time  his 
H  intontion*not  to  perform  it,  as  established  by 
the  cases  of  Hoohster  v.  De  la  Tour,  2  El. 
k  61.  678,  and  the  Danube  d  B.  8,  Raihowy 
d  K.  Harbour  Co.  v.  Xeno;  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  825, 
on  the  one  hand,  and  Avery  v.  Bowden,  5 
El.  ft  Bl.  714;  Reid  v.  Hoskina,  6  El.  ft  Bl. 
053,  and  Barrick  v.  Buba,  2  C.  B.  N.  8.  563, 
on  the  other,  may  be  thus  stated.  The  prom- 
isee, if  he  pleases,  may  treat  the  notice  of  in- 
tention as  inoperative,  and  await  the  tim? 
when  the  contract  is  to  be  executed,  and 
then  hold  the  other  party  responsible  for  all 
the  consequences  of  nonperformance;  but  in 
that  case  he  keeps  the  contract  alive  for  the 
benefit  of  the  other  party  as  well  as  his  own ; 
he  remains  subject  to  all  his  own  obligations 
and  liabilities  under  it,  and  enables  the  other 
party,  not  only  to  complete  the  contract,  if 
so  aavised,  notwithstanding  his  previous  re- 
pudiation of  it,  but  also  to  take  advantage 
of  any  supervening  circumstance  which 
would  justify  him  in  declining  to  complete 
it.  On  the  other  hand,  the  promisee  may, 
if  he  thinks  proper,  treat  the  repudiation  of 
the  other  party  as  a  wrongful  putting  an  end 
to  the  contract,  and  may  at  once  bring  his  ac- 
tion as  on  a  breach  of  it ;  and  in  such  action 
he  will  be  entitled  to  such  damages  as  would 
have  arisen  from  the  nonperformance  of  the 
contract  at  the  appointed  time,  subject,  how- 
ever, to  abatement  in  respect  of  any  circum- 
stances which  may  have  afforded  him  the 
means  of  mitigating  his  loss." 
The  case  of  Danube  d  B,  8,  Railway  d  K. 


Harbour  Co.  ▼.  Xenoe,  11  C.  B.  N.  8.  152,  is 
stated  in  the  headnotes  thus:  On  the  9th 
of  July,  A,  by  his  agent,  agreed  to  rtceive 
certain  goods  of  B  on  board  his  ship  to  be 
carried  to  a  foreign  port, — ^the  shipment  to 
commence  on  the  1st  of  August  On  the  21st 
of  July  A  wrote  to  B,  steting  that  he  did  not 
hold  himself  responsible  for  the  contract,  ths 
agent  having  no  authority  to  make  it;  and 
on  the  23d  he  wrote  a^ain  offering  a  substi- 
tuted contract,  but  still  repudiating  the  orig- 
inal contract.  B,  by  his  attorneys,  gave  A 
notice  that  he  should  hold  him  bound  by  the 
original  contract,  and  that,  if  he  persisted 
in  refusing  to  perform  it,  he  (B)  should 
forthwith  proceed  to  make  other  arrange- 
mente  for  forwarding  the  goods  to  their  des- 
tination, and  look  to  him  for  any  loss.  On 
the  1st  of  August,  A.  again  wrote  to  B,  stet- 
ing that  he  was  then  prepared  to  receive  the  ^ 
goods  on  board  his  ship,  making  no  allusion  h 
to* the  original  contract.  B  had,  however,* 
in  the  meantime  entered  into  a  negotiation 
with  one  S  for  the  conveyance  of  &e  goods 
by  another  ship,  which  negotiation  ended  in 
a  contract  for  that  purpose  with  S  on  th« 
2d  of  August  B  thereupon  sued  A  for  r^ 
fusing  to  receive  the  goods  pursuant  to  his 
contract;  and  A  brought  a  cross  action 
against  B  for  refusing  to  ship.  Upon  a  sp^ 
cial  case  steting  these  facto:  Held^  that  it 
was  competent  to  B  to  treat  A's  renunciation 
as  a  breach  of  the  contract;  and  that  the  fact 
of  such  renunciation  afforded  a  good  answer 
to  the  cross  action  of  A,  and  susteined  B's 
plea  that  before  breach  A  discharged  him 
from  the  performance  of  the  agreement 

Erie,  Ch.  J.,  said  (p.  175):  "In  Cort  r. 
Amhergate,  N,  d  B,  d  B,  Junction  R.  Co.  17 
Q.  B.  127,  it  was  held  that^  upon  the  com- 
pany giving  notice  to  Mr.  Cort  that  they 
would  not  receive  any  more  of  his  chairs,  he 
might  abstain  from  manufacturing  them 
and  sue  the  company  for  the  breach  of  eon- 
tract  without  tendering  the  goods  for  their 
acceptance.  So,  in  Hochster  v.  De  la  Tour, 
2  El.  ft  Bl.  678,  it  was  held  that  the  courier 
whose  services  were  engaged  for  a  period  to 
commence  from  a  future  day.  being  told  b^ 
fore  that  day  that  they  would  not  be  accept* 
ed,  was  at  liberty  to  treat  that  as  a  complete 
breach,  and  to  hire  himself  to  another  party. 
And  the  boundary  is  equally  well  ascerteined 
on  the  other  side.  Thus,  in  Avery  ▼.  BoW' 
den,  5  El.  ft  Bl.  714,  6  £1.  ft  Bl.  953,  wliera 
the  agent  of  the  charterer  intimated  to  the 
captain  that,  in  consequence  of  the  breaking 
out  of  the  war,  he  would  be  unable  to  furnish 
him  with  a  cargo,  and  wished  the  captain  t9 
sail  away,  and  the  latter  did  not  do  so,  it 
was  not  to  fall  within  the  principle  al* 
ready  adverted  to,  and  not  to  amount  to  a 
breach  or  renunciation  of  the  contract.  But 
where  there  is  an  explicit  declaration  by  the 
one  party  of  his  intention  not  to  perform 
the  contract  on  his  part,  which  is  accepted 
by  the  other  as  a  breach  of  the  contract,  that 
beyond  all  doubt  affords  a  cause  of  action." 

The  case  was  heard  on  error  in  the  ex- 
chequer chamber  before  Cockbum,  Ch.  J., 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  Wightman,  J.,  Crompton,  J., 
Channel],  B.,  and  Wilde,  B.;  and  the  judf 


1899. 


BOEHM  y.  HORST. 


786 


ment  of  tb«  oommoii  pleas  ww  unaalmomly 
^  affirmed.     18  a  B.  K.  S.  825. 
S      In  Johnstone  t.  MUUng,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B, 

*  DiT.  467,  Lord  Eeher/Maater  of  the  Rolls, 
puts  tlie  principle  thus:  "When  one  party 
assumes  to  renounce  the  contract,  that  is,  by 
anticipation  refuses  to  perform  it,  he  there- 
|yy,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  declares  his  in- 
tention then  and  there  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract. Such  a  renunciation  does  not,  of 
course,  amount  to  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, because  one  party  to  a  contract  cannot 
by  himself  rescind  it,  but  by  wrongfully 
making  such  a  renundation  of  the  contract 
he  entitles  the  other  party,  if  he  pleases,  to 
agree  to  the  contract  being  put  an  end  to, 
subject  to  the  retontion  by  him  of  his  right 
to  bring  an  action  in  respect  of  such  wrong- 
ful rescission.  The  other  party  may  adopt 
such  renunciation  of  the  contract  by  so  act- 
ing upon  it  as  in  effect  to  declare  that  he 
too  treats  the  contract  as  at  an  end,  except 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  upon 
it  for  the  damages  sustains  by  him  in  con- 
sequence of  such  renunciation.^' 

lx)rd  Justice  Bowen  said  (p.  472) :  "We 
haye,  therefore,  to  consider  upon  what  prin- 
ciples and  under  what  circumstances  it  must 
be  held  that  a  promisee,  who  finds  himself 
confronted  with  a  declaration  of  intention 
by  the  promisor  not  to  carry  out  the  contract 
when  tne  time  for  performance  arrives,  may 
treat  the  contract  as  broken,  and  sue  for 
the  breach  thereof.  It  would  seem  on  prin- 
ciple that  the  declaration  of  such  intention 
by  the  promisor  is  not  in  itself  and  un- 
less acted  on  by  the  promisee  a  breach  of  the 
contract;  and  that  it  only  becomes  a  breach 
when  it  is  converted  by  force  of  what  follows 
it  into  a  wrongful  renunciation  of  the  con- 
tract. Its  real  operation  appears  to  be  to 
g've  the  promisee  the  right  of  electing  either 
treat  the  declaration  as  hrutum  fulmen, 
and,  holding  fast  to  the  contract,  to  wait  till 
the  time  for  its  performance  has  arrived,  or 
to  act  upon  it  and  treat  it  as  a  final  asser* 
tion  by  the  promisor  that  he  is  no  longer 
bound  by  the  contract,  and  a  wrongful  re- 
nunciation of  the  contractual  relation  into 
which  he  has  entered.  But  such  declaration 
only  becomes  a  wrongful  act  if  the  promisee 
electe  to  treat  it  as  such.  If  he  does  so 
elect,  it  becomes  a  breach  of  contract,  and  he 
can  recover  upon  it  as  such." 

The  doctrine  which  thus  obtains  in  Eng- 
land has  been  almost  universally  accept^ 
by  the  courte  of  this  country,  although  the 
precise  point   has  not  been   ruled  by  this 
J  court 

•  •  In  Smoot'e  Case,  16  Wall.  86,  48,  sub  nam. 
United  States  v.  Smoot,  21  L.  ed.  107,  110, 
Mr.  Justice  Miller  observed:  "In  the  case 
of  PMUpotts  V.  Evans,  6  Mees.  &  W.  475»  the 
defendant,  who  had  agreed  to  receive  and  pay 
for  wheat,  notified  the  plaintiff,  before  the 
time  of  delivery,  that  he  would  not  receive 
it.  The  plaintiff  tendered  the  wheat  at  the 
proper  time,  and  the  only  question  raised 
was,  whether  the  measure  of  damages  should 
be  governed  by  the  price  of  the  wheat  at  the 
time  of  the  notice  or  at  the  time  of  the  ten- 
der.   Baron  Parke  said:     'I  think  no  action 

20  S.  C.--60. 


would  have  lain  for  the  breach  of  the  oim* 
tract  at   the  time  of   the  notice,  but  that 

Slaintiff  waa  bound  to  wait  until  the  time  of 
elivery  to  see  whether  the  defendant  would 
thm  reoeiye  it  The  defendant  might  hava 
chosen  to  take  it  and  would  have  been  guilty 
of  no  breach  of  contract  His  contra^  was 
not  broken  by  his  previous  declaration  that 
he  would  not  accept'  And  though  some  of 
the  judges  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Hack' 
ster  y.  De  la  Tour,  2  £1.  ft  Bl.  678,  disap- 
prove very  properly  of  the  extreme  ground 
token  by  Baron  Parke,  they  all  agree  that 
the  refusal  to  accept  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, in  such  case,  must  be  absolute  and 
unequivocal,  and  must  have  been  acted  on  by 
the  plaintiff." 

In  Lovell  y.  8t.  Louis  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  Ill 
U.  S.  264,  28  L.  ed.  423,  4  Sup.  Ct  R^.  390, 
a  life  insurance  company  had  terminated  its 
business  and  transferred  its  assets  and  poli- 
cies to  another  company,  and  the  court  held 
that  this  in  iteelf  authorized  the  insured  to 
treat  the  contract  as  at  an  end,  and  to  sue  to 
recover  back  the  premiums  already  paid,  al- 
though the  time  for  the  performance  of  the 
obligation  of  the  insurance  company,  to  wit 
the  death  of  the  insured,  had  not  arrived. 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said:  "Our  third  conclusion 
is  that  2M  the  old  company  totelly  aban- 
doned the  performance  of  its  contract  with 
the  complainant  by  transferring  ^1  ite  as- 
sete  and  obligations  to  the  new  company,  and 
as  the  contract  is  executory  in  ite  nature, 
the  complainant  had  a  riffht  to  consider  it  as 
determined  by  the  act  ot  the  company,  and 
to  demand  what  was  justly  due  to  him  in 
that  exigency.  Of  this  we  think  there  can 
be  no  doubt  Wliere  one  party  to  an  execu- 
tory contract  prevente  the  performance  of  it,  jg 
or  pute  it  out  of  his  own  power  to* perform* 
it  the  other  party  may  regard  it  as  ter- 
minated and  demand  whatever  damage  he 
has  sustained  thereby." 

In  Dingley  v.  Oler,  117  U.  S.  490,  29  L. 
ed.  984,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  850,  it  was  held  that 
the  case  did  not  come  within  the  rule  laid 
down  in  BooJister  v.  De  la  Tour,  but  within 
Avery  v.  Botoden  and  Johnstone  v.  Milling, 
since,  in  the  view  entertained  by  the  couit, 
there  was  not  a  renunciation  of  the  contract 
by  a  total  refusal  to  perform. 

So  in  Cleveland  Rolling  Mill  v.  Rhodes^ 
121  U.  S.  255,  264,  30  L.  ed.  920,  923,  7  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  882,  involving  a  contract  for  the  de- 
livery of  iron  ore,  the  court  said;  "The 
necessary  conclusion  is  that  the  defendant 
was  justified  in  refusing  to  accept  any  of  the 
iron  shipped  in  1881 ;  and  whether  the  notice 
previously  given  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  that  it  would  not  accept  under  the 
contract  any  iron  made  after  December  31, 
1880,  might  have  been  treated  by  the  plain- 
tiffs as  a  renunciation  and  a  breach  of  the 
contract,  need  not  be  considered,  because  the 
plaintiffs  did  not  act  upon  it  as  such." 

In  Anvil  Min,  Co.  v.  Humble,  163  U.  8. 
640,  38  L.  ed.  814,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876,  per- 
formance had  been  commenced,  but  comple- 
tion was  prevented  by  defendant,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer,  speaking  for  the  court  aaidi 
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^Whenerer  one  party  thereto  it  guilty  of 
•ueh  a  breach  aa  le  h^e  attributed  to  the  de- 
fendant the  other  party  is  at  liberty  to  treat 
the  contract  at  broken  and  detiet  from  any 
further  effort  on  his  part  to  perform;  in 
other  words,  he  may  abandon  it,  and  recover 
at  damages  the  profits  which  he  would  have 
received  through  full  performance.  Such  an 
abandonment  is  not  technically  a  rescission 
of  the  contract,  but  is  merely  an  acceptance 
of  the  situation  which  the  wrone^doing  of  the 
other  party  has  brought  about** 

In  Pieroe  ▼.  Tennessee  Coal,  I,  d  R,  Co. 
173  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  601,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
835,  it  was  held  that  on  discharge  from  a 
eontraet  of  employment  the  party  dis- 
eharffed  might  elect  to  treat  the  contract  as 
absolutely  and  finallv  brolcen,  and  in  an  ac- 
tion recover  the  full  value  of  the  contract 
to  him  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  including 
all  that  he  would  have  received  in  the  future 
as  well  as  in  the  past,  deducting  any  sum 
that  he  might  have  earned  or  that  he  miffht 
thereafter  earn ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Gray  said : 
^he  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  wait  to  see 
If  the  defendant  would  change  its  decision 
Sand  take  him  back  into  its  service;  or  to  re- 
«  sort  to  successive  actions  for  damaees  from 
time  to  time;  or  to  leave  the  whole  of  his 
damages  to  be  recovered  by  his  personal  rep- 
resentatives after  his  death.  But  he  had  the 
right  to  elect  to  treat  the  contract  as  abso- 
lutely and  finally  broken  by  the  defendant; 
to  maintain  this  action,  once  for  all,  as  for 
a  total  breach  of  the  entire  contract." 

In  Hanooek  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  Fed. 
Oas.  No.  6,011,  ffochster  t.  De  la  Tour  was 
followed  by  Bond,  J.,  in  the  circuit  court  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Virginia;  and  in  Orau 
V.  MoVicker,  8  Biss.  IS,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,7CJ, 
Drummond,  J.,  fully  approved  of  the  princi- 

Sles  decided  in  that  caee,  and  remarked: 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  the  better  rule  to 
hold  that  the  party  who  has  refused  to  per- 
form his  contract  is  liable  at  once  to  an  ac- 
tion, and  that  whatever  arises  afterwards,  or 
may  arise  in  consequence  of  the  time  not 
liaving  come  or  not  having  expired,  should  be 
considered  in  estimating  the  damages.'' 

Again,  in  Dingley  v.  Oler,  11  Fed.  Rep. 
372,  Lowell,  J.,  applied  the  rule  in  the  eir- 
•euit  court  for  the  district  of  Maine,  and,  aft- 
er citing  Bochster  v.  De  la  Tour,  Frost  v. 
Knight,  and  other  cases,  said:  'These  cases 
eeem  to  me  to  be  founded  in  good  sense,  and 
to  rest  on  strong  grounds  of  convenience, 
however  difficult  it  may  be  to  reconcile  them 
with  the  strictest  logic."  And  see  Foss- 
Schneider  Brerping  Co.  v.  Bullock,  16  U.  S. 
App.  811,  59  Fed.  Rep.  83,  8  0.  C.  A.  14; 
Edward  Bines  Lumber  Co.  v.  Alley,  43  U. 
6.  App.  169,  73  Fed.  Rep.  603,  19  C.  C.  A. 
699;  Marks  v.  Van  Eeghen,  67  U.  S.  App. 
149,  85  Fed.  Rep.  853,  30  G.  C.  A.  208. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  in  the  state 
courts  is  to  the  same  efl'ect,  as  will  appear 
by  reference  to  the  cases  cited  in  the  mar- 
^ii.t 


On  the  other  hand,  in  Qreenway  v.  Caith^r^  ^ 
Taney,  227,  Fed.  Caa.  No.  6,788,*Mr.  Chiefs 
Justice  Taney,  sitting  on  circuit  in  Mary- 
land, declined  to  apply  the  rule  in  thet  pai^ 
ticular  oa£e.  The  cause  was  tried  in  Novem- 
ber, 1851,  and  more  than  two  years  after,  at 
November  term,  1853,  application  was  made 
to  the  chief  Justice  to  seal  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions. Bochster  v.  De  la  Tour  was  decided 
in  June,  1853,  and  the  decision  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  had  apparently  been  contrary  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  that  case.  The  chief 
Justice  refused  to  seal  the  bill,  ehiefiy  on  the 
ground  that  under  the  circumstances  the  ap- 
plication came  too  late,  but  also  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  error,  as  the  rule 
was  only  applicable  to  contracts  of  the  spe- 
cial character  involved  in  that  case,  and  the 
chief  justice  said  as  to  the  contract  in  hand, 
by  which  defendant  engaged  to  pay  certain 
sums  of  money  on  certain  days:  "It  has 
never  been  supposed  tiiat  notice  to  the  hold- 
er of  a  bond,  or  a  promissory  note,  or  bill 
of  exchange,  that  the  party  would  not  (from 
any  cause)  comply  with  the  contract,  would 
give  to  the  holder  an  immediate  cause  of  ac- 
tion upon  which  he  might  sue  before  the  time 
of  payment  arrived." 

The  rule  is  disapproved  in  Daniels  v.  Yeto- 
ton,  114  Mass.  530,  and  in  Stanford  v.  Jfo- 
Gill,  6  N.  D.  536,  88  L.  R.  A.  760,  72  N.  W. 
938,  on  elaborate  consideration.  The  opin- 
ion of  Judge  Wells  in  Daniels  v.  Netoton  in 
generally  regarded  as  containing  all  that 
could  be  said  in  opposition  to  the  decision  of 
Bochster  v.  De  la  Tour,  and  one  of  the  propo- 
sitions on  which  the  opinion  rests  is  that  the 
adoption  of  the  rule  in  the  instance  of  ordi- 
nary contracts  would  necessitate  its  adoption 
in  the  case  of  oommercial  paper.  But  we  are 
uxMible  to  assent  to  that  view.  In  the  oaae 
of  an  ordinary  money  contract,  such  as  a 
promissory  note,  or  a  bond,  the  consideration 
has  passed;  there  are  no  mutual  obligations; 
and  cases  of  that  sort  do  not  fall  within  the 
reason  of  the  rule. 

In  Nichols  y.  Scranton  Steel  Co.  137  N.  T. 
487,  33  N.  E.  566,  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  then 
a  member  of  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York,  thus  expresses  the  distinction :  **It  is 
not  intimated  that  in  the  bald  case  of  a  party 
bound  to  pay  a  promissory  note  which  rests 
in  the  hands  of  the  payee,  but  which  is  not 
yet  due,  such  note  can  be  made  due  by  any 
notice  of  the  meker  that  he  does  not  intend 
to  pay  it  when  it  matures.  We  decide  sim- 
ply this  OR«e  where  there  are  material  pro-JJ 
visions  and* obligations  interdependent.  In* 
such  case,  and  where  one  party  is  bound, 
from  time  to  time,  as  expressed,  to  deliver 
part  of  an  aggrecrate  and  epecifled  amount  of 
property  to  anotlier,  who  is  to  pay  for  each 
parcel  delivered  at  a  certain  time  and  in  a  cer- 
tain way,  a  refusal  to  be  further  bound  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  or  to  accept  further  de- 
liveries, and  a  refusal  to  give  the  notes  al- 
ready demandable  for  a  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty that  has  been  delivered,  and  a  refvsal 


tFox  V.  Kltton,  19  111.  618 :  Eadlsh  v.  Tonng, 
108  111.  170,  48  Am.  Rep.  648 :  John  A.  Roeb- 
llng's  Sons*  Co.  v.  Lock-Stlteh  Fence  Co.  180 
IlL  660,  22  N.  E.  618 ;  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  8.  R. 


I  Co.  V.  Rlcharda  152  III.  60.  80  L.  R.  A.  88,  88 
N.  B.  778 ;  Burtls  v.  Thompson,  42  N.  T.  246, 
1  Am.  Rep.  516 ;  Wlndmuller  v.  Pope,  107  N. 

'  Y.  674,  14  N.  K.  436  {  Mountjoy  v.  ICetiger,  • 
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to  giTo  ttoy  more  notes  ai  any  time  or  for  any 
purpose  in  the  future,  ar  to  pay  moneys  at 
any  time,  which  are  erentufllly  to  be  paid 
under  the  contract^  all  this  coiDstitutes  a 
breach  of  the  contract  as  a  w))ole,  and  ffiTes 
a  present  right  of  action  against  the  party  so 
refusing  to  recover  damages  which  the  other 
may  sustain  by  reason  of  this  refusal." 

We  think  it  obrious  that  both  as  to  renun- 
dation  after  eommenoement  of  performance 
and  renunciation  before  tiie  time  for  pex^ 
formance  has  arrlTed,  money  contracts,  pure 
and  simple,  stand  on  a  different  footing  from 
executory  contracts  for  the  purchase  and  sale 
of  goods. 

Thib  other  proposition  on  which  the  case 
of  Dan4el$  t.  Newton  was  rested  is  that  until 
the  time  for  performance  arrives  neither 
contracting  party  can  suffer  any  isnury 
whidi  can  form  a  ground  of  damages.  Wells, 
J.y  said:  ''An  executory  contract  ordinarily 
confers  no  title  or  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  aereement*  Until  the  time  ar- 
rives when  by  Uie  terms  of  the  agreement  he 
is  or  might  be  entitled  to  its  per&rmance,  he 
ean  sutrer  no  injury  or  depriiivition  which 
can  form  a  groiuxi  of  damages.  There  is 
neither  violation  of  right,  nor  loss  upon 
whidi  to  found  an  action." 

But  there  are  many  cases  in  which,  before 
tiie  time  fixed  for  performance,  one  of  the 
contracting  parties  noay  do  that  which 
amounts  to  a  oreach  and  iumishes  a  ground 
of  damages.  It  has  always  been  the  law  that 
where  a  party  deliberately  incapacitates 
himself  or  renders  performance  of  his  con- 
tract  impossible,  his  act  amounts  to  an  in- 
Jury  to  the  other  party,  which  gives  the 
other  party  a  cause  of  action  for  breach  of 
contract;  yet  this  would  seem  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  reasoning  in  DatUeU  v. 
^  Vewton,  though  it  is  not  there  in  terms  de- 
*  dded  ''that  •an  absolute  refusal  to  perform 
a  contract,  after  the  time  and  under  the  con- 
ditions in  which  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
quire performance  is  not  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, even  although  the  contract  is  by  its 
terms  to  continue  in  the  future."  Parker 
▼.  Rusaell,  13S  Mass.  74. 

In  truth,  the  opinion  goes  upon  a  distinc- 
tion between  cases  of  rentmdation  before  the 
arrival  of  the  time  of  performance  and  those 
of  renundation  of  unmatured  obligations  of 
a  contract  while  it  is  in  course  of  perform- 
ance, and  it  is  said  that  before  the  argument 
on  the  ground  of  convenience  and  mutual  ad- 
vantage to  the  parties  can  properly  have 
weight,  "the  point  to  be  reached  must  first 
be  diown  to  be  consistent  with  logical  deduc- 
tions from  the  strictly  legal  aspects  of  the 


We  think  that  there  can  be  no  controlling 
diatinotion  on  this  point  l>etween  the  two 
classes  of  cases,  and  that  it  is  proper  to  con- 
sider the  reasonableness  of  the  conclusion 
tliat  the  absolute  renunciation  of  particular 


oontraeta  constitutes  suoh  a  breach  as  to 
justify  immediate  action  and  recovery  there- 
for. The  parties  to  a  contract  which  is 
wholly  executory  have  a  right  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  contractual  relations  up  to  the 
time  for  performance,  as  well  as  to  a  per- 
formance of  the  contract  when  due.  If  it 
appear  that  the  party  who  makes  an  abso- 
lute refusal  intenos  thereby  to  put  an  end  to 
the  contract  so  far  as  performance  is  con- 
cerned, and  that  the  otner  party  must  ao- 
cept  this  position,  why  should  there  not  be 
speedy  action  and  settlement  in  regard  to 
the  rights  of  the  parties  T  Why  should  a 
locus  fHjgniientia  be  awarded  to  the  party 
whose  wronjgf  ul  action  hasplaced  the  other 
at  such  disadvantage?  What  reasonable 
distinction  per  »e  is  there  between  liability 
for  a  refusal  to  perform  future  acts  to  be 
done  under  a  contract  in  course  of  perform- 
ance and  liability  for  a  refusal  to  perform 
the  whole  contract  made  before  the  time  for 
commencement  of  performance? 

As  Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockbum  observed 
in  Frost  v.  Knight,  the  promisee  has  the 
right  to  insist  on  the  contract  as  subsisting 
and  effective  before  the  arrival  of  the  time 
for  its  performance,  and  its  unimpaired  and 
unimpeached  effica<7  may  be  essential  to  lus 
interests,  dealine  as  he  may  with  rights  ac- 
quired under  it  m  various  ways  for  his  ben-§ 
eflt  and  advantage.  And  of  all^sudi  advan-* 
tage,  the  repudiation  of  the  contract  by  the 
other  party,  and  the  announcement  that  it 
never  will  be  fulfilled,  must  of  course  deprive 
him.  While  by  actins  on  such  repudiation 
and  the  taking  of  timely  measures,  the  prom- 
isee may  in  many  cases  avert,  or,  at  all 
eventa,  materially  lessen,  the  injurious  ef- 
fects which  would  otherwise  flow  from  the 
nonfulfilment  of  the  contract 

During  the  argument  of  Cort  v.  Amber' 
gate,  N.  d  B,  d  B,  Junction  R,  Co.  17  Q.  B. 
127,  Erie,  J.,  made  this  suggestion:  "Sup- 
pose the  contract  was  that  plaintiff  should 
send  a  ship  to  a  certain  port  for  cargo,  and 
defendant  should  there  load  one  on  board: 
but  defendant  wrote  word  that  he  could  not 
furnish  a  cargo;  must  the  ship  be  sent  to 
return  empty?"  And  if  it  was  not  neoes- 
sary  for  the  ship  owner  to  send  his  ship,  it 
is  not  perceived  why  he  should  be  compelled 
to  wait  until  the  time  fixed  for  the  loading 
of  the  ship  at  the  remote  port  before  bring- 
ing suit  upon  the  contract. 

If  in  this  caee  these  ten  hop  contracts  had 
been  written  into  one  contract  for  the  sup- 
ply of  hops  for  five  years  in  instalments, 
then  when  the  default  happened  in  October, 
1896,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  an  immediate 
action  could  have  been  brought  in  which 
damages  could  have  been  recovered  in  ad- 
vance for  the  breach  of  the  agreement  to  de- 
liver during  the  two  remaining  years.  But 
treating  the  four  outstanding  contracts  aa 
separate  contracts,  why  is  it  not  equally  rea- 


Phlla.  10 ;  Zuck  v.  Mcanire,  98  Pa.  641 ;  Hock* 
ing  V.  Hamilton,  168  Pa.  107,  2T  Ati.  836 :  Pa- 
gan V.  Andersont  86  Md.  567,  11  Am.  Rep.  609 ; 
Hosmer  v.  Wilson,  7  Mich.  294.  74  Am.  Dec. 
716 :  Piatt  V.  Brand,  26  Mich.  178 ;  Crabtree  v. 
Vessersmlth,  10  Iowa,  179;  McCormid^  v.  Bas- 


:il,  46  Iowa,  286 ;  Korts  v.  Frank,  76  Ind.  694, 

40  Am.  Rep.  276:  Cobb  v.  Hall,  88  Vt.  288; 
Davis  V.  Grand  Rapids  School  Famltnre  Co. 

41  W.  Va.  717,  24  8.  B.  680;  and  other  cases 
dted  In  the  text-books  and  eneyelopiBdlas. 
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MBAble  tint  aa  tmonalfHed  and  pontiTa  r»> 
fnsal  to  perfonn  tocm  eonititiiiei  saeh  a 
breadi  that  damagca  eonld  be  reeovcred  in  an 
immediate  action  t  Whj  aboold  plaintiff  be 
eompeUed  to  bring  four  anita  inatead  of  ooet 
For  the  reaaona  above  atated,  and  haying 
referenee  to  the  atate  of  the  anthoritiea  on 
the  rabjeet,  our  eondnaion  ia  that  the  rule 
laid  down  in  HoehMter  t.  De  la  Tow  ia  a  rea* 
■enable  and  proper  mle  to  be  applied  in  this 
eaae  and  in  many  others  arising  oat  of  the 
transaetiona  of  commeroe  of  the  present  day. 
Aa  to  the  question  of  damagea,  if  the  ac- 
tion ia  not  premature,  the  rule  is  applicable 
that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  compenaation 
baaed,  as  far  as  possible^  on  the  ascertain- 
ment of  what  he  would  hare  suffered  by  the 
continued  breach  of  the  other  party  down  to 
Jjthe  time  of  complete  performance,  less  any 
«  abatement  *by  reason  of  circumstanoea  of 
which  he  ought  reasonably  to  have  availed 
himself.  If  a  vendor  ia  to  manufacture 
goods,  and  during  the  process  of  manufac- 
ture the  contract  ia  repudiated,  he  is  not 
bound  to  eomplete  the  manufacture,  and  es- 
timate his  damages  fay  the  difference  be- 
tween the  market  price  and  the  contract 
price,  but  the  measure  of  damage  is  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  and  the 
cost  of  performance.  Hinckletf  t.  Pitta- 
burgh  Bessemer  Steel  Co,  121  U.  8.  264,  30 
1m  ed.  967,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  875.  Even  if  in 
such  cases  the  manufacturer  actually  obtains 
his  profits  before  the  time  fixed  for  perform- 
ance, and  recovers  on  a  basis  of  cost  which 
might  have  been  increased  or  diminished  by 
subsequent  events,  the  party  who  broke  the 
contract  before  the  time  for  complete  per- 
formance cannot  complain,  for  he  took  the 
risk  involved  in  such  anticipation.  If  the 
Tendor  has  to  buy  instead  of  to  manufacture, 
the  same  principle  prevails,  and  he  may  show 
what  was  the  value  of  the  contract  by  show- 
ing for  what  price  he  could  have  made  sub- 
contracts, just  as  the  cost  of  manufacture  in 
the  case  of  a  manufacturer  may  be  shown. 
Although  he  may  receive  his  money  earlier 
in  this  way,  and  may  gain,  or  lose,  by  the  es- 
timation of  his  damage  in  advance  of  the 
time  for  performance,  still,  as  we  have  seen, 
he  has  the  right  to  accept  the  situation  ten- 
dered him,  and  the  other  party  cannot  com- 
plain. 

In  this  case  plaintiffs  showed  at  what 
prices  they  could  have  made  subcontracts  for 
forward  deliveries  according  to  the  contracts 
In  suit,  and  the  difference  between  the  prices 
fixed  by  the  contracts  sued  on  and  those  was 
eorrectly  allowed. 
Judgment  af/irmed. 


(177  U.  S.  B87)  

OKOHGE  LTTOTE  and  the  Church  Extension 
Society  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church, 
Plffs.  in  Err,, 

CTTY  OF  NEW  ORLEANS  et  al 

Oonstiiufional  law — police  poirer— ordtnofioe 
deeignating  limits  for  pro8titute$. 

An  ordinance  prescribing  limits  In  a  city  oat- 
aide  of  which  no  woman  of  lewd  character 


shall  dwell,  with  a  provlao  that  oothtac 
therein  shall  be  so  eonstmed  as  to  aathorlse 
sack  wemcB  to  occnpj  a  hoaae  in  any  portion 
of  the  city,  and  with  nothing  in  the  ordi- 
nance  to  doij  the  ordinary  rlgfaU  of  indlvld- 
nals  to  restrain  a  private  nnisance,  is  an 
exercise  of  the  police  power  which  docs  not 
Invade  the  rights  of  property  owners  In  or  ad- 
jacent to  the  prescribed  llmlta.  la  vtoladon 
of  the  Federal  Constltatloa,  although  the 
pecuniary  raloe  of  their  property  aiay  be  da> 
preciated  In  consequeDce  thereof. 

[No.  204.] 

Argued  March  tO,  1900.    Decided  May  14. 
1900, 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana  to  review  a  decision  ro- 
I  versing  a  judgment  for  an  injunction  against 
enforcing  an  ordinance.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  51  La.  Ann.  03,  44  L^ 
R.  A.  90,  24  So.  608. 

« 
^  Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewers  g 

*  By  ordinance  No.  13,032,  council  series,  ap-* 
proved  January  20th,  1897,  it  was  ordained 
by  the  oommon  council  of  the  city  of  New 
Orleans: 

"That  from  the  first  of  October,  1897,  H 
shall  be  unlawful  for  any  public  proatituta 
or  woman  notoriously  abandoned  to  lewdnesa 
to  occupy,  inhsibit,  live,  or  sleep  in  any 
house,  room,  or  doeet,  situated  without  the 
following  limits:  South  side  of  Custom 
House  street  from  Basin  to  Robertson  street, 
east  side  of  Robertson  street  from  Custom 
House  to  St  Louis  street,  south  side  of  8t. 
Louis  street  from  Robertson  to  Basin  atreet 
Provided,  That  no  lewd  woman  ahall  be  per^ 
mitted  to  occupy  a  house,  room,  or  closet  on 
St.  Louis  street.  Provided  further.  That 
nothing  herein  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  an- 
thorize  air^  lewd  woman  to  occupy  a  house, 
room,  or  closet  in  any  portion  of  the  city,  i 
2.  That  it  shall  be  uxnawful  for  any  peraon 
or  persons,  whether  agent  or  owner,  to  rent« 
lease,  or  hire  any  house,  building,  or  room  to 
any  woman  or  girl  notoriously  Abandoned  to 
lewdness  or  for  immoral  purposes  outside  the 
limits  specified  in  section  1  of  this  ordinanoa. 
§  3.  That  public  prostitutes  or  notorioualy 
lewd  and  abandoned  women  are  forbidden  to 
stand  upon  the  sidewalks  In  front  of  or  near 
the  premises  they  may  occupy,  or  at  the  al- 
leyway, door,  or  gate  of  such  premises,  or  to 
occupy  the  steps  thereof,  or  to  accost,  call, 
or  stop  any  person  passing  by,  or  to  walk  up 
and  down  the  sidewalks,  or  to  stroll  aboat 
t^e  city  streets  indecently  attired,  or  in 
other  respects  so  as  to  behave  in  public  aa  to 
occasion  scandal,  or  disturb  and  offend  the 
peace  and  good  morals  of  the  people,  i  4. 
That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  lewd 
women  to  frequent  any  cabaret  or  coffee 
house  or  bar  room  and  to  drink  therein.  { 
5.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  party 
or  parties  to  establish  or  carry  on  a  house  of 
prostitution  or  assignation  without  the  lim- 
its specified  in  section  —  of  this  ordinamse. 
S  6.  That  wherever  a  house  of  prostitution 
or  assignation  within  or  without  the  limita 
establisned  by  this  ordinance  may  beooma 
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•  daa^eroui^to  public  morals,  dfher  from  the 
maimer  in  which  it  is  conducted  or  the  char- 
acter of  the  neighborhood  in  which  it  is  sit- 
uated, the  mayor  may,  on  such  facts  cominff 
to  his  knowledge,  order  the  occupants  of  such 
house,  building,  or  room  to  remove  therefrom 
within  a  delay  of  five  days,  by  service  of  no- 
tice on  such  occupants  in  person,  or  by  post- 
ing the  notice  on  the  door  of  the  house,  build- 
ing, or  room,  to  remove  therefrom  within  a 
delay  of  five  days,  and  upon  such  occupants 
failing  to  do  so,  each  shall  be  punished  as 

Provided  in  section  —  of  t^is  ordinance.  $ 
,  That  in  the  event  that  the  occupants  of 
such  house,  building,  or  room  referred  to  in 
section  6  do  not  remove  therefrom  after  the 
infliction  of  the  penalty,  the  mayor  is  author- 
ized to  close  the  same  and  to  place  a  police- 
man at  the  door  of  such  premises  to  warn 
away  all  suchparties  who  shall  undertake  to 
enter.  §  8.  That  any  person  or  persons  who 
Aall  violate  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance, 
or  who  shall  disturb  the  tranquillity  of  the 
neighborhood  or  commit  a  breach  of  the 
peace,  ;«hall  be  punished  by  the  recorder  hav- 
ing jurisdiction,  for  the  first  offense  by  a 
fine  not  exceeding  $5,  and  in  default  of  pay- 
ment by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  ten 
days,  for  the  second  offense  by  a  fine  not  ex- 
ceeding $10,  and  in  default  of  payment 
by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  twenty 
days,  and  for  any  subsequent  offense 
by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $25,  and  in 
default  of  payment  by  imprisonment  not  ex- 
ceeding thirty  days.  $  9.  That  each  day 
any  person  or  persons  shall  continue  to  vio- 
late the  provisions  of  this  ordinance  shall 
constitute  a  separate  offense.  {10.  That  on 
and  frofn  the  day  this  ordinance  takes  effect 
all  ordinances  in  conflict  therewith  be  and 
the  same  are  hereby  repealed,  provided  that 
ikothing  herein  contained  shall  affect  ordi- 
nance 12,456,  C.  S.,  relative  to  prostitutes  in 
the  fifth  district." 

By  ordinance  No.  13,485,  council  series  of 
the  city  of  New  Orleans,  approved  July  7th, 
1897,  it  was  ordained:  "That  section  1  of 
ordinance  13,032,  C.  8.,  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows:  From  and  aft- 
er the  1st  of  October,  1897,  it  shall  be  un- 
lawful for  any  public  prostitute  or  woman 
notoriously  abandoned  to  lewdness  to  occu- 

9  py,  inhabit,  live,  or  sleep  in  any  house,  room, 

10  or  closet  situate  without  thefollowinglimita, 

*  visf.:  1.  From  the  south  side  of  Custom 
House  street  to  the  north  side  of  St.  Louis 
street,  and  from  the  lower  or  wood  side  of 
North  Basin  street  to  the  lower  or  wood  side 
of  Robertson  street.  2.  And  from  the  up- 
per side  of  Perdido  street  to  the  lower  siae 
of  Gravier  street,  and  from  the  river  side  of 
Franklin  street  to  the  lower  or  wood  side  of 
Locust  street,  provided  that  nothing  herein 
■hall  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  any 
lewd  woman  to  occupy  a  house,  room,  or 
closet  in  any  portion  of  the  city.  Be  it  fur- 
ther ordained.  That  section  1  of  ordinance 
13,032,  C.  S.,  as  amended  above,  be  and  the 
■ame  is  hereby  re-enacted.'' 

The  above  ordinance  being  in  force,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  George  Lllote,  a  resident, 
citizen,  and  taxpayer  of  Now  Orlean8,brought 


this  action  in  the  dvil  district  court  for 
the  parish  of  Orleans  against  the  city  of  New 
Orleans,  its  mayor  and  superintendent  of  po» 
lice,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  per- 
sons similarly  situated,  who  might  intervene 
and  bear  their  proportion  of  costs  and  ex- 
penses. The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  obtain 
a  decree  enjoining  and  prohibiting  the  de- 
fendants from  in  any  manner  enforcing  or- 
dinance No.  13,032  as  amended  by  section  1 
of  ordinance  No.  13,485. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  property  situated  in  the  square 
bounded  by  St.  Louis,  Franklin,  Treme,  and 
Toulouse  streets  in  the  second  district  of  the 
ci^  of  New  Orleans,  and  resided  with  his 
wife  and  children  in  that  square  at  No.  522 
Treme  street;  that  the  chief  and  principal 
way  of  approach  to  his  residence,  and  for  in- 
gress and  egress  thereto,  was  in,  through, 
and  from  St.  Louis  street;  that  the  locality 
in  which  he  resided  was,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  and  had  always  been, 
used  for  private  residences,  schools,  grocer- 
ies, and  other  mercantile  establishments; 
that  the  people  residing  in  that  locality  were 
then  and  had  always  been  moral,  virtuous, 
sober,  law-abiding,  and  peaceful ;  that  the  lo- 
cality referred  to  was  not  then  and  never 
had  been  dedicated  to  immoral^  purposes  or 
used  for  dwelling  places  and  as  the  refuge 
of  public  prostitutes,  lewd  and  abandoned 
women  and  the  necessary  attendants  thereof, 
drunkards,  idle,  vicious,  and  disorderly  per-^ 
sons,  who  gather  around  them  to  gratify  A 
their  depraved  appetites,  and*who  were  re-? 
garded  as  dangerous  to  the  peace  and  welfare 
of  the  community,  their  presence  at  any 
place  being  always  a  just  cause  of  alarm  and 
apprehension ; 

That  the  above  ordinances  were  unconsti- 
tutional, illegal,  unreasonable,  and  oppress- 
ive, and  would,  if  executed,  work  irrepar- 
able injury,  wrong,  and  damage  to  the  plain- 
tiff; 

That  the  council  in  enacting  those  ordi- 
nances pretended  to  have  acted  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  power  conferred  upon  them  in 
8  16  of  act  No.  46,  approved  July  7th,  1896, 
"to  regulate  the  police  of  houses  of  prostitu- 
tion and  assignation  and  to  close  such  houses 
in  certain  limits,  and  shall  have  the  power 
to  exclude  the  same,  and  to  authorize  the 
mayor  and  police  to  close  said  places;"  and 

That  the  enforcement  of  those  ordinances 
in  the  manner  provided  for  violated  the  pro- 
visions both  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  of  the  state,  and  would  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  amount  to  a  taking  or 
damaging  of  such  property  for  public  pur- 
poses without  just  and  adequate  compensa- 
tion being  first  paid. 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  "the  intro- 
duction of  public  prostitutes,  women  notori- 
ously abandoned  to  lewdness,  in  said  local- 
ity, authorizing  them  to  occupy,  inhabit* 
live,  and  sleep  in  houses  and  rooms  situated 
therein,  will  materially  lessen  and  depreciate 
the  value  of  your  petitioner's  property,  ren- 
der his  dwelling  and  the  dwelling  of  his 
neighbors  similarly  situated  unfit  for  the  oo* 
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cupancy  of  private  families,  destroy  the 
morals,  peace,  and  good  order  of  the  neigh- 
borhood, drive  out  and  turn  away  the  law- 
abiding,  virtuous  citizens  and  their  familiee 
from  said  locality,  and  dedicate  the  same  to 
public  and  private  nuisances  per  w,  contrary 
to  law  and  good  morals;" 

That  "the  common  council  of  the  elty  of 
New  Orleans  had  oreviously  designated  the 
limits  within  whicn  prostitutes  and  women 
notoriously  abandoned  to  lewdness  should 
inhabit  and  live,  and  had  thereby  exhausted 
whatever  power  was  vested  in  them  by  legis- 
lature of  the  state  and  were  without  legal 
right  to  alter,  change,  or  modify  the  same  to 
the  injury,  detriment^  and  damage  of  your 
M  petitioner  and  others  residing  in  said  local- 
g  Ity,  which  said  council  have  attempted  to  in- 
•  elude  within  said*limits;  that,  having  so  ex- 
hausted the  authority  conferred  upon  them 
by  the  legislature,  the  siud  council  was  with- 
out power  to  capriciously  change  the  limits 
previously  established  bv  them;  that  the 
avocations  plied  by  pubhe  prostitutes  and 
women  notoriously  abandoned  to  lewdness 
are  otmtra  honot  mores,  and  the  said  coomion 
council  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  have  no 
rights  power,  or  authority  to  legalise  the 
same  and  to  pcormit  such  persons  to  reside  in 
the  said  vicinity  in  which  your  petitioner 
and  others  dwell  with  thur  families;" 

That  "there  was  no  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
son for  the  enactment  of  said  ordinance  or 
the  changing  of  the  limits  previously  ezist- 
ingand  established;" 

That  "said  council,  in  enacting  said  ordi- 
nance No.  13,486,  council  series,  eliminated 
and  excluded  a  large  area  of  the  city  which 
had  been  previously  dedicated  to  the  occu- 

Sancy  of  lewd  and  abandoned  women,  to  the 
etriment  and  injury  of  petitioner,  by  chang- 
ing said  limits  so  as  to  include  St.  Loms 
street  in  his  locality;" 

That  the  execution  <rf  the  ordinances 
would  render  p1ainti£fs  dwelling  house  and 
those  of  his  neighbors  unfit  and  unsuitable 
for  the  occupancv  of  their  families,  wives, 
and  children,  and  wholly  valueless  for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  constructed 
and  had  theretofore  been  used ;  and 

That  the  plaintiff  and  others  similarly  sit- 
uated would  be  compelled,  if  the  ordinances 
were  executed,  to  alMindon  and  remove  from 
their  dwellings  at  great  trouble,  expense,  and 
annoyance,  and  that  the  enforcement  of  the 
ordinance  would  oppress,  injure,  and  serious- 
ly damage  and  incommode  the  plaintiff  and 
ii\  others  similarly  situated. 

The  plaintiff  also  averred  that  the  ordi- 
nances if  executed  would  deprive  him  and 
others  similarly  situated  of  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws  and  be  in  violation  equal- 
ly of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  state;  that,  under  the  laws 
and  ordinances  of  the  city  as  they  existed, 
he  and  all  others  similarly  situated  in  the 
locality  had  the  right  to  cause  houses  of 
prostitution  and  assignation  suppressed  as 
nuisances  per  ee  and  the  inmates  arrested 

fand  forced  to  vacate  and  remore  therefrom, 
and  of  that  right  the  plaintiff  had  theretofore 
•  availed *himself;  and  that  the  ordinances  if 


executed  would  legalize  such  nuisance  and 
take  away  the  rights  of  citizens  theretofora 
existing  and  vested  in  plaintiff  and  others 
residing  in  that  locality. 

After  alleging  that  the  enforcement  of  th# 
ordinance  would  work  irreparable  damsAa 
and  injury  to  him  in  the  depreciation  us 
value  of  Ms  property,  because  it  would  oeasa 
to  be  a  fit  and  proper  place  for  the  dwelluut 
house  of  himself,  his  wife,  and  children,  and 
necessitate  their  abandonment  of  the  sam^ 
and  removal  from  the  locality,  he  prayed 
that  the  ordinances  might  be  declared  null 
and  void. 

The  writ  of  injunction  as  prayed  was  dir 
rected  to  be  issued. 

The  city  of  New  Orleans,  its  mayor  anA 
superintendent  of  police,  pleaded  that  the* 
court  was  without  jurisdiction  ratiane  !»•*- 
teri(B. 

Bernardo  Gonzales  Carbajal  intervened  by 
petition,  and  after  alleging  that  he  was  th» 
owner  of  certain  improved  property  within 
the  limits  prescribed  by  tne  above  ordi- 
nances, reiterated  all  the  alleefations  of  the 
petition  of  L^ote  so  far  as  they  related  to 
his  proper^,  and  averred  that  the  enforce- 
ment ox  the  ordinances  would  work  gretX 
and  irreparable  injurr  to  him  and  depreciato 
his  property  by  rendering  it  unfit  and  un- 
suitable for  dwelling  houses.  He  united  in 
the  prayer  that  the  ordinances  be  declared 
null  and  void. 

The  Church  Extension  Society  of  the  Meth- 
odist Episcopal  Church,  a  corporation  char^ 
tered  and  organized  under  the  laws  of  Penn- 
sylvania, also  intervened,  and  alleeed  that  it 
was  the  owner  of  buildings  ana  improve- 
ments within  the  above  district  which  were 
used  and  occupied  for  church  purposes;  that 
a  relinous  congregation  known  as  the  Union 
Chapel  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
assembled  and  worshipped  therein  on  each 
and  ever^  Sabbath  and  on  Tuesday  and  Fri- 
day erenings,  as  well  as  on  other  stated  oo> 
casions;  that  besides  the  religious  services 
conducted  in  that  church  a  Sunday  school 
was  organized  and  established  which  was  at^ 
tended  by  170  children,  who  received  reli- 
gious instruction  and  teaching,  and  that  the 
membership  of  that  congr^ation  consisted 
of  about  300  persons,  while  those  worship- 
ing in  tiie  church  numbered  about  600  per- 
sons. 

The  society  reiterated  all  the  allegations* 
of  the  plaintiff's  petition  and  alleged  that  if 
the  orcunances  were  enforced  the  value  of  its 
property  would  be  destroyed  and  the  same 
would  be  unfit  for  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  erected  and  was  now  being  used,  en- 
joyed, and  occupied;  that  the  threats  to  en- 
force the  ordinances  had  already  caused  a 
portion  of  the  congregation  attending  ths* 
church  to  cease  from  attending  therein ;  that, 
encouraged  by  the  action  of  uie  city  council 
of  New  Orleans  in  passing  the  ordinances,  a 
number  of  lewd  and  abandoned  women  had 
already  taken  up  their  abode  and  habitation 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  church  and  were  ply- 
ing their  vocation  as  prostitutes;  and  that 
a  number  of  houses  were  then  in  projjress  of- 
erection  and  construction  which  were  intend-- 
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«d  to  be  used  and  kept  as  brothels  and  houses 
4d  prostitution,  and  other  places  had  been 
leased  and  let  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
li^or  saloons  and  concert  halls,  for  tne  pur- 
nose  and  with  the  intention  of  changing  the 
hitherto  respectable  character  of  that  neigh- 
iiorhood  into  a  resort  for  vice  and  the  es- 
tablishment of  nuisances  mala  in  se. 

After  averring  that  the  above  ordinances 
were  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Constitution  and  laws 
«f  Louisiana,  and  that  the  city  council  had  no 
right  to  destroy  the  value  of  the  intervener's 
property  and  render  the  neighborhood  in 
which  tiie  same  was  located  the  resort  of 
lewd  and  abandoned  women,  it  united  in  the 
prayer  of  the  plaintiff's  petition  that  those 
crdinances  be  aeclared  null  and  void. 

The  exceptions  filed  by  the  defendants  to 
the  petitions  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  inter- 
▼eners  having  been  overruled,  the  citv  of 
Kew  Orleans  and  its  chief  of  police  filed  an 
•oswer  averrinf  that  the  ordinances  in  ques- 
tion were  legal  and  that  their  enforcement 
would  be  a  lawful  exercise  of  the  power  con- 
lerred  upon  the  city,  and  especially  a  valid 
exereiM  of  the  power  conferred  upon  it  Ij 
aet  No.  46  of  1896. 

The  civil   district  court  rendered   Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  but  in  favor 
of  the  city  against  the  interveners.    From 
that  judgment  suspensive  appeals  were  al- 
lowed and  prosecuted  by  the  city  as  well  as 
«  by  the  Church  Extension  Society. 
g     By  the   final  judgment   of  the   supreme 
•  «mrt  of  Louisiana  the^Judgment  €i  the  eivU 
district  court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was 
reyersed,  and  the  inlunction  obtained  by  him 
was  dissolved  and  his  suit  dismissed,  while 
the  Judgment  dismissing  the  intervening  pe- 
titions and  dissolving  the  injunction  granted 
on  behalf  of  the  interveners  was  affirmed.  61 
Lft.  Ann.  98,  44  L.  R.  A.  90,  24  So.  608. 

Mr,  S.  H.  MeCaleb  for  plaintiffs  in  tr- 
ior. 

MeMTB.  J.  J.  l^eLou^hliMt  Bamuel  L, 
OUmore,  and  Branch  JL  jtf  tUer  for  defend- 
snts  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brew«r  deliyered  the  opinion 
9i  the  court: 

The  question  presented  in  this  case  is 
whether  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans prescribing  limits  in  that  tMj,  outside 
of  which  no  woman  of  lewd  character  shall 
dwell,  operates  to  deprive  these  plaintiffs  in 
•rror  of  any  right  secured  by  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  It  is  weU,  in  the 
first  place,  to  look  at  the  negative  side  and 
see  what  is  not  involved.  No  woman  of  that 
character  is  challenging  its  validity;  there 
is  no  complaint  by  her  that  she  is  deprived 
of  any  personal  rights,  either  as  to  the  con- 
trol of  ner  life  or  the  selection  of  an  abiding 
place.  She  is  not  saying  that  she  is  denied 
the  right  to  select  a  home  where  she  may  de- 
sire, or  that  her  personal  conduct  is  in  any 
way  interfered  with.  In  brief,  the  persons 
named  in  the  ordinance,  and  against  whom 
its  provisions  are  directed,  do  not  question 
its  validity. 


In  the  second  place,  no  person  owning 
buildings  outside  of  the  prescribed  limits  is 
complaining  that  he  is  deprived  of  a  possible 
tenant  by  virtue  of  the  ordinance,  or  saving 
that  the  abridgment  of  her  freedom  of  dom- 
icil  operates  to  cut  down  the  amount  of  his 
rents. 

In  the  third  place,  it  will  be  perceived  that 
the  ordinance  does  not  attempt  to  give  to 
persons  of  such  character  license  to  carry  on 
their  business  in  any  way  they  see  fit,  or,  in- 
deed, to  carry   it  on  at  all,   or  to  conduct 
themselves  in  such  a  manner  as  to  disturb  ^ 
the  public  peace  within  the  prescribed  llm-g 
its.    Clauses  S*and  4  of  the  first  section  of* 
the  ordinance  are  dearly  designed  to  restrain 
any  public  manifestation  of  the  vocation 
whicn  these  persons  pursue,  and  to  keep  so 
far  as  possible  unseen  from  public  gaze  the 
character  of  their  lives,  while  clauses  6,  7, 
8  and  9  provide  means  for  enforcing  order 
and  preventing  disturbances  of  the  peace. 

The  question,  therefore,  is  simply  whether 
one  who  may  own  or  occupy  property  in  or 
adjacent  to  the  prescribed  limits,  whether 
occupied  as  a  resiaence  or  for  other  purposes, 
can  prevent  the  enforcement  of  such  an  ordi- 
nance on  the  ground  that  by  it  his  rights 
under  the  Federal  Constitution  are  invaded. 

In  this  respect  we  premise  by  saying  that 
one  €i  the  difficult  social  problems  of  the  day 
is  what  shall  be  done  in  respect  to  those  vo- 
cations which  minister  to  and  feed  upon  hu- 
man weaknesses,  appetites,  and  passions. 
The  manaffcment  of  these  vocations  comes 
directly  within  the  scope  of  what  is  known 
as  the  police  power.  They  affect  directly 
the  public  health  and  morals.  Their  man- 
agement becomes  a  matter  of  growing  im- 
portance, especially  in  our  larger  cities, 
where  from  the  very  density  of  population 
the  things  which  minister  to  vice  tend  to  in- 
crease and  multiply.  It  has  been  often  said 
that  the  police  power  was  not  by  the  Federal 
Constitution  transferred  to  the  nation,  but 
was  reserved  to  the  states,  and  that  upon 
them  rests  the  dnty  of  so  exercising  it  as  to 
protect  the  public  health  and  morals.  While, 
of  course,  that  power  cannot  be  exercised  by 
the  states  in  any  way  to  infringe  upon  the 
powers  expressly  granted  to  Congress,  yet 
until  there  is  some  invasion  of  congressional 
power  or  of  private  rights  secur^  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  action 
of  the  states  in  this  respect  is  beyond  ques- 
tion in  the  courts  of  the  nation.  In  Barhier 
y.  Connolly,  118  U.  S.  27,  81,  28  L.  ed.  923, 
924,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  367, 369,  it  was  said: 

"But  neither  the  amendment — ^broad  and 
comprehensive  as  it  is — ^nor  any  other 
amendment  was  designed  to  interfere  with 
the  power  of  the  state,  sometimes  termed  its 
police,  power,  to  prescribe  regulations  to  pro- 
mote the  health,  peace,  morals,  education, 
and  good  order  of  the  people.'' 

See  also  Hannibal  d  at.  J,  B.  Co,  v.  Euaen, 
96  U.  S.  466,  24  L.  ed.  627;  Boston  Beer  Oo.k- 
y.  Ma99achuaeiU,  97  U.  8.  26,  24  L.  ed.  089  ;S 
Patterson  v.  Kentucky  ^97  U.  8.  601,  24  L.^ 
ed.   1116;   yorthtoeetem  FertiUtfing  Co.  y. 
Hyde    Park,    07    U.    S.    659.    24    L.    ed. 
1086;    Plumley   v.    Maaeaohueetts,    166   U. 
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a.  461.  89  L.  ed.  228,  16  Sup.  Ct  B«p.  154, 
Mid  oases  in  the  opinion. 

Obvioasly,  the  regulation  of  houses  of  ill 
fame,  legislation  in  respect  to  women  of 
loose  character,  may  inyolTe  one  of  three  pos- 
sibilities: First,  absolute  prohibition;  sec- 
ond, full  freedom  in  respect  to  place,  coupled 
with  rules  of  conduct;  or,  third,  a  restriction 
of  the  location  of  such  houses  to  certain  de- 
fined limits.  Whatever  course  of  conduct 
the  legislature  mav  adopt  is  in  a  general  way 
conclusive  upon  all  courts,  state  or  Federal. 
It  is  no  part  of  the  judicial  function  to  de- 
termine the  wisdom  or  folly  of  a  regulation 
by  the  legislative  body  in  respect  to  matters 
of  a  police  nature. 

Now,  this  ordinance  neither  prohibits  ab- 
solutely nor  gives  entire  freedom  to  the  vocar 
tion  of  these  women.  It  attempts  to  confine 
their  domicil,  their  lives,  to  certain  terri- 
torial limits.  Upon  what  ground  shall  it  be 
adjudged  that  such  restriction  is  unjustifi- 
able; that  it  is  an  unwarranted  exercise  of 
the  police  power?  Is  the  power  to  control 
and  regulate  limited  only  as  to  the  matter  of 


8.  059,  24  L.  ed.  1036,  and  Mugler  v.  JTansos^ 
123  U.  8.  023,  31  L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
273.  In  the  first  of  these  cases  an  act  of 
the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Illinois 
had  authorized  the  fertilizing  company  to 
establish  a  plant  for  the  purpose  of  ccmveri- 
in^  dead  animals  into  an  agricultural  fer- 
tilizer. In  pursuance  of  this  authority  the 
company  ha4  built  its  factory  outside  the 
then  limits  of  the  city  of  Chicago  and  in  a 
territory  adjacent  to  which  there  was  no 
population.  As  the  years  rolled  by  popula- 
tion gathered  around  the  factory,  ana  Uie 
character  of  the  work  carried  on  was  such 
as  to  make  it  a  nuisance  to  the  neighborhood. 
The  village  of  Hyde  Park,  which  had  grown 
up  around  the  works  of  the  company,  passed 
an  ordinance  to  suppress  these  works,  and  a 
bill  was  filed  in  the  state  court  to  restrain 
the  enforcement  of  that  ordinance.  The  su- 
preme court  of  the  state  held  the  ordinance 
valid,  and  on  error  to  this  court  that  judg* 
ment  was  affirmed.  Although  there  was  a 
charter  right  to  maintain  these  works,  and 
although  when  established  they  were  located 


territory?    May  that  not  be  one  of  the  wis- 1  in  a  territory  in  which  there  was  no  popula- 
est  and  safest  methods  of  dealing  with  the  |  tion,    yet   when    population    had    gathered 
problem?    At  any  rate,  can  the  power  to  so  i  around  them  the  police  power  of  Uie  state 
regulate  be  denied?       But  given  the  power  ;  was  held  sufficient  to  stop  their  existence, 
to  limit  the  vocation  of  these  persons  to  cer- ,  and  that  without  compensation  to  the  owner, 
tain  localities,  and  no  one  can  question  the  i  The  pecuniary  injury  which  directly  resulted 
legality  of  the  location.    The  power  to  pre-  j  to  the  comoany    from    the  stoppage  of  its 
scribe  a  limitation  carries  with  it  the  power  i  works  was  neld  no  bar  to  the  police  power 
to  discriminate  against  one  citizen  and  in  ,  of  the  state.    In  the  other  case  Mugler  had 
favor  of  another.     Some  must  suffer  by  the   established  a  brewery  in  Kansas,  when  such  ck 
establishment  of  any  territorial  boundaries,  i  an  institution  was  authorized  bv  the  laws  of  g 
We  do  not  question  what  is  so  earnestly  said f the  state.    The    buildings    and    machinery* 
by  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error  in  respect  |  were  of  little  value  except  for  the  purpose  of 
to  the  disagreeable  results  from  the  neigh- 1  manufacturing  beer.     Yet  when  Kansas,  in 


borhood  of  such  houses  and  people;  but  if 
the  power  to  prescribe  territorial  limits  ex- 
ists, the  courts  cannot  say  that  the  limits 
shall  be  other  than  those  the  legislative  body 
prescribes.  If  these  limits  hurt  the  present 
plaintiffs  in  error,  other  limits  would  hurt 
others.  But  clearly  the  inquiry  as  to  the 
reasonableness  or  propriety  of  the  limits  is 
a  matter  for  le^slative  consideration,  and 
cannot  become  the  basis  of  judicial  action. 
The  ordinance  is  an  attempt  to   protect  a 

•  part  of  the  citizens  from  the  unpleasant  con- 
S  sequences  of  such   neiehbora    Because   the 

•  l^slative*Wy  is  unable  to  protect  all,  must 
it  be  denied  the  power  to  protect  any? 

It  is  said  that  this  operates  to  depreciate 
the  pecuniary  value  of  the  property  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  but  a  similar 
result  would  follow  if  other  limits  were  pre- 
scribed, and  therefore  the  power  to  prescribe 
limits  could  never  be  exercised,  because, 
whatever  the  limits,  it  might  operate  to  the 
pecuniary  disadvantage  of  some  property 
nolders. 

The  truth  is,  that  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power  often  works  pecuniary  injury,  but  the 


the  exercise  of  its  police  power,  determined 
that  the  manufacture  of  beer  should  cease,  it 
was  ruled  bv  this  court  that  the  pecuniary 
loss  to  Muffler  did  not  justify  any  restraint 
of  the  legislative  acts  prohibiting  the  manu- 
facture of  beer.  Each  individual  holds  hia 
property  subject  to  the  ordinary  and  rea- 
sonable exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  the 
fact  that  its  exercise  may  in  a  particular 
case  work  pecuniarv  injury  was  adjudged 
insufficient  to  stay  the  legislative  action.  It 
is  true  those  cases  involved  pecuniary  injury 
to  the  persons  whose  action  was  prohibited, 
but  it  cannot  be  that  the  police  power  of  a 
state  can  be  stayed  because  it  works  injury 
to  one  person,  and  not  stayed  if  it  works  in- 
jury to  another. 

In  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  cd.  f  141,  the 
mle  is  thus  stated; 

"Laws  and  ordinances  relating  to  the  com- 
fort, health,  convenience,  good  order,  and 
general  welfare  of  the  inhabitants  are  ooin- 
prehensively  styled  'Police  Laws  or  R^uls^ 
tions.'  It  is  well  settled  that  laws  and  regu- 
lations of  this  character,  though  they  may 
disturb  the  enjoyment  of  individual  rights. 


settled  rule  of  this  court  is  that  the  mere !  are  not  unconstitutional,  though  no  provl- 
fact  of  pecuniary  injury  does  not  warrant  ■  aion  is  made  for  compensation  for  such  dis- 


the  overthrow  of  legislation  of  a  police  char- 
acter. 

Among  the  cases  in  which  this  question 
has  been  presented  may  be  noticed  Vorth^ 
loes^em  Fertilising  Co,  v.  Hyde  Park,  97  U. 


turbances.  They  do  not  appropriate  private 
property  for  public  use,  but  simply  regulate 
its  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  owner.  If  he 
suffers  injury  it  is  either  damnum  absgiic 
injuria,  or,  in  the  theory  of  the  law,  he  ic 
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eompeiuated  for  it  1^  sbarlng  In  the  general 
benefits  which  the  regulatione  are  intended 
and  calculated  to  secure.  The  dtizen  owns 
his  property  absolutely,  it  is  true;  it  cannot 
be  taken  from  him  for  any  private  use  what- 
ever, without  his  consent,  nor  can  it  be  taken 
for  any  public  use  without  compensation; 
still  he  owns  it  subject  to  this  restriction, 
namely,  that  it  must  be  so  used  as  not  un- 
reasonably to  injure  others,  and  that  the  sov- 
erei^  authority  may,  by  p|olioe  r^iulations, 
■o  direct  the  use  of  it  that  it  shall  not  i>rove 
pernicious  to  his  neighbors,  or  the  citizens 
generally." 

The  learned  author,  in  these  and  accom- 
panying sentences,  is  discussing  the  rule 
e  when  legislative  action  operates  directly  up- 
§on  the  property  of  the  complainant  and 
•  where  injuries  *mlleffed  to  result  are  the  di- 
rect consequence  of  legislative  action.  If 
under  suca  circumstances  the  individual 
has  no  cause  of  action,  a  fortiori  must  the 
same  be  true  when  the  injuries  are  not  di- 
rect but  consequential,  when  his  property  is 
not  directly  touched  by  the  legislative  ac- 
tion but  is  affected  in  only  an  incidental  and 
consequential  way.  Here  the  ordinance  in 
no  manner  touched  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. It  subjected  that  property  to  no  bur- 
den, it  cast  no  duty  or  restraint  upon  it,  and 
only  in  an  indirect  way  can  it  be  said  that 
its  pecuniary  value  was  affected  by  this  or- 
dinance. Who  can  say  in  advance  that  in 
proximity  to  their  property  any  houses  of 
the  character  indicated  will  be  established, 
or  that  any  persons  of  loose  character  will 
find  near  by  a  home?  They  may  go  to  the 
other  end  of  the  named  district.  All  that 
oan  be  said  is  that  by  narrowing  the  limits 
within  which  such  houses  and  people  must 
be,  the  greater  the  probability  of  tneir  near 
location.  Even  if  any  such  establishment 
flhould  be  located  in  proximity,  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  ordinance  to  deny  the  ordinary 
rig[ht  of  the  individual  to  restrain  a  private 
nuisance.  Under  these  circumstances  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  ordinance  in  question 
is  not  one  of  which  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
ean  complain.  The  judgment  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Louiaiana  ie  therefore  of- 
firmed, 

(177  U.  8.  601) 
GEORGE  S.  WILLIAMS,  Plff.  in  Brr., 

V. 

C  K  WINGO. 

Ferrff  Ueenae^^u  a  contract — effect  of  gen- 
eral law, 

A  terry  license  granted  by  the  eonnty  court  un- 
der Va.  act  March  5,  1840  (Va.  Code  1873, 
ehap.  64,  |  23).  which  was  an  act  of  general 
legislation  making  it  onlawfal  for  the  court 
to  grant  a  license  for  a  ferry  within  ^  mile 
ef  sny  other  ferry,  does  not  constitute  a  eon- 
tract  the  obligation  of  which  is  Impaired  by 
Ta.  act  March  6,  1894,  which  specially  aa- 
thorlses  the  establishment  of  a  ferry  within 
less  than  %  mile  of  the  former  ferry. 

[No.  222.] 


Argued  AprU  11,19,1906.    Decided  May  14, 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ap- 
peals of  the  State  of  Virginia  to  review 
a  decision  affirming  a  judgment  sustaining 
a  ferry  license.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  i 

By  the  statutes  of  Virginia  authority  was 
given  to  the  oounty  courts  of  the  several 
counties  to  license  ferries.  By  an  act  passed 
March  5,  1840  (Acts  Assembly  1839-1840,  p. 
58),  carried,  with  simply  verbal  changes, 
into  chap.  64  of  the  Code  of  Virginia  of  1873 
as  §  23,  and  subsequently  into  chap.  62  of  the 
Code  of  1887  as  §  1386,  it  was  provided: 

"Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  assembly. 
That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  court  of 
any  county  to  grant  leave  to  establish  a 
ferry  over  any  watercourse  within  one  half 
mile,  in  a  direct  line,  of  any  other  ferry  legal- 
ly established  over  the  same  watercourse." 

In  1880  the  oounty  court  of  Giles  oounty 
gave  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  a  license  to  main- 
tain a  ferry  across  New  river.  On  March  6, 
1894,  the  general  assembly  of  Virginia  passed 
the  following  act  (AcU  Assembly  1893- 
1894,  p.  789) : 

"Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  assembly  of 
Virginia,  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
oounty  court  of  Giles  county  to  establish  a 
ferry  at  a  point  on  New  river,  in  said  county 
at  a  point  around  Egglestons  Springs  depot 
and  between  Egglestons  Springs  and  Eggles- 
tons depot,  on  the  New  river  branch  of  the 
Norfolk  ft  Western  Railroad,  Giles  county, 
Virginia.  Said  court  in  establishing  said 
ferry  shall  be  bound  by  sections  thirteen  bun- e« 
dred  and  seventy-five,  thirteen  hundred  andg 
seventy-six,  thirteen*  hundred  and  seventy* 
seven,  thirteen  hundred  and  seventy-eighty 
thirteen  hundred  and  seventy-nine,  thirtMi 
hundred  and  eighty,  thirteen  hundred 
and  eighty-one,  thirteen  hundred  and 
eighty-two,  thirteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
three,  thirteen  hundred  and  eighty-four, 
and  thirteen  hundred  and  eightv-five  of  the 
Code  of  Virginia;  but  section  wirteen  hun- 
dred and  eighty-six  of  said  Code  so  far  as 
the  distance  of  one  half  a  mile  is  concerned^ 
shall  not  apply  to  the  establishment  of  said 
ferry  at  said  place." 

Under  this  act  a  license  was  given  to  the 
defendant  in  error  to  establish  a  ferry  within 
less  than  half  a  mile  of  the  ferry  established 
l^  the  plaintiff  in  error  under  his  prior  li- 
cease.  The  rightfulness  of  this  action  was 
sustained  by  the  circuit  court  of  Giles  county, 
and  subsequently  by  the  supreme  court  of  ap- 
peals of  the  state  of  Virginia,  and  to  review 
such  decision  this  writ  ot  error  was  brought. 

Mr.  W.  J.  HeAsoA  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  8*  1^«  Wllliama  for  defendant  in  er- 


Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  is 
that,  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Virginia 
in  force  at  the  time  of  sueh  aetion,  the  li- 
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Mute  granted  by  tli«  oounty  court  to  him  to 
eBtablish  a  ferry  created  a  contract  between 
him  and  the  etate  to  the  effect  that  no  ferry 
•hould  be  eetablished  within  half  a  mile; 
and  that  the  act  of  1804  and  the  subsequent 
proceedings  of  thecounty  court  of  Giles  coun- 
ty impaired  the  obligation  of  that  contract, 
and,  therefore,  were  repugnant  to  section  10 
of  article  1  of  tha  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

This  is  an  obvioos  error.  The  act  of  1840 
was  one  of  general  leffialation,  and  subject 
to  repeal  by  Sie  generafassembly.  No  rights 
could  be  created  under  that  statute  beyond 
its  terms,  and  by  it  no  restraint  was  placed 
upon  legisIatiTC  action.  When  the  general 
(0  assembly  gave  to  the  county  courts  power  to 
§  license  ferries  It  by  that  act  in  effect  forbade 
•  them  to  establish  a  second  *ferry  within  half 
a  mile  of  one  already  established,  but  that 
bound  only  the  county  court.  It  did  not  tie 
the  hands  of  the  legislature,  or  prevent  it 
from  authorizing  another  ferry  within  a  half 
mile  whencTer  in  its  judgment  it  saw  fit.  A 
oontract  binding  the  state  is  only  created  by 
dear  language,  and  is  not  to  be  extended  by 
implication  b^nd  the  terms  of  the  statute. 
Fanning  t.  Oregoire,  16  How.  624,  14  L.  ed. 
1043,  is  in  point  and  decisive^  In  that  case 
the  plaintiff  was  by  an  act  of  the  Iowa  terri- 
torial legislature  given  authority  to  estab- 
lish a  ferry  across  the  Mississippi  river  at 
the  then  town  of  Dubuque,  and  the  act  aleo 
provided  that  no  court  or  board  of  county 
commissioners  should  authorize  any  other 
person  to  keep  a  ferry  within  the  limits  of 
the  town.  The  city  of  Dubuque  was  thereaft- 
er incorporated,  and  under  its  general  cor- 
porate powers  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  defendant  to  run  a  steam  ferryboat  across 
the  river.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  filed  a  bill 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  so  doing.  It 
was  held  that  the  bill  could  not  be  main- 
tained, this  court  saying  (pp.  633,  634, 14  L. 
ed.  1047): 

"Although  the  county  court  and  county 
commissioners  were  prohibited  from  grant- 
ing another  license  to  Dubuque,  yet  this  pro- 
hibition did  not  apply  to  the  legislature; 
and  as  it  had  the  power  to  authorize  another 
ferry,  the  general  authority  to  the  council  to 
license  uid  establish  ferries  across  the  Mis- 
sissippi river  at  the  dty,'  enabled  the  cor- 
poration, in  the  exerdse  of  its  discretion,  to 
grant  a  license,  aa  the  legislature  miffht  have 
done.  •  .  .  The  restriction  on  the  com- 
missioners of  the  county  does  not  apply,  in 
terms,  to  the  city  coundl;  and  the  court 
think  it  cannot  be  made  to  apply  by  implica- 
tion." 

This  case  was  dted  with  approval  in 
Wheeling  d  B.  Bridge  r.  Wheeling  Bridge, 
138  U.  S.  287,  34  L.  ed.  067,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
801,  in  which  this  very  statute  of  Virginia 
of  1840  was  under  consideration,  and  it  was 
said  (p.  292,  L.  ed.  p.  069,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p. 
803): 

''Here  the  prohibition  of  the  act  of  1840 
was  only  upon  the  county  courts,  and  that  in 
no  way  affected  the  legislative  power  of  the 
state." 

The    ease  of  The    Binghamton    Bridge,  8 


WalL  61|  euh  nom.  Chenango  Bridge  Oa.  t. 
Binghamton  Bridge  Co.  18  U  ed.  137,  is  not 
inconsistent    There  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture, authorizing  the  one  bridffe,  contained^ 
a  proviso  "that  it  should  not  be  lawful  forg 
*any  person  or  persons  to    erect    a    bridge* 
within  a  distance  of  two  miles."    That  pro- 
vision was  held  a  part  of  the  contract  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  bridge  company,  Mr. 
Justice  Davis,  speaking  for  a  majority  of  th» 
courts  saying  (p.  81,  L.  ed.  p.  146) : 

"As  there  was  no  necessity  of  laying  a  r^ 
straint  on  unauthorized  persons,  it  is  clear 
that  such  restraint  was  not  within  the  mean-^ 
ing  of  the  legislature.  The  restraint  was  on 
the  legislature  itself.  The  plain  reading  of 
the  provision,  'that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for 
any  person  or  persons  to  erect  a  bridge  with- 
in a  distance  of  two  miles,'  is,  that  the  legis-^ 
lature  will  not  make  it  lawful  by  licensing 
anv  person  or  association  of  persons  to  & 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  only  effect  of  the  act 
of  1840,  while  in  force,  was,  as  we  have  said,, 
to  tie  the  hands  of  the  county  court  It 
operated  in  no  manner  as  a  restraint  upon 
the  legislature  or  aa  a  contract  upon  its  part 
that  the  state  would  not  act  whenever  in  ita 
Judgment  it  percdvcd  the  necessity  for  an  ad- 
ditional ferry.  The  fact  that  in  this  case* 
the  special  authority  was  given  to  the  coun^ 
court  is  inunateriaL  A  general  act  forbid- 
ding county  courts  to  license  additiMial 
ferries  is  not  infringed  by  a  subsequent  aei 
giving  spedal  right  to  a  single  county  court 
to  establish  a  particular  ferry.  No  promise 
made  bv  the  legislature  by  the  first  act  ia 
broken  by  the  second.  The  judgment  of  tha 
Supreme  Court  of  Appeala  of  Virginia  waa 
correct,  and  ia  affirmed. 


(177  U.  S.  649> 
JAMES  BRYAR,  Jb.,  et  oZ.,  Appfa., 

V. 

THOMAS  CAlfPBELL. 

Appeal — in  hankrupteg — delay  in  tahing^^ 
objection  made  too  late^^rea  judicata^ 
juriedieiion  of  state  eourt  after  decree  in 
Federal  court — equitable  ejectment  oa  af^ 
footed  by  decree  for  conveyance. 

1.  An  objection  that  an  appeal  In  bankruptcy 
was  not  claimed  and  notice  given  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  rales  Is  made  too  late 
In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Statea 
after  a  lapse  of  sixteen  years,  where  It  doea 
not  seem  to  have  been  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  lower  court,  In  which  a  motion  waa 
made  to  declare  the  appeal  deserted. 

2.  A  judgment  rendered  by  a  state  court 
against  plaintiff  In  an  action  of  equitable 
ejectment  sustaining  a  defense  based  on  title 
obtained  through  sales  under  mortgages,  waa 
not  without  jurisdiction  because  the  plaintiff 
had  obtained  a  prior  decree  In  a  Federal 
court  against  one  of  the  ejectment  defendants 
before  the  defense  sustained  by  the  state  court 
had  arisen,  when  this  decree  was  not  set  up 
In  the  state  court  as  a  bar. 

8.  A  suit  In  a  Federal  court,  which  the  success 
ful  plaintiff  abandoned  pending  appeal,  la 
order  to  bring  a  new  action  In  a  state  court, 
which  was  unsuccessful,  cannot  be  resusd- 
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Uted,  after  the  IftpM  of  tistMa  ftmn,  for  tho 
^rpoM  of  defeatinir  the  actloD  of  the  ttato 
«oart,  iB  which  the  decree  of  the  Federal  oourt 
waa  not  set  op  aa  a  bar,  and  which  aoatained 
a  defenae  arising  after  the  Federal  decree  waa 
rendered. 

[No.  227.1 

Argued   April   12,  J900.    Decided  May  H, 
1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Unitod 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Third  Circuit  affirmiBg  a  decree  of  dismissal. 
Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  62  U.  8.  App.  486, 
•0  Fed.  Rep.  690,  83  C.  C.  A.  236. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
This  was  a  suit  in  equity  instituted  in  the 
district  court  for  the  western  district  of 
Pennsylvania,  April  30,  1877,  by  Jane  Bryar 
against  James  Bryar,  her  husband,  and  Rob- 
ert Arthurs,  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  to 
«njoin  the  latter  from  partitioning  or  offer- 
ing for  sale  an  undivided  half  of  7  acres  of 
land  in  tho  city  of  Pittsburgh,  for  which,  as 
she  alleged,  a  conveyance  had  been  made  by 
mistake  to  her  husband,  though  she  had  paid 
the  purchase  money  with  her  own  individual 
funds.  Notwithstanding  the  pendency  of 
this  bill  the  assignee  proceeded  to  sell  the 
land  at  assignee's  sale  to  the  defendant 
Thomas  Campbell,  subject  to  the  two  mort- 
e  gages  hereinafter  mentioned.  On  August 
8 15,  1878,  Campbell  was  permitted  to  inter- 
^  rene  andMef  end  the  bill,  the  bill  beinff  amend- 
ed by  a  new  prayer  that  the  defendants 
make,  execute,  and  deliver  to  th«  plaintiff  a 
deed  for  the  property  in  question. 

The  case  was  heard  upon  pleadings  and 
proofs,  and  on  June  26,  1870,  a  decree  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  declaring 
lier  to  be  the  equitable  owner  of  the  land  in 
enit;  that  defendant  Campbell  was  charge- 
Able  with  notice  of  her  rights,  and  was  bound 
to  convey  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 
An  appeal  was  immediately  taken  by  Ar- 
thurs and  Campbell  to  the  circuit  court, 
where  the  case  was  docketed  August  30, 
1870.  Here  the  case  rested,  without  further 
action,  for  sixteen  years,  and  until  Decem- 
l>er  20,  1805. 

Meantime,  however,  and  in  February, 
1880,  Jane  Bryar  and  her  husband  in  her 
right,  began  an  action  of  ejectment  in  the 
eourt  of  common  pleas  of  Allegheny  county 
against  Thomas  Campbell,  John  W.  Beckett, 
and  William  B.  Kodgers,  for  the  land  in  con- 
troversy, which  resulted,  May  10,  1881,  in  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  and  a  writ  of  er- 
ror from  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania, 
which,  on  November  14,  1881,  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  court  of  common  pleas.  30 
Plttsb.  L.  J.  12. 

Nothing  further  appears  to  have  been  done 
until  December  30,  1896,  when  Mrs.  Bryar 
moved  the  circuit  court  for  the  western  dis- 
trict of  Pennsvlvania  for  an  order  declaring 
the  appeal  of  Thomas  Campbell  from  the  de- 
eree  of  the  district  court  deserted,  upon  the 
grooBd   that   the   appellants  had  failed  to 


bring  up  the  record  from  the  district  eonrt, 
to  pay  the  entry  costs,  or  to  prosecute  their 
appeal  to  the  next  term  of  the  circuit  court. 
Campbell  filed  an  answer  to  this  motion, 
settinf  up  his  purchase  of  the  land  at  ae- 
signers  sale,  and  stating  that  he  had  not 
prosecuted  his  appeal  b^use  he  had  pur* 
chased  a  mortgage  made  hj  James  Bryar  t» 
Edward  R.  James,  upon  which  mortgage  the 
property  had  been  sold  to  his  attorney,  Wil- 
liam B.  Rodgers,  who  had  conveyed  to  him; 
that  he  went  into  possession  ol  the  land; 
that  the  petitioner  and  her  husband  had 
brought  the  action  of  ejectment  against  him 
above  referred  to,  and  a  verdict  had  been 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendants ;  that  hen 
believed  the  result  of  the  ejectment  caseS 
made  it  unnecessary^for  any  further  proceed-* 
ings  upon  the  appeal,  and  that  he  and  his 
vendees  had  ever  since  been  in  undisputed 
possession  of  the  land.  The  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  bill,  or  rather  to  declare  the  appeal 
deserted,  was  denied,  and  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff  Jane  Bryar  being  sugj^ted,  it  waa 
ordered  that  her  heirs  at  law,  the  appellants, 
be  substituted  as  plaintiffs. 

The  appeal  subsequently  went  to  a  hear- 
ing in  the  circuit  court  upon  the  former  tes- 
timony, and  new  testimony  put  in  by  Camp- 
bell in  support  of  his  answer,  and  resulted  in 
a  reversal  of  the  district  court,  and  a  dis- 
missal of  the  bill.  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the 
eireoit  court  of  appeals,  which  affirm^  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  (62  U.  8.  App. 
485,  00  Fed.  Rep.  600,  S3  C.  C.  A.  236), 
whereupon  plainnffs  appealed  to  this  court. 

Meeere,    Xi.    0*    Barton   and  Edward 
Campbell  for  appellants. 
Jfr.  W.  B.  Rodsers  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court; 

Plaintiffs  ask  for  a  reversal  of  this  decree 
upon  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  appeal  from 
the  district  court  to  the  circuit  court  in 
bankruptcy  was  not  claimed  and  notice  given 
to  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  wiUiin  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  rules;  and,  second, 
because  it  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
court  upon  its  merits. 

1.  If  there  be  anything  in  the  defense  that 
the  appeal  from  the  district  court  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  in  the  bankruptcy  proceedings  was 
not  taken  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law, 
it  comes  too  late.  It  is  true  that  Rev.  Stat. 
S  4081,  declares  that  "no  appeal  shall  be  al- 
lowed in  any  case  from  the  district  to  the 
circuit  court,  unless  it  is  claimed,  and  notice 
given  thereof  to  the  clerk  of  the  district 
court,  to  be  entered  with  the  record  of  the 
proceedings,  and  also  to  the  assignee  or  cred- 
itor, as  the  case  may  be,  or  to  the  defeated  ei 
party  in  equity,  within  ten  days  after  theg 
entry  of  the  decree  or  decision* appealed* 
from."  It  appears  that  the  decree  of  the 
district  court  was  entered  June  26, 1870,  and 
that  a  petition  for  an  appeal  was  addressed 
to  the  judge  of  the  circuit  court,  the  jurat 
to  which  was  dated  June  28,  and  on  June  30 
a  bond  for  costs  on  appeal  was  filed.  The 
appeal,  however,  to  the  circuit  court  waa  not 
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allowed  and  filed  until  July  10,  twenty  da^ 
after  the  decree  of  the  diaUiet  eourt,  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  any  notice  was  given 
to  the  clerk  of  the  district  courts  or  to  the 
defeated  party,  as  required  by  I  4081;  but 
it  further  appears  that  the  petition  for  ap- 
peal, the  allowance  thereof,  a  copy  of  the 
docket  entries  and  a  bond  for  costs  were  filed 
in  the  circuit  court,  August  30,  1879.  Here 
the  matter  rested  until  December  20,  1895, 
when  Mrs.  Bryar,  the  prevailing  party,  moved 
the  circuit  court  not  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
for  the  reason  that  it  waa  not  taken  in  time, 
but,  stating  that  it  had  been  "duly  allowed," 
to  obtain  an  order  declaring  it  deserted,  for 
the  reason  that  the  appellants  had  failed  to 
bring  up  the  record  from  the  district  court, 
pay  the  entry  costs,  or  prosecute  their  ap- 
peal. This  was  apparently  treated  as  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss,  and  was  denied.  After  a 
lapse  of  sixteen  years  it  is  now  too  late  to 
ask  this  court  to  hold  that  the  appeal  should 
have  been  dismissed  for  a  reason  which  does 
not  seem  to  have  been  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  circuit  court,  when  the  original  motion 
was  made  to  declare  the  appeal  deserted.  If 
the  plaintiffs  in  that  case  had  intended  to 
insist  upon  their  rights  under  the  decree, 
they  should  either  have  moved  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  pressed 
it  to  a  hearing  in  the  circuit  courts  instead 
of  abandoning  it  and  bringing  a  new  suit 
upon  the  same  cause  of  action  in  the  state 
court. 

2.  The  case  upon  the  merits  depends  upon 
the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  judgment  in  fa- 
vor of  Campbell  in  the  ejectment  suit 
brought  by  Mrs.  Bryar  in  the  state  court. 
Mrs.  Bryar  appears,  for  some  unexplained 
reason,  to  have  abandoned  her  original  suit 
in  the  district  court,  notwithstanding  the 
decree  in  her  favor,  and  to  have  elected  to 
begin  an  action  in  ejectment  in  the  state 
court.  To  this  action  Campbell  appears  to 
eo  have  set  up  a  new  defense,  wnich  had  accrued 
S  since  the  decree  in  the  district  court,  arising 
•  upon  two  mortgages  executed  In  •1874  by 
James  Bryar.  namely,  one  to  Thomas  Mc- 
Clintock  for  $3,000,  the  other  to  E.  R.  James 
for  $2,000,  which  mortgages  were,  in  1878, 
foreclosed  and  judgment  entered.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  it 
is  stated  that  William  R.  Rodgers.  one  of  the 
defendants  in  the  ejectment  action,  as  the  ntr 
tomey  for  Campbell,  purchased  the  judsr- 
ments  obtained  upon  the  mortga<7es.  issued 
execution,  sold  the  7  acres  at  sherifTs  sale, 
and  bought  the  same  for  $50.  A  deed  was 
made  by  the  sheriff  to  Rodgers,  who  p^ave  a 
memorandum  to  Campbell,  stating  that  he 
would  convey  to  anyone  Campbell  might 
wish,  when  requested  so  to  do.  It  was  not 
disputed  that  Rods:ers  bought  and  held  in 
trust  for  Campbell  whatever  title  he  ob- 
tained by  the  sheriff's  deed. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  court  hold  that 
the  mortgages  were  valid  liens,  and  the  fact 
that  the  mortgagees  were  entirely  unaffected 
by  any  notice  of  the  secret  equity  of  Mrs. 
Bryar  being  undisputed,  it  necessarily  fol- 
lowed that,  whether  Campbell  had  notice  or 
iiot»  he  stood  in  their  shoes  when  he  pur- 


chased the  title  derived  from  them.  "It  is 
contended,  however,  that  Campbell  having 
bought  at  the  assignee's  sale,  subject  to  these 
mortgages,  was  bound  to  pay  them  off,  and 
when  he  did  so  they  were  extinguished.  But 
unless  he  expressly  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion agreed  to  pay  them,  he  was  not  bound 
to  do  so,  and  had  an  undoubted  right  to  se- 
cure his  own  title  by  purchasing  them  and 
proceeding  to  perfect  his  title  under  them." 
It  will  be  seen  from  this  that  Campbell  did 
not  rely  upon  his  purchase  at  the  assignee's 
sale,  as  to  which  the  district  court  seems  to 
have  held  that  he  had  notice  of  Mrs.  Bryar** 
equity  in  the  premises,  but  upon  the  pur- 
chase  of  the  rights  of  the  mortgagees,  who  ap- 
pear to  have  taken  the  mortgages,  suppos- 
ing the  property  to  belong  to  James  Bryar, 
in  whose  name  it  stood  upon  the  record. 

We  are  advised  of  no  substantial  reason 
why  the  judgment  of  the  state  court  doe« 
not  operate  as  res  judicata  in  this  case.  The 
original  suit  in  the  district  court  was  begun 
by  Mrs.  Bryar,  one  of  the  original  plaintiffs 
in  the  ejectment  suit,  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  the  defendant  Thomas  Campbell  to  ^ 
convey  to  her  as  the  equitable  owner  thereof  S 
the  premises  now  in*dispute.  The  ejectment* 
suit  was  begun  by  her  and  her  husband,  in 
her  right,  upon  the  same  title  against  three 
defendants,  one  of  whom  was  Campbell,  to 
obtain  possession  of  the  same  property.  The 
action  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Bryar  upon  her 
equitable  title,  a  procedure  allowable  in  the 
courts  of  Pennsylvania,  where  an  equitable 
ejectment  is  the  full  equivalent  of  and  sub- 
stitute for  a  bill  in  equity.  Peterman  r, 
Huling,  31  Pa.  432;  Winpenny  v.  Winpenny, 
92  Pa.  440.  Such  procedure,  though  not  au- 
thorized by  the  practice  of  the  Federal 
courts,  will  be  respected  when  the  question 
arises  upon  the  effect  to  be  given  the  Judg- 
ment. Mills  V.  Duryee,  7  Cranch,  481,  3  £. 
ed.  411;  Miles  v.  Caldtoell,  2  Wall.  36,  17  li- 
ed. 756;  Faber  v.  Hovey,  117  Mass.  107,  19 
Am.  Rep.  398.  While  it  appears  from  the 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
that  the  decree  of  the  district  court  was 
called  to  its  attention,  it  was  not  set  up  as 
a  bar  to  the  ejectment  in  the  state  court  for 
the  obvious  reason  that  Mrs.  Bryar  had 
abandoned  it  by  bringing  suit  in  the  state 
court,  and  there  was  no  object  in  pleading 
it,  while  Campbell  did  not  plead  it  because 
it  was  adverse  to  him.  It  would  seem,  too, 
that  under  the  practice  in  Pennsylvania  a 
decree  cannot  be  used  as  res  judicata  pend- 
ing an  appeal  to  a  higher  court.  Souter  v. 
Baymore,  7  Pa.  415,  47  Am.  Dec.  518.  He 
could  not  even  plead  the  pendency  of  the 
former  suit.  Bmith  v.  Lathrop,  44*  Pa.  326, 
84  Am.  Dec.  448;  Stanton  v.  Emhrey,  93  U. 
S.  548,  554,  23  L.  ed.  983.  984. 

It  is  now  contended  that  the  existence  of 
this  prior  decree  ousted  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  state  court.  Indeed,  the  only  object  of 
Mrs.  Bryar  in  endeavoring  to  have  the  ap- 
peal dismissed  seems  to  have  been  to  reinstate 
the  original  decree  in  her  favor  more  effectu- 
ally, and  to  insist  that  it  was  a  final  disposi- 
tion of  the  matters  in  controversy  between 
herself    and    Campbell.    The    question    la 
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whether,  having  abandoned  the  original  de- 
eree  for  a  new  action  in  the  etate  court  in 
irhich  she  was  defeated,  her  heirs  can  now 
daim  that  the  original  decree  in  the  die- 
trict  court,  though  not  set  up  as  a  bar  by 
either  party,  and  notwithstanding  the  ap- 
neal,  can  be  resuscitated  after  a  lapse  of  six- 
teen years  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 
action  of  the  state  court  To  state  this 
MS  proposition  is  to  answer  it.  The  state  court 
g  was  at  liberty  to  proceed  to  dispose  of  the 
•  ease  upooTthe  Issues  made  by  the  parties,  and 
as  neither  party  saw  fit  to  set  up  the  former 
decree  as  a  bar  to  the  action,  the  state  court 
was  not  bound  to  notice  it.  It  did  not  affect 
in  any  way  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court. 
In  addition  to  this,  however,  Campbell  re- 
lied upon  a  wholly  different  defense  from 
that  set  up  by  him  in  the  former  suit,  and 
one  which  had  accrued  to  him  after  the  de- 
cree in  that  court  was  rendered.  Whether 
the  decree,  if  properly  pleaded,  would  have 
operated  as  a  bar  it  Is  unnecessary  to  de- 
termine. As  the  same  issues  are  presented 
here  as  were  presented  in  the  state  court, 
it  is  entirely  dear  that  they  cannot  be  reliti- 
gated. 

The  judgment  of  the  state  court  was  con- 
elusive  upon  these  issuee,  and  the  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  to  that  effect 
correct,  and  it  is  afflrmed. 


(177  U.  S.  621) 

EGBERT  S.  LEOVY,  Petitioner, 

UNITED  STATES. 

Vaeigahle  watere — ohsirwytion  of — by  dantr^ 
violation  of  act  of  Oongreee-^navigdbility 
of  pass  or  crevasse  caused  by  overftow  of 
river — decision  of  jury — utility  of  stream 
for  interstate  commerce — judicial  notice  as 
to  matters  of  healtK 

1.  A  pass  or  creyasse  cansed  by  the  oTerflow 
of  tbe  Mississippi  riTer,  making  a  channel  to 
the  Oalf  of  Mexico,  tbroogh  wblcb  a  few 
fishermen  bave  occasionally  gone  with  small 
▼easels  carrying  oysters  for  planting,  and 
througb  which  one  or  two  cargoes  of  wil- 
lows and  timber  may  have  passed,  but  which 
has  not  been  used  for  any  pnrpose  of  Inter- 
state commerce,  and  the  gulf  end  of  which 
has  become  closed,  does  not  constitute  a 
navigable  water  of  the  United  States  In  sncb 
a  sense  that  a  dam  erected  therein  for  the 
purpose  and  with  the  effect  of  reclaiming 
overflowed  lands  and  rendering  them  fit  for 
cultlTatlon  will  constitute  an  obstruction  in 
navigable  waters,  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  September  10,  1890, 
sgalnst  such  obstructions  withont  authd^lty 
of  the  Secretary  of  War. 

t.  The  decision  of  a  jury  as  to  the  fact  of  the 
navigabiilty  of  water  Is  not  binding  upon  the 
appellate  court,  so  as  to  preclude  a  considera- 
tion of  the  instructions  and  definitions  ander 
which  the  jury  found  the  verdict. 

g.  The  mere  capacity  to  pass  in  a  boat  of  any 
sise,  however  small,  from  one  stream  or 
rivulet  to  another.  Is  not  suiBelent  to  const!- 
tnte  a  navigable  water  of  the  United  Statea 
which  the  act  of  Congress  of  September  19* 
1890,  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  to  obstruct. 


.tmless  the  chsanel  Is  sobstantlany  oseful  to 
some  purpose  of  Interstate  commerce. 

4.  The  court  may  take  judicial  notice  that  the 
public  health  Is  deeply  concerned  in  the  recla- 
mation of  swamp  and  overflowed  lands. 

5.  The  failure  of  an  order  by  a  police  jury  for 
the  construction  of  a  dam,  to  say  anything 
about  the  subject  of  health,  does  not  preclude 
the  defense  against  an  indictment  for  ob- 
structing a  navigable  stream,  that  it  was  done 
in  order  to  promote  the  health  of  tbe  com- 
munity. 

[No.  238.] 

Argued  April  12, 16, 1900.    Decided  May  Ih 
1900, 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fifth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirming  a 
judgment  of  conviction  for  building  a  dam 
across  a  navigable  stream.     Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  92  Fed.  Rep.  344,  84 
C.  0.  A.  392. 

e« 

SUtement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shirast  g 

•At  the  April  term  of  the  circuit  court  of» 
the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Louisiana  an  indictment  was  found,  charg- 
ing Augustus  F.  Leovy  and  Robert  S.  Leovy, 
both  of  the  parish  of  Plaquemines,  state  of 
Louisiana,  with,  on  the  16th  of  November, 
1805,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  knowingly,  and 
without  permission  of  the  SecreUry  of  War, 
building  and  causing  to  be  built  a  dam  in  and 
across  a  certain  navigable  stream  of  the 
United  SUtes  known  as  Red  Pass,  and  out- 
side of  any  established  harbor  lines,  which 
said  Red  Pass  flows  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
from  a  certain  navigable  stream  of  the 
United  States,  known  as  the  Jump,  which 
said  Jump  is  an  outlet  of  the  Mississippi 
river  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico ;  that  said  dam 
has  been  continued  by  the  defendants  since 
the  same  was  built,  and  still  remains  in  and 
across  said  Red  Pass,  whereby  the  navigation 
of  and  commerce  over  and  through  Red  Pass 
was  then  and  tiiere,  and  has  been  ever  since, 
impaired  and  obstructed;  they,  the  said  de- 
fendants, well  knowing  the  said  Red  Pass  to 
be  a  navigable  stream  of  the  United  States, 
in  respect  of  which  the  United  States  then 
and  there  had  jurisdiction,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  of  the  United  States  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 
peace  and  dignity  of  the  United  States. 

The  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  not 
guilty;  and  the  cause  was  tried  before  the 
district  judge,  and  a  jury.  The  trial  re- 
sulted, June  6,  1891,  in  a  verdict  of  not 
guilty  as  to  Augustus  F.  Leovy,  and  of  guilty 
as  to  Robert  S.  Leovy;  whereupon  it  was 
adjudged  that  said  Robert  S.  Leovy  pay  a 
fine  of  $200  and  costs  of  prosecution. 

Several  bills  of  exception  on  behalf  ol 
Robert  S.  Leovy  were  seasonably  presented, 
and  signed  and  allowed  by  the  trial  judge, 
who  likewise,  on  June  IC,  1898,  allowed  a 
writ  of  error«  and  the  cause  was  taken  to  the 
United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  tiM 
fifth  district,  which  court,  on  February  — , 
1809,  afilrmed  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court 
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ne  east  was  then  brought  to  this  court  on 
a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  eir* 
e  mit  court  of  appeals  for  the  fifth  circuit. 

•  *Meur$.  Victor  ZieoTy*  Eenry  J.  Leovy^ 
and  Alewander  Porter  Morse  for  petitioner. 

Mr.  Georse  H.  Gom&aa  for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Shlrae  delirered  the  opinion 
of  tiie  court: 

On  March  2,  1849,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  by  an  act  of  that  date,  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Aid  the  State  of  Louisiana  in 
Draining  the  Swamp  Lands  therein,"  en- 
acted: "That  to  aid  the  state  of  Louisiana 
in  constructing  the  necessary  levees  and 
drains  to  reclaim  the  swamp  and  overflowed 
lands  therein,  the  whole  of  those  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands,  which  mav  be  or  are  found 
unfit  for  cultivation,  shall  be,  and  the  same 
are,  hereby  granted  to  that  state."  9  Stat 
at  L.  352,  chap.  87. 

Similar  grants  have  been  made  by  Congress 
to  other  states  within  whose  boundaries  were 
nndrained  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  be- 
longing to  the  United  States.  Act  of  Sep- 
tei^r  28, 1850  (9  Stet  at  L.  619,  chap.  84). 
Tliis  legislation  declares  a  public  policy  on 
the  part  of  the  government  to  aid  tne  states 
in  reclaiming  swamp  and  overflowed  lands 
unfit  for  cultivation  in  their  natural  state, 
and  is  a  recognition  of  the  riVht  and  duty  of 
the  respective  states,  in  consideration  of  su(^ 
ffrants,  to  make  and  maintain  the  necessary 
unprovements. 

By  the  act  of  September  19, 1890  (26  Stat 
at  L.  454,  chap.  907),  it  is  provided: 

"That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  build  any 
wharf,  pier,  dolphin,  boom,  dam,  weir,  break- 
water, bulkhead,  jetty,  or  structure  of  any 
kind  outside  estaDlished  harbor  lines,  or  in 
any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
where  no  harbor  lines  are  or  may  be 
established,  without  the  permission  of  the 
Secretary  of  War,  in  any  port,  roadstead, 
haven,  harbor,  navigable  river,  or  other 
waters  of  the  United  States,  in  such  man- 
ner as  shall  obstruct  or  impair  navigation, 
commerce,  or  anchorage  of  said  waters, 
and  it  shall  not  be  lawful  hereafter  to 
commence  the  construction  of  any  bridge, 
^  bridge  draw,  bridge  piers,  and  abut- 
9  ments,  causeway,  or  other  works  over  or  in 

*  any  port,  road,  roadstead,* haven,  harbor, 
navi^^le  river,  or  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  under  any  act  of  the  legisla- 
tive assembly  of  any  state,  until  the  location 
and  plan  of  such  bridge  or  other  works  have 
been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  War,  or  to  excavate  or  flll,  or 
in  any  manner  to  alter  or  modify  the  course, 
location,  condition,  or  capacity  of,  the  chan- 
nel of  said  navigable  water  of  the  United 
Stetes,  unless  approved  and  authorized  by 
the  Secretery  of  War:  Provided,  That  this 
section  shall  not  apply  te  any  bridge,  bridge 
draw,  bridge  piers,  and  abutmente,  the  con- 
struction of  which  has  been  heretofore  duly 
authorized  by  law,  or  be  so  construed  as  to 
authorize  the  construction  of  any  bridge, 
draw  bridffe,  bridge  piers,  and  abutmente,  or* 
other  works«  under  an  act  of  the  legislature 


of  any  state,  over  or  in  any  stream,  port» 
roadstead,  haven,  or  harbor,  or  other  naviga* 
ble  water  not  wholly  within  the  Umite  of 
such  state." 

The  tenth  section  of  the  same  aet  provided 
as  follows: 

''Every  person  and  every  eorporatlea  whieh 
shall  be  guilty  of  creating  or  continuing  any 
such  unlawfiu  obstruction  in  this  act  meop 
tioned,  or  who  shall  violate  the  provisions  of 
the  last  four  preceding  sections  of  this  aet| 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished 
by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $5,000  or  by  imprison- 
ment (in  the  case  of  a  natural  person)  not 
exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  such  punish* 
mente,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  The 
creating  or  continuing  of  any  unlawful  ob- 
struction in  this  act  mentioned  may  be  pre- 
vented, and  such  obstruction  may  be  caused 
te  be  removed  by  the  injunction  of  any  cir- 
cuit court  exercising  jurisdiction  in  any  dis- 
trict in  which  such  obstruction  may  be 
threatened  or  may  exist;  and  proper  pro- 
ceedings in  equity  to  this  end  may  be  insti- 
tuted under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States." 

In  the  river  and  harbor  act  of  1892  (27 
Stet  at  L.  pp.  88,  110,  chap.  158),  section  7 
of  the  act  of  1890  was  amended  and  re-en- 
acted so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

"That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  build  any 
wharf,  pier,  dolphin,  boom,  dam,  weir,  break- 
water, Dulkhead,  jetty,  or  structure- of  any 
kind  outeide  established  harbor  lines,  or  in^ 
any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  Stetes  g 
where  no  harbor  lines  are  or  may*  be  esteb-* 
lished,  without  the  permission  of  the  Secr^ 
tery  of  War,  in  any  port,  roadstead,  haven, 
harbor,  navigable  river,  or  other  waters  of 
the  United  States,  in  such  manner  as  shall 
obstruct  or  impair  navigation,  commerce,  or 
anchorage  of  said  waters;  and  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  hereafter  to  commence  the  con- 
struction of  any  bridge,  bridge  draw,  bridge 
piers,  and  abutmente,  causeway,  or  other 
works  over  or  in  any  port,  road,  roadstead, 
haven,  harbor,  navigable  river,  or  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  Stetes  under  any  act 
of  the  l^slative  assembly  of  any  stete  until 
the  location  and  plan  of  such  bridge  or  other 
works  have  been  submitted  to  and  approved 
by  the  Secretery  of  War,  or  to  excavate  or 
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fill,  or  in  any  manner  to  alter  or  modify  the 
course,  location,  condition,  or  capacity  of 
anv  port,  roadstead,  haven,  harbor,  harbor  of 
refuge,  or  indosure  within  the  limite  of  any 
breakwater,  or  of  the  channel  of  any  navi- 
gable water  of  the  United  Stetes,  unless  ap- 
proved and  authorized  by  the  Secretery  of 
War:  Provided,  That  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  any  bridge,  bridge  draw,  bridge 
piers,  and  abutments  the  construction  of 
which  has  been  heretofore  duly  authorized 
by  law,  or  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  the 
construction  of  any  bridge,  drawbridge^ 
bridge  piers,  and  abutmente,  or  other  works, 
under  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  any  stete, 
over  or  in  any  stream,  port  roadstead,  haven, 
or  harbor,  or  other  navicable  water  not 
wholly  within  the  Umite  of  such  stete." 
Subject,  then,  to  the  paramount  juriadi^ 
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tion  of  Congreis  otw  th»  iuttrigaU<0  w»t«n 
of  the  United  States,  the  state  ot  LouieUiia 
lias  full  power  to  authorize  the  oonstruetioa 
and  maintenance  of  levees,  drains,  and  other 
structures  necessary  and  suitable  to  redaim 
■wampand  overflowed  lands  within  her  limits. 
The  pivotal  question  in  the  present  case  is 
whether  Red  Pass  is  a  navigable  water  of  the 
United  States  in  such  a  sense  that  a  dam 
erected  therein  for  the  purpose,  and  with  the 
effect,  of  reclaiming  overflowed  lands  and 
rendering  them  fit  for  eultivation,  could  be 
constructed  without  the  previous  authorisa- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  War,  it  being  ad- 
mitted that  no  such  authority  was  ever  ap- 
plied for  or  procured. 
9  Evidence  was  tendered,  en  behalf  of  the  de- 
gfendants,  tending  to  show  that  the  dam  in 
•  question  was  buUt  by  Robert  S.  Leovy,«who 
was  the  syndio  or  c^cial  of  the  oontiguous 
ward,  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  po- 
lice jury  of  the  parish  of  Plaquemines,  dated 
July  1,  1890,  directing  such  syndic  to  have 
Red  Pass  closed,  and  also  tending  to  show 
an  approval  and  ratification  of  the  work  by 
the  lever  board  of  the  district  and  by  the 
police  Jui-y  at  a  meeting  held  February  8, 
1898,  and  a  direction  to  the  attorn^  of  the 
board  to  take  such  steps  as  should  be  neces- 
sary to  prevent  said  Red  Pass  from  being  re- 
opened. Some  of  these  offers  were  rejected 
by  the  trial  court,  and  exceptions  were  taken 
by  the  defendants.  It  is  evident,  however, 
that  the  court  rejected  the  offers  only  because 
it  was  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  such  evi- 
dence was  immaterial,  inasmuch  as  if  Red 
Pass  was  not  a  navigable  water  of  the  United 
States,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes, 
the  defendants  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict 
of  not  f^uilty,  regardless  of  the  action  of  the 
police  jury  and  of  the  levee  board,  and  if 
Red  Pass  was  such  a  navigable  stream,  the 
action  of  the  state  or  parish  authorities,  un- 
authorised by  the  Secretary  of  War,  would 
not  avail  the  defendants.  Indeed,  the  trial 
iudge^  in  his  charge,  instructed  the  jury  as 
if  the  evidence  had  been  admitted,  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms: 

"I  charge  you  gentlemen  that  the  police 
Jury  of  the  parish  had  no  right  to  authorize 
Mr.  Robert  S.  Leovy  to  dam  Red  Pass,  if 
Red  Pass  was  a  navigable  water  of  theUnited 
States,  I  say  that  it  had  no  authority,  be- 
cause, in  the  year  1890,  the  Cougress  of  the 
United  States  passed  the  law  under  which 
this  indictment  has  been  brouf;ht,  forbidding 
the  damming  of  any  navigaUe  stream 
of  the  United  States  without  the  previous 
authorization  of  the  Secretary  of  War. 
Therefore,  as  it  was  not  contended,  in  this 
case,  that  there  was  any  authority  from  the 
secretary,  but  on  the  contrary  there  is  proof 
tending  to  show  there  was  no  such  authority, 
then  it  results  that  it  is  no  defense  for  Mr. 
Robert  S.  Leovy  to  show  his  pretended  or  al- 
leged authority  from  the  police  jury  of  the 
parish  of  Plaquemines.  The  police  Jury  of 
the  parish  of  Plaquemines  could  not  legally 
have  dammed  it.  Therefore  hur.  Leovy  could 
not." 

We  think,  therefore,  that  we  are  warranted 
Ib  regarding  the  dam  in  question  as  eoa- 


stmeted  under  the  police  power  of  the  state, 
and  within  the  terms  and  purpose  of  the|« 
ffrant  by  Congress.  There  was  evidence  tend-  g 
ing  to  show  Uie  character  ol*the  countiy  af-  • 
fected  by  floods  from  Red  Pass — ^that  it  was 
swamp  land  and  sea  marsh  from  the  Missis- 
sippi river  to  the  gulf.  The  testimony  in- 
closed in  the  record,  of  Shoenberger,  presi- 
dent of  the  police  jury  and  of  the  levee 
board;  of  Lewis,  of  the  state  board  of  en- 
gineers; of  Wilkerson,  ex-president  of  levee 
board;  and  of  De  Armas, — showed  that  the 
dosing  of  this  pass  has  resulted  in  the  re- 
demption of  large  tracts  of  land,  greatly  in- 
creasing their  value;  that  the  property  in  the 
fifth  ward,  before  Red  Pass  and  Spanish  Pass 
were  dosed,  was  valued  at  $5,000,  and  at  this 
time  it  is  valued  at  $100,000;  and  that  if 
those  passes  are  kept  closed  for  five  years 
more  it  will  be  three  times  as  much;  and 
that,  if  this  pass  be  opened  again,  by  the 
removal  of  the  dam,  the  orange  property  will 
be  ruined. 

It  is  conceded  that  Red  Pass  is  not  a 
natural  stream,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
crevasse,  caused  by  the  overflow  of  water 
from  the  Mississippi  river.  This  crevasse 
seems  to  have  been  formed  some  time  before 
the  grant  by  the  United  States  to  Louisiana, 
and  the  fact  that  by  this  and  similar  breaks 
through  the  banks  of  the  river  large  tracts 
of  land  were  rendered  worthless,  was,  it  may 
be  assumed,  well .  known  to  Congress,  and 
was,  indeed,  the  actuating  cause  of  the  grant. 

As  respects  navigation  through  Red  Pass, 
there  was  some  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the 
government,  that  small  luggers  or  yawls, 
chiefly  used  by  fishermen  to  carry  oysters  to 
and  from  their  beds,  sometimes  went  through 
this  pass;  but  it  was  not  shown  that  passen- 
ffers  were  ever  carried  through  it,  or  that 
freight  destined  to  any  other  state  than 
Louisiana,  or,  indeed,  destined  for  any 
market  in  Louisiana,  was  ever,  much  less 
habitually,  carried  through  it. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
showed  that  for  many  years  these  crevasses 
or  passes  have  been  steadily  growing  shal- 
lower and  narrower,  and  that  at  the  Ume  of 
closing  Red  Pass  few  of  the  smallest  craft 
attempted  to  pass  through  it,  and  that  the 
so-called  mouth«  or  end  of  Red  Pass  next  the 
gulf,  had  closed  up  and  bec(»ne  a  mere  marsh. 
The  triflin|;  use  that  was  made  of  that  pass 
was  restricted  to  the  river  end  of  the 
crevasse.  ^ 

We  cannot  accept  the  contention  of  theg 
government's  counsel* that,  because  the  jury* 
was  left  to  determine  whether  the  pass  was  in 
fact  navigable,  and  found  the  defendant 
guilty,  the  decision  of  the  jury  is  binding 
upon  the  appellate  court.  We  have  a  right 
to  consider  under  what  inetructions  and  defl- 
nitions,  given  by  the  trial  court,  the  jury 
found  their  verdict. 

Before  we  examine  the  charge  of  the  eourt» 
we  shall  briefly  review  some  of  the  cases 
from  which  may  be  derived  a  deflnition  of 
"navigable  waters  of  the  United  States," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  under 
which  this  indictment  was  brought. 

Ia  the  case  of  Boykin  T*  Shaffer,  IS  La. 
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^Dn.  131,  it  wft0  Mid  by  the  supreme  eourt 
of  the  elate  of  Louisiana:. 

"Were  the  mere  fact  that  a  steamboat  or 
flatboat  had  been  a  ehort  distance  up  a 
stream  or  bayou  in  high  water  a  sufficient 
ground  for  declaring  it  a  navigable  stream, 
every  slight  depression  of  the  soil  on  the 
banks  of  the  Mississippi  would  then  become 
a  navigable  stream,  and  should  be  opened  for 
the  benefit  of  rafts  and  boats  and  the  con- 
venience of  a  few  persons,  to  the  total  de- 
struction of  the  planting  interests  on  the 
banks  of  the  river.  It  is  well  known  that 
the  state  has,  for  a  number  of  years,  been 
olosing  the  small  bayous  making  out  of  the 
principal  rivers  and  bayous,  and  thus  re- 
deeming large  and  valuable  tracts  of  land." 

In  the  case  of  Egan  v.  Hart,  45  La.  Ann. 
1358,  14  So.  244,  there  was  considered  the 
right  of  the  board  of  state  engineers  of  the 
state  of  Louisiana  to  build  a  dam  acroas  an 
alleged  stream,  designated  as  Bayou  Pierre. 
It  was  alleged  that  it  was  a  purely  private 
undertaking  which  the  board  of  state  en- 
gineers was  not  authorized  to  do  at  public 
expense,  and  that  the  dam  would  obstruct  the 
navigation  of  Bayou  Pierre,  and  would  there- 
fore violate  the  statute  of  Congress  whicii 
forbade  the  construction  of  any  bridge  or 
other  works  over  or  in  any  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States,  unless  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  War.  The  trial  judge,  ae  to 
the  contention  that  Bayou  Pierre  was  a  navi- 
gable stream,  said: 

''From  Grande  Ecore,  where  it  (Bayou 
Pierre)  enters  Red  river,  to  a  point  some 
miles  below  its  junction  with  Tonre's  Bayou, 
— a  stream  flowing  out  of  the  river, — Bayou 
Pierre  has  been  frequently  navigated  by 
A  steamboats.  But  from  the  point  of  junction 
g  to  the  dam  in  question  it  has  never  been  navi- 
•  gated,  and  is*unnavigable.  Between  these 
two  points  it  is  nothing  but  a  highwater  out- 
let, going  dry  every  summer  at  many  places, 
choked  with  rafts,  and  filled  with  sand, 
reefs,  etc.  It  has  no  channel;  in  various 
localities  it  spreads  out  into  shallow  lakes 
and  over  a  wide  expanse  of  country,  and  is 
susceptible  of  being  made  navigable  just  as 
a  ditch  could  be  if  it  were  dug  deep  and  wide 
enough  and  kept  supplied  with  a  sufficiency 
of  water." 

And  accordingly  it  was  found  by  the  trial 
eouit  that  Bayou  Pierre  was  not  a  navigable 
water  of  the  United  States.  Its  judgment 
was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  the  case  was  brought  to  this  court 
and  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  af- 
firmed. Ega/n  v.  Hart,  165  U.  S.  188,  41  L. 
ed.  680,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  300. 

In  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8,  R.  Co,  v.  Ohio,  166 
U.  S.  365,  41  L.  ed.  747,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  357, 
a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  a  trial  court,  ordering 
the  defendant,  an  Ohio  corporation,  to  ab- 
solutely remove  a  bridge  or  modify  its  struc- 
ture over  the  Ashtabula  river,  a  stream 
wholly  within  the  state  of  Ohio,  was  brought 
to  and  aiFrmcd  by  this  court.  The  cAse  A«a3 
thus  stated  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justice  White: 

"Both  the  pleadings  and  the  arrors  here 


assigned  deny  the  Judedietion  of  the  etata  ol 
Ohio  or  its  oourte  to  eontrol  the  subjeet-mafe- 
ter  of  the  eontroverey,  an.  the  theory  that  the 
determination  of  whether  the  defendant  pos- 
sessed the  right  to  erect  the  bridge  and  to 
continue  it,  although  constructed  without 
authorii^,  is  a  Federal,  and  not  a  state,  onea- 
tion.  This  contention  is  predicated  on  if  4» 
5,  and  7  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  September 
10,  1890  (26  Stat,  at  L.  426,  453,  chap.  907). 

"The  contention  is  that  the  statute  in  quet- 
tion  manifests  the  purpose  of  Congress  to  d^ 
prive  the  several  states  of  all  authority  to 
control  and  regulate  any  and  every  structure 
over  all  navigable  streams,  although  they  be 
wholly  situated  within  their  territory.  That 
full  power  resides  in  the  states  as  to  the  erec- 
tion of  bridges  and  other  works  in  navigable 
streams  wholly  within  their  jurisdiction,  in 
the  absence  of  the  exercise  by  Congress  of 
authority  to  the  contrary,  is  conclusively 
determined."  WilUon  v.  Blaokhird  Greek 
Marsh  Co.  2  Pet  246,  7  L.  ed.  412;  Withers 
V.  Buckley,  20  How.  84,  15  L.  ed.  816;  Card-p 
u>ell  V.  American  Bridge  Co.  113  U.  8.  205, 28g 
L.  ed.  059,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  423;*Wt2Ioiftetfe* 
Iron  Bridge  Co,  v.  Hatch,  125  U.  S.  1,  31  L. 
ed.  620,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811 ;  Shively  v.  BowU 
by,  152  U.  S.  33,  38  L.  ed.  343,  14  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  548,  and  oases  there  cited. 

"Indeed  the  argument  at  bar  does  not  as- 
sail the  rule  setUed  by  the  foregoing  cases, 
but  asserts  that  as  the  power  which  it  recog- 
nizes as  existing  in  the  states  is  predieatM 
solely  upon  the  failure  of  Congress  to  exert 
its  paramount  authority,  therefore  the  rule 
no  longer  obtains,  since  the  act  of  1890,  relied 
on,  substantially  amounts  to  an  express  as- 
sumption by  Congress  of  entire  control  over 
all  and  every  navigable  stream,  whether  or 
not  situated  wholly  within  a  state." 

After  quoting  the  language  of  the  statute^ 
the  opinion  proceeded: 

"On  the  face  of  this  statute,  it  is  obvious 
that  it  does  not  support  the  claim  based  npoa 
it.  Conceding,  without  deciding,  that  the 
words  'waterways  of  the  United  States,' 
therein  used,  apply  to  all  navigable  waters, 
even  though  they  be  wholly  situated  within 
a  state,  and  passing,  also  without  deciding, 
the  contention  that  Congress  can  lawfully 
delegate  to  the  Secretary  of  War  all  its 
power  to  authorize  structures  of  every  kind 
over  all  navigable  waters,  nothing  in  the 
statute  gives  rise  even  to  the  implication  thai 
it  was  intended  to  confer  such  power  on  the 
Secretary  of  War.  .  .  .  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  even  conceding,  arguendo,  that  the 
words  'navigable  waters,'  as  used  in  the  ac^ 
were  intended  to  apply  to  streams  wholly 
within  a  state,  its  obvious  purpose  was  not 
to  deprive  the  states  of  authority  to  grant 
power  to  bridee  such  streams,  or  to  render 
lawful  all  bridges  previously  built  without 
authority,  but  simply  to  create  an  additional 
and  cumulative  remedy  to  prevent  such 
structures,  although  lawfully  authorized, 
from  interfering  with  commerce." 

Tn  the  case  of  The  Daniel  BaU,  10  WalL 
563,  eub  noin.  The  Daniel  Ball  r.  United 
States,  10  L.  ed.  1001,  the  following  definitioa 
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of  tlie  term    "navigable    watere"    waa    ex- 
pressed: 

"Some  of  our  rivers  are  as  navigable  for 
many  hundreds  of  miles  above  as  they  are  be- 
low the  limits  of  tidewater,  and  some  of  than 
are  navigable  for  great  distances  by  large  ves- 
sels which  are  not  even  affected  by  the  tide 
at  any  point  during  their  entire  length, 
jj  •  •  .  A  different  t^t  must^  therefore,  be 
8  applied  to  determine  the  navigability  of  our 
*  nvers^  and  that  is  found  in  Uieir*navigable 
canacity.  Those  rivers  must  be  regarded  as 
public  navigable  rivers  in  law  which  are  navi- 
gable in  fact.  And  they  are  navigable  in 
fact  when  they  are  used,  or  are  susceptible 
of  being  used,  in  their  ordinary  condition, 
as  highways  for  commerce,  over  which  trade 
and  travel  are«  or  may  be  conducted  in  the 
customary  modes  of  trade  and  travel  on 
water." 

In  the  case  of  The  Moniello,  20  Wall.  441, 

9uh  nam»  United  Statet  v.  The  MonteUo,  22 

lb  ed.  394«  the  following  language  was  used: 

"The  capability  of  use  by  the  public  for 

Ooses  of  transportation  and  commerce  af- 
I  the  true  criterion  of  the  navigability  of 
a  river  rather  than  the  extent  and  manner  of 
that  use.  If  it  be  capable  in  its  natural  state 
of  being  used  for  purposes  of  commerce,  no 
matter  in  what  mode  the  commerce  may  be 
conducted,  it  is  navigable  in  fact,  and  be- 
comes in  law  a  public  river  or  highway. 
Vessels  of  any  kind  that  can  float  upon  the 
water,  whether  propelled  by  animal  power, 
by  the  wind,  or  by  the  agency  of  steam,  are, 
or  may  become,  the  mode  by  which  a  vast 
commerce  can  be  conducted,  and  it  would  be 
m  mischievous  rule  that  would  exclude  either 
tn  determining  the  navigability  of  a  river." 

In  Withere  v.  Buckley,  20  How.  84,  16  h. 
•d.  816,  this  court  said : 

"The  act  of  Congress  of  March  1,  1817,  in 
prescribing  the  free  navigation  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi and  the  navigable  waters  fiowinf 
into  this  river,  could  not  have  been  designed 
to  inhibit  the  power  inseparable  from  every 
sovereign  or  efficient  government,  to  devise 
and  to  execute  measures  for  the  improvement 
of  the  state,  although  such  measures  might 
induce  or  render  necessary  changes  in  the 
channels  or  courses  of  rivers  within  the  in- 


terior of  the  state,  or  miffht  be  productive  of  4Jnited  States. 


a  change  in  the  value  of  private  property." 
"Neither  the  [Fourteenth]  Amendment, — 
broad  and  comprehensive  as  it  is, — ^nor  any 
other  amendment,  was  designed  to  interfere 
with  the  power  of  the  state,  sometimes  termed 
its  police  power,  .  .  .  tolegislatesoas  to 
increase  the  industries  of  the  state,  develop 
its  resources,  and  add  to  its  wealth  and 
prosperity.  From  the  very  necessities  of 
society,  legislation  of  a  special  character,  hav- 
ing these  objects  in  view,  must  often  be  had 
in  certain  districts,  such  as  for  draining 
marshes  and  irrigating  arid  plains."    Bar- 

M  ftter  V.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923, 

S  5  Sup.  a.  Rep.  357. 

?  *  It  is  a  safe  inference  from  these  and  other 
eases  to  the  same  effect  which  might  be  cited, 
that  the  term,  "navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,"  has  reference  to  commerce 
ttf  a  substantial  and  permanent  character  to 

SO  s.  a-^i*. 


be  conducted  thereosL  Tlie  power  of  Congress 
to  regulate  such  waters  is  not  expressly 
grant^  in  the  Constitution,  but  is  a  power 
incidental  to  the  express  "power  to  regulat* 
commerce  with  foreign  nations,  and  among 
the  several  states,  and  with  the  Indian 
tribes;"  and  with  reference  to  which  the  ob- 
servation was  made  by  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall, that  "it  is  not  intended  to  say  that 
these  words  comprehend  that  commerce 
which  is  completely  internal,  which  is 
carried  on  between  man  and  man  in  a  state, 
or  between  different  parts  of  the  same  state, 
and  which  does  not  extend  to  or  affect  other 
states."  Qibhone  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat  194,  6 
L.  ed.  69. 

While,  therefore,  it  may  not  be  easy  for  a 
court  to  define  the  size  and  character  of  a 
stream  which  would  place  it  within  the 
category  of  "navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States,"  or  to  define  what  traffic  shall  con- 
stitute "commerce  among  the  states,"  so  as 
to  make  such  questions  sheer  matters  of  law, 
yet,  in  construing  the  legislation  involved  In 
the  case  before  us,  we  may  be  permitted  to  see 
that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  Congress  to 
interfere  with  or  prevent  the  exercise  by  the 
state  of  Louisiana  of  its  power  to  reclaim 
swamp  and  overflowed  lands  by  regulating 
and  controlling  the  current  of  small  streams 
not  used  habitually  as  arteries  of  interstate 
commerce. 

The  trial  judge  instnueted  the  jury  as  M' 
lows: 

"What  is  a  navigable  water  of  the  United 
States?  It  is  a  navigable  water  which, 
either  of  itself,  or  in  connection  with  other 
water,  permits  a  continuous  journey  to  an- 
other state.  If  a  stream  is  navigable,  and 
from  that  stream  you  can  make  a  journey  by 
water,  by  boat,  by  one  of  the  principal  meth- 
ods used  in  ordinary  commerce,  to  another 
state  from  the  state  in  which  you  start  on 
that  journey,  that  is  a  navigable  water  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  so  called  in  contradis^ 
tinction  to  waters  which  arise  and  come  to 
an  end  within  the  boundaries  of  the  state. 
.  .  .  But,  if  from  the  water  in  one  state 
you  can  travel  by  water  continuously  to  an- 
other state,  and  the  water  is  a  navigable  q, 
water,  Uien  it  is  a  navigable  stream  of  the  g 


•    If  it  was  navigable^  r 


and  connected  with  waters  that  permitted 
a  journey  to  another  state,  then  it  is  a  navi- 
gable water  of  the  United  SUtes."  And 
again:  "But  the  fact  I  wish  to  impress  up- 
on you  is  this,  that  it  is  not  absolutely  neces- 
sary that  you  should  find  that  there  was  nav- 
igability all  the  way  from  the  Jump  out  to 
the  gulf,  because  if,  from  some  point  beyond 
the  place  where  Mr.  Robert  S.  Leovy  built 
this  dam,  towards  the  Mississippi  river,  the 
stream  was  navigable,  then  it  would  be  a 
navigable  stream  of  the  United  States,  be* 
cause  it  would  connect  with  the  Mississippi 
river." 

If  these  instructions  were  correct,  then 
there  is  scarcely  a  creek  or  stream  in  the  en- 
tire country  which  is  not  a  navigable  water 
of  the  United  States.  Nearly  all  the  streams 
on  which  a  skiff  or  small  lugger  can  float 
dischai^  thflmselves  into  other  itreanu  or 
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waters  flowing  into  a  river  which  traverses 
more  than  one  state,  and  the  mere  capacity 
to  pass  in  a  boat  of  any  size,  however  small, 
from  one  stream  or  rivulet  to  another,  the 
jury  is  informed,  is  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  navigable  water  of  the  United  States. 
Such  a  view  would  extend  the  paramount 

Srisdiction  of  the  United  States  over  all 
e  flowing  waters  in  the  states,  and  would 
subject  the  officers  and  agents  of  a  state,  en- 
gaged in  constructing  levees  to  restrain  over- 
flowing rivers  wilJiin  their  banks,  or  in  reg- 
ulating the  channels  of  small  streams  for  the 
purposes  of  internal  commerce,  to  fine  and 
imprisonment,  unless  permission  be  first  ob- 
tained from  the  Secretary  of  War.  If  such 
were  the  necessary  oonfttruction  of  the  stat- 
utes here  involved,  their  validity  might  well 
be  questioned.  But  we  do  not  so  understand 
the  legislation  of  Congress.  When  it  is  re- 
membered that  the  source  of  the  power  of  the 
general  government  to  act  at  all  in  this  mat- 
ter arises  out  of  its  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  countries  and  among  the 
states,  it  is  obvious  that  what  the  Constitu- 
tion and  the  acts  of  Congress  have  in  view  is 
the  promotion  and  protection  of  commerce 
in  its  international  and  interstate  aspect, 
and  a  practical  construction  must  be  put  on 
these  enactments  as  intended  for  such  large 
^  and  important  purposes. 
8  We  also  think  that  these  instructions  are 
•  open  to  the  further««riticism  that  they  con- 
tain no  reference  to  the  nature  or  extent  of 
the  traffio  or  trade  carried  on  in  Red  Pass 
before  the  erection  of  the  daoL  Indeed,  the 
diarge  necessarily  implies  that  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  if  there  was  merely  a  capacity 
for  passing  from  Red  Pass  into  the  Missis- 
sippi river  on  any  sort  of  a  boat.  Very  dif- 
ferent was  the  view  expressed  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Shaw  when  he  said  it  is  not  "every  small 
ereek  in  which  a  fishing  skiff  or  gunning 
canoe  can  be  made  to  float  at  high  water, 
which  is  deemed  navigable."  But  in  order 
to  give  it  the  character  of  a  navigable  stream 
it  must  be  generally  and  commonly  useful  to 
some  purpose  of  trade  or  agriculture.  [Rotoe 
T.  Granite  Bridge  Corp,]  21  Pick.  344. 

We  have  read  the  testimony  offered  on  be- 
half of  the  United  States  to  show  the  kind 
and  extent  of  the  navigation  of  the  Red 
Pas8)  and  there  is  no  view  we  can  take  of  it 
that  warranted  the  jury  in  finding  that  in- 
terstate commerce  was  ever  transacted  there- 
on. A  few  fishermen  testified  that  they  oc- 
casionally went  through  this  pass  with  small 
vessels,  carrying  oysters  for  planting,  and 
one  or  two  cargoes  of  willows  and  timber 
were  spoken  of.  None  of  these  witnesses 
pretended  to  have  carried  produce  or  oysters 
out  of  the  state.  Nor  can  it  be  contended 
that  the  Red  Pass,  at  the  time  the  dam  was 
built,  was  open  to  the  gulf.  It  was  shown 
that  the  gulf  end  of  the  pass  had  closed  up, 
so  that  to  get  to  the  sea  it  was  necessary  to 
go  out  of  Red  Pass  into  Tiger  Pass,  Tontine 
Pass,  and  Grand  Pass,  which  are  open  to  the 
gulf.  And  accordingly  the  trial  judge  in- 
structed the  jury  that  it  was  not  necessary, 
in  order  to  find  Red  Pass  to  be  a  navigable 
water  of  the  United  SUtes,  that  they  should 


find  that  it  was  navigable  out  to  tlw  fulf ; 
that  it  was  sufficient  u  boats  could  reacE  tlM 
Mississippi  river. 

We  think  the  defendant  was  entitied  to 
the  instruction  asked  for,  but  refused,  that 
the  jury  should  be  satisfied  from  the  evi- 
dence that  Red  Pass  was  at  the  time  it  was 
closed,  as  alleged  in  the  indictment,  substaii!- 
tially  useful  to  some  purpose  of  interstato 
commerce.  The  instruction  actually  givsa 
was  as  follows: 

"If  Tontine  Pass  and  Red  Pass  are  avail* 
able  for  commerce  and  navigation  by  means 
of  luggers  and  oyster  boats  for  the  purposo 
of  useful  commerce^  it  would  be  a  navigable  is 
stream;  and  if  you  find  that  it  connected  « 
with  other  waters  over  which**  continuous  • 
journey  could  be  made  to  other  states,  then 
it  would  be  a  navigable  water  of  tho  United 
States. 

"I  repeat  to  you  that,  under  my  view  of 
the  case,  all  you  have  to  decide  is  whether 
Red  Pass  was  a  naviffable  water  of  the  United 
btates,  and  as  you  decide  that  the  ease  will 
go,  because  it  is  ooaeeded  that  Mr.  Leovy 
aammed  it.** 

It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  attention  of 
the  jury  was  not  directed  at  all  to  the  ques- 
tion of  anv  existing  interstate  commerce^  and 
that  the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion,  and 
so  ruled,  that  the  physical  possibility  of 
passing  by  a  boat  out  of  Red  Pass  into  the 
Mississippi  river  constituted  the  pass  a  nav- 
igable water  of  the  United  States. 

The  court  refused  to  give  the  following  in* 
struction: 

''If  the  jury  shall  find  that  Red  Pass  was 
a  crevasse,  or  outbreak,  of  the  Mississippi 
river  from  its  natural  channel,  the  result  of 
which  was  to  overfiow  a  large  portion  of 
Plaquemines  Parish,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
inhabitants  thereof,  by  the  destruction  of 
their  property,  and  prejudicial  to  their 
health,  the  state*  in  the  exercise  of  its  police 
power  delegated  to  the  police  jury  of  the 
parish  of  Plaquemines,  had  a  right  to  closo 
it." 

Perhaps  this  instruction  ouffht  to  have 
been  qualified  or  accompanied  by  a  prayer 
that  tiie  acts  of  Congress  relied  on  by  the 
government  were  not  applicable  to  the  case 
suggested  in  the  instruction  asked  for.  But 
we  think,  in  the  circumstances  disclosed  by 
the  evidence,  the  instruction  should  have 
been  given,  at  least  as  so  qualified. 

The  circuit  court  of  appeals,  in  dealing 
with  the  error  assigned  for  the  refusal  of 
the  trial  judge  to  so  charge,  said  [92  Fed. 
Rep.  344.  34  C.  C.  A.  392] : 

"There  is  no  legitimate  evidence  in  the  re^ 
ord  tending  to  show  that  the  police  jury  of 
the  parish  of  Plaquemines  ordered  Red  Pass 
closed  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  or  promote 
ing  the  peace,  morals,  education,  health,  or 
good  order  of  the  people;  but  the  case  does 
show  that  the  pass  was  ordered  closed,  and 
was  closed,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  reclaim* 
ing  swamp  lands.  Under  the  power  to  reg^ 
ulate  commerce.  Congress  having  forfoiddoi 
the  closing  of  any  navigable  river  without 
the  consent  of  the  United  States,  it  is  very 
doubtful  whether  any  navigable  water  of  tbo 
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S  United  States,  alihougli  whoTlj  within  tha 
•  lioite^of  the  state,  ean  be  doeed  under  the 
•xercifie  of  the  police  power  of  the  state  for 
maj  purpose  whatever,  out  where  the  purpose 
mdj  is  tne  reclamation  of  swamp  lands,  tnare 
is  no  doubt  the  police  power  of  tne  state  must 
give  way  to  the  authority  of  Congress." 

We  think  that  the  trial  court  might  well 
take  judicial  notice  that  the  public  health  is 
deeply  concerned  in  the  reclamation  of 
•wamp  and  overflowed  lands.  If  there  is  any 
iaet  which  may  be  supposed  to  be  known  by 
everybody,  and  therefore  by  courts,  it  is 
that  swamps  and  stagnant  waters  are  the 
cause  of  malarial  and  malignant  fevers,  and 
that  the  police  power  is  never  more  legiti- 
mately exercised  than  in  removing  such  nui- 
sances. The  defendant  was  not  deprived  of 
the  defense  that  the  act  which  he  was 
charged  with  was  performed  in  order  to  pro- 
mote the  health  of  the  community,  by  the 
fact,  if  fact  it  was^  that  the  order  under 
which  he  acted  did  not  say  anything  about 
the  subject  of  health,  but  simply  auuiorized 
the  erection  of  the  dam,  so  a  ^  to  exclude  the 
overflow  from  the  river. 

Nor  are  we  disposed  to  concur  in  the  doubt 
expressed  whether  any  navigable  water 
wholly  within  the  limits  of  a  state  can  be 
elosed  under  the  exerdse  of  the  police  power 
for  any  purpose  whatever.  Such  a  doubt 
might  be  justified  if  there  was  express  leg- 
telation  of  the  United  States  forbidding  the 
act  proposed.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  in  the 
present  case  the  reclamation  of  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands  was  not  only  not  forbidden, 
but  was  recognised  as  the  duty  of  the  state^ 
in  consideration  of  the  grant  of  the  public 
landSb  And,  for  the  reasons  already  given, 
we  do  not  construe  the  acts  of  Congress  un- 
der which  Uiis  indictment  was  brought  as  in- 
tended to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  stream  of  the 
history  and  character  disclosed  in  this  rec- 
ord. Hence,  the  state  authorities  were  left 
free  to  act  in  such  a  manner  as  they  thought 
fit  to  promote  the  health  and  prosperity  of 
the  people  concerned. 

It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that  if,  by  a 
sodden  breach  of  the  banks  of  the  Missis- 
sippi river  in  the  lowlands  of  Louisiana,  a 
stream  of  water  across  agricultural  lands 
I,  was  created,  endangering  the  health  and 
g  welfare  €d  the  inhabitants,  that  the  case 
•  would  be  within  the  meaning  and  operation 
of  tiie  acts  of  Congress  relied  on  in  this  case. 
It  may  be  that  in  such  a  case,  if  the  state 
declines  to  act  or,  rather,  permits  such  a 
stream  to  become  a  highway  of  commerce 
among  the  states,  the  F^eral  control  over  it 
might  attach.  Thus  Grand  Pass,  of  which 
Red  Pass  is  a  branch,  might,  in  view  of  the 
volume  of  its  water  and  of  the  nature  and 
amount  of  the  commerce  carried  on  it,  be 
held  to  be  a  navigable  water  of  the  United 
States.  However  that  may  be,  our  conclu- 
sion, upon  the  record  now  before  us,  is  that 
Red  Pass,  in  the  condition  it  was  at  the  time 
when  this  dam  was  built,  was  not  shown  by 
adequate  evidence  to  have  been  a  navigable 
water  of  the  United  States,  actually  used  in 
Interstate  commerce,  and  that  the  court 
diould  havo  charged  the  jury,  as  requested* 


thati  upon  the  whole  evidence  adduced,  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  a  verdict  of  ac- 
quittal. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  that  the  act  of  July  18,  1892,  so 
far  amended  and  repealed  the  act  of  Septem* 
her  19,  1890,  that  the  penal  section  of  the 
latter  was  repealed,  and  that  hence,  as  no 
penalty  is  provided  in  the  act  of  1892,  the  ii^ 
dictment  and  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  was  without  authoribr  of  law.  It  is 
also  contended  that  the  policy  of  Congress 
in  respect  to  the  authority  of  the  Secretazr 
of  War  in  the  matter  of  obstruction  to  navi* 
gation,  has  been  greatly  changed  and  mod* 
ified  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1899.  Fifty 
fifth  Cong.,  Session  3  [30  SUt  at  K]  chap. 
426,  S  9,  p.  1151. 

It  is  also  suggested  that  whatever  may  be 
the  powers  of  Congress  over  streams  wholly 
within  a  state,  they  cannot  be  Intimately 
enforced  by  criminal  prosecution  of  officers 
and  agents  of  the  state  for  acts  done  under 
state  authority,  but  that,  in  such  cases,  the 
proper  remedy  would  be  found  in  bills  in 
equity. 

But  in  the  view  we  take  of  the  case  in 
hand,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  express  any 
opinion  on  such  questions. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals 19  reversed,  the  judgment  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  is  likewise  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded  to  that  court»  with  directions  to 
award  a  new  trial. 


(177  U.  S.  665) 

THE  CARLOS  F.   ROSES. 

Prize—oumerahip  of  eargo  on  enem^M  oet> 
9el— burden  of  proof-— pledge  of  UlU  of 
lading — secret  liens  or  private  engage^ 
nents, 

1.  The  presumption  Is  tliat  a  eargo  on  an 
enemy  vessel  Is  enemy  property. 

a.  A  cargo  shipped  by  neutral  oommltslon 
merchants  on  an  enemy  vessel,  to  an  euemj 
port,  though  on  a  voyage  commenced  before 
war  was  declared,  where  the  invoices  state 
that  the  goods  were  shipped  "to  order  for  a^ 
count  and  risk  and  by  order  of  the  parties 
noted  below,"  who  are.  In  addition  to  the  con- 
signor, the  owners  of  the  vessel  and  other 
subjects  of  the  enemy,  while  the  bills  of  lad* 
Ing  sUte  that  the  goods  are  taken  **for  ac- 
connt  of  whom  it  may  concern/*  and  there  Is 
no  charter  party,  will  be  deemed  to  be  the 
property  of  the  consignees  during  the  voyage^ 
so  as  to  be  sabject  to  capture, — especially 
when  no  claim  to  any  part  of  the  cargo  is 
made  by  the  consignor. 

8.  Evidence  of  enemy  interest  In  a  captured 
cargo,  arising  on  the  face  of  the  documents,  Is 
not  overcome  in  favor  of  neutral  claimants 
In  another  country  by  proof  that,  before  war 
was  declared  and  during  the  voyage,  they  ac- 
cepted drafts  on  security  of  the  bills  of  lad- 
ing and  without  any  other  Indemnity  than  the 
proceeds  of  the  cargo  and  the  Insurance  there- 
on, by  which  the  Insurers  were  subrogated  to 
their  righta  where  It  appears  that  the  claim, 
ants  sent  a  part  of  the  bills  of  lading  to  bank- 
ers at  the  port  where  the  cargo  was,  and  that 
these  were  received  several  months  afte^ 
wards,  without  showing  from  whsm  they  were 
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tben  reeelTed,  and  that  the  claimants  retained 
other  bllla  of  lading  "pending  the  disposal  of 
the  cargo/*  bat  the  evidence  falls  to  show 
whether  the  Insuranee  contemplated  a  war 
risk  or  why  a  portion  of  the  bills  of  lading  were 
retained  by  the  claimants,  and  falls  to  set 
forth  the  relations,  transactions,  or  corres- 
pondence existing  and  passing  between  the 
claimants  and  the  enemy  owners  of  the  cargo. 

4.  The  presumption  as  to  ownership  arising 
from  a  bill  of  lading  may  be  explained  or  re- 
batted  by  other  evidence  showing  where  the 
real  ownership  lies. 

5.  ▲  pledgee  to  whom  a  bill  of  lading  is  given 
as  security  gets  the  legal  title  to  the  goods, 
only  if  such  Is  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
and  that  intention  Is  open  to  explanation,  even 
as  against  persons  who  may  have  innocently 
paid  value  for  the  bill. 

•.  The  right  of  capture  acts  on  the  proprietary 
Interest  of  the  thing  captured  at  the  time  of 
capture,  and  is  not  affected  by  the  secret 
liens  or  private  engagements  of  the  parties. 

[No.  243.1 

J^rgued  Jtmuary  It,  1900.    Decided  May  U, 

^  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  SUtes  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Florida  sustaining  a 
claim  to  the  proceeds  of  a  captured  cargo. 
Reversed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  PnUen 
•  The  Carlos  F.  Roses  was  a  Spanish  bark 
of  409  tons,  hailing  from  Barcelona,  Spain, 
failing  under  the  Spanish  flag,  and  officered 
and  manned  by  Spaniards.  She  had  been 
owned  for  many  years  by  Pedro  Roses  Val- 
«nti,  a  citizen  of  Barcelona.    Her  last  voy- 


was  discharged  at  Montevideo,  where  the 
vessel  took  on  a  cargo  consisting  of  jerked 
beef  and  garlic,  to  be  delivered  at  Havana, 
Cubfl^  and  sailed  for  the  latter  port  on  March 
16,  1898.  On  May  17,  when  in  the  Bahama 
channel  off  Punta  de  Matemlllos,  Cuba,  and 
on  her  course  to  Havana,  she  waa  captured 
by  the  United  States  cruiser  New  York,  and 
sent  to  Key  West  in  charge  of  a  prize  crew. 
The  bark  and  her  cargo  were  duly  libeled 
May  20.  All  of  the  ship's  papers  were  de- 
livered to  the  prize  commissioners,  and  the 
deposition  of  Maristany,  her  master,  was 
taken  in  preparatorio.  Kleinwort  Sons  & 
Company,  of  London,  England,  made  claim 
to  the  cargo,  consisting  of  a  shipment  of 
110,256  kilos  of  jerked  beef  and  19,980 
strings  of  garlic,  and  a  further  shipment  of 
165,384  kilos  of  jerked  beef,  alleging  that 
they  were  its  owners  and  that  it  was  not 
lawful  prize  of  war.  In  support  of  the 
fc.  daim  the  Arm's  agent  in  the  United  States 
§  filed  a  test  affidavit  made  on  information  and 
•  beUef.  In  this  it  was  alleged  that^Klein- 
wort  Sons  &  Company  were  merchants  in 
London;  that  the  members  of  the  firm  were 
■ubjecto  of  the  United  Kingdcwn  of  Great 
Britoin  and  Ireland;  that  in  February  and 
March,  1898,  the  bark,  beingthen  in  Monte- 
Tideo,  bound  on  a  Toyage  to  £Ukvaiia»  took  on 


board  a  cargo  of  jerked  beef  and  strings  of 
garlic  shipped  by  Fla  Gibemau  &  Company, 
merchants  of  Montevideo,  to  be  transported 
to  the  port  of  Havana,  and  there  to  be  deliT- 
ered  to  the  order  of  the  shippers  according 
to  the  condition  of  certain  bills  of  lading  is- 
sued therefor  by  the  bark  to  Pla  Gibemau 
&  Company;  that  the  members  of  the  firm 
of  Gibernau  &  Company  were  citizens  of  the 
Argentine  Republic;  that  the  bark  left  Mon« 
tei^deo  on  March  16«  and  proceeded  on  her 
voyage  to  Havana,  until  Maj  17,  when,  be- 
ing at  a  point  in  the  Bahama  channel  off 
Martinique,  she  was  captured  by  the  United 
States  cruiser  New  York,  without  resistance 
on  her  part,  and  sent  into  Key  West  as  prize 
of  war;  that  after  the  shipment  of  the  cargo 
in  Montevideo  claimants  made  advances  to 
the  shippers  and  owners  of  the  cargo  in  the 
sum  of  £6,297,  British  sterling,  to  wit,  £2,714 
item  thereof,  upon  the  security  of  said  lot 
of  110,256  kilos  of  jerked  beef  and  19,980 
strings  of  garlic,  and  £3,583  item  thereof, 
upon  the  security  of  said  lot  of  165,384  kilos 
of  jerked  beef;  that  at  the  time  of  making 
said  advances,  and  in  consideration  thereof, 
bills  of  lading  covering  the  shipments  were 
delivered  to  claimants  duly  indorsed  in 
blank,  with  the  intent  and  purpose  that  ther 
should  thereby  take  title  to  said  bills  of  lad> 
ing  and  to  said  shipments  of  jerked  beef  and 
garlic,  and  should,  on  the  arrival  of  the  ves- 
sel at  her  destination,  take  delivery  of  the 
shipments  and  hold  the  same  as  security  for 
their  said  advances  until  paid,  and  with  the 
right  to  dispose  of  said  shipments  and  to  ap- 
ply the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  their  said 
advances;  and  accordingly  the  said  ELlein* 
wort  Sons  A  Company  did  become,  and  ever 
since  have  been  and  still  are  as  aforesaid, 
the  true  and  lawful  owners  of  the  said  bills 
of  lading  and  of  the  shipments  of  jerked 
beef  and  garlic  therein  referred  to.  The  af- 
fidavits further  stated  that  the  advances 
were  equivalent  in  money  of  the  United 
States  to  about  $30,644.35,  and  that  no  part 
of  the  same  had  been  paid,  or  otherwise  s»« 
cured  to  be  paid.  g 

•The  cause  was  heard  on  the  libel  and* 
claims  of  the  master  of  the  bark  and  Klein- 
wort  ft  Company,  and  the  evidence  taken 
in  preparatorio.  The  vessel  was  eondemned 
as  enemy  property,  and  the  court  or- 
dered the  claimants  of  the  cargo  to  "havs 
sixty  days  in  which  to  file  further  proof  of 
ownership;"  and  because  of  its  perishable 
nature  the  marshal  of  the  court  was  ordered 
to  advertise  and  sell  the  same,  and  deposit 
the  proceeds  in  accordance  to  law.  No  ap- 
peal was  taken  on  behalf  of  the  vessel.  The 
cargo  was  sold  and  the  proceeds  deposited 
with  the  assistant  treasurer  of  the  United 
States  at  New  York,  subject  to  the  order  ol 
the  court.  The  time  for  claimants  to  take 
further  proofs  was  twice  extended.  No  wit- 
nesses were  produced  by  claimants,  bat 
Charles  F.  Harcke,  claimants'  manager  in 
London,  made  three  60  parte  affidavits  be- 
fore the  United  States  consul  general,  whidi 
were  offered  in  evidence  by  claimants.  Ap- 
pended to  the  sffidavite  were  a  large  number 
of  CKhibits  purporting  to  bo  papen^  or  otp> 
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let  of  papers,  relating  to  the  shipment  of 
the  cargo,  and  some  of  the  flnaaeial  transao- 
tiona  ot  some  ef  those  who  had  to  do  with  it. 
From  these  affldaTits  and  papers  it  appeared 
that  the  voyage  of  the  Carlos  F.  Roses  was 
a  joint  venture  entered  into  by  Pedro  Pag^s, 
of  Havana,  a  Spanish  subject,  the  Spanish 
owners  of  the  vessel,  and  Gibernau  k  Com- 
pany. The  whole  cargo  was  made  up  of  two 
shipments,  one  of  jerked  beef  and  one  of 
garlic,  which  had  been  purchased  by  Giber- 
nau ft  Company  on  commission,  and  by  them 
delivered  to  the  Carlos  F.  Roses  ''consigned 
to  order  for  account  and  risk  and  by  order 
of  the  parties  noted"  in  the  invoices.  The 
shipment  of  jerked  beef  containing  276,640 
kilos  in  bulk  was  divided  thus:  80%,  166,- 
884  kilos,  "to  the  expedition  or  voyage  of 
the  Carlos  F.  Roses  ;^'  40%,  110,256  kilos, 
"to  Mr.  Pedro  Pag^s,  of  Havana."  The  ship- 
ment of  garlic  was  divided  thus:  9,900 
strings,  "account  of  Mr.  Pedro  Pagto,"  and 
9,990  strings  for  "account  of"  Gibernau  ft 
Company.  Both  invoices  were  signed  by 
Gibernau  ft  Company,  and  bore  date  March 
11  and  12,  1898. 

Harcke  stated  in  one  of  his  affidavits  that 
"Hhe  said  cargo  was  ultimately  destined  for 
Don  Pedro  Pagte,  of  Havana,  who  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  business  would,  by  payment 
to  or  •indemnification  of  Kleinwort  Sons  ft 
Co.,  or  their  agents  in  that  behalf,  take  up 
the  said  bills  of  lading  and  thus  be  enabled 
thereon  to  take  the  goods.  No  payment 
whatever  has  been  made  to  Messieurs  Klein- 
wort  Sons  ft  Co.,  or  their  agents,  on  account 
of  the  payments  made  by  them  through  the 
said  advances  by  said  Don  Pedro  Pagfis,  or 
by  any  person  on  his  behalf,  or  otherwise, 
and  the  said  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Co.  have  been 
and  are  wholly  unindemnifled  in  respect  of 
their  said  payments,  except  so  far  as  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  said  cargo  and  the  insurance 
thereon  which  as  the  owners  of  the  said  goods 
they  have  become  entitled  to  collect,  thereby 
subrogating  to  their  own  rieht,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  such  payments,  the  insurers  of  Uie 
said  goods." 

The  ship's  manifest  appears  to  have  been 
signed  by  Maristany,  her  master,  at  Monte- 
video, on  March  15,  1898,  and  was  visid  by 
the  Spanish  consul  at  that  port  the  previous 
day.  It  described  the  ship's  destination  as 
Havana,  and  her  cargo  as  made  up  of  two 
lots  of  jerked  beef  containing  248,076  kilos 
and  29,970  kilos  respectively,  and  one  lot  of 
sarlic  containing  19,980  strings,  all  shipped 
by  Gibernau  ft  Company,  "to  order."  On 
March  14,  Maristany  issued  three  bills  of  lad- 
ing, in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  ship- 
ments were  received  from  Gibernau  ft  Com- 
pany for  transportation  to  Havana  "for  ac- 
count and  8/t  the  risk  of  whom  it  may  con- 
eem,"  one  of  the  bills  covering  a  shipment  of 
165,384  kilos  of  jerked  beef,  another  of  110,- 
256  kilos  of  jerked  beef,  and  the  third  of  19,- 
980  bunches  of  garlie. 

March  15,  Gibernau  ft  Company  drew  this 
bill  of  exchange: 

No.  128.  Montevideo,  March  16, 1898.  For 
22,714  13  8.      Ninety  dayt  after  aight  you 


will  please  pay  for  this  first  of  exchange 
(the  second  and  third  being  unpaid),  to  the 
order  of  the  London  River  Plate  Bank,  L'd, 
the  sum  of  £2,714  18  8,  value  received, 
which  you  will  charge  to  the  account  of 
Pedro  Pagfis,  of  Havana,  as  per  advice. 
Pla  Gibernau  ft  Co. 
To  Messrs.  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Co.,  Lon« 
don. 

On  the  same  day,  Maristany  drew  this  bill 
of  exchange: 

No.  129.  Montevideo,  March  16,  1898.  Fori 
£3,583  11  6.*Kinety  days  after  sight  you  will* 
please  pay  for  this  first  of  exchange  (the  sec- 
ond and  third  being  unpaid),  to  the  order  ol 
Pla  Gibernau  ft  Co.  the  sum  of  £3.583  116, 
invoice  value  of  jerked  beef,  per  Carlos  F. 
Roses,  which  you  will  charge  to  the  account 
of  P.  Roses  Valenti,  of  Barcelona,  as  per  ad* 
vice. 

Ysidro  Bertran  Maristany. 

To  Messrs.  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Co.,  London. 

This  was  indorsed  by  Gibernau  ft  Com- 
pany. 

Valenti  was  the  managing  owner  of  the 
Carlos  F.  Roses.  Both  bills  of  exchange 
passed  through  the  London  River  Plata 
Bank,  L't'd,  at  Montevideo.  On  April  6  th^ 
were  accepted  by  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Com- 
pany, and  on  May  9  were  paid  under  discount 
by  that  firm.  Harcke  alleged  that  at  tho 
time  of  the  acceptance  of  uiese  bills  of  eoc* 
change,  bills  of  lading  covering  the  ship- 
ments of  the  garlic,  and  the  jerked  beef 
shipped  for  account  and  by  order  of  Pagte 
indorsed  in  blank  by  Gibernau  ft  Company, 
were  delivered  to  claimants  as  security  for 
the  pajnnent  of  the  bills  of  exchange;  and 
that  thereafter  the  bill  of  lading  covering 
the  shipment  of  jerked  beef  made  for  the  ac- 
count and  by  the  order  of  the  Carlos  F. 
Roses  was  delivered  in  like  manner,  but 
afiiant  did  not  state  when.  It  was  also  al« 
leged  that  on  April  9  the  bills  of  lading  and 
invoices  covering  the  shipment  of  garlic  and 
Pages'  share  of  the  jerked  beef  were  mailed 
by  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Company  to  Gelak  ft 
Company,  bankers  of  Havana,  to  be  held  un« 
til  the  bills  of  exchange  charged  to  the  ao- 
count  of  Pag§s  should  be  paid.  Neither  the 
instructions  sent  to  Gelak  ft  0)mpany,  nor  a 
copy  of  them,  were  produced.  Harcke  fur- 
ther alleged  that  the  bills  of  lading  and  the 
invoices  covering  the  vessel's  share  of  the 
shipment  of  jerked  beef  were  retained  by 
Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Company  "pending  the  di^ 
posal  of  the  said  cargo."  On  May  17,  the 
day  of  the  capture,  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Com- 
pany  cabled  Gelak  ft  Company  requesting 
them  to  return  the  bills  of  lading  and  in* 
voices  which  had  been  forwarded  on  April  9, 
June  9,  Gelak  ft  Company  replied  that  the 
bills  and  invoices  had  not  been  received.  On 
October  21  claiioaats  produced  these  bills  of  ^ 
lading,  alleging  that  they  had  been  received  e 
from  Gelak  i^  Company  on  October  18,  and  • 
that  neither  Pag^s,  Gibernau  ft  Company, 
nor  the  ownars  of  tho  Carlos  F.  Bosss  had 
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paid  daimanU  anything  for  or  on  aooount  of 
their  acceptance  and  payment  of  the  bills  of 
«Kehanffe.  The  eanse  of  the  cargo  was  heard 
a  second  time  on  the  claim,  test  affldayit,  and 
Harckc's  aiSdavits,  and  a  decree  was  entered 
lor  the  payment  to  claimants  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale;  from  which  decree  the  United  States 
took  this  appeal* 

Jfessrs.  James  H.  Hayden  and  Joseph 
jr.  McOammon  for  captors. 

Astistoal  AttortMy  Qemeral  Hoyt  for  ap- 
pellant. 

Jfr.  Wilhelmns  Myaderso  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fidler  delivered  the 
•pinion  of  the  court: 

The  President's  proclamation  of  April  26, 
1898,  declared  the  policy  of  the  government 
In  the  conduct  of  the  war  would  he  to  adhere 
to  the  rules  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris  there- 
in set  forth,  one  of  them  being  thus  ex- 
pressed i  ''Neutral  goods^  not  contraband  of 
war,  are  not  liable  to  confiscation  under  the 
enemy's  flag." 

The  miestion  Is  whether  this  cargo  when 
eapturea  was  enemy  property  or  not  The 
district  eourt  held  th&t  both  the  title  and 
right  of  possession  were  in  these  neutral 
elaimants  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  ''as  evi- 
denced bv  the  indorsed  bills  of  lading  and  the 
paid  bills  of  exchange,"  and  therefore  en- 
tered the  decree  in  claimants'  favor.  As  the 
vessel  was  an  enemy  vessel  the  presumption 
was  tiiat  the  cargo  was  enemy's  property, 
and  this  could  only  be  overcome  by  dear  and 
positive  evidence  to  the  contrary.  The  bur- 
den of  proving  ownership  rested  on  claim- 
ants. The  London  Packet,  6  Wheat  132,  6 
L.  ed.  52;  riie  Bally  Magee,  8  WalL  461,  eub 
mom.  Fry  v.  United  Btatea,  18  L.  ed.  197; 
The  Benito  Estenger,  176  U.  &  668,  20  Sup. 
Ot  Bep.  489,  44  L.  ed.  — w 

Further  proofs  on  claimants'  behalf  were 
ordered  to  be  furnished  within  sixty  days 
M  from  June  2,  and  the  time  was  enlarged  to 
g  Auguat  81,  and  again  to  October  16.  The 
•  proofs  *  tendered  were  three  affidavits  of 
claimants'  manager  sworn  to  September  27, 
October  12,  and  October  21,  1898,  respective- 
ly, with  accompanying  papers.  Such  ex 
parte  statements  where  further  proofs 
bave  been  ordered,  though  admitted  with- 
out objection,  are  obviously  open  to  crit- 
icism, but,  without  pausing  to  comment  on 
these  in  that  aspect,  we  inquire  whether  they 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  prize 
in  respect  of  the  establishment  of  the  neutral 
character  of  this  cargo  under  the  circum- 
st^^ncfts. 

Gibemau  &  Company  were  citizens  of  a 
neutral  state;  they  were  evidently  commis- 
sion merchants,  and  in  each  invoice  a  charge 
for  their  commission  on  the  shipment  ap- 
pears. The  invoices  expressly  provided  that 
the  goods  were  shipped  ''to  order  for  account 
and  risk  and  by  order  of  the  parties  noted 
below."  The  consignees  noted  below  in  the 
invoice  of  the  jerked  beef  were  the  owners 
of  the  vessel,  "the  expedition  or  voyage  of 
the' Carlos  F.Roses,'  "and  "Mr.  Pedro  Pag6s, 
el  Havana."  all  Spanish  subjects.    The  oon- 


signeee  of  the  garlic  were  "lir.  Pedro  Pag^s" 
and  "the  undersigned"  that  is,  Gibemau  & 
Company.  There  were  three  sets  of  bills  of 
lading  issued  by  the  master  to  Qibernau  & 
Company.  One  covered  the  portion  of  the 
shipment  of  jerked  beef  maiie  for  the  ac- 
count of  the  vessel;  another,  the  portion  of 
that  shipment  made  for  the  account  of 
Pag§s;  tne  third,  the  shipment  of  garlie 
nukde  for  the  joint  aooount  of  Pagte  and  Qib- 
ernau &  Company.  All  the  bills  set  forth 
that  the  goods  were  taken  for  the  account 
and  at  the  risk  of  whom  it  might  ooncem. 
The  ship's  manifest  was  signed  under  date 
March  15,  and  the  destination  of  the  cargo 
was  stated  thus:  "Shipped  by  Pla  Giber« 
nau  ft  Co.  To  order."  The  pie4  of  the  consul 
of  Spain,  dated  the  day  before,  was :  "Qood 
for  Havana,  with  a  cargo  of  jerked  beef  and 
garlic"  As  the  vessel  had  a  share  in  the 
shipment  of  the  jerked  beef,  and  the  consign- 
ees  were  named  in  the  invoices,  which  set 
forth  that  the  shipments  were  made  l^  their 
orders  for  their  account  and  at  their  risk,  it 
would  appear  that  the  manifest  was  errone- 
ous, and  this  and  the  fact  that  the  bills  of 
lading  stated  that  the  goods  were  taken  "for 
account  of  whom  it  may  concern,"  should  be  g^ 
especially  noted,  since  the  reasonable  infer-  g 
enoe  is*that  the  consignees  must  have  been? 
known  to  the  master.  And  it  also  should  be 
observed  that  there  was  no  charter  par^» 
which  would  have  necessarily  revealed  the 
enffagements  of  the  vessel,  but  which  natu- 
rally would  not  be  entered  into  if  the  com- 
mercial venture  was  that  of  her  owner.  The 
general  rule  is  that  a  consignor  on  ddiver^ 
mg  goods  ordered,  to  a  master  of  a  ship,  de- 
livers them  to  him  as  the  agent  of  the  con- 
signee, so  that  the  property  in  them  is  vested 
in  the  latter  from  the  moment  of  such  deliv- 
ery, though  the  rule  may  be  departed  from 
by  agreement  or  by  a  particular  trade  cus- 
tom wherebv  the  goods  are  shipped  as  be- 
lonffing  to  the  consignor  and  on  his  account 
and  risk.  We  think  that  on  the  face  of  the 
papers  it  must  be  ooncluded  that  when  these 
goods  were  delivered  to  the  vessel  they  be- 
came the  property  of  the  consignees  named 
in  the  invoicea.  Hence  the  shipments  of 
jerked  beef  must  be  regarded  as  owned  by 
rag^s,  or  by  him  and  the  owners  of  the  Car- 
los F.  Roses.  One  half  of  the  garlic  be- 
longed to  Pa^fis,  the  remaining  half  was  con- 
signed to  Gibemau  it  Company,  and  they 
did  not  claim  and  have  not  claimed  it,  nor 
was  it  asserted  that  Gibernau  &  Company  r^ 
tained  the  ownership  of  any  part  of  the  car- 
go after  its  delivery  to  the  vessel.  Property 
80  long  unclaimed  may  be  treated  as  in  any 
view  good  prize.  The  Adeline,  9  Craneh, 
244,  3  L.  ed.  719;  The  Harrison,  1  Wheat 
298,  4  L.  ed.  95.  In  fact,  claimants  admit 
that  the  whole  cargo  "was  ultimately  destined 
for  Don  Pedro  Pagto,  of  Havana."  The  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  by  Gibernau  k  Company 
named  Klein  wort  Sons  &  Company  as  accept* 
ors,  and  directed  them  to  charge  the  amount 
to  the  account  of  "Pedro  Pag6s,  of  Havana, 
as  per  advice."  The  bill  drawn  by  Maris- 
tany  also  named  lUeinwort  Sons  k  Company 
as  drawees,  and  directed  them  to  eharge  the 
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amoant  *^  P.  Hiwet  YaleBtl,  of  Barodona, 
at  per  adyiee."  In  neither  of  them  waa 
there  any  reference  to  the  eargo,  and,  lo  far 
aa  appeared,  the  amounta  were  at  onee 
eharged  np  to  the  persons  named. 

Hareke  .said  that  when  the  hills  of  ex- 
change were  accepted  hy  Kleinwort  Sons  & 
Company  Mils  of  ladine  eoTering  the  ship- 

Sment  of  110,266  kilos  of  jerked  heef  and  of 
the  garlie  were  delivered  to  them  in  consid* 
«  ation  of  the  acceptance  of  the  •draft  for 
£2,714  13  8,  and  that  bills  of  lading  for  the 
165,884  kilos  of  jerked  beef  were  afterwards 
delivered  in  consideration  of  the  acceptance 
of  the  draft  for  £3,688  11  6.  But  the  date  of 
the  latter  delivery  was  not  given,  and  it  af- 
firmatively appeared  that  whenever  these 
bills  of  lading  reached  Kleinwort  Sons  & 
Company  they  were  retained  "pending  the 
disposal  of  the  carffo.**  Both  drafts  were  ac- 
eepted  April  6,  and  the  bills  of  lading  for  the 
110,266  kilos  of  jerked  beef  and  for  the  gar- 
lic were  forwarded  to  Qelak  ft  Company  on 
April  0,  but  the  bills  for  the  165,384  kilos 
of  jerked  beef,  whenever  received,  never 
were.  The  instructions  to  Oelak  k  Company 
were  not  put  in  evidence,  nor  any  of  the  cor- 
respondence with  Valenti  or  Pagds.  In 
June  Gklak  ft  Company  cabled  that  the  bills 
sent  to  them  had  not  been  received;  in  Sep- 
tember they  turned  up,  but  no  information 
was  afford»l  as  to  how  they  came  into  Qelak 
ft  Company's  possession ;  and  in  October  du- 
plicates were  also  received  by  claimants  from 
Gelak  ft  Company,  with,  so  far  as  dis- 
closed, DO  accompanying  explanation.  And 
Harcke^s  affidavits  failed  to  set  forth  the  re- 
lations, transactions,  or  correspondence  ex- 
isting and  passing  between  claimants  and 
the  enemy  owners  of  the  cargo.  This,  al- 
though, as  Sir  William  Scott  said  in  Ths 
Magnus,  1  C.  Rob.  31,  "the  correspondence 
of  the  parties,  the  orders  for  purchase,  and 
the  mode  of  payment  would  have  been  the 
points  to  which  the  court  would  have  looked 
for  satisfaction.'' 

The  affidavits  alleffed  that  claimants  were 
wholly  unindemnified  except  by  the  proceeds 
of  the  cargo  and  the  insurance  thereon,  by 
which  the  insurers  were  subrogated  to  their 
own  rights,  but  did  not  state  whether  the 
insurance  contemplated  a  war  risk,  or  why 
the  bills  of  lading  for  the  larger  portion  of 
the  beef  were  retained  by  claimants  and  not 
sent  to  their  Havana  agents,  or  whether  they 
retained  them  upon  instructions  from  the 
enemy  owners,  or  whether  they  came  to 
claimants  from  Spain;  nor  did  anything  ap- 
pear in  respect  of  the  interest  of  Pag^s  as 
consignee  for  himself,  or  in  a  representative 
capacity,  nor  of  Valenti.  the  owner  of  the 
enemy  vessel,  who  resided  at  Barcelona.  The 
^  evidence  of  enemy  interest  arising  on  the  face 
g  of  the  documents  called  on  the  asserted  neu- 
•  tral  owners  to  prove*beyond  question  their 
right  and  title.  And  still,  for  all  that  ap- 
pears, the  documents  may  have  been  sent 
merely  to  facilitatt  delivery  to  the  agent  of 
the  enemy  owners. 

Bills  of  lading  stand  as  the  substitute  and 
representative  of  the  goods  described  therein, 
andy  while  quasi-negotiable  instruments,  are 


not  negotiable  in  the  full  sense  in  which  that 
term  is  applied  to  bills  and  notes.  The  trans- 
fer of  the  bill  passes  to  the  transferee  the 
transferrer's  title  to  the  goods  described, 
and  Uie  presumption  as  to  ownership  arising 
from  the  bill  may  be  explained  or  rebutted 
by  other  evidence  showing  where  the  real 
ownership  lies.  A  pledgee  to  whom  a  bill  of 
lading  is  given  as  security  gets  the  legal  title 
to  the  goods  and  the  right  of  possession  only 
if  such  is  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
that  intention  is  open  to  explanation.  In- 
quiry into  the  transaction  in  which  the  bill 
originated  is  not  precluded  because  it  came 
into  the  hands  of  persons  who  may  have  in- 
nocently paid  value  for  it.  Pollard  v.  Vin- 
ton,  105  U.  S.  7, 26  L.  ed.  098 ;  Bhato  v.  North 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  657,  25  L.  ed. 
892. 

Generally  speaking,  in  the  purchase  and 
shipment  of  goods  on  bills  of  lading  attached 
to  bills  of  exchange  drawn  against  them,  the 
bill  of  exchange  is  drawn  on  the  consignee 
and  purchaser,  and  sent  forward  for  aolleo- 
tion  through  the  banker  at  the  place  of  ship- 
ment, who  advances  on  the  draft,  and  there- 
after realizes  on  it  through  his  correspond- 
ents,  or  by  sale  as  exchange;  or  the  banker 
at  some  other  point,  or  at  the  graeral  ex- 
change center,  may  be  the  drawee  of  the  bill 
of  exchange  instead  of  the  consignee  or  real 
owner,  the  banker  standing  in  tiie  place  of 
the  owner  in  virtue  of  some  arrangement  with 
his  customer  or  on  the  faith  of  a  running  a^ 
count,  the  pledge  of  other  securities,  or  the 
customer's  personal  liability,  so  that  the 
draft  may  be  charged  up  at  once,  and,  at  all 
events,  the  control  of  the  goods  is  not  the  s<^« 
reliance  of  the  banker. 

In  the  case  in  hand,  the  captors  succeeded 
to  the  enemy  owners'  rights  and  could  have 
introduced  evidence  as  to  the  real  nature  of 
the  transactions,  and  so  have  rebutted  any 
presumption  in  favor  of  the  bankers  as  pur- 
chasers for  value,  and  although  they  did  not 
do  this,  the  question  still  remains  that  in  ^ 
prize  courts  it  is  necessary  for  claimants  to  S 
show  the  absence  of  ^anything  to  impeach? 
the  transaction,  and  at  least  to  disclose  fully 
all    the    surrounding    drcimistances.    And 
this  we  think  claimants  have  failed  to  do. 

The  right  of  capture  acts  on  the  propria 
tary  interest  of  the  thing  captured  at  the 
time  of  the  capture,  and  is  not  affected  bv  the 
secret  liens  or  private  engagements  of  the 
parties.  Hence  the  prize  courts  have  re- 
jected in  its  favor  the  lien  of  bottomry  bonds, 
of  mortgages,  for  supplies,  and  of  bills  of  lad- 
ing. The  assignment  of  bills  of  lading  trans- 
fers the  fus  o3  rem,  but  not  necessarily  the 
jus  in  rem.  The  jus  in  re  or  in  rem  implies 
the  absolute  dominion, — the  ownership  in- 
dependently of  any  particular  relation  with 
another  person.  The  jus  ad  rem  has  for  ita 
foundation  an  obligation  incurred  by  another. 
Sand.  Inst.  Just.  Introd.,  xlviii.;  2  Marcad^ 
Expl.  du  Code  Napoleon,  350;  2  Bouvier 
(Rawle's  Revision),  73;  The  Young  Me^ 
chanie,  2  Curt.  C.  C  404,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,- 
180. 

Claimants  did  not  obtain  the  jus  in 
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and,  according  to  the  great  weight  of  author- 
ity, the  right  of  capture  was  superior. 

In  The  Prances,  8  Granch,  418,  3  L.  ed. 
609,  a  New  York  merchant  claimed  two  ship- 
ments of  goods,  one  in  consequence  of  an  ad- 
vance made  to  enemy  shippers  hy  him  in  con- 
sideration of  the  consignment^  and  the  other 
in  virtue  of  a  general  balance  of  account  due 
to  him  from  the  shippers  as  their  factor. 
Both  consignments  were  at  the  risk  of  the 
enemy  shippers.  The  goods  were  condemned 
as  enemy  property,  and  the  sentence  was  af- 
firmed.    This  court  said: 

''The  doctrine  of  liens  seems  to  depend 
ehiefly  upon  the  rules  of  jurisprudence  estab- 
lished in  different  countries.  There  is  no 
doubt  but  that,  agreeable  to  the  principles 
of  the  common  law  of  England,  a  factor  has 
a  lien  upon  goods  of  his  principal  in  his  pos- 
session, for  the  balance  of  account  due  to 
him;  and  so  has  a  consignee  for  advances 
made  by  him  to  the  consignor.  .  .  .  But 
this  doctrine  is  unknown  in  prize  courts  un- 
less in  very  peculiar  cases,  where  the  lien  is 
imposed  by  a  general  law  of  the  mercantile 
world,  independent  of  any  contract  between 
the  parties.  Such  ia  the  case  of  freight  upon 
«nemie8'  goods  seized  in  the  vessel  of  a  friend, 
k*  which  is  always  decreed  to  the  owner  of  the 
S  vessel.  .  .  .  But  in  cases  of  liens  created 
•  hy*the  mere  private  contract  of  individuals, 
depending  upon  the  different  laws  of  differ- 
ent countries,  the  difficulties  which  an  exam- 
ination of  such  claims  would  impose  upon 
the  captors,  and  even  upon  the  prize  courts, 
in  deciding  upon  them,  and  the  door  which 
such  a  doctrine  would  open  to  collusion  be- 
tween the  enemy  owners  of  the  property  and 
neutral  claimants,  have  excluded  such  cases 
from  the  consideration  of  those  courts.  .  .  . 
The  principal  strength  of  the  argument  in 
favor  of  the  claimant  in  this  case  seemed  to 
be  rested  upon  the  position  that  the  con- 
signor in  this  case  could  not  have  counter- 
manded the  consignment  after  delivery  of  the 
goods  to  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  hence 
it  was  inferred  that  the  captor  had  no  right 
to  intercept  the  passage  of  the  property  to 
the  consignee.  This  doctrine  would  be  well 
founded  if  the  goods  had  been  sent  to  the 
claimant  upon  his  account  and  risk,  except 
in  the  case  of  insolvency.  But  when  goods 
are  sent  upon  the  account  and  risk  of  the 
shipper,  the  delivery  to  the  master  is  a  de- 
livery to  him  as  agent  of  the  shipper,  not  of 
the  consignee;  and  it  is  competent  to  the 
consignor,  at  any  time  before  actual  delivery 
to  the  consignee,  to  countermand  it,  and  thus 
to  prevent  his  lien  from  attaching.  Upon 
the  whole,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that,  upon 
the  reason  of  the  case,  as  well  as  upon  au- 
thority, this  claim  cannot  be  supported,  and 
that  the  sentence  of  the  court  below  must  be 
affirmed  with  costs." 

In  The  Mary  and  Susan,  1  Wheat.  25,  4  L. 
ed.  27,  an  American  merchantman  bound 
from  Liverpool  to  New  York  was  captured 
by  a  privateer  ci  the  United  States  during 
the  war  of  1812.  In  her  cargo  were  certain 
goods  which  had  been  shipped  by  British  sub- 
jects to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  in  pur* 
■nance  of  orders  received  before  the  declara- 


tion of  war.  Previone  lo  the  execution  of  the 
orders  the  shippers  became  embarrassed,  and 
assigned  the  goods  to  certain  bankers  to  se- 
cure advances  made  by  them,  with  a  request 
to  the  consignees  to  remit  the  amount  to  the 
bankers,  who  also  repeated  the  same  request, 
the  invoices  being  for  gain  and  risk  of  the 
consignees,  and  stating  the  goods  to  be  then 
the  property  ci  the  bwkers,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  goods  having  been  purchased  and 
shipped  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  the  con*  m 
signees,  the  property  was  originally  vested  § 
in  them,*and  was  not  devested  by  the  inter-  • 
mediate  assignment,  which  was  merely  in- 
tended to  transfer  the  right  to  the  debt  due 
from  the  consignees. 

In  The  Hampton,  6  Wall.  872,  tub  nom. 
The  Hampton  v.  United  Btatee,  18  L.  ed.  659, 
the  schooner  Hampton  and  her  cargo  had 
been  captured,  libeled,  and  condenmed  as 
prize  of  war.  The  master  off  the  vessd  was 
her  owner,  but  interposed  no  claim,  nor  did 
anyone  daim  the  carffo.  One  Brinddey  ap- 
peared and  claimed  the  vessel  as  mortgagee. 
The  bona  fides  of  this  mortgage  was  not  die- 
puted,  nor  that  he  was  a  loyal  citizen.  But 
his  claim  was  dismissed,  and,  the  case  having 
been  certified  to  this  court,  it  was  held  that 
in  proceedings  in  prize,  and  under  the  princi- 
ples of  international  law,  mortgsges  on  vee- 
sels  captured  jure  heUi  are  to  be  treated  only 
ae  liens  subject  to  be  overridden  by  the  cap- 
ture.   Mr.  Justice  Miller  said: 

"The  first  ground  on  which  appellant  re- 
lies is  that  the  mortgage,  being  a  jus  in  re 
held  by  an  innocent  party,  is  something  more 
than  a  mere  lien,  and  is  protected  by  &e  law 
of  nations.  The  mortgagee  was  not  in  poe- 
session  in  this  case,  and  the  real  owner  who 
was  in  possession  admits  that  his  vessel  was  <» 
delicto  by  failing  to  set  up  any  claim  for  her. 
It  would  require  pretty  strong  authority  to 
induce  us  to  import  into  the  prize  courts  the 
strict  common-law  doctrine  which  is  some- 
times applied  to  the  relation  of  a  mortgagee 
to  the  property  mortgaged.  It  is  certainly 
much  more  in  accordance  with  the  liberal 
principles  which  govern  admiralty  courts  to 
treat  mortgages  as  the  equity  courts  treat 
them,  as  mere  securities  for  the  debt  for 
which  they  are  given  and  therefore  no  more 
than  a  lien  on  the  property  conveyed.  But  it 
is  unnecessary  to  examine  this  question 
minutely,  because  an  obvious  principle  of 
necessity  must  forbid  a  prize  court  from  rec- 
ognizing the  doctrine  here  contended  for.  If 
it  were  once  admitted  in  these  courts,  there 
would  be  an  end  of  all  prize  condemnations. 
As  soon  as  a  war  was  threatened,  the  owneri 
of  vessels  and  cargoes  which  might  be  so 
situated  as  to  be  subject  to  capture  would 
only  have  to  raise  a  sufficient  sum  of  money 
on  them,  by  bona  fide  mortgages,  to  indem- 
nify them  in  case  of  such  capture.  If  the 
vessel  or  cargo  was  seized  the  owner  need^ 
not  appear,  because  he  would  be  indifferent,  § 
having  the  value  of  his  property  ia*his  hands  • 
already.  The  mortgagee  having  an  honest 
mortgage  which  he  could  establish  in  a  court 
of  prize  would  either  have  the  property  re- 
stored to  him  or  get  the  amount  of  his  mort- 
gage out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  tale.    The 
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only  risk  run  by  «nemy  veaseU  or  earcoei  on 
the  high  aeaa,  or  by  neutralt  onsaged  in  an 
effort  to  break  a  blockade,  would  be  the  ooeta 
and  expenses  of  capture  and  condemnation,  a 
risk  too  unimportant  to  be  of  any  value  to  a 
belligerent  in  reducing  his  opponent  to  terms. 
A  principle  which  thus  abolishes  the  entire 
Talue  of  pri2e  capture  on  the  high  seas,  and 
deprives  blockades  of  all  dangers  to  parties 
disposed  to  break  them,  cannot  be  recognized 
as  a  rule  of  prize  courts." 

In  The  Battle,  6  Wall.  498,  auh  nom.  The 
Battle  ▼.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  933,  the 
steamer  Battle  and  cargo  were  captured  on 
the  high  seas  as  prize  of  war,  brought  into 
port  and  condemned  for  breach  of  blockade 
and  also  as  enemy  property.  Two  claims 
were  set  up  against  the  steamer  in  the  court 
below,  one  for  supplies,  and  another  for 
materials  furnished  and  for  work  and  l^tbor 
in  building  a  cabin  on  the  boat.  These  claims 
were  dismissed  and  the  decree  affirmed  by 
this  court,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  delivering  the 
opinion,  saying:  '*The  principle  is  too  well 
settled,  that  capture  as  prize  of  war,  jure 
beUt,  overrides  all  previous  liens,  to  require 
examination*" 

Such  is  the  rule  in  the  British  prize  courts. 
The  Tobago,  5  G.  Bob.  218;  The  Marianna, 
6  C.  Bob.  24 ;  The  Ida,  Spinks  Prize  Gas.  331. 
The  Tobago  was  a  case  of  claim  to  a  cap- 
tured French  vessel,  made  on  behalf  of  a 
British  merchant  as  the  holder  of  a  bottomry 
bond  executed  and  delivered  to  him  by  the 
master  of  the  ship  before  the  oonmiencement 
of  hostilities  between  Great  Britain  and 
France.    Sir  William  Scott  said: 

"The  integrity  of  this  transaction  is  not 
impeached,  but  I  am  called  upon  to  consider 
whether  the  court  can,  consistently  with  the 
principles  of  law  that  govern  its  practice, 
afford  relief.  It  is  the  case  of  a  bottomry 
bond,  given  fairly  in  time  of  peace,  without 
any  view  of  infringing  the  rights  of  war,  to 
relieve  a  ship  in  distress.  .  .  .  But  can 
the  court  recognize  bonds  of  this  kind  as 
o  titles  of  property,  so  as  to  give  persons  a 
S  right  to  stand  in  judgment,  and  demand  res- 
*  tatution  of  such  interests* in  a  oourt  of 
prizes?  .  .  .  The  person  advancing  money 
on  bonds  of  this  nature  acquires,  by  that 
act,  no  property  in  the  vessel;  he  acquires 
the  jus  in  rem,  but  not  the  jus  in  re,  until  it 
has  been  converted  and  appropriated  by  the 
final  process  of  a  court  of  justice.  •  .  . 
But  it  is  that  the  captor  takes  oum  onere, 
and,  therefore,  that  this  obligation  would 
devolve  upon  him.  That  he  is  held  to  take 
eum  onere  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  a  rule 
which  is  to  be  understood  to  apply  where  the 
onus  is  immediately  and  risibly  incumbent 
upon  it.  A  captor  who  takes  the  cargo  of  an 
enemy  on  boanl  the  ship  of  a  friend,  takes 
it  liable  to  the  freight  due  to  the  owner  of 
the  i^ip;  because  the  owner  of  the  ship  has 
the  cargo  in  his  possession,  subject  to  that 
demand  by  the  general  law,  independent  of 
all  contract.  .  .  .  But  it  is  a  proposition 
of  a  mu^h  wider  extent  which  affirms  that  a 
mere  right  of  action  is  entitled  to  the  same 
favorable  consideration  in  its  transfer  from 
the  neutral  to  a  captor.    It  is  very  obvious 


thai  daims  of  auch  a  nature  may  be  so 
framed  as  that  no  powers  belonging  to  this 
oourt  can  enable  it  to  examine  them  with  ef- 
fect. They  are  private  contracts,  passing 
between  parties  who  may  have  an  interest  in 
colluding;  the  cantor  has  no  access  what- 
ever to  the  original  private  understanding  of 
the  parties  in  forming  such  contracts,  and 
it  is  therefore  unfit  Uiat  he  should  be  af- 
fected by  them.  His  rights  of  capture  act 
upon  the  property,  without  regard  to  secret 
liens  possessed  by  third  partiea  ...  I 
am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  instance  in 
which  the  court  has  recognized  bonds  of  this 
kind  as  titles  of  property,  and  that  they  are 
not  entitled  to  be  recognized  as  such  in  the 
prize  court." 

In  The  Marianna  the  vessel  had  been  sold 
at  Buenos  A3rres  by  American  owners  to  a 
Spanish    merchant;    the    purchase   money, 
however,  had  not  been  paid  in  full,  but  was 
to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  quan- 
tity of  tallow  on  board  the  vessel  for  sale, 
consigned   to   the  agents   of  the   American 
vendors  at  London.    The  vessel  was  seized 
on  her  voyage  to  England,  documented  as  be- 
longing to  a  Spanish  merchant,  and  sailing 
under  the  flag  and  pass  of  Spain.    The  for-  h 
mer  American  proprietors  made  claim  to  the  g 
cargo,  but  the  claim  wasMisallowed  because  • 
the  claimants'  interest  was  not  sufficient  to 
support  it;  and  the  court  said: 

"Gaptors  are  supposed  to  lay  their  hands 
on  the  gross  tangible  property,  on  which 
there  may  be  many  just  claims  outstanding 
between  other  parties  which  can  have  no 
operation  as  to  them.  If  such  a  rule  did  not 
exist,  it  would  be  quite  impossible  for  cap- 
tors to  know  upon  what  grounds  they  were 
proceeding  to  make  any  seizure.  The  fair- 
est and  most  credible  documents,  declaring 
the  property  to  belonff  to  the  enemy,  would 
only  serve  to  mislead  them,  if  such  docu- 
ments were  liable  to  be  overruled  by  liens 
which  could  not  in  any  manner  come  to  their 
knowledge.  It  would  be  equally  impossible 
for  the  court,  which  has  to  decide  upon  the 
question  of  property,  to  admit  such  consider- 
ations. The  doctrine  of  liens  depends  very 
much  on  the  particular  rules  of  jurispru- 
dence which  prevail  in  different  countries. 
To  decide  judicially  on  such  claims  would 
require  of  the  court  a  perfect  knowledge  of 
the  law  of  covenant,  and  the  application  of 
that  law  in  all  countries,  under  all  the  diver* 
sities  in  which  that  law  exista  From  neces- 
sity, therefore,  the  court  would  be  obliged  to 
shut  the  door  against  such  discussions,  and 
to  decide  on  the  simple  title  of  prop- 
erty with  scarcely  any  exceptions. 
.  .  .  As  to  the  title  of  property  in 
the  eoods,  which  are  said  to  have  been  going 
as  l£e  funds  out  of  which  the  payment  for 
the  ship  was  to  have  been  made.  That  they 
were  going  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  will 
not  alter  t£e  property.  There  must  be  s(»ne- 
thing  more.  Even  if  bills  of  lading  are  de- 
livered, that  circumstance  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient, unless  accompanied  with  an  under- 
standing that  he  who  holds  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing is  to  bear  the  risk  of  the  goods  as  to  the 
voyage,  and  as  to  the  market  to  which  they 
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were  shipped  by  Dyson,   Brc 

Kny,  of  Liverpool,  on  board 
und  to  Rio  de  Janeiro,  whic 


are  oonsigned;  otherwise^  though  the  lecur- 
ity  may  avail  pro  tanto,  it  cannot  be  held  to 
work  any  change  in  the  property." 

These  cases  were  cited  by  Dr.  Lushington 
in  The  Ida  as  settling  the  law.  In  that  case 
claim  was  made  by  a  neutral  merchant  to  a 
cargo  of  coffee  which  had  been  consigned  to 
him  by  an  enemy  on  the  credit  of  certain  ad- 
vances, as  security  for  payment  of  which 
e«  bills  of  lading  covering  the  cargo  had  been 
o  delivered  to  him.    But  the  court  declined  to 

*  recognize  the  lien,*and  condemned  the  cargo 
u  enemy  property.  Dr.  Lushington  re- 
ferred to  The  Ban  Jose  Indiana,  2  Gall.  268, 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  12,322,  and  subscribed  to  what 
was  there  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  but 
thought  hit  remarks  inapplicable  to  the  case 
in  hand. 

The  case  referred  to  was  affirmed  by  this 
court.  1  Wheat  208,  4  L.  ed.  73.  Goods 
Brothers,  A  Com- 
board  a  neutral  ship 

,  which  was  captured 

and  brought  into  the  United  States  for  ad- 
judication. The  invoice  was  headed:  "Con- 
signed to  Messrs.  Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Fin- 
aie,  by  order  and  for  account  of  J.  Lizaur." 
In  a  letter  accompanying  the  bill  of  lading 
jmd  invoice,  Dyson,  Brothers,  &  Company 
wrote  Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Finnic:  ''For 
"Mr.  Lizaur  we  open  an  account  in  our  bo<^s 
%ere,  and  debit  him,  etc  We  cannot  yet  aa- 
•oertain  the  proceeds  of  his  hides,  etc.,  but 
"find  his  order  for  goods  will  far  exceed  the 
amount  of  these  shipments,  therefore  we  con- 
sign the  whole  to  you,  that  you  may  come 
to  a  proper  understanding  with  him."  The 
two  nouses  consisted  of  the  same  persons. 
It  was  held  that  the  goods  were,  during  their 
transit,  the  property  and  at  the  risk  of  the 
enemy  shippers,  and  therefore  subject  to  con- 
demnation. Lizaur's  claim  was  rejected,  al- 
tliough  Dyson,  Brothers,  &  Company  had  the 
proceeds  of  his  hides  in  their  hands. 

The  Lynchburg,  Blatchf.  Prize  Cas.  57, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,638,  and  The  Amy  Warwick, 
2  Sprague,  150,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  343,  are  cited 
on  behalf  of  claimants,  but,  as  we  read  them, 
they  do  not  sustain  their  contention.  The 
schooner  Lynchburg  with  a  cargo  of  coffee 
had  been  libeled  during  the  Civil  War  as 
enemy  property,  and  also  for  an  attempt  to 
violate  blockade.  Brown  Brothers  &  Com- 
pany, loyal  citizens,  intervened  as  claimants 
of  2,046  bags  of  coffee,  part  of  the  cargo. 
They  alleged  that  they  had  made  an  advance 
of  credit  to  Maxwell,  Wright,  &  Company, 
neutral  merchants  of  Rio  de  Janeiro,  for  the 
purchase  of  the  coffee,  under  which  credit 
Maxwell,  Wright,  A  Company  drew  drafts 
on  Brown  Brothers  ft  Company  for  £6,000, 
on  the  condition  expressed  therein  that  the 
coffee  purchased  by  claimants  should  be  held 

B  until  Uieir  advances  were  reimbursed  there- 
«  on.    It  was  admitted  by  the  United  States 

•  attorn^  that  1,541  bags  of  thc«eoffee  should 
be  released  to  Brown  Brothers  ft  Company, 
and  that  was  done.  As  to  the  remaining 
504  bags  embraced  in  the  general  daim  of 
Brown  Brothers  ft  Company,  in  which 
Wortbam  A  Co.,  of  Virginia,  asserted  an  in- 
i«rest»  it  was  held  by  the  court  that  aa  no 


proof  was  given  l^  claimants  thai  tha  tbIqa 
of  the  1,541  bags  restored  to  them  waa  nol 
equivalent  to  the  sum  of  their  advanoea  used 
in  purchasing  the  whole  2,046  bags,  the  rea- 
sonable presumption  was  that  the  restora^ 
tion  satisfied  the  entire  advance.  And 
Judge  Betto  said:  "The  claim  to  an  abso* 
lute  o>vnership  of  the  2»045  bags  was  placed 
before  the  oourt  in  the  oral  argument^  and 
in  the  written  points  filed  in  the  cause  by 
the  counsel  for  the  claimants,  upon  tha 
proposition  of  law  that  a  bill  of  lading, 
transmitted  to  them  by  the  shipper  to  eover 
advances,  passed  to  them  the  title  to  the 
cargo  purchased  therewith.  If  this  doctrine 
be  correct  as  to  mere  commercial  transac- 
tions, it  does  not  prevail  in  prize  courts,  in 
derogation  of  the  rights  of  captors,  when  the 
interest  of  the  claimants  is  only  a  debt,  al- 
thoiigh  supported  by  liens  equitable  and 
tacit,  or  legal  and  positive,  even  of  the  char* 
acter  of  bottomry  bonds,  when  not  signified 
on  the  ship's  papers  at  the  time  of  her  cap- 
ture. The  Frances,  8  Cranch,  418,  8  L.  ed. 
600;  TJm  TohcLgo,  5  C.  Rob.  218;  The  MaH' 
anna,  6  C.  Rob.  24.  Here,  the  vessel  waa 
enemy's  bottom;  the  bill  of  lading  con* 
signed  the  cargo  to  order  or  assigns,  at  large, 
at  an  enem3r's  port,  and,  on  the  surrender  of 
the  principal  portion  of  the  oonsignment  to 
the  claimants,  no  other  evidence  was  given 
in  establishing  the  fact  that  the  remainder 
of  the  shipment  was  owned  by  them,  or  yet 
stood  under  hypothecation  to  them  on  th« 
bill  of  lading."  The  604  basrs  were  con- 
demned, "because,  by  intendment  of  law, 
that  portion  belonged  to  Wortbam  ft  Co^ 
and  was  not  shown  by  the  proofs  to  be  ex« 
cmpt  from  capture  as  prize."     [P.  61.1 

In  T^  Amy  Warvnck,  J.  L.  Phipps  ft 
Company,  of  New  York,  British  subjects,  pnr- 
chnsed  4.700  bags  of  coffee,  part  of  the  car|^ 
of  an  enemy  vessel,  which  they  had  purebaaed 
through  Phipps  Brothers  ft  Co.,  their  firm 
at  Rio,  with  funds  of  an  enemy  firm,  and 
£2.000  of  their  own  money  by  draft  onj 
Phipps  ft  Co.,  their  firm  at  Liverpool.  Theyg 
took  from  the  master^a  bill  of  lading  which  • 
stated  that  Phipps  Brothers  ft  Company  were 
the  shippers  of  this  coffee,  and  that  it  waa 
to  be  delivered  to  their  order.  Indorsed  on 
the  bill  of  ladinsr  was  a  statement  declaring 
thflt  a  portion  of  the  coffee  was  the  proper^ 
of  British  subjects.  Phipps  Brothers  ft  Com- 
pany  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  over  to  J.  Lw 
Phipps  ft  Co.  They  also  delivered  to  tlio 
master  another  part  of  the  bill  of  lading,  att 
invoice  of  the  coffee,  and  a  letter  of  advice 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  firm  in  New  York.  Thia 
letter  stated  that  the  coffee  waa  shipped  for  ac- 
count of  merchants  at  Richmond,  Virginia, 
and  that  a  bill  of  lading  would  have  been  sent 
to  them  had  it  not  been  deemed  advisable  by 
reason  of  the  unsettled  state  of  political  af- 
fairs, for  the  better  protection  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  to  prevent  privateers  from  molest- 
ing the  vessel,  to  have  it  certified  on  the  bill 
of  lading  that  a  portion  of  the  coffee  waa 
British  property,  and  that  this  referred  to 
the  portion  against  which  they  had  valued 
on  Liverpool.    It  waa  held  that  the  facta  lad 
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plainly  to  t]i«  «meliiil<ni  thAt  dainuuito 
ought  to  bo  repaid  tho  amount  they  had  eoc- 
peoded  from  their  own  funds  in  the  purchase 
of  the  coffee  and  that  the  residue  of  the  pro- 
ceeds should  be  condemned.  It  was  said 
that  as  the  ooffee  was  purchased  at  Rio  by 
the  claimants,  and  shipped  by  them  <m  board 
the  vessel  under  a  bill  of  lading  by  which  the 
master  was  bound  to  ddiver  it  to  their  or- 
dcTj  and  they  ordered  it  to  be  delivered  to  J. 
L.  Phipps  &  Co.,  that  is,  to  themselves,  they 
were  the  legal  owners  of  the  property,  and 
eould  hardly  be  said  to  have  a  lien  upon  it 
Their  real  character  was  that  of  trustees 
holding  the  legal  title  and  possession  with  a 
right  of  retention  until  their  advances  should 
be  paid.  The  doctrine  of  liens  was  consid- 
ered, and  The  Frances,  The  Tohago,  The  Mori- 
anna,  and  other  cases  examined.  Judge 
Bprague  was  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in  such 
cases  ought  not  to  be  that  which  stops  at  the 
mere  legal  title,  but  that  which  ascertains 
and  deals  with  the  real  beneficial  interest, 
"for,  if  the  court  wore  never  to  look  beyond 
the  legal  title,  the  result  would  be  that  when 
such  title  is  held  by  an  enemy  in  trust  for  a 
neutral,  the  latter  loses  his  whole  property; 
19  but,  when  the  legal  title  is  in  a  neutral  in 
^  trust  for  an  enemy,  the  property  is  restored 
•  to  the  neutral,  not  for  his  b^efit,  but*merely 
as  a  conduit  through  which  it  is  to  be  con- 
veyed to  the  enemy.  To  refuse  to  look  beyond 
the  legal  title  is  to  close  our  eyes  for  the 
benefit  of  the  enemv.  It  would  enable  him 
always  to  protect  his  property  by  simply 
putting  it  in  the  name  of  a  neutral  trustee." 
[2  Sprague,  158.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  843.] 

We  agree  with  counsel  for  the  United 
States  that  notwithstanding  the  indorsement 
of  Gibernau  &  Company  on  the  bills  of  lad- 
ing, the  proof  of  a  neutral  title  was  not  sufli- 
eient.  Even  if  when  the  neutral  interest  is 
adequately  proved  to  be  bona  fide,  the  claim 
of  the  captors  may  be  required  to  yield,  yet 
in  this  case  the  belligerent  right  overrides 
the  neutral  claim,  which  must  be  regarded 
merely  as  a  debt,  and  the  assignment  as  a 
cover  to  an  enemy  interest. 

Something  was  said  in  argument  in  rela^ 
tion  to  the  character  of  the  cargo.  It  is 
true  that,  by  the  modem  law  of  nations,  pro- 
visions, while  not  generally  deemed  contra- 
band, may  become  so,  although  belonging  to 
a  neutral,  on  account  of  the  particular  situa- 
tion of  the  war,  or  on  account  of  their  desti- 
nation, as,  if  destined  for  military  use,  for 
the  army  or  navy  of  the  enemy,  or  ports  of 
naval  or  military  equipment.  The  Benito 
Baienger,  176  U.  S.  568,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  489, 
44  L.  ed.  — ;  The  Panama,  176  U.  S.  535.  20 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  480,  44  L.  ed.  — ;  The  Peter- 
hoff,  6  Wall.  28,  suh  nom.  The  Peterhoff  v. 
United  States,  18  L.  ed.  564;  Grotius,  De 
Jure  Belli  et  Pacis,  lib.  III.,  chap.  1,  8  6; 
Hall,  §  236. 

Doubtless,  in  this  instance,  the  concen- 
tration and  accumulation  of  provisions  at 
Havana  might  fairly  be  considered  a  neces- 
sary part  of  Spanish  military  operations, 
imminente  hello^  and  these  particular  pro- 
visions were  perhaps  especially  appropriate 
for  Spanish  military  use;  but  while  these 


features  may  well  enough  be  adverted  to  in 
oonnection  with  all  the  other  facts  and  cir- 
cumstanees»  wt  do  not  place  our  decisiois 
upon  them. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  a  valid  transfer  of 
title  to  this  enemy  property  to  claimants  was> 
not  satisfactorily  made  out,  and  that  the  de^ 
oree  below  muet  he  reversed,  and  a  decree  of 
condemnation  direeted  to  be  entered,  and  it  im 
so  ordered. 
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*  Mr.  Justice  Bliiras  dissenting:  • 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  dis* 
trict  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  south- 
ern  district  of  Florida,  awarding  to  Klein* 
wort  Sons  A  Company,  the  claimants,  thar 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  cargo  of  the  Spaar 
ish  bark  Carlos  F.  Roses. 

llie  vessel  sailed  under  the  Spanish  flag^ 
and  was  owned,  officered,  and  manned  by 
Spaniards.  On  or  about  March  14,  1898, 
Pla  Gibernau  &  Company,  a  firm  of  commis* 
sion  merchants  doing  business  at  Montevid- 
eo, in  the  Republic  of  Uruguay,  shipped  on 
board  the  bark,  then  lying  at  Montevideo,, 
a  cargo  consisting  of  about  275,000  kilos  of 
jerked  beef  and  20,000  strings  of  garlic.  Tho 
property  was  consigned  upon  three  bills  of 
lading  to  the  order  of  the  shippers ;  and  two 
bills  of  exchange,  at  ninety  days,  were  drawv 
upon  the  claimants,  Klein  wort  Sons  ft  Com- 
pany, British  subjects,  domiciled  and  doing 
business  as  bankers  at  London,  Eneland. 
One  of  these  bills,  for  £2,714  3  8,  was  drawn 
by  Pla  Gibernau  &  Company  to  the  order  of 
the  London  &  River  Plate  Bank,  Limited,  a* 
banking  concern  doing  business  in  Montevid- 
eo; the  other,  for  £3,583  II  6,  was  drawn  by 
the  master  of  the  Carlos  F.  Roses  to  the  or- 
der of  Pla  Gibernau  k  Company,  and  was  by 
them  indorsed  to  the  order  of  the  London  i^ 
River  Plate  Bank,  Limited. 

The  bills  of  exchange  and  the  bills  of  lad* 
ing  came  that  day,  March  15,  1898,  into  thm 
possession  of  the  London  &  River  Plate  Bank, 
which  cashed  the  drafts,  and  forwarded  them 
for  acceptance  to  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Com* 
pany  at  London,  who  accepted  them  on  April* 
6,  1898,  and  paid  thera  when  due;  At  the- 
time  these  bills  of  exchange  were  accepted 
the  bills  of  lading,  indorsed  by  Pla  Gibemaii> 
&  Company,  came  into  the  possession  of  the 
claimants. 

The  vessel  sailed  from  Montevideo  for 
Havana  on  March  16,  1898.  On  April  25, 
1808,  war  between  Spain  and  the  United 
States  was  declared,  and  on  May  17,  when  in 
the  Bahama  channel,  on  her  course  to* 
Havana,  the  Carlos  F.  Roses  was  captured  by 
a  war  vessel  of  the  United  States,  and  sent 
in  charge  of  a  prize  crew  to  Key  West.  ^ 

•On  June  2,  1808,  the  district  court  con-? 
demned  the  vessel  as  enemy's  property^, 
seized  upon  the  high  seas.  On  February  Oy 
1890,  the  district  court  held  that,  as  it  satis- 
factorily appeared  from  the  proof  that  both 
the  title  and  the  right  of  possession  to  the 
cargo  were  in  a  neutral  at  the  time  of  the 
capture,  as  evidenced  by  the  indorsed  bills  of 
lading  and  the  paid  bills  of  exchange  pre- 
sented at  the  hearing,  the  dsim  shoula  bft 
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'    Allowed,  and  it  wm  so  ordered,    niereupon 
the  United  States  took  this  appeal. 

It  is  admitted  that,  if  th«  cargo  in  ques- 
tion belonged  to  a  neutral,  and  was  not  con- 
traband of  war,  it  was  not  liable  to  con- 
fiscation, thouffh  found  in  an  enemy's  yessel : 
this  upon  well-established  principles  of  in- 
ternational law,  and  as  within  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation  of  April  26,  1898,  ex- 
pressly declaring  that  "neutral  goods,  not 
contraband  of  war,  are  not  liable  to  confisca- 
tion under  the  enemy's  flag." 

It  can  scarcely  be  pretended  that,  in  this 
instance,  the  cargo  consisted  of  articles  con- 
traband of  war.  They  were  the  ordinary 
products  of  the  Republic  of  Uruguay,  a  coun- 
try with  which  the  United  States  were  at 
peace,  and  were  purchased  and  shipped  six 
weeks  before  war  was  declared.  Little,  if 
anyUiing,  is  left  for  the  commerce  of  neutrals 
if  such  goods,  shipped  in  such  circumstances, 
are  not  within  the  protection  of  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation. 

The  question  is  whether  the  district  court 
erred  in  finding  that  the  goods  in  question 
were  neutral  goods  and  exempt,  as  such, 
from  condemnation. 

The  first  contention,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  is  that  the  affidavits  and  ex- 
hibits relied  on  by  the  claimants  to  prove 
their  title  were  not  competent  evidence,  and 
it  is  urged  that  the  evidence  should  have 
been  in  the  form  of  depositions,  taken  under 
a  commission,  and  of  documents  duly  proved. 

We  think  it  is  a  sufficient  reply  to  this  ob- 
jection that  the  proofs  were  received  and 
considered  by  the  district  court  upon  the 
trial  entirely  without  objection  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  or  the  captors ;  and  that 
the  action  of  the  court  in  receiving  the  evi- 
00  dence  was  not  among  the  assignments  of  er- 
g  ror  made  and  filed  under  the  appeal. 
•  *"If,  however,  evidence  in  the  nature  of 
further  proof  be  introduced,  and  no  formal 
order  or  objection  appear  on  the  record,  it 
must  be  presumed  to  have  been  done  by  con- 
sent of  parties,  and  the  irregularity  is  com- 
pletely waived.  In  the  present  case,  no  ex- 
ception was  taken  to  the  proceedings  or  evi- 
dence in  the  district  court;  and  we  should 
not,  therefore,  incline  to  reject  the  further 
proof,  even  if  we  were  of  opinion  that  it 
ought  not»  in  strictness,  to  have  been  ad- 
mitted." The  Pizarro,  2  Wheat.  241,  4  L.  fd. 
229,  per  Mr.  Justice  Story. 

Rule  13  of  this  court  is  as  follows: 

"In  all  cases  of  equity  and  admiralty  ju- 
risdiction heard  in  this  court,  no  objection 
shall  hereafter  be  allowed  to  be  taken  to  the 
admissibility  of  any  deposition,  deed,  grant, 
or  other  exhibit  found  m  the  record  as  evi- 
dence, unless  objection  was  taken  thereto  in 
the  court  below  and  entered  of  record;  but 
the  same  shall  otherwise  be  deemed  to  have 
been  admitted  by  consent" 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  claimant's 
evidence,  regarded  as  a  whole,  does  not  sup- 
port the  decree  of  the  court  below.  It  is 
said  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
claimants,  and  that  this  burden  has  not  been 
fu  stained. 

This  was  not  the  view  of  tbs  distriet  eonrt. 


which,  as  we  hare  heretofore  stated,  held 
that  it  appeared  satisfactorily  from  the  proof 
that  both  the  title  and  right  of  posseseioa 
were  in  a  neutral  at  the  time  of  capture. 

What  are  the  matters  urged  against  thift 
finding  of  the  court  below? 

It  is  argued  that»  because  it  appears  in 
the  invoices  and  in  the  manifest  that  the 
shipments  were  made  partly  on  account  of 
"the  expedition  or  voyage  of  the  Carlos  F. 
Roses,"  partly  on  account  of  "Mr.  Pedro 
Pag^s,  of  Havana,"  and  partly  on  account 
of  the  shippers,  that  is,  Gibemau  k  Com- 
psny,  it  is  a  reasonable  inference  that  it 
must  have  been  known  to  the  master  that 
the  consignees  were,  as  to  some  of  the  cargo, 
enemies,  and  that  it  must  be  concluded,  on 
the  face  of  the  papers,  that  when  the  goods 
were  delivered  to  the  vessel  they  became  the 
property  of  the  consignees  named  in  the  in- 
voices. 

Such  a  view  loses  sight  of  the  decisive  and  ^ 
indisputable  facts  that  the  money  used  byn 
Gibernau  k  Company  in  the  purchase*of  the  • 
goods  was  procured  from  the  London  &  River 
Plate  Bank,  which  cashed  the  drafts  drawn 
on  Kleinwort  Sons  k  Company,  the  claim- 
ants, and  that  when  the  latter  company,  oa 
April  6,  accepted  the  drafts  they  were  fur- 
nished with  the  bills  of  lading  covering  the 
entire  shipment;  that  the  said  bills  of  lad- 
ing, at  the  time  of  such  delivery,  were  duly 
indorsed  in  blank  by  Gibernau  ft  Company, 
the  shippers,  and  to  whose  order  the  said 
cargo  was  by  the  terms  of  the  bills  of  lading 
to  be  delivered,  all  with  the  intent  and  re- 
sult of  entitling  Kleinwort  Sons  ft  Company 
to  the  said  bills  of  lading  and  to  the  cargo 
described  therein  as  security  for  their  ac- 
ceptance of  the  drafts.  It  hence  was  entire- 
ly immaterial  whether  the  ultimate  consign- 
ees were,  as  to  some  of  the  cargo,  residents 
of  the  enemy's  country,  and  whether  that 
fact  was  known  to  the  master.  Under  the 
facts  proved  by  the  claimants  the  latter, 
through  the  London  ft  River  Plate  Bank, 
had  furnished  the  money  used  in  the  pur- 
chase of  the  goods,  before  the  sailing  of  the 
vessel.  This  is  made  plainly  to  appear  by 
the  invoices  furnished  by  the  shippers,  and 
wherein  is  stated  that  the  master  received 
the  goods  from  Pla  Gibernau  ft  Company, 
and  wherein  also  there  is  a  statement  of  the 
cost  of  the  ^ods  and  of  the  commissions 
charged  by  Gibernau  ft  Company,  correspond* 
in^  in  amount  to  the  drafts. 

The  fact  that  the  claimant's  proofiB  do  not 
set  forth  the  correspondence  between  the 
claimants  and  the  ultimate  consignees  Is 
made  a  matter  of  unfavorable  comment  But 
the  transactions  were  substantially  described 
in  the  affidavito,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  see 
what  further  light  would  have  been  afforded 
by  such  correspondence,  if,  indeed,  there  WM 
such  correspondence. 

The  purchase  of  the  goods,  the  drawing 
and  cashing  of  the  drafts,  the  indorsement 
and  delivery  of  the  bills  of  lading,  all  took 
place  before  the  sailing  of  the  vessel,  and 
long  before  the  declaration  of  war,  and  be- 
fore there  was  any  reason  to  anticipate  hos- 
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Ulities.  The  drafts  were  accepted  before  the 
war,  and  were  paid  before  the  eeuore  of  the 
▼essel. 

No  CQunter  evidence  was  offered  by  the 
United  States,  although  the  case  was  pend- 
ing in  the  district  court  from  June  6,  1808, 
o  to  February  9,  1899,  when  the  decree  in  fa^ 
g  vor  of  the  claimants  was  entered.    It  is,  of 

•  course,  true  that  the  burden*of  proof  was  on 
the  claimants,  but  when  the  government 
elected  to  stand  on  the  proof  adduced  by  the 
daimants,  every  fair  and  reasonable  intend* 
ment  must  be  made  in  favor  of  that  proof. 
If  the  case  so  made  out  is  consistent  wiUi  the 
rightfulness  of  the  claim,  it  should  not  be 
defeated  by  mere  suggestions  and  supposi- 
tions, not  founded  on  evidence.  "All  reason- 
able doubts  shall  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the 
claimants.  Any  other  course  would  be  in- 
eonsistent  with  the  right  administration  of 
the  law  and  the  character  of  a  just  govern- 
ment" Prize  Cases,  2  Black,  635.  sub  nom. 
Preciai  v.  United  States,  17  L.  ed.  459. 

The  final  contention  on  behalf  of  the  Unit* 
ed  States  is  that,  even  if  the  facts  of  the 
ease  were  as  set  forth  in  the  claimants' 
proofs  and  as  found  by  the  district  court, 
yet,  as  matter  of  law,  the  claimants  cannot 
succeed,  because  "the  right  of  capture  acts 
on  the  proprietary  interest  of  the  thing  cap- 
tured at  the  time  of  the  capture,  and  is  not 
affected  by  the  secret  liens  of  private  en- 
gagements of  the  parties;  that  hence  prise 
courts  have  rejected  in  its  favor  the  lien  of 
bottomry  bonds,  of  mortgages,  for  supplies, 
and  of  bills  of  lading;  .  .  .  that  claim- 
ants did  not  obtain  the  fus  in  rem,  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  great  weight  of  authority,  the 
right  of  capture  was  superior." 

To  sustain  this  proposition  the  following 
eases  are  cited:  The  Mary  and  Susan,  I 
Wheat  26.  4  L.  ed.  27;  The  Frances,  8 
Granch,  418,  3  L.  ed.  609;  The  Sally  Magee^ 
8  Wall.  461,  suh  nom.  Fry  v.  United  States, 
18  L.  ed.  197;  The  Hampton,  6  Wall.  372. 
•tt(  nam.  The  Hampton  v.  United  States,  18 
L.  ed.  650 ;  The  Battle,  6  Wall.  408,  sub  nom. 
The  Battle  v.  United  States,  18  L.  ed.  033; 
The  Tohago,  6  C.  Kob.  218;  The  Marianna, 
6  C.  Hob.  24;  The  Ida,  1  Spinks  Prize  Cas. 
881. 

The  Mary  and  Susan  was  a  case  where  an 
American  house  had  ordered  the  purchase  of 
goods  in  England  before  the  declaration  of 
war.  and  where  their  English  agents  had  as- 
signed the  goods  to  certain  brokers  to  secure 
advances  made  by  them.  The  goods  were 
captured  en  route  to  America,  and  were  li- 
beled in  the  district  court  of  the  district  of 
New  York  as  prize  of  war.  But  it  was  held, 
both  in  the  circuit  court  and  in  this  court, 
that  the  property  had  vested  in  the  Ameri- 
ean  firm,  who  were  the  claimants,  before  and 
at  the  time  of  shipment,  and  was  not  devested 
by  a  mere  request  made  by  the  shippers  to 
the  consignees  to  remit  the  purchase  money 
IN  to  the  bankers,  although  in  the  invoice  it 
3  was  stated  that  the  goods  were  the  property 

*  of  the  bankers.  *  The  transaction  was  re- 
garded, not  as  a  transfer  of  the  goods,  but  as 
merely  intended  to  transfer  the  right  to  the 
debt  due  from  the  consignees.    No  bills  of 


exchange  were  drawn  on  the  eonsigneee  in 
favor  of  the  English  bankers,  nor  were  anv 
bills  of  lading  indorsed  to  them.  The  evi- 
dence of  the  transaction  was  found  only  in 
letters  addressed  to  the  consignees  by  the 
shippers,  requesting  them  to  pay  the  pur- 
chase money  to  the  bankers;  and  this  court 
held,  after  a  careful  eccamination  of  the  evi- 
dence, that  there  was  no  intention  to  secure 
the  bankers  by  any  transfer  of  the  title  of 
the  property,  but  only  to  secure  them  by  a 
transfer  of  the  debt  due  from  the  consignees. 

The  case  of  The  Frances  was  an  appeal 
from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  of 
Rhode  Island,  condemning  certain  British 
goods,  captured  on  board  the  Frances,  and 
which  were  claimed  by  Thomas  Irvin,  a  dom- 
iciled merchant  of  the  United  States,  on  the 
ground  of  lien.  It  was  stated  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Washington  that  "it  is  not  pretended 
that  the  real  ownership  in  these  ^ds  was 
not  vested  in  the  consignors,  enemies  of  the 
United  States;  but  the  claimant  founds  his 
pretensions  on  a  lien  created  on  the  goods 
consigned,  ...  in  consequence  of  an  ad- 
vance made  to  the  shippers,  in  consideration 
of  the  consignment,  by  his  agent  in  Glasgow; 
and  ...  in  virtue  of  a  general  balance 
of  account  due  to  him  as  their  factor."  And 
it  was  held  that  while,  according  to  the  com- 
mon law,  a  factor  has  a  lien  upon  the  goods 
of  his  principal  in  his  possession,  for  the  bal- 
ance of  account  due  him,  and  likewise  a  con- 
signee for  advances  made  by  him  to  the  oon- 
signor;  yet  that  this  doctrine  is  unlcnown 
in  prize  courts,  unless  in  very  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances. And  the  court  referred  to  the 
case  of  The  Tobago,  5  G.  Rob.  218,  where  it 
was  held  that  a  lien  on  a  vessel  created  by  a 
bottomry  bond  was  not  protected  from  cap- 
ture. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  this  case  of  The 
Frances,  as  in  the  case  of  The  Mary  and 
Susan,  there  was  no  question  of  the  effect  of 
a  transfer  of  title  by  bills  of  lading,  but  a 
mere  assertion  of  a  lien  by  virtue  of  common- 
law  principles. 

The  Sally  Magee  is  the  next  case  cited. 
This  was  the  case  of  an  enemy's  vessel  bound 
for  an  enemy's  port  A  portion  of  the  cargo  ^ 
was  claimed  by  Fry,  Price,  k  Company  for  • 
Coleman  ft^Company,  a  Rio  firm,  because,  as  • 
was  alleged,  Coleman  ft  Company,  as  factors 
and  commission  merchants,  had  been  directed 
to  purchase  and  ship  for  the  account  of 
Davenport  A  Company,  of  Richmond,  Vir- 
ginia, a  cargo  of  coffee,  if  procurable  at  not 
over  lOYg  cents  per  pound;  that  Coleman  9t 
Company  did  make  the  shipment  of  the  car- 
go claimed  to  the  consignment  of  Davenport 
&  Company,  but  that  by  the  invoice  thereof 
it  appeared  that  the  said  purchase  was  not 
made  at  or  within  the  said  limit ;  for  which 
cause  Davenport  k  Company  had  refused  to 
receive  it  as  purchased  for  their  account,  or 
otherwise  than  on  account  of  the  shippers, 
Coleman  ft  Company,  and  as  agents  of  neces- 
sity for  them;  and  that  Davenport  ft  Com- 
pany had  authorized  to  receive  it  in  their 
place  and  behalf.  Another  claim  related  to 
the  residue  of  the  cargo,  also  coffee,  con- 
signed to  Dunlap  ft  Company,  of  Richmond. 
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It  WM  not  denied  tluit  this  portion  of  the 
tttrgo  WM  enemr's  property,  but  the  dftim- 
ante  all^;ed  a  lien  because  of  a  balance  due 
claimants  br  Dunlap  ft  Company. 

In  respect  to  the  first  claim,  it  was  held 
that  if  Coleman  ft  Company,  as  factors, 
bought  the  coffee  at  a  price  exceeding  the  lim- 
it prescribed  by  Davenport  ft  Company,  and 
the  latter,  on  learning  the  fact,  repudiated 
the  purchase,  the  title  of  the  factors  there- 

rn  became  absolute,  and  none  passed  to 
principals  for  whom  the  purchase  was 
made;  but  that  there  was  an  entire  failure, 
on  the  part  of  the  claimants,  to  prove  the 
facts  as  alleged,  although  more  than  two 
years  had  elapsed  between  the  filing  of  the 
claim  and  the  time  when  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered. Accordingly,  the  decree  of  condem- 
nation as  to  that  portion  of  the  cargo  was 
affirmed. 

The  language  of  the  court  in  disposing  of 
the  second  claim  was  as  follows : 

"The  other  claim  relates  to  the  coffee  con- 
signed to  Dunlap  ft  Co.  of  Richmond,  and  it 
is  not  denied  that  this  was  enemy's  prop- 
erty. The  claimants  allege  a  lien.  The 
claim  states  that  Dunlap  ft  Co.  owed  them  a 
balance  of  upward  of  $35,326,  and  that  they 
were  authorized  and  directed  by  that  firm  to 
receive  and  sell  the  coffee,  and  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds, as  far  as  necessary,  to  the  payment  of 
the  debt,  and  to  hold  the«>balance  for  the  ac- 
count of  the  debtor  firm.  The  same  affiant 
made  the  test  affidavit,  as  in  the  other  case. 
He  referred^  as  in  that  case,  to  an  important 
correspondence,  and  failed  to  produce  it.  The 
same  remarks  apply  upon  the  subject.  It 
is  to  be  inferred,  also,  that  the  letters  were 
written  after  the  shipment  of  the  cargo,  and, 
indeed,  after  the  capture.  In  either  case,  the 
arrangement  was  made  too  late  to  have  any 
effect 

"The  ownership  of  property  in  such  cases 
cannot  be  changed  wnile  it  is  in  transitu. 
The  capture  cloUies  the  captors  with  all  the 
rights  of  the  owner  which  subsisted  at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage,  and  everything 
done  thereafter,  designed  to  encumber  the 
property  or  change  its  ownership,  is  a  nul- 
lity. No  lien  created  at  any  time  by  the 
secret  convention  of  the  parties  is  recognized. 
Sound  public  policy  and  the  right  adminis- 
tration of  justice  forbid  it.  This  rule  is  rig- 
idly enforced  by  all  prize  tribunals.  The 
Sropertv  was  shipped  to  the  enemy.  It  was 
iverted  from  its  course  by  the  capture. 
The  allegation  of  a  lien  wears  the  appearance 
of  an  afterthought." 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  was  no  ef- 
fort in  this  case  to  claim  property  vested 
or  transferred  by  bills  of  lading.  Indeed, 
it  appeared  that  the  bills  of  lading  were 
made  out  in  favor  of  the  consignees  at  Rich- 
mond, and  it  was  said  by  the  court  that  the 
l^al  effect  of  a  bill  of  lading  was  to  vest 
the  ownership  in  the  consignees,  citing  Law- 
rence V.  Mintum,  17  How.  100,  15  L.  ed.  58, 
in  which  it  was  said  that  "the  general  effect 
of  a  bill  of  lading  to  raise  a  presumption  of 
property  in  goods  in  him  to  whom  it  makes 
them  deliverable,  is  conceded." 

Next  comes  the  cited  case  of  The  Hampton, 


libeled  and  condemned  at  prise  of  war  ia  tlM 
supremo  court  for  the  District  of  Cc^umHiu 
It  was  held  that  mortgages  oa.  vessels  ca^ 
tured  jure  helU  are  to  be  treated  only  aa 
Uens,  subject  to  be  overridden  by  the  cap* 
ture,  not  as  fura  in  re,  capable  of  an  en* 
f orcement  superior  to  the  claims  of  the  cap- 
tor. 

Then  comes  the  case  of  The  Battle,  where 
there  were  claimants  against  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  an  enemy's  vessel  for  supplies  fur- 
nished and  for  materials  furnished  and  for 
work  and  labor.    The  claims  were  dismissed 
by  the  district  court  of  the  United  States,  ^ 
and  on  appeal  that  decree  was  affirmed  byjg 
this  court,* which,  through  Justice  Kelson,* 
said:     "The  principle   is   too    well  settled^ 
that  capture  as  prize  of  war  jure  belli,  over- 
rides all  previous  liens,  to  require  examina- 
tion," citing  the  cases  of  The  Hampton  and 
The  Frances, 

These  are  all  the  American  cases  cited, 
and  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  in  none  of 
them,  was  the  court  called  upon  to  decide 
the  question  whether  bills  of  lading  made  or 
indorsed  to  neutrals,  before  the  declaration 
of  war,  on  account  of  money  furnished  to^ 
purchase  cargoes,  are  protected  as  neutral 
goods  from  capture,  within  the  general  in- 
ternational rule,  and  the  President's  procla- 
mation.  protecting  such  goods,  when  not  con- 
traband, from  condemnation  as  prize  of  war. 
The  doctrine  of  these  cases  simply  amounta 
to  the  proposition  that  bottomry  bonds, 
mortgages,  and  private  agreements  that  fac- 
tor's balances  and  advances  should  be  pre- 
ferred claims,  are  mere  Iterw,  which  create  no^ 
property  rights  in  vessels  or  cargoes,  sup^ 
rior  to  the  captor's  rights. 

Let  us  now  examine  the  English  cases. 
cited. 

The  first  is  that  of  The  Tobago,  5  C.  Rob. 
218.  This  was  the  case  of  a  bottomry  bond, 
and  it  was  held  that  such  a  bond  confera 
no  property  in  the  vessel;  that  the  prop- 
erty continues  in  the  former  proprietor,  who- 
has  given  a  right  of  action  against  it,  but 
nothing  more.  In  the  case  of  The  l^arianna, 
6  C.  Bob.  24.  there  was  a  claim  against  a 
Spanish  vessel  for  unpaid  purchase  money 
on  the  vessel  which  had  been  sold  by  an 
American  oxmer  to  a  Spanish  merchant,  but 
which  was  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  a  quantity  of  tallow  consigned  to  England 
on  board  this  vessel  for  sale.  Sir  William^ 
Scott  said: 

"A  claim  is  given  on  bdialf  of  the  former 
American  proprietor,  in  virtue  of  a  lien 
which  he  is  said  to  have  retained  on  the 
property  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money;  but  such  an  interest  cannot,  I  con- 
ceive, be  deemed  sufficient  to  support  a  claim 
of  property  in  a  court  of  prize." 

In  respect  to  the  goods  which  were  said 
to  have  been  pledged  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  money  of  the  ship,  Sir  Wil« 
liam  Scott  said: 

"Then  as  to  the  title  of  property  in  tliCi^ 
goods,  which  are  said  to  have  been  going  as  • 
the  funds  out  of  which  the  payment^r  the  • 
ship  was  to   have   been    made.    That  thrr 
were  going  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  wiU 
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noi  altar  the  property.  There  xnUBt  be 
•Qmething  more.  Etcii  if  bills  of  lading  are 
delivered,  that  circumstance  will  not  be  stiffl* 
cient»  unless  accompanied  with  an  under- 
•tanding  that  he  who  holds  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing is  to  bear  the  risk  of  the  goods  as  to  the 
^^7Afi[^  And  as  to  the  market  to  which  th^ 
are  consigned;  otherwise,  though  the  secur- 
ity may  avail  pro  tanto,  it  cannot  be  held 
to  work  any  change  in  the  property." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  snipper  of  the 
goods  in  this  case  was  the  Spanish  merchant, 
an  enemy. 

Unally,  the  ease  of  The  Ida  is  relied  en. 
1  Spinks  Prize  Cas.  331.  The  statement  of 
the  case  was  as  follows: 

"The  claim  of  neutral  merchants  for  2,650 
bags  of  coffee,  consigned  to  them  on  the 
credit  of  advances  made  by  them,  was  dis- 
allowed. The  dalm  is  that  of  lien,  which 
cannot  be  upheld  against  captors.  Further 
proof  cannot  be  allowed  when  there  has  bem 
an  attempt  to  deceive  the  court  by  simulated 
papers." 

In  considering  the  evidenoe  in  the  case. 
Dr.  Lnshington  said: 

"Now,  that  simulated  bill  of  lading  was 
certainly  framed  for  some  purpose  or  other 
1^  desire  of  the  master.  It  is  a  well-known 
rule  of  this  court  that  where  there  are  con- 
tradictory papers  the  burden  of  proxrf  lies 
«n  the  claimant  to  show  that  the  contradic- 
tion is  not  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  a 
belligerent  power;  and,  I  must  say,  I  have 
Aot  neard  anv  satisfactory  explanation  of 
bow  or  why  these  papers  were  framed,  ex- 
cept it  was  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving 
those  who  might  have  to  determine  whether 
It  was  an  enemy's  property  or  not." 

In  discussing  the  law  of  the  ease,  Dr. 
Lnshington  said: 

"It  has  been  contended  by  counsel  that  the 
property  is  in  Behrens  &  Company  by  virtue 
cl  the  indorsement  of  the  bills  of  lading: 
and  cases  from  common  law  have  been  cited 
in  support  of  this.  I  believe  that,  under 
eome  circumstances,  that  would  be  the  case. 
Th9f  would  have  a  legal  title  to  the  prop- 
erty; but  I  have  considerable  doubt  whether 
it  is  not  the  law  of  this  court  that  the  claim- 
ant must  show  that  he  has  not  only  a  legal, 
^  bat  an  equitable,  title.  If  a  mere  legal  title 
tt  would  justify  the  court  in  restoring  prop- 
«  erty«>the  consequences  would  be  meet  alarm- 
ing; for  nothing  would  be  more  easy  than  to 
cover  enemies'  property  from  one  end  of  the 
Kingdom  to  the  other.  I  strongly  object  to 
the  doctrine  that  if  a  legal  title  be  shown 
this  court  is  boimd  to  restore;  for  I  hold 
that  an  equitable  title  is  also  necessary  to 
cupport  a  claim  in  this  court." 

Upon  the  whole,  the  learned  judge  was  of 
the  opinion  that  the  property  belonged  to  an 
cnemv,  subject  to  claimant's  charges,  and 
that  it  was  not  possible  to  doubt  for  a  single 
moment  that  there  was  an  intention  in  the 
<case,  by  means  of  colorable  bills  of  lading, 
to  deceive  and  defraud  Great  Britain  of  its 
belligerent  rights,  hy  attempting  to  cover 
•enemy's  property  as  neutral. 

The  case  of  The  Ida  can  therefore  be  dted 
at  oonoeding  that,  if  the  claimanta  had  vested 


in  them  the  legal  title  to  the  goods  bjr  viitas 
of  the  indorsement  of  the  bills  of  ladmff,  and 
had  also  an  equitable  title,  they  would  be  enr 
titled  to  a  judcment  of  restoration.  But 
the  court  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  of  any  portion  of  the  car* 
go  belonging  to  a  neutral.  While  it  was 
true  that  the  claimants  exhibited  a  bill  of 
lading  indorsed  to  them,  yet  another  bill  d 
lading  not  indorsed  was  found  on  capture  in 
possession  of  the  master.  Such  a  state  of 
facts  justly  created  a  belief  that  the  trans^ 
action  waa  eseeniially  fraudulent,  as  an  ai> 
tempt  to  cover  enemy's  property. 

We  shall  now  consider  some  of  the  cases 
cited  on  behalf  of  the  claimants. 

The  Amy  Warufiok,  2  Sprague,  160,  Fed* 
Caa.  No.  343,  2  Black,  635,  17  L.  ed.  459,  is» 
in  several  respects,  a  leading  case,  and  is  de- 
cisive of  the  present  ona  It  was  there  held 
that,  where  a  neutral  eommiasion  merchant 
purchased  a  cargo  of  coffee  for  enemy  cor* 
respondents,  pamy  with  their  funds  and 
partly  with  his  own,  and  shipped  it  under  a 
bill  of  lading  by  whieh  it  was  to  be  delivered 
to  his  order,  having  a  legal  title  and  a  ben* 
eflcial  interest,  a  price  court  should  award 
him  the  amount  of  his  advances,  although 
the  residue  of  the  property  will  be  oondemned 
as  enemy's. 

After  a  full  statement  of  the  facts,  the 
conclusion  waa  thus  stated  by  Judge 
Sprague: 

"I%e  claim  of  J.  L.  Phippa  k  Ck>.  was  filed 
on  the  4th  of  September  last.    It  alleges  that  |, 
this  coffee  was  purdiased  by  them  partly  by  9 
funds  of  Dunlop,  Mcmeure,  &  Co.*and  partly? 
by  £2,000  of  their  own  money;  that  tne  le- 
gal title  has  always  remained  in  them,  'and 
that  no  other  person  is  the  legal  owner,  ex* 
cept  the  equitable  interest  of  said  Dunlop^ 
Moncure,  k  Go.' 

"These  facts  seem  plainly  to  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  claimants  ought  to  be  r^ 
paid  the  amount  whieh  they  expended  from 
their  own  funds  in  the  purchase  of  the  coffee, 
and  that  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  should 
be  condemned.  This  result  I  shall  adopt, 
unices  precluded  from  doing  so  by  authority. 

"The  counsel  for  the  captors  contend  that 
the  daimants  had  only  a  lien  on  this  cargo, 
and  that  liens  will  not  be  protected  or  re- 
garded in  a  prise  court.  This  position  is 
sustained  by  the  authorities  as  to  certain 
kinds  of  liens.  The  extent  of  this  doctrine 
and  the  reasons  on  which  it  is  founded  are 
stated  by  the  supreme  court  in  The  Franeee^ 
8  Cranch,  418,  3  L.  ed.  600.  It  is  there  said 
that  'cases  of  liens  created  by  the  mere  pri- 
vate contract  of  individuals,  depending  up> 
on  the  different  laws  of  different  countries, 
are  not  allowed,  because  of  the  difficulties 
whieh  would  arise  in  deciding  upon  them, 
and  the  door  which  would  be  open  to  fraud.' 
Similar  reasons  are  given  by  Lord  Stowdl  ill 
The  Marianna,  6  C.  Bob.  25,  26,  and  in  s«f^ 
eral  other  cases.  These  reasons  are  especial* 
ly  applicable  to  latent  liens  created  under  lih 
cal  laws.  They  do  not  reach  the  case  now  b^ 
fore  the  court.  This  coffee  was  purchased 
by  the  claimants  at  Bio,  and  shipped  bv  them 
on  board  this  brig  under  a  bill  ol  lading,  If 
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wLioh  the  master  w«f  bound  to  deliTer  it  to 
their  ord6r«  and  they  ordered  it  to  be  de- 
livered to  J.  L.  Phlpps  ft  Oo.  that  ia,  to  them- 
•elvea.  They  then  retained  the  legal  title, 
and  the  poeseesion  of  the  master  was  their 
possession.  Being  the  legal  owners  of  the 
property,  they  can  hardly  be  said  to  have  a 
lien  upon  it;  a  lien  being  in  strictness  an  en- 
eumbranoe  on  the  property  of  another. 
Their  real  character  was  that  of  trustees 
holding  the  legal  title  and  possession,  with  a 
right  of  retention  until  their  advances  should 
be  paid.  .  .  .  The  case  of  The  Bt,  Joze 
Indiano,  1  Wheat  208,  4  L.  ed.  73,  has  been 
eited  by  the  coimsel  for  the  claimants,  and 
the^  contend  that  it  sustains  their  whole 
elaim,  and  requires  all  the  coffee  to  be  re- 
CO  stored  to  them.  That  case  is  a  stringent  au- 
3  thority  to  the  extent  of  the  £2,000  which  the 
•  claimants  invested  or*  advanced  in  the  pur- 
ehase;  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  authorizes 
me  to  go  further.'' 

This  case  was  taken  to  the  circuit  court 
and  there  affirmed.  No  appeal  was  taken  to 
the  supreme  court  from  that  part  of  the  de- 
eree  which  allowed  the  claim  of  Phipps  ft 
Company.  The  decree  of  condemnation  of 
the  residue  was  affirmed.  2  Black,  635,  17 
L.  ed.  459. 

The  bark  Winifred  was  captured  in  May, 
1861,  off  Cape  Henry,  and  confiscation  of 
vessel  and  cargo  was  demanded  as  being 
enemy's  property.  The  cargo,  consisting  of 
4,200  baes  of  coffee,  had  been  purchased  by 
Phipps  ft  Company  in  Rio,  as  agents  for 
Crenshaw  ft  Company,  Richmond  merchants. 
Phipps  ft  Company  advanced  their  own  funds 
to  iJie  extent  of  three  eighths  of  the  cargo. 
The  consignment  formally  was  to  shipper's 
order,  but  the  bills  of  lading  were  sent  for- 
ward indorsed  to  Crenshaw  ft  Company. 
Subsequently,  Phipps  ft  Company  made  fur- 
ther advances  of  $20,622  on  April  26, 
while  the  goods  were  in  transit,  and,  after 
the  outbreak  of  hostilities,  taking  a  reas- 
signment of  the  bills  of  lading.  The  district 
oourt  ordered  a  restoration  of  three  eighths 
of  the  cargo  to  Phipps  ft  Company,  but  re- 
fused to  allow  their  daim  for  the  further  ad- 
vances on  the  other  five  eighths  of  the  cargo, 
eiting  The  Marianna,  6  C.  Rob.  24,  and  The 
Franoee,  8  Cranch,  418,  3  L.  ed.  609.  But 
on  appeal  the  circuit  court,  while  affirming 
the  decree  allowing  the  claim  against  the 
three  eighths  of  the  cargo,  reversed  that  part 
of  the  decree  which  refused  the  claim  for  the 
further  advances,  allowed  further  proofs, 
and  on  December  — ,  1863,  allowed  the  en- 
tire elaim  of  Phipps  ft  Company,  with  inter- 
est. The  Winifred,  Blatchf.  Prize  Cas.  page 
85,  and  note,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,873. 

The  Lynchburg  was  captured  with  her  car- 
go in  May,  1861,  at  the  mouth  of  Chesa- 
peake bay.  Two  thousand  and  forty-five 
iMigs  of  coffee,  part  of  her  cargo,  had  been 
purchased  by  Maxwell,  Wright,  ft  Company 
as  agents  for  Wortham  ft  Company,  of 
Richmond.  Maxwell,  Wright,  ft  Company 
took  bills  of  lading,  consigning  the  cargo  to 
their  own  order,  and  drew  against  them  on 
Brown,  Shipley,  ft  Company,  of  London,  for 
£6,090,  who  accepted  the  drafts  and  subse- 


onently  paid  thentL    The  entire  eargo  was« 
aestined  ultimately  for  enemies.    Wortham  g 
ft*  Company,  of  Richmond,  claimed  504  bags  • 
of   this   shipment,    subject  to  the  lien  of 
Brown,  Shipley,  ft  Company.    The  district 
court  restored  to  Brown,  Shipley,  ft  Com- 
pany 1,541  bags,  but  condemned  the  504  bags 
claimed  by  Wortham  ft  Company  as  enemy's 
property.    Judge  Betts  said: 

"The  daim  to  an  absolute  ownership  of  the 
2,045  bags  was  placed  before  the  court  in  the 
oral  argument  and  in  the  written  points  filed 
in  the  cause  by  the  counsel  for  the  claimants, 
upon  the  proposition  of  law  that  a  bill  of 
lading,  transmitted  to  them  by  the  shipper 
to  cover  advances,  passed  to  them  the  title 
to  the  cargo  purchased  therewith.  If  this 
doctrine  be  correct  as  to  mere  commercial 
transactions,  it  does  not  prevail  in  prize 
courts,  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  captors, 
when  the  interest  of  the  claimant  is  only  a 
debt,  although  supported  by  liens  equitsAls 
and  tacit,  or  legal  and  positive,  even  of  the 
character  of  bottomry  lK)nds,  when  not  sig- 
nified on  the  ship's  papers  at  the  time  of  her 
capture.  The  Frances,  8  Cran«h,  418,  8  L. 
ed.  600;  The  Tohago,  5  C.  Rob.  218;  The 
Marianna,  6  C.  Rob.  24." 

On  appeal  the  circuit  oourt  affirmed  as  to 
the  allowance  of  the  claim  of  Brown,  Ship- 
ley, ft  Company  for  the  1,541  bags,  but  r» 
versed  the  refusal  of  their  further  claim  for 
504  bags,  allowed  the  claimants  to  give  fur- 
ther proofs,  and  ultimately  the  504  bags  were 
restored  by  consent  to  the  claimants.  The 
Lynchburg,  Blatchf.  Prize  Cas.  51,  and  note 
on  p.  52. 

The  exigencies  of  trade  have  called  a  daas 
of  instruments  into  being  which  are  substan- 
tially acknowledgments  by  public  or  privats 
agents  that  they  have  received  merchandise, 
and  from  whom  or  on  whose  account;  and 
usage  has  made  the  possession  of  such  doc- 
uments equivalent  to  the  possession  of  the 
property  itself.  Among  them  the  most  not- 
able is  the  bill  of  lading,  in  respect  to  whieh, 
and  replying  to  the  question  whether  at  law 
the  property  of  goods  at  sea  passes  by  the  in- 
dorsement of  a  bill  of  lading,  Buller,  J,,  said, 
in  his  opinion  in  Liokharrow  v.  ifasofi.* 
"Every  authority  which  can  be  adduced, 
from  the  earliest  period  of  time  down  to  the 
present  hour,  agree  that  at  law  the  property 


Cas.  vol.  1,  pt.  11,  7th  Am.  ed.  *860,  under  the 
head  of  Liokharrow  v.  Mason, 

The  conclusion  warranted  by  the  eases  is 
that,  as  well  advances  made  for  the  purchass 
of  goods,  as  an  absolute  purchase,  are  pro- 
tected by  bills  of  lading,  whether  made  out 
directly  to  the  party  purchasing  or  making 
the  advancements,  or  indorsed  to  him  by  the 
shipper. 

Wliile  possession  of  the  bills  of  lading  im- 
ports a  legal  title  to  the  goods,  yet  in  priss 
cases  it  is  permitted  for  the  courts  to  go  b^ 
hind  the  bills  of  lading,  if  there  is  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  party  in  whose 
name  uiey  are  issued,  or  to  whom  they  have 
been  indorsed,  has  no  equitable  interest  or  is 
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a  mere  oover  to  an  enemj.  In  tlie  present 
ease  there  was  no  transfer  of  the  property 
from  an  enemy  to  a  neutral.  Up  to  the  time 
of  shipment  the  entire  cargo  was  owned  by 
Pla  Gibemau  &  Ck>mpan7.  They  tranaferred 
It  to  the  London  ft  River  Plate  Bank,  lam* 
ited,  who  in  turn  transferred  it  to  Klein- 
wort  Sons  ft  Ck)mpany,  who  produced  the 
bills  of  lading  at  the  hearing  and  moyed  the 
payment  by  them,  before  the  capture  of  the 
vessel,  of  the  drafts  whose  negotiation  fur- 
nished the  moneys  used  in  the  purchase  of  the 
goods.  The  entire  issue  of  each  set  of  bills 
of  lading  was  possessed  by  Eleinwort  Sons  ft 
Company,  under  indorsements  which  gave  to 
them  only  the  right  to  demand  delivery  from 
the  vessel. 

The  case  falls  plainly  within  the  law  as  ad- 
ministered in  Ths  Amy  Warwick^  T%e  Win- 
ifred, and  Tli€  Lynohhurg, 

If  the  rule  asked  for  by  the  captors  in  tliis 
ease  should  be  upheld,  namely,  that  bills  of 
lading  indorsed  to  neutrals^  acting  in  flOod 
faith,  who  have  advanced  money  to  purchase 
goods  shipped  long  before  the  declaration  of 
war,  do  not  create  a  right  of  property  in  the 
ffoods,  there  would  be  very  little  room  left  for 
the  operation  of  the  President's  proclama- 
tion exempting  neutral  goods  from  condem- 
nation. Such  a  rule  would  be  very  unfortu- 
nate as  respects  the  commerce  of  the  United 
States  in  case  of  hostilities  between  Euro- 
pean countries.  Owing  to  the  limited 
amount  of  merchant  shipping  owned  in  the 
United  States,  the  greater  part  of  their  prod- 
^ucts,  whether  breadstuffs  or  manufactured 
g  goods,  has  to  be  carried  in  foreign  vessels, 
«  and*it  is  quite  evident  that  bankers  and  cap- 
italists could  not  afford  to  advance  the 
moneys  needed  to  make  purchases,  if  they 
oould  not  be  protected  against  seizure  by 
foreign  belligerents,  by  the  indorsement  to 
them  of  bills  of  lading.  Only  those  who  ac- 
tually own  the  goods  could  safely  ship  them 
on  vessels  owned  by  belligerents,  and,  what 
constitutes  the  larger  part  of  international 
trade,  the  purchase  and  shipment  of  mer- 
chandise by  factors  with  moneys  advanced  by 
banking  houses  would,  in  case  of  war,  have 
to  cease. 

The  decree  of  the  distriot  court  should  be 
•iHrmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  concurs  in  this  dis- 
■ent. 

(177  U.  8.  <0»> 
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P.  De  CORDOVA  et  ak 

Federal  court — jurisdiction  to  eet  aeide 
judgment  of  state  court — amendment  of 
pleading  to  aver  citizenship. 

1»  A  Federal  court  may  take  Jurtsdletlon  of  a 
colt  to  set  aside  a  Jadgment  of  a  state  court 
in  the  same  state,  when  It  Is  attacked  for 
fraud  and  want  of  Jurisdiction  because  It  was 
rendered  on  service  hj  publication,  the  order 
for  which  was  obtained  by  a  false  affidavit. 

S.  A  defect  in  a  bill  In  a  Federal  court,  which 
20  8.  C— «2. 


tells  to  aver  the 

be  cured  bj  amendment, 
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Argued  and  Submitted  April  17,  1900.  De- 
cided May  H,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Texas  dismissing  a  bill 
for  want  of  jurisdiction.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Whites 
By  their  original  bill  the  complainants, 
alleging  themselves  to  be  citizens  of  the 
state  of  Louisiana,  complained  against  P. 
De  Cordova,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Texas 
residing  in  Travis  county,  W.  R.  Boyd,  P. 
E.  Hill,  Charles  Robertson,  J.  M.  Parker,  and 
George  W.  McAdams,  citizens  of  Texas  and 
residents  of  Freestone  county,  and  against 
Joseph  Smolenski,  as  to  whom  it  was  merely 
allied  he  "is  not  an  inhabitant  of  or  foimd 
within  this  district."  The  grounds  for  t»> 
lief  which  it  is  necessary  to  notice  for  the 
purposes  of  the  questions  before  us,  averred 
in  tne  original  bill  and  an  amendment  there- 
to, were  as  follows:  That  the  complainants 
were  the  sole  legal  heirs  of  J.  W.  Zacharie^ 
their  deceased  father,  who  durinff  his  life- 
time was  a  citizen  and  resident  of  the  state 
of  Louisiana;  that  their  said  deceased  sa* 
^cestor  owned  a  tx  act  of  11  leagues  of  landS 
situated  in  Freestone  and  Anderson  coun-f 
ties,  Texas,  which  had  been  granted  to  Man* 
uel  Riondo,  by  the  states  of  Coahuila  and 
Texas;  that  on  the  26th  of  February,  1852, 
their  said  father  made  a  contract  with 
Jacob  and  Phineas  De  Cordova  by  which  the 
two  last-named  persons  agreed  to  have  the 
grant  above  mentioned  properly  placed 
upon  the  records,  to  endeavor  to  effect  com- 
promises with  certain  parties  holding  claims 
by  junior  locations  covering  some  of  the 
land  in  the  grant;  that  by  the  agreement  in 
question  all  expenses  except  the  taxes  were 
to  be  paid  by  the  two  Cordovas,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  their  services  they  were  to  re- 
ceive one  third  of  the  receipts  derived  from 
the  sale  of  all  the  land  which  might  be  cov- 
ered by  the  compromises  to  be  effected  as 
aforesaid.  It  was  alleged  that  in  pursuance 
of  the  contract  the  two  De  Cordovas  made 
various  compromises  with  persons  claiming 
under  junior  grants,  and  that  the  land  thus 
embraced,  the  exact  amount  of  which  was 
not  alleged,  although  it  probably  equalled 
10,000  acres,  was  sold,  and  they  received 
their  share  of  the  proceeds  resulting  from 
the  sale.  It  was  charged  that  in  1860  Jacob 
De  Cordova  acknowledged  in  writing  that  a 
full  settlement  had  been  made  with  him  by 
Zacharie  for  all  the  lands  as  to  which  com- 

Sromises  had  been  made,  and  he  therefore 
eclared  that  all  and  every  right  which  had 
vested  in  him  by  the  contract  in  question 
had  been  liquidated  and  settled.  It  was 
then  averred  that  on  the  9th  of  November, 
1895,  Phineas  De  Cordova,  with  the  object  of 
defrauding  complainants  of  their  right  and 
title  to  the  land  aforesaid,  filed  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Freestone  county,  Texas,  a  suit 
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in  partition,  in  which  he  falsely  alleged  him- 
eeli  to  be  the  owner  of  an  undivided  one- 
sixth  of  the  land  situated  in  the  Riondo 
grant;  that  this  suit  was  brought  sgainst 
the  unknown  heirs  of  J.  W.  Zacharie,  de- 
ceased, and  against  Joseph  Smolensk!,  whose 
residence  was  also  in  said  suit  alleged  to  be 
unknown.  At  the  time  this  suit  was  thus 
brought  by  De  Cordova  it  was  averred  that 
both  he  and  Boyd,  the  attorney  who  repre- 
sented De  Cordova  in  the  suit,  knew  who 
were  the  heirs  of  J.  W.  Zacharie  and  where 
they  resided,  but  that  in  order  to  defraud 
■ad  to  avoid  notice  to  them  of  the  suit,  and 
^to  obtain  summons  by  publication  as  re- 
o  quired  by  the  law  of  Texas,  an  affidavit  was 

*  made  by  William  R.  Boyd,  the  attorney,  that 
the  heirs  of  Zacharie  and  their  residences 
were  unknown;  that,  predicated  upon  this 
affidavit,  the  order  for  publication  was  given 
by  the  court;  that,  instead  of  publishing  the 
notice  at  the  county  seat,  it  was  inserted  in 
a  newspaper  in  a  remote  portion  of  the  coun- 
ty, and  that  the  complainants  had  no  knowl- 
edge whatever  of  the  suit  until  long  after 
its  termination;  that  in  this  suit  for  parti- 
tion an  attorney  was  subsequently  appointed 
to  represent  the  unknown  and  absent  defend- 
ants; that  the  law  of  the  state  of  Texas  re- 
quired that  a  statement  of  facts  should  be 
made  by  the  judge,  but  that  one  was  pre- 
pared by  Boyd,  representing  De  Cordova, 
and  the  attorney  who  had  been  appointed  to 
represent  the  absent  defendants,  which  had 
for  its  effect  to  produce  upon  the  mind  of 
the  court  the  impression  that  under  the  con- 
tract aforesaid,  made  between  the  Cordovas 
and  Zacharie,  the  Cordovas  were  entitled  as 
owners  to  one  third  of  the  11  leagues  of  land ; 
that  being  misled  to  that  conclusion,  after 
proceedings  as  required  in  partition  suits, 
a  decree  of  partition  was  entered.  The  com- 
plaint as  amended  made  other  charges  of 
fraud  and  deception  which  it  is  unnecessary 
to  recapitulate.  As  to  the  other  defendants 
to  the  bill,  except  Smolensk! ,  it  was  averred 
that  they  had  acquired,  with  full  notice  of  the 
fraud  which  it  was  charged  had  been  oper- 
ated upon  the  Zacharie  heirs  by  the  parti- 
tion suit  as  aforesaid,  portions  of  the  land 
in  question.  Smolenski  was  made  a  party 
to  the  bill  because  of  the  following  aver- 
ments: After  the  adjustment  alleged  to 
have  been  made  between  Zacharie  and  De 
Cordova,  it  was  stated  that  Zacharie  had 
sold  all  the  land  in  Au^st.  1865,  to  Smo- 
lenski for  the  price  of  $15,000,  evidenced  by 
his  notes  as  follows:  One  for  $3,000  dated 
May  1.  1866,  and  twelve  notes  of  $1,000  each, 
payable  yearly  thereafter,  with  8  per  cent 
interest  per  annum  from  May  1,  1866;  that 
in  the  deed  to  Smolenski  it  was  stipulated 
that  a  vendor's  lien  should  be  retained  on 
the  land  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  notes, 
and  it  was  provided  that  if  any  of  the  said 
notes  should  remain  unpaid  for  six  months 
after  maturity,  the  vendor  should  have  ipso 
faoio  the  right  to  cancel  and  annul  the  sale. 

2  and    re-enter    and    take   possession  of  said 
elands.    It  was  then  averred  that  none  of  the 

*  notes  given  by  SmolenskThad  ever  been  paid, 
although  past  due  for  twenty  or  thirty  years. 


The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  the  pro- 
ceedings in  partition  and  the  decree  direct 
ing  the  same  be  adjudged  to  be  fraudulent  and 
void,  that  the  sales  made  to  the  other  defend- 
ants be  also  declared  fraudulent  and  void, 
and  that  the  deed  made  by  Zacharie  to  Sm(^ 
lenski  be  set  aside  and  canceled,  and  the 
cloud  thereby  "cast  on  yoiir  orators'  title  to 
said  land  be  removed." 

To  the  bill  and  the  amendment  thereto  the 
defendants  demurred  on  the  following 
grounds: 

"First.  It  appears  from  the  face  of  plain- 
tiff's amended  bill  that  the  bill  seeks  to  set 
aside,  cancel,  and  annul  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court  of  Freestone  county,  state  of 
Texas,  and  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  or 
power  to  cancel,  set  aside,  or  annul  the  judg- 
ment of  the  state  courts  said  court  having 
jurisdiction  both  over  the  subject-matter  and 
of  the  persons  in  said  suit,  said  suit  being  a 
partition  suit  and  the  proceedings  one  im 
rem» 

"Second.  The  amended  bill  shows  upon  its 
face  that  the  object  of  Uie  bill  is  to  obtain  a 
new  trial  in  this  court  in  cause  No.  1960, 
tried  and  determined  in  the  district  court  of 
Freestone  county,  Texas,  as  shown  by  the 
exhibits  to  the  bill,  under  and  in  accordance 
with  article  1375  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Texas. 

"That  this  proceeding  is  but  a  continua* 
tion  of  said  suit,  and  uiis  court  has  no  ju- 
risdiction of  the  same,  but  the  district  court 
of  Freestone  county,  Texas,  alone  has  juris- 
diction of  the  same. 

"Third.  That  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  of  Freestone  county,  Texas,  is  valid 
and  binding  upon  all  of  the  parties  to  this 
suit,  and  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  pow- 
er, or  authority  to  review  or  to  cancel  and 
annul  the  same  for  the  pretended  fraud,  as 
set  out  in  plaintiff's  bill,  or  for  any  other 
cause  therein  stated." 

After  hearing,  the  court  sustained  the  de- 
murrer and  dismissed  the  suit  "for  want  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  in  contro- 
versy,"  and  the  correctness  of  its  acUon  in 
so  doing  is  the  question  which  arises  on  this 
appeal.  ^ 

•Mr.  F*  C.  Zacharie  for  appellants.  f 

Messrs.  R.  K  Ward  and  Ashhy  B,  Jam69 
for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Wl&ite,  after  makiii|^  the  fore- 
going statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

That  the  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer and  dismissing  the  suit  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  the 
controversy  has  been  in  effect  conclusively 
settled  by  this  court  in  a  case  decided  since 
the  action  of  the  court  below  was  taken. 
Cooper  y.  Newell,  173  U.  S.  555,  43  L.  ed. 
808,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  506.  In  that  case  suit 
had  been  brought  in  a  court  of  the  state  of 
Texas,  in  the  ordinary  form  of  trespass  to 
try  title,  by  Peter  McGrael  against  Stewart 
Newell,  the  defendant.  It  was  alleged  in  the 
suit  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  resident  of  Tex- 
as, and  that  the  defendant  was  also  a  resi* 
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dent  and  citizen  of  that  state.  An  answer 
was  filed  in  the  cause  by  an  attorney  at  law 
in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  and  the  suit 
proceeded  to  judgment.  The  controyersj  de- 
cided in  Coofer  v.  yetoell  thus  arose:  Newell 
filed  his  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  in  and  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Texas,  in  the  ordinary  form  of  trespass 
to  try  title  to  recover  the  land  to  which  the 
suit  of  MoChrael  v.  Netoell  had  related.  He 
charged  that  the  defendants  claimed  title  un- 
der &e  judgment  rendered  in  that  suit,  but 
tiiat  they  had  no  title  because  he,  Newell, 
had  never  resided  in  the  state  of  Texas,  had 
not  authorized  any  attorney  to  appear  for 
him  in  the  suit,  and  that,  therefore,  the  pro- 
ceedings in  MoOrael  v.  Vewell  were  as  to  him 
rea  inter  aUo9  oofa,  and  wholly  void.  The 
controversy  turned  on  whether  Newell  could 
be  heard  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  to  attack  the  judgment  of  the  state 
court,  it  being  contended  that  the  fact  that 
Newell  was  represented  by  an  attorney  at 
law,  who  appeared  and  filed  an  answer  in  his 
name,  was  conclusively  established  by  the 
ludgment,  which  could  not  be  assailed  col- 
laterally in  a  court  of  the  United  States, 
^  however  much  it  might  be  subject  to  direct 
S  attack  for  fraud  in  the  courts  of  the  state  of 
*  Texas.  The  contention  waa*not  maintained, 
it  being  decided  that,  as  the  charges  went  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court,  such  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  could  be  examined  in  the 
eourts  of  the  United  States  whenever  the 
judgment  of  the  state  court  was  presented  as 
a  muniment  of  title.  The  alleged  facts  in  the 
ease  before  us  bring  it  directly  within  this 
ruling.  By  chapter  05,  S§  13  and  14,  Laws  of 
Texas  1847  and  1848,  page  129,  the  affidavit 
by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  as  to  the 
want  of  knowledge  of  the  names  of  the  par- 
ties defendant  or  their  residences  is  made  an 
essential  prerequisite  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  to  issue  an  order  for  publication. 
In  other  words,  a  summons  by  publication 
can  only  take  place  when  the  essential  affi- 
davit is  previously  made.  In  the  state  court 
the  affidavit  was  therefore  jurisdictional  in 
its  character ;  and  its  verity  was  directly  as- 
sailed by  the  averments  of  the  present* bill, 
which  were  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  Be- 
sides this  decisive  consideration,  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  state  court,  whatever  may  have 
been  their  efficacy  as  a  defense  to  the  charges 
of  fraud  contained  in  the  bill,  as  to  which  we 
express  no  opinion,  were  not  adequate  to  de- 
feat the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States.  In  other  words,  they  ad- 
dress themselves,  not  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  but  to  the  merits  of  the  cause. 
Huntington  v.  Laidley,  176  U.  8.  668, 20  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  526,  44  L.  ed.  — -b 

Whilst  the  demurrer  which  the  court  be- 
low maintained  was  predicated  solely  on  the 
fact  that  there  was  a  want  of  jurisdiction 
because  of  the  proceedings  had  in  the  state 
court,  which  the  bill  assailed  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  and  fraud,  we  have  observed 
that  the  citizenship  of  Smolensk!  is  not 
arerr^  in  the  bill.    This  defect  was  curable 

S  amendment,  and  it  was  not  only  within 
e  power,  but  the  duty,  of  the  court,  on  its 


attention  being  called  to  the  fact,  to  have  al- 
lowed such  an  amendment  to  be  made.  It 
follows  that  the  judgment  must  he  reversed^ 
and  the  cause  be  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings in  conformity  with  this  opinion, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


(177  U.  S.  584) 

NEWMAN  ER6,  as  Receiver  of  the  Kansas 
City,  Wyandotte,  k  Northwestern  Rail- 
road Company,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

OTTO  J.  MORASCH  and  Eliza  Morasch, 
as  the  Next  of  Kin  of  Irene  Morasch,  De- 
ceased. 

Iteoefvers— dtttiet  of — lialnlity  to  suit  reg» 
ulation  of  speed  of  trains  hy  oity--effect 
on  interstate  trains — ewoeption  of  dummp 
engines  or  eleotrio  railroad. 

1.  A  receiver  appointed  by  a  Federal  court  to 
take  charge  of  a  railroad  must  operate  the 
road  according  to  the  laws  of  the  state  to 
which  It  Is  sitoated. 

2.  A  receiver  Is  liable  to  salt  In  a  court  other 
than  that  by  which  he  was  appointed,  even 
In  a  state  court,  for  disregard  of  official  duty 
which  causes  Injury  to  the  parties  suing. 

8.  A  regulation  by  a  city  of  the  speed  of  rail- 
road trains  within  the  city  limits  Is  not.  as 
to  Interstate  trains,  an  unconstitutional  regu- 
lation of  Interatate  commerce, — at  least  until 
Congress  shall  take  action  in  the  matter. 

4.  An  exception  of  a  dummy  railroad  operated 
by  steam,  or  of  an  electric  railroad,  from  an 
ordinance  limiting  the  speed  of  railroad 
trains  within  a  city,  does  not  make  an  arbi- 
trary and  unreasonable  classlflcatlon  In  denial 
of  the  equal  protection  of  the  lawa 

[No.  240.] 

Submitted  April  18, 1900.    Decided  May  H. 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Kansas  to  review  a  decision  sus- 
taining an  ordinance  regulating  speed  of 
trains  in  a  city.    A/firmed. 

See  same  case  below,  60  Kan.  251,  56  Pae. 
133. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  B.  P.  Wasgener  and  A.  H. 
Horton  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Georse  B.  Watson  for  defendants 
in 


Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court:  g 

While  in  their  briefs  many  matters  areS 
discussed  with*  fulness  and  elaboration  by* 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  those  of  a  Federal  nature  involved 
in  this  record  are  few  in  number  and  prac> 
tically  determined  by  previous  decisions  of 
this  court.  Of  course,  all  questions  arising 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Kansas 
are,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  foreclosed 
by  the  decisions  of  the  state  courts.  Turner 
V.  Wilkes  County  Comrs.  173  U.  S.  461,  48 
L.  ed.  768,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  464;  Broum  t. 
New  Jersey,  175  U.  S.  172,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
77,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  and  cases  cited  in  opinion. 

In  September,  1888,  the  city  council  of 
Kansas  City  passed  an  ordinance  regulating 
the  running  of  railroad  trains  through  that 
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dty.  SecUoiis  2  and  8  an  the  011I7  onea 
material  to  the  prcaeat  eontrorer^.  Thejf 
are  aa  follows: 

"See.  2.  It  shall  he  vnl&wf nl  for  anj  such 
engineer,  eonductM*,  or  other  persons  having 
a  railway  engine  or  train  of  ears  in  charge 
to  permit  the  same  to  he  ran  along  any  trade 
in  said  dty  at  a  greater  speed  than  six  miles 
an  hour.'' 

''See.  8.  The  proYisions  of  this  ordinance 
shall  not  applj  to  the  Interstate  Rapid  Tran- 
sit Railway  Companj,  excepting  with  refer- 
cnee  to  funeral  or  other  processions." 

Now,  in  respect  to  the  Federal  questions, 
we  remark,  first,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a  re- 
eeiver,  appointed  by  a  Federal  court  to  take 
charge  of  a  railroad,  to  operate  such  road 
acoording  to  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
it  is  situated.  25  Stat  at  L.  436,  chap.  866, 
f  2;  United  Btaiet  t.  Ewrris,  177  U.  &  305, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  000,  44  L.  ed.  — . 

Second,  that  ne  is  liable  to  suit  in  a  court 
other  than  that  by  which  he  was  appointed, 
even  in  a  state  court,  for  a  disregard  of  offi- 
dal  duty  which  causes  injury  to  the  party 
suing.  MeVulia  v.  Lochridge,  141  IJ.  S. 
327,  35  L.  ed.  796,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  11; 
Texas  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Cow,  145  U.  a  693,  36 
L.  ed.  829,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  905. 

Third,  that  a  city,  when  authorized  by  the 
l^slature,  may  regulate  the  speed  of  rail- 
road trains  within  the  city  limits.  Rich- 
mond, F.  d  P.  R,  Co.  V.  Richmond,  96  U.  8. 
621,  24  L.  ed.  734;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d  8i.  L. 
B.  Co.  V.  Illinois  e»  rel  JeU,  111  U.  S.  614^ 
20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  722, 44  L.  ed.  — .  Sudi  act 
is,  even  as  to  interstate  trains,  one  only  in- 
directly affecting  interstate  commerce,  and  is 
within  the  power  of  the  state  until  at  least 
e  Congress  shall  take  action  in  the  matter. 
S  And,  fourth,  the  sections  quoted  of  the 
*  ordinance  are  not  ii*conflict  with  those  pro- 
visions of  the  1st  section  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which  re- 
strain a  state  from  denying  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws.  This  last  proposition 
seems  to  be  the  only  matter  requiring  any- 
thing more  than  a  declaration  of  the  law  and 
a  dtation  of  decided  cases. 

The  contention  here  is  that  the  exception 
of  the  Interstate  Transit  Railway  Company 
from  the  provision  in  reference  to  the  speed 
of  its  trains  creates  a  classification  which 
Is  arbitrary  and  without  any  reasonable 
bads,  and  therefore  operates  to  deny  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws.  QvXfj  C.  d  8. 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Ellie,  165  U.  8.  160,  41  L.  ed. 
666,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  255.  If  there  were 
nothing  in  the  record  beyond  the  mere  words 
of  the  ordinance  we  are  of  opinion  that  that 
contention  could  not  be  sustained,  because 
it  is  obvious  on  a  moment's  reflection  that 
the  tracks  of  different  railroads  may  traverse 
the  limits  of  a  dty  under  circumstances  so 
essentially  different  as  to  justify  separate 
regulations.  One  may  pass  through  crowd- 
ed parts  crossing  or  along  streets  constantly 
traveled  upon  by  foot  passengers  and  ve- 
hicles, while  others  may  pass  through  remote 
parts  of  the  dty  where  there  is  little  travel 
and  little  danger  to  individuals  or  carriages. 
One  may  pass  through  such  parts  of  the  dty 


aa  will  prevent  its  tracks  from  being  fenced 
and  where  it  is  not  in  fact  fence^  while 
another  may  pass  through  parts  whidi  per- 
mit of  the  fencing  of  the  tracks  and  where 
ita  tracks  are  in  fact  fenced.  Under  those 
drcumstaneea  a  difference  of  r^s^ation  aa 
to  the  matter  of  speed  would  be  perfectly 
Intimate,  and  it  could  not  be  held  tliat  the 
classification  was  arbitrary  or  without  rear 
sonable  reference  to  the  conditions  of  the 
several  roada.  With  the  presimiption  al- 
waya  in  favor  of  the  validi^  of  legislation, 
state  or  munidpal,  if  the  ordinance  stood  by 
itsdf  the  courts  would  be  compelled  to  pre- 
sume that  the  different  circumstances  sur- 
rounding the  tracks  of  the  respective  rail- 
roads were  such  as  to  justify  a  different  rule 
in  respect  to  the  speed  of  thdr  trains. 

But  in  this  ease  we  are  not  left  to  any 
mere  matter  of  presumption.  The  testimony 
discloses  that  Uie  Interstate  Rapid  Transit 
Railroad  is  simply  a  street  railroad  connects 
ing  the  citiea  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and 
Kansas  City,  Kansas,  operated  at  the  timeg 
of  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  by  steam  10 
power,  but* with  that  power  used  only  in* 
dummy  engines,  and,  at  the  time  of  the  a^ 
ddent  involved  in  this  case,  by  electrid^. 
It  is  true  that  there  is  testimony  that  at  or 
near  the  place  where  the  accident  happened 
parties  thought  the  operation  of  the  street 
railroad  was  more  dangerous  than  the  oper- 
ation of  the  railroad  of  which  the  plaintiff 
in  error  was  recdver,  but  the  validity  of 
such  an  ordinance  is  not  determinable  by  in- 
dividual judgments.  It  is  not  a  question  to 
be  settled  by  the  opinions  of  witnesses  and 
the  verdict  of  a  jury  upon  the  question 
whether  one  railroad  in  its  operation  is  more 
dangerous  than  another.  All  that  is  neces- 
sary to  uphold  the  ordinance  is  that  there  ia 
a  difference,  and  that  existing  it  is  for  the 
dty  council  to  determine  whether  separate 
regulations  shall  be  applied  to  the  two.  It 
is  not  strange  that  one  witness  differs  from 
another  in  respect  to  the  comparative  dan- 
ger of  the  two  roads.  One  jury  mi?ht  also 
disagree  with  another  in  respect  to  the  same 
matter.  But  neither  witness  nor  jury  de- 
termine the  validity  of  state  or  municipal 
legislation.  Given  the  fact  of  a  difference, 
it  is  a  part  of  the  legislative  power  to  de- 
termine what  difference  there  shall  be  in 
the  prescribed  regulations.  We  see  nothing 
else  in  this  case  calling  for  notice,  snd  tk^ 
judgment  of  tlis  Supreme  Court  of  Kan9Q9 
18  a/firmed. 

(177  U.  S.  606) 

GEORGETTE    A.    CHAMBERLIN    et    «!., 
Appta., 

V. 

HORATIO  BROWNING  and  Alpheus  Mid- 
dieton.  Trading  as  Browninsr  &  Middleton : 
Thomas  T.  Keane;  The  Central  National 
Bank  of  Washington;  and  Edward  O, 
Whitford. 

Appeal — amount  in  diepute^-undfing  Mp«- 
rate  elaime  of  appeUees. 

V  Ths  separate  and  distinct  claims  of  attaA- 
ment  credltora  cannot  t>s  united  for  the  pur- 
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pom  of  making  th«  tnrlfldletlonal  amount  on 
app«al  from  a  Judgment  denying  an  Injunction 
to  prevent  the  enforcement  of  their  claim* 
agalnat  real  eatate,  where  they  do  not  Jointly 
aaaert  their  dalma,  or  claim  under  a  oommon 
right. 
2.  An  appellant  cannot  unite  the  separate  In- 
terests of  appellees,  to  make  np  the  Jurisdic- 
tional amount,  for  the  purpose  of  an  appeal. 
If  the  appellees  could  not  have  dono  to  In 
case  of  recoyery  against  them. 


[No.  251.] 

Argued  April   19,  1900. 
1900. 


Decided  May  H, 


APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  af- 
flrming  a  decree  of  reversal.  Dismissed  for 
want  of  jurisdiction. 

See  same  case  below,  14  App.  D.  C.  889. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  WMtet 

John  D.  Scott  executed  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  on  April  24, 1886,  a  deed  of  volun- 
tary assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  credi- 
tors, embracing  in  a  schedule  of  his  assets, 
among  other  property,  a  life  estate  in  certain 
land  situated  in  Montgomery  county,  Mary- 
land. Horatio  Browning  qualified  as  as- 
aignee  under  the  deed  of  assignment. 

Various  steps  were  taken  under  the  assign- 
ment, but  prior  as  well  as  subsequent  to  tiie 
recording  of  the  deed  in  Montgomery  county, 
Maryland,  certain  creditors  of  Scott,  all  but 
one  of  whom  resided  in  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia, seized  the  real  estate  referred  to  un- 
der attachment  process  issued  in  Mary- 
land. The  attachment  proceedings  went 
to  judgment,  whereupon  one  of  the  judg- 
ment creditors  filed  a  bill  in  the  Mary- 
land court  to  declare  that  the  interest  of 
Scott  in  said  real  estate  was  in  fee  simple, 
and  not  merely  a  life  estate.  In  this  latter 
suit  a  decree  was  entered  sustaining  the 
claim  of  the  creditors,  and  proceedings  were 
then  taken  by  the  several  creditors  to  en- 
force their  judgment  daima  against  said  real 
estate. 

The  appellants,  as  creditors  of  Scott,  there- 
upon filed  their  bill  in  the  supreme  court  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  against  Scott, 
Browning,  the  assignee,  and  the  various 
creditors  who  had  instituted  the  attachment 

f  proceedings  in  Maryland.  In  substance  the 
bill  set  out  the  various  facts  hereinbefore  re- 
*  cited,  charged* that  the  attaching  creditors 
had  actual  and  constructiTe  notice  of  the 
deed  of  assignment,  and  had  participated  in 
the  proceedings  thereunder,  and  were  vnth- 
out  lawful  right  to  enforce  their  attachment 
claims  against  the  real  estate  referred  to, 
and  thus  to  secure  a  preference  over  the 
<»ther  creditors  who  had  elected  to  take  the 
benefit  of  the  deed  of  assignm^it.  The  sums 
sought  to  be  recovered  by  each  of  the  attach- 
ing creditors  in  the  proceedings  in  Maryland 
were  enumerated  in  the  bill,  and  in  no  in- 
stance did  the  claim  or  claims  of  any  of  said 
ereditors  aggregate  more  than  $3,500.  Va- 
rious allegations  were  also  contained  in  the 
bill    with    respect    to    mismanagement    by 


Browning  in  the  execution  of  his  trust  as 
assignee.  Part  of  the  specific  relief  prayed 
in  the  bill  was  the  removal  of  Browning  as 
assignee,  a  stating  of  his  accounts,  discovery 
by  Scott  of  further  assets,  and  the  execution 
by  him  of  a  deed  in  fee  simple  of  the  Mary- 
land property.  As  to  the  attaching  credit^ 
ors,  the  following  relief  was  prayed : 

''Six.  That  the  attaching  creditors  be  re- 
strained, pending  this  action,  from  in  any 
manner  proceeding  to  enforce  their  said  at- 
tachments on  judgments  of  condemnation 
against  said  Maryland  land,  and  from  doing 
any  act  or  thing  to  hinder,  delay,  or  inter- 
fere with  the  control  or  management  of  the 
estate  abroad  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  said 
Scott's  creditors,  and  from  in  any  way  seek- 
ing to  secure  to  themselves  any  greater  bene- 
fit or  interest  out  of  said  estate  and  effects 
than  shall  represent  their  'pro  rata*  share 
under  said  assignment,  and  that  on  final 
hearing  such  injunction  be  made  perpetual. 

"Seven.  Or,  if  this  cannot  be  done,  that 
the  attaching  creditors  be  directed  to  bring 
into  court  any  moneys  realised  from  said 
land,  and  that  the  same  be  treated  as  assets 
passing  by  said  deed  of  assignment,  and  dis- 
tributed among  the  creditors  as  therein  di- 
rected." [Keane  v.  Chamberlain,  14  App.  D. 
C.  84.] 

Each  of  the  defendants  who  are  appellees 
in  this  court  demurred  to  the  bill.  From 
an  order  overruling  the  demurrers  an  appeal 
was  allowed  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.  That  court  reversed 
the  order  made  by  the  lower  court  and  re- 
manded the  cause,  with  directions  to  sustain^ 
the  demurrers  and  dismiss  the  bill  as  to  theS 
appellees  Keane^*MiddIeton,  the  Central  Na-* 
tional  Bank  of  Washington,  Edward  O.  Whit- 
ford,  and  the  partner^ip  of  Browning  and 
Middleton,  and  for  further  proceedings  not 
inconsistent  with  the  opinion  of  the  court* 
Thereafter  the  supreme  court  of  the  District* 
upon  consideration  of  the  mandate  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  entered  a  decree  sustaining 
the  demurrers  and  dismissing  the  bill  of  com* 
plaint  as  to  the  defendants  named  in  the 
mandate  of  the  court  of  appeals.  From  this 
decree  the  case  was  again  taken  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  and  that  court  affirmed  said  6/^ 
cree.    This  appeal  was  then  taken. 

Mr.  O.  B.  Hallam  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  Artbnr  Peter»  A*  A*  BinMj* 

and  James  8.  Edwards  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  WHite,  after  making  the  fore* 
going  statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Along  with  an  argument  npon  the  merits, 
counsel  for  the  ap^lees  hftve  presented  % 
motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal  as  to  all  the 
appellees,  because  of  the  absence  of  any  con- 
troversy involving  the  requisite  jurisdic- 
tional amount.  This  motion  we  find  to  be 
well  taken. 

The  decree  appealed  from  affected  only  the 
defendants,  who,  as  attaching  creditors,  had 
prosecuted  actions  in  the  Maryland  court 
upon  their  claims  against  their  debtor,  Scott, 
and  had  by  ancilhuy  proceedings  subjected 
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real  estate  owned  by  their  debtor  to  the  eat^ 
itfaetion  of  the  jodgmeats  obtained  in  the 
actions  referred  to. 

Reoorery  of  land  or  Its  value  was  not  the 
relief  sought  by  the  bill  below  aeainst  the 
attaching  creditors,  for  said  creditors  did 
not  hold  or  assert  title  to  the  land.  The 
value  of  the  land,  therefore,  was  clearly  not 
the  subject-matter  of  dispute  between  the 
complainants  and  the  said  attaching  credi- 
tors. The  relief  prayed  affainst  the  latter 
was  the  enjoining  of  tiie  enK>roement  against 
greal  estate  in  Maryland  of  the  judgments  ob- 
c?  tained  by  the  appellees,  or  the  bringing  into 
*  court  of  any*moneys  realized  from  said  land 
by  virtue  of  the  proceedings.  But  the  ap- 
pelloes,  as  attaching  oreditors,  were  not 
jointly  asserting  their  claims  sgainst  Scott 
or  his  property,  nor  were  they  claiming  un- 
der a  common  right.  Their  claims  and  the 
judgments  based  thereon  were  separate  and 
distinct,  the  one  from  the  other,  and  in  no 
ease  did  the  amount  of  the  judgments  ob- 
tained by  either  of  the  appellees  equal  $5,- 
000.  The  case  presented  is  clearly  within 
the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Oihson  v.  8hi^ 
feldt,  122  U.  S.  27,  30  L.  ed.  1083,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
Kep.  1066,  and  cases  there  cited.  The  Oih- 
son  CcLse  was  a  suit  brought  by  general  cred- 
itors to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  a  conveyance 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  preferred  credi- 
tors. The  decree  set  aside  the  conveyance 
as  fraudulent  so  far  only  as  it  affected  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiffs.  But  one  of  such 
general  creditors  held  a  claim  amounting  to 
|5,000.  A  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  as 
to  all  other  plaintiffs  was  sustained,  the 
court  holding  that  the  sole  matter  in  dispute 
between  the  defendants  and  each  plaintiff 
was  as  to  the  amount  which  the  latter  should 
recover,  and  that  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  of  the  defendants  as  to  all  the  plain- 
tiffs "^cept  the  one  whose  debt  exceed^  the 
Jurisdictional  amount,  should  be  granted. 
Had  the  appellants  recovered  against  the  ap- 
pellees the  amount  collected  by  the  latter  up- 
on their  judgments,  it  is  clear  that  the 
amount  in  dispute  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining jurisdiction  would  be  the  amount  of 
recovery  assessed  against  each  defendant 
separately.  Henderson  v.  Wad8u?orth,  115 
U.  S.  264,  29  L.  ed.  877,  6  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  40; 
Friend  v.  Wise,  111  U.  S.  797,  28  L.  ed.  602, 
4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  695.  As  stated  in  the  Hen- 
derson case,  neither  oodefendant  nor  co- 
plaintiffs  can  unite  their  separate  and  dis- 
tinct interests  for  the  purpose  of  making  up 
the  amount  necessary  to  give  this  court  ju- 
risdiction upon  writ  of  error  or  appeal.  If, 
therefore,  the  appellees  could  not,  if  recovery 
had  been  had  against  them,  unite  their  sepa- 
rate interests  for  the  purposes  of  an  appeal, 
the  appellants  cannot  do  so  for  the  purpose  of 
asserting  the  existence  of  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion in  this  court. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  we  repeat,  in  effect,  the 
substantial  relief  sought  against  the  attach- 
ing creditors,  and  the  matter  in  dispute  be- 
Stween  them,  was  the  defeat  of  the  distinct 
(  and  separate  claims  of  each  attaching  cred- 
itor so  far  as  it  respected  the  real*  estate 
•wned  by  Scott,  and,  as  already  shown,  no 


defendant  was  asserting  claims  which  ig^ 
grated  the  amount  required  to  confer  fi^ 
risdiction  upon  this  court. 
Dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiotion. 


(177  U.  S.  616> 
CINCINNATI.    HAMILTON,   ft  DAYTOIT 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err^ 

17. 

BENJAMIN  P.  THIEBAUD,  Administrator 
of  the  Estate  of  Chris.  Sweetman,  De- 
ceased. 

Appeal — questions  certified — eonstitutionai 
question  first  raised  by  assignment  of  er^ 
ror — concurrent  torits  of  error  from  dr- 
ouit  court  of  appeals  and  Supreme  Courts 

1.  A  question  as  to  the  constltattouallty  of  m- 
state  statute,  first  raised  in  the  assi^rnment  or 
errors  In  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  witift< 
nothing  to  present  It  In  the  circuit  court  ex- 
cept a  general  exception  to  an  Ins  miction  i» 
favor  of  the  plalntlflTs  right  to  recover  under 
the  statute,  will  not  sustain  a  writ  of  error 
to  the  circuit  courl  of  the  United  States  from 
the  Supreme  Court  under  tbe  act  of  Congress^ 
of  March  3,  1801,  chap.  517.  |  5. 

2.  A  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  to  a  circuit  court  will  be- 
dismissed-  M  taken  while  a  prior  writ  of  er> 
ror  from  a  circuit  court  of  appeals  Is  pending 
In  that  court. 

[Nos.  259,  271.] 

No,  259  Argued  April  2h  1900,  No.  til 
Submitted  April  B4,  1900.  Decided  Map 
U,  1900. 

ON  A  CERTIFICATE  in  No.  259  from  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeala 
for  the  Sixth  Circuit,  and  IN  ERROR  in  No. 
271  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Statea 
for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio,  to  deter* 
mine  a  question  as  to  the  constitutionality^ 
of  a  state  statute.  Question  certified  an* 
swered  in  the  negative  and  writ  of  error  dia-^ 
missed. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllerr 
The  certificate  in   No.    259   reads  as  fol* 
lows; 

''This  was  an  action  brought  by  Benj.  F. 
Thiebaud,  a  citizen  of  Indiana,  as  adminis- 
trator of  Chris.  Sweetman,  deceased,  ap- 
pointed by  the  circuit  court  of  Fayette  coun- 
ty, Indiana,  against  the  C.  H.  &  D.  R.  R. 
Co.,  a  corporation  and  citizen  of  Ohio,  to 
recoTer  damages  for  the  wrongful  death  of 
said  Chris.  Sweetman,  who,  while  employed 
as  a  locomotive  engineer  by  said  company,  ^ 
on  an  engine  drawing  its  pay  ear,  was,  with-g 
out* fault  on  his  part,  killed  in  a  collision* 
between  his  engine  and  that  of  a  freight 
train.  The  collision  was  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  conductor  and  engineer  of  the 
freight  train.  The  court  char^  the  Jury, 
among  other  things,  that  inasmuch  aa  tha 
deceased  had  been  killed  through  the  negli- 
gence of  fellow  servants,  the  defendant  would 
probably  not  be  liable  at  common  law,  but. 
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that  it  WM  li«bl#  for  the  negligenoe  eh&rged 
and  admitted  under  the  act  of  the  general 
anonbly  of  Indiana,  approved  March  4* 
1893,  entitled  <An  Act  R^ulating  the  Lia- 
faUi^  of  Railroad  and  Other  Corporations, 
except  Municipal,  for  Personal  Injuries  to 
Persons  Employed  by  Them,'  etc  Laws  of 
Indiana,  1893,  p.  294;  Ind.  Rev.  Stat  8S 
7083-7087.  Upon  which  act  the  plaintiff  re- 
lied for  recovery;  to  which  charge  the  de- 
iendant  excepted. 

"The  record  does  not  show  upon  what 
igronnd  said  exception  was  taken,  and  does 
not  show  that  said  exception  was  upon  the 
.ground  that  the  statute  contravenes  tne  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  or  that  the 
•eoostitutionalily  of  the  statute  was  other- 
wise raised  or  considered  or  decided  hv  the 
.^eoit  court.  The  statute  is  not  mentioned 
In  any  of  the  pleadings.  The  record  shows 
other  exceptions  taken,  duly  assigned  for 
error,  whicn  do  not  raise  any  constitutional 
•question,  and  whidi  may  require  the  reversal 
of  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  without 
teferenoe  to  any  oonstitutional  question. 

''The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  ii  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  sad  judgment  was  entered 
thereon. 

"Thereafter  the  defendant  brought  the 
ease,  by  writ  of  error,  to  this  oonrt»  and  as- 
signed for  error: 

^l.  That  the  court  erred  in  diarging  the 
Jury  that  the  defendant  was  liable  under  the 
act  of  the  general  assembly  of  Indiana^  ap- 
proved March  4,  1893. 

"2,  That  said  act  is  in  contravention  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitn- 
tion  of  the  United  States. 

"3.  That  said  act  is  in  contravention  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  and 
especially  of  article  11,  §  23,  of  article  4, 
19  19  and  23  thereof. 

*4.  That  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the 

I.  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  for 

gwant  of  jurisdiction. 

•   •"S.  That  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 

permit  the  defendant  to  put  the  following 

question  to   the   witness,   Charles  M.  Cist: 

'where  were  those  personal  effects  at  the 

time  you  made  your  application?' 

"6.  That  the  court  erred  in  ruling  out  and 
excluding  the  testimony  offered  l^  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  plaintiff's  administra- 
tion was  not  based  upon  any  personal  estate 
in  Fayette  county,  Indiana,  other  than  the 
elaim  sued  on. 

"Thereupon  the  defendant  in  error  moved 
In  this  court  to  dismiss  the  case  for  want  of 
Jurisdiction,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  case 
in  which  i"  is  claimed  that  the  statute  of  a 
stat«  is  ir  contravention  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  Uni**d  States,  and  that,  therefore,  un- 
der 8  ^  of  the  act  of  Confess  approved 
March  3,  1891  (26  Stat,  at  L.  826,  chap. 
617).  the  writ  of  error  should  be  taken  from 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
and  not  from  this  court. 

"The  court  is  in  doubt  whether  the  case  Is 
within  the  provisions  of  said  section  of  the 
act  of  Confess,  and  therefore,  upon  the 
foregoing  statement  of  facts  it  is  ordered 
Ihat  the  following  questions  be  certified  to 


the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
its  instructions: 

"1.  Has  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  juris- 
diction of  a  writ  of  error  to  the  circuit  court 
in  a  case  in  which  it  is  claimed  that  a  law 
of  a  state  is  in  contravention  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  where  the  record 
presents  other  questions  not  involving  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States? 

"2.  Has  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  ju- 
risdiction of  a  writ  of  error  to  the  circuit 
court  In  a  case  in  which  it  is  claimed  that 
a  law  of  a  state  is  in  contravention  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  where  the 
record  presents  other  questions  not  involr- 
ing  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
which  might  require  a  reversal  of  the  judg^ 
ment  without  reference  to  such  oonstitution- 
al question? 

'^3.  Does  a  record  showing  an  instruction 
by  the  circuit  court  directing  a  jury  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  his  action 
under  a  state  law,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
relies  for  recovery,  to  which  instruction  a 
general  exception  is  reserved  b^  the  defend- g^ 
ant,  disclose  a  case  in  which  it  is  claimed  g 
that  the*law  of  a  state  is  in  contravention* 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
within  the  meaning  of  §  5  of  the  act  of 
March  8,  1891,  where  the  record  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  does  not  affirmatively  show  that 
any  issue  as  to  the  statute  was  raised  by  the 
pleadings,  and  where  the  record  does  not 
affirmatively  show  that  said  exception  to 
said  instruction  was  upon  the  ground  that 
said  statute  was  in  contravention  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  or  that  the 
constitutionality  of  said  statute  was  other- 
wise presented  or  considered  or  passed  upon 
by  the  circuit  court? 

"4.  If  it  be  considered  that  such  record 
in  the  circuit  court  does  not  disclose  a  case 
in  which  a  law  of  a  state  is  claimed  to  be  in 
contravention  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  but  such  claim  is  made,  so 
far  as  the  record  shows,  for  the  first  time 
in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  by  assign- 
ment of  error,  and  is  insisted  upon  at  the 
bar,  has  the  drcuit  court  of  appeals  juria- 
diction  in  error  to  hear  and  determine  the 
constitutional  question  raised  by  such 
daim?" 

No.  271  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern 
district  of  Ohio  to  review  the  judgment  re- 
ferred to  in  the  certificate.  In  the  petition 
for  the  writ,  defendant  set  forth  that  "hav- 
ing duly  prosecuted  the  writ  of  error  hereto- 
fore allowed  by  the  court  to  the  United 
States  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  sixth 
circuit,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  being  the 
defendant  in  error,  filed  a  motion  in  said 
circuit  court  of  appeals  to  dismiss  said  writ 
of  error  upon  the  ground  that  the  same 
should  have  been  taken  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  instead  of  to  the 
United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and 
that  said  circuit  court  of  appeals  was  there- 
fore without  jurisdiction  upon  said  writ  of 
error.  Said  circuit  court  of  appeals,  being 
in  doubt  whether  it  has  jurisdiction,  has 
certified  oertain  questiona  to  the  Supreoie 
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Court  of  the  United  States.  In  yiew  of  said 
prooeedingt,  the  defendant,  bong  now  in 
doubt  as  to  whether  said  writ  of  error  to  the 
United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals  was 
properlj  allowed  but  without  prejudice  to 
saicL  proceeding  in  error,  if  it  shall  hereaft- 
er be  determined  that  the  same  was  properly 
^  taken,  and  that  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
ghas  jurisdiction  thereof,  now  prays   for   a 

•  writ*of  error  to  tba  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  and  assigns  for  error:" 
[Here  followed  the  assignment  of  errors.] 

Thereupon  the  circuit  court  entered  this 
order: 

"This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  the 
defendant's  petition  for  the  allowance  of  a 
writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States;  on  consideration  whereof, 
and  it  being  known  to  the  court  that  the 
facts  stated  in  said  petition  with  reference 
to  the  writ  of  error  formerly  allowed  to  the 
drcuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  tbe 
sixth  circuit  are  true,  and  it  being  doubtful 
whether  a  writ  of  error  should  be  taken  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  or 
to  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
said  petition  is  now  granted,  and  a  writ  of 
error,  as  prayed,  is  allowed  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States." 

The  cases  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  were 
argued  and  submitted  together. 

Mr.  Xiawrenee  Maxwell,  Jr.^  for  plain- 
tiff in  error  in  both  cases. 

Mesara,  Harlan  CleTeland,  Charles  M. 
Cist»  and  Edgar  W.  Oiat  for  defendant  in 
error  in  both  cases. 

Kr.  Chief  Justice  Fnller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

When  our  jurisdiction  is  invoked  under  § 
6  of  the  judiciaiy  act  of  March  3,  1891  [26 
Stat,  at  li.  826],  chap.  517,  on  the  ground 
that  the  case  falls  within  the  fourth,  fifth,  or 
sixth  of  the  classes  of  cases  therein  enumer- 
ated, it  must  appear  that  a  title,  right, 
privilege,  or  immunity  was  claimed  under 
the  Constitution,  and  a  definite  issue  in  re- 
spect to  the  possession  of  the  right  must  be 
distinctly  deducible  from  the  record ;  or  that 
the  constitutionality  of  the  particular  law 
or  the  validity  or  construction  of  the  partic- 
ular treaty  was  necessarily  and  directly 
e  drawn  in  question ;  or  that  ^e  Constitution 
gor  law  of  a  state  was  distinctly  claimed  to 

•  be*  in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States;  and  it  is  not  sufiicient 
that  the  point  is  raised  in  the  assignment  of 
errors.  Anahro  v.  United  Btatea,  169  U.  8. 
696,  40  L.  ed.  310,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  187; 
Gomell  V.  Green,  163  U.  S.  76,  41  L.  ed.  76, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  969;  Muae  v.  Arlington 
Hotel  Co.  168  U.  S.  430,  42  L.  ed.  631,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  109 ;  Miller  v.  Cornwall  R.  Co. 
168  U.  S.  131,  42  L.  ed.  409,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
84. 

The  certificate  shows  that  no  question  as 
to  the  coTJstitutionality  of  the  statute  of  In- 
diana, relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  below,  was 
raised  or  considered  or  decided  in  the  cir- 
eait  court,  but  that  the  objection  made  its 
appearance  for  the  first  time  in  the  assign- 


ment of  errors  in  the  drcuit  court  of  ap* 
peals. 

In  Carter  v.  Roharta,  177  U.  8.  496,  20  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  718,  44  L.  ed.  — ^,  It  was  held  that 
when  cases  arise  which  are  controlled  bgr  the 
construction  or  application  of  the  Oonatitn- 
tion  of  the  United  States,  a  direct  appeal  lie* 
to  this  court;  and  if  such  caass  are  carried  t» 
the  circuit  courts  of  appeals,  those  courts 
may  decline  to  take  jurisdiction;  or,  where 
suc^  construction  or  application  is  involved 
with  other  questions,  may  certify  the  con- 
stitutional question  and  afterwards  proceed 
to  judgment;  or  may  decide  the  whole  case 
in  the  first  instance.  But  when  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  has  acted  on  the  whole  case^ 
its  judgment  stands  unless  revised  by  cer^ 
tiorari  to  or  appeal  from  that  court  in  ao» 
cordance  with  the  act  of  March  3,  189U 
Rohinaon  v.  Caldwell,  166  U.  S.  369,  41  K. 
ed.  746,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  343;  Holt  v.  In- 
diana Mfg,  Co.  176  U.  8.  68,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
272,  44L.ed. — ;  VaUted  BtaUaY.Jahn,VS6^ 
U.  8.  109,  89  L.  ed.  87,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  39; 
yaw  Orleana  ▼.  Benjamin,  153  U.  S.  411,  38 
L.  ed.  764,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  905;  Benjamin 
V.  New  Orleana,  169  U.  8.  161,  42  L.  ed.  700, 
18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  298. 

The  third  question  propounded  in  the  cer- 
tificate must  be  answered  in  the  negative^ 
and  we  do  not  deem  It  necessary  to  answer 
the  others. 

The  writ  of  error  in  No.  271  was  brought 
while  the  ease  was  pending  in  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  on  writ  of  error  from  that 
court  The  whole  case  was  open  on  each 
writ  for  review  on  the  merits. 

In  Columhua  Conatr.  Co.  v.  Crane  Co.  174 
U.  8.  600,  43  L.  ed.  1102, 19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  721, 
ft  was  laid  down  that  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891,  does  not  contemplate  several  separate 
appeals  or  writs  of  error,  on  the  merits,  in 
the  same  case  and  at  the  same  time  to  or 
from  two  appellate  courts;  and  as  the  ree- 
ord  disclosed  in  that  case  that  two  writs  ofn 
error  to  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  oourtS 
were  pending,  one  in  the  circuit  court  of  ap-* 
peals  and  the  other  and  subsequent  writ  in 
this  court  the  latter  was  dismissed.    The 
writ  of  error  in  No.  271  falls  within  this 
rule. 

The  third  queation  propounded  in  No.  259 
ia  anawered  in  the  negative. 

The  ufrit  of  error  in  No.  271  ia  dlamiaaed. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  and  Mr.  Justiee 
White  were  not  present  at  the  argument  and 
took  no  part  in  the  decision. 


(177  U.  S.  638) 

THE  KNAPP,  STOUT,  &  00.  COMPANY, 
Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

JOHN  McCaffrey. 


lAen  for  towage — juriadietion  of  ataie 
'-proceedings  in  peraonam  or  in 
queationa  of  local  law. 


1.     A  bill  to  enforce  a  Hen  for  towaire  bv  fore- 
elosore  of  the  lien  on  a  raft  of  lumber  la 
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the  eolnplaliuaif  s  poiMMloo,  where  the  rait 
la  brought  against  IndlTidaal  defendantap 
aeeklng  a  deerea  acainat  them,  and,  In  default 
of  the  payment  thereof,  a  aale  of  the  prop- 
erty to  aatiafy  It,  la  not  a  proceeding  in  rem 
within  the  exelualye  admiralty  Jnrladlctlon  of 
the  Federal  oanrta,  bnt  la  a  ault  in  penonam 
to  enforce  a  common-law  remedy,  which  may 
be  brought  In  a  atate  court  by  virtue  of  U.  8. 
Bev.  Stat.  I  663,  aaTlng  the  aultor'a  right  of 
a  common-law  remedy  in  all  caaea  where  the 
common-law  la  competent  to  give  It. 

X  Queatlona  aa  to  the  right  to  a  poaaeaaory 
lien  upon  a  raft  onder  atate  lawa,  and  the 
extent  thereof;  aa  well  aa  the  exlatence  of 
poaaesalon,  are  local  queatlona  dependent 
upon  the  law  of  the  atate.  In  reapect  to  which 
the  Federal  courta  will  follow  the  atate  ded* 
■lona 

4.  The  enforceability  in  equity  of  a  Hen  for 
the  enforcement  of  which  there  la  no  apecial 
atatutory  proylaion  la  a  matter  aa  to  which 
the  Federal  courta  will  recognise  the  prac- 
tice of  the  atate  courta  aa  ezpreaalTe  of  the 
local  law. 

[No.  263.] 

Submitted  AprU  24,  1900.    Decided  Map  H, 
1900. 

IN  ERKOR  to  the  Supreme  Ooort  of  tlie 
State  of  Illinois  affirming  a  judgment 
«u8taining  a  bill  to  forecloae  a  lien  for  tow- 
•age  upon  a  raft  of  lumber.    Afprmed. 

See  same  caje  below,  178  111.  107,  62  K. 
S.898. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browni 
This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  in  the  eir- 
«uit  court  for  the  county  of  Mercer,  Illinois, 
by  the  defendant  in  error,  John  McCaffrey, 

Xinst  the  Knapp,  Stout,  &  Co.  Company 
reinafter  called  the  Knapp  Company), 
aind  the  Schulenboirg  &  Boeckler  Lumber 
Company  (hereinafter  called  the  Schulen- 
burg  Company),  and  its  assignees,  to  enforce 
at  lien  for  towage  upon  a  half  raft  of  lumber 
then  lying  at  Boston  Bay,  in  Mercer  county. 
The  suit  arose  from  a  contract  made  April 
6,  1893,  by  McCaffery  with  the  Schulenburg 
Conrpany,  in  which,  after  reciting  that  Mc- 
Caffrey had  purchased  of  this  company  three 
steam  tow  boats  for  the  sum  of  $17^600,  it 
was  agreod  that  McCaffrey  was  to  tow  all 
the  rafted  lumber  such  company  would  fur- 
nish him  at  or  below  their  mill  at  Stillwater, 
Minnesota,  to  St.  Louis,  and  deliver  the  same 
there  to  the  company  in  quantities  not  ex- 
ceeding one  half  a  raft  at  a  time,  for  which 
service  he  was  to  be  paid  $1.12l^  per  thou- 
sand feet,  board  measure,  for  the  lumber  con- 
tained in  the  raft.  The  other  provisions  of 
the  contract,  of  which  there  were  many,  were 
not  material  to  the  present  controversy.  Aft- 
er towing  a  number  of  rafts  for  the  company, 
the  charges  for  which  remained  unpaid,  one 
of  McCaffrey's  steamers,  known  as  the  Robert 
Dodds,  left  Stillwater  October  13,  1894, 
with  raft  No.  10  of  that  year.  The  river  be- 
ing low  and  navigation  difficult,  McCaffrey 
was  instructed  to  divide  the  raft,  to  bring 
«  one  half  to  St.  Louis,  and  to  lay  up  the  other 
gbalf  in  some  safe  harbor.  In  compliance 
•  with  these*  instructions  McCaffrey  divided 


the  raft  on  October  20  at  Boston  Bay  harbor 
in  Mercer  oounty,  leaving  one  half  there^ 
while  the  other  haif  was  towed  to  St  Louis 
and  delivered  to  the  lumber  company  on  No- 
vember 2.  The  company  paid  the  clerk  of 
the  boat  $1,250  without  directions  as  to  ite 
application,  and  McCaffrey  applied  it  on  the 
amount  due  him  for  tiie  towage  of  other 
rafts.  The  steamer  returned  to  Boston  Bay 
the  morning  of  Norvend>er  4,  and  laid  up  out* 
side  the  rait  for  the  winter. 

On  the  next  day,  Novenvber  6,  the  Schulen- 
burg Company  sold  the  half  raft  in  Boston 
Bay  to  the  Knapp  Company  for  $15,000,  part 
in  cash  and  the  remainder  in  a  note  due  in 
four  months,  which  was  paid  at  maturity. 
A  bill  of  sale  was  given  for  the  lumber,  and 
a  letter  written  to  the  watchman  in  charce 
of  the  raft  informing  him  of  the  sale.  On 
November  9  the  Schulenburg  Company  made 
a  voluntary  assignment  in  St.  Louie  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors.  McCaffrey,  hear- 
ing of  the  eesignment,  offered  both  com- 
panies to  tow  the  half  raft  to  St.  Louia 
under  his  oontract»  but  the  Knapp  Com- 
pany informed  him  that  they  did  not 
wish  him  to  do  so,  saying  that  they  did  their 
own  towing;  whereupon  McCaffrey,  claiming 
to  be  still  in  possession  of  the  half  raft  and 
believing  that  the  company  was  about  to  take 
it  from  him  bv  force,  filed  this  bill  to  fore- 
close his  lien  for  towage.  The  Knapp  Com- 
pany gave  a  bond  for  the  amount  of  the 
claim  and  took  the  raft  away. 

The  case  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  circuit 
court  upon  pleadings  and  proofs,  and  result- 
ed in  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill  without 
prejudice.  McCaffrey  appealed  to  the  ap- 
pellate court,  which  reversed  the  decree  of 
the  circuit  court,  and  remanded  the  cause 
with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  for  the  sum 
of  $3,643.17,  with  interest  thereon.  The 
Knapp  Company  appealed  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state,  which  affirmed  the  judg^ 
ment  of  the  appellate  court  (178  HI.  107,  52 
N.  E.  898) ;  whereupon  defendant  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court. 

Mr.  Cbarles  P.  Wise  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Messrs,  C.  E.  Kremer  and  O117  C.  Seott 

for  defendant  in  error.  ^ 

*Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion? 
of  the  court: 

Defendants  set  up  in  their  answers  and  in- 
sisted, both  before  the  appellate  court  and 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  that,  if  plain- 
tiff had  any  lien  upon  the  raft  at  all  for  his 
towage  services,  it  was  a  maritime  lien,  en- 
forceable only  in  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  as  a  court  of  admiralty.  This 
is  the  only  Federal  question  presented  in  the 
case. 

By  article  3,  §  2,  of  the  Constitution,  the 
judicial  power  of  the  general  government  is 
declared  to  extend  to  '^11  cases  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction;"  and,  by  §  9  of 
the  original  judiciary  act  of  1789  (1  Stat,  at 
L.  76,  chap.  19),  it  was  enacted  "that  the 
district  courts  shall  have,  exclusively  of  the 
courts  of  the  several  states,    •    •    •    ezclu- 
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riye  ori^nal  cognlzanoe  of  all  dhril  causes 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction, 
.  .  .  saving  to  suitors,  in  all  cases,  the 
right  of  a  common-law  remedy,  where  the 
common  law  is  competent  to  give  iW  This 
language  ia  snbstantiallY  repeated  in  subdi- 
vision 8  of  Rev.  Stat,  i  563,  wherein  it  is 
expressly  stated  that  "such  Jurisdiction  shall 
be  exclusive,  except  in  the  particular  cases 
where  jurisdiction  of  such  causes  and  aeic- 
nres  is  given  to  the  circuit  courts." 

The  scope  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction 
nnder  these  clauses  was  considered  in  a 
ntmiber  of  cases,  arising  not  long  after  the 
district  courts  were  eetablished,  notably  so 
in  that  of  De  Lovio  v.  Bait,  2  Gall.  398,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3776,  wherein  Mr.  Justioe  Story 
brought  his  great  learning  to  bear  upon  an 
exhaustive  examination  of  all  the  prior  au- 
thorities upon  the  subject  both  in  England 
and  in  America. 

But  the  exclusive  character  of  that  juris- 
diction was  never  called  to  the  attention  of 
this  court  until  1866,  when  the  states  had 
begun  to  enact  statutes  giving  liens  upon 
vessels  for  causes  of  action  cognizable  in  ad- 
miralty, and  authorizing  suits  in  rem  in  the 
state  courts  for  their  enforcement.  The  va- 
lidly of  these  laws  had  been  expressly  ad- 
judicated in  a  number  of  cases  in  Ohio,  Ala- 
bama^  and  California.  The  earliest  case 
arising  in  this  court  was  that  of  The  Moaea 
Taylor,  4  Wall.  411,  euh  nom.  The  Moaes 
^  Taylor  v.  Bammona,  18  L.  ed.  397,  in  which 
2  was  considered  a  statute  of  California  ere- 
•  ating  a  lien  for  the  breach^of  any  contract 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  prop- 
erty, and  also  providing  that  actions  for 
sudi  demands  might  m  brought  directly 
against  the  vessel.  The  act  further  provid- 
ed that  the  complaint  should  designate  the 
vessel  by  name;  that  the  summons  should 
be  served  upon  the  master,  or  person  in 
charge,  the  vessel  attached,  and,  in  case  of 
judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  sold  by 
the  sheriff.  An  action  having  been  brought 
by  a  passenger  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  city  of  San  Francisco  for  failure  to 
furnish  him  with  proper  and  necessary  food, 
water,  and  berths,  the  defense  was  inter- 
posed that  the  cause  of  action  was  one  of 
which  the  courts  of  admiralty  had  exclusive 
jurisdiction.  The  case  finally  reached  this 
court,  where  the  defense  was  sustained,  the 
court  holding  that  the  contract  for  the  trans- 
portation of  the  plaintiff  was  a  maritime 
contract ;  that  the  action  against  the  steam- 
er by  name,  authorized  by  the  statute  of 
California,  was  a  proceeding  in  the  nature 
and  with  the  incidents  of  a  suit  in  admiralty. 
Upon  this  point  Mr.  Justice  Field  observed : 
"The  distinguishing  and  characteristic  fea- 
ture of  such  suit  is  that  the  vessel  or  thing 
proceeded  against  is  itself  seized  and  im- 
pleaded as  uie  defendant,  and  is  judged  and 
sentenced  accordingly.  It  is  this  dominion 
of  the  suit  in  admiralty  over  the  vessel  or 
thing  itself  which  gives  to  the  title  made  un- 
der i1»  decrees  validity  against  all  the  world. 
By  the  common-law  process,  whether  of 
mesne  attachment  or  execution,  property  is 
reached  ozdy  through  a  personal  defendant. 


and  then  onlv  to  the  extent  of  his  title.  Un- 
der a  sale,  therefore,  upon  a  judgment  In  a 
common-law  proceeding,  the  title  acquired 
can  never  be  oetter  than  that  possessed  by 
the  personal  defendant.  It  is  his  title,  and 
not  the  property  itself,  which  is  eold.**  Th» 
court  also  held  that  the  statute  of  Califor^ 
nia  to  the  extent  to  which  it  authorized  ae-^ 
tions  in  rem  against  vessels  for  causes  of 
action  cognizable  in  admiraltv,  invested  her 
courts  with  admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  to 
that  extent  waa  void. 

At  the  same  term  arose  the  case  of  The 
Bine  v.  Trevor,  4  Wall.  555, 18  L.  ed.  451,  in 
which  a  statute  of  Iowa  giving  a  lien  for 
injuries  to  persons  or  property,  and  provid-si 
ing  a  remedy  in  rem  against  the  vessel,  was 2' 
held  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  excl usive* juris- • 
diction  of  the  Federal  courts.  Speaking  of 
the  common-law  remedy,  saved  by  the  stat^ 
ute,  Mr.  Justice  Miller  observed:  "But  the 
remedy  pursued  in  the  Iowa  courts  in  the 
case  before  us  is  in  no  sense  a  common-law 
remedv.  It  is  a  remedy  partaking  of  all  the 
essential  features  of  an  admiralty  proceed- 
ing  tn  rem.  The  statute  provides  that  thr 
vessd  may  be  sued  and  made  defendant  with- 
out proceeding  against  the  owners,  or  even* 
mentioning  their  names.  That  a  writ  may- 
be issued  and  the  vessel  seized,  on  filing  a 
petition  similar  in  substance  to  a  libel.  That 
after  a  notice  in  the  nature  of  a  monition, 
the  vessel  may  be  condemned  and  an  order 
made  for  her  sale,  if  the  liability  is  estabK 
lished  for  which  she  was  sued.  Such  is  the 
general  character  of  the  steamboat  laws  of 
the  western  states.**  The  same  principle- 
was  applied  in  the  case  of  The  Belfaat,  7 
Wall.  624,  auh  nom.  The  Belfaat  v.  Boon,  19- 
L.  ed.  266,  to  a  statute  of  Alabama  under 
which  contracts  of  affreightment  were  au- 
thorized to  be  enforced  tn  rem  in  the  state- 
courts  by  proceedings  the  same  in  form  a» 
those  used  in  the  courts  of  admiralty.  This- 
was  also  held  to  be  unconstitutional. 

The  principle  of  these  cases  was  restated 
in  Th^  Lottatoanna,  21  Wall.  558.  579.  auh 
nom.  Rodd  v.  Bearit,  22  L.  ed.  654,  663.  al- 
though the  question  settled  by  that  caae  was 
that  materialmen  furnishing  repairs  and 
supplies  to  a  vessel  in  her  home  port  do  n«>t 
acquire  thereby  a  lien  upon  the  vessel  by  the 
general  maritime  law.  To  the  same  effect 
U  The  J.  E.  Rumhell  148  U.  S.  1,  37  L.  ed. 
345.  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  498,  in  which  a  lie» 
by  a  state  law  for  such  repairs  and  suppliea 
was  criven  precedence  of  a  prior  mort^rage.. 
Finallv.  in  the  case  of  The  Glide,  167  U.  8. 
606.  42  L.  ed.  296.  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  930.  it 
was  held  that  the  enforcement  of  such  a  lien- 
upon  a  vessel,  created  by  a  statute  of  Massa- 
chusetts, for  repairs  and  supplies  in  her  home 
port,  for  which  a  remedy  tn  peraonam  may 
be  had  in  admiralty,  was  exclusively  within 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  the  statute  of 
Massachusetts,  to  the  extent  that  it  provid- 
ed for  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  for  a  sale- 
of  the  vessel,  was  unconstitutional  and  void. 
See  also  Morem  v.  Sturgea,  154  U.  S.  256,  38 
L.  ed.  981,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1019. 

The  rule  to  be  deduced  from  theee 


1899. 


THE  KNAPP,  STOUT,  4  00    CO.  T.  MoCAFPREY. 


827 


■o  far  as  thej  are  periineiit  to  the  one  un- 
der coneideration,  is  this:     That  wherever 
^anj  lien  is  given  bj  a  state  statute  for  a 
I^Oause  of  action  cognizable  in  admiralty,  either 
•^  in  rem  or  in  personam,  proceeding!*  in  rem 
to  enforce  such  lien  are  within  the  exclusive 
Jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  courts. 

But  the  converse  of  this  proposition  is 
equally  true,  that  if  a  lien  upon  a  vessel  be 
created  for  a  claim  over  which  a  court  of 
admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  in  any  form, 
such  lien  may  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of 
-the  state.  Thus,  as  the  admiralty  jurisdio- 
-tion  does  not  extend  to  a  contract  for  build< 
Ing  a  vessel,  or  to  work  done  or  materials 
fnrnished  in  its  construction, — The  Jefferson 
(People^s  Ferry  Co.  v.  Beers,  20  How.  393, 
16  L.  ed.  961) ;  The  Capitol  (Roaoh  v.  Chap- 
man, 22  How.  129,  16  L.  ed.  294),— we  held 
in  EdtDords  v.  Elliott,  21  Wall.  532,  22  L.  ed. 
•487,  that,  in  respect  to  such  contracts,  it 
was  competent  for  the  states  to  enact  such 
laws  as  their  legislatures  might  deem  just 
«nd  expedient,  and  to  provide  for  thdr  en- 
-forcement  in  rem.  The  same  principle  was 
applied  in  Johnson  v.  Chicago  i  P.  Elevator 
<Jo.  119  U.  S.  388,  30  L.  ed.  447,  7  Sup.  Ct 
'Rep.  254,  to  a  statute  of  Illinois  giving  a 
lien  upon  a  vessel  for  damage  done  to  a 
building  abutting  on  the  water,  upon  the 

Sound  that  the  court  had  previously  held 
at  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  admiralty 
-for  damage  done  by  a  ship  to  a  structure  af- 
^ed  to  the  land.  The  Plymouth,  3  Wall. 
20,  sub  nom.  Bough  v.  Western  Transp.  Co, 
18  li.  ed.  125;  Ex  parte  Pheniw  Ins,  Co,  118 
tJ.  S.  610,  30  L.  ed.  274,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  25. 
There  was  really  another  sound  reason  for 
the  decision  in  the  fact  that  the  suit  was 
in  personam,  with  an  attachment  given  upon 
the  property  of  the  defendant,  which,  as  we 
shall  see  hereafter,  is  quite  a  different  case 
from  a  proceeding  in  rem. 

To  establish  the  proposition  that  the  pro- 
•eeeding  in  this  case  was  an  invasion  of  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty 
courts  defendants  are  bound  to  show,  first, 
ihat  the  contract  to  tow  a  raft  is  a  maritime 
•contract;  second,  that  the  proceeding  taken 
was  a  suit  in  rem  within  the  cases  above 
^ted,  and  not  within  the  exception  of  a  com- 
mon-law remedy,  which  S  563  was  never  de- 
signed to  forestall. 

The  first  of  these  conditions  may  be  read- 
ily admitted.  That  a  contract  to  tow  an- 
•other  vessel  is  a  maritime  contract  is  too 
^ear  for  argument,  and  there  is  no  distinc- 
tion in  principle  between  a  vessel  and  a  raft. 
Whether  the  performance  of  suc^>»  a  contract 
gives  rise  to  a  lien  upon  the  raft  for  the  tow- 
age bill  admits  of  more  doubt;  indeed,  the 
^authorities,  as  to  how  far  a  raft  is  within 
{the  jurisdiction  of  admiralty,  are  in  hope- 
••  less*  confusion,  but  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case  we  may  admit  that  such  lien  exists. 
But,  if  existing,  it  would  not  oust  or  sup- 
plant the  common-law  lien  dependent  upon 
possession. 

The  real  question  is  whether  the  proceed- 
ing taken  is  within  the  exception  of  "saving 
to  suitors  in  all  cases  the  rignt  of  a  common- 
law  remedy,  where  the  common  law  is  com« 


p«teat  to  give  if  It  was  certainly  not  a 
common-law  action,  but  a  suit  in  equity* 
But  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  reservation 
is  not  of  an  aotion  at  oommon  law,  but  of  a 
common-law  remedy;  and  a  remedy  does  not 
necessarily  impl^  an  action.  A  remedy  is 
defined  by  Bouvier  as  "the  means  employed 
to  enforce  a  rights  or  redress  an  injury." 
While,  as  stated  by  him,  remedies  for  non* 
fulfilment  of  contracts  are  generally  by  ao- 
tion, they  are  by  no  means  universally  so. 
Thus,  a  landlord  has  at  common  law  a  rem- 
edy  by  distress  for  his  rent-«  right  also 
given  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  exacting 
compensation  for  damages  resulting  from 
the  trespass  of  cattle.  A  bailee  of  proper^ 
has  a  remedy  for  work  done  upon  such  prop- 
erty, or  for  expenses  incurred  in  keeping  it, 
by  detention  of  possession.  An  innkeeper 
has  a  similar  remedy  upon  the  goods  of  Ms 
guests  to  the  amount  of  nis  charges  for  th^v 
entertainment;  and  a  carrier  has  a  like  lien 
upon  the  thing  carried.  There  is  also  a  com- 
mon-law remedy  for  nuisances  by  abate* 
ment;  a  right  upon  the  part  of  a  person  as- 
saulted to  resist  the  assailant,  even  to  his 
death;  a  right  of  recaption  of  goods  stolen 
or  unlawfully  taken,  and  a  public  right 
against  disturbers  of  the  peace  by  compell- 
ing them  to  give  sureties  lor  their  good  be- 
havior. All  these  remedies  arc  independent 
of  an  action. 

Some  of  the  cases  already  cited  recognise 
the  distinction  between  a  common-law  ac- 
tion and  a  common-law  remedy.  Thus,  in 
The  Moses  Taylor,  4  Wall.  411,  431,  suh  nom. 
The  Moses  Taylor  v.  Mammons,  18  L.  ed4 
397,  402,  it  is  said  of  the  saving  clause  of  the 
judiciary  act;  "It  is  not  a  remedy  in  the 
common-law  courts  which  is  saved,  but  a 
common-law  remedy."  To  same  effect  is 
Moran  v.  Sturgee,  164  U.  S.  256,  276,  38  L. 
ed.  981,  987,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1019. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  remedy 
chosen  by  the  plaintiff  was  the  detention  of 
the  raft  for  his  towage  charges.  That  a  car- 
rier has  a  lien  for  his  charges  upon  thcie 
thing  carried,  and  may  retain  possession  of  J 
such  thing  until  such  charges  are* paid.  Is* 
too  clear  for  argument.  We  know  of  no  rea- 
son why  this  principle  is  not  applicable  to 
property  towed  as  well  as  to  property  car- 
ried. While  the  duties  of  a  tug  to  its  tow 
are  not  the  duties  of  a  common  carrier,  it 
would  seem  that  his  remedy  for  his  charges 
is  the  same,  provided  that  the  property 
towed  be  of  a  nature  admitting  of  the  re- 
tention of  possession  by  the  owner  of  the  tug. 
But  whatever  might  be  our  own  opinion  upon 
the  subject,  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  nav- 
ing  held  that  under  the  laws  of  that  stoto 
the  plaintiff  had  a  possessory  lien  upon  this 
raft,  that  such  lien  extended  to  so  much  of 
the  raft  as  was  retained  in  his  possession, 
for  the  entire  bill,  and  that  under  the  facto 
of  this  case  plaintiff  did  have  possession  of 
the  half  raft  until  he  surrendered  it  under 
order  of  the  court  for  ito  release  upon  bond 
given,  we  should  defer  to  the  opinion  of  that 
court  in  these  particulars  as  they  are  local 
questions  dependent  upon  the  law  of  the 
^  particular  stote. 
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Whether  a  bill  in  e^ity  will  lie  to  enforce 
a  possessory  lien  maj  admit  of  same  doubt, 
and  the  authorities  are  by  no  means  harmo- 
nious. That  a  person  having  a  lien  upon 
chattels  has  no  right  himself  to  sell,  such 
chattels  in  the  discharge  of  his  lien,  is  well 
settled  {Doane  v.  RusseU,  8  Gray,  382 ;  Jonea 
T.  Pearle,  1  Strange,  657;  Lickharrou)  v. 
Mason,  6  East,  21,  note;  Brigga  v.  Boston  d 
L.  R.  Co,  6  Allen,  240,  83  Am.  Dec  620;  In- 
dianapoUs  d  8t,  L,  B.  Co.  ▼.  Hemdon,  81  111. 
143;  Hunt  y.  Haskell,  24  Me.  339,  41  Am. 
Dee.  887) ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Thames 
Iron  Works  Co.  v.  Patent  Derrick  Co.  1 
Johns.  &  H.  93,  it  was  held  by  Vice  Chancel- 
lor Wood  that  ship  builders,  having  a  lien 
upon  the  ship  built  by  them  according  to  the 
contract  for  the  purchase  money,  could  not 
enforce  their  lien  oy  sale.  But  in  some  juris- 
dictions, and  notably  so  in  Illinois,  it  is  held 
that  liens  for  the  enforcement  of  which 
there  is  no  special  statutory  provision,  are 
enforceable  in  equity.  Black  v.  Brennanj  5 
Dana,  310 ;  Charter  v.  Stevens,  3  Denio,  33, 
46  Am.  Dec.  444 ;  Dupuy  v.  Oihson,  36  III. 
197 ;  Cushman  v.  Hayes,  46  111.  145 ;  Cairo 
d  V.  R.  Co.  V.  Fackney,  78  111.  116;  Bar- 
chord  V.  Kohn,  157  111.  679.  29  L.  R.  A.  803, 
41  N.  E.  902.  Such  being  the  practice  in 
Illinois,  we  recognize  it  as  expressive  of  the 
^  local  law.  There  were  circumstances  in  this 
^ease  which  appealed  with  peculiar  force  to 
?  the  discretion  of  a  court  of  equity.  The*de- 
fendant  disputed  McCaffrey's  lien  and  right 
of  possession  to  the  raft,  and  announced  its 
intention  of  towing  it  to  St.  Louis  itself. 
It  was  in  a  position  where  it  might  have 
been  taken  away  by  a  superior  force,  unless 
the  plaintiff  incurred  the  expense  of  employ- 
ing a  gang  of  men  to  watch  it.  Under  such 
circumstances  it  was  not  only  natural,  but 
just,  that  he  should  have  applied  to  a  court 
of  equity  for  relief  in  the  enforcement  of  his 
oommon-law  remedy. 

We  have  held  in  several  cases  that  analo- 
gous proceedings  were  no  infringement  upon 
the  exclusive  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the 
Federal  courts.  Thus,  In  Leon  v.  Galceran, 
11  Wall.  186,  20  L.  ed.  74,  three  sailors 
brought  suits  in  a  state  court  against  the 
owner  of  a  schooner  to  recover  their  wages, 
and  had  the  schooner,  which  was  subject  to 
a  lien  or  privilege  in  their  favor,  according 
to  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  similar  in  some  re- 
spects to  the  principles  of  the  maritime  law, 
sequestered  by  the  sheriff  of  the  parish. 
The  writ  was  levied  upon  the  schooner, 
which  was  afterwards  released  upon  a  forth- 
coming bond.  This  was  held  to  be  an  or- 
dinary suit  in  personam  with  an  auxiliary 
attachment  of  the  property  of  the  defendant, 
and  no  infringement  upon  the  admiralty  ju- 
risdiction. Said  Mr.  Justice  Clifford:  "They 
brought  their  suits  in  the  state  courts 
against  the  owner  of  the  schooner,  as  they 
had  a  right  to  do,  and,  having  obtained  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant,  they  might  levy 
their  execution  upon  any  property  belonging 
to  him,  not  exempted  from  taxes  or  execu- 
tion, which  was  situated  in  that  jurisdic- 
tion.» 
In  American  8.  B.  Co.  t.  Chase,  16  WalL 


622,  21  L.  ed.  869,  a  steamboat  owned  by  th* 
company  ran  over  a  sail  boat  containing  the 
plaintiff's  intestate,  and  killed  him.  Hi* 
administrator  brought  suit  against  the  com- 
pany in  a  state  court  of  Rhode  Island,  under 
an  act  making  common  carriers  responsible 
for  deaths  occasioned  by  their  negligence, 
and  providing  that  the  damages  be  recovered 
in  an  action  on  the  case.  Defendant  took 
the  position  that  the  saving  clause  must  be 
limited  to  such  causes  of  action  as  were 
known  to  the  common  law  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  judiciary  act,  and  as  the  com- 
mou  law  gave  no  remedy  for  negligence  re- 
sulting in  death,  an  action  subeequentlyH 
given  by  the  statute  was  not  a  common-law  J 
remedy.  The  contention  was^held  to  be  un-» 
sound.  So,  also,  in  Schoonmaker  v.  Oilmore^ 
102  U.  S.  118,  26  L.  ed.  95,  it  was  held  that 
courts  of  admiralty  had  no  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  suits  in  personam  growing  out  of 
collisions. 

In  the  case  already  cited  of  Johnson  t. 
Chicago  d  P.  Elevator  Co.  119  U.  S.  388,  30 
L.  ed.  447,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  254,  a  petition 
was  filed  by  the  elevator  company  against 
the  owner  of  a  tugboat  for  injuries  done  by 
the  jibboom  of  a  schooner  in  tow  of  the  tug 
to  the  wall  of  plaintiff's  warehouse.  The 
petition  prayed  for  a  writ  of  attachment 
against  the  defendant,  commanding  the  sher* 
iff  to  attach  the  tug,  summon  the  defendant 
to  appear,  and  for  a  decree  subjecting  th« 
tug  to  a  lien  for  such  damages.  The  statute 
under  which  the  proceedings  were  instituted 
gave  a  lien  for  all  damages  arising  from 
injuries  done  to  persons  or  property  fy  such 
water  craft.  It  was  held  that  the  damage 
having  been  done  upon  the  land,  there  was 
no  jurisdiction  in  admiralty,  and  that  tho 
suit  was  in  personam  with  an  attachment  as 
security,  the  attachment  being  based  upon 
a  lien  given  by  the  state  statute.  Said  the 
court:  "There  being  no  lien  on  the  tug  by 
the  maritime  law  for  the  injury  on  land  in- 
flicted in  this  case,  the  state  could  create 
such  a  lien  therefor  as  it  deemed  expedient^ 
and  could  enact  reasonable  rules  for  its  en- 
forcement, not  amounting  to  a  regulation  of 
commerce."  It  would  seem  that  even  if  the 
suit  had  been  in  rem  against  the  vessel,  it 
would  have  been  sustained,  as  the  injury 
was  not  one  for  which  an  action  would  have 
lain  in  admiralty. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  suit 
was  clearly  one  in  personam  to  enforce  a 
common-law  remedy.  It  was  no  more  a 
suit  in  rem  than  the  ordinary  foreclosure  of 
a  mortgage.  The  bill  prayed  for  process 
against  the  several  def endatrts ;  that  th^  be 
required  to  answer  the  bill ;  that  plaintiff  be 
decreed  to  have  a  first  lien  upon  the  raft  for 
the  amount  due  him ;  that  the  defendants  be 
decreed  to  pay  such  amount,  that  in  default 
of  such  payment  the  raft  be  sold  to  satisfy 
the  same ;  and,  that  in  case  of  such  sale  the 
purchaser  have  an  absolute  title,  free  from 
all  equity  of  redemption  and  all  claims  of  the 
defendants,  and  that  they  be  debarred,  etc 
This  is  the  ordinary  prayer  of  a  foreclosure 
bill.  The  decree  of  the  appellate  court  re- 
versed that  of  the  circuit  oourt^  and  directed 
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?  A  recorery  of  a  •pedfled*ainoinit  It  resem- 
bles a  decree  in  rem  only  in  the  fact  that 
the  property  covered  by  the  lien  waa  ordered 
to  be  sold.  Such  sale,  however,  would  pass 
the  property  subject  to  prior  liens,  whue  a 
sale  in  rem  in  admiralty  is  a  complete  deves- 
titure  of  such  liens,  and  carries  a  free  and 
unencumbered  title  to  the  property,  the  hold- 
ers of  such  liens  being  remitted  to  the  funds 
in  the  registry  which  are  substituted  for  the 
Teasel.     The  Helena,  4  G.  Rob.  3. 

The  true  distinction  between  such  proceed- 
isgs  as  are  and  such  as  are  not  invasions  of 
the  exclusive  admiralty  jurisdiction  is  this: 
If  the  cause  of  action  be  one  cognizable  in 
admiralty,  and  the  suit  be  in  rem  ainiinst 
the  thing  itself,  though  a  monition  be  also  is- 
sued to  the  owner,  the  proceeding  is  essen- 
tially one  in  admiralty.  If,  upon  the  other 
hand,  the  cause  of  action  be  not  one  of  which 
a  court  of  admiralty  has  jurisdiction,  €>r  if 
the  suit  be  in  personam  against  an  individ- 
ual defendant,  with  an  auxiliary  attach- 
ment against  a  particular  thing,  or  against 
the  properly  of  the  defendant  in  general,  it 
is  essentially  a  proceeding  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law,  and  within  the 
saving  clause  of  the  statute  (§  663)  of  a  com- 
mon-law remedy.  The  suit  in  this  case  be- 
ing one  in  equity  to  enforce  a  common-law 
remedy,  the  state  oourts  were  correct  in  as- 
suming jurisdiction. 

The  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  lU- 
ktaie  i$  therefore  affirmed. 


PLUMMER  T.  COLER. 


<178  U.  8.  116)         

HARRY  PLUMMER,  as  Executor  of  the 

Last  Will  and  Testament  of  Joseph  Plum- 

mer,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

9. 

BIRD  S.  COLER,  Comptroller  of  the  City  of 
New  York. 

inheritanoe  taw  law — ewemption  of  United 
Btatee  honde-^tate  power  to  regulate  swo- 
oeesion  to  property  of  deeedent-^^mpair- 
ment  by  state  of  power  of  government  to 
horrow  money. 

1.  A  legacy  of  United  States  bonds  Is  not  ex- 
empted from  the  Inheritance  tax  laws  of  a 
state  by  the  proyislons  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  July  14,  1870,  and  the  declaration  on  the 
face  of  the  bonds  Issned  thereunder,  exempt- 
ing them  from  taxation  In  any  form  by  or 
under  state  authority,  since  the  Inheritance 
tax  Is  not  Imposed  on  the  bonds,  hot  on  the 
privilege  of  acquiring  property  by  will  or  In- 
heritance, which  is  a  right  and  privilege 
created  and  regulated  by  the  state. 

%  The  right  of  an  individual  citizen  and  resi- 
dent of  the  state  to  direct  the  descent  of  his 
property  by  will  or  permit  Its  descent  to  be 
regulated  by  the  statute,  as  well  as  the  right 
to  recelye  the  property  of  his  testator  or  an- 
cestor as  legatee,  devisee,  or  heir.  Is  derived 
from  and  regulated  by  the  state. 

t.  The  Impairment  of  the  borrowing  power  of 
the  government  as  the  remote  effect  of  a  state 
statute  Imposing  a  tax  upon  the  transfer  of  a 
decedent's  property,  when  the  statute  Is  ap- 
plied to  property  consisting  of  United  States 
bonds,  ts  not  sufflelent  to  render  each  statute 
VBooBsUtntlonal. 

[Na  489.] 


Argued  February  t7,  t8, 1900.    Decided  May 
H,  1900. 

Fr  ERROR  to  the  Surrogate's  Court  of  the 
County  of  New  York,  State  of  New  York, 
to  review  a  decision  sustaining  an  inherit* 
anoe  tax  law.    Affirmed. 

For  report  of  case  in  Surrogate's  Court, 
see  30  Misa  19,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1024. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  SMraat 

Joseph  Plummer,  a  dtiisen  and  resident  of 
New  York,  died  October  28,  1898,  leaving  a 
last  will  whereby  he  bequeathed  to  Harry 
Plummer,  his  executor,  $40,000  in  United 
States  bonds,  issued  under  the  fundine  act  of 
1870,  in  trust,  to  hold  the  same  during  the 
lifetime  of  Ella  Plummer  Brown,  daughter 
of  the  testator,  and  to  pay  the  income  there* 
of  to  her  during  her  life,  and  at  her  death 
to  divide  the  same  between  and  amongst  her 
issue  then  living. 

The  value  of  this  life  interest  was  com- 
puted by  the  appraisers  at  the  sum  of  $10,- 
120,  and  a  tax  of  $161.20  was  imposed  there- 
on by  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New 
York.  From  this  appraisal  and  the  order 
imposing  the  tax  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
surrogate's  court  of  the  county  and  state  of 
New  York,  where  the  following  stipulation 
was  filed: 

''It  is  stipulated  and  agreed  by  and  b^ 
tween  the  attorneys  for  the  respective  par-« 
ties  to  the  above-entitled  proceedings  that^ 
the  $40,000  in  amount  at  par  of  bonds  of* 
the  United  States  of  America,  of  which  the 
said  Joseph  Plummer  died  possessed,  and  up- 
on  the  interest  in  which  of  Ella  Plummer 
Brown  a  tax  of  $161.20  was  fixed,  assessed, 
and  determined  by  the  order  appealed  from 
consist  of  4  per  cent  bonds  issued  in  the  year 
1877  and  due  in  the  year  1907,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  and  pursuant  to  the  statute  of 
the  United  SUtes,  passed  July  14,  1870,  en- 
titled 'An  Act  to  Authorize  the  Refunding  of 
the  National  Debt,'  which  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  among  other 
things,  to  issue  various  classes  of  1x>nds  in 
the  sums  therein  mentioned,  including  'a 
sum  or  sums  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate 
one  thousand  million  dollars  of  like  bonds, 
.  .  .  payable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  siter  thirty  years  from  the  date  of 
their  issue,  and  bearing  interest  at  the  rate 
of  four  per  cent  per  annum;  all  of  which 
said  several  classes  of  bonds  and  the  interest 
thereon  shall  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of 
all  taxes  or  duties  of  the  United  States,  as 
well  as  from  taxation  in  any  form  by  or  un- 
der state,  municipal,  or  local  authority;  and 
the  said  bonds  shall  have  set  forth  and  ex- 
pressed upon  their  face  the  above-specified 
conditions;'  and  that  pursuant  to  said  stat- 
ute there  is  set  forth  on  the  face  of  each  of 
said  bonds  the  following  clause,  that  is  to 
say:  'The  principal  and  interest  are  exempt 
from  the  payment  of  all  taxes  or  duties  of 
the  United  States,  as  well  as  from  taxation 
in  any  form  by  or  under  state,  municipal,  or 
local  authority."* 

On  December  22,  1899,  the  surrogate's 
eourt  affirmed  the  appraisal  and  the  order 
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imposing  a  tax.  Thereupon  Bam  Flum- 
mery executor,  appealed  to  the  appellate  divi- 
sion of  the  supreme  court  of  tne  state  of 
New  York,  which  court  on  January  5,  1900, 
affirmed  the  order  of  the  surrogate  and  the 
decree  of  the  surrogate's  court.  Fr<Mn  this 
decree  of  the  appeflate  diyision  of  the  su- 
preme court  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
court  of  appeals  of  the  state  of  New  York, 
where,  on  tJanuary  8,  1900,  the  proceedings 
and  order  of  the  surrogate  and  the  decree  of 
the  appellate  diyision  were  affirmed. 

In  tne  notice  of  appeal  to  the  surrogate's 

court  and  in  that  of  the  appeal  to  the  court 

fe,  of  appeals  the  srounds  of  appeal  were  stated 

^to  M  the  inyaJidity  of  the  statute  of  New 

•  York*  purporting  to  impose  a  tax  upon  a 
transfer  by  legacy  of  bonds  of  the  united 
States,  and  the  invalidity  of  the  statute  of 
the  state  of  New  York  and  of  the  authority 
exercised  thereunder  by  the  appraiser  and 
the  surrogate,  in  so  far  as  United  States 
bonds  were  eoncerned.  And  the  appellant 
specially  set  up  and  claimed  a  titJe,  right, 
priyilege,  and  immunity  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  under  Uie 
statute  of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  the 
exemption  of  said  bonds  from  state  taxation 
In  any  form. 

On  January  9,  1900,  a  writ  of  error  was 
sued  out  from  this  court. 

Mes$ra.  William  V.  Bowe,  Treadwell 
CleTeland,  Horace  Russell,  and  Evarts, 
Ohoate,  d  Beaman  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  JabisH  Holmes,  Jr.,  and  Edsar 
J*  ZiOToj  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Sliiras  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  courts 

In  this  case  we  are  ealled  upon  to  eonsider 
the  question  whether,  under  the  inheritance 
tax  laws  of  a  state,  a  tax  may  be  validly  im- 
posed on  a  legacy  consisting  of  United  States 
l)onds  issued  imder  a  statute  declaring  them 
to  be  exempt  from  state  taxation  in  any 
form. 

It  is  not  open  to  question  that  a  state  can- 
not, in  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation, 
tax  obligations  of  the  United  States.  Wes- 
Um  V.  Charleston,  2  Pet  449,  7  L.  ed.  481 ; 
yew  York  em  reU  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Com-' 
missioners  of  Taaes,  2  Black,  620,  17  L.  ed. 
461 ;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York,  134  U.  S. 
698,  33  L.  ed.  1029,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  593. 

So,  likewise,  it  is  settled  law  that  bonds 
issued  by  a  state,  or  under  its  authority  by 
its  public  municipal  bodies,  are  not  taxable 
by  the  United  States.  Meroantile  Bank  v. 
Vew  York,  121  U.  S.  138.  30  L.  ed.  896,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  826 ;  Pollock  v.  Farmers*  Loan 
d  T,  Co.  157  U.  S.  429,  683,  39  L.  ed.  769, 
820,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673. 
00  The  reasoning  upon  which  these  two  lines 
^of  decision  proceed  is  the  same,  namely,  as 

•  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  Ths^CoU 
lector  V.  Day,  11  Wall.  113.  124,  suh  nom. 
Bu^ngton  v.  Day,  20  L.  ed.  122,  126:  "The 
general  government  and  the  states,  although 
both  exist  within  the  same  territorial  limits, 
are  separate  and  distinct  sovereignties,  act- 
ing separately   and   independently  of  eacii 


other  within  their  respective  spheres.  The 
former  in  its  appropriate  sphere  is  supreme} 
but  the  states  within  the  limits  of  thdr 
powers  not  granted,  or,  in  the  language  ol 
the  Tenth  Amendment^  'reserved,'  are  as  in* 
dependent  of  the  general  government  as  thai 
government  within  its  sphere  is  independoit 
of  the  states;**  and,  as  was  said  by  Mr.  Chiel 
Justice  Fuller,  in  Pollock  v.  Farmers^  Loam 
d  T.  Co.  157  U.  S.  687,  39  L.  ed.  763, 16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  673  s  "As  the  states  cannot  tax  the 
powers,  the  operations,  or  the  property  of 
the  United  States,  nor  the  means  which  they 
employ  to  carry  Uieir  powers  into  execution^ 
so  it  has  been  held  that  the  United  States 
have  no  power  under  the  Constitution  to  tax 
either  the  instrumentalities  or  the  property 
of  a  state." 

As,  then,  for  the  reasons  advanced  and  ap- 
plied in  the  previous  cases,  it  is  not  within 
the  power  of  a  state  to  tax  Federal  securi- 
ties, it  was  not  necessary  for  Congress,  in  or- 
der to  secure  such  immunity,  to  declare  in 
terms,  in  the  act  of  July  14,  1870,  and  on 
the  face  of  the  bonds  issued  thereunder,  that 
the  principal  and  interest  were  exempt  from 
taxation  in  any  form  by  or  under  state,  mu- 
nicipal, or  local  authoril^.  Such  a  declara- 
tion did  not  operate  to  withdraw  from  the 
states  any  power  or  right  previously  pos- 
sessed, nor  to  create,  as  between  the  states 
and  the  holders  of  the  bonds,  any  contract- 
ual relation.  It  doubtless  may  be  regarded 
as  a  legitimate  mode  of  advising  purdiasera 
of  such  bonds  of  their  immunity  from  state 
taxation,  and  of  manifesting  that  Congress 
did  not  intend  to  waive  this  immunity,  as  it 
had  done  in  the  case  of  national  banks, 
which  are  admittedly  governmental  instru- 
mentalities. 

With  these  concessions  made,  ws  are 
brought  to  the  pivotal  question  in  the  case.and 
that  question  is  thus  presented  in  the  second 
point  discussed  in  tne  brief  filed  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error.  "If  the  question  of  the 
right  of  the  state  to  impose  the  tax  now  in 
question  be  considered  merely  with  refer- 
ence to  the  inherent  lack  of  power  of  the 
state  to  impose  such  a  tax,  because  of  the  a 

g revisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  ^ 
tates  bearing  upon*that  question,  without* 
any  aid  from  the  statute  of  the  United 
States  under  which  these  bonds  were  issued, 
or  the  exemption  clause  contained  in  the 
bonds,  we  conceive  it  to  be  entirely  clear  that 
the  tax  in  question  is  unconstitutional,  be- 
cause impairing  and  burdening  the  borrow- 
ing power  of  the  United  States."  Or,  as 
stated  elsewhere  in  the  brief:  "The  states 
have  no  power  to  impose  any  tax  or  other 
burden  which  would  have  the  effect  to  pre- 
vent or  hinder  the  government  of  the  United 
States  from  borrowing  such  amounts  of 
money  as  it  may  require  for  its  purposes,  on 
terms  as  beneficial  and  favorable  to  itself,  in 
all  respects,  as  it  could  do  if  no  such  tax 
were  imposed  by  the  state." 

It  will  be  observed  that  these  propositions 
concede  that  the  tax  law  of  the  state  of  New 
York  in  question  does  not  expressly,  or  by 
necessary  implication,  propose  to  tax  Feder- 
al securities.    It  is  only  when  and  if,  in  ap- 
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plying  that  law  to  the  estates  of  decedents, 
such  estates  are  found  to  consist  whoUj  or 
partly  of  United  States  bonds,  that  the  rea- 
soning of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  assailing  the 
ralidily  of  the  statute,  can  have  any  appli- 
cation. And  the  contention  is  that  individ- 
uals, in  forming  or  creating  their  estates, 
will  or  may  be  deterred  from  offering  terms, 
in  the  purchasing  of  such  bonds,  as  favor- 
able as  they  otherwise  might  do,  if  they  are 
bound  to  know  that  such  portion  of  their 
estates  as  consists  of  such  bonds  is  to  be  in- 
cluded, equally  with  other  property,  in  the 
assessment  of  an  inheritance  tax. 

Before  addressing  ourselves  directly  to  the 
discussion  of  these  propositions  we  shall 
briefly  review  the  decisions  in  whose  light 
they  must  be  determined. 

And,  first,  what  is  the  voioe  of  the  state 
eourtsf 

A  detailed  examination  of  the  state  deci- 
sions is  unnecessary,  because  it  is  admitted 
in  the  brief  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  in 
many,  if  not  in  most,  of  the  states  of  the 
Union  inheritance  or  succession  tax  laws, 
similar  to  the  New  York  statute  in  question, 
are  and  have  been  long  in  operation,  and 
that  the  question  of  their  validity,  in  cases 
like  the -present,  has  always  heretofore  been 
9  determined  by  the  state  courts  against  the 
2  United  States.  We  cannot,  however,  accede 
•  to  the  suggestion  in  the  brief  that*the  state 
decisions  are  entitled  to  but  little  considera- 
tion, for  the  reason  that  "they  are  the  de- 
terminations of  a  distinct  sovereignty,  ad- 
judicating upon  the  rights  of  the  nation,  and 
naturally  jealous  of  ttieir  own."  Undoubt- 
edly, in  a  case  like  the  present,  the  national 
law  is  paramount,  and  its  final  exposition  is 
for  this  court  Still,  for  reasons  too  obvi- 
ous to  require  statement,  the  decisions  of 
the  state  courts,  particularly  if  they  are  uni- 
form and  concur  in  their  reasoning,  are 
worthy  of  respectful  consideration,  even  if 
the  question  be,  at  last,  a  Federal  one. 

Without  attempting  a  rehearsal  of  the 
state  decisions,  we  may  profitably  examine 
the  reasons  and  conclusions  of  several  of  the 
leading  state  courts. 

A  statute  of  Massachusetts  of  1862  provid- 
ed that  every  institution  for  savings,  incor- 
porated under  the  laws  of  that  state,  should 
pay  a  tax  on  account  of  its  depositors,  on  the 
average  amount  of  its  deposits.  The  Provi- 
dent Institution  of  Savings,  a  corporation 
having  no  property  except  its  deposits  and 
the  property  in  which  they  were  invested, 
and  authorized  by  the  general  statute  of 
Massachusetts  to  receive  money  on  deposit 
and  to  invest  its  deposits  in  securities  of  the 
United  States,  had  on  deposit  on  the  1st  day 
of  May,  1865,  $8,047,662--of  which  $1,327,- 
000  stood  invested  in  public  funds  of  the 
United  States,  exempt  by  law  of  the  United 
States  from  taxation  under  state  authority. 
The  company  declined  to  pay  that  portion 
of  the  tax  on  its  property  invested  in  United 
States  bonds.  On  suit  brought  by  the  common- 
wealth to  recover  the  same,  the  supreme  ju- 
dicial court  of  Massachusetts,  regarding  the 
tax  as  one  on  franchise,  and  not  on  property. 


held  the  tax  to  be  lawful.     Com.  v.  Provi- 
dent Inst,  for  Savings,  12  Allen,  312. 

By  a  subsequent  statute  of  1864,  chap. 
208,  corporations  having  capital  stock  di» 
vided  into  shares  were  required  to  pay  a  tax 
of  a  certain  percentage  upon  "the  excess  of 
the  market  value"  of  ail  such  stock  over  the 
value  of  its  real  estate  and  machinery.  The 
Hamilton  Manufacturing  Company  refused 
to  pay  the  tax  upon  that  portion  of  its  prop- 
erty which  was  invested  in  United  States  se> 
curities,  because,  by  the  act  of  Congress  an-^ 
thorizing  their  issue,  they  were  exempt  fromci 
taxation  by  state  authority.  •It  was  held  by* 
the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetta 
that  the  tax  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  tax  on 
the  franchise  and  privileges  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  was  lawful  so  far  as  related  to 
Federal  securities.  Com,  v.  Hamilton  Mfg. 
Co,  12  Allen,  300. 

The  legislature  of  Connecticut  in  1863  en- 
acted that  the  savings  banks  in  the  state 
should  annually  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
state  a  sum  equal  to  %  of  1  per  cent  on  the 
total  amount  of  deposits.  The  "Society  for 
Savings,"  a  corporation  of  Connecticut,  re- 
fused to  pay  the  tax  upon  that  portion  of 
its  deposits  which  was  invested  in  United 
States  bonds  declared  by  act  of  Congress  to 
be  exempt  from  taxation  by  state  authority. 

On  a  suit  brought  by  Coite,  treasurer  of 
the  state,  to  recover  the  tax  thus  withheld, 
the  supreme  court  of  Connecticut  decided 
that  the  tax  in  question  was  not  a  tax  on 
property,  but  on  the  corporation  as  such, 
and  rendered  judgment  accordingly  for  the 
plaintiff.    Coite  r.  Society  for  Savings,  32 

In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  repeatedly 
held  that  the  collateral  inheritance  law  of 
that  state,  imposing  a  tax  upon  the  total 
amount  of  the  estates  of  decedents,  is  valid, 
although  the  estate  may  consist  in  whole  or 
in  part  of  United  States  bonds;  and  this  up- 
on the  principle  that  what  is  called  a  col- 
lateral inheritance  tax  is  a  bonus,  exacted 
from  the  collateral  kindred  and  others,  aa 
the  conditions  on  which  they  may  be  admit- 
ted to  take  the  estate  left  by  a  deceased  rela- 
tive or  testator ;  that  the  estate  does  not  be- 
long to  them,  except  as  a  right  to  it  is  con- 
ferred by  the  state;  that  the  right  of  the 
owner  to  transfer  it  to  another  after  death, 
or  of  kindred  to  succeed,  is  the  result  of  mu- 
nicipal regulation,  and  must,  consequently, 
be  enjoyed  subject  to  such  conditions  as  the 
state  sees  fit  to  impose.  Strode  v.  Com,  52 
Pa.  181;  Clymer  v.  Com,  52  Pa.  186. 

In  Virginia  the  highest  court  of  the  state 
has  construed  a  similar  statute  as  imposing 
the  tax,  not  upon  the  property,  but  upon  the 
privilege  of  acquiring  it  by  will  or  under  the 
intestate  laws.  3yre  ▼.  Jaooh,  14  Gratt. 
422,  73  Am.  Dee.  867;  Miller  t.  Com,  27  et 
Gratt  110.  5 

*The  supreme  court  of  Illinois  has  held* 
valid  a  statute  of  that  state,  entitled  ''An 
Act  to  Tax  Gifts,  Legacies,  and  Inheritances 
in  Certain  Cases,  and  to  Provide  for  the  Col- 
lection of  the  Same."  HI.  Rev.  Stat  1895, 
diap.  120.    The  constitutionality  of  the  act 
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was  denied,  because  of  the  alleged  want  of 
reasonableness  in  its  dassiflcation  of  those 
subject  to  the  tax  and  the  want  of  equality 
in  the  amounts  imposed.  But  the  supreme 
court  held  that  an  inheritance  tax  is  a  tax, 
not  upon  property,  but  on  the  succession, 
and  that  the  right  to  take  property  by  de- 
Tise  or  descent  is  the  creature  of  the  law, 
a  priyilege,  and  that  the  authority  which 
confers  the  privilege  may  impose  conditions 
upon  it  Kochersperger  v.  Drake,  167  HI. 
122,  41  L.  R.  A.  446,  47  N.  E.  321. 

By  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  New  York 
(Laws  1881,  chap.  361,  §  3),  it  was  enacted 
that  "every  corporation,  joint-stock  com- 
pany, or  association  whatever,  now  or  here- 
after incorporated  or  organized  under  any 
law  of  this  state,  .  .  .  shall  be  subject 
to  and  pay  a  tax,  as  a  tax  upon  its  corporate 
franchise  or  business,  into  the  treasury  of 
the  state,  annually,  to  be  computed  as  fol- 
lows: If  the  dividend  or  dividends  made  or 
declared  by  such  corporation,  joint-stock 
company,  or  association  during  any  year 
ending  with  the  first  day  of  November, 
amount  to  six  or  more  than  six  per  centum 
upon  the  par  value  of  its  capital  stock,  then 
the  tax  to  be  at  the  rate  of  one  quarter  mill 
upon  the  capital  stock  for  each  one  per 
centum  of  dividends  so  made  or  declar^," 
etc. 

The  Home  Insurance  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion of  the  state  of  New  York,  bavins:  a  cap- 
ital stock  of  $3,000,000,  declared  a  dividend 
of  10  per  cent  for  the  year  1881.  During 
the  year  1881  the  company  had  part  of  its 
capital  invested  in  United  States  bonds,  ex- 
empt from  state  taxation.  Th«  amount  so 
invested  changed  from  $3,000,000  to  $1,940,- 
000  in  such  bonds  during  the  year  1881. 
The  company,  in  tendering  payment  of  its 
tax,  claimed  that  so  much  of  the  laws  of 
New  York  as  required  a  tax  to  be  paid  upon 
the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  without 
deducting  from  the  amount  so  to  be  paid 
that  part  invested  in  bonds  of  the  United 
States,  was  unconstitutional  and  void.  In 
(^an  action  brought  to  recover  such  unpaid 
J  portion  of  the  tax,  the  supreme  court  of 
•  New  York,  at  general  term,*  adjudged  that 
the  company  was  liable  to  pay  such  tax ;  and 
this  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of 
appeals.  The  view  of  those  courts  vras  that, 
the  tax  being  upon  the  franchise  of  the  com- 
pany, it  mattered  not  how  its  ••apital  stock 
OT  property  may  be  invested,  whether  in 
United  States  securities  or  otherwise.  Peo- 
ple V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  92  N.  Y.  328. 

In  Monroe  County  8aD.  Bank  ▼.  Rooheeier^ 
87N.  Y.  865,  itwassaid: 

"It  is  true  that  where  a  tax  is  laid  upon 
the  property  of  an  individual  or  a  corpora- 
tion, so  much  of  their  property  as  is  vested 
in  United  States  bonds  is  to  be  treated,  for 
the  purposes  of  assessment,  as  if  it  did  not 
exist,  but  this  rule  can  have  no  application 
to  an  assessment  upon  a  franchise,  where  a 
reference  to  property  is  made  only  to  ascer- 
tain the  value  of  the  thing  assessed.  It  is, 
however,  argued  with  great  ingenuity  and 
skill  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs,  among 
other  powers  given  them,  have  the  right  to 


invest  their  money  in  United  States  bond«» 
their  franchises  and  privil^es  cannot  be 
taxed  by  the  state.  The  power  thus  to  in- 
vest their  moneys,  it  is  contended,  is  a  fran- 
chise for  lending  to  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  taxed,  because  such  taxa- 
tion would  trench  on  the  power  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  borrow.  This  is  stretching  the 
argument  too  far.  It  cannot  be  pretended 
that  the  state  would  violate  any  obligation 
resulting  from  the  power  of  the  United 
States  to  borrow  money,  if  the  law  confer- 
ring the  power  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  invest 
their  moneys  in  United  States  stocks  and 
bonds  were  repealed.  The  state  is  under  no 
obligation,  express  or  implied,  to  legislate 
to  enhance  the  credit  of  the  general  govern- 
ment, and  should  it  adopt  a  system  of  1^ 
islation  which  indirectly  produces  such  a  re- 
sult, its  power  of  repeal  cannot  be  doubted. 
The  position  that  a  franchise  granted  by  tJie 
bounty  of  the  state  is  not  taxable,  because 
coupled  with  that  franchise  is  the  privilege 
of  loaning  money  to  the  general  government^ 
is  not  more  untenable  than  to  argue  that, 
because  such  a  franchise  enhances  the  credit 
of  the  United  States,  therefore  the  legisla- 
ture could  not  repeal  the  law  granting  the 
franchise  without  violating  its  constitution-^ 
al  obligation.  Suppose  the  legislature  hadS 
Hmited  the  amount  in  which  the  plaintiffs* 
eould  invest  its  moneys  in  the  securities  of 
the  United  States,  it  will  not  be  contended 
that  such  limitation  would  be  void  because 
it  impaired  the  power  of  the  United  States 
to  borrow  money.  It  must  therefore  be  r^ 
garded  as  sound  doctrine  to  hold  that  the 
state,  in  granting  a  franchise  to  a  corpora- 
tion, may  limit  the  powers  to  be  exercised 
under  it,  and  annex  conditions  to  its  enjoy- 
ment, and  make  it  contribute  to  the  revenue! 
of  the  state.  If  the  grantee  accepts  the  boon 
it  must  bear  the  burden." 

In  Re  Sherman,  153  N.  Y.  1,  46  N.  E.  1032, 
it  was  said  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York,  per  Chief  Judge  Andrews,  that — 

"This  court  has  not  been  called  upon  to 
consider  the  question  of  the  power  of  the 
state  to  prescribe  that  in  ascertaining  the 
value  of  the  property  of  a  decedent  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  the  tax,  under  the  collater- 
al inheritance  or  transfer  tax  laws,  the  value 
of  Federal  securities  owned  by  the  decedent 
shall  be  included.  But  we  apprehend  that 
the  existence  of  the  power  cannot  be  denied 
upon  reason  or  authority.  The  tax  imposed 
is  not,  in  a  proper  sense,  a  tax  upon  the  prop- 
erty passing  by  will,  or  under  the  statatee 
of  descents  or  distribution.  It  is  a  tax  upon 
the  right  of  transfer  by  will,  or  under  the  in- 
testate law  of  the  state.  Whether  these 
laws  are  regarded  as  a  limitation  on  the 
right  of  a  testator  to  dispose  of  property  by 
will,  or  upon  the  right  of  devisees  to  take  un- 
der a  will,  or  the  right  of  heirs  or  next  of 
kin  to  succeed  to  a  property  of  an  intestate, 
is  not  material.  The  so-called  tax  is  an  ex* 
action  made  bv  the  state  in  the  regulation  of 
the  right  of  devolution  of  property  of  dece- 
dents, which  is  created  by  law,  and  which  the 
law  niav  restrain  or  regulate.  Whatever  the 
form  of  the  property,  Uie  right  to  succeed  to 
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It  \a  oreated  by  law,  and  if  the  proper^  oon- 
■iata  of  saremment  aeearities,  tae  transferee 
derives  nis  right  to  take  them  as  he  does  his 
right  to  take  any  other  property  of  the  dece- 
dent, under  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  the 
state  by  these  statutes  makes  the  right  suh* 
ject  to  the  burden  imposed." 

And  in  the  case  in  hand,  the  very  matter 
of  complaint  is  that  the  courts  of  the  state  of 

aKew  York  held  that»  under  the  laws  of  that 
^  state,  an  inheritance  tax  can  be  validly  as- 

•  sessed^against  the  entire  estate  of  a  decedent^ 
although  composed  in  ereater  part  of  United 
States  bonds;  and  the  language  of  the  surro- 

Site,  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals,  was  as 
Uows: 

'^t  is  almost  unnecessary  to  state  that  the 
theory  on  which  the  courts  have  held  this 
kind  of  security  taxable  is  that  the  tax  is  not 
upon  the  bonds  themselves,  but  upon  the 
transfer  thereof.  This  distinction  is  firmly 
established  in  this  state.  See,  besides  the 
Sherman  Oaae,  Re  Merriam,  141  N.  Y.  479, 3d 
K.  E.  505 ;  Re  Branson,  150  K.  Y.  1,  34  L.  R. 
A.  238,  44  N.  £.  707;  and  it  seems  to  have 
been  recognized  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  SUtes,  United  Btatee  v.  Perhine,  103 
U.  8.  625,  41  L.  ed.  £87,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1073,  in  which  Re  Merriam  yna  affirmed." 

The  dedsions  of  the  state  courts  may  be 
summarized  by  the  statement  that  it  is  com* 
petent  for  the  legislature  of  a  state  to  impose 
a  tax  upon  the  franchises  of  the  corporations 
of  the  state,  and  upon  the  estates  of  dece- 
dents resident  therein,  and  in  assessing  such 
taxes  and  as  a  basis  to  establish  the  amount 
of  such  assessments,  to  include  the  entire 
propertv  of  such  corporations  and  decedents, 
although  composed,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of 
United  States  bonds;  and  that  the  theory  up- 
on which  this  can  be  done  consistently  with 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  is  that  such  taxes  are  to  be  regarded 
as  imposed,  not  upon  the  property,  the 
amount  of  which  is  referred  to  as  r^^lating 
the  amount  of  the  taxes,  but  upon  franchises 
and  privileges  derived  from  the  state. 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  a  similar  survey  of 
the  Federal  authorities  on  this  subject. 

Mager  v.  Grima,  8  How.  400,  12  L.  ed. 
1168,  was  a  case  where,  by  the  law  of  Louisi- 
ana, a  tax  of  10  per  cent  was  imposed  on  leg- 
acies, when  the  legatee  is  neither  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  nor  domiciled  in  that  state, 
and  the  executor  of  the  deceased  or  other  per- 
son charged  with  the  administration  of  the 
estate  was  directed  to  pay  the  tax  to  the 
state  treasurer.  Felix  Grima  was  the  execu- 
tor of  John  Mager,  and  retained  the  amount 
of  the  tax  in  order  to  pay  it  over  as  the  law 
directed.  Suit  was  brought  by  a  legatee  to 
recover  it,  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  of 

S  Louisiana  was  repugnant  to  the  Constitution 
^  of  the  United  States.    The  validity  of  the  act 

•  was  sustained  bv*the  state  cotirts.  and  the 
cause  was  brought  to  this  court.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  state  courts  was  here  affirmed, 
and  it  was  said,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by 
Chief  Justice  Taney: 

*TTow  the  law  in  question  is  nothing  more 
than  an  exercise  of  the  power  which  every 
state  and  sovereignty  possesses,  of  regulating 
20  S.  C— 63. 


the  manner  and  tarm  noon  which  proper^^ 
real  or  personal,  within  its  dominion  may  M 
transmitted  by  last  will  and  testament,  or  bj 
inheritance,  and  of  prescribing  who  shall  ana 
who  shall  not  be  capable  of  taking  It  S^rery 
state  or  nation  may  unquestionably  refuse  to 
allow  an  alien  to  take  either  real  or  personal 
property  situated  within  its  limits  either  as 
heir  or  legatee,  and  may,  if  it  thiidcs  proper, 
direct  that  property  so  descending  or  be-* 
queathed  shall  belong  to  the  state.  In  many 
of  the  states  of  this  Union  at  this  day  real 
property  devised  to  an  alien  is  liable  to  es- 
cheat. And  if  a  state  may  deny  the  privi- 
lege altogether,  it  follows  that>  when  it 
grants  it,  it  may  annex  to  the  grant  any  con- 
ditions which  it  supposes  to  be  requirad  by 
its  interests  or  policy.  This  has  been  done 
by  Louisiana.  The  right  to  take  is  given  to 
the  alien,  subject  to  a  deduction  of  10  per 
cent  for  the  use  of  the  state." 

In  Van  Allen  v.  The  Aeeeseore,  8  Wall.  578, 
Mb  nom.  Churohill  v.  Utioa,  18  L.  ed.  229,  it 
was  held  that  it  was  competent  for  Congiess 
to  authorize  the  states  to  tax  the  slutres  of 
banking  associations  organized  under  the  act 
of  June  3,  1864,  without  regard  to  the  fact 
that  a  part  or  the  whole  ctf  the  capital  of 
such  association  was  invested  in  national  se- 
curities declared  by  the  statutes  authoriz- 
ing them  to  be  "exempt  from  taxation  by  or 
under  state  authority."  This  decision  has 
ever  since  been  acted  upon,  and  its  authority 
has  never  been  questioned  by  any  court»  and 
from  it  we  learn  tliat  there  is  no  undeviating 
policy  that,  at  all  times  and  in  all  circum- 
stances, the  tax  system  of  the  statei  shall 
not  extend  to  Federal  securities. 

The  next  cases  to  be  noted  are:  Socieiy  for 
Savings  v.  Cotfe,  0  Wall.  594,  18  L.  ed.  897; 
Provident  Inst,  for  Savings  v.  Massaohth 
setts,  6  Wall.  611,  18  L.  ed.  907;  and  FomO- 
ton  Iffg,  Co.  ▼.  Massachusetts,  6  WalL  632, 
18  L.  ed.  004. 

In  these  cases  this  court  affirmed  the  su- 
preme courts  of  Connecticut  and  Massachu- 
setts in  hplding  that  state  taxes  may  be  im-g 
posed,  the  amount  of  which  may  be  det«r-3 
mined  by  the^aggreffate  amount  of  the  prop-* 
erty  or  capital  stodc  of  banking  and  manu- 
facturing companies,  even  if  such  property 
or  capital  stock  includes  United  States  bonds 
issued  under  a  statute  declaring  them  ex- 
empt from  taxation  under  state  authority. 

As  we  have  alreadv  seen,  when  referring  to 
the  state  decisions,  the  reasoning  upon  whidi 
the  state  courts  proceeded  in  the  case  of  cor- 
porations was  that  such  taxes  were  to  be 
deemed  as  laid,  not  upon  the  bonds  as  prop- 
erty, but  upon  the  franchise  to  do  business  as 
a  corporation  or  association  derived  from 
the  state.  This  reasoning  was  approved  by 
this  court;  and  it  may  be  observed  in  pass- 
ing that,  as  appears  in  the  reports  of  the  ar- 
guments of  counsel,  the  contention  so  strong- 
ly pressed  in  the  present  case,  namely,  that 
under  no  form  can  Federal  securities  l>e  prae- 
tically  rendered  by  state  l^slation  less  valu- 
able, was  fully  argued.  See  also  the  case  of 
Scholey  v.  Rew,  23  Wall.  331,  23  L.  ed.  99. 

Next  worthy  of  notice  is  the  case  of  Home 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Vevo  York,  134  U.  S.  594,  33  L.  ed. 
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1025, 10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  593.  It  came  here  on 
error  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  whose  judgment  had  been  affirmed 
hj  the  court  of  app^s,  and  was  twice  ar- 
gued. The  question  considered  was  whether 
a  statute  of  the  state  of  New  York  was  valid 
in  respect  to  imposing  a  tax  upon  a  New 
York  corporation,  measured  and  regulated 
by  the  amount  of  its  annual  dividends,  where 
those  dividends  were  partly  composed  of  in- 
terest of  United  States  bonds  owned  by  the 
corporation. 

As  we  have  heretofore  stated,  the  state 
courts  answered  this  question  in  the  affiima- 
tive,  basing  their  decision  upon  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  tax  was  imposed  as  a  tax  upon 
corporate  franchises  or  privileges,  and  that 
sucn  a  tax  was  not  invalidated  by  the  circum- 
stance that  the  measure  of  its  amount  was 
fixed  by  the  amount  of  the  annual  dividends 
of  the  company  partly  derived  from  the  in- 
terest of  United  States  bonds.  02  N.  Y.  328. 
In  this  court  the  question  was  elaborately 
argued,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  first  report  of 
the  case  in  110  U.  S.  120,  30  L.  ed.  350,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1385;  and  it  was  again  con- 
tended that  the  case  fell  within  the  principle 
of  public  policy  that  the  states  have  no  pow- 
g  er,  by  taxation  or  otherwise,  to  retard,  im- 
H  pede,  burden,  or  in  any  manner  control  the 
*  operations  of  the  instrumentalities  of  the  na- 
tional government,  and  also  that  the  tax  in 
question  was  repugnant  to  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

The  reasoning  of  the  state  court  waa  sub- 
stantially approved  and  their  judgment  sus- 
taining uie  validity  of  the  state  statute  was 
affirmed.  Some  of  the  observations  of  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice 
liield,  may  be  appropriately  quoted : 

''Looking  now  at  the  tax  in  this  case, 
.  •  •  we  are  unable  to  perceive  that  it 
falls  within  the  doctrines  of  any  of  the  cases 
cited,  to  which  we  fully  assent,  not  doubting 
their  correctness  in  any  particular.  It  is 
not  a  tax  in  terms  upon  the  capital  stock  of 
the  com^iany,  nor  upon  any  bonds  of  the 
United  States  composing  a  part  of  that  stock. 
The  statutes  designate  it  a  tax  upon  the  'cor- 
porate franchise  or  business'  of  the  company, 
and  reference  is  only  made  to  its  capital 
stock  and  dividends  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  the  tax  to  be  exacted 
each  year. 

"Bv  the  term  'corporate  franchise  or  busi- 
ness,'^ as  here  used,  we  understand  is  meant 
(not  referring  to  corporations  sole,  which 
are  not  usually  created  for  commercial  busi- 
ness) the  right  or  privilege  given  by  the 
state  to  two  or  more  persons  of  being  a  cor- 
poration, that  is,  of  doing  business  in  a  cor- 
porate capacity,  and  not  the  privilege  or 
franchise  which,  when  incorporated,  the  com- 
pany may  exercise.  The  rieht  or  privilege 
to  be  a  corporation,  or  to  do  business  as  such 
body,  is  one  generally  deemed  of  value  to  the 
corporators,  or  it  would  not  be  sought  in 
sucn  numbers  as  at  present.  It  is  a  right  or 
privilege,  by  which  several  individuals  mav 
unite  themselves  under  a  common  name  and 
act  as  a  single  person,  with  a  succession  of 


members,  without  dissolatloii  or  nupeiiBioB 
of  business,  and  with  a  limited  individual 
liability.  The  granting  of  such  right  or 
privilege  rests  entirely  in  the  discretion  ot 
the  state,  and,  of  course,  when  granted,  may 
be  accompanied  with  such  conditions  as  iti 
legislature  may  judge  most  befitting  to  iti 
interests  and  policy.  It  may  require,  as  a 
condition  of  the  grant  of  the  franchise,  and 
also  of  its  continued  exercise,  that  the  cor- 
poration pay  a  specific  sum  to  the  state  each 
year  or  month,  or  a  specific  portion  of  itt^ 
gross  receipts,  or  of  the  profits  of  its  busi-e« 
ness,  or  a  sum  to  b^^asoertained  in  ai^  con-* 
venient  mode  which  it  may  prescribe.  The 
validity  of  the  tax  can  in  no  way  be  depend- 
ent upon  the  mode  which  the  state  may  deem 
fit  to  adopt  in  fixing  the  amount  for  any  year 
which  it  will  exact  for  the  franchise.  No 
constitutional  objection  lies  in  the  way  of  a 
l^slative  body  preseribing  any  mode  of 
measurement  to  determine  the  amount  it  will 
charge  for  the  privily  it  bestows.  It  may 
well  seek  in  this  way  to  increase  its  revenue 
to  the  extent  to  which  it  has  been  cut  off  by 
exemption  of  other  property  from  taxation. 
As  its  ^revenues  to  meet  its  expenses  are  les- 
sened in  one  direction,  it  may  look  to  auT 
other  property,  as  sources  of  revenue,  which 
is  not  exempt  from  taxation.  .  •  .  The 
tax  in  the  present  case  would  not  be  affected 
if  the  nature  of  the  property  in  which  the 
whole  capital  stock  is  invested  were  changed, 
and  put  into  real  property  or  bonds  of  New 
York,  or  of  other  states.  From  the  very  na- 
ture of  the  tax,  being  laid  upon  a  franchise 
given  by  the  state,  and  revocable  at  pleas- 
ure, it  cannot  be  affected  in  any  way  by  the 
character  of  the  property  in  which  its  capi- 
tal stock  is  invested.  The  power  of  the  state 
over  the  corporate  franchise  and  the  condi- 
tions upon  which  it  shall  be  exercised  is  aa 
ample  and  plenary  in  the  one  case  as  in  the 
other." 

And,  after  citing  and  commenting  upon 
the  previous  cases  from  Connecticut  and 
Massachusetts,  the  court  said:  "In  this 
case  we  hold,  as  well  upon  general  principles 
as  upon  the  authority  of  the  first  two  cases 
cited  from  6  Wallace,  that  the  tax  for  which 
the  suit  is  brought  is  not  a  tax  on  the  cap- 
ital stock  or  propertv  of  the  company,  but 
upon  its  corporate  franchise,  and  is  not 
therefore  subject  to  the  objection  stated 
by  counsel,  because  a  portion  of  its  capital 
stock  is  invested  in  securities  of  the  United 
Stotes." 

In  United  8iate$  ▼.  Perkins,  163  U.  S.  025, 
41  L.  ed.  287,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1073,  the 
question  was  whether  personal  property  be- 
queathed by  will  to  the  United  States  was 
subject  to  an  inheritance  tax  under  the  law 
of  the  state  of  New  York. 

The  facts  of  the  ease  were  that  one  Will- 
iam W.  Merriam,  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  left  a  last  will  and  testament,  by 
which  he  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  es-o 
tate,  real  and  personal,  to  the  United  States.  ^ 
The  surrogate  assessed  an^inheritance  tax  of* 
$3,064.23  upon   the   personal   property   in* 
eluded  in  said  bequest    Upon  appeal  to  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court  the  order 
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of  the  Burrogate'B  court  was  affirmed,  and 
upon  a  furtner  appeal  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was 
affirmed,  and  the  cause  was  brought  to  this 
eonrt. 
It  was  contended  that,   upon  principle^ 

E)ertj  of  the  United  States  was  not  sub- 
to  state  taxation;  but  it  was  held  by 
court,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
courts  below,  that  the  tax  was  not  open  to 
the  objection  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  tax 
the  property  of  the  United  States,  since  the 
tax  was  imposed  upon  the  legacy  before  it 
reached  the  hands  of  the  legatee;  that  the 
legacy  became  the  property  of  the  United 
States  after  it  had  suffered  a  diminution  to 
the  amount  of  the  tax,  and  that  it  was  only 
upon  such  a  condition  that  the  legislature 
assented  to  a  bequest  of  it^ 

Hie  reasoninff  of  the  court  may  be  mani- 
fested by  the  loUowing  exoerpts  from  the 
opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown : 

^Though  the  general  consent  of  the  most 
enlightened  nations  has  from  the  earliest 
historical  period  recognized  a  natural  right 
in  children  to  inherit  the  property  of  their 
parents,  we  know  of  no  legal  principle  to 
preyent  the  legislature  from  taking  away  or 
limiting  the  right  of  testamentary  disposi- 
tion, or  imposing  such  conditions  upon  its 
exercise  as  it  may  deem  conducive  to  publio 
good.  In  this  view  the  so-called  inheritance 
tax  of  the  state  of  New  York  is  in  reality  a 
limitation  upon  the  power  of  a  testator  to 
bequeath  his  property  to  whom  he  pleases; 
a  declaration  that,  in  the  exercise  of  that 
power,  he  shall  contribute  a  certain  percent- 
age to  the  public  use;  in  other  words,  that 
the  right  to  dispose  of  his  property  by  will 
shall  remain,  but  subject  to  a  condition  that 
the  state  has  a  right  to  impose.  Certainly, 
if  it  be  true  that  the  right  of  testamentary 
disposition  is  purely  statutory,  the  state  has 
a  right  to  require  a  contribution  to  the  pub- 
lic treasury  before  the  bequest  shall  take  ef- 
fect. Thus  the  tax  is  not  upon  the  property, 
in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  but  upon 
the  right  to  dispose  of  it,  and  it  is  not  until 
^  it  has  yielded  its  contribution  to  the  state 
JJ  that  it  becomes  the  property  of  the  legatee. 
•  This  was  the  view  talcen  of  a  similar^tax  by 
the  court  of  appeals  of  Maryland  in  State  v. 
Dalrymple,  70  Md.  294,  3  L.  R.  A.  372,  17 
Atl.  82,  in  which  the  court  observed: 

'Possessing,  then,  the  plenary  power  in- 
dicated, it  necessarily  follows  that  the  state 
in  allowing  property  ...  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  will,  and  in  designnting  who 
shall  take  such  property  where  there  is  no 
will,  may  prescribe  such  conditions,  not  in 
conflict  with  or  forbidden  by  the  organic  law, 
as  the  lecrislature  may  deem  expedient 
These  conditions,  subject  to  the  limitations 
named,  are,  consequently,  wholly  Tvithin  the 
discretion  of  the  £ren<>rai  assembly-  The  act 
we  are  now  considering  plainly  intended  to 
require  that  a  person  taking  the  benefit  of  a 
civil  right  secured  to  him  under  our  law 
should  pay  a  certain  premium  for  its  enjoy- 
ment. In  other  words,  one  of  the  conditions 
upon  which  strangers  and  collateral  kindrei 
may  acquire  a  decedent's  property,  which  is 


subject  to  the  dominion  of  our  laws,  is,  thst 
there  shall  be  paid  out  of  such  property  a 
tax  of  2^  per  cent  into  the  treasury  of  the 
state.  This,  therefore,  is  not  a  tax  upon  the 
property  itself,  but  is  merely  the  price  ex- 
acted by  the  state  for  the  privilege  accorded 
in  permitting  property  so  situated  to  be 
transferred  by  will  or  by  descent  or  distribu- 
tion,' 

"That  the  tax  Is  not  a  tax  upon  the  prop- 
ertv  itself,  but  upon  its  transmission  by  will 
or  by  descent,  is  also  held  both  in  New  York 
and  in  several  other  states  {Be  B%oifi^  137 
N.  Y.  77.  18  L.  R.  A,  709,  32  N.  E.  1096),  in 
which  it  said  .  •  •  that  'the  effect  of 
this  special  tax  is  to  take  from  the  property 
a  portion,  or  percentage  of  it,  for  the  use  of 
the  state,  and  I  think  it  quite  immaterial 
whether  the  tax  can  be  precise!y  classified 
with  the  taxation  of  property  or  not.  It  is 
not  a  tax  upon  persons.*^  Re  Hoffman,  148 
N.  Y.  327,  38  N.  E.  311 ;  Sohoolfield  v.  LynoK- 
hurg,  78  Va.  366 ;  Strode  v.  Com,  52  Pa.  181 ; 
Re  Cullum,  145  K.  Y.  693,  40  K.  E.  165.  In 
this  last  case,  as  well  as  in  Walluon  v.  Myere, 
38  Fed.  Rep.  184,  it  was  held  that,  although 
the  property  of  the  decedent  included  United 
States  bonds,  the  tax  might  be  assessed  upon 
the  basis  of  their  value,  because  the  tax  was 
not  imposed  upon  the  bonds  themselves,  but 
upon  the  estate  of  the  decedent,  or  the  privi«g 
lege  of  acquiring  property  by  inheritance.^ 
rEyre  v.  Jacoh,  14  Gratt  422;  Dos  Passes,* 
Inheritance  Tax  Law,  chap.  2,  |  8,  and  cases 
cited. 

"Such  a  tax  was  also  held  by  this  court 
to  be  free  from  any  constitutional  objection 
in  Mager  v.  (Trtmo,  8  How.  490,  493,  12  L, 
ed.  1168,  1170,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney  re- 
marking that  'the  law  in  question  is  nothing 
more  than  the  exercise  of  the  power  which 
every  state  and  sovereignty  possesses,  of  reg- 
ulating the  manner  and  terms  within  whidi 
property,  real  and  personal,  within  its  do- 
minion may  be  transferred  by  last  will  or 
testament,  or  by  inheritance,  and  of  pre- 
scribing who  shall  and  who  shall  not  be  ca- 
pable of  taking  it  ...  If  a  state  may 
deny  the  privilege  altogether,  it  follows  that 
when  it  grants  it>  it  may  annex  to  the  grant 
any  conditions  which  it  supposes  to  be  re- 
quired by  its  interests  or  policy.'  To  the 
same  effect  is  United  States  v.  Fow,  94  U.  S, 
316,  24  L.  ed.  192. 

'•We  think  it  follows  from  this  that  the  act 
in  question  is  not  open  to  the  objection  that 
it  is  an  attempt  to  tax  the  property  of  the 
United  States,  since  the  tax  is  imposed  upon 
the  legacy  before  it  reaches  the  hands  of  the 
government.  The  legacy  becomes  the  prop- 
erty of  the  United  States  only  after  it  has 
suffered  a  diminution  to  the  amount  of  the 
tax,  and  it  is  only  upon  this  condition  that 
the  legislature  assents  to  a  bequest  of  it," 

One  of  the  propositions  recognized  In  thsA 
case  applicable  to  the  present  one  is  that  a 
state  tax  that  would  be  invalid  if  imposed 
directly  on  a  legacy  to  the  United  States, 
may  be  valid  if  the  amount  of  the  tax  Is 
taken  out  of  the  legacy  before  it  reaches  the 
hands  of  the  government— the  theory  of  such 
a  view  apparently  being  that  the  property 
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rights  of  the  goyemment  do  not  attach  until 
after  the  tax  has  been  paid,  or  until  the  con- 
dition imposed  by  the  tax  law  of  the  state 
has  been  complied  with.  Such  is  also  the 
ease  in  respect  to  the  legacy  to  Ella  Plum- 
mer  Brown,  as  the  statute  in  question  dis- 
tinctly makes  it  the  duty  of  the  executor  to 
pay  the  amount  of  the  tax  before  the  legacy 
passes  to  the  legatee. 

In  tlew  York  y.  RoherU,  171  U.  S.  658,  43 
L.  ed.  323,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  68,  an  effort  was 
M  made  to  have  a  tax  imposed  against  corpora- 
Stions  based  upon  ''capital  employed  within 
•  the  state"  declared  inyalid,  in  that*particu- 
lar  case,  because  a  portion  of  such  capital 
eonsisted  of  imported  goods  in  original  pack- 
ages; and  this  court  said: 

''Again  it  is  said  that»  eyen  assuming  that 
the  importation  of  crude  drugs  and  their 
sale  in  the  original  packages  constituted  a 
portion  of  the  corporate  business,  no  tax 
could  be  imposed  by  the  state  under  the  doc- 
trine of  Broujn  y.  Maryland,  12  Wheat  419, 
6  L.  ed.  678.  But  that  case  is  inapplicable. 
Here  no  tax  is  sought  to  be  imposed  directly 
on  imported  articles  or  on  their  sale.  This 
is  a  tax  imposed  on  the  business  of  a  corpora- 
tion, consisting  in  the  atorage  and  distribu- 
tion of  yarious  kinds  of  goods,  some  products 
of  their  own  manufacture  and  some  imported 
articles.  From  the  yery  nature  of  the  tax, 
being  laid  as  a  tax  upon  the  franchise  of  do- 
ing business  as  a  corporation,  it  cannot  be 
AueeVsd  in  any  way  by  the  character  of  the 
property  in  which  its  capital  stock  is  in- 
vested." 

In  Magoun  y.  IlUnoia  Trust  d  8av.  Bank, 
170  U.  S.  283,  42  L.  ed.  1037, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
594,  the  yalidity  of  the  inheritance  tax  law 
of  Illinois  was  assailed  because  of  inequali- 
ties and  discriminations  so  great  as  to 
amount  to  a  depriyation  of  property  and  to 
a  denial  of  the  eijual  protection  of  the  laws. 
The  law  in  question  had  been  upheld  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state  in  the  case  of 
KooJiersperger  y.  Drake,  167  111.  122,  41  U 
R.  A.  446«  47  N.  £.821,  hereinbefore  referred 
to. 

This  court  held  that  the  law  was  one  with- 
in the  competency  of  the  legislature  of  the 
state  to  make,  and  that  it  did  not  conflict  in 
any  wise  with  the  proyisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  In  the  course  of 
the  discussion,  Mr.  Justice  McKenna,  who 
deliyered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

"The  constitutionality  of  the  [inheritance] 
taxes  has  been  declared,  and  the  principles 
upon  which  they  are  based  explained,  in 
United  States  y.  Perkins,  163  U.  S.  625,  41  L.. 
ed.  287,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1073;  Strode  y. 
Com,  52  Pa.  181 ;  ...  1^  Merriam,  141 
N.  Y.  479,  36  N.  E.  505;  .  .  .  Minot  y. 
Winthrop,  162  ^lass.  113,  26  L.  R.  A.  259,  38 
N.  E.  512;  .  .  .  and  in  Soholey  y.  Revo, 
23  Wall.  331,  23  L.  ed.  99. 

"It  is  not  necessary  to  reyiew  these  cases, 
or  state  at  length  the  reasoning  by  which 
they  are  supported.  They  are  based  on  two 
principles:  1.  An  inheritance  tax  is  not  one 
on  property,  but  one  on  the  succession.  2. 
The  right  to  take  property  by  deyise  or  de- 
U  the  creature  of  the  law,  and  not  a 


natural*  right — a  priyilege;   and  therefore* 
the  authority  whica  confers  it  may  impose 
conditions  upon  it    From  these  principles 
it  is  deduced  that  the  states  may  tax  the 

'iyilege,  discriminate  between  relatiyes  and 

iween  these  and  strangers,  and  srant  eoc- 
emptions;  and  are  not  pi^ecluded  from  this 
power  by  the  proyisions  of  the  respeetiys 
state  constitutions  requiring  uniformity  and 
equality  of  taxation." 

In  dosing  our  reriew  of  the  Federal  de- 
cisions the  case  of  Wallace  y.  Myers,  38  Fed. 
Rep.  184,  may  be  properly  referred  to,— •es- 
pecially as  it  has  been  cited  with  approyal 
by  this  court  in  United  States  y.  Perkins, 
163  U.  S.  625,  629»  41  L.  ed.  287,  288,  16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1073. 

The  question  inyolyed  was  the  yery  one 
we  are  now  considering,  namely,  the  yalidity 
of  the  inheritance  tax  law  of  the  atate  of  New 
York  when  applied  to  a  legacy  consisting  of 
United  States  oonds.  In  his  opinion  Circuit 
Judge  Wallace  reyiewed  many  of  the  state 
and  Federal  decisions  heretofore  referred  to, 
and  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  tax  was 
to  be  regarded  as  imposed,  not  on  the  bonds, 
but  upon  the  priyilege  of  acquiring  proper^ 
by  will  or  inheritance,  and  that  where  the 
property  of  the  decedent  included  United 
States  bonds,  the  tax  may  be  assessed  upon 
the  basis  of  their  yalue. 

We  think  the  conclusion  fairly  to  be  drawn 
from  the  state  and  Federcd  cases  is  that  the 
right  to  take  property  by  will  or  descent  is 
derived  from  and  regulated  by  municipal 
law;  that,  in  assessing  a  tax  upon  such  right 
or  privilege,  the  state  may  lawfully  measure 
or  fix  the  amount  of  the  tax  by  referring  to 
the  value  of  the  property  passing;  and  tiiat 
the  incidental  fact  that  such  property  is  com- 
posed, in  whole  or  in  part,  of  Federal  securi- 
ties, does  not  invalidate  the  tax  or  the  law 
under  which  it  is  imposed. 

Passing  from  the  authorities,  let  us  briefly 
consider  some  of  the  arguments  advanced  in 
the  able  and  interesting  brief  filed  in  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  propositions  chiefly  relied  on  are,  flrst, 
that  an  inheritance  tax,  if  assessed  upon  a 
legacy  or  interest  composed  of  United  States 
bonds,  is  within  the  very  letter  of  the  United 
States  statute  which  declares  that  such  bonder 
"shall  be  exempt  from  taxation  in  any  form^ 
by  or  under  state,  municipal,  or  local*author*» 
ity;"  and,  second,  that  the  tax  in  question  is 
unconstitutional,  because  impairing  and  bur- 
dening the  borrowing  power  of  the  Unit4^ 
States. 

But  if  the  flrst  proposition  is  sound  and 
decisive  of  the  question  in  this  case,  then  it 
must  follow  that  the  cases  in  which  this 
court  has  held  that,  in  assessing  a  tax  upon 
corporate  franchises,  the  amount  of  such  a 
tax  may  be  based  upon  the  entire  property 
or  capital  possessed  by  the  corporation,  even 
when  composed  in  whole  or  in  part  of  United 
States  bonds,  must  be  overruled.  Plainly  in 
those  cases,  as  in  this,  there  was  taxation  tf» 
a  form,  and  in  them,  as  in  this,  the  amount 
of  the  tax  was  reached  by  including  in  the 
assessment  United  States  bonds. 

So  that  we  return  to  the  authorities,  by 
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which  it  has  been  established  that  a  tax  up- 
on a  corporate  franchise,  or  upon  the  priia* 
Im  of  takinff  under  the  statutes  of  wills  and 
of  descents,  is  a  taz»  not  upon  United  States 
bonds  if  they  happen  to  ccMnpose  a  part  of 
the  capital  of  a  corporation  or  a  part  of  the 
property  of  a  decedent,  but  upon  rights  and 
priyileges  created  and  regulated  by  &e  state. 
The  second  proposition  relied  on,  namely, 
that  to  permit  taxation  of  the  character  we 
are  considering  would  operate  as  a  burden 
upon  the  borrowing  power  of  the  United 
States,  cannot  be  so  readily  disposed  of. 
Still,  we  think  some  observations  can  be 
made  which  will  show  that  the  mischief 
which  it  is  claimed  will  follow  if  such  stat- 
utes be  sustained  as  valid  is  by  no  means  so 
great  or  important  as  supposed. 

And  here,  again,  it  is  obvious  that  to  af- 
firm the  second  proposition  will  require  an 
overruling  of  our  previous  cases.  For,  on 
principle,  if  a  tax  on  inheritances,  composed 
in  whole  or  in  part  of  Federal  securities, 
would,  by  deterring  individuals  from  invest- 
ing therein,  and,  by  thus  lessening  the  de- 
mand for  such  securities,  be  re^rded  as 
therefore  imlawful,  it  must  likewise  follow 
that,  for  the  same  reasons,  a  tax  upon  cor- 
porate franchises  measured  by  the  value  of 
the  corporation's  property,  composed  in 
whole  or  in  part  of  United  States  bonds, 
would  also  be  unlawfuL 
«  To  escape  from  this  conclusion,  it  Is  con- 
2J  tended,  in  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff  in 
•  error,  that,  conceding  that  such  taxeS*may  be 
valid  as  imposed  on  corporate  franchises,  and 
permitting  our  decisions  in  such  cases  to 
stand,  yet  that  the  case  of  the  estates  of  de- 
eedents  is  different;  that  individual  persons 
will  be  driven  to  consider,  ^en  making 
their  investments,  whether  they  can  rely  on 
tneir  legatees  or  heirs  receiving  United  States 
bonds  unimpaired  by  state  action  in  the  form 
of  taxation ;  and  that  if  it  should  be  held  by 
this  court  that  such  taxation  is  lawful,  capi- 
tal would  not  be  invested  in  United  States  on 
terms  as  favorable  as  if  we  were  to  hold 
otherwise. 

This  is  onlv  to  state  the  proposition  over 
again.  For,  if  it  were  our  duty  to  hold  that 
taxation  of  inheritances,  in  the  cases  where 
United  States  bonds  pass,  is  unlawful  be- 
cause it  might  injuriously  affect  the  demand 
for  such  securities,  it  would  equally  be  our 
duty  to  condemn  all  state  laws  which  would 
deter  those  who  form  corporations  from  in- 
vesting any  portion  of  the  corporate  proper- 
ty in  United  States  bonds. 

In  fact,  the  mischief,  if  it  exists  at  all  and 
is  not  merely  fanciful,  might  be  supposed  to 
be  much  greater  in  the  case  of  state  laws  tax- 
ing f  rancnises  than  the  case  of  taxing  the  es- 
tates of  decedents.  So  small  now  is  the  in- 
come derivable  from  Federal  securities  that 
few  individuals,  and  those  only  of  great 
wealth,  can  afford  to  invest  in  them ;  and  the 
demand  for  them  is  mostly  confined  to  bank- 
ing associations  and  to  large  trading  and 
manufacturing  companies  which  invest  their 
surplus  in  securities  that  can  be  readily  and 
quickly  converted  into  cash.  Moreover,  no 
iBconsiderable  portion  of  the  United  States 


loans  is  taken  and  held,  as  everyone  laiow% 
in  foreign  oountries,  where  doubHess  it  ia 
subjected  to  municipal  tazatioa. 

While  we  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  tho 
comparative  portions  of  the  government  se- 
curities held  by  individuals,  by  corporations, 
and  by  foreigners,  we  still  may  be  permitted 
to  perceive  that  the  mischief  to  our  national 
credit,  so  feelingly  deplored  in  the  briefs, 
caused  by  state  taxation  rx^cn  estates  of  de- 
cedents, would  be  inappreciable,  and  too  re- 
mote and  uncertain  to  justify  us  now  in  con- 
demning the  tax  system  of  the  state  of  New 
York. 

It  is  further  contended  that  there  is  a  vital  h 
difference  between  the  individual  and  the  cor-S 
poration;  that  the  individual  exists^aad  car** 
rise  on  his  operations  under  natural  power 
and  of  common  right,  while  the  corporation 
is  an  artificial  being,  created  by  the  state  and 
dependent  upon  the  state  for  the  continuance 
of  its  existence,  and  subject  to  regulations 
and  to  the  imposition  of  burdens  upon  it  by 
the  state,  not  at  all  applicable  to  natural  per- 
sons. 

Without  undertaking  to  go  beyond  what 
has  already  been  decided  by  Uiis  court  in  Ifo- 
ger  v.  Grtma,  8  How.  490,  12  L.  ed.  1168;  in 
Hoholey  v.  Reu>,  23  Wall.  831,  23  L.  ed.  09, 
and  in  United  States  v.  Perkins,  163  U.  8. 
625,  41  L.  ed.  287, 16  Sup.  Ct  Rq>.  1073,  and 
in  the  other  cases  heretofore  cited,  we  may 
regard  it  as  established  that  the  relation  of 
the  individual  citizen  and  resident  to  the 
state  is  such  that  his  right,  as  the  owner  of 
property,  to  direct  its  descent  by  will,  or  by 
permitting  its  descent  to  be  regulated  by  the 
statute,  and  his  right,  as  legatee,  devisee,  or 
heir,  to  receive  the  property  of  his  testator 
or  ancestor,  are  rights  derived  from  and  reg- 
ulated by  the  state,  and  we  are  unable  to 
perceive  any  sound  distinction  that  can  be 
drawn  between  the  power  of  the  state  in  im- 
posing taxes  upon  franchises  of  corporations, 
composed  of  individual  persons,  and  in  im- 
posing taxes  upon  the  right  or  privilege  of 
individuals  to  avail  thems^ves  of  the  right 
to  grant  and  to  receive  properly  under  the 
statutes  regulating  the  descent  of  the  proper^ 
ty  of  decedents.  And,  at  all  events,  the  mis- 
chief apprehended,  of  impairing  the  borrow* 
ing  power  of  the  government  hy  state  taxa- 
tion, is  the  same  whether  that  taxation  ha  ' 
imposed  upon  corporate  franchises  or  upon 
the  privilege  created  and  regulated  by  the 
statutes  of  inheritance. 

Again,  it  is  urged  that  the  pecuniary 
amount  of  the  state  tax  which  is  to  be  set 
aside  is  of  no  le^l  oonsequenoe;  that  any 
amount,  however  inconsiderable,  is  an  inter* 
ference  with  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
United  States,  and  must  therefore  be  an- 
nulled by  the  judgment  of  this  court.  Of 
course,  nobody  would  attempt  to  affirm  that 
an  unconstitutional  tax  could  be  sustained 
by  claiming  that,  in  a  particular  case,  the 
tax  was  insignificant  in  amount. 

But  when  the  effort  is  made,  as  is  the  case  op 
here,  to  establish  the  unconstitutional  char- 3 
acter  of  a  particular  tax  by  claiming* that* 
its  remote  effect  will  be  to  impair  the  bor- 
rowing power  of  the  government,  courts,  in 
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overturning  statutes  long  established  and 
within  the  ordinary  sphere  of  state  legisla- 
tion, ought  to  have  something  more  substan- 
tial to  iuct  upon  than  mere  conjecture.  The 
injury  ought  to  be  obvious  and  appreciable. 
It  may  be  opportune  to  mention  that»  even 
while  we  have  been  considering  this  case,  the 
United  States  government  has  negotiated  a 
pnblie  loan  of  large  amount  at  a  lower  rate 
of  interest  than  ever  before  known.  From 
this  it  may  be  permissible  to-  infer  that  the 
existence  of  legislation,  whether  state  or 
Federal,  including  Federal  securities  as  part 
of  the  mass  of  private  property  subject  to  in- 
heritance  taxes,  has  not  practically  injured 
or  impaired  the  borrowing  power  of  the  gov- 
ernment. 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  taxation  of  the  estates  of  decedents,  in 
any  form,  and  however  slight>  is  invalid,  if 
United  States  bonds  are  included  in  the  ap- 
praisement, seems  to  be  unreasonable.  Sup- 
pose a  decedent's  estate  consisted  wholly  of 
United  States  securities,  could  it  reasonably 
be  claimed  that  the  charges  and  expenses  of 
administration,  imposed  under  the  laws  of 
the  stat^  would  not  be  payable  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  estate  T  If  the  estate  were  a 
small  one,  such  expenses  might  require  the 
Application  of  all  the  Federal  securities.  If 
the  estate  were  a  large  one,  the  expenses  at* 
tendant  upon  administration  would  be  pro- 
portionately large,  to  be  raised  out  of  the 
Federal  securities.  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
eay  that  such  expenses  are  in  the  nature  of 
statutory  debts,  and  that  the  question  of  the 
exemption  of  United  States  bonds  cannot 
arise  until  after  the  debts  of  the  estate  shall 
have  been  paid.  For,  after  all,  what  is  an 
inheritance  tax  but  a  debt  exacted  by  the 
state  for  protection  afforded  during  the  life- 
time of  tne  decedent  T  It  is  often  imprac- 
ticable to  secure  from  living  persons  their 
fair  share  of  contribution  to  maintain  the 
administration  of  the  state,  and  such  laws 
seem  intended  to  enable  to  secure  payment 
from  the  estate  of  the  citizen  when  his  final 
account  is  settled  with  the  state.  Nor  can 
It  be  readily  supposed  that  such  obligations 
can  be  evaded  or  defeated  by  the  particular 

8  form  in  which  the  property  of  the  decedent 
^  was  invested. 

•  •Upon  the  whole,  we  think  that  the  deci- 
sion of  the  courts  below  was  correct,  and  the 
/udgmeni  ia  therefore  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  White  dissente. 

Mr.  Justice  Peokhani  took  no  part  in  the 
decision. 

<178  U.  S.  251) 

FRANK  M.  RIDER,  John  F.  Burgess,  and 
Samuel  M.  Rutledge,  Commissioners  of 
Muskingum  CJounty,  Ohio,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

V, 

UNITED  STATES. 

Bridges — order  of  Seoretary  of  War  to  alter 
^^iahUity  of  municipal  offioere. 

t.  Failure  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the  8ec- 
reUry  of  War  directing  an  alteration  In  a 


bridge  to  facilitate  navigation  will  not  sa^ 
^eet  monlclpal  of&cers  to  criminal  proseon- 
tlon  under  the  river  and  harbor  act  of  August 
11,  1888,  as  amended  bj  the  act  of  Congrces 
of  September  19,  1890,  where  snch  offlcers 
have  not  in  their  hands  the  funds  to  do  the 
work,  and  under  the  laws  of  ths  state  cannot 
obtain  them  within  the  time  flxod  by  the 
Secretary's  order  for  the  completion  of  the 
work. 
2.  The  failure  of  municipal  offlcers  to  suggest 
any  want  of  public  moneys  In  Iheir  bands  tor 
the  alteration  of  a  bridge,  or  any  want  of 
power  to  obtain  the  funds,  until  after  the 
Secretary  of  War  has  made  an  order  for  such 
alteration,  does  not  preclude  them  from  set- 
ting up  those  facts  In  defense  of  their  crlml* 
nal  liability  under  the  river  and  harbor  act  of 
August  11,  1888,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
Congress  of  September  19,  1890. 

[No.  40.1 

Argued  January  26^  27,  1S99.  Ordered  for 
reargument  February  20,  1899.  Rear' 
gued  November  1, 1899.  Decided  May  Ht 
1900. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Ohio  to  review  a  judgment  of  conviction 
in  a  prosecution  for  failure  to  comply  with 
an  order  of  the  Secretary  of  War  as  to  the 
alteration  of  a  bridge.    Reversed. 

For  report  of  case  in  District  Courts  see 
United  States  v.  Rider,  50  Fed.  Rep.  406.     s^ 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.  § 

*  Messrs.  F«  H.  Southard  and  S.  M.  Wlam  * 
for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  George  H.  Gorman  and  Solicitor 
General  Richards  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court:  eo 

This  is  a  proseeution  under  a  criminal  in-g 
formation  filed  onl^behalf  of  the  United  States  • 
against  the  plaintiffs  in  error  as  conunia* 
sioners  of  the  county  of  Muskingum,  Ohio, 
having  power  under  the  laws  of  Ohio  to  oon* 
trol,  alter,  and  keep  in  repair  all  necessary 
bridges  over  streams  and  public  canals  on 
all  state  and  county  roads. 

The  information  was  baaed  upon  the  4th 
and  6th  sections  of  the  river  and  harbor  act, 
approved  September  19th,  1890. 

Those  sections  are  as  follows: 

"§  4.  That  section  9  of  the  river  and  har- 
bor act  of  August  11th,  1888,  be  amended  and 
re-enacted  so  as  to  read  as  follows:  That 
whenever  the  Secretary  of  War  shall  have 
good  reason  to  believe  that  any  railroad  or 
other  bridge  now  constructed  or  which  may 
hereafter  be  constructed  over  any  of  the 
navigable  water  ways  of  the  United  States 
is  an  unreasonable  obstruction  to  the  free 
navigation  of  such  waters  on  account  of  in- 
sufficient height,  width  of  span,  or  otherwise^ 
or  where  there  is  difficulty  in  passing  the 
draw-opening  or  the  draw-span  of  sudi 
bridge  by  rafts,  steamboats,  or  other  water 
craft,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said  Secre- 
tary, first  giving  the  parties  reasonable  op- 
portunities to  be  heard,  to  give  notice  to  tiie 
persons  or  corporations  owning  or  control- 
ling  such  bridge  so  to  alter  the  same  as  to 
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render  navigation  through  or  nnder  it  rear 
•onably  free,  easy,  and  unobstructed ;  and  in 

Sving  such  notice  he  shall  speeifV  the 
langes  required  to  be  made,  and  shall  pre- 
scribe in  each  case  a  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  make  them.    If  at  the  end  of  such  time 


States,  but  the  custody  and  ownership  of  said^ 

Muskingum  river  improvement  shall  remaing 

the  alteration  has  not  been  made,  the  8ecre-l  ^iu  the  state  of  Ohio  until  such  time  as  the* 


tary  of  War  shall  forthwith  notify  the 
United  States  district  attorney  for  the  dis- 
trict in  which  such  bridge  is  situated,  to  the 
end  that  the  criminal  proceedings  mentioned 
In  the  succeeding  section  may  be  taken. 

*'l  5.  That  section  10  of  the  river  and  har- 
bor act  of  August  nth,  1888,  be  amended  and 
re-enacted  so  as  to  read  as  follows:  That  if 
the  persons,  corporation,  or  association  own- 
ing or  controlling  any  railroad  or  other 
bridge  shall,  after  receiving  notice  to  that 
effect  as  hereinbefore  required  from  the 
Secretary  of  War  and  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  him«  wilfully  fail  or  refuse  to  re- 
move the  same,  or  to  comply  with  the  lawful 
order  of  the  Secretary  of  War  in  the  prem- 
ises, such  persons,  corporation,  or  associa^ 
tion  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
^  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished 
joby  a  fine  not  exceeding  $5,000,  and  every 
•  month  such  persona^*  corporation,  or  associa- 
tion shall  remain  in  default  in  respect  to  the 
removal  or  alteration  of  such  bridge  shall 
be  deemed  a  new  offense,  and  subject  the  per- 
sons, corporation,  or  association  so  offend- 
ing to  the  penalties  above  described."  26 
Stat,  at  L.  426,  453,  chap.  907. 

Under  power  conferred  by  an  act  of  the 
general  assembly  of  Ohio,  approved  March 
9th,  1836,  the  authorities  of  the  state,  be- 
tween 1836  and  1840,  constructed  a  series 
of  locks  and  dams  on  the  Muskingum  river 
between  Marietta  and  Zanesville. 

About  the  year  1838,  under  the  authority 
of  the  state,  a  dam  was  constructed  across 
the  main  channel  of  the  Muskingum  river  at 
the  rapids,  which  entirely  obstructed  naviga- 
tion at  that  point,  but  locks  and  a  side-cut 
canal  were  constructed  so  that  boats  could 
pass  southward  to  the  river  below  the  rapids. 
Immediately  below  that  dam  the  commission- 
ers of  Muskingum  county,  about  the  year 
1874,  under  the  authority  of  the  state,  con- 
structed a  bridge  across  the  river, — ^the 
bridge  here  in  question, — whereby  the  town 
of  Duncan  Falls  and  Taylorsville  on  oppo- 
site sides  of  the  river  were  connected. 

On  the  2d  day  of  May,  1885,  the  state  of 
Ohio  made  a  cession  to  the  United  States  of 
the  Muskingum  river  with  its  improvements. 
The  act  of  cession  contained  this  provision : 
*And  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  United 
States  to  expend  any  sum  of  money  that  is 
or  may  hereafter  be  appropriated  by  Congress 
for  the  improvement  of  the  Muskingum  river, 
the  state  of  Ohio  hereby  transfers  and  cedes 
to  the  United  States  the  eleven  locks  and 
dams  heretofore  constructed  by  said  state  on 
said  river,  together  with  all  the  grounds, 
canals,  and  appurtenances  belonging  to  the 
same,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  pre- 
ceding sections  of  this  act  as  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  over  the  lands  and 
buildings  authorized  to  be  acquired  and  con- 
stracted    by    said    sections,  and    imposing 


penalties  for  Injuries  to  said    work 
shall  extend  and  apply  to  the  said 
nd   il 


which 

eleven 

locks  and   dams   and  'their    appurtenances 

hereby  transferred  and  ceded  to  the  United 


United  States  appropriates  sufficient  money 
to  properly  improve  and  operate  the  same.'' 
82  Laws  of  Ohio,  220,  221. 

The  cession  was  accepted  by  the  United 
States,  as  is  shown  by  the  river  and  harbor 
act  of  August  6th,  1886,  which  contained 
this  clause:  "And  the  United  States  hereby 
accepts  from  the  state  of  Ohio  the  said  Mus- 
kingum river  improvement,  and  all  the  locks, 
dams,  and  their  appurtenances,  and  the 
canals,  belonging  to  said  improvement,  and 
all  the  franchises  and  property  of  every  kind, 
and  rights,  in  said  river,  and  its  improve- 
ments, now  owned,  held,  and  enjoyed  by  the 
state  of  Ohio,  including  all  water  leases  and 
rights  to  use  water  under  and  by  virtue  of 
any  lease  of  water  now  running  and  in  fores 
between  the  state  of  Ohio  and  aJl  persons  u^ 
ing  said  water,  hereby  intending  to  transfer 
to  the  United  States  such  rights  in  said  leases 
and  contracts  as  are  now  owned,  held,  or  re* 
served  by  the  state  of  Ohio;  but  not  to  affect 
any  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  of  said 
river  now  owned  and  held  by  the  lessees  of 
any  water  rights  under  any  lease  or  contract 
with  the  state  of  Ohio.  And  the  United 
States  hereby  assumes  control  of  said  river« 
subject  to  the  paramount  interest  of  navigai- 
tion.  The  provisions  of  this  act,  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  the  Muskingum  river,  shall  not 
take  effect,  nor  shall  the  money  hereby  ap- 
propriated be  available,  until  the  state  of 
Ohio,  acting  by  its  duly  authorized  agent, 
turns  over  to  the  United  States  all  property 
ceded  by  the  act  of  the  general  assembly 
aforesaid,  and  all  personal  property  belong<- 
ing  to  the  improvement  aforesaid  and  used  m 
its  care  and  improvement,  and  any  balance 
of  money  appropriated  by  said  state  for  the 
improvement  of  said  river,  and  which  is  not 
expended  on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1886.  24 
Stat,  at  L.  810,  324,  chap.  929. 

By  deed  of  January  31st,  1887,  the  board 
of  public  works  of  Ohio,  under  legislative 
sanction,  conveyed  to  the  United  States  all 
the  lands  and  tenements,  with  the  rights  and 
appurtenances  thereto  bdonging,then  owned* 
held,  and  enioyed  hy  the  state,  and  thereto- 
fore occupied  and  used  for  canal  and  other 
purposes,  and  known  as  the  Muskingum  river  g 
improvement.  « 

*  During  the  years  1890  and  1891  the  United* 
SUtes  caused  to  be  constructed  a  lode  at  the 
head  of  the  rapids  in  the  dam  which  the  lo- 
cal authorities  had  maintained,  and  con* 
structed  from  that  lock  down  the  river,  un- 
der the  bridge  and  through  the  rapids,  an  ar- 
tificial cansi  outeide  of  the  main  channd  of 
the  river,  and  raised  the  locks  and  dam  on 
the  river  below,  thus  providing  a  new  means 
of  navigation  at  that  point. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  United  States  en- 
gineer having  in  charge  the  improvement  of 
the  Mu»kingum  river,  the  construction  by 
the  government  of  the  new  lock  at  Taylors- 
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TlUe  mftds  it  neceasary  to  plaM  a  draw  in  the 
TaylorsTille  bridge  just  below  that  lock.  Of 
thu  fact  the  county  ooDunissioners  were  in- 
formed, and  they  were  given  an  opportunity 
to  submit  such  Btatements,  propositionB,  and 
evidence  beaming  upon  the  matter  aa  they 
might  deem  pertinent.  Finally  the  follow- 
ing notice  was  issued  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment and  served  upon  the  oommissioners: 

War  Department, 
Washington  City,  February  25th,  1891. 
To  the  County  Commissioners  of  Muskingum 
County,  Ohio: 

Take  notice  that— 

Whereas  the  Secretary  of  War  lias  good 
reason  to  believe  that  the  bridge  owned  and 
controlled  br  Muskingum  county,  Ohio, 
across  the  Muskingum  river,  between  Tay- 
lorsville  and  Duncan  Falls,  is  an  unreasona- 
ble obstruction  to  the  free  navigation  of  said 
river  (which  is  one  of  the  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States)  on  account  of  not  be- 
ing provided  with  a  draw-span  below  the  new 
United  States  lock  No.  9  in  said  river;  and 

Whereas  the  following  alteration  will  ren- 
der navigation  through  it  reasonably  free, 
easy,  and  unobstructed;  to  wit,  the  construc- 
tion of  a  draw  span  in  said  bridge  below  the 
■aid  lock  in  accordance  with  the  span  shown 
on  the  map  hereto  attached;  and 

Whereas  to  the  30th  day  of  September, 
1801,  is  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  alter 
1^  the  said  bridge  as  described  above: 
g  Now,  therefore,  in  obedience  to  and  by  vir- 
•  tne  of  the  4tli*and  6th  sections  of  an  act  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  entitled 
"An  Act  Making  Appropriations  for  the  Con- 
struction, Repair,  and  Preservation  of  Cer- 
tain Publio  Works  on  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
and  for  Other  Purposes,'*  approved  Septem- 
ber 19th,  1890,  Redfleld  Proctor,  Secretary 
of  War,  does  hereby  notify  the  said  county 
oommissioners  of  Muskingum  county,  Ohio, 
to  alter  the  said  bridge  as  described  above, 
and  prescribes  that  said  alteration  shall  be 
made  and  completed  on  or  before  the  30th 
day  of  September,  1891.    L.  A.  Grant, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  War. 

No  alteration  of  the  bridge  having  been 
made  by  the  commissioners  within  the  time 
limited  bv  the  Secretary  of  War,  the  present 
information  was  filed  against  them  on  the 
23d  day  of  November,  1891.  The  informa- 
tion, aiter  referring  to  the  official  character 
of  the  defendants  and  setting  out  the  facts 
showing  the  action  of  the  \^^r  Department 
touching  the  proposed  alteration  of  the 
bridge,  charged  that  the  defendants  as  coun- 
ty oommissioners  of  Muskingum  coun^  ''did 
unlawfully,  on,  to  wit,  the  15th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1891,  at  the  place  aforesaid,  and  after 
receiving  notice  to  that  efifect,  as  hereinbe- 
fore required,  from  the  Secretary  of  War, 
and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  him,  wil- 
fully fail  and  refuse  to  comply  with  the  said 
order  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  and  to  make 
the  alterations  set  forth  in  said  notice,  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  sections  4  and  6  of  an 
act  of  Congress  approved  September  19th, 
1890." 


A  trial  was  had  which  resulted  in  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty.  A  motion  for  new  trial  kav^ 
ing  been  entered,  the  judges  before  whom  it 
was  argued  differed  in  opinion,  and  certified 
the  following  points  of  disagreement  to  this 
court:  1.  Whether  Congress  has  the  power 
to  confer  upon  the  Secretary  of  War  the  au- 
thority att^pted  to  be  conferred  by  said  see* 
tions  4  and  6  of  the  act  of  September  19th, 
1890,  to  determine  when  a  bridge  is  an  unrest 
sonable  obstruction  to  the  free  navigation  of 
a  river.  2.  Whether  the  failure  to  comply, 
by  persons  owning  and  controlling  the  said 
bridge,  with  the  order  of  the  Secretary  ofs 
War,  could  lawfully  subject  them  to  a  pen-^ 
alty  for  a  misdemeanor.*  This  court  held* 
that  since  the  passage  of  the  judiciary  act 
of  March  3d,  1891  (26  Stat,  at  L.  826,  chap. 
617),  certificates  of  division  of  opinion  m 
criminal  cases,  according  to  fi§  651  and  697 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  were  not  authorized. 
United  States  v.  Rider,  163  U.  S.  132,  139, 
41  L.  ed.  101, 103, 16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  983.  The 
certificate  of  division  of  opinion  in  this  caso 
was  accordingly  dismisseo.  Upon  such  dis- 
missal the  motion  for  new  trial  was  denied 
in  the  circuit  court  in  accordance  with  the 
opinion  of  the  presiding  judge,  and  it  was 
adjudged  that  each  of  the  defendants  be  fined 
in  the  sum  of  $10.  From  that  judgment  the 
present  writ  of  error  has  been  prosecuted. 

We  have  seen  that  by  the  4th  section  of  tha 
river  and  harbor  act  of  1890  the  Secretary  of 
War  was  authorized,  after  due  notice  to  the 
parties  interested  and  after  hearing  them,  to 
require  persons  or  corporations  owning  or 
controlling  any  bridge  over  a  navisable  wa^ 
terway  of  the  United  States,  which  he  had 
good  reason  to  believe  was  an  unreasonabla 
obstruction  to  the  free  navigation  of  such 
waterway,  to  so  alter  the  brict e  as  to  render 
the  navigation  through  or  under  it  reasona- 
bly free,  easy,  and  unobstructed ;  and  that  bf 
the  6th  section  of  the  same  act  it  was  made  a 
misdemeanor  for  any  person,  corporation,  or 
association  to  wilfully  fail  or  refuse  to  com- 
ply with  the  lawful  order  of  the  Secretary. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that  those 
provisions  are  inconsistent  with  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  in  that  Congress 
has  assumed  to  give  the  Secretary  of  War 
authority  to  determine  matters  that  arelegis^ 
lative  in  their  nature. 

On  behalf  of  the  government  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  act  of  Congress  has  not  dele- 
gated legislative  power  to  the  Secretary,  but 
has  only  given  to  that  officer  authority  to  de- 
termine the  existence  of  certain  facts  as  the 
foundation  of  such  action  by  him  as  might  ba 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  declared  pur^ 
pose  of  Congress  to  remove  unreasonable  ob- 
structions to  the  free  navigation  of  tha 
waterways  of  the  United  States.  Field  v. 
Clark,  143  U.  S.  649,  693,  36  L.  ed.  294,  310» 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  495. 

The  discussion  of  counsel  also  involved 
the  question  whether,  assuming  the  act  in 

Suestion  not  liable  to  the  objection  that  it^ 
elegated  legislative  power  to  the  head  of  aag 
executive^department,  the  expense  to  be  in-* 
cur  red  in  the  alteration  of  the  brid«re  in  quea- 
tion,  wliidi  was  originally  constructed  in  aa> 
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eordance  with  law,  must  not  be  borne  by  the 
United  States,  which  by  its  own  agents  made 
the  proposed  alteration  of  the  bridge  neces- 
■anr  for  the  purposes  of  navigation. 

These  are  questions  of  very  considerable 
Importance.  But  in  the  view  we  have  taken 
of  the  caae  their  determination  is  not  now 
necessary.  The  record  presents  another 
question  which,  being  determined  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  requires  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment  upon  grounds  that  will  pro- 
tect them  altogether  against  the  present 
prosecution  for  not  complying  with  the  order 
Issued  from  the  War  Department. 

At  the  trial  in  the  circuit  court  it  was 
proved  that  the  notice  from  the  War  De- 
partment to  the  county  commissioners  to 
make  and  complete  the  required  alteration 
of  the  bridge  between  Taylorsville  and  Dun- 
ean  Falls  on  or  before  September  30th,  1801, 
was  served  in  March  of  that  year ;  that  there 
were  then  no  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  com- 
missioners legally  available  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  proposed  changes  in  the 
bridge,  and  that,  under  the  laws  of  Ohio  de- 
fining and  limiting  the  powers  of  the  com- 
missioners, it  was  not  possible  for  them  by 
any  levy  of  taxes  to  raise  the  money  neces- 
■ai^  to  alter  the  bridge  within  the  time  lim- 
ited by  the  notice  from  the  Secretuy  of 
War,  or  before  the  commencement  of  this 
prosecution. 

It  has  not  been  suggested,  nor  could  it  rea- 
sonably be  held,  that  the  county  commission- 
ers were  bound,  in  any  case,  to  provide  out 
of  their  own  private  estates  the  money  (sev- 
eral thousand  dollars)  necessary  for  the  pro- 
posed alteration  of  the  bridge,  or  that  they 
could  be  made  liable  criminally  for  not  so 
doing.  The  notice  was  addressed  to  them  in 
their  official  capacity,  and  the  prosecution 
against  them,  was  for  failing  to  perform  the 
duty  alleged  to  be  imposed  upon  them  by  the 
aet  of  Congress.  What  they  could  or  could 
not  lawfully  do,  in  the  execution  of  the  pow- 
ers conferred  upon  tbem,  must  of  course  be 
determined  by  the  laws  of  the  state  under 
whose  authority  they  acted, 
e  Assuming,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present 
S  decision,  that  the  words  ''the  persons,  corpo- 
*  ration,  or  association  owning  or^controlling 
any  railroad  or  other  bridge"  may,  under 
some  circumstances,  apply  to  officers  of  mu- 
nicipal corporations  charged  generally  with 
the  control  and  repairing  of  bridges  owned 
by  such  corporations,  the  question  remains 
whether  any  error  of  law  was  committed  at 
the  trial  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  error.  The  court  charged  the  jury, 
among  other  things:  ^'Congress  had  the 
constitutional  power  to  confer  upon  the  Sec- 
retary of  War  the  authority  to  determine 
when  a  bridge  such  as  the  bridge  in  question 
is  an  unreasonable  obstruction  to  the  free 
navigation  of  a  river,  and  that  the  failure  to 
comply  by  the  person  owning  and  controlling 
any  such  bridge,  as  by  the  defendants  in  this 
case,  if  they  should  so  find,  with  such  a  de- 
termination by  the  Secretary  of  War,  after 
due  notice  and  otherwise  full  compliance 
with  the  aet  of  Congress  in  that  behalf,  law- 
fully subjected  them  to  prosecution  for  a 


misdemeanor,  as  provided  by  the  act  of  Con*    , 
gress." 

To  this  instruction  the  defendants  duly 
excepted.  Assuming  the  aet  of  1890  not  lia- 
ble to  any  constitutional  objection,  we  think 
that  the  court,  in  view  of  the  evidence,  erred 
in  saying,  as  in  effect  it  did,  that  the  mora 
failure  of  the  defendants  to  comply  with  the 
order  of  the  Secretary  brought  them  within 
the  act  of  Congress  and  8m>jected  them  to 
prosecution.  The  charge  ignored  altogether 
the  proof  showing  that  the  defendants  had 
no  public  moneys  which  they  could  have  ap- 
plied to  the  alteration  of  the  bridge,  and  that 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  no  money  could 
be  obtained,  by  way  of  taxation,  so  as  to 
make  the  required  alteration  within  the  time 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  War.  The  court 
made  the  guilt  of  the  accused  depend  alone 
upon  the  inquiry  whether  they  had  complied 
with  the  order  of  the  Secretary  of  War. 
This  was  error.  It  ought  not  to  be  sup- 
posed that  Congress  intended,  even  if  it  had 
the  power,  to  subject  officers  of  a  state  to 
criminal  prosecution  for  not  doing  that 
which  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  do  con- 
sistently with  the  laws  of  the  state  defining 
and  regulating  their  powers  and  duties. 

It  is  said  that  the  record  does  not  show 
that  the  commissioners,  prior  to  the  order 
of  the  Secretary  of  War,  suggested  any  want  f* 
of  public  moneys  in  their  hands  that  could  S 
be  used  in^altering  the  bridge,  or  any  want  • 
of  power  under  the  laws  of  the  state  to  raise 
money  for  such  a  purpose  by  taxation,  with- 
in the  time  limited  for  doing  the  work  or- 
dered. This  is  an  immaterial  circumstance. 
The  record  does  show  that  the  Commission- 
ers  from  the  outset  protested  against  the  ex- 
pense  of  the  proposed  alteration  being  put 
upon  the  county,  and  insisted  that  the  Unit- 
ed States,  acting  by  its  officers,  having  made 
that  alteration  necessary,  it  should  bear  such 
expense.  Nothing  done  or  omitted  to  be 
done  by  the  commissioners  estopped  them 
from  making  any  defense  which  the  facts  in 
the  case  justified.  The  liability  of  the  com- 
missioners  to  criminal  prosecution  could  nof 
depend  upon  their  mere  failure  to  state  trt 
the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  Muskingum 
river  improvements  all  that  might  have  been 
urged  against  the  demand  made  upon  them 
by  that  officer. 

We  are  of  opinion  that,  however  broadly 
the  aet  of  1890  may  be  construed,  it  ought 
not  to  be  construed  as  embracing  officers  of 
a  municipal  corporation  owning  or  control* 
ling  a  bridge,  who  had  not  in  their  hands, 
and  under  the  laws  of  their  state  could  not 
obtain,  public  moneys  that  could  be  applied 
in  execution  of  the  order  of  the  Secretary 
of  War  within  the  time  fixed  by  that  officer 
to  complete  the  alteration  of  such  bridge. 
If  the  court  on  its  own  motion  had  instruct- 
ed the  jury,  under  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
to  find  for  the  defendants,  it  could  not  bo 
held  to  have  erred. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  directiont 
for  further  proceedings  consistent  with  this 
opinion. 

AdverMa* 
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SAMUEL  GASTNER  et  al.,  PetitUmen, 

V. 

W.  H.  COFFMAN,  eta 

Trademark — in  name  of  eoal^-geogniphieal 
name—name  adopted  hy  selling  agents  who 
inspect  and  grade  the  coal, 

t.  The  use  ot  the  nam*  ^'Pocahontas  Coal"  by 
tho  selling  agents  for  the  owners  of  coal 
mined  at  or  near  a  town  called  Pocahontas 
will  not  create  an  exclaslye  right  In  such 
agents  to  the  use  of  the  name  for  all  the  coal 
from  that  field,  or  deprive  the  mine  owners 
of  the  right  to  use  the  same  name. 

S.  A  final  decree  dismissing  a  bill  for  an  In- 
junction may  be  directed  by  a  circuit  court 
of  appeals  In  reyerslng  a  decree  for  a  tempo- 
rary injunction,  where  the  bill  is  devoid  of 
equity  upon  its  face  and  no  supplementary 
evidence  can  be  offered  which  will  change  the 
result. 

8.  The  enhancement  of  the  reputation  of  coal 
from  a  certain  field  by  the  careful  inspection 
and  grading  thereof  by  the  selling  agenis.  who 
•ell  it  under  the  name  of  the  place  whore  it 
is  mined,  gives  them  no  excluslTe  right  to 
such  name  as  a  trademark. 

[No.  lis.] 

Argued  January  2S,  8^,  1900,    Decided  May 
21, 1900. 

ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORAM  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fourth  Circuit  to  review  a  decree  reversing 
that  of  the  Circuit  Court  allowing  a  tem- 
porary injunction  against  the  use  of  an  al- 
legpi  trademark  for  coal.    Affirmed, 

See  same  case  below,  69  U.  S.  App.  35,  87 
Fed.  Rep.  467,  31  C.  C.  A.  65;  69  U.  S.  App. 
87,  87  Fed.  Rep.  468»  31  C.  C.  A.  65. 

'^'     Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  White  i 

This  suit  was  commenced  on  March  12, 
1897,  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  for 
the  district  of  West  Virginia^  sitting  in 
equity.  On  the  date  mentioned  a  bill  of  com- 
plaint was  filed  on  behalf  of  Samuel  Castner, 
junior,  and  Henry  B.  Curran,  copartners, 
trading  imder  the  firm  name  of  Castner  & 
Curran.  The  defendant  named  in  the  bill 
was  W.  H.  Coffman,  doing  business  under  the 
fiame  of  Pocahontas  Coke  &  Coal  Company 
«nd  W.  H.  Coffman  Coke  Company.  The  relief 
prayed  was  substantially  that  the  defendant 
might  be  perpetually  restrained  from  using 
or  imitating  the  name  'Tocahontas"  in  oon- 
neetion  with  the  selling,  advertising,  or  offer- 
ing for  sale,  of  coal.  The  relief  thus  asked 
for  was  based  upon  the  averment  that  the 
word  '^Pocahontas"  was  a  trademark  for 
eoal,  which  trademark  was  owned  by  the  com- 
plainant firm,  and,  besides,  that  the  word  in 
question  had  come  in  the  course  of  business 
to  designate  the  coal  offered  for  sale  by  the 
complainants,  and  tha/t  the  use  of  the  name 
1^  the  defendant  was  calculated  to  deceive 
the  public  into  believing  that  the  coal  dealt 
in  by  him  was  coal  whidi  had  been  inspected 
and  graded  hy  the  complainants,  would  thus 
operate  to  defraud  the  complainant,  and  con- 
stituted undue  and  imlawiul  competition  in 
trad*. 
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Affidavits  and  exhibits  were  filed  With  the 
bill  in  support  of  a  motion  for  an  injunction. 
A  demurrer  to  the  bill  having  been  overruled, 
the  defendant  filed  an  answer  accompanied 
by  affidavits  and  exhibits  in  opposition  to  the 
motion  for  an  injunction.    Several  affidavits 
in  rebuttal  were  thereupon  filed  on  behalf  ol^ 
the    complainants.    Upon  the    record  thus  J 
made  the  motion  foi^aa  injunction  was  heard,* 
and,  after  consideration  by  the  court,  it  was 
decreed  as  follows : 

''That  the  defendant  in  his  own  name,  and 
in  the  name  of  the  Pocahontas  Coke  &  Coal 
Company,  and  in  the  name  of  the  W.  H.  Coff- 
man Coke  Company,  and  his  servants,  attor- 
neys,  associates,  confederates,  agents,  and 
workmen,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  be  and 
the  same  are  restrained  and  inhibited  from 
using  the  name  'Pocahontas'  or  'Pocahontas 
Flat  Top'  in  connection  with  his  business,  the 
court  being  of  the  opinion  that  the  complain- 
ants have  a  right  to  use  the  said  word  'Poca- 
hontas' for  the  purpose  of  indicating  that  the 
coal  was  from  the  Pocahontas  field,  and  that 
the  complainants  have  the  sole  right  to  use 
said  word  as  indicating  the  character  of  coal 
they  sell.  But  this  injunction  is  not  to  re- 
strain or  inhibit  the  defendant  or  his  agents 
from  advertising,  offering  for  sale,  or  selling 
coal  from  what  is  known  m  Virginia,  or  West 
Virginia,  as  the  Pocahontas  coal  field,  or  ad- 
vertising the  coal  as  so  mined  and  produced 
from  that  field,  and  this  injimction  shall  not 
apply  to  transactions  of  the  defendant  al- 
ready concluded  by  actual  shipments  of  coal." 
The  defendant  appealed  to  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  fourth  circuit. 
Among  the  assignments  of  error  filed  was  ths 
following: 

"II.  The  court  erred  in  rendering  any  d^ 
cree  at  alt  until  the  merits  of  the  said  causey 
as  pnt  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  were  fully 
developed  by  proofs  adduced  in  the  proper 
order  of  chancery  proceeding  and  practice,* 
The  circuit  court  of  appeals  reversed  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  and  remanded  the 
causes  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  bill.  It 
was  held  that  the  complainants  had  no  trade- 
mark in  the  word  "Pocahontas;"  that  they 
were  not  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  that 
word  to  designate  the  coal  sold  by  them,  or 
its  character  or  quality,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
that  the  word  "Pocahontas"  indicated  coal 
mined  in  the  Pocahontas  coal  field,  and  that 
all  the  producers  of  that  region  had  the  right 
to  use  it  in  common  with  the  complainants. 
The  court  held  that  the  proof  did  not  show 
that  the  defendant  had  practised  any  decep-o 
tion  on  the  public,  or  that  he  had  perpetrated^ 
any  fraud  upon  the*  appellees.  Before  the* 
mandate  issued,  however,  a  rehearing  was 
applied  for,  and  the  reviewing  court  was 
asked  to  provide  in  the  mandate,  after  re- 
versing the  order  granting  a  preliminary  in- 
junction, that  the  parties  should  "proceed  to 
take  their  proofs  in  order  that  the  cause  may 
thereafter  be  heard  upon  pleadings  and 
proofs,  to  the  end  that  a  final  decree  may  bs 
entered."  This  petition  for  a  rehearing  was 
denied,  the  court  statins: 
"Ws  an  clearly  of  the  opinion,  not  emif 
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that  ooinplainanta  below  are  not  entitled  to 
an  injunction,  but  also  that  there  ia  no  eq- 
uity in  their  bill,  and  that  therefore  it  will  he 
a  ueelefos  expenditure  of  time  and  mone^,  and 
cause  fruitless  delay,  to  take  the  evidence 
mentioned  in  the  petition  for  a  rehearing." 
The  cause  was  then  brought  to  this  ooori 
by  writ  of  certiorari. 

Measn,  Arikwf  V.  Brieaen*  B*  P*  TiAf 

and  Henry  E,  Everding  for  petitioners. 

Meaara,  E.  B.  Stookias  and  A,  G.  Baf* 
ford  for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  White,  after  making  the  fore- 
going statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  complainants  in  their  bill  predicate 
their  asserted  right  to  the  sole  and  ezclusiva 
use  of  the  name  ''Pocahontas,"  as  applying 
to  coal,  upon  two  grounds:  First,  the 
ownership  of  the  alleged  trademark,  which 
it  is  averred  the  complainants  acquired  from 
the  Soutliwest  Virginia  Improvement  Com- 
pany in  April,  1895 ;  and,  second,  upon  a  use 
by  the  complainants  and  their  predecessors 
in  right  of  the  word  "Pocahontas^'  as  a  trade- 
mark or  name  to  designate  the  character  and 
the  quality  of  the  coal  dealt  in  by  them.  In 
other  words,  the  complainants  contend  that 
for  many  years  prior  to  the  period  when  they 
assert  they  were  vested  by  the  Southwest  Vir- 
ginia Improvement  Ck>mpany  with  the  own- 
ership of  the  alleged  trademark  they,  as  li- 
censees of  said  company,  used  the  word  "Po- 
cahontas'* to  designate  the  coal  sold  by  them, 
to  such  an  extent  that  that  word,  as  applied 
to  coal,  came  to  represent  in  the  public  mind 
the  coal  of  the  complainants;  that  this  con- 
tinued up  to  the  time  the  trademark  was  ac- 
2f  quired,  and  from  that  time  down  to  the  filing 
Soothe  bill.  * 

•  *Whilst  the  propositions  above  stated  por- 
tray the  riffhts  asserted  by  the  complainants 
in  their  bill,  in  their  proof,  and  in  the  argu- 
ment at  bar,  a  wider  contention  is  advanced, 
that  is,  that  the  complainants  have  a  right  to 
the  name  "Pocahontas,"  not  only  because 
they  acquired  it  whilst  acting  under  a  li- 
cense from  the  Southwest  Vir^nia  Improve- 
ment Company  and  as  the  assignees  of  a 
trademark  owned  by  that  company,  but  that 
they  have  a  right  to  the  name  "Pocahontas" 
independently  of  the  existence  of  any  such 
right  in  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improve- 
ment Company,  or  of  the  ownership  by  that 
company  of  a  trademark  embracing  that 
name.  Without  stopping  to  consider  the 
conflict  which  is  engendered  by  this  latter 
view,  we  shall  at  once  proceed  to  an  analysis 
of  the  evidence  in  the  record,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaininsr  whether  the  complain- 
ants have  the  exclusive  right  claimed  by 
them,  derived  either  as  licensees  or  assignees 
of  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improvement 
Company,  or  in  any  other  way. 

The  coal  which  was  the  subject  of  the  deal- 
ings had  by  the  complainants  as  averred  in 
their  bill  was  the  product  of  what  is  known 
as  the  Great  Flat  Top  coal  re^on  of  Vir- 
ffinia  and  West  Virgrinia.  It  is  referred  to 
IB  the  bill  of  complaint  as  "a  tract  or  field 


of  smokeless  bituminous  or  semi-bitmninoiiB 
coaL"  The  initial  operations  in  the  devel- 
opment of  the  region  were  begun  in  1881  h^ 
a  Virginia  corporation  styled  the  Southwest 
Virginia  Improvement  Company.  Some  sur* 
face  work  was  done  in  the  fall  of  that  year.^ 
In  March,  1882,  the  first  blast  was  put  i» 
what  was  termed  the  east  mine;  a  contract 
was  dosed  to  run  that  mine  one  mile;  also* 
the  air  course  and  the  No.  1  west  mine; 
These  mines  were  situated  respectively  east 
and  west  of  a  stream  called  Coal  Branch. 
As  early  as  March,  1882,  a  contract  wa» 
made  to  supply  coal  from  these  mines  to  the 
Norfolk  ft  Western  Railway  Company.  The 
branch  of  that  road  to  the  mines,  however, 
was  not  completed  until  March,  1883,  and 
the  first  shipment  of  coal  was  made  in  that 
month.  As  a  result  of  the  operations  r»- 
ferred  to,  a  mining  town  was  located  near 
to  the  mines,  and  was  called  Pocahontas. 
It  was  made  a  postofiice  in  1882.  It  had  a^, 
population  in  January,  1883,  of  1,000  souls,  ^ 
and  was  incorporated  by  thc^legislature  of? 
Virginia  in  1884  under  the  name  of  "Poca- 
hontas." The  Improvement  Company  also 
named  its  mines  the  Pocahontas  mines,  and 
from  the  beginning  appears  to  have  sold  the 
product  of  its  mines  as  Pocahontas  coal. 

Without  minutely  tracing  the  develop- 
ment of  the  coal  field  in  question,  it  may 
sufiice  to  say  that  either  by  acquiring  coal 
lands  from  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improve- 
ment Company,  or  from  other  sources,  a  land 
company  known  as  the  Flat  Top  Association 
became  interested  in  lands  within  the  coal 
field  in  question  and  by  1885  several  minee 
additional  to  those  owned  by  the  Southwest 
Virginia  Improvement  Company  were  being 
worked  by  other  operators.  The  eonnectioo 
of  the  complainants  or  their  predeeessore 
with  the  mines  or  coal  field  in  question  arose 
as  follows: 

While  it  is  all^afed  in  the  bill  that  "some 
time  prior  to  January,  1884,"  Castner  ft 
Company,  Limited,  a  corporation,  "dealt  in, 
inspected,  and  sold  coal  from  such  region  or 
field  aforesaid."  there  is  no  proof  in  the  rec- 
ord even  tending  to  show  that  Castner  ft 
Company  had  any  connection  with  Poca- 
hontas coal  prior  to  January  1,  1885.  In* 
deed,  as  it  will  hereafter  develop,  the  fact 
that  they  did  not  represent  that  article  i» 
clearly  inferable  from  a  statement  made  by 
them  in  an  apniication  for  the  registry  of 
an  alleged  trademark. 

It  is  established  that  in  July,  1883,  one 
William  Lamb  was  the  agent  of  the  South- 
west Virannia  Improvement  Company,  at 
Norfolk.  Virginia,  and  that  the  general  sales 
acrent  of  the  company  was  one  Kdward  S. 
Hutchinson,  who  was  located  in  PhiladeT- 
phia,  at  which  place  the  jreneral  offices  of 
the  company  were  established.  Castner  ft 
Company.  Limited,  became  the  general  tide- 
water coal  asrent  on  January  1,  1885,  for 
the  product  of  all  the  mines  then  in  opera- 
tion in  the  Great  Flat  Top  coal  re^fon.  In- 
cluding the  product  of  the  original  Poca- 
hontas mines.  This  appointment  was  the 
outgrowth  of  an  agreement  entered  Into  be- 
tween the  Norft>Ik  ft  Western  Bailroed,  tbe 
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Southwest  Vlrffinla  Improvement  Company, 
'     the  Flat  Top  Coal  Compai^,  and  three  lea- 
■eea  of  the  latter  company  operating  ooal 
mines  in  the  region  referred  to.    This  agree- 
to  ment  was  made  on  the  29th  of  December, 
^  1884.    It  provided  for  the  handling  of  the 

*  entire^eoal  output  of  all  the  then  producers, 
f^      and  of  any  suDsequent   operators   in    said 

reffion,  t^  a  general  coal  agents  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  railroad  company.  The  con- 
tract, moreover,  provided  for  the  appoint- 
ment by  the  railroad  company  of  another 
person,  to  be  known  as  the  general  tidewa- 
ter coal  agent,  and  who  was  to  be  subject 
to  the  general  direction  and  management  of 
the  ffeneral  coal  agent  It  was  aJso  stipu- 
lated in  the  contract  that  the  general  coal 
agent  should  perform  outstanding  contracts 
of  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improvement 
Company  for  the  delivery  of  coal.  Castner 
ft  Company,  Limited,  were  appointed  the 
general  tidewater  coal  agent  under  the  agree- 
ment 

In  passing,  it  li  proper  to  notice  the  fact 
that  the  coal  mined  in  the  various  collieries 
in  operation  at  the  date  of  this  agreement,  as 
is  tne  case  with  the  mines  now  being  oper- 
ated, was  from  the  same  seam  as  that  mined 
at  tiie  original  Pocahontas  mines,  which 
seam  was  then  known  as  the  "Nelson  or  Po- 
cahontas bed,  No.  8."  It  clearly  appears 
from  the  record  that  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
contract  above  mentioned,  at  a  time  when  the 
predecessors  of  the  complainants  appear  to 
have  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  |>roduct  at 
the  Pocahontas  mines,  the  coal  mined  from 
the  Pocahontas  vein  had  become  well  and  fa- 
vorably known  as  a  coal  of  high  grade. 
Thus,  in  a  letter  from  sales  agent  Hutchin- 
son, dated  July  5,  1888,  he  states:  "We  are 
all  especially  pleased  with  the  testimonial 
from  Mr.  McCarrick,  and  it  confirms  the 
view  we  have  all  along  entertained,  that  the 
Pocahontas  coal  is  the  best  steam  coal  in  the 
market."  So,  also,  in  the  eighth  article  of 
the  contract  between  Castner  &  Company, 
Limited,  and  the  railroad  company,  by  which 
the  former  was  appointed  the  general  tide- 
water coal  agent,  it  was  recited  that  "the 
coal  from  the  Great  Flat  Top  coal  region  has 

{proved  to  be  of  superior  quality,  and  suitable 
or  steam  purpoees,  and  especially  for  the  use 
of  ocean  steamships,  as  well  as  for  sale  in  the 
West  Indian  and  South  American  markets." 
That  the  coal  supplied  by  the  producers 
might,  however.  In  some  instances,  be  of  in- 
ferior quality, was  recognized  in  astipulation 
contained  in  the  coal  producers'  contract, 
providing  for  an  allowance  to  be  made  to  pur- 
chasers of  coal  because  of  inferiority  of 
quality,  such  allowance  to  be  deducted  from 

^  any  amount  found  due  or  that  might  become 

^  due  to  the  producer. 

*  *  While  the  contract  between  the  coal  pro- 
iitoers'and  the  agreement  appointing  the  gen- 
eral tidewater  coal  agent  are  contained  in 
the  record,  the  agreement  appointing  the  gen- 
eral coal  agent  was  not  put  in  evidence.  One 
of  the  complainants,  in  an  affidavit  dated 
Mareh  18,  1807,  attached  as  an  exhibit  a 
BMmthly   ttatement  rendflnd  hj  the   eoal 


agent,  which  is  headed  "Office  of  the  General 
Coal  Agent,  Roanoke,  Virginia,  February  15» 
1886."  Nowhere  in  the  statement,  however, 
is  there  an  intimation  as  to  who  was  such 
ooal  agent.  It  is  plainly  inferable,  however, 
from  the  excerpt  which  we  now  make,  who 
was  the  appointee  to  that  responsible  po8i« 
tion.  The  extract  we  make  is  from  the  issue 
of  October,  1891,  of  a  publication  styled  The 
Iron  Belt.  It  reads  as  follows: 
"Pocahontas  Company. 

"The  Pocahontas  Coal  Company,  organized 
January  1,  1895  (1885T).  Officers:  WU- 
liam  C.  Bullitt,  president;  D.  H.  Matson,  sec- 
retary and  treasurer ;  H.  N.  Claxton,  general 
agent;  John  Twohy,  superintendent  piers, 
Norfolk;  general  office,  Roanoke,  Va.;  branch 
office,  Norfolk,  Va.;  shipping  office,  Bluefield, 
W.  Va.  This  company,  who  makes  all  sales 
for  the  entire  output  of  the  region,  assuming 
all  liabilities,  shipped  during  the  vear  1890, 
1,807,716  tons,  and  has  shipped  during  the 
present  year  to  date  (October  10th),  1,628,- 
927  tons.  'From  present  indications,'  says 
Mr.  Biatson,  secretary  of  the  company,  'we 
estimate  that  for  the  year  1891  we  will  ship 
2,300,000  tons.' 

"The  Pocahontas  Coal  Company  makes  a 
uniform  price  for  all  coal  mined,  furnishes 
inspectors  for  each  tipple  where  the  coal  is 
loaded,  thus  guaranteeing  to  purchasers  ooal 
free  from  bone,  slate,  and  other  impurities. 
This  company  pays  the  operators  by  check 
the  fifteenth  day  of  each  month,  thus  secur- 
ing them  against  losses  by  reason  of  bad 
debts,  storage  and  freight  rates.  The  com- 
pany employs  twenty-six  subinspectors,  who 
are  under  the  supervision  of  Mr.  W.  D.  Milne, 
chief  inspector.  Mr.  Milne's  headquarters 
are  at  Bramwell,  and  he  makes  a  tour  of  in* 
spection  of  each  tipple  at  least  once  a  week." 

So,  also,  there  is  contained  in  the  record  ae 
letter,  headed  with  the  names  of  the  then  of-^ 
ficcrs  of  what  is  termed  "Pocahontas  *Coal* 
Company,  shippers  of  celebrated  Pocahontas 
coal."  On  this  letter  head  was  a  vignette, 
presimiably  the  figure  of  Pocahontas.  This 
letter  was  addressed  to  the  proprietors  of  the 
Indian  Ridge  Colliery,  and  referred  to  the 
handling  by  the  Pocahontas  Coal  Company 
of  the  product  of  that  colliery.  The  Indian 
Ridge  Colliery,  referred  to  in  this  letter,  is 
one  of  the  mines  represented  by  the  defend- 
ant in  this  cause.  The  operation  of  this 
mine  was  commenced  about  the  date  of  the 
letter,  and  its  product,  in  accordance  with 
the  general  agreement  already  stated,  was 
shipped  through  the  general  coal  agent,  the 
Pocahontas  Coal  Company.       • 

In  the  article  in  The  Iron  Belt,  above  re* 
f erred  to,  there  is  also  a  statement  of  the  pro- 
duction from  1883  to  1891  of  the  various 
mines  controlled  in  October,  1891,  by  the  Po- 
cahontas Company,  as  the  general  coal  agent 
of  all  the  mine  owners  or  operators.  This 
statement  shov^'cd  that  from  one  colliery  op- 
erating in  1883  the  number  of  collieries  had 
increased  to  nineteen  in  October,  1891. 

Under  the  coal  producers'  agreement,  ee 
we  have  seen,  the  entire  product  of  the  mines 
in  the  Great  Flat  Top  ooal  region,  intended 
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for  raO  traiuportation  other  than  thai  lued 
for  coke,  was  to  be  oonBigned  to  the  general 
ooal  agent,  and  only  a  portion  of  such  prod- 
uct waa  to  be  handled  by  the  general  tide- 
water coal  agent,  whose  operations  were  to 
be  "subject  to  the  ezdusiye  control,  super- 
Tision,  and  direction  of  the  general   coal 
agent." 

We  have  alrea^  referred  to  the  fact  that 
when    the    combination    referred    to    was 
formed,  the  coal  mined  from  the  Pocahontas 
or  No.  8  bed  had,  under  that  name^  an  es- 
tablished reputation.    Further  confirmatory 
evidence  of  this  fact  will  now  be  referred  to. 
Andrew  8.  McCreath,  chemist  to  the  State 
Geological  Survey,  of  Pennsylvania,  embodied 
the  results  of  much  research  and  personal  in- 
vestigation during  part  of  1882,  and  the  fall 
of  1883,  and  the  spring  of  1884,  in  a  work 
entitled  "Mineral  Wealth  of  Virginia,"  ex- 
tracts from  which  are  contained  in  the  rec- 
ord.   At  page  110  he  mentions  the  eodstenoe 
e  of  numerous  openings  on  the  "Nelson  or  Po- 
^eahontas  coal  bed  (No.  3  of  the  section)," 
*  and  also  of  some  few  openinpi*on  the  upper 
beds,  No.  6  and  No.  6.    He  further  says  (p. 
110): 

"On  Goal  Branch,  the  Pocahontas  bed  (No. 
8)  has  been  extensively  mined  at  the  Poca- 
hontas mines  of  the  Southwest  Virginia  Im- 
provement Company." 
At  page  150  he  says: 
"The   section   at   Pocahontas  shows   the 
presence   of  at   least   three  workable   beds 
above  water  level,  although  almost  the  entire 
output  of  the  region  at  present  comes  from 
the  No.  8  Nelson  or  Pocahontas  bed. 

"This  handsome  coal  bed  is  everywhere 
present,  so  far  as  explored,  with  a  workable 
thickness,  being  IT  Z*^  in  the  vicinity  of  Po- 
cahontas, and  holding  its  workable  dimen- 
sions through  the  field  for  6  miles  eastward 
to  the  waters  of  Flipping  creek,  where  it  be- 
comes split  into  two  beds,  about  4y^  and  6^ 
feet  thick. 

"To  the  west  of  Pocahontas,  along  Laurel 
ereek,  for  a   distance  of  8  miles,  the  bed 
carries  its  full  thickness  fairly  w^l,  and 
shows  nearly  the  same  section  for  a  long  dis- 
tance north  of  the  dividing  ridge  on  the  wa- 
ters of  the  Elkhom  and  the  Tug  Fork  of 
Sandy. 

•  ••••• 

The  good  quality  of  this  coal  has  been 
well  established  by  numerous  tests,  both  in 
the  laboratory  and  in  actual  practice." 

The  Pocahontas  Goal  Gompany  appears  to 
have  continued  to  act  as  general  coal  agent 
of  the  producers'  combination  until  the 
spring  of  1896,  about  the  time  of  the  appoint- 
men  of  a  recover  for  the  Norfolk  &  Western 
Railroad,  which  company,  as  will  be  remem- 
bered, was  a  party  to  the  original  agreement 
of  the  combination.  By  this  time  the  dev^- 
opment  of  the  coal  field  in  question  had 
largely  progressed,  and  a  number  of  addi- 
tional mines  were  being  operated.  A  new 
company,  called  the  Pocahontas  Company, 
was  chartered  on  March  12,  1895,  and  in 
1896  this  company  was  handling  the  ooal 
produced  from  numerous  mines  in  the 
rocahontas  field*    Agreements  were  made. 


however,  by   the  complainants  in  liarch» 
1895,  directly  with  some  of  the  mine  owners 
formerly  represented  by  the  Pocahontas  Goal 
Gompany  (among  them  the  Southwest  Vir-t* 
ginia    Improvement   Gompany),    by    whidi^; 
agreements*  complainants   were  constituted* 
the  general  factors  and  selling  agents  for  the 
product  of  the  mines  of  such  owners. 

The  product  of  the  Indian  Ridge  mine, 
now  represented,  as  we  have  said,  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  which  was  opened  in  the  spring 
of  1894,  when  it  ceased  to  oe  shipped  through 
the  Pocahontas  Goal  Gompany  as  general 
agent,  was  marketed  through  the  agency  of 
the  complainants  until  January  1,  1896. 
From  this  last^mentioned  date  until  Novem- 
ber 1,  1896,  the  product  of  the  mine  was 
shipped  through  tiie  Pocahontas  Gompany, 
the  complainants  having  become  the  sole 
agents  of  the  latter  company  for  tidewater 
and  line  trade. 

It  is  plainly  inferable  from  the  averments 
of  the  bill,  as  it  is  unquestionably  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence  in  the  record,  that 
from  January  1,  1885,  the  date  of  the  coal 
producers'  combination  referred  to,  the  prod- 
uct of  the  various  collieries  controlled  by  the 
combination  was  uniformly  termed  Poca- 
hontas coal,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  this 
appellation  was  made  use  of  as  well  upon 
bill  heads  and  advertising  matter  of  the  gen- 
eral coal  agent,  and  of  some,  at  least,  of  the 
producers,  as  upon  the  stationary  and  ad- 
vertising matter  of  Castner  &  Gompany, 
Limited,  the  general  tidewater  ooal  agent. 

It  is  by  the  light  of  the  facts  just  stated 
that  we  come  to  consider  the  claim  made  in 
the  bill  that  the  complainants  are  the  exclu- 
sive owners  of  the  trademark  or  the  trade- 
name "Pocahontas,"  as  applied  to  all  coal 
coming  from  the  Pocahontas  coal  field,  be- 
cause prior  to  April  1,  1895,  tiiey  had  used 
the  same  by  the  license  and  permission  of  the 
Southwest  Virginia  Improvement  Gompany, 
and  subsequent  to  that  date  had  used  it  as 
owner  under  an  assignment  of  said  trademark 
or  tradename  to  them  from  the  Improvement 
Company.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  in 
the  record  tending  to  show  any  express  li- 
cense to  complainants  or  their  predecessors 
from  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improvement 
Company,  authorizing  them  to  use  the  name 
"Pocahontas"  as  an  exclusive  tradename  or 
trademark  for  coal;  and  the  facts  which  we 
have  above  stated  render  it  absolutely  impos- 
sible that  there  should  have  been  any  such  valid 
license.  It  is  patent  that  the  word  "Poca- 
hontas," prior  to  the  formation  of  the  coal« 
producers^  combination  on  January  1,  1885,J; 
indicated^all  the  coal  coming  from  a  partio-* 
ular  seam  of  coal  known  as  the  Pocahontas 
vein.  When  the  combination  was  entered  in- 
to, creating  a  general  coal  agent  to  dispose 
of  all  the  coal  to  be  market^  from  all  the 
collieries  which  were  then  being  worked  or 
might  thereafter  be  worked  in  tiie  Pocahon- 
tas region,  it  is  undoubted  that  the  name 
"Pocahontas"  was  applied  by  everybody  con* 
cerned,  including  the  Southwest  Virginia 
Ompany,  as  indicating  coal  coming  from 
the  region,  without  reference  to  the  particu* 
lar  mine  from  which  It  was  taken,  for  all  tht 
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ooal  WM  advertised  by  the  owners  and  gen- 
eral  ooal  agent  under  the  name  of  Poeahon- 
taa  coal,  and  waa  contracted  for  and  shipped 
under  the  eame  name.  Indeed,  during  the 
eodstence  of  the  original  combination  the 
complainants,  or  their  predecessors,  who  now 
asaert  that  they  have  an  exclusive  right  to 
the  name  '"Pocahontas"  as  designating  the 
coal  sold  hy  them,  were  acting  as  tidewater 
agents  under  the  supervision  and  control  of 
the  general  coal  agent,  for  all  the  mine  own- 
ers and  were  themaelves  selling  the  coal  under 
the  name  referred  to  as  aceats  of  the  owners, 
and  dealing  in  such  cosi,  on  behalf  of  the 
owners  of  all  the  mines,  as  Pocahontas  coal. 
When  the  Pocahontas  Coal  Company  ceased 
to  act  as  the  general  coal  agent,  on  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  of  the  Norfolk  & 
Western  Railroad,  the  complainants,  who 
now  assert  the  exclusive  right  in  themselves 
to  the  name  'Tocahontas,"  became  the  prin- 
eipfld  asent  for  the  sale  of  the  coal  from 
some  of  the  mines,  among  the  number  one 
of  the  mines  controlled  by  the  defendant,  put- 
ting the  product  of  that  mine  upon  the  mar- 
ked as  agent  of  the  owner,  as  Pocahontas 


Destructive  as  is  this  state  of  the  proof 
of  the  assertion  that  there  was  a  license  to 
the  complainants  prior  to  1895  by  the  South- 
west Virginia  Improvement  Company,  the 
existence  of  such  a  license  is  further  rebut- 
ted by  the  fact  that  there  is  no  evidence  of 
any  want  of  knowledge  by  the  Southwest 
Tirnnia  Improvement  Company  of  the  use 
by  tne  Pocahontas  Coal  Company,  or  by  the 
producers  generally  of  the  designation  Poca- 
nontas  as  uie  name  of  the  coal  mined  in  any 
and  all  of  the  collieries  in  operation  in  the 
0»  region.  Indeed,  the  exaggerated  character 
^of  the  assertion  of  the  complainants,  that 
•  prior  to  1896  they*used  the  trademark  as 
the  licensees  of  the  Improvement  Company, 
is  shown  by  the  record.  In  August,  1885, 
Castner  A  Company,  Limited,  was  under  the 
contract  the  general  tidewater  coal  agent, 
that  is,  such  agent  for  all  the  mine  owners 
in  the  Pocahontas  region.  Although  thus 
representing  the  owners,  this  corporation,  on 
the  26th  of  August^  1885,  filed  an  applica- 
tion for  the  registry  of  a  trademark,  in 
which  it  was  recited  that  Castner  &  Com- 
pany, Limited,  had  adopted  for  its  use  as  a 
trademark  for  coal  the  word  "Pocahontas," 
and  that  the  same  had  been  continuously 
used  by  said  corporation  "since  about  Janu- 
ary 1,  1886.**  This  date,  it  will  be  remem- 
bered, was  when  the  corporation  referred  to 
became  the  general  tidewater  coal  agent  for 
the  producers  of  Pocahontas  coal.  In  an  affi- 
davit deposing  to  the  truth  of  the  statements 
contained  in  the  application,  it  was  stated: 
"That  said  corporation  (Castner  ft  Co., 
Limited),  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  the 
trademark  therein  described;  that  no  other 
person,  firm,  or  corporation,  has  the  right  to 
such  use,  either  in  the  identical  form  or  in 
any  such  near  resemblance  thereto  as  might 
be  calculated  to  deceive." 

The  conflict  between  the  claim  of  license 
made  in  the  bill  and  these  sworn  assertions 
in  the  application  to  register  a  trademark 


requires  no  eonmxent  The  record,  howevei; 
shows  a  further  contradiction.  Turning  to 
Exhibit  B,  attached  to  the  biU,  which  b  th« 
alleged  assignment  of  trademark  made  in 
1895  by  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improve* 
ment  Company  to  Castner  &  Company,  Lim* 
ited,  and  under  which  complainants  claim  to 
be  the  owners  of  the  trademark  "Pocahon- 
tas," as  applied  to  all  coal,  we  find  it  recites 
that  Castner  A  Company,  Limited,  had  been 
appointed  on  Harch  26,  1895,  the  agents  to 
sell  all  the  output  of  coal  of  the  mines  of 
the  Improvement  Company,  which  coal  "has 
become  known  under  the  trade  name  or 
mark,  Tocahontas,'  by  adoption  and  con- 
tinuous use  thereof  by  the  said  corporation, 
the  Southwest  Virginia  Improvement  Com- 
pany." Besides  this,  the  document  sUtet 
that  the  assignor,  the  Southwest  Virginia 
Improvement  Company,  "did  adopt,  on  or 
about  the  1st  day  of  July,  1882,  as  a  trade^ 
name,  or  mark,  the  word  'Pocahontas'  for* 
coal  mined  in  a  region  oilfield  opened  up  and  • 
operated  in  Tazewell  county,  Virginia,  in 
the  year  1882,  by  the  said  corporation,  the 
Southwest  Virginia  Improvement  Company, 
and  which  trade  name,  or  mark,  it  continued 
to  use  thereafter  in  its  coal-mining  operations 
in  said  region,  or  field,  from  the  date  afore- 
said, as  the  trade  name  or  mark,  for  all  coal 
mined  and  sold  by  it  up  to  the  present  time  • 

Thus  we  have  Castner  ft  Company,  Limit> 
ed,  becoming  by  contract  an  agent  of  the 
mine  owners  to  sell  their  coal,  putting  it 
upon  the  market  as  Pocahontas  coal,  and 
dealing  with  it  as  such,  yet  filing  a  claim 
for  a  trademark  by  which  it  was  sought  to 
deprive  the  owners  of  the  designation  which 
appropriately  belonged  to  their  product  We 
find  the  bill  verified  by  both  complainants, 
one  of  whom  made  oath  to  the  application 
for  a  trademark.  In  such  bill  it  is  asserted 
that  at  the  time  the  trademark  was  applied 
for  Castner  ft  Company,  Limited,  were  not 
the  owners  of  the  trademark,  but  were  mere 
licensees  of  the  Southwest  Virginia  Improve- 
ment Company. 

And  also  it  appears  that,  when  in  1895 
the  complainants  become  the  principal 
agents  of  certain  of  the  mine  owners,  a 
monopoly  of  the  name  of  "Pocahontas"  as 
against  all  the  mine  owners  was  again 
sought  to  be  obtained  bv  taking  a  transfer 
of  an  alleged  trade  mark  or  name  from  the 
Southwest  Virginia  Improvement  Company, 
the  statements  in  the  paper  reciting  sudi 
transfer  being  in  irreconcilable  confli^  with 
the  affidavit  to  the  application  for  a  trade- 
mark. 

But  putting  out  of  mind  these  contradi^ 
tions,  it  is  manifest  that,  long  prior  to  the 
purported  assignment  by  the  Southwest  Vir- 
ginia Improvement  Company  of  the  alleged 
trademark  or  tradename,  by  the  acts  of  aJl 
the  parties  concerned  in  the  production  and 
marketing  of  the  coal  (including  the  South- 
west Virginia  Improvement  Company,  Cast- 
ner ft  Company,  Limited,  and  the  complain- 
ants), the  name  "Pocahontas"  indicated  the 
region  from  which  the  coal  in  question  came 
and  the  natural  quality  thereof,  and  applied 
indiscriminately  to  the  product  of  all  th* 
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minet  in  that  region,  producing  that  diarao* 

tar  of  ooal. 
Although  the  facte  which  we  have  referred 

to  make  inevitable  the  foregoing  deduetiona, 

nevertheless  we  state  a  few  additional  facts 
^  which  make  the  situation,  if  possible^  yet 
V  dearer. 

•  *In  the  issue  of  October,  1891,  of  The  Lpoq 
Beltk  already  referred  to,  the  region  in  ques- 
tion was  termed  the  Pocahontas  Flat  Top 
coal  region,  and  the  product  thereof  was  fre- 
quently referred  to  as  Pocahontas  coal  or 
^oeahontas  Flat  Top  coal.  So,  also,  in  the 
agreements  made  by  oomplainants  in  March* 
1896  (after  the  producers'  combination  had 
eeased  to  be  operative) ,  to  act  as  sales  agent 
for  the  product  of  certain  of  the  mines,  there 
is  contained  express  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  the  products  of  all  the  mines  in  that 
region,  whether  those  products  were  inspect- 
ed and  controlled  by  the  complainants  or 
not,  were  usually  designated  and  generally 
known  as  Pocahontas  ooal.  Thus,  m  a  stin- 
ulation  numbered  3  in  an  agreement  maae 
by  complainants  with  the  Pulaski  Iron  Com- 
pany on  March  26,  1895,  it  is  recited: 

"It  is  agreed  by  the  parties  hereto  that 
the  parties  of  the  seoond  part  may  act  as 
selling  agents  for  other  producers  of  Poca^ 
hontas  ooal,  provided  they  shall  become  and 
continue  to  be  the  exclusive  agents  of  such 
producers,  and  provided,  further,  that  the 
aggregate  amount  of  coal  sold  during  any 
vear  for  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall  be 
Has  than  2.615  per  cent  of  the  total  amount 
of  Pocahontas  coal  sold  hy  the  parties  of  the 
seoond  part  during  that  year." 

And  in  a  supplementary  agreement  with 
the  same  company,  dated  December  28,  1895, 
it  is  said: 

'That,  until  the  expiration  of  the  said 
eontract  of  26th  March,  1895,  according  to 
the  terms  thereof,  the  party  of  the  first  part 
will  sell  or  dispose  of  no  Pocahontas  coal 
whatever  save  through  the  agency  of  the  par- 
ties of  the  second  part. 

**The  parties  of  the  second  part  hereby 
promise  and  agree  that  in  the  event  of  the 
sale  or  disposition  of  any  Pocahontas  coal  by 
any  producer  for  whom  they  may  at  any 
time  be  acting  as  sales  agent,  except  through 
the  agency  of  the  said  parties  of  the  second 
part,  that  they  will  at  once,  on  reoeipt  of 
written  notice  of  the  particulars  of  buA  sale 
or  disposition  from  the  party  of  the  first 
part,  and  upon  its  written  request,  forth- 
with terminate  its  agency  for  sueh  producer," 

(M  eto. 

S     Again,  in  a  supplement  to  The  Daily  Tele- 

•  graph,  a  publication*at  Bluefield,  West  Vir- 
ginia, su^  supplement  being  entitled  "Po- 
cahontas Flat  Top  Coal  Field  Industrial  Edi- 
tion," the  product  of  the  region  referred  to 
is  frequentf^  spoken  of  as  Pocahontas  coal  or 
Pocahontas  coke,  etc  And,  as  bearing  upon 
the  claim  made  in  the  bill,  that  the  ooal 
from  this  field  had  acquired  a  great  reputa- 
tion in  the  markets  of  the  worla  by  reason  of 
the  expenditures  of  time  and  money  made  by 
complainants  ''in  inspecting,  selecting,  grad- 
ing^  and    otherwise   nudntaining    the   fa* 


perior  quality  and  purity  of  the  said 
eoal,"  we  call  attention  to  a  lengthy  ad- 
vertisement of  the  complainants  contained 
in  the  publication  juat  referred  to,  in  which 
appeared  no  allusion  to  an  inspection  of  tha 
product,  but  wherein  it  was  clearly  reoog« 
niaed  that  the  wide  reputation  of  Pocahon- 
tas ooal  was  the  result  of  making  known  the 
inherent  excellent  quality  of  the  article  i^ 
self«  The  product  of  the  mines  represented 
by  the  oomplainants,  among  which  mines 
was  the  Indian  Ridge  mine,  now  represented 
by  the  defendant^  is  frequently  referred  to  in 
the  card  as  Pocahontas  coal.  We  excerpteo 
portions  of  the  card  in  the  margin.t  S 

*Kow,  this  advertisement  of  the  eonnplain-* 
ants  makes  it  clear  that  they  were  offering 
for  sale,  not  the  particular  product  of  anr 
one  mine,  but  that  the  Pocahontas  coal  which 
they  advertised  was  derived  from  numerous 
collieries  within  the  Pocahontas  region.  In- 
deed, when  it  is  eonsidered  that  eoal  from 
the  Indian  Ridge  mine,  which  the  defendant 
now  represents,  was  for  a  time  represented 
by  the  complainants,  and  the  ooal  tiierefrom 
sold  by  them  as  Pocahontas  coal,  the  con- 
tention now  advanced  amounts  but  to  this, 
that  an  agent  can  deprive  the  principal  of 
his  property  by  appropriating  it  to  himself, 
and  that  complainants,  because  they  were  in- 
trusted, first,  in  a  subordinate  capacity  as 
tidewater  agents  by  many  of  the  mine  own- 
ers, and  then  in  a  more  enlarged  eapadly  as 
general  agent,  with  power  to  represent  and 
act  for  the  producers,  have  come  into  the  po- 
sition  where  they  can  virtually  exercise  a 


tCASTNBR  &  CURRAN. 
Are  the  General  Agents  for  the  sale  of 
Pocahontas  Flat  Top  Smokeless  Seml-Bituxal. 
nous  Coal. 
Having  satisfied  themselves  by  exhaostlve 
analyses  and  tests  that  Pocahontas  eoal  was  ui- 
equaled  as  a  steam  fuel,  they  determined  to 
leare  nothing  undone  to  demonstrate  this  fact 
and  establish  Its  reputation  as  second  to  no  oth- 
er coal,  and,  owing  to  their  energetic  efforts  and 
judicious  advertising,  Pocahontas  coal  to-day 
enjoys  the  unique  distinction  o<  being  the  only 
coal.  In  the  world  that  has  been  officially  in- 
dorsed by  the  governments  of  Great  Britain  and 
the  United  States.  It  Is  always  used  in  test- 
ing the  speed  of  government  cmisers  built  en 
the  Atlantic  seaboard,  the  Secretary  of  the  Nayy 
having  issued  an  order  to  this  effect  several 
years  ago.  The  Cunard  and  White  Star  Steam- 
ship Companies  use  it  exclusively  on  their  east- 
em  voyages,  and  with  It  have  made  all  their 
great  speed  records  of  recent  years.  It  Is  con- 
ceded to  be  the  best  fuel  for  locomotives  and 
stationary  engines,  and  its  supremacy  as  a 
steam  fuel  is  now  establidied  beyond  dispute. 

THB  BBCOBD  OF  POCAHONTAS  COAL  IS  TBB  UOSV 
BIMABKABUB  IN  THS  HIBTOBT  OF  THB  TBAOS. 

The  first  mine  was  opened  In  18S8,  the  ship- 
meats  for  that  year  amounting  to  only  75.000 
tona 

In  1805  there  were  thlrty-el|^t  collieries  In 
operation,  whose  output  (Including  tonnage  con- 
verted into  coke)  aggregated  8,500,000  tons. 

Not  only  is  this  ooal  famous  for  the  immense 
growth  of  its  tonnage,  but  Its  reputation  has 
also  Increased,  until  to-day  It  enjoys  the  dis 
tlnctlon  of  having  been  officially  Indorsed  as  the 
he$t  Amerieam  tUam  ooal  by  the  UiUUd  Btat€9 
Navv  Dei^artmmt,  the  United  Btate$  Wwr  De* 
pa/rtmtni,  the  BHtUh  Minister  at  Wa$h4n0t(m» 
an  the  leading  eteameMp,  rslIroad«  mnS  mmm 
faetuHng  eompamtee,"  ete. 
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monopoly  of  tale  m  to  Um  prodnet  of  all 
the  mines  in  the  Pocahontas  region  br  com- 
pelling every  mine  owner  in  the  Pocahontaa 
field  to  offer  no  ooal  on  the  market  unless  the 
description  be  qnalifled,  or  unless  the  ooal 
be  confided  for  sale  to  the  complainants. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  appellate 
oourt  should  have  complied  with  the  request 
contained  in  the  petition  for  a  rehearing, 
and  remanded  the  cause  to  permit  further 
proofs  in  support  of  the  material  allegations 
of  the  bill.  In  Mast,  F.  d  Co.  v.  Stover  Mfg, 
Co,  177  U.  S.  485,  20  Suik  OL  Rep.  706,  44  L. 
ed.  — ,  we  considered  the  question  as  to  the 
power  of  a  circuit  court  of  appeals,  in  review- 
ing the  action  of  a  circuit  oourt  in  allowing 
A  temporary  injunction  pendente  lite,  upon 
affidavits,  to  consider  the  case  upon  the  merits 
and  direct  a  final  decree  dismissing  the  bill. 
It  was  held  that  the  propriety  of  the  exercise 
of  iuch  a  power  must  be  determined  from  the 

2  dreumstances  of  the  particular  case.    And 

S  it  wu  added: 

*  *"If  the  showing  made  by  the  plaintiff  be 
incomplete;  if  the  order  for  the  injunction 
be  reversed  because  injunction  was  not  the 
proper  remedy,  or  because  under  the  particu- 
lar circumstances  of  the  case  it  should  not 
have  been  granted ;  or  if  other  relief  be  pos- 
sible, notwithstanding  the  injunction  be  re- 
fused,— ^then,  clearly,  the  case  should  be  re- 
manded for  a  full  hearing  upon  pleadings 
and  proofs.  But  if  the  hill  he  ohvxouely  de- 
void of  equity  upon  its  face,  and  euch  inva^ 
Udity  be  incapable  of  remedy  by  amendment; 
or  if  the  patent  manifestly  fail  to  disclose  a 
patentable  novelty  in  the  invention, — ^we 
know  of  no  reason  why,  to  save  a  protracted 
litigation,  the  court  may  not  order  the  bill 
to  be  dismissed." 

As  respects  the  ease  at  bar,  we  are  satisfied 
from  the  averments  of  the  bill  and  the  proof 
that  no  supplementary  evidence  could  be  of- 
fered which  would  alter  the  indubitable  con- 
elusion  that  no  exclusive  right  to  the  trade- 
mark or  tradename  Tocahontas"  exists  in 
the  complainants.  Further,  we  concur  in  the 
conclusion  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
that  the  bill,  upon  its  face,  is  devoid  of  eq- 
uity. It  is  fairly  to  be  inferred  from  the 
averments  of  the  bill  that  it  charges  that, 
while  acting  as  agents  of  the  owner  of  one  of 
the  mines  represented  by  the  defendant,  and 
of  the  owners  of  many  other  mines  in  the 
same  region  or  field,  there  was  applied  by  the 
complainants  to  the  prodxiet  of  all  the  mines 
the  appropriate  designation  Pocahontas  coal, 
A  description  which  applied  to  all  the  ooal 
produced  by  the  operators  in  that  region,  and 
which  was  correctly  descriptive  of  such  prod- 
uct. Whether,  as  daim^,  the  reputation 
of  the  coal  was  enhanced  by  careful  inspec- 
tion and  grading  by  the  complainants  or 
their  predecessors,  is  left  conjectural  by  the 
record.  But  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  proof 
on  this  branch  of  the  case  was  certain,  it 
eotdd  operate  no  change  of  result.  In  in- 
specting and  grading  the  coal,  complainants 
and  their  predecessors  were  but  agents  of  the 
mine  owners.    Certainly,  the  agent  eannot 


be  heard  to  say  that  he  may  Appropriato  im 
himself  the  name  belonging  to  tne  product  ei 
his  prindpal,  or  that  be  may  affix  the  nama 
to  coal  for  his  own  purposes,  and  not  for  the 
benefit  and  advantage  of  his  prindimL  ^ 

Keeping  in  mind  the  dreumstances  underjg 
which  the*eomplainants  made  whatever  usa* 
they  did  make  of  the  appdiation  'Tocahoi^ 
tas,"  as  applied  to  coal  produced  from  the 
Pocahontas  coal  region,  we  can  peroeivo  no 
just  ground  for  the  daim  that  there  was  un- 
fair competition  in  trade,  by  reason  of  the 
acts  averred  to  have  been  committed  by  the 
defendant.  In  substance,  the  alleged  wrong* 
ful  acts  were  averred  to  consist  in  the  adver- 
tising in  various  forms  by  the  defendant  of 
the  coal  handled  by  him,  as  "Pocahontas'* 
coal,  when  in  fact  such  ooal  is  a  "very  inferior 
and  very  impure  coal."  It  was  also  averred, 
in  the  aitemative,  that  such  acts  were  done 
with  the  intent  to  cause  the  purchasers  of 
said  coal  to  believe  "that  the  same  was  sold 
by  your  orators,  or  is  of  the  quality  of  that 
sold  by  your  orators."  The  effect  of  the  ad- 
vertising of  the  ooal  handled  by  the  defeat 
ant,  as  "Pocahontas"  coal,  it  is  also  asserted, 
is  that  purchasers  of  the  ooal  dealt  in  by  the 
defendant  are  liable  to  and  will  be  deodved 
by  such  representations  into  purchasing  sudi 
coal  "as  your  orators'  superior  and  spedally 
selected  ooal."  It  is  further  averred  that 
purchasers  have  in  fact  been  so  decdved,  and 
that  the  "reputation  of  your  orators'  Toca- 
hontas'  ooal  has  thereby  been  tainted." 
Leaving  out  of  view  the  emphatic  denial  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  ooal  handled  by  him 
is  in  any  wise  inferior  to  that  handled  by  the 
defendant,  it  is  plain  from  the  averments  in 
the  bill  that  the  alleged  inferiority  in  the 
coal  is  grounded  upon  the  supposition  of  A 
want  of  careful  inspection  and  grading.  We 
do  not  think,  however,  that  if  it  were  a  fact 
that  it  had  become  generally  known  and  rec- 
ognized by  the  public  that  the  complainants, 
while  in  the  employ  of  the  coal  producers 
of  the  Pocahontas  coal  field,  inspected  and 
graded  the  product  of  the  mines  in  such  man- 
ner as  that  thereby  the  reputation  of  the  coal 
was  enhanced,  that  the  owners  of  mines 
producing  Pocahontas  coal  thereby  lost  thdr 
right  to  designate  their  ooal  by  its  appropri- 
ate name,  because  of  the  possibility  that  some 
person,  by  reason  of  the  coal  being  termed 
what  it  really  was,  might  be  induced  to  b^ 
lieve  that  it  was  still  inspected  by  complain- 
ants. 

As  we  have  already  said,  in  its  final  analy- 
sis, the  right  which  the  complainants  assert 
amounts  but  to  the  contention  that  because 9 


at  one  time  they  were  the  agents  of  the 
ers  of  coaJ*mined  from  the  Pocahontas  fidd, 
and  had  sold  the  same  as  agents  for  tho 
owners  under  its  correct  name,  they  thereby 
devested  the  owners  of  their  property,  and 
have  acquired  a  monopoly  of  selling  all  tho 
coal  from  the  Pocahontas  field  under  its  ap- 
propriate name.  We  think  there  was  no  er^- 
ror  in  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, and  it  ia  therefore  affirmed. 
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J>.  P.  TARPEY,  Plff.  im  Brr^ 

ANDREW  MADSEN. 

Public  tofida  oonfUot  between  •fifty  and 
railroad  graint—-queeiione  determined  by 
reeorda, 

1.  The  right  of  one  who  hae  ftctnally  occupied 
public  lands,  with  an  Intent  to  make  a  home- 
stead or  pre-emption  entry,  cannot  be  de- 
feated b7  the  mere  lack  of  a  place  In  which 
to  make  a  record  of  his  intent,  if  he  makes 
his  entry  as  soon  as  an  office  is  opened  where 
he  can  do  so. 

S.  The  rale  that  '«the  law  deals  tenderly  with 
one  who,  in  good  ftilth,  goes  npon  the  public 
lands  with  a  view  of  making  a  home  thereon," 
does  not  apply  to  one  who,  after  the  original 
entryman  abandons  his  claim,  attempts  to  dis- 
possess a  railroad  company  of  its  title  under 
a  land  grant  which  has  remained  apparently 
perfect  and  unquestioned  for  many  years. 

Sb  It  Is  matter  of  common  knowledge  that 
many  people  go  on  to  the  public  domain, 
build  cabins^  and  establish  themselves,  tem- 
porarily at  least,  as  occupants,  but  have  In 
Tiew  simply  prospecting  for  minerals,  hunt- 
ing, trapping,  etc,  and  with  no  thought  of 
acquiring  title  to  land. 

4.  The  relative  rights  of  a  railroad  company 
and  an  Individual  entryman  In  respect  to 
public  lands  must  be  determined  by  record 
evidence;  on  the  one  part  the  filing  of  the 
map  In  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, and  on  the  other,  the  declaration  or 
entry  In  the  local  land  office;  and  the  mere 
occupancy  of  an  entryman  who  does  not  file 
bis  declaratory  stotement  Is  insufficient  to 
protect  his  claim  against  a  land  grant 

[No.  119.1 

Argued  January  t5,  26, 1900.    Decided  May 
21,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Btate  of  Utah  to  review  a  decision  affirm- 
ing a  decree  for  defendant  in  a  suit  to  tar 
tablish  titJe  to  land.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  17  Utah,  852,  68 
PMS.996. 

« 

g  Statement  hy  Mr.  Justice  Brewert 
*  *  This  case  comes  on  error  to  the  supreme 
eourt  of  the  state  of  Utah,  and  involves  the 
title  to  the  S.  W.  %  of  section  29,  township 
11  north,  of  ranffe  2  west.  This  tract  is 
within  the  place  limits  of  the  grant  to  the 
Central  Pacific  Railroad  of  California.  The 
map  of  definite  location  of  that  part  of  the 
road  opposite  this  land  was  filed  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
October  20,  1868,  and  the  entire  road  was 
constructed  and  accepted  prior  to  1870.  The 
land  is  not  mineral  nor  swamp  land,  nor  was 
H  returned  or  denominated  as  such;  was 
affricultural  in  character;  and  at  the  date 
ox  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location 
there  was  nowhere  any  record  evidence  of  a 
private  claim.  At  that  time  no  local  land 
office  had  been  established  in  the  district  in 
which  this  land  is  situated.  Such  office  was 
opened  gome  time  in  AprU  or  May,  1869< 
20  S.  a--64. 
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On  May  29, 1869,  this  declaratory  statement 
filedt 


Declaratory  statement  for  cases  where  the 
lands  are  not  subject  to  private  entry. 

I,  Moroni  OIney,  of   Box   Elder   county, 
Utah  territory,  being  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  and  the  head  of  a  family,  have  on  the 
23d  day  of  April,  1869,  settled  and  improved 
the  8.  W.  %    of    section    29,  township  11 
north,  of  range  2  west,   in  the  district  of 
lands  subject  to  sale  at  the  land  office  in 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  and  containing  160 
acres,  which  land  has  not  yet  been  offered 
at  public  sale,  and  thus  rendered  subject  to  ^^ 
private  entry,  and  I  do  hereby  declare  myg 
intention  to  claim  said* tract  of  land  as  a* 
pre-emption  right  under   the  provisions  of 
said  act  of  4th  September,  1841. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  29th  day  of 
May,  1869. 

(Signed)  Moroni  Olney. 

In  the  presence  of^* 

Abraham  Hunsaker. 

Nothing  further  was  done  by  Olney.  He 
abandoned  the  land,  and  nothing  appears  to 
have  been  heard  of  him  since  the  date  of  the 
entry.  On  June  20,  1896,  Andrew  Madsen, 
the  defendant  in  error,  who  alleged  that  he 
had  been  a  settler  and  in  occupation  of  the 
tract  since  1888,  filed  a  homestead  entry 
thereof  in  the  local  office.  A  contest  had 
previously  and  in  1893  been  instituted  be- 
tween the  railroad  company  and  Madsen, 
which  was  heard  and  decided  by  the  raster 
and  receiver,  whose  decision  was  affirmed  by 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
the  finding  of  the  register  and  receiver,  as 
appears  from  the  record  in  this  case,  being— 

^'We  find  that  the  tract  in  question,  which 
is  the  S.  W.  y^  of  section  29,  township  11 
north,  of  range  2  west,  of  the  Salt  Lake 
meridian,  was  settled  upon  and  occupied  and 
claimed  by  a  qualifiea  entryman,  to  wit, 
Moroni  Olney,  prior  to  October  20,  1868, 
which  therefore  excepted  the  land  from  the 
operation  of  the  arrant  of  Congress  to  the 
Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company." 

A  certified  copy  of  that  decision  in  full 
was  filed  by  counsel  for  defendant  in  error 
on  the  hearing  in  this  court,  and  that  certi* 
fied  copy  reads  as  follows: 

"This  case  arises  upon  an  application  to 
enter  a  tract  of  land  covered  by  a  railway 
selection  which  it  is  sought  to  cancel,  for 
the  reason  that  a  valid  settlement  had  been 
made  on  the  land  prior  to  the  date  of  the  a^ 
tachment  of  the  grant  to  the  railway  com- 
pany. 

"Our  decision  is  that  the  motion  of  the 
Central  Pacific  Railway  Company  to  strike 
out,  dismiss,  and   expunge   the   depositions 
from    the    records    should  be  denied.    We 
therefore  find  the  issues  in  favor  of  Andrew 
Madsen,  and  that  the  tract  of  land  in  dispute 
was  reserved  and  excepted  from  the  grant « 
to  the  railroad  company  because,  1st,  a  pre-  g 
emption  claim  had  attached* to  the  land  in* 
dispute  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  was 
definitely  fixed. 
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"2d.  There  was  a  aualifled  pre-emption 
daimant  upon  tlie  land  at  that  time,  which 
brought  it  within  the  first  portion  of  the 
excepting  clause  of  the  act  of  1864,  which 
provides  that  any  lands  granted  hy  that  act, 
or  the  act  to  which  it  is  an  amendment,  shall 
not  defeat  or  impair  any  pre-emption  claim. 

"3d.  On  the  20th  day  of  October,  1868,  the 
land  in  dispute  contained  the  improvements 
of  &  bona  fide  settler,  which  also  excepted 
the  land  from  the  provisions  of  the  grant. 

"We  further  find  that  Central  Pacific  Rail- 
way selection  No.  3  should  be  canceled  as  to 
the  tract  in  dispute,  and  that  Andrew  Mad- 
sen  should  be  permitted,  if  he  so  desires,  to 
make  pre-emption  entry  covering  this  land. 

"We  decide  that  he  should  be  permitted  to 
enter  the  land  under  the  pre-emption  law, 
because  his  right  to  do  so,  i.  e.,  his  settle- 
ment upon  the  land,  was  initiated  long  prior 
to  the  act  of  March  3,  1801,  repealing  the 
pre-emption  law,  which  repealing  act  ex- 
pressly excepted  all  bona  fide  claims  lawful- 
ly initiated  before  the  passage  of  the  act." 

After  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  af- 
firming that  of  the  register  and  receiver,  the 
entry  was  made  and  a  patent  was  issued  to 
Madsen. 

Prior  thereto  and  on  January  12,  1894, 
this  action  was  brought  in  the  fourth  judicial 
district  of  the  territory  of  Utah,  county  of 
Box  Elder,  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  gprantee 
from  the  railroad  company,  to  establish  his 
title  to  the  tract  and  to  recover  possession. 
In  the  trial  court,  after  the  issue  of  the  pat- 
ent and  the  admission  of  Utah  as  a  state,  a 
decree  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant The  case  was  taken  by  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state,  and  by  that  court 
the  decree  of  the  district  court  was  affirmed 
( 17  Utah,  352,  53  Pac.  996) ,  to  review  which 
decree  this  writ  of  error  was  brought. 

MeasTB,  Zi.  E.  Payson,  Lindaay  R,  Roger 8^ 
and  Wm.  T,  8,  Curtis  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
^r.  B.  Howell  Jones  for  defendant  in 
Q  error. 

?    *  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

A  narrow  but  important  question  is  pre- 
sented by  this  record.  The  land  in  contro- 
versy is  an  odd-nimibered  section  within  the 
place  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Central  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company.  The  identification 
of  the  lands  which  passed  bv  that  grant  was 
made  at  the  time  the  map  of  definite  location 
was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  by  him  approved,  to  wit,  Oc- 
tober 20,  1868;  and  the  question  is  whether 
there  was  anything  in  the  occupation  or  en- 
try by  Olney  to  defeat  the  title  apparently 
then  passing  to  the  railroad  company.  That 
there  was  nothing  of  record  affecting  the  va- 
lidity of  that  title  is  conceded.  No  one,  by 
an  investigation  of  any  public  record,  could 
have  ascertained  at  that  time  that  there  was 
any  doubt  in  respect  thereto. 

It  is  true  that  there  was  then  no  local  land 
office  in  which  those  seeking  to  make  pre- 
emotion  or  homestead  entries  could  file  their 
declaratory  statements  or  make  entries^  and 


the  want  of  such  an  office  is  made  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  staite  one  of  the  main 
grounds  for  holding  that  the  land  did  not 
pass  to  the  railroad  company.  We  agree 
with  that  court  fully  in  its  discussion  of  the 
general  principles  involved  in  the  failure  of 
the  government  to  provide  a  local  land  office. 
The  right  of  one  who  has  actually  occupied, 
with  an  intent  to  make  a  homestead  or  pre- 
emption entry,  cannot  be  defeated  by  the 
mere  lack  of  a  place  in  which  to  make  &  reo* 
ord  of  his  intent.  In  many  states  the  statu- 
tory  provision  in  respect  to  suits  is  that  the 
defendant,  on  receiving  service  of  summons, 
must  within  a  certain  time  file  his  answer  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court.  It  cannot 
be  doubted  that  if  before  he  is  thus  called 
upon  to  file  his  answer  the  office  is  burned 
and  the  clerk  dies,  and  there  is  no  place  or 
individual  at  which  or  with  whom  his  an- 
swer can  be  filed,  such  accident  or  omission 
will  not  defeat  his  rijght  to  make  a  defense, 
or  give  to  the  plain tifi  a  right  to  take  judg- 
ment by  default  Where  the  accident  or 
omission  is  not  the  fault  of  the  party,  but 
of  the  government,  or  some  official  of  the  gov-  e 
ernment,  such  accident  or  omission  cannot  eS 
defeai*the  right  of  the  individual,  and  in  all  * 
that  is  said  in  respect  to  this  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  Utah  we  fully  agree. 
If  Olney  was  in  possession  of  this  tract  be- 
fore October  20,  1868,  with  a  view  of  enters 
ing  it  as  a  homestead  or  pre-emption  claim, 
and  was  simply  deprived  of  his  ability  to 
make  his  entry  or  declaratory  statement  by 
the  lack  of  a  local  land  office,  he  could  un* 
doubtedly,  when  such  office  was  established, 
have  made  his  entry  or  declaratory  state- 
ment in  such  way  as  to  protect  his  rights. 
But  when  the  office  was  opened  he  filed  his  de- 
claratory statement,  and  in  that  he  did  not 
suggest  that  he  had  been  in  the  occupation 
of  the  premises  prior  to  October  20,  1868, 
but  declared  that  on  the  23d  of  April,  1869, 
he  settled  and  improved  the  tract  Assume 
that  such  declaration  was  subject  to  correc- 
tion by  him,  that  he  could  thereafter  have 
corrected  the  mistake  (if  it  was  a  mistake) 
and  shown  that  he  occupied  the  premisee 
prior  to  October  20,  1868,  with  an  intent  to 
enter  them  as  a  homestead  or  pre-emption 
claim,  he  never  did  make  the  correction,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  tiiat 
his  occupation  prior  to  April  23,  1869,  waa 
with  any  intent  to  acquire  title  from  the 
United  States. 

And  in  this  respect  we  must  notice  the  oft- 
repeated  declaration  of  this  court,  that  ''the 
law  deals  tenderly  with  one  who,  in  good 
faith,  goes  upon  the  public  lands  with  a  view 
of  making  a  home  thereon."  Ard  v.  Bran* 
don,  156  U.  b.  637,  543,  39  L.  ed.  524,  526, 
15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  406;  Northern  P,  R,  Co,  v. 
Amacker,  175  U.  S.  564,  667,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  286,  44  L.  ed.  — ^  With  this  declara- 
tion, in  all  its  fulness,  we  heartily  ooncur, 
and  have  no  desire  to  limit  it  in  any  respect; 
and  if  Olney,  the  original  entryman,  waa 
pressing  his  claims,  every  intendment  should 
be  in  his  favor  in  order  to  perfect  the  title 
which  he  was  seeking  to  acquire.  But  when 
the  original  entryman,  either  becanse  he  doee 
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not  care  to  perfect  hla  elaim  to  the  land, 
or  because  he  is  oonscioua  that  it  is  invalid, 
abandonfl  it,  and  a  score  of  years  thereafter 
some  third  party  comes  in  and  attempts  to 
dispossess  the  railroad  company  (grantee  of 
Congress)  of  its  title,— apparently  perfect 
and  unquestioned  during  these  many  yearsr* 
he  does  not  come  in  the  attitude  of  an 
equitable  appellant  to  the  consideration  of 
H  the  court. 

01  It  must  be  remembered  that  mere  occupa- 
*  Hon  of  the  public* lands  gives  no  right  as 
against  the  government.  It  is  a  .matter  of 
common  knowledge  that  many  go  on  to  the 
public  domain,  build  cabins,  and  establish 
themselves,  temporarily  at  least,  as  occu- 
pants, but  havine  in  view  simply  prospect- 
ing for  minerals,  hunting,  trapping,  etc.,  and 
with  no  thought  of  acquiring  title  to  land. 
Such  occupation  is  often  accompanied  by 
buildings  and  inclosures  for  housing  and  care 
of  stock,  and  sometimes  b^  cultiva^on  of  the 
•oil  witii  a  view  of  providing  fresh  vegeta- 
bles. These  occupants  are  not  in  the  eye  of 
the  law  considered  as  technically  trespassers. 
No  individual  can  interfere  with  their  occu- 
pation, or  compel  them  to  leave.  Their  pos- 
sessory rights  are  recognized  as  of  value  and 
made  the  subjects  of  barter  and  sale.  Lamb 
V.  Davenport,  18  Wall.  307,  21  L.  ed.  759.  In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  certain  individuals 
settled  on  what  is  now  the  city  of  Portland, 
Oregon,  and,  laying  off  a  town  site,  distrib- 
uted among  themselves  the  lots.  Thereafter 
they  bought  and  sold  those  lots  as  things  of 
value,  and  although  such  settlement  was  an- 
tecedent to  any  act  of  Congress  authorizing 
it,  their  contracts  in  respect  to  the  lots  were 
sustained,  the  court,  sneaking  by  Mr.  Justice 
Miller,  saying  (314,  L.  ed.  761) : 

''And  though  these  rights  or  claims  rested 
on  no  statute  or  any  positive  promise,  the 
general  recognition  of  them  in  the  end  by  the 
government,  and  its  disposition  to  protect 
tiie  meritorious  actual  settlers,  who  were  the 
pioneers  of  emigration  in  the  new  terri- 
tories, gave  a  decided  and  well-understood 
value  to  these  claims.  They  were  the  sub- 
jects of  bargain  and  sale,  and,  as  among  the 
parties  to  such  contracts,  they  were  valid." 
But  notwithstanding  this  recognition  of 
the  rights  of  individual  occupants  as  against 
all  other  individuals,  it  has  been  uniformly 
held  that  no  rights  are  thus  acquired  as 
against  the  United  States.  In  Camfield  v. 
United  Btates,  107  U.  S.  518, 42  L.  ed.  260, 17 
Sup.  Ct  Bep.  864,  this  court  sustained  a  bill 
filed  by  the  united  States  to  compel  by  man- 
datory injunction  certain  parties  to  vacate 
public  lands  which  they  were  occupying  with- 
out any  intent  to  purchase,  and  whose  occu- 
pancy therefore  stood  in  the  way  of  others 
who  might  wish  to  enter  and  acquire  title 
imder  the  land  laws  of  the  United  States. 
See  also  FrUbie  v.  Whitney,  9  Wall.  187,  19 
L.  ed.  668;  The  Toaemite  Valley  Caee,  15 
ei  Wall.  77,  eub  nam.  Hutohinga  v.  Low,  21  L. 
g  •d.82. 

•  *It  is  undoubtedhr  true  that  one  occupying 
land  with  a  view  of  pre-emption  is  given  thir- 
ty days  within  which  to  file  with  the  register 


(Rev.  SUt  §  2264);  and  since  1880  the 
same  right  has  been  possessed  by  one  desir- 
ing to  make  a  homestead  entry  (21  SUt.  at 
L.  141,  chap.  89,  §  3).  So  that  any  contro- 
versy between  two  occupants  of  a  tract  open 
to  pre-emption  and  homestead  entry  is  not 
determined  by  the  mere  time  of  the  filing  of 
the  respective  claims  in  the  land  ofiice,  but  by 
the  fact  of  prior  occupancy;  and  these  con- 
troversies are  of  frequent  cognizance.  Oral 
evidence,  therefore,  of  the  date  of  occupancy, 
may  be  decisive  of  the  controversy  between 
such  individual  applicants  for  a  tract  of  pub- 
lic land,  but  by  decisions  of  this  court  running 
back  to  1882,  as  between  a  railroad  company 
holding  a  land  grant  and  an  individual  entry- 
man  the  question  of  right  has  been  declared 
to  rest,  not  on  the  mere  matter  of  occupancy, 
but  upon  the  state  of  the  record.  All  the 
cases  in  this  court,  in  which  this  question  has 
been  discussed  and  the  conclusion  announced, 
have  been,  since  the  act  of  1880,  giving  toper- 
sons  seeking  a  homestead  the  same  rights  in 
respect  to  occupancy  as  to  persons  intending 
a  pre-emption. 

The  original  Union  Pacific  Railroad  act 
(12  Stat  at  L.  402,  chap.  120,  §  3)  excepted 
from  the  grant  of  the  odd  sections  to  the 
railroad  company  all  those  tracts  to  which 
an  adverse  right  had  attached  "at  the  time 
the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed."    The 
act  does  not  in  terms  prescribe  how  or  by 
what  evidence  it  shall  be  determined  that  the 
lino  of  said  road  has  become  definitely  fixed« 
and  for  many  years  after  its  passage,  inter- 
preting this  and  other  like  railroad  land 
grants,  the  ruling  of  the  Land  Department 
was  that  the  line  was  definitely  fixed  when- 
ever it  was  surveyed,  staked  out,  and  marked 
on  the  face  of  the  earth  ( United  States  v.  Wi- 
nona  d  8t.  P,  B.  Co.  165  U.  S.  463,  473,  41  L. 
ed.  789,  794,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  368),  and  that 
if  at  that  time  there  was  no  adverse  right  the 
title  of  the  railroad  company  was  settled. 
Of  course,  this  left  such  date  one  to  be  deter- 
mined by  oral  testimony,  and  so  as  to  each 
individual   odd-numbered  tract  within   the 
place  limits  of  the  grant  the  question  of  title 
was  determined  by  evidence  of  the  time  of  eo 
surveying,  staking,  and  marking  on  the  face  2 
of  the  earth  the  line  of*the  railroad,  and  cor-  • 
responding  evidence  of  occupancy  by  an  indi- 
vidual with  a  view  to  entry  under  the  gen- 
eral land  laws.    No  title,  therefore,  certainly 
passed  to  the  railroad  company  until  a  patent 
had  been  issued  to  it;  and,  indeed,  under  the 
settled  ruling  that  land  which  was  held  by  a 
prior  claim  did  not  pass  to  the  railroad  com« 
pany  under  its  grant  it  was  doubtful  whether 
even  then  it  had  received  a  title  beyond  chal- 
lenge.   This  unfortunate  uncertainty  and  in- 
stability of  title  continued  until  the  decisions 
of  this  court  in  Van  Wyok  v.  Enevale,  106  U. 
S.  360,  27  L.  ed,  201,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  836; 
and  Kaneae  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S. 
629,  28  L.  ed.  1122,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  566,— the 
first  decided  in  October,  1882,  and  the  latter 
in  March,  1885.     By  those  cases  it  was  set* 
tied  that  the  time  at  which  the  title  of  the 
railroad  company    passed  beyond    question 
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definite  location  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  This  eliminated  all  oral  tes- 
timony, and  established  a  date  at  which,  by 
record,  the  title  of  the  railroad  company 
eould  be  considered  as  definitely  ascertained. 
In  the  latter  of  the  two  cases,  Kansas  P.  R. 
O.  T.  Dunmeyer,  the  same  elimination  of  oral 
testimony,  the  same  reference  to  the  record 
as  determining  all  opposing  rights  of  the  in- 
dividual entryman,  was  also  declared.  That 
was  a  case  of  a  homestead  entry,  but  as,  five 
years  prior  thereto,  homestead  and  pre-emp- 
tion entries  had  been  placed  in  the  same  cate- 
gory so  far  as  respects  the  right  of  pr^imi- 
nary  occupation,  it  is  not  strange  tkat  the 
court  in  that  opinion  spoke  generally  of  pre- 
emption and  homestead  entries. 

After  referring  to  the  rule  in  reference  to 
the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location  in 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  Uie  Interior,  Mr. 
Justice  Miller,  announcing  the  conclusions  of 
the  court,  said  (640,  L.  ed.  1126,  Sup.  Ct 
Bjep.  671): 

^'This  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location 
famished  also  the  means   of   determining 
what  lands  had  previously  to  that  moment 
been  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise  disposed  of 
by  the  United  States,  and  to  which  a  pre- 
emption or  homestead  daim  had  attached; 
for,  by  examining  the  plats  of  this  land  in 
the  oflice  of  the  roister  and  receiver,  or  in 
the  Grcneral  Land  Office,  it  could  readily  have 
Hi  been  seen  if  an;^  of  the  odd  sections  within 
1^  10  miles  of  the  line  had  been  sold,  or  disposed 
•  of,  or  reserved|*or  a  homestead  or  pre-emption 
daim  had  attached  to  any  of  them." 

And  again  (641,  L.  ed.  1126,  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
671)! 

"It  is  not  conceivable  that  Congress  in- 
tended to  place  these  parties  as  contestants 
for  the  land,  with  the  right  in  each  to  re- 

?[uire  proof  from  the  other  of  complete  per- 
ormance  of  its  obligation.  .  .  .  The  rea- 
sonable purpose  of  the  government  undoubt- 
edly is  that  which  it  expressed;  namely, 
while  we  are  giving  liberally  to  the  railroad 
eompany,  we  do  not  give  any  lands  we  have 
already  sold,  or  to  which,  according  to  our 
laws,  we  have  permitted  a  pre-emption  or 
homestead  right  to  attach.  No  right  to  such 
land  passes  by  this  granf 

And  finally  (644,  L.  ed.  1127,  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
•78): 

"Of  all  the  words  in  the  English  language, 
this  word  "attached"  was  probably  the  best 
that  could  have  been  used.  It  did  not  mean 
mere  settlement,  residence,  or  cultivation  of 
the  land,  but  it  meant  a  proceeding  in  the 
proper  land  office,  by  which  the  inchoate 
right  to  the  land  was  initiated.  It  meant  that 
by  such  a  proceeding  a  right  of  homestead  had 
fastened  to  that  land,  which  could  ripen  into 
a  perfect  title  by  future  residence  and  culti- 
vation. With  the  performance  of  these  con- 
ditions the  company  had  nothing  to  do.  The 
right  of  the  homestead  having  attached  to 
the  land,  it  was  excepted  out  of  the  grant  an 
much  as  if  in  a  deed  it  had  been  excluded 
from  the  conveyance  by  metes  and  bounds." 
The  doctrine  thus  announced,  that  rights 
•B  either  side  as  between  the  imilroad  eom- 


?any  and  the  entryman  are  determined  by  the 
acta  appearii^  of  record,  has  been  repeat- 
edly recognized  since.  In  Hastings  d  D.  R, 
Co.  V.  Whitney,  132  U.  S.  357,  33  L.  ed.  363, 
10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  112,  these  rights  were  dis- 
cussed hj  Mr.  Justice  Lamar,  who,  by  resp 
son  of  his  experience  as  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terrior,  was  pre-eminently  qualified  to  speak 
in  reference  thereto.  And  an  entry  wnich 
was  clearly  open  to  challenge  by  the  govern- 
ment was  held  to  be  effective  to  withdraw 
the  land  from  the  operation  of  the  railroad 
grant  On  page  361,  L.  ed.  366,  Sup.  CtRep. 
114,  Mr.  Justice  Lamar  observed; 

"In  the  light  of  these  dedstons  the  almost 
uniform  practice  of  the  department  has  been 
to  r^;ard  land  upon  which  an  entry  of  rec-  m 
ord  valid  upon  its  face  has  been  made,  as|) 
appropriated* and   withdrawn    from   subse- * 
quent  hcMnestead  entry,  pre-emption  settle- 
ment, sale,  or  grant  until  the  original  entry 
be  canceled  or  declared  forfeited;  in  whi<& 
case  the  land  reverts  to  the  government  as 
part  of  the  public  domain,  and  becomes  again 
subject  to  entry  under  the  land  laws." 

Ajid  then,  after  referring  to  the  contention 
that  the  Dunmeyer  Case  was  not  conclusive 
because  in  that  case  the  entry  was  valid  on 
its  face,  while  this  was  defective,  he  added 
(364,  L.  ed.  366,  Sup.  <X  Rep.  115) : 

"But  these  defects,  whether  they  be  of 
form  or  substance,  by  no  means  render  the 
entry  absolutely  a  nullity.  So  long  as  it  re- 
mains a  subsisting  entry  of  record,  whose 
legality  has  been  passed  upon  by  the  land 
authorities,  and  their  action  remains  unre- 
versed, it  is  such  an  appropriation  of  the 
tract  as  segregates  it  from  the  public  do- 
main, and  uierefore  predudes  it  from  sub- 
sequent grants.  In  the  case  before  us,  at 
the  time  of  the  location  of  the  company's 
road  an  examination  of  the  tract  books  and 
the  plat  filed  in  the  office  of  the  register  and 
receiver,  or  in  the  land  office,  would  have 
disclosed  Turner's  entry  as  an  entry  of  rec- 
ord, accepted  by  the  proper  officers  in  the 
proper  office,  together  with  the  application 
and  necessary  money, — an  entry  the  imper- 
fections and  defects  of  which  could  have 
been  cured  by  a  supplemental  affidavit  or  by 
other  proof  of  the  requisite  qualifications  of 
the  applicant  Such  an  entry  attached  to 
the  land  a  right  which  the  road  cannot  dis- 
pute for  any  supposed  failure  of  the  entry- 
man  to  comply  with  all  the  provisions  of  the 
law  under  which  he  made  his  claim.  A  prac- 
tice of  allowing  such  contests  would  be 
fraught  with  the  gravest  dangers  to  ac- 
tual settlers,  and  would  be  subversive  of 
the  prindples  upon  which  the  munificenl 
railroad  grants  are  based." 

Still  later,  in  Whitney  v.  Taylor,  158  U. 
S.  85,  39  L.  ed.  906,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  796,  in 
which  the  validity  of  a  pre-emption  entry  was 
challenged  as  against  a  railroad  grant,  wa 
said  (94,  L.  ed.  909,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  800): 

"But  it  is  also  true  that  settlement  alone^ 
without  a  dedaratory  statement,  creates  no 
pre-emption  right  *Such  a  notice  of  claim 
or  declaratory  statement  it  indispensably 
necessary  to  ^ve  the  claimant  any  standing 
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M  tL  pre^emptor,  the  rule  being  that  his  let- 

tlement  alone  is  not  sufficient  for  that  pur- 

S  pose.'    Lanaddle  t.  DanieU,  100  U.  S.  113, 

S  116,  25  L.  ecL  587,  588.    And  the  acceptance 

*  of  such  declaratory  statement,  and  noting 
•the  same  on  the  books  of  the  local  land  office, 
is  the  official  recognition  of  the  pre-emption 
elaim.  While  the  cases  of  Kansas  P.  R.  Co, 
▼.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.  629,  28  L.  ed.  1122, 
^  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  566;  and  Haatinga  d  D.  R, 
€o.  V.  WMiney,  132  U.  S.  367,  33  L.  ed.  363, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  112,  involved  simply  home- 
stead claims,  yet,  in  the  opinion  in  each, 
pre-emption  and  homestead  claims  were  men- 
tioned and  considered  as  standing  in  this  re- 
spect upon  the  same  footing." 

And  in  Uorihem  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Colhum,  164 
U.  S.  383,  41  L.  ed.  479,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  98, 
we  held  distinctly  that  no  mere  occupation 
of  a  tract  of  public  land  in  and  of  itself  ez- 
eepted  that  fract  from  the  operation  of  a 
railroad  grant;  that  a  settler  could  not  dis- 
pute the  claim  of  a  railroad  company  until 
and  unless  he   had   filed    his  entry  in  the 

? roper  land  office.  Still  later,  in  Vorthem 
*,  R,  Co,  y.  Bandera,  166  U.  S.  620,  630,  41 
L.  ed.  1139,  1143,  17  Sup.  Ct  Ri^.  671,  674, 
we  said: 

''Any  other  interpretation  would  defeat 
the  evident  nurpose  of  Congress  in  except- 
ing from  railroad  grants  lan^  upon  which 
claims  existed  of  record  at  the  time  the  road 
to  be  aided  was  definitely  located.  What 
that  purpose  was  has  been  frequently  advert- 
ed to  by  this  court." 

And  subsequently,  on  page  631,  L.  ed. 
1143,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  674,  we  quoted,  as  the 
settled  law  in  this  respect,  from  Kanaaa  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Dunmeyer,  the  first  of  the  quota- 
tions therefrom  heretofore  given  in  this  opin- 
ion. 

If ^  it  be  said  that  this  rule  ignores  the 
f  rivil^;es  given  to  temporary  occupants  of 
land  to  make  entry  within  a  short  time  it 
must  be  said  that  it  also  denies  the  personal 
right  of  the  railroad  company  to  fix  definite- 
ly its  line  of  road.  For  when  the  company 
has  by  resolution  of  its  directors  established 
such  line,  and  that  has  been  marked  on  the 
ground  by  posts  and  stakes,  it  has  done  all 
required  by  the  letter  of  the  statute.  If  it 
be  said  that  the  railroad  company  may,  notp 
withstanding  its  personal  action  thereafter, 
vote  to  locate  its  road  on  a  different  line, 
so  on  the  other  hand  may  it  be  said  that  the 
individual  occupant  of  a  tract  may  abandon 
his  thought  of  entry;  and  by  making  each 
of  the  parties'  rights,  to  wit,  those  of  the 
railroad  company,  and  the  individual,  turn 
on  a  matter  of  record,  the  court  simply  gave 
fe.  definiteness  and  certainty  to  the  congression- 
S  at  grant    It  was  said  in  Miaaotiri,  K.  d  T, 

•  R.  C^k^Y,  Kanaaa  P.  R.  Co.  97  U.  S.  491,  497 
f4  L.  ed.  1095,  1097,  repeated  in  United 
States  V.  Bouthem  P.  R.  Co,  146  U.  S.  670, 
598,  36  L.  ed.  1091,  1098,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
152, 157 !  *It  is  always  to  be  borne  in  mind, 
in  eonstruing  a  eongressional  grant,  that  the 
act  by  which  it  is  made  is  a  Taw  as  well  as 
a  oonveyance,  and  that  such  effect  must  be 
given  to  it  as  will  carry  out  the  intent  of 


Congress.  That  intent  should  not  be  defeat- 
ed by  applying  to  the  grant  the  rules  of  the 
common  law,  which  are  properly  applicable 
only  to  transfers  between  private  parties." 
And  surely  Congress  in  making  a  grant  to  a 
railroad  company  intended  that  it  should  be 
of  present  force,  and  of  force  with  reasonable 
certainty.  It  meant  a  substantial  present 
donation  of  something  whic^  the  railroad 
company  could  at  once  use,  and  use  with 
knowledge  of  that  which  it  had  received.  It 
cannot  be  supposed  that  Congress  contem- 
plated that,  as  in  this  case,  a  score  of  years 
after  the  line  of  definite  location  had  been 
fixed  and  made  a  matter  of  record,  someone 
should  take  possession  of  a  tract  apparently 
granted,  and  defeat  the  company's  record 
title  by  oral  testimony  that  at  the  time  of 
the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location 
there  was  an  actual  though  departed  occu- 
pant of  the  tract,  and  therefore  that  the  title 
to  it  never  passed.  The  conditions  are  very 
different  from  those  which  exist  between  two 
individual  occupants  and  claimants  of  a  par- 
ticular tract,  for  each  is  there  in  possession 
to  watch  and  know  the  action  of  the  other, 
and  the  question  of  right  is  subject  to  imme- 
diate and  certain  determination.  In  the 
preseait  case,  on  the  other  hand,  years  after 
the  title  of  the  railroad  company  had  appar- 
ently vested,  this  defendant  comes  in  and 
says  that  this  tract  was  excluded  from  the 
grant  because  somebody  was  in  occupation, 
and  if  this  can  be  said  at  the  end  of  twenty 
years,  equally  well  can  it  be  said  at  the  end 
of  half  a  century.  So  it  is  that,  interpret- 
ing the  act  making  the  grant  as  a  law  as 
well  as  a  grant,  and  recognizing  that  Con- 
gress must  have  intended  a  present  donation 
with  reasonable  certainty  of  identification, 
this  court  properly  held  that  the  records 
made  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  in  the  local  land  offices  should 
be  conclusive  as  between  the  company  andi« 
the  individual  entryman.  And  if  the  ruling  ^ 
at  times  may*operate  against  an  individual  • 
entryman,  it  does  so  more  frequently  against 
the  railroad  company  in  preventing  it  from 
claiming  rights  existing  at  the  time  that  it 
in  fact  definitely  locates  its  line  of  road. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  third  finding  of 
the  register  and  receiver  states  that  on  the 
20  th  day  of  October  the  land  in  dispute  con* 
tained  "the  improvements  of  a  bona  fide 
settler,"  which,  as  they  held,  also  excepted 
the  tract  from  the  grant  This  matter  is  al* 
so  referred  to  in  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah.  But  the  exception  in  the 
amendatory  act  of  1864  (13  Stat  at  L.  358, 
chap.  216,  f  4) ,  of  "the  improvements  of  any 
bona  fide  settler,"  so  far  from  sustaining  the 
conclusion  of  the  local  offioers,  makes  against 
it  for  specifically  exempting  improvements 
contemplates  cases  in  which  the  settler  shall 
have  a  right  to  remove  his  improvements,  al- 
though he  may  not  have  a  right  to  perfect 
his  title  to  the  land.  The  exception  is  not 
of  land  on  which  are  improvements  of  a  bona 
fide  settler,  but  simply  the  improvements  of 
a  bona  fide  settler,  thus  distinguishing  be- 
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tween  a  right  to  the  land  and  a  right  to  be 
protected  in  respect  to  the  improyements. 

Recapitulating,  we  are  of  opinion  that  a 
proper  interpretation  of  the  acts  of  Congress 
making  railroad  grants  liice  the  one  in  ques- 
tion requires  that  the  relative  rights  of  the 
company  and  an  individual  entryman  must 
be  determined,  not  by  the  act  of  the  company 
in  itself  fixing  definitely  the  line  of  its  road, 
or  bv  the  mere  occupancy  of  the  individual, 
but  by  record  evidence,  on  the  one  part  the 
filing  of  the  map  in  the  office  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  and,  on  the  other,  the 
declaration  or  entry  in  the  local  land  office. 
In  this  way,  matters  resting  on  oral  testi- 
mony are  eliminated,  a  cerUiinty  and  defi- 
niteness  is  given  to  the  rights  of  each,  the 
grant  becomes  fixed  and  definite;  and  while, 
as  repeatedly  held,  the  railroad  company  may 
not  question  the  validity  or  propriety  of  the 
entryman's  daim  of  record,  its  rights  ought 
not  to  be  defeated  long  years  after  its  title 
had  apparently  fixed,  by  fugitive  and  uncer- 
tain testimony  of  occupation;  for  if  that  be 
Q  the  rule,  as  sidmitted  by  counsel  for  defend- 
^  ant  in  error  on  the  argument,  the  time  will 
•  never  come  at  which*it  can  be  certain  that 
the  railroad  company  has  acquired  an  inde- 
feasible title  to  any  tract. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Utah  %s  erroneous,  and  it  must  he 
reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  that 
court  for  further  proceedings  not  inconsist- 
ent with  this  opinion. 

Dissenting:  The  Chief  Justice;  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Harlani  Mr.  Justice  Wliite. 
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CHICAGO,  ROCK  ISLAND,  ft  PACIFIC 
RAILWAY  COMPANY  and  8.  H.  H. 
Clark  et  al,  Receivers  of  the  Union  Pa- 
eifio  Railway  Company,  Plffs.  in  Err,, 

LISSA  MARTIN,  Administratrix  of  the  Es- 
tate of  William  Martin,  Deceased. 

Removal  of  eauaee — neoeesity  that  defend- 
ants  must  unite  in  petition. 

All  the  defendants  must  onlte  in  a  petition  for 
the  removal  to  a  Federal  court,  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  March  8,  1887,  as  corrected 
by  the  act  of  August  18, 1888,  of  a  cause  aris- 
ing under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  where  a  Joint  cause  of  action 
Is  alleged  against  all  the  defendants  for  caos- 
Ing  the  death  of  a  person. 

[No.  185.1 

SuhnUtted  January  5i,  1900.    Decided  May 
21,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Kansas  to  review  a  decision  af- 
firming a  Judgment  rendered  in  a  state  court 
after  refusing  a  petition  for  its  removal  to 
a  Federal  court    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  50  Kan.  437,  53  Pac 
461. 


Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllevt 
This  was  an  action  brought  by  Lissa  Mar- 
tin as  administratrix  of  William  Martin,  de- 
ceased, against  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  ft 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  Clark  and 
others,  receivers  of  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way Coxnpany,  in  the  district  court  of  Clay 
county,  Kansas,  to  recover  damages  for  the 
death  of  the  decedent.  Plaintifrs  petition 
was  filed  January  26,  1894,  and  on  February 
14,  1894«  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  ft  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  filed  its  separate 
answer  thereto.  February  20,  1894,  defend- 
ants Clark  and  others,  as  receivers,  presented 
their  petition  and  bond,  praying  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  cause  to  the  United  States  cir- 
cuit court  for  the  district  of  Kansas,  on  the 
ground  that  the  case  arose  under  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  which 
application  was  overruled  by  the  district 
court,  and  the  receivers  duly  excepted.  The 
cause  was  tried,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  against  all  the  de- 
fendants, and  judgment  was  entered  thereon. 
The  cause  was  taken  on  error  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas  by  the  defendants,  and  the 
Judgment  was  by  that  court  afilrmed.  59  9 
Kan.  437.  53  Pac.  461.  J 

•The  refusal  of  the  state  court  to  remove  • 
the  cause  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  on  the  application  of  the  receivers 
was  relied  on  as  error  throughout  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas 
held,  among  other  things,  that  the  applica- 
tion for  removal  was  properly  denied  bemuse 
all  the  defendants  were  charged  with  jointly 
causing  the  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  and 
all  did  not  join  in  the  petition  for  removaL 

Messrs,  Winslow  S.  Pierce,  A.  Xi» 
Williams,  W.  R.  Kelly,  M.  A.  Low,  K. 
H.  Loomis,  and  W.  F.  Evans  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error. 

Messrs,  A.  A.  Gtodard  and  F.  B.  DaMoes 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

Assuming  that  as  to  the  receivers  the  ease 
may  be  said  to  have  arisen  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the 
question  is  whether  it  was  necessary  for  the 
Chicago,  Rock  Island,  ft  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  defendant,  to  join  in  the  applica- 
tion of  its  codefendants,  the  receivers  of  the 
Union  Pacific  Railway  Company,  to  effect  a 
removal  to  the  circuit  court. 

The  Rock  Island  Company  was  not  a  cor- 
poration of  Kansas,  and  all  the  receivers  of 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  were 
citizens  of  some  other  state  than  the  state  of 
Kansas.  But  the  receivers  applied  for  re- 
moval, after  the  Rock  Island  Company  had 
answered,  on  the  ^ound  that  the  suit  was,  as 
to  them,  "one  arising  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,"  in  that  they  were  appointed 
receivers  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  districts  of  Nebraska  and 
Kansas,  to  take  charge  of  and  to  operate  a 
corporation  created  by  the  consolidation,  un- 
der acts  of  Congress,  of  a  corporation  of  the 
United  States,  a  corporation  of  Kansas,  and 
a  corporation  of  Colorado. 
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Hie  aot  of  March  8»  1887,  aa  corrected  hj 
the  act  of  August  18»  1888  (25  Stat,  at  L. 
*.  438,  chap.  866,  f  2),  provides: 
^  ^TThat  any  suit  of  a  civil  nature,  at  law  or 
'^  in  equity,  arising^under  the  Coofltitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  treaties  made, 
or  which  shall  be  made^  under  their  author- 
ity, of  which  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States  are  given  original  jurisdiction  by  the 
preceding  section,  which  may  now  be  pend- 
ug,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  brought,  in 
any  state  court,  may  be  removed  by  the  de- 
fendant or  defendants  therein  to  the  circuit 
eourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  proper  dis- 
trict Any  other  suit  of  a  civil  nature,  at 
law  or  in  equity,  of  which  the  circuit  courte 
of  the  United  Stetes  are  given  iurisdiction 
by  the  preceding  section,  and  which  are  now 
pending,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  brought^ 
tn  any  state  court,  may  be  removed  into  the 
drcuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  t^e 
proper  district  by  the  defendant  or  defend- 
ants therein,  being  nonresidento  of  that 
state.  And  when  in  any  suit  mentioned  in 
this  section  there  shall  be  a  controversy 
whidi  is  wholly  between  citizens  of  different 
states,  and  which  can  be  fully  determined  as 
between  them,  then  either  one  or  more  of  the 
defendanto  actually  interested  in  such  con- 
troversy may  remove  said  suit  into  the  eir- 
cuit  court  of  the  United  Stetes  for  the  prop- 
er district  And  where  a  suit  is  now  pend- 
ing, or  may  be  hereafter  brought,  in  any  stete 
eourt»  in  which  there  is  a  controveri^  be- 
tween a  citizen  of  the  stete  in  which 
the  suit  is  brought  and  a  dtixea  of 
another  stete,  any  defendant,  being  such 
dtizen  of  another  stete,  may  remove 
each  suit  into  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  Stetes  for  the  proper  distriet,  at 
any  time  before  the  trial  tnereof,  when  it 
shall  be  made  to  appear  to  said  circuit  court 
that  from  prejudice  or  local  influence  he  will 
not  be  able  to  obtein  Justioe  in  such  stete 
eourt" 

It  thus  appears  on  the  face  of  the  stetnte 
that  if  a  suit  arises  under  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  the  United  Stetes,  or  if  it  is  a  suit 
between  citizens  of  different  stetes,  the  de- 
fendant, if  there  be  but  one,  may  remove,  or 
the  defendante  if  there  be  more  than  one; 
but  where  the  suit  is  between  citiaens  of  dif- 
ferent stetes.  and  there  is  a  separable  con- 
troversy, then  either  one  or  more  of  the  de> 
lendanto  may  remove. 

Under  the  1st  clause  of  i  2  of  the  act  of 
1876  (18  Stet  at  L.  470,  chap.  137),  which 
00  applied  to  ''either  party,"  but  in  its  re-en- 
Jd  aetment  in  the  2d  clause  of  f  2  of  the  act  of 
-^  18879%bove  quoted,  is  confined  to  the  defend- 
ant or  defendante,  it  was  well  settled  that  a 
removal  could  not  be  effected  unless  all  the 
parties  on  the  same  side  of  the  oontroversy 
united  in  the  petition;  and  so  as  to  the  2d 
clause  of  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of  1875, 
which  corresponds  with  the  3d  clause  of  the 
2d  section  of  the  act  of  1887,  it  was  held 
that  that  clause  only  applied  where  there 
were  two  or  more  controversies  in  the  same 
•nit  one  of  which  was  wholly  between  eiH 
sens  of  different  stetes.  Hanrieh  v.  Samriek, 
U3  U.  8. 192,  38  L.  ed.  085, 14  Sup.  Ct  Bepw 


835,  and  cases  cited;  Torrenc9  t.  Shedd,  144 
U.  S.  627,  36  L.  ed.  628,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  726, 
and  cases  cited.  In  the  latter  case  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Gray  said:  ''As  this  court  has  repeated- 
ly a£Srmed,  not  only  in  cases  of  joint  con- 
tracte,  but  in  actions  for  torte,  which  might 
have  been  brought  against  all  or  against  any 
one  of  the  defendante,  'separate  answers  by 
the  several  defendante  sued  on  joint  causes 
of  action  may  present  different  questions  for 
determination,  but  they  do  not  necessarily 
divide  the  suit  into  separate  controversies.  A 
defendant  has  no  right  to  say  that  an  action 
shall  be  several  which  a  plaintiff  electe  to 
make  joint  A  separate  defense  may  defeat 
a  joint  recovery,  but  it  cannot  deprive  a 
plaintiff  of  his  right  to  prosecute  his  own 
suit  to  final  determination  in  his  own  way. 
The  cause  of  action  is  the  subject-matter  of 
the  oontroversy,  and  that  is  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  the  suit,  whatever  the  plaintiff  de- 
clares it  to  be  in  his  pleadings.' "  And  see 
Whitoomh  V.  Smithson,  175  U.  8.  635,  20 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  248,  44  L.  ed.  — b 

There  was  no  separable  oontroversy  here. 
The  case  presented  a  joint  cause  of  action 
against  all  the  defendante,  and,  indeed,  the 
removal  was  applied  for  on  the  ground  that 
the  suit  arose  under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  Stetes.  It  therefore 
came  within  the  first  clause  of  the  section 
quoted,  and  if  the  same  rule  governs  pro- 
ceedings under  that  clause  that  obteins  in 
respect  of  the  second  clause,  the  judgment  of 
the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  must  be  af- 
firmed. And  in  view  of  the  language  of  the 
stetute  we  think  the  proper  conclusion  is 
that  all  the  defendante  must  join  in  the  ap- 
plication under  either  clause. 

We  do  not  regard  8<mnenihe%l  v.  Christian 
Moerletn  Brewing  Co,  172  U.  6.  401,  43  L. 
ed.  492,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  233,  as  in  point 
There  an  action  had  been  brought  in  the  cir-  a 
ouit  court  of  the  United  Stetes  for  the  east-  ^ 
em^district  of  Texas  by  a  citizen  of  Texas,  * 
against  an  Ohio  corporation  and  a  United 
Stetes  marshal,  the  jurisdiction  depending 
as  to  one  defendant  on  diverse  citizenship, 
and  as  to  the  other  on  the  case  arising  un- 
der the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
Stetes,  and  the  question  was  whether  the 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  was 
made  final  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  which 
we  held  it  was  not  as  the  jurisdiction  was 
not  dependent  entirely  upon  the  opposite 
parties  to  the  suit  being  citizens  of  different 
stetes. 

MitoKea  V.  Sfnale,  140  U.  8.  406,  35  L.  ed. 
442,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  819,  840,  is,  however, 
justly  pressed  on  our  attention  as  of  weight 
in  the  disposition  of  the  particular  question 
raised  in  this  case. 

The  case  was  this:  Mitehell  was  a  dtl- 
zen  of  Illinois,  and  commenced  an  action  of 
ejectment  in  the  circuit  court  of  Cook  coun- 
ty, in  that  stete,  asainst  three  defendants, 
Jabez  Q.  Smale,  and  John  J.  and  Frank  L 
Bennett  The  Bennette,  who  were  attorneys, 
appeared  specially  for  Conrad  N.  Jordan, 
and  moved  that  he  be  substituted  as  sole  de- 
fendant The  motion  was  made  upon  an  af« 
ildavit  of  Jordan  that  the  Bennette  had  M 
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interest^  baTing  eonv^ed  the  property  to 
bim  before  tbe  fuit  was  commenced,  &nd 
tbat  Smale  was  a  mere  tenant  under  bim, 
Jordan,  and  bad  no  other  interest  Tbe 
court  denied  the  motion,  and  thereupon  Jor- 
dan was  admitted  to  defend  the  cause  as 
landlord  and  oodef endant.  Afterwards,  and  in 
due  time^  Jordan  filed  a  petition,  under  the 
act  of  1876,  for  the  removal  of  the  cause  into 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  ai- 
ling as  ground  of  removal  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  citizen  of  Illinois,  and  that  he,  Jor- 
dan, was  a  citizen  of  New  York,  and  was  tbe 
owner  of  the  property,  and  that  the  sole  con- 
troversy in  the  case  was  between  bim,  Jor- 
dan, and  the  plaintiff,  stating  the  facts  pre- 
viously aflfirmed  in  his  affidavit  as  to  tbe 
want  of  interest  in  the  Bennetts,  and  the  ten- 
ancy of  Smale.  Subsequently  Jordan  ob- 
tained leave  to  amend  bis  petition,  and 
amended  it  so  as  to  set  up  tbat  as  between 
bim  and  plaintiff  the  controversy  involved 
the  authority  of  the  Land  Department  of  the 
United  States  to  grant  certain  patents,  un- 
der which  he  claimed  the  right  to  hold  the 
c  land  in  dispute,  after  and  in  view  of  the  pat- 
JH  ent  under  which  plaintiff  claimed  the  same 
•  land.  As  Smale  was  merely  a  tenant^*  the 
court  held  that  there  was  no  good  reason 
why  the  contest  respecting  the  title  might 
not  have  been  carried  on  between  Jordan  and 
plaintiff  alone  so  far  as  Smale  was  con- 
cerned; but  as  to  the  Bennetts  the  court 
thought  there  was  greater  difficulty  in  sus- 
teining  a  removal,  because  they  were  made 
defendante  apparently  in  good  faith,  and  were 
not  acknowledged  to  be  tenants  of  Jordan, 
and  plaintiff  might  well  insist  on  prosecut- 
ing bis  action  against  them,  as  well  as 
against  Jordan,  in  order  that,  if  he  should 
be  successful,  there  might  be  no  failure  of 
a  complete  recovery  of  the  land  claimed  by 
bim,  but  inasmuch  as  Jordan  exhibited  a 
dsim  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
Stetes,  which  was  contested  by  Mitchell  on 
the  ground  of  the  want  of  that  authority, 
while  it  was  true  that  laws  of  the  state  of 
Illinois  might  be  invoked  by  tbe  parties,  still 
it  was  no  less  true  that  the  authority  of  the 
United  Stetes  to  make  the  grant  relied  on 
would  be  necessarily  called  in  question.  In 
view  of  tbat  defense  the  jurisdiction  was  sus- 
teined  apparently  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  a  separable  controversy,  and  tbe  partic- 
ular terms  of  the  different  clauses  of  the 
stetute  were  really  not  discussed. 

The  case  was  a  peculiar  one,  and  we  must 
decline  to  allow  it  to  control  the  determina- 
tion of  that  before  us. 

In  Little  York  Chld-Waahing  d  Water  Co. 
T.  Keyes,  96  U.  S.  199,  203,  24  L.  ed.  656, 
6S8,  Bfr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  said:  *'A 
cause  cannot  be  removed  from  a  stete  court 
simply  because,  in  the  progress  of  the  litiga- 
tion, it  may  become  necessary  to  give  a  con- 
struction to  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  tbe 
United  Stetes.  The  decision  of  the  case 
must  depend  upon  that  construction.  Tbe 
suit  must,  in  part  at  least,  arise  out  of  a 
controversv  between  tbe  parties  in  regard  to 
the  operation  and  effect  of  tbe  Constitution 


or  laws  upon   the   facte   involved.    •    •    ^ 
Before,  therefore,  a  circuit  court  can  be  re« 
quired  to  retein  a  cause  under  this  jurisdio- 
Uon,  it  must  in  some  form  appear  upon  the 
record,  by  a  stetement  of  facte,  'in  legal  and 
logical  form/  such  as  is  required  in  ffood 
pleading,    .    .    .    that  the  suit  is  one  which 
really  and  substantially  involves  a  dispute 
or  controversy'  as  to  a  right  which  depends  h 
u^n  the  construction  or  effect  of  the  Con-  ^ 
stitution,  or  some  lawyer  treaty  of  tbe  Unit-  • 
ed  Stetes."    Blackburn   v.    Portland    Gold 
Min,  Co.  176  U.  &  671«  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  222, 
44L.ed. — ^ 

In  Mitchell  t.  Smale  the  daim  of  Jordan 
was  treated  by  the  court  as  coming  within 
that  ruling,  but  the  case  before  us  does  not 
This  was  an  ordinary  action  under  a  stete 
stetute  for  wrongfully  causing  the  death  of 
plaintiff's  intestete.  No  Federal  question 
was  in  fact  presented  by  the  pleadings  nor 
litigated  at  the  trial.  The  liability  depend- 
ed on  principles  of  general  law  applicable  to 
the  facts,  and  not  in  any  way  upon  Uie  terms 
of  the  order  appointing  the  receivers.  What- 
ever the  righto  of  the  receivers  to  remove  the 
cause  if  they  had  been  sued  alone,  the  con- 
troversy was  not  a  separable  controversy 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act. 
This  being  so,  the  case  came  solely 
within  the  first  clause  of  the  section,  and  we 
are  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  intended  by 
Congress  that,  under  such  eircumstences, 
there  should  be  any  difference  between  the 
rule  applied  under  the  1st  and  the  2d  elausee 
of  S  2  of  tbe  act  of  1887-^ 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(178  U.  S.  205) 
PATRICK  MORAN,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

JOSEPH  HORSEY,  Jb. 

Writ  of  error  to  etaie  court — decision  haeed 
on  lachee  aa  independent  of  Federal  quee- 
tion. 

A  decision  by  a  state  court  sastafnlnf  the  de- 
fense of  laches  against  the  assertion  of  a 
right  to  a  mining  claim  after  It  had  been 
abandoned  for  fourteen  years,  daring  which 
an  apparent  title  had  been  obtained  under  a 
patent  to  a  probate  Judge  for  the  property 
as  part  of  a  town  site,  Is  based  on  a  ground 
independent  of  any  Federal  question. 

[No.  177.1 

Argued  and  Submitted  March  12, 1900,    D^ 
Med  May  21,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tbe 
State  of  Montana  to  review  a  decision  af* 
firming  a  decree  quieting  title.    Diamieaed, 
See  same  ease  below,  21  Mont.  345,  53  Pas. 
1054. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewevt 
The  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows;     On 
June  15, 1872,  a  patent  was  issued  to  tbe  pro* 
bate  Judge  ci  Lewis  and  Clarice  County,  Men- 
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§  tana  territonr,  for  tha  townsita  of  Helena, 
«  in  truirtPlor  toe  benefit  of  the  occupanta.  In 
1874  Joseph  Horakr,  Jr.,  the  plaintiff  below, 
defendant  in  error,  became  by  purchaaea  from 
prior  ooeupanta  and  conveyancea  from  the 
probate  judge  the  holder  of  the  legal  title 
to  certain  lota,  diown  on  the  plat  of  the  town., 
He  entered  into  occupation  at  the  date  of  hia 
purchaae^  and  has  been  in  undisturbed  and 
peaceful  poeaeseion  from  that  time  to  the 
present.  Among  these  lots  are  two  known 
and  described  aa  lots  Nos.  19  and  20,  in  block 
■87,  on  the  original  plat  of  the  townsite. 
BidMcquent  surveys  disclosed  that,  measured 
by  the  description  on  the  plat  and  the  calls 
•of  the  deed,  there  was  an  extra  area  of 

Sound  22  feet  front  by  103  feet  deep.  When 
at  fact  was  discovered  the  grantor  of  the 
plaintiff  applied  to  the  probate  judge  for  a 
•conveyance  of  this  extra  ground,  aind  paid 
him  the  requisite  price  therefor.  However, 
he  received  no  deed  at  that  time,  apparently 
anpposing  the  deeds  for  lots  19  and  20  would 
•carry  the  ground;  but  afterwards,  and  on  De- 
-eember  15,  1888,  on  application  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  upon  the  basis  of  the  prior  applica^ 
iion  Mid  the  payment  of  the  necessary  price, 
the  probate  Judge  made  a  deed  to  him  of  that 
•extra  area  known  and  described  on  a  subse- 
•quent  plat  as  lot  31,  block  37.  In  1891  he 
filed  his  complaint  in  the  district  court  of 
-the  first  judicial  district  of  the  state  of  Mon- 
tana, setting  forth  these  facts,  and  that  the 
•defendant,  Patrick  Moran,  had,  on  December 
11,  1888,  obtained  from  the  probate  judge  a 
'deed  for  this  lot  31,  alleging  that  it  was 
wrongfully  obtained,  and  praying  for  a  de- 
cree quieting  his  title. 

The  case  thus  presented  was  litigated  in 
ihe  state  courts  for  two  or  three  years, 
Dassed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  (13 
Mont.  250,  34  Pac.  300),  where  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  reversed,  and  fin- 
ally came  on  for  hearing  in  the  district  court 
upon  the  bill  of  plaintiff,  setting  forth  the 
facts,  as  above  stated,  and  an  amended  an- 
swer of  the  defendant,  containing  these  aver- 
ments: That  on  the  2d  day  of  March,  1869, 
the  probate  judge  of  Lewis  and  Clarke 
coun^  made  an  entry  of  the  tract  of  land  for 
the  benefit  of  the  occupants  of  the  townsite 
of  Helena;  that  prior  to  the  entry  of  said 
townsite  a  certain  placer  mining  claim  had 
4*  been  located  within  the  exterior  limits  of  the 
S  tract  so  entered,  which  included  within  its 
-*  boundaries  the  lot  in^controversy;  that  Uie 
location  had  been  made  pursuant  to  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  the  local  laws,  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  mining  district, 
and  all  had  been  done  required  thereby  to 
make  a  perfectly  valid  location  of  said  placer 
mining  claim,  and  that  the  title  to  this  min- 
ing claim  thus  located  passed  to  the  defend- 
ant; that  it  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  min^i 
ing  claim  at  the  time  of  the  entry  of  the  land 
by  the  probate  judge  and  of  the  patent  to 
mm;  that  after  the  entry  of  the  townsite, 
and  prior  to  1874,  the  defendant  left  the 
-state  of  Montana,  leaving  the  mining  claim 
in  possession  of  an  sgent;  that  during  his 
absence  the  plaintiff  obtained  his  deeds  for 
4he  premises  referred  to,  and  entered  into 


possession;  that  when  the  defendant  returned 
to  Montana  he  found  the  plaintiff  in  posses- 
sion; that  he  had  ever  since  been,  by  the  ac- 
tion of  the  plaintiff,  prevented  from  entering 
upon  or  worKing  such  mining  daim;  and  that 
in  December,  1888,  finding  that  no  deed  had 
ever  been  made  to  the  plaintiff  for  this  por* 
tion  of  the  property,  he  obtained  in  further- 
ance and  protection  of  his  own  title  a  deed 
from  the  probate  judge,  which  was  the  deed 
referred  to  in  plaintiff's  complaint. 

Upon  these  pleadings  a  decree  was  entered 
by  the  district  court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
quieting  his  title  to  the  premises.  On  appeal 
to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  this  decree 
was  affirmed  (21  Mont.  345,  53  Pac.  1064), 
whereupon  the  case  was  brought  on  error  to 
this  court. 

Me88r9,  Thomas  J.  Walali  and  Rufu§ 
0.  Oarland  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Toole  submitted  the  case  for 
defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  supreme  court  of  the  state  affirmed  the 
decree  of  the  trial  court  primarily  on  the 
ground  of  laches.    If  this  be  an  independent  qq 
ground,  involving  no  question  under  the  Fed*  g 
ersl*  statutes,  the  decision  of  the  supreme  • 
court  must  be  sustained  and  the  writ  of  er- 
ror dismissed.    Euatts  t.  Bollea,  150  U.  S. 
361,  37  L.  ed.  1111,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  131. 

Indeed,  if  the  matter  of  laches  can  be 
recognized  at  all,  it  is  difficult,  ind^>endently 
of  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  to  perceive 
any  error  in  the  ruling  of  the  state  supreme 
court.  One  who,  having  an  inchoate  right 
to  property,  abandons  it  for  fourteen  years, 
permits  others  to  acquire  apparent  title,  and 
deal  with  it  as  theirs,  and  as  though  he  had 
no  right,  does  not  appeal  to  the  favorable 
consideration  of  a  court  of  equity.  We  need 
only  refer  to  the  many  cases  decided  in  this 
court  and  elsewhere,  that  a  neglected  right, 
if  neglected  too  lon^,  must  be  treated  as  an 
abandoned  right  which  no  court  will  enforce. 
See,  among  others,  Felix  v.  Patrick,  145  U.  S. 
317,  30  L.  ed.  719,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  862; 
Gallihcr  v.  Cadwell,  145  U.  S.  368,  36  L.  ed. 
738,  12  iSnp.  Ct.  Rep.  873,  and  cases  cited  in 
the  opinion.  There  always  comes  a  time 
when  the  best  of  rights  will,  by  reason  of  neg- 
lect, pass  beyond  the  protecting  reach  of  the 
hands  of  equity,  and  tine  present  case  fully  il- 
lustrates that  proposition. 

We  therefore  pass  to  an  inquiry  whether 
the  question  of  laches  is  so  intermingled  with 
that  of  Federal  right  that  the  former  can- 
not be  considered  an  independent  matter. 
As  this  case  was  disposed  of  upon  bill  and 
answer,  we  must  take  the  facts  to  be  aa  they 
are  presented  by  the  pleadings. 

At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
several  proceedings  referred  to  in  the  bill  and 
answer,  the  entire  area  of  ground  compassed 
within  the  limits  of  the  townsite  of  Helena 
was  public  land  of  the  United  States,  subject 
to  be  taken  under  the  pre-emption,  home- 
stead, townsite,  or  mineral  laws.  There  was 
no  reservation  In  behalf  of  any  railroad  com- 
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pany,  or  for  military  or  other  purposes.  The 
whole  tract  was  subject  to  private  appropria- 
tion. Under  those  eircumetanoes,  the  pro- 
bate judge  of  the  county  made  an  application 
for  an  entry  of  the  tract,  as  a  whole,  as  a 
townsite.  His  application  was  entertained, 
the  entry  made^  and  thereafter  a  patent  is- 
sued to  him  for  the  entire  tract,  including  the 
premises  in  controversy.  Apparently,  there* 
fore,  by  the  terms  of  the  patent  the  legal  title 
to  this  land  had  passed  to  the  probate  judge 
in  trust  for  the  severs!  occupants.  But  we 
are  referred  by  counsel  to  DeffehcLok  T.Eawke, 
A  115  U.  S.  392,  S93,  29  L.  ed.  423,  424.  6  Sup. 
g  Ct  Rep.  95,  90,  in  which  it  was  held  that  a 
•  patent  under*the  townsite  act  is  ''inoperative 
as  to  all  lands  known  at  the  time  to  be  val- 
uable for  their  minerals,  or  discovered  to  be 
such  before  their  occupaUon  and  improve- 
ment for  residences  or  business  under  the 
townsite  title  ;**  and  this  by  virtue  of  the  ex- 
press provisions  of  the  law  relating  to  the 
disposition  of  lands  for  town  sites,  as  fol- 
lows: ''No  title  shall  be  acquired  under  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  this  chapter  to  any 
mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper,  or 
to  any  valid  mining  claim  or  possession  held 
under  existing  laws."    Rev.  Stat  f  2392. 

The  ruling  in  this  case  was  qualified  in 
Davi9  V.  WMhold,  139  U.  S.  507,  35  L.  ed. 
238,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  628,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  title  of  a  lotowner  holding  a  deed 
from  the  probate  judge  who  had  entered  the 
lands  under  the  townsite  act  could  not  be  de- 
feated because  after  the  issue  of  the  patent 
there  was  a  subsequent  discovery  of  miner- 
als and  an  issue  of  a  patent  therefor  to  tbe 
discoverer,  the  court  saying,  on  p.  524,  L.  ed. 
p.  244,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  634,  after  referrii^  to 
some  decisions  of  uie  land  department: 

"It  would  seem  from  this  uniform  con- 
struction of  that  department  of  the  govern- 
ment specially  intrusted  with  supervision  of 
Sroceeaings  reouired  for  the  alienation  of 
tie  public  lanos,  including  those  that  em- 
brace minerals,  and  also  of  the  courts  of  the 
mining  states.  Federal  and  state,  whose  atp 
tention  has  been  called  to  the  subject,  that 
the  exception  of  mineral  lands  from  ffrant 
in  the  acts  of  Congress  should  be  considered 
to  apply  only  to  such  lands  as  were  at  the 
time  of  the  grant  known  to  be  so  valuable 
for  their  minerals  as  to  Justify  expenditure 
for  their  extraction.'' 

The  allegations  of  the  answer  are  to  the 
effect  that  there  was  a  known  mining  claim, 
actually  located  and  worked,  at  the  time  of 
the  entry  and  patent  of  the  townsite,  and  the 
argument  is  that  the  mining  claim  was  ex- 
cepted from  the  scope  of  the  townsite  patent 
as  completely  as  though  the  exception  had 
been  in  terms  named  on  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument and  the  boundaries  claimed  de- 
scribed. The  probate  judge,  therefore,  never 
took  title,  and  having  none  conveyed  none 
to  the  plaintiff;  the  title  remained  in  the 
government,  and  neither  laches  nor  limita- 
H  tion  run  against  the  rights  and  title  of  the 
^  government  The  mining  claim  existed,  and 
although  defendant  had  ^abandoned  it  for 
years,  yet  as  no  one  had  taken  steps  to  relo- 
cate it»  he  had  the  right  to  resume  possession 


and  continue  his  work  in  the  way  of  per* 
fecting  his  title. 

In  an  opinion  by  the  judge  of  the  0taia 
district  court,  delivered  in  deciding  this  cass^ 
is  an  interesting  discussion  of  the  difference 
between  a  void  and  voidable  patent,  and 
many  authorities  from  this  court  are  quoted. 
We  shall  not  attempt  to  refer  to  all  of  them, 
but  oontttit  ourselves  with  noticing  one  or 
two.  In  United  States  v.  Bchurz,  102  U.  S. 
378,  26  L.  ed.  167,  it  was  held  that  man- 
damus would  lie  to  compel  the  delivery  of  a 
land  patent  which  had  been  duly  signed* 
sealed,  countersi^ed,  and  recorded;  that  by 
those  acts  the  title  had  passed  to  the  pat* 
entee,  and  nothing  remained  but  the  min* 
isterial  duty  of  delivering  the  instrument 
In  that  case  there  was  a  matter  of  dispute^ 
between  the  patentee,  who  had  made  a  home- 
stead entry,  and  other  parties  who  claimed 
that  the  land  was  within  the  incorporated 
limits  of  the  town  of  Qrantsville,  and  that 
the  entry  had  been  wrongfully  sustained.  In 
the  course  of  a  very  careful  opinion  by  Mr» 
Justice  Miller,  it  was  said  (pp.  400,  401,  U 
ed.  p.  173) : 

"it  is  argued  with  much  plausibility  that 
the  relator  was  not  entitled  to  the  land  by 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  because  it 
was  not  subject  to  homestead  entry,  and 
that  the  patent  is  therefore  void,  and  the- 
law  will  not  require  the  secretary  to  do  a 
vain  thing  by  delivering  it,  which  may  at 
the  same  time  embarrass  the  rights  of  oth- 
ers  in  regard  to  the  same  land. 

"We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  If  tht- 
patent  is  absolutely  void,  so  that  no  right 
could  possibly  accrue  to  the  plaintiff  under 
it,  the  suggestion  would  not  bs  a  sound  one» 

"But  the  distinction  between  a  void  and  a. 
voidable  instrument,  though  sometimes  a 
very  nice  one,  is  still  a  well-recognized  dis- 
tinction on  which  valuable  rights  often  de- 
pend. And  the  case  before  us  is  one  to 
which  we  think  it  is  dearly  appli- 
cable. To  the  officers  of  the  land  de- 
partment, among  whom  we  include  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  is  confided,  as 
we  have  already  said,  the  administration  of 
the  laws  concerning  the  sale  of  the  public 
domain.  The  land  in  the  present  case  had 
been  surveyed,  and,  imder  their  control,  the 
land  in  that  district  generally  had  been*« 
opened  to  pre-emption,  homestead  entry,  and  ^ 
*sale.  The  question  whether  any  particular* 
tract,  belonging  to  the  government,  was  open 
to  sale,  pre-emption,  or  homestead  right,  is 
in  eveiy  instance  a  question  of  law  as  ap- 
plied to  the  facts  for  the  determination  of 
those  officers.  Their  decision  of  such  ques- 
tion and  of  conflicting  claims  to  the  same 
land  by  different  parties  is  judicial  in  its 
character. 

"It  is  clear  that  the  right  and  the  duty  of 
deciding  all  such  questions  belong  to  those 
officers,  and  the  statutes  have  provided  for 
original  and  appellate  hearing  in  that  de- 
partment before  the  successive  officers  of 
higher  grade  up  to  the  Secretary.  They 
have,  therefore,  jurisdiction  of  such  eases,. 
and  provision  is  made  for  the  correction  of 
errors  in  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdictioiL. 
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When  their  decision  of  snch  a  question  is  fi- 
lially made  and  recorded  in  the  shape  of  the 
patent,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  instru- 
ment if  absolutely  void  for  such  errors  as 
these?  If  a  patent  should  issue  for  land  in 
the  state  of  Massachusetts,  where  the  ffoy- 
«mment  never  had  any,  it  would  be  abso- 
lutely void.  If  it  should  issue  for  land  once 
owned  by  the  government,  but  Ions  before 
•old  and  conveyed  by  patent  lo  another  who 
held  possession,  it  might  be  held  void  in  a 
court  of  law  on  the  production  of  the  senior 

Sitent.  But  such  is  not  the  case  before  us. 
ere  the  question  is  whether  this  land  had 
been  withdrawn  from  the  control  of  the  land 
department  by  certain  acts  of  other  persons, 
which  include  it  within  the  limits  of  an  in- 
sornorated  town.  The  whole  question  is  one 
«f  disputed  law  and  disputed  facts.  It  was 
•  Question  for  the  land  officers  to  consider 
and  decide  before  they  determined  to  issue 
MeBride's  patent.  It  was  within  their  ju- 
risdiction to  do  so.  If  they  decided  erro- 
neously, the  patent  may  be  voidable,  but  not 
absolutely  void." 

Now,  as  we  have  heretofore  noticed,  the 
patent  in  the  case  before  us  for  the  townsite 
purported  to  convey  the  entire  tract.  On  the 
face  of  the  instrument  there  was  nothing  to 
suggest  any  exception.  While  it  may  be 
eoneeded,  under  the  authorities  which  are 
feferred  to,  that,  in  an  action  at  law  by  a 
daimant  under  that  patent,  the  existence  of 
a  mining  claim  at  the  time  of  its  issue  might 
fi  ba  shown  and  be  a  valid  defense  to  a  recovery 
2{  of  so  much  of  the  ground  as  was  included 
«  within  the  mining*  claim^  and  in  that  view 
It  may  perhaps  be  not  inaptly  said  that  the 
patent  was  to  that  extent  void.  But  be  this 
as  it  may,  whenever  the  invalidity  of  a  pat- 
ent does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  in- 
oinunent,  or  by  matters  of  which  the  oourts 
will  take  judicial  notice,  and  the  land  is  ap- 
oarently  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  land 
department  as  ordinary  publie  land  of  the 
United  States,  then  it  would  seem  to  be  tech- 
nically more  accurate  to  say  that  the  patent 
was  voidable  and  not  void.  Even  in  cases 
where  it  has  been  called  void  the  right  of  the 
United  States  to  maintain  a  bill  to  set  aside 
the  patent  has  been  sustained.  Thus,  in 
United  Biatea  v.  Stone,  2  Wall.  525,  17  L. 
ed.  765,  patents  had  been  issued  for  certain 
lands  (which  were  in  fact  within  the  limits 
of  Port  Leavenworth  Military  Reservation), 
and  a  bill  in  equity  was  filed  by  the  United 
States  to  set  them  aside.  Mr.  Justice  Qrier, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  sustain- 
ing Hie  decree  of  the  circuit  court  in  favor 
of  the  government,  uses  this  language  (pp. 
«85,  537,  L.  ed,  p.  767): 

"Nor  is  fraud  in  the  patentee  the  only 
pound  upon  which  a  bill  will  be  sustained. 
Patents  are  sometimes  issued  unadvisedly 
or  bv  mistake,  where  the  officer  has  no  author- 
ity in  law  to  grant  them,  or  where  another 
par^  han  a  higher  equity  and  should  have 
received  the  patent.  In  such  cases  courts  of 
law  will  pronounce  them  void.  The  patent 
is  but  evidence  of  a  grant,  and  the  officer  who 
issues  it  acts  ministerially  and  not  judicial- 
ly.   If  he  issues  a  patent  for  land  reserved 


from  sale  by  law,  such  patent  is  void  for 
want  of  authority.  But  one  officer  of  the  land 
office  is  not  competent  to  cancel  or  annul  the 
act  of  his  predecessor.  That  is  a  judicial 
act,  and  requires  the  judgment  of  a  court. 

"It  is  contended  here,  by  the  counsel  of 
the  United  States,  that  the  land  for  which  a 
patent  was  granted  to  the  appellant  was  re- 
served from  sale  for  the  use  of  the  govern- 
ment, and,  consequently,  that  the  patent  is 
void.  And  although  no  fraud  is  charged  in 
the  bill,  we  have  no  doubt  that  such  a  pro- 
ceeding in  chancerv  is  the  proper  remedy, 
and  that  if  the  allegations  of  the  bill  are 
supported,  that  the  decree  of  the  court  be- 
low canceling  the  patent  should  be  affirmed,  eo 

•**We  are  of  opinion,  therefore, —  • 

"1.  That  the  land  claimed  by  appellant 
never  was  within  the  tract  allotted  to  the 
Delaware  Indians  in  1820  and  surveyed  in 
1880. 

"2.  That  it  is  within  the  limits  of  a  reser- 
vation legally  made  by  the  President  for 
military  purposes. 

"Consequently,  the  patents  issued  to  the 
appellant  were  without  authority  and  void." 

Suppose  the  United  States  had  brought  a 
bill  to  set  aside  so  much  of  this  townsite 
patent  as  included  the  mining  claim  referred 
to,  as,  under  the  authority  last  referred  to 
and  many  others,  it  might  have  done,  it 
would,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed, 
have  been  a  suit  in  the  interest  of  and  for 
the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  perfect  his  inchoate  title 
to  ttiis  mining  property.  But  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  when  the  government  proceeds  to 
set  aside  its  patent,  not  for  the  sake  of  es- 
tablishing its  own  right  to  the  property,  but 
in  the  interest  of  some  person  who  has  an 
equitable  claim  thereto,  or  to  whom  the  gov- 
ernment owes  the  duty  of  protecting  his  in- 
terests, it  is  subjected  to  the  same  defenses 
of  laches,  limitation,  and  want  of  equity  that 
would  attach  to  a  like  suit  by  an  individual. 
United  States  v.  Beehe,  127  U.  S.  888,  32 
L.  ed.  121,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1083,  in  which 
it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Lamar,  on  page 
347,  L.  ed.  p.  125,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  1088: 

"When  the  government  is  a  mere  formal 
complainant  in  a  suit,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  asserting  any  public  right  or  protecting 
any  public  interest,  title,  or  property,  but 
merely  to  form  a  conduit  through  which  one 
private  person  can  conduct  litigation  against 
another  private  person,  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  be  restrained  from  administering  the 
equities  existing  between  the  real  parties  by 
any  exemption  of  the  government  designed 
for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  the  United 
States  alone.  The  mere  use  of  its  name  in 
a  suit  for  the  benefit  of  a  private  suitor  can- 
not extend  its  immunity  as  a  sovereign  gov- 
ernment to  said  private  suitor,  whereby  he 
can  avoid  and  escape  the  scrutiny  of  a  court 
of  equity  into  the  matters  pleaded  against 
him  by  the  other  party,  nor  stop  the  court 
from  examining  into  and  deciding  the  case 
according  to  the  principles  governing  courts 
of  equity  in  like  cases  between  private  liti- 
gants. 
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•  *"Tli«06  principles,  so  far  as  they  relate  to 
general  statutes  of  limitation,  the  laches  of 
a  party  and  the  lapse  of  time,  have  been 
rendered  familiar  to  the  legal  mind  by  the 
oft-repeated  enunciation  and  enforcement  of 
them  in  the  decisions  of  this  court  Accord- 
ing to  these  decisions,  courts  of  equity  in 
general  recognize  and  give  effect  to  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  as  a  defense  to  an  equi- 
table right,  when  at  law  it  would  have  been 
pr^erly  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  a  legal  right." 

See  aJso  United  States  v.  Dee  Moines  Nov. 
d  R.  Co.  142  U.  S.  510,  33  L.  ed.  1099,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  308;  Ourtner  v.  United  States, 
149  U.  S.  662,  37  L.  ed.  890,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
985,  1041. 

Now,  if  the  government,  sedcing,  in  order 
to  disdiarge  its  duty  to  the  defendant,  to 
avoid  so  much  of  the  patent  as  included  this 
mining  claim,  is  bound  by  the  ordinary  rules 
of  equity  in  respect  to  laches,  etc,  a  fortiori 
is  it  true  that  when  he  is  the  party  to  the 
litigation  the  same  equitable  rules  are  bind- 
ing on  him.  The  government  cannot,  when 
acting  for  him,  avail  itself  of  those  princi- 
ples of  law  which  are  designed  simply  for  ito 
own  protection,  and  no  more  can  he,  in  his 
own  litigation,  shelter  himself  behind  those 
principles.  It  is  a  private  right  which  he  is 
relying  upon,  although  a  right  created  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  as  to 
this  private  right  he  is  subjected  to  the  or- 
dinary rules  in  respect  to  the  enforcement 
and  protection  of  such  a  right 

Carothers  v.  Mayer,  164  U.  S.  325,  41  L. 
ed.  453,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  106,  is  worthy  of 
notice,  for  in  that  case,  although  not  under 
precisely  similar  circumstances,  it  was  held 
that  a  question  arising  under  the  statute  of 
limitations  as  against  a  title  asserted  un- 
der the  Federal  law  presented  no  Federal 
question,  and  so  also  as  to  equitable  rights 
asserted  as  against  an  original  right  under 
the  laws  of  Congress.  See  also  Pittsburgh  i 
L.  A.  Iron  Co,  v.  Cleveland  Iron  Min.  Co.  178 
U.  S.  270,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  831. 44  L.  ed.  — . 

Neither  does  this  case  in  any  of  its  aspects 
eome  within  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  13  Wall. 
92,  20  L.  ed.  534.  In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  one  who  acquired  a  legal  title  from  the 
government  could  not  be  defeated  in  respect 
to  that  title  on  the  ground  that  the  party  in 
tt  possession  had  while  the  title  was  in  the  gov- 
Jj  ernment  acquired  some  equitable  rights  by 

•  possession  or  otherwise,  which  might*have 
been  enforced  against  one  who,  during  all 
the  time,  had  as  an  individual  held  the  legal 
title.  In  other  words,  that  as  no  equitable 
rights  could  be  asserted  against  the  govern- 
ment while  it  held  the  legal  title,  so  when  it 
passed  the  legal  title  to  an  individual  he 
acquired  all  the  rights  which  the  government 
had  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  such  legal 
title.  So  far  as  that  case  has  any  bearing 
upon  this,  it  tends  to  support  the  conclusions 
of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Mon- 
tana, because  here  at  least  the  apparent  le- 
gal title  passed  to  the  probate  judge,  and 
thereafter  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  only 
an  equitable  and  inchoate  right  which  the 
defendant  was  trying  to  assert 


We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  defense  of 
laches,  which  in  ite  nature  is  a  defense  con- 
ceding the  existence  of  an  earlier  legal  or 
equitable  rights  and  affirming  that  the  delay 
in  enforcing  it  is  sufficient  to  denv  relief,  ia 
the  assertion  of  an  independent  defense.  It 
proceeds  upon  the  ooncession  that  there  was*, 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  a  prior 
right,  and,  conceding  that,  says  that  the  de- 
lay in  respect  to  ite  assertion  prevente  ite 
present  reoognition.  For  these  reasons  we- 
are  of  the  opinion  the  decision  of  the  su- 

greme  court  of  Montana  was  based  upon  an 
idependent  non- Federal  question,  one  broad 
enough  to  sustein  ite  judgment^  and  <A# 
tcrit  of  error  is  dismissed. 


(178  U.  S.  22) 
H.  a  OSBORNE,  William  Knapp,  A.  Bar^ 
ber,  ei  al,  Appts., 

V, 

SAN  DIEQO  LAND  ft  TOWN  COMPANT 
OF  MAINE. 

BiU  of  review — toater  rights — power  to  t»- 
orease. 

1.  A  bill  of  review  will  He  for  errors  la  a  d^ 
eree  that  are  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  re<v 
ord. 

2.  The  snnnal  rates  for  water  as  first  fixed 
are  not  made  Irrevocable  by  a  contract  for- 
the  sale  of  water  righte  for  a  fixed  sum,  pro- 
vlding  la  addition  for  the  payment  of  annoal 
rates,  to  **be  fixed  by  the  party  of  the  Arair 
part  [the  water  company]  as  allowed  by  law.** 

S.  The  power  of  a  water  company  to  Increase- 
Its  annual  water  rates.  In  the  absence  of  any 
attempt  by  the  board  of  supervisors  to  fix 
such  rates.  Is  not  precluded  by  Cal.  act  1885, 
II  B.  8,  giving  the  supervisors  power  to  fix: 
such  rates,  and  providing  that  until  so  es- 
tablished, or  after  they  shall  have  been  abro> 
gated  by  the  board  of  supervisors,  **the  act- 
ual rates  established  and  collected"  by  those 
who  furnish  water  shall  be  deemed  and  ac- 
cepted as  the  legal  established  rates  thereof. 

4.  The  court  will  not  fix  the  amount  of  water 
rates  on  holding  that  the  rates  charged  are 
unreasonable,  but,  under  Cal.  act  1885,  re- 
sort must  first  be  had  to  the  body  designated 
by  the  law  to  fix  proper  rates,  which  Is  the- 
board  of  supervisora 

[No.  201.] 

Argued  March  19,  1900.    Decided  May  /{• 
1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  Stotes  for  the 
Southern  District  of  California  dismissing  a 
bill  of  review.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  76  Fed.  Rep.  319. 


Statement  bv  Mr.  Justice  MoKeiuiat 
This  is  a  bill  in  equity  to  review  and  re- 
verse a  decree  entered  in  the  United  States 
circuit  court  for  the  southern  district  of  Cali- 
fornia in  a  suit  in  which  Charles  D.  Lanning^. 
receiver  of  the  San  Diego  Land  &  Town  Com* 
pany  of  Kansas,  was  oomplainant,  and  a^^ 
pellants  herein  were  respondents,  and  ia. 
which  the  appellee  was  substituted  before 
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decree  as  complainant  in  lien  of  Mid  Lan- 
ning. 

The  bill  ii  extremelir  volnminons,  reciting 
•11  the  pleadiogs  and  proceedings  in  the 
original  suit. 

The  following  ia  a  eondenaed  summary  of 
them: 

The  bill,  in  addition  to  the  inoorporation 
of  the  company  and  the  appointment  of  a  re* 
eeiyer  of  its  assets  and  stairs,  alleged  that 
it  was  the  owner  of  valuaUe  water,  and 
water  riehts,  reservoirs,  and  aa  entire  water 
system  for  furnishing  water  to  oonsumers, 
ajid  that  it  had  a  franchise  for  impounding, 
sale,  and  disposition  of  the  waters  owned  and 
stored  by  it  to  the  respondents  and  other  con- 
sumers, and  to  the  dty  of  National  City  and 
its  inhabitants. 

Hie  company's  supply  of  water  came  from 
the  Sweetwater  river,  a  small  stream  about 
f  miles  from  the  city  of  National  City,  and 
gits  means  of  distributing  the  water,  which 
•  were*  described,  oould  supply  but  a  limited 
amount  of  territory,  consisting  of  farming 
lands  within  and  outside  of  said  city,  and  in 
part  of  the  residence  portion  of  the  city. 

The  company  in  procuring  the  water  and 
its  distributing  system  had  expended  up  to 
January  1,  1896,  the  sum  of  $1,022,478.64, 
which  was  reasonably  necessary  for  the  pur- 


By  the  said  expenditure  it  had  procured 
and  owned,  "subject  to  the  public  use  and  the 
r^l^lation  thereof  by  law,''  water  and  water 
rights,  a  reservoir  site,  and  a  reservoir  of  the 
capacity  of  six  thonsaad  million  gallons,  and 
hod  constructed  mains  necessary  to  supply 
the  defendants  and  their  lands,  aiid  had  con- 
structed and  put  in  the  mains  and  pipes 
necessary  therefor,  and  was  at  the  time  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  furnishing  the  defendants 
and  each  of  them  with  water. 

The  defendants  are  the  owners  respectively 
of  tracts  of  land  under  ^e  system  of  die  com- 
pany, moat  of  them  of  only  a  few  acres  each, 
and  each  became  the  owner  of  a  water  right 
to  a  part  of  the  water  of  the  company  neces- 
sary to  irrigate  his  tract  of  land,  and  became 
liable  to  pay  for  a  yearly  rental  such  as  the 
company  was  entitled  to  charge  and  collect. 

The  annual  expense  of  the  system  and  its 
operation,  including  interest  on  its  bonds, 
and  excluding  the  natural  and  necessary  de- 
preciation, was  $33,034.77,  and  to  pay  this 
ozpense  and  income  of  6  per  cent  on  the 
amount  invested  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1896, 
It  was  necessary  that  the  rates  for  water  be 
fixed  to  realize  $119,791.66. 

The  amount  realized  outside  of  the  city  of 
National  City  for  thai  year  was  about  $15,- 
000,  and  do  more  than  that  sum  could  be 
pro^Mibly  realised  for  the  year  ending  Janu- 
ary 1,  1897. 

The  mains  and  pipes  were  perishaible,  and 
required  to  be  replaced  at  least  ones  in  six- 
te«i  years,  and  required  frequent  repairs. 

To  acquire  the  water  and  constmet  the 
system,  the  company  was  compelled  to  bor- 
low  $300,000,  and  to  pay  interest  in  the  sum 
of  $21,000  anmisily,  which  must  be  realized 
from  the  sale  of  its  wUtt,  and  wm  part  of 


its  operating  expenses,  and  the  share  of  its 
revenues  which  should  be  raised  in  the  city  ol 
Nationsi  City  was  about  one  third,  and  the  J 
amount  which  could^be  raised  from  said  dt^  P 
at  the  rates  which  prevailed  under  the  ordi* 
nance  mentioned  in  the  bill  was  about  $10,* 
715  per  annum,  cuid  no  more. 

The  value  of  its  water  franchises  and  sys- 
tem was  $1,100,000. 

No  other  person  or  corporation  was  far^ 
nishing  water  to  defendants,  nor  was  there 
any  other  system  by  which  thOT  oould  be  fur- 
nished, but  the  franchises  and  the  rights  ol 
the  company  were  not  exclusive. 

The  eity  of  National  City  was  a  municipal 
corporation  of  California,  of  the  sixth  class, 
and  the  board  of  trustees  thereof  claiming  to 
act  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
state,  passed  an  ordinance  fixing  the  rates  to 
be  charged  for  water  sold  and  furnished  by 
the  company  to  oonsumers  of  the  city. 

The  company  commenced  to  furnish  water 
in  tiie  year  1887,  and  was  informed  by  its  en- 
gineer that  its  system  and  supply  of  water 
would  furnish  to  consumers  sufficient  to  irri- 
gate 20,000  acres,  and  in  addition  what 
would  be  necessary  for  domestic  use  inside 
and  outside  of  said  city.  The  company  was 
unfamiliar  with  the  operation  of  the  plsnt 
and  system  constructed  and  the  cost  of  oper- 
atinc  and  maintaining  then^  and  relying  up- 
on the  estimates  of  the  engineer,  and  believ- 
ing that  an  annual  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre 
would  be  sufficient,  fixed  the  rate  at  such 
sum,  and  had  charged  it  until  January  1, 
1896,  but  instead  of  being  able  to  supply  suf- 
ficient water  to  irrigate  20,000  acres,  it  had 
been  demonstrated  by  actual  experience  thst 
the  system  would  not  supply  sufficient  to  ir- 
rigate, to  exceed  7,000  acres,  together  with 
water  demanded  for  domestic  use,  and  it  was 
believed  not  to  exceed  6,000  acres,  although 
there  were  about  10,000  acres  under  the  sys- 
tem susceptible  of  irrigation. 

At  the  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre,  even  if  all 
the  lands  of  the  system  should  be  supplied 
with  water  and  the  rates  in  National  City 
should  be  maintained,  the  company  would 
not  be  able  to  pay  operating  expenses  and 
maintain  its  plant,  and  the  money  invested 
in  it  would  be  lost,  and  the  company  would 
be  compelled  to  furnish  water  at  a  loss,  as 
it  had  been  furnishing  water  at  a  loss,  and 
Jits  system  had  been  going  gradually  to  decay  g 
consequent  upon  the  want  of  revenue  and* 
means  to  replace  the  same. 

To  pay  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining 
its  system  and  a  reasonable  interest  it  was 
necessary  to  charge  $7  for  irrigation  pur- 
poses, and  said  sum  was  a  reasonable  rate 
for  consumers  to  pay,  and  the  smallest 
amount  for  which  the  company  oould  furnish 
water  without  loss. 

By  the  laws  of  California  the  board  of  su* 
pervisors  might  upon  petition  of  twenty-five 
inhabitants  and  taxpayers  of  the  county  fix 
the  yearly  rental  for  water,  but  no  such  peti- 
tion had  been  presented  or  rates  fixed  in  the 
case  of  the  company. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated  the  eompaay 
gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  ob  Jaau- 
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ary  I,  1896,  It  would  establish  a  rental  of 
97  per  acre. 

Tne  defendants  and  each  of  them  refused 
to  pay  such  sum,  and  maintain  that  neither 
the  company  nor  its  reodver  had  the  power 
to  increase  the  rental,  and  that  the  former 
rate  must  be  and  remain  the  rental  until  the 
board  of  superrisors  establish  one  as  provid- 
ed by  law. 

The  increase  of  the  rental  was  absolutely 
neeessary  to  maintain  and  operate  the  plant. 

To  enforce  the  rental  the  oomplainant 
eaused  the  water  to  be  shut  off  the  premises 
of  each  of  the  defendants,  and  each  of  them 
threatened  and  would,  unless  restrained  by 
the  court  from  doins  so,  commence  a  suit  in 
the  superior  court  o?  San  Diego  county,  Cal* 
Ifomia,  to  compel  oomplainant  to  turn  on 
and  furnish  water  again,  claiming  the  use 
for  $3.50  per  acre,  and  for  damages.  The 
rights  of  the  defendants  and  the  determina- 
tion of  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  com- 
pany would  affect  all  in  the  same  way  and 
extent,  except  the  quantity  of  land  owned  by 
the  several  defendants  was  different 

The  bringing  of  said  suits  would  involve 
eomplainant  in  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  would 
hinder  him  in  the  operation  of  the  property 
of  the  company  and  the  settlement  of  ito 
debts  and  obligations,  and  the  questions  in- 
volved could  better  be  settled  in  one  suit 

The  increase  in  rates  would  add  to  the 

^  revenue  of  the  company  with  the  amount  of 

•  land  now  under  irrigation,  not  lessTUian  $14,- 

000  per  annum,  and  upon  the  whole  of  the 

land  which  could  be  irrigated  not  less  than 

$20,000  per  annum. 

There  were  allegations  of  the  legal  char- 
acter of  certain  of  the  defendants,  and  the 
bill  concluded  with  the  following  prayer: 

'^Wherefore  your  orator  prays  your  honors 
to  grant  to  him  the  writ  of  injunction 
against  the  defendants  and  each  of  them,  en- 
Joining  them  from  prosecuting  in  the  state 
courts  or  elsewhere  separate  actions  against 
your  orator  or  said  land  and  town  company; 
that  said  defendants  and  each  of  them  be  re- 
quired to  appear  in  this  suit  and  set  up 
any  claims  they  may  have  against  the  right 
of  your  orator  or  said  company  to  increase 
the  rental  for  water  furnished  by  said  com- 
pany, as  aforesaid,  and  that  it  be  finally  de- 
creed by  this  court  that  your  orator,  as  such 
receiver,  and  said  company  have  the  right  to 
increaae  the  amount  of  its  rentals  to  any  rea- 
aonable  sum,  and  that  the  sum  of  $7  per  acre 
per  annum  is  a  reasonable  rental  to  be 
charg^,  and  that  the  defendants  and  each 
of  them  be  required  to  pay  said  rate  as  a  con- 
dition upon  which  water  shall  be  furnished 
to  them,  and  that  your  orator  shall  have 
generally  such  other  and  further  relief  as  the 
nature  of  his  case  may  require." 

The  answer  was  very  long  and  somewhat 
confused  by  repetitions.  The  substance  of  it 
is  given  in  the  opinicm  of  the  circuit  court 
76  Fed.  Rep.  819. 

It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  to  say  that 
Its  allegations  and  defenses  were  based  on  the 
claim  that  the  supply  and  system  of  the  com- 
pany were  subject  ''to  the  water  rights,  ease- 


ments in,  and  servitudes  upon  said  rwenroir 
and  system,  and  to  all  other  rights  aoqoired 
by  these  defendants  therein  .  •  .  and  an- 
nexed to  the  respective  parcels  of  lands  of 
these  defendants.  And  also  each  such  water 
right  and  easement  was  in  freehold  and  waa 
a  freehold  servitude  imposed  upon  said  water 
system  for  the  benefit  of  the  land  to  which  it 
was  appurtenant^  and  that  all  claims  and  de- 
mands of  said  company  for  the  price  or  com- 
pensation therefor  had  been  paid  or  other- 
wise satisfied  by  purchase  or  <^herwise,  as  in 
the  bill  of  complaint  alleged."  And  such 
rights  extended  to  and  included  the  right  to 
have  the  company  maintain  that  system  effi- 
ciently to  conduct  the  wator  to  the  premises 
of  each  of  the  defendants  for  irrigation,  and  ^ 
othef*nses,  at  ''the  annual  rates  to  be  deemed  • 
and  accepted  as  the  legally  established  rates 
therefor  under  tha  facts  hereinafter  set 
forth." 

These  facta  were,  besides  those  stated  in 
the  opinion,  that  each  defendant  and  all  of 
them  paid  Uie  full  amoiont  demanded  by  tha 
company  as  the  price  of  tiie  perpetual  eas^ 
ment  of  water  supply  from  the  system  grant- 
ed and  annexed  to  their  lands,  and  that  they 
were  forever  discharged  from  the  payment  of 
any  further  sum  to  apply  on  Uie  principal  ol 
or  as  income  upon  the  cost  or  value  of  tha 
system  or  debt  incurred  for  its  construction 
or  the  value  of  their  respective  water  rights. 
And  that  in  these  respects  the  company  had 

Eut  all  lands  on  an  equal  footing,  and  they 
ad  remained  on  the  same  footing  for  more 
than  five  years,  and  in  many  cases  had 
changed  hands;  that  the  value  of  the  water 
rights  had  for  more  than  five  years  entered 
into  tha  market  value  of  the  lands  and  tha 
price  paid  to  their  vendors  by  the  defendants, 
who  were  their  succejsors  in  title,  and  they 
were  induced  to  purchase,  improve,  and  set- 
tle upon  their  respective  parcels  on  account 
of  the  rate  of  $8.60  per  acre  per  annum,  and 
it  entered  into  and  became  a  material  ele- 
ment of  their  value. 

That  by  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of 
1879,  it  is  provided  in  article  14,  f  1,  among 
other  things,  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"The  use  of  all  water  now  appropriated,  or 
that  may  hereafter  be  appropriated,  for  sale, 
rental,  or  distribution,  is  hereby  declared  to 
be  a  public  use,  and  subject  to  the  regula- 
tion and  control  of  the  state,  in  the  manner 
to  be  prescribed  bv  law," 

"Sec.  2.  The  right  to  collect  rates  or  com- 
pensation for  the  use  of  water  supplied  to 
any  county,  city  and  county,  or  town,  or  the 
inhabitants  thereof,  is  a  franchise,  and  can- 
not be  exercised  except  bv  authority  of  and 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law." 

And  in  pursuance  of  the  provision  the  leg- 
islature passed  an  act  approved  March  12, 
1885,  entitled  "An  Act  to  Regulate  and  Con- 
trol the  Sale^  Rental,  and  Distribution  of 
Appropriated  Water  in  the  State  Other  than 
in  Ann  City,  City  and  County,  or  Town 
Therein,  and  to  Secure  the  Rights  oi  Way 
for  the  Conveyance  of  Such  Wat^  to  the 
Places  of  Use."  » 

*The  act  provided  that  the  sale  and  distri-7 
bution  of  appropriated  water  was  a  publia 
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me^  and  the  risht  to  oollect  compensation 
therefor  a  fran<3die«  and,  except  when  fur- 
nished bj  a  city  or  town,  should  be  regulated 
and  controlled  by  the  board  of  supervisors 
of  the  eomrtieB  of  the  state  in  the  manner 
prescribed,  and  that  the  board  miffht  estab- 
lish different  rates  as  the  case  might  be,  and 
different  rates  for  the  several  different  uses, 
such  as  mining,  irrigating,  etc.,  for  which 
the  water  should  be  applied,  axid  the  rates 
fixed  should  be  binding  and  oondusive  for  a 
year,  until  establishea  anew  or  abrogated. 
And  it  was  provided  that  until  the  boards 
of  supervisors  establish  rates,  the  rates  "ao- 
tually  established  and  collected  .  .  . 
should  be  deemed  and  accepted  as  the  legally 
established  rates.** 

That  the  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre  was  the 
only  actual  rate  for  irrigation  which  had  ever 
been  established  and  collected  by  the  com- 
pany or  its  receiver,  or  assented  to  by  con- 
sumers. 

That  they  each  had  since  January  1,  1890, 
paid  the  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre  to  the  com- 
plainant as  receiver,  and  were  willing  and 
offered  to  pay  the  same  as  long  as  it  should 
be  legally  established.  And  it  was  averred 
that  in  so  far  as  the  act  of  1885  purported  to 
prohibit  the  company  from  the  sale  of  servi- 
tudes in  freehold  upon  its  system,  or  to  con- 
tract respectinff  the  same,  or  to  receive  full 
compensation  mm  any  consumer  therefor 
who  was  willing  to  contract  for  the  same,  and 
to  prescribe  that  such  easement  should  be 
used  only  upon  the  tenns  and  conditions  that 
the  owners  render  net  annual  receipts  and 
profits  upon  the  value  thereof  in  perpetuity, 
or  to  prohibit  contracts  respecting  the  an- 
nual receipts,  or  to  extinguish  an^  satisfy 
the  right  of  the  company  to  such  net  annual 
receipts,  the  same  was  unconstitutional  and 
void,  and  in  conflict  with  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  f  1,  article  9,  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  state. 

That  the  liability  of  the  defendants  to  pay 
rates  was  several,  not  joint,  and  that  certain 
of  the  defendants  were  not  residents  of  the 
state,  certain  others  not  residents  of  the 
county  of  San  Diego,  and  others  were  school 
districts,  and  that  none  of  them  were  com- 
petent to  maice  petition  to  the  board  of 
g  supervisors,  as  required  in  the  act  of  1885, 
•  and  said  act,  as  far  as  it^purported  to  author- 
ise the  company  to  increase  the  rates  of  $3.50 
per  acre,  was  in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  deprived  each  of  them  of  his  or 
her  property  without  due  process  of  law,  and 
to  each  of  them  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws. 

That  in  so  far  as  the  statute  of  1885  pur- 
ported to  authorize  the  company  to  shut  off 
water  from  the  lands  of  defendants  or  to  in- 
crease the  rate  without  consent  of  the  defend- 
ants, or  to  permit  its  collection  without  giv- 
ing the  defendants  a  standing  in  court  to  con- 
test the  reasonableness  of  the  increase,  was 
also  in  violation  of  said  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment. And,  iJso,  that  the  complainant,  by 
shutting  off  water,  violated  that  amendment. 

The  bill  of  review  then  averred  that  there 


were  exceptions  taken  to  the  answer  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  set  forth  or  discover 
relative  and  material  matters  of  fact  tending 
to  show  that  the  bill  was  not  true  or  in  con- 
fession or  avoidance  thereof,  but  instead  set 
forth  immaterial  and  irrelevant  matter. 

Each  exception  was  specific,  but  altogether 
they  went  to  the  whole  answer  except  its  ad- 
missions and  certain  of  its  denials. 

It  was  prayed  that  the  defendants  be  com- 
pelled to  amend  the  answer,  and  to  put  in  a 
full  and  sufiicient  one. 

The  exceptions  comine  on  to  be  heard, 
they  were  sustained — ^ths  defendants  ex- 
cepted. 

By  order  of  the  courts  on  motion  of  com- 
plainant, Charles  D.  Lanning  was  discharged 
as  receiver^  and  the  San  Diego  Land  &  Town 
Company  of  Maine  was  substituted  as  com- 
plainant— defendants  excepted. 

A  notice  was  given  of  a  motion  to  be  made 
that  the  bill  in  the  suit  be  taken  pro  eonfeaao, 
and  a  decree  of  the  court  be  taken  accord- 
ingly, on  the  ground  that  the  exceptions  to 
the  answer  had  been  sustained  and  no 
amended  answer  had  been  filed  within  the 
time  allowed. 

The  motion  came  on  to  be  heard,  and,  pend- 
ing its  hearing,  the  defendants  gave  notice 
of  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  suit  on  the  ground 
that  the  receiver  had  been  discharged,  the 
property  had  been   sold   under   foreclosure, 
and  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  another  ^ 
corporation;   that  the  San  Diego  Land  &<• 
TowB*Company  of  Maine  was  not  the  succes-  * 
sor  of  the  receiver,  and  had  no  interest  or 
right  to  prosecute  the  action,  and  that  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  San  Diego  co\inty  had 
fixed  tiie  rates  of  the  company. 

The  two  motions  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  2d  of  January,  1898,  and  the  motion  to 
dismiss  was  denied,  and  the  motion  that  the 
bill  be  taken  pro  confesao  against  all  the 
defendants  was  granted,  and  a  decree  ordered 
to  be  entered  according  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court    The  defendants  excepted. 

The  bill  of  review  further  averred  that 
the  court  caused  to  be  entered,  greatly  to  tho 
prejudice  of  the  orators,  its  decree  which  was 
set  out  at  length.  It  further  averred  that 
the  defendants  had  paid  the  costs  adjudged 
against  them,  and  detailed  at  length  their 
exceptions  to  the  ruling  of  the  court.  The- 
exceptions  reasserted  the  materiality  and 
suflSiciency  of  the  averments  of  the  answer, 
contended  that  the  court  misapprehended 
them,  and  erroneously  treated  and  considered 
the  exceptions  as  raising  for  discussion  the* 
merits  oi  the  case,  and  by  expunging  the  an- 
swer from  the  records  deprived  the  defend- 
ants of  the  right  to  have  the  merits  of  their 
defenses  on  their  face  regularly  determined 
upon  the  setting  of  the  cause  for  hearing  oi» 
bill  and  answer  or  upon  issues  raised  and 
proofs  made. 

The  bill  of  review  asserted  further  errora 
against  the  decree  in  that  it  denied  the  rights 
alleged  in  the  answer  of  defendants,  and  so- 
construed  and  enforced  the  Constitution  and 
statutes  of  the  state  as  to  violate  f  1,  art  14, 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  Ist 
that  it  maintained  the  company  and  the  rs* 
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eeiver  in  increasing  the  rate,  and  the  eon- 
dition  of  nonpayment  the  right  to  shut  off 
the  water  from  the  lands  of  the  defendants, 
and  thereby  deprived  them  of  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws  and  of  their  property 
without  due  process  of  law.  And  further, 
because  it  was  an  exercise  of  judicial  power 
to  the  same  end,  and  to  the  deprivation  of  the 
right  of  contract  without  due  process  of  law. 
Also  denied  to  the  state  a  republican  form 
of  government,  guaranteed  by  §  4,  art.  4,  of 
the  Ck>nstitution  of  the  United  States,  in 
S  that,  as  enforced  and  applied,  the  state  as- 

•  sumed  the  absolute  control  of  all  water*ap- 
propriated  and  all  works  for  its  distribution, 
abolished  capacity  to  acquire  property, 
rights,  and  servitudes  in  such  water  and 
waterworks  absolutely,  or  with  ownership  of 
lands  for  irrigation,  or  free  from  the  perpet- 
ual obligation  to  pay  net  revenue  of  not  less 
than  6  nor  more  i^an  18  per  cent  per  annum 
upon  the  cost  or  value  of  the  water  system; 
and  abolished  the  right  or  capacity  to  ascer- 
tain, fix,  or  define,  by  contract  or  convention, 
the  rate  of  compensation  to  be  paid  by  any 
consumer  for  the  supply  of  water  for  irriga- 
tion of  land. 

Error  was  also  asserted  in  the  decree  in 
that  it  was  in  favor  of  the  San  Dieeo  Land 
&  Town  Company,  of  Maine,  although  it  had 
not  become  a  party  to  the  cause,  by  supple- 
mental bill  or  otherwise,  and  because  what 
interest  it  had  did  not  appear,  nor  was  its 
claim  to  any  interest  set  forth,  so  that  the 
defendant  could  answer  or  plead  thereto. 
Also,  error  in  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  the  cause  or  make  any  de- 
cree on  the  merits,  and  error  in  not  dismiss- 
ing the  suit  after  the  discharge  of  Lanning, 
the  receiver  and  complainant. 

Hie  bill  concluded  with  the  following 
prayer: 

"Wherefore,  as  said  errors  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  record,  and  are  greatly  prejudicial 
to  complainants  and  their  rights  in  the  prem- 
ises, complainants  pray  that  said  decree  may 
be  reviewed,  reversed,  and  set  aside,  and  no 
further  proceedings  taken  therein;  and  to 
that  end  complainants  pray  process  by  sub- 
pcena  against  the  San  Diego  Land  &  Town 
Company,  of  Maine,  requiring  it  to  appear 
and  answer  hereunto,  and  show  cause,  if  it 
may,  why  said  decree  should  not  be  reviewed, 
reversed,  and  set  aside,  and  such  further  or- 
ders and  decrees  be  made  as  to  the  court  may 
seem  just,  including  the  restoration  to  your 
orators  of  the  sum  of  money  paid  under  said 
decree,  as  aforesaid." 

The  defendant  (appellee)  moved  the  court 
to  strike  the  bill  from  the  files  and  dismiss 
the  suit. 

The  motion  was  denied.  The  water  com- 
pany then  demurred  to  the  bill  on  the  grounds 
that  it  appeared  therefrom  that  tiiere  was 
no  error  in  the  proceeding  and  decision  in 
Lanning  ▼.  Osborne  appearing  on  the  face  of 
the  record  or  otherwise;  that  complainants 
were  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for,  or 
r  any  relief;  that  no  error  appeared  in  said 

*  suit  which  could  bo^relieved  by  a  bill  of  re- 
view or  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  re- 


view; that  th«  remedy  of  complainants  waa 
by  appeal. 

The  demurrer  wm  sustained  with  leave  to 
complainants  to  amend  the  bill  in  ten  days. 

The  complainants  elected  to  stand  on  their 
bill,  and  decree  was  tsattaed  on  the  demurrer 
as  follows: 

"It  is  therefore  eonsidered  and  decreed  by 
the  court  that  the  plaintiffs  take  nothing  by 
their  bill  herein;  that  said  bill  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  dismissed,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant have  and  recover  of  and  from  the 
plaintiffs  its  costs  in  this  behalf  laid  out 
and  expended,  taxed  at  $20.50." 

The  case  was  then  brought  here. 

MesBTB.  Alfred  Haines,  0.  S.  Ripley,  If. 
L.  Ward,  and  George  Fuller  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  John  D.  "Worka,  Lewis  B. 
Works,  Bradner  W.  Lee,  and  Oharlee  D.  Lam" 
ning  for  appellees. 

Messrs,  John  Oarber  and  Frank  H.  Bhori 
filed  a  brief  as  amioi  ourim, 

Mr.  Justice  MoKenna,  after  making  the 
at>ove  statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

One  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  to  the  bill 
was  that  it  appeared  from  the  complainants' 
own  showing  that  their  renaedj  was  by  ap- 
peal and  not  by  bill  of  review.  It  is  not 
pressed  with  much  earnestness  here,  and  is 
clearly  untenable.  Whiting  v.  Bank  of  UniU 
ed  States,  13  Pet.  6,  10  L.  ed.  33;  Putnam  v. 
Day,  22  Wall.  60,  22  L.  ed.  764;  Buffington 
V.  Harvey,  95  U.  S.  99,  24  L.  ed.  381;  Ena* 
minger  v.  Powers,  108  U.  8.  292,  27  L.  ed. 
732,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  642;  Willamette  Inm 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch,  126  U.  S.  1,  31  L.  ed- 
G20.  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  811;  Story,  Eq.  PI.  10th 
ed.  §§  403  et  seq. 

The  principal  contention  of  the  appellants 
is  that  the  water  rigjhts  are  easements  in  tiio 
real  estate  constituting  the  water  system.  In 
other  words  (as  described  by  appellants) » 
"incorporeal  interests  in  the  corporeal  prop- 
erty of  a  water  system  annexed  to  lands  irri- 
gated by  that  system."  Being  such,  the  cor- 
poration may  sell  them,  the  &ndowner  may  S 
contract  for  them<^-may  buy  them  outright* 
and  free  himself  wholly  from  annual  rates,  or 
may  stipulate  for  a  particular  rate.  In 
other  words,  that  the  water  right  is  an  in- 
terest in  the  system,  paid  for  with  the  land« 
or  by  the  stipulated  rate,  and  not  subject  to 
any  rate  or  to  increase  beyond  the  stijMil&ted 
rate,  according  to  tiie  varying  expenses  or 
valuations  of  the  system. 

It  is  claimed  te  be  property,  and  the  right 
te  sell  and  to  buy  it  is  asserted  respectively 
for  the  owner  of  the  system  and  the  consum- 
ers of  ite  waters,  and  that  the  Constitutioo 
and  laws  of  the  state  of  California  do  not 
prohibit  this,  or  if  th^  ean  be  construed  to 
do  so  violate  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  oi 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  by  de- 
priving appellante  of  their  property  without 
due  process  of  la.w,  and  violate  also  certain 
provisions  ol  the  Constitution  of  tiie  state  of 
California. 

It  is  further  contended  by  appellante  that 
conceding  a  contract  cannot  be  made  betn 


1899. 


OSBORNE  Y.  SAN  DIEGO  LAND  A  TOWN  00. 


865 


'Vater  eorpomtions"  and  their  eaatOBMn  for 
a  particular  rate  which  will  preclude  regula- 
tion by  the  state,  that  until  such  regulation 
the  parties— company  end  oonsmnera— may 
contract.  And,  mrtiier,  that  the  rate  of 
$3.50  per  acre  per  annum  was  the  rate 
charged  and  collected  by  the  company,  and 
therefore  became  the  rate  established  by  law 
hv  virtue  of  a  provision  in  |  5  <rf  the  statute 
ox  1885,  hereafter  auoted. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  answer  in  the 
original  suit  averred  the  rate  of  $3.50  per 
acre  per  annum  was  a  reasonable  rate,  and 
denied  that  the  increased  rate  of  $7.00  per 
acre  was  reasonable,  and  that  on  the  issue 
t^us  raised,  the  defendants  there,  complain- 
ants in  the  bill  of  review,  were  entitled  to  a 
hearing. 

The  charge  of  error  in  the  decrees  is  based 
on  their  adjudging  against  these  contentions. 

Opposing  the  contentions  of  appellants,  the 
appeHee  makes  a  distinction  between  the  fa- 
cilities for  the  use  and  the  right  to  use  the 
vrater  of  its  system  and  the  adnial  use  of  it. 
The  compensation  for  the  former,  appellee 
ooncedee,  mav  be  the  subject  of  contract;  the 
2  rate  for  the  latter,  it  contends,  is  subject  to 
•  regulation  by  law,  but,  until  so  regulated, 
may  be  established  by  the  water  companies. 

The  circuit  court  did  not  accept  the  di^ 
tinction  made  by  appellee.  It  did  not  accept 
the  view  contended  for  by  appellants.  It 
held,  interpreting  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  state,  that  the  appropriation  and  dis- 
position of  water  was  a  public  use,  the  right 
to  collect  tolls  or  compensation  for  it  a  fran* 
chise,  subject  to  regulation  and  control  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law,  and  that  such  tolls 
and  compensation  could  not  be  fixed  by  the 
contract  of  the  parties. 

If  the  contention  of  the  appellee  is  justi- 
fied, that  the  contracts  between  it  and  the  ap- 
pellants gave  it  the  right  to  establish  the 
rates,  the  controversy  is  narrowed  and  simpli- 
fied, and  we  are  relieved  from  deciding  the 
many  interesting  and  difficult  questions 
pressed  by  appellants  for  judgment. 

There  was  some  difference  in  the  way  the 
water  rights  of  the  defendants  arose,  but 
they  are  assimilated  in  the  same  legal  right 
by  the  allegation  in  the  original  answer  that 
the  company  did  "not  make  or  claim  any  dis- 
tinction in  respect  of  the  character  and  qual- 
ity of  the  water  right,  or  of  the  annual  rates 
actually  establish^  or  collected  for  irriga- 
tion.** 

It  is  only  necessary,  therefore,  to  say  in 
description  that  some  of  the  lands  were  pur- 
ehasea  before  1892,  and  up  to  that  date  there 
was  no  express  or  separate  grant  of  "water 
rights."  Some  were  purchased  after  1892, 
and  as  to  them  there  was  a  specific  sale  of  the 
appurtenant  water  right  The  contracts  in 
botti  cases  contained  an  agreement  to  sell  cer- 
tain described  real  estate,  "together  with  a 
water  right  to  one  acre  foot  of  water  per 
annum  tor  each  and  every  of  said  above-de- 
seribed  real  estate,  to  be  delivered  by  the 
party  of  the  first  part  through  its  pipes  and 
names  at  a  point — said  water  to  be  used  ex- 
dusivelv  on  said  real  estate,  and  not  to  be 
diverted  therefrom.  Provided,  that  the  party 
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of  the  first  part  may  change  the  place  of  de- 
livery of  said  water,  so  long  as  the  same  is 
near  the  highest  point  of  said  land.  For 
which  land  and  water  right  the  party  of  the 
second  part  agrees  to  pay  the  sum  of  -* 
dollars.^' 

The  contracts  also  eontained  the  following 
provisions :  i^ 

"And  the  party  of  the  second  part  further  n 
agrees  and  binds  -^  self,  —  heirs,  executors,  * 
and  assigns  to  pay  the  regular  annual  water 
rates  allowed  by  law  and  charged  by  the 
party  of  the  first  part  for  water  covered  by 
said  water  rights,  whether  said  water  is  used 
or  not,  and  to  pay  for  all  water  used  on  said 
land  for  domestic  purposes,  monthly,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  for  the  deliverv  of 
water  to  consumers,  as  the  party  of  the  first 
part  may  from  time  to  time  make." 

Other  lands  (about  900  acres)  described 
in  the  answer  as  "lying  outside  of  National 
City"  were  derived,  not  from  the  company, 
but  water  rights  were  attached  to  them  on 
the  same  basis  as  to  the  lands  sold  by  the 
company  up  to  1892.  After  that  date  the 
company  refused  to  furnish  water,  except 
upon  the  payment  of  a  sum  in  gross  for  the 
water  right  over  and  above  the  uniform 
annual  rate  established  and  collected,  or  in 
lieu  thereof  0  per  cent  annual  interest  upon 
the  company's  estimate  of  the  value  of  such 
right  The  price  was  first  fixed  at  $50,  after* 
wards  at  $100,  and  the  contract  in  addition 
providing  for  the  sale  of  the  water  right  con- 
tained the  following  provision: 

"In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  stipu- 
lations and  agreements,  the  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part  agrees  and  binds  —  self,  —  heirs, 
executors,  and  assigns,  to  pay  the  sums  above 
specified  promptly  as  the  sums,  and  each  of 
them,  falls  due,  and  that  — ^will  in  all  things 
comply  with  and  perform  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  this  agreementon  —  part  to  be  per- 
formed, and  that  —  and  they  will  promptly 
pay  all  annual  water  rates  and  charges  for 
the  water  to  whioh  —  is  entitled  under  and 
by  virtue  of  this  agreement,  at  rates  fixed 
by  the  party  of  the  first  part  as  allowed  by 
law,  and  at  the  times,  in  tiie  manner,  and  ac- 
oordinff  to  the  rules  and  r^ulations  made 
and  adopted  by  the  party  of  the  first  part, 
the  annual  rental  for  the  amount  of  water  to 
which  the  party  of  the  second  part  is  entitled 
under  this  contract,  to  be  paid  whether  the 
same  is  used  or  not,  and  also  to  pay  for  all 
water  used  by  —  on  said  land  for  domestic 
purposes  at  the  rates  fixed  by  the  party  of 
the  first  part  and  allowed  by  law." 

Under  the  same  form  of  contract  water 
rights  were  attached  to  about  400  acres  of 
land  belonging  to  other  defendants.  es 

•  To  lands  which  lay  in  what  is  designated  * 
Ex-Mission  the  contra (sts  contained  the  fol- 
lowing provision: 

"The  parties  of  the  first  part  will  make  ap- 
plication for  the  use  of  the  water  upon  the 
form  provided  by  the  party  of  the  second 
part  for  that  purpose,  and  pay  for  the  use  of 
the  water  at  the  current  rates  as  may  be  en- 
forced from  time  to  time  for  supplying  lands 
in  National  Ranch,  and  subject  to  the  i 
general  rules  and  regulations." 
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J.  M.  Ballow,  on«  of  the  defendants, 
daimed  his  water  right  under  a  oontract 
which  provided  as  folfows: 

"Provided,  that  said  party  of  the  second 
part  shaU  make  application  in  the  form  pro- 
vided by  the  company,  for  the  use  of  the 
water,  and  use  the  same  under  the  same  re- 
strictions and  conditions,  and  to  pay  said 
party  of  the  first  part  the  current  rate  there- 
for, as  established,  for  Chula  Vista;  pro- 
vided, said  restrictions  and  conditions  are 
not  inconsistent  with  the  water  right  hereby 
granted  to  said  party  of  the  second  part." 

The  rates  in  Chula  Vista  were  governed  by 
the  general  contract. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  contracts  in  all 
thinffs  substantial  to  the  controversy  are 
similar.  They  provide  for  the  payment  of  a 
certain  sum  for  land  and  water  rights,  or  f<Nr 
water  rights  alone,  and  ail  for  the  pavment 
of  annuiQ  rates  besides.  And  provide  di- 
rectly or  by  reference  that  the  annual  rates 
•hall  "be  fixed  by  the  party  of  the  first  part 
(the  company),  as  sllowed  by  law,"  to  be 
paid  whether  the  water  is  used  or  not.  Water 
used  for  domestic  purposes  is  also  to  be  paid 
for  "at  the  rates  fixed  by  the  party  of  the 
first  part  and  allowed  by  law." 

Tliese  provisions  do  not  leave  much  room 
for  construction.  For  irrigation  purposes 
and  for  domestic  purposes  the  rental  of 
water  is  to  be  paid  at  rates  "fixed"  by  the 
company.  The  only  qualification  is  "as  al- 
lowed by  law."  What  this  means  we  shall 
presently  consider;  but  whatever  it  means, 
it  does  not  sustain  appellant's  contention 
that  the  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre  per  annum  was 
irrevocable,  secured  to  them  free  from  the 
power  of  variation  by  the  company  or  by  law. 
It  is  not  important  to  consider,  therefore, 
whether,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
g  the  state,  they  could  contract  with  the  com- 
•  pany  for  the  price^of  a  water  right.  If  the 
contract,  they  plead,  gives  to  the  company 
the  power  to  fix  the  annual  rate,  the  only  in- 
quiry which  need  be,  is  whether  the  power 
has  been  exercised  "as  allowed  by  law." 
What  this  means  can  be  the  only  controversy. 

The  appellee  concedes  the  power  of  the  reg- 
ulations of  rates  by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
but  claims  that  until  the  power  is  exercised 
the  right  to  fix  the  rates  rests  with  it,  and 
that  those  fixed  by  it  are  "allowed  by  law." 
The  appellants  contend  that  the  power  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  is  only  a  power  to  fix 
maximum  rates,  and  below  them  the  right  of 
the  parties  to  contract  is  unrestrained  (a 
view  sufficiently  discussed  already) ,  and  that 
until  the  board  shall  act  "the  statute  itself 
fixes  ^e  standard  of  maximum  rates,  as  be- 
ing the  'actual  rates  established  and  collect- 
ed by  the  corporation,'  and  forbids  the  corpo- 
ration to  exceed  such  maximunu" 

The  contention  is  claimed  to  be  based  on  S 
6  and  §  8  of  the  act  of  1885.  Section  5  vests 
the  power  to  fix  rates  in  the  board  of  super- 
visors, and  provides  "when  so  fixed  by  such 
board  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  for  not 
less  than  one  year  next  after  their  establish- 
ment, and  until  established  anew  or  abro- 
gated by  sudi  board  of  supervisors  as  herein- 


after provided."    And  then  follows  the  pro- 
vision upon  which  appellants  especially  relys 

"And  until  such  rates  shall  be  so  estab* 
lished,  ...  or  after  they  shall  have 
been  abrogated  by  such  board  of  supervisors^ 
as  in  this  act  provided,  the  actual  rates  es- 
tablished and  collected  by  each  of  the  per^ 
sons,  companies,  associations,  and  corpora- 
tions now  furnishing,  or  that  shall  hereafter 
furnish,  appropriated  waters  for  sale,  ren* 
tal,  or  distribution  to  the  inhabitants  of  any 
of  the  counties  of  this  state,  shaU  be  deemed 
and  accepted  as  the  legally  established  rates 
thereof." 

Section  8  provides  that  tiiose  furnishing 
water  "shall  so  sell,  rent,  or  distribute  such 
waters  at  rates  not  exceeding  the  established 
rates  fixed  and  regulated  therefor  by  the 
boards  of  supervisors  of  such  counties,  or  as 
fixed  and  established  l^  such  person,  com- 
pany, or  associatioii,  or  corporation,  aa  pro- 
vided in  this  act." 

The  deduction  whidi  appellants  make  i«  S 
that  when  tht^ecnnpany  once  fixes  the  ratea  * 
they  must  remain  so  fixed,  and  if  changed 
l^  supervisorial  action  recur  upon  the  cessa- 
tion of  that  action — ^inevitable  alwaya 
through  every  change  of  condition ;  if  excess- 
ive, to  forever  remain  so;  if  deficient,  to 
forever  remain  so. 

The  argoment  urged  to  support  this  is  that 
one  of  the  ordinary  meanings  of  the  word 
"actual"  is  "existing  at  the  time."  "And  if 
(to  quote  counsel)  the  lexicographer  be  con- 
sulted to  define  the  word  'established'  he  will 
give  its  meaning  substantially,  as  does  the 
Century  Dictionary,  to  be  'to  make  stable; 
firm  or  sure;  appoint;  ordain;  settle  or  fix 
unalterably.' "  To  illustrate  the  immuUbil- 
ity  which  one  of  its  senses  conveys,  counad 
quote  with  apologetic  reverence  an  illustra- 
Uon,  which  they  say  is  often  found  in  stand- 
ard dictionaries:  "I  will  establish  my  cov^ 
nant  with  him  for  an  everlasting  covenant.'* 
Gen.  xvii:  19. 

We  dj-e  not  impressed  with  the  aptness  of 
the  illuiitration  to  the  case  at  bar. 

Covenants  formed  and  promulgated  by  a 
divine  wisdom  and  foresight  can  have  the  at- 
tribute of  inmiutability,  and  their  language 
may  be  used  and  interpreted  to  express  it» 
Human  regulations  are  for  the  most  part  oc- 
casional and  temporary.  Besides,  one  defini- 
tion of  a  word  does  not  express  its  whole 
meaning  or  necessarily  determine  the  inten- 
tion of  its  use.  If  so,  interpretation  would 
not  be  difficult,  and  the  application  of  the 
language  of  a  law  or  contract  would  be  aa 
unerring  as  easy. 

"Actual,"  of  course,  means  existent,  but  it 
does  not  preclude  change.  Nor  does  the  word 
"establish"  convey  the  idea  of  permanency. 
As  used  in  the  statute,  it  has  no  such  mean- 
ing. The  power  of  the  board  of  supervisors 
is  not  exhausted  by  one  exercise,  nor  has  its 
result  unalterable  fixity.  It  is  beyond 
change  only  for  a  year.  The  language  of  ths 
statute  is  "at  any  time  after  the  establish- 
ment of  such  water  rates  by  any  board  of 
supervisors  of  this  state  the  same  may  be  ee- 
tablished  anew  or  abrogated  in  whole  or  ia 
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MTt  by  raeh  board,  to  tek«  effect  at  not  leee 
ttaa  one  year  next  after  snch  first  establish- 
nient*    •    •    • 

•  It  is  manifest  to  oonstrue  the  word  "estab- 
V  Uah"  to  mean  <<to*fix  unalterably^  would 

throw  the  powers  of  the  board  of  supervisors 
into  confusion  and  contradiction. 

To  say  that  the  rates  are  unalterable  for 
a  year  would  prove  nothing.  Such  effect 
oomes,  not  from  the  use  of  the  word  "estBl>- 
Ush/'  but  from  other  words,  and,  but  for 
them,  rates  established  might  "be  established 
anew*'  as  often  as  the  board  of  superrisors 
might  choose.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the 
word  means  one  thing  when  applied  to  the 
power  of  the  board  c?  supervisors,  and  aur 
other  thing  when  applied  to  the  power  of  the 
company.  To  say  so  is  to  abandon  the  argu- 
ment. Thsit  depends  upon  the  meaning  of 
the  word  "establish"  to  be  "to  fix  unaltera^ 
bly," — ^to  mean  of  itself,  and  in  its  use,  per- 
manance  and  unchangeability.  If  it  does 
not  mean  that  of  itself,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
argument,  for  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  or 
its  purpose  which  would  give  it  such  mean- 
ing when  expressing  the  power  of  the  com- 
pany, and  something  else  when  expressing 
the  power  of  the  boM^  of  supervisors.  The 
purpose  of  the  act  reiects  such  view.  Its 
purpose  is  regulation,  deliberate  and  judicial 
and  periodical  regulation  by  a  selected  tri- 
1nma],and  we  cannot  believe  that  the  legisla- 
ture intends  by  an  absolute  and  peremptory 
provision  to  fix  rates  upon  the  water  comps' 
nies  unalterable  by  them,  no  matter  what 
tthaage  in  conditions  might  supenrene. 
Against  rates  which  may  beomie  unreasona- 
bly high,  the  statute  flriyes  relief  to  consumers 
through  petition  to  uie  board  of  supervisors. 
Rates  which  may  become  unreasonably  low, 
it  surely  does  not  intend  to  impose  on  the 
companies  forever,  except  as  relief  may  come 
from  the  volimtary  justice  of  its  customers 
or  by  a  violation  of  the  statute  and  appeal 
to  the  courts.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  to 
indicate  such  purpose,  nor  does  it  need  to 
have  such  purpose.  Its  dominant  idea  is  the 
regulation  of  rates  by  law,  not  commanded 
to  be  exercised  by  the  fforerning  bodies  as  a 
voluntary  duty  as  establishing  rates  in  cities 
and  towns,  but  exercised  when  invoked  by  pe- 
tition. Until  the  necessity  of  that,  what 
more  natural  and  just  than  to  leave  the  right 
with  the  water  companies  and  recognize  it 
as  legal.  This  is  the  meaning,  we  think,  of 
the  provisions  of  fi§  5  and  8,  8upra.  To  so 
interpret  tnera  makes  the  scheme  of  regula- 
^  tlon  complete — adequate,  without  being  med- 

*  dlesome  or*oppressive.  The  power  of  regula- 
tion is  asserted  and  provider  for,  and  ready 
to  be  exercised  to  correct  abuse,  and  who 
doubts  but  that  its  exercise  would  be  in- 
voked. 

The  appellants  assign  many  errors  upon 
the  action  of  the  circuit  court  in  sustaining 
the  exceptions  to  the  answer  made  in  the 
original  suit.  It  would  extend  the  opinion 
to  too  great  length  to  consider  them  sepa- 
rately Thev  are  reduced  to  and  depend  upon 
the  claim  that  they  constituted  a  submission 
of  the  case  on  bill  and  answer,  and  if  the  lat- 
ttr  traversed  any  material  allegation  of  the 


bin  it  oould  not  bo  taken  pro  oofifeaso,  and  a 
deerea  entered  upon  it  would  be  erroneous. 
{Re  Banford  Fork  d  Tool  Co.  160  U.  S.  247, 
40  Lb  ad.  414,  16  Sup.  Ct  Ren.  291). 

The  application  of  the  principle  is  claisded 
upon  the  ground  that  the  answer  denies  that 
the  rate  of  $3.50  per  acre  per  annum  is  un- 
reasonable or  that  the  increased  rate  of  $7.00 
per  acre  is  reasonabla 

The  circuit  court  held  tha/t  issue  was  not 
open  to  its  decision.  It  said  that  if  the  ratea 
established  by  the  board  of  supervisors  wera 
unreasonable  they  could  only  be  annulled. 
In  no  case  would  the  court  fix  them.  "There- 
fore," it  waa  further  said,  "it  is  not  for  tha 
court  in  the  present  case  to  go  into  the  ques- 
tion of  reasonableness  of  the  rates  estab- 
lished by  the  complainant,  and  which  it  seeba 
to  enforce.  If  unreasonable,  and  the  coin 
sumers  are  for  that  reason  dissatisfied  there- 
with, resort  must  first  be  had  to  the  body 
designated  by  the  law  to  fix  proper  rates,  to 
wit,  the  board  oi  supervisors  of  San  Di^go 
coimty." 

We  concur  in  this  view,  and  finding  no  er- 
ror in  tKe  decree  it  is  affirmed. 


<178  U.  S.  289) 
WESTEEN    UNION   TELEGRAPH   COM- 
PANY, AppU, 

V. 

ANN  ARBOR  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Removal  of  cauaea-^llegatian  that  euU 
arose  under  Constitution  and  laws  of  ike 
United  Btatee-^juriedieiion, 

A  bill  does  not  show  that  the  salt  arises  under 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  by  an  averment  in  a  snit  by  a  tele> 
graph  comiMiny  (or  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  for  the  use  of  a  railroad  right  of  way 
snd  for  an  Injtmctlon  against  Interference 
with  Its  rights,  to  the  effect  that  It  has  a 
right  to  maintain  Its  telegraph  line  on  the 
railroad  "under  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
of  the  United  States,**  as  It  has  long  been  set. 
tied  that  the  statute  does  not  confer  on  tele> 
graph  companies  the  right  to  enter  on  pri* 
vate  property  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner. 

[No.  202.] 

Argued  and  Suhviitted  March  19,  ZO,  1900. 
Decided  May  2i,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Sixth  Circuit  affirming  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  dismissing  a  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  interfering  with  a  telegraph  lina 
along  a  railroad.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  61  U.  S.  App.  741,  90 
Fed.  Rep.  379,  33  C.  a  A.  118. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fvllert 
This  was  a  bill  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Benzie  county,  Michigan,  by  the  Western 
Union  Telegraph  CcHnpany  against  the  Ann 
Arbor  Railroad  Compsny,  to  reetraln  defend- 
ant from  interfering  with  the  riffhts  of  com- 
plainant in  a  certain  telegraph  luia  along  do- 
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fendant'B  railroad.  The  bill  stated  the  West- 
ern Union  Telegraph  Company  to  be  "a  cor- 
Doration  organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  a  citizen 
of  the  said  state  of  New  York,**  and  the  Ann 
Arbor  Railroad  Company  to  be  "a  corpora- 
tion organized  and  existing  under*  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Michigan  and  a  citizen  of  said 
state  of  Michigan."  The  bill  alleged  that  on 
the  25th  day  of  September,  1890,  the  Frank- 
fort ft  Southeastern  Railroad  Company,  a 
corporation  of  the  state  of  Michigan,  owned 
and  operated  a  railroad  from  Frankfort  to 
near  Copemish,  Michigan;  that  on  that  day 
eomplainant  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
Frankfort  &  Southeastern  Railroad  Company 
for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a 
tdentiph  line  along  the  entire  length  of  its 
road ;  that  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  and 
in  May,  June,  and  July,  1891,  complainant 
built  Uie  telegraph  lines  provided  for  there- 
in; that  one  wire  was  erected  for  the  joint 
use  of  the  railroad  company  and  complain- 
ant, and  a  loop  to  Frankfort  and  back  was 
put  on  the  poles  for  the  exclusive  use  of  com- 
plainant. It  was  further  alleged  that  the 
railroad  of  the  Frankfort  &  Southeastern 
Railroad  Company  was  sold  some  time  in 
May,  1892,  and  transferred  to  the  Toledo, 
Ann  Arbor,  &  North  Michigan  Railroad  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  and  existing 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Michigan; 
that  afterwards  said  last-mentioned  company 
mortgaged  their  entire  railroad  to  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  &  Trust  Company  as  trustee,  and 
said  mortgage  being  in  default  a  bill  was 
filed  to  foreclose  it  in  September,  1893,  in 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
northern  district  of  Michigan,  to  which  fore- 
closure suit  complainant  was  not  a  party; 
that  the  whole  road  was  sold  under  order  of 
court  and  conveyed  to  the  Ann  Arbor  Rail- 
road Company,  and  the  sale  and  conveyance 
were  confirmed;  that  the  last-mentioned  com- 
pany now  claimed  to  be  in  possession  and 
operating  the  road  formerly  known  as  the 
Frankfort  &  Southeastern  Railroad.  And, 
further,  that  the  Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Com- 
pany purchased  the  road  with  full  knowledge 
of  complainant's  rights,  but  that  it  insisted 
that  it  was  not  bound  by  the  contract  made 
with  the  Frankfort  &  Southeastern  Railroad 
Company,  and  had  given  complainant  writ- 
ten notice  to  that  efTect. 

The  sixth  and  seventh  paragraphs  of  the 
bill  were  as  follows: 

**6th.  Your  orator  is  now  and  long  has 

been  doing  an  extensive  telegraph  business  in 

H  many  parts  of  the  United  States.     On  Janu- 

J  ary  7,  1867,  it  filed  with  the  Postmaster  Gen- 

•  eral  its* acceptance  of  the  provisions  of  the 

act  of  the  United   States  passed  July  24, 

1866. 

"7th.  It  avers  that  the  provisions  of  the 
contract  with  said  Frankfort  &  Southeastern 
Railroad  Company  are  binding  on  said  Ann 
Arbor  Company,  and  that,  independent  of 
eaid  contract,  it  has  a  right  to  maintain  its 
telegraph  line  on  what  was  formerly  said 
Frankfort  &  Southeastern  Railroad  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  the  United 
States." 


It  was  further  averred  that  about  October 
I,  1895,  the  Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Compaay 
took  possession  of  eomplainant'a  wires  be- 
tween Tbompsonville,  near  Copemish,  and 
Frankfort,  and  cut  olf  their  connection  with 
its  other  wires,  and  deprived  eomplainant  of 
telegraphic  connection  with  Frankfort;  that 
the  value  of  the  telegraph  lines  was  at  least 
the  sum  of  $3,000,  uhd  the  damages  arising 
through  loss  of  business  large,  but  incapable 
of  accurate  calculation ;  that  October  14, 1896, 
complainant  reconnected  the  telegraph  lines 
running  from  Tbompsonville  to  Frankfort, 
and  so  again  opened  telegraphic  eonununica- 
tion  with  the  latter  place,  and  was  now  in 
full  possession  and  use  of  said  lines;  but  that 
complainant  was  justly  apprehensive  that, 
unless  restrained  by  injunction,  defendant 
would  again  seize  said  telegraph  lines  and 
deprive  complainant  of  their  use. 

The  prayer  was  for  process  and  answer, 
"and  that  an  injunction,  both  preliminary 
and  final,  may  be  issued  out  of  and  under  tlio 
seal  of  this  court,  commanding  the  said  Ann 
Arbor  Railroad  Company  and  all  its  officers 
and  agents  to  absolutely  desist  and  refrain 
from  in  any  way  interfering  with  the  rights 
of  complainant  as  alleged  in  this  bill,  in  the 
telegraph  wires  and  poles  running  from 
Tbompsonville  to  Frankfort,  or  its  possession 
of  the  same,  and  that  said  defendant  allow 
said  complainant  to  reconnect  said  wires  to 
its  main  line  on  the  Chicago  ft  West  Michi- 
gan Railroad,  and  to  use  said  wires  for  its 
telegraph  business  in  tbe  same  way  as  it  was 
accustomed  to  use  them  before  its  rights  were 
disturbed  by  said  defendant,  and  that  defend- 
ant be  required  to  carry  out  said  contract  in 
good  faith  and  for  such  other  and  further  or 
different  relief,  or  both,  as  may  be  agreeable 
to  equity  and  good  conscience."  01 

Defendant  filed  its  petition  and  bond  forS 
the  removal  of  the  •cause  into  the  circuit* 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern 
district  of  Michigan,  alleging  that  it  was  a 
citizen  of  the  state  of  Michigan,  and  that 
complainant  was  a  citizen  of  New  York,  and 
then  stating:  "Your  petitioner  further 
shows  to  the  court  that  the  matter  and 
amount  in  dispute  in  the  above-entitled  causa 
exceeds,  exclusive  of  interest  and  costs,  the 
sum  and  value  of  two  thousand  dollars  ($2,« 
000)  ;  that  this  suit  is  one  arising  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  especially  under  the  act  of  Congress  of 
July  24,  1866,  now  contained  in  §  5263  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
and  the  amendments  thereto."  The  causa 
having  been  removed,  defendant  filed  an  an- 
swer and  cross  bill,  setting  up  the  existence 
of  a  mortgage  prior  to  the  alleged  contract 
and  its  foreclosure,  and  other  matters.  Cer« 
tain  facts  were  stipulated,  and  the  cause  sub- 
mitted. The  circuit  court  decreed  a  dis- 
missal of  the  bill.  From  this  decree  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals^ 
and  that  court  affirmed  the  decree.  61  U.  8. 
App.  741,  90  Fed.  Rep.  379,  33  C.  a  A.  113. 
From  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap* 
peals  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Companj 
appealed  to  this  court 
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HeasTM,  JohA  F.  Billon*  Oeorge  H. 
Fearona,  And  Buah  Taggari  for  appellant. 

J/r.  Aleacander  1*  Smith  tubmitted  the 
ease  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 
might  have  instituted  its  suit  in  the  circuit 
oourt»  but  it  sought  the  state  tribunals,  as 
it  had  the  right  to  do,  and  the  defendant 
could  not  remove  the  case  on  the  ground  of 
diverse  citizenship,  although  that  fact  ex- 
isted, because  it  was  itself  a  resident  of  the 
state.  Defendant's  application  to  remove, 
therefore,  was  based  on  the  averment  that 
the  suit  arose  *'under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  SUtes."  Whether  it  did 
2  80  arise  depended  on  complainant's  statement 
S  of  its  own  case.  Tennessee  v.  Union  d  P. 
*  BanVl52  U.  6.  454,  38  L.  ed.  511,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  654.  And  the  6th  and  7th  para- 
graphs of  the  bill  contain  all  that  defendant 
could  have  relied  on  at  bringing  the  case 
within  that  category.  These  paragraphs 
were  to  the  effect  that  complainant  had  ae- 
eepted  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  July  24,  1866,  and  that,  independent  of 
the  contract,  it  had  ''a  right  to  maintain  its 
telegraph  line  on  what  was  formerly  said 
Frankfort  A  Southeastern  Railroad,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  the  United 
States." 

The  bill  was  in  legal  effect  a  bill  for  the 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  set  up 
in  the  pleadings,  and  the  prayer  was  for  in- 
junction against  interference  with  complain- 
ant's alleged  rights,  and  that  defendant  allow 
complainant  to  reconnect  its  said  wires,  and 
use  them  in  the  same  way  as  before  they  were 
disturbed  by  defendant,  "and  that  defendant 
be  required  to  carry  out  said  contract  in 
good  faith,"  and  for  general  relief. 

It  was  not  argued  by  counsel  for  the  tele- 

Sraph  company  that  the  telegraph  company 
ad  any  right  under  the  statute,  and  in- 
dependently of  the  contract,  to  maintain  and 
operate  this  telegraph  line  over  the  railroad 
company's  property;  and  it  has  been  long 
settled  that  that  statute  did  not  confer  on 
tel^raph  companies  the  right  to  enter  on 
private  property  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  and  erect  the  necessary  structures  for 
their  business;  ''but  it  does  provide  that, 
whenever  the  consent  of  the  owner  is  ob- 
tained, no  state  legislation  shall  prevent  the 
oocupation  of  post  roads  for  telegraph  pur- 
poses by  such  corporations  as  are  willing  to 
avail  themselves  of  its  privileges."  Pensa- 
eola  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co,  96  U. 
8.  1,  24  L.  ed.  708.  In  that  case  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Waite  further  said:  "No  question 
arises  as  to  the  authority  of  Congress  to  pro- 
vide for  the  appropriation  of  private  prop- 
erty to  the  uses  of  the  telegraph,  for  no  such 
attempt  has  been  made.  The  use  of  public 
property  alone  is  granted.  If  private  prop- 
erty is  required,  it  must,  so  far  as  the  present 
legislation  is  oonoemed,  be  obtained  by  pri- 
Tate  arrangement  with  its  owner.  No  com- 
pulsory proceedings  are  authorised." 
When  a  suit  does  not  really  and  substan- 


tially involve  a  dispute  or  controversy  as  to  ^ 
the  effect  or  construction  of  the  Constitution  j 
or  laws  of  the  United  States,  upon  th^deter-* 
miuation  of  which  the  result  depends,  it  is 
not  a  suit  arising  under  the  Constitution  or 
laws.  And  it  must  appear  on  the  record,  by 
a  statement  in  legal  and  logical  form,  such  as 
is  required  in  good  pleading,  that  the  suit  is 
one  which  does  really  And  substantially  in- 
volve a  dispute  or  controversy  as  to  a  right 
which  depends  on  the  construction  of  the 
Constitution  or  some  law  or  treaty  of  the 
United  States,  before  jurisdiction  can  be 
maintained  on  this  ground.  Little  York 
Gold-Washing  d  Water  Co,  v.  Keyes,  96  U.  S. 
190,24  L.  ed.  656;  Blackburn  v.  Portland 
Gold  Min,  Co.  175  U.  S.  671,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
222,  44  Lu  ed.  — w 

We  are  unable  to  perceive  that  paragraphs 
6th  and  7th  met  Uiis  requirement,  and  it 
does  not  appear  to  us  that  they  were  intended 
to  do  so  by  the  pleader.  As  we  have  said,  it 
was  not  asserted  in  argument  that  the  tele- 
graph company  had  the  right  independently 
of  the  contract  to  maintain  its  line  on  the 
railroad  company's  property,  and  in  view  of 
the  settled  construction  of  the  statute  we 
could  not  permit  such  a  contention  to  be 
recognized  as  the  basis  of  jurisdiction.  But 
it  was  argued  that  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
the  telegraph  company  was  possessed  of  a 
public  character  and  was  discharging  publio 
duties,  and  that,  although  the  interest  it  ac- 
quired by  its  contract  was  subject  to  the 
prior  mortgage,  it  could  not  be  absolutely  de- 
prived thereof  by  foreclosure,  but  that  the 
circuit  court  should  have  so  framed  its  de> 
cree  as  to  preserve  the  occupancy  of  the  tele- 
graph company,  subject  to  making  compen- 
sation to  the  railroad  company,  the  value  of 
the  alleged  easement  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  court.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  bill 
was  not  framed  in  that  aspect,  and,  though 
there  was  a  prayer  for  general  relief,  relief 
cannot  be  awarded  under  that  prayer  unless  it 
is  such  relief  as  is  agreeahle  to  the  case  made 
by  the  bill.  And  it  is  entirely  clear  that  there 
were  no  averments  in  the  bill  in  respect  of 
this  contention,  which  would  bring  the  case 
within  the  category  of  cases  arising  under 
the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States 
so  that  jurisdiction  could  be  held  to  have 
rested  on  that  ground. 

The  result  is  that  the  decrees  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Appeals  and  of  the  Cirouii 
Court  mtist  he  reversed,  and  the  cause  be  re- 
manded to  the  latter  court  with  a  direction 
to  remand  it  to  the  state  court.  And  it  is 
so  ordered. 

(178  U.  S.  262) 
NORTH  AMERICAN  TRANSPORTATION 
&  TRADING  COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

17. 

DONALD  MORRISON. 

Federal  courts — jurisdictional  amount — ef» 
feet  of  ad  damnum  olauso— prospective 
wages  or  profits  <m  damages— ^adding  oe- 
signed  claims  to  give  jurisdiction — ooste 
against  plaintiff  in  error  on  reversal, 

1.    A  mere  ed  damnum  clause  will  not  eonfer 
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Jurisdiction  on  a  drealt  eonrt  of  the  Unltod 
States,   whers  the  plalntlif  asserts  as  his 

caase  of  action  a  claim  which  he  cannot  be 
legally  permitted  to  sastaln  bj  evidence,  to 
the  extent  of  the  jurisdictional  amoont. 

S.  The  amoant  of  wages  or  profits  which  plain- 
tiff alleges  he  could  haye  earned  by  securing 
employment  at  the  place  of  destination  can- 
not be  included  In  the  damages  recoverable 
for  a  carrier's  breach,  of  contract  of  transpor- 
tation, where  plaintiff  did  not  know  what  his 
occupation  or  business  would  be  at  the  place 
of  destination. 

t.  Claims  assigned  to  plaintiff  by  those  whose 
dtlsenship  and  residence  do  not  appear  either 
In  the  complaint  or  in  the  petition  for  re- 
moyal  cannot  be  added  to  his  own  cause  of 
action  In  order  to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  Fed- 
eral court  on  removal  from  a  state  court  on 
the  ground  of  diverse  citizenship. 

4.  Costs  may  be  Imposed  on  plaintiff  in  error 
where  a  judgment  Is  reversed  for  lack  of  juris- 
diction of  the  circuit  court.  If  the  cause  was 
removed  Into  that  court  at  his  Instance. 

[No.  203.] 

Bubmiited  March  tO,  1900.     Decided   May 
21,  1900. 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Wash- 
ington to  review  a  judgment  in  a  cause  re- 
moved from  a  state  court    Reversed. 
See  same  case  below,  85  Fed.  Rep.  802. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Shiran 

This  was  an  action  originally  brought  in 
December,  1897,  in  the  superior  court  of  the 
■tate  of  Washington  for  Kinff  county,  b^ 
Donald  Morrison  against  the  North  Ameri- 
can Tranaportation  A  Trading  Company, 
and  iubsciiuontly,  on  petition  of  the  defend- 
ant company,  removed  to  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  Stetes  for  the  district  of  Wash- 
ington. To  the  declaration,  containing  sev- 
eral counts,  the  defendant  demurred.  The 
demurrer  was  overruled,  and  the  cause  was 
tried  before  the  district  Jud^  and  a  iury. 
After  verdict  and  judgment  m  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  district  judge  certified  the  fol- 
lowiiw  statement  of  facts  and  questions  of 
Jurisdiction  to  this  court: 

"I,  C.  H.  Hanford,  district  judse,  presid- 
ing in  the  circuit  court,  aforesaid,  9M  the 
Judge  before  whom  the  above-entitled  cause 
was  tried,  do  now,  on  the  29th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1808,  being  the  December  term,  at  which 
the  judgment  and  verdict  were  entered  here- 
in, certify  as  follows: 

*<Morrison,  the  plaintiff,  alleging  himself 
to  be  a  citizen  and  resident  of  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  began  this  action  in  the  superior 
e9  court  of  King  county,  state  of  Washington, 
S  against  the  defendant,  alleging  it  to  be  a  cor- 
•  poration  organized  and  •existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  engaged  in 
business  in  the  state  of  Washington.  The 
suit  was  upon  eight  oauses  of  action,  the 
first  on  plaintiff's  own  account,  the  other  on 
account  of  seven  alleged  assignors  of  plain- 
tiff. The  citizenship  of  these  assignors  was 
nowhere  alleged. 

^^Defendant  removed  the  case  to  this  court 


on  the  ground  of  diversity  of  eitizensbip  b^ 
tween  it  and  plaintiff  Morrison,  and  the  in- 
volving of  a  sum  exceeding  $2,000,  exclusive 
of  interest  and  costs.  After  removal  defend* 
ant  demurred  to  each  cause  of  action  in  the 
complaint  as  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  and  aa  to  the  last  seven 
causes  of  action  on  the  additional  ground 
that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  it» 
and  this  was  overruled,  with  exception  to 
defendant.  Issue  waa  then  Joined,  and,  aft- 
er two  trials,  judgment  waa  entered  as  now 
complained  of  m  error  in  the  sum  of  $2,119.- 
60.  After  ihe  veiidict  and  before  Jud^ent 
defendant  moved  to  dismiss  or  remand  the 
whole  cauae  and  each  cause  of  action  on  the 
ffround  that  as  to  the  first  cause  of  action 
It  did  not  involve  $2,000,  exclusive  of  inter* 
est  and  costs,  and  as  to  the  second  and  each 
subsequent  cause  of  action — ^that  is  to  say, 
aa  to  the  assigned  causes  of  action — ^that 
ea^  of  these  &d  not  involve  $2,000,  exdu* 
sive  of  interest  and  costs,  and  because,  also, 
it  did  not  appear  that  proper  diversity  of 
citizenship  existed  at  the  time  of  the  cmu* 
mencement  of  the  action,  or  at  the  time  of  its 
removal,  between  the  assignors  of  plaintiff 
and  defendant  so  as  to  confer  jurisdiction 
upon  the  Federal  court;  which  said  motion 
to  dismiss  and  remand  waa  denied,  with  ex* 
ception  to  defendant. 

^The  original  c(»nplaint  shows  that  the 
Aggregate  sum  sued  for  by  Morrison  waa 
$18,173.50,  divided,  as  already  stated,  into 
eight  causes  of  action.  The  suit  was  upon 
eight  contracts  of  carriage,  between  defend* 
ant  as  a  carrier  and  plaintiff  and  his  seven 
assignors,  from  Seattle  to  Dawson  City,  by 
way  of  St.  Michaels  and  the  Yukon  river, 
which  contracts  were  alleged  to  have  been 
broken  by  the  carrier  by  failure  and  refusal 
to  transport  the  passengers  farther  than 
Fort  Yukon  on  the  river. 

"The  first  cause  of  action — that  of  plain-  ^ 
tiff  himself — alleged  himself  to  be  a  citiaen  g 
and  a  resident  of  Minnesota  andMefendant  a  • 
corporation  organized  and  eodsting  imder  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois.  The  contract 
was  alleged  to  have  been  made  at  Seattle  on 
the  30th  day  of  July,  1897,  and  the  agreed 
date  of  the  delivery  of  the  plaintiff  at  Daw- 
son by  the  carrier  was  alleged  to  be  Septem- 
ber 15,  1897,  and  this  suit  was  brougnt  on 
the  17th  day  of  November,  1897.  On  the 
breach  of  the  contract  at  Fort  Yukon,  plain- 
tiff alleged  himself  compelled  to  return  to 
Seattle.  The  damages  claimed  by  him  were 
aa  follows :  ( a )  Hie  price  of  his  ticket  from 
Seattle  to  Dawson  City,  $200;  (5)  $72.50. 
returning  to  Seattle  after  the  breadi  of  con- 
tract at  Fort  Yukon;  (c)  expense  of  $1  a 
day  and  loss  of  time  at  $3  a  day  at  Seattle 
since  his  return  there,  the  18th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1897;  (d)  $3  a  day  from  the  30th  day 
of  July,  1897,  which  he  could  have  earned 
if  he  had  not  started  on  the  journey  at  all; 
(e)  $15  a  day  which  he  could  have  earned 
for  a  year  at  Dawson  after  the  15th  day  ol 
September,  1897;  if)  lost  baggage,  $29.50; 
the  total  prayer  of  this  cause  of  action  being 
$2,801.76. 
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The  Becood  and  Bubeequent  eauset  of  ao- 
tkm,  being  the  assigned  cantee,  arose  on  ex- 
aetly  similar  contracts  of  carriage.  The  cit- 
isenship  of  the  respective  assignors  was  not 
arerred.    The  danutges  daimM  were  exact- 


self,  excepting  that  none  of  the  assignors 
claimed  the  item  of  lost  baggage,  and  that 
the  item  of  cost  in  returning  from  Fort  Yu- 
kon to  Seattle  was  as  low  as  $61.50  in  some 
instances,  and  as  high  as  9103.25  in  others. 
The  lowest  sum  claimed  by  any  of  the  assign- 
ors as  his  total  damage  was  $2,261.25,  and 
the  highest  claimed  was  $2,303.25. 

Neither  in  the  original  nor  the  assigned 
eanses  of  action  was  it  alleged  that  any  of 
these  passengers  had  ever  lived  in  Dawson 
before,  had  any  previous  engagement  or  busi- 
ness there,  or  any  promise  of  employment, 
the  allegation  in  each  cause  of  aetion  as  to 
the  passenger's  damage  in  this  respect  being 
that  lie  could  have  obtained  employment  and 
engaged  in  business  by  him  competent  to  per- 
form and  transact  at  or  about  said  Dawson 
City,  and  thereby  secured  wages  and  profits 
tt  at  the  rate  of  $15  per  day  continuously  from 
S  September  15, 1897,  for  the  period  of  the  year 
*  thence  next  ensuing,'  and  that  1ie*luui  whol- 
ly lost  all  of  said  employment  and  time,  and 
M  of  said  wages  and  profits,  to  his  damage 
in  the  sum  of  $2,000.^  It  was  not  alleged 
what,  if  any,  occupation  either  plaintifiT  or 
any  of  his  assignors  had  before  departure  on 
the  journey,  nor  was  it  alleged  what  oceupar 
tion  was  expected  at  the  point  of  destina- 
tion, or  that  any  expected  occupation  was 
communicated  to  the  defendant. 
''Now,  therefore,  I  do  certify  to  the  Su- 

Sreme  Court  the  following  question  of  juris- 
iction,  as  follows: 

"Wliether  the  motions  to  dismiss  and  to  re- 
mand should  have  been  granted  because  at 
the  time  of  removal  to  this  court  the  cause 
was  one  of  which  this  court  could  not  take 
jurisdiction — that  is  to  say,  whether — 

"(a.)  In  each  of  the  causes  of  action  the 
sum  or  value  of  the  matter  actually  in  dis- 
pute, as  shown  in  the  pleadings,  was  less 
than  $2,000,  exclusive  of  interest  and  costs, 
and  a  controversy  was  involved  substantial- 
ly within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court;  and 
whether — 

*'(b.)  If  the  forgoing  be  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  the  amounts  claimed  in  the  as- 
signed causes  of  action  could  be  united  to 
that  in  the  first  to  make  up  the  jurisdiction- 
al amount,  the  citizenship  of  the  assignors 
not  being  alleged;  and  whether — 

**{o.)  S upposing  the  jurisdictional  amount 
was  sufficient  in  each  cause  of  action,  the 
case  was  even  then  removable  to  this  court 
when  the  necessary  diversity  of  citizenship 
was  alleged  only  in  the  first  cause  of  action, 
and  was  not  alleged  in  those  assigned." 

Mr,  Frederiok  Bausman  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

JdessTB,  JoluDi  Arthur  and  1*  JL 
IVheeler  for  defendant  in  error. 


Mr.  Justice  Shiraa  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 
This  is  a  suit  by  Donald  Morrison,  alleges 
himself  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  state  ofS 


ing 
MTnnesota, 


against    the    North    American* 


ly  the  same  as  those  claimed  \ij  plaintiff  him- (*  Transportation  &  Trading  Company,  a  corpo- 


ration of  the  state  of  Illinois,  for  damage 
arising  out  of  a  breach  of  a  contract  whereby 
the  transportation  company  had  agreed  to 
eariy  the  plaintiff  and  his  baggage  from  Se- 
attle in  the  state  of  Washington  to  Dawson 
City  in  the  Northwest  Territoiy,  in  the  Do- 
minion of  Canada. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  defendant  company 
failed,  without  sufficient  excuse,  to  fulfil  its 
engagement,  and  the  question  upon  which  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  depended  is  as 
to  the  nature  and  amount  of  the  damages  to 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  The  allega- 
tions in  the  complaint  in  that  respect  were, 
first,  the  sum  paid  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  fare 
being  $200;  second,  the  expenses  caused  by 
having  to  return  to  Seattle,  amounting  to 
$72.50;  third,  the  wages  which  he  could  and 
would  have  earned  at  Seattle  if  he  had  not 
proceeded  upon  the  attempted  joum^,  being 
wages  at  the  rate  of  $3  per  day  during  all  the 
time  intervening  between  August  3,  IStT* 
and  November  17,  1897,  amounting  to  about 
$320 ;  fourth,  the  loss  of  a  certain  portion  of 
plaintiff's  baggage,  amounting  to  $29.25; 
and,  fifth,  the  loss  occasioned  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant's  failure  to  transport  him  to  Daw- 
son City,  "where  the  plaintiff  could  have  ob- 
tained employment  and  engaged  in  businew 
which  he  was  competent  to  perform  and  trans- 
act, at  or  about  i)awson  City  and  thereby 
have  secured  wages  and  profits  at  the  rate 
of  ^15  per  day  continuously  from  September 
15,  1897,  for  the  period  of  the  year  next  en- 
suing;" "by  reason  whereof  there  is  due  and 
owing  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant  by 
reason  of  the  premises,  for  said  expenditures, 
outlay,  and  damages,  the  sum  of  $2,301.75." 

It  was  obvious,  on  the  face  of  the  plain- 
tiff's complaint,  that  if  he  wa«  not  entitled 
to  recover  the  money  which  he  alleged  "he 
could  have  earned  and  secured  by  obtaining 
employment  and  engaging  in  business  at  or 
about  Dawson  City,"  the  amount  necessary 
to  give  the  circuit  court  jurisdiction  waa  not 
involved. 

While  it  has  sometimes  been  said  that  it 
is  the  amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  his 
declaration  that  brings  his  case  within  thek* 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court,  that  was  in  S 
suits  for^nnliquidated  damages,  in  which  the  * 
amount  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  was  a  question  for  the  jury;  an  in- 
spection of  the  declaration  did  not  disclose 
and  could  not  disclose  but  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  claimed, 
and  hence,  even  if  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
in  a  sum  less  than  the  jurisdictional  amount, 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  would  not  be 
defeated.  Barry  v.  Edmunds,  116  U.  S.  550, 
29  L.  ed.  729,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  501;  Beoti  v. 
Dtmald,  165  U.  S.  58,  89,  41  L.  ed.  632,  638, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  265. 

But  where  the  plaintiff  asserts,  as  hit 
eanse  of  action,  a  claim  which  he  cannot  be 
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legally  permitted  to  nutain  by  cnridenoe,  a 

mere  aa  damnum  dause  will  not  confer  ju- 
risdiction on  the  circuit  court,  but  the  court 
on  motion  or  demurrer,  or  of  its  own  motion, 
may  dismiss  the  suit.  And  such,  we  think, 
was  the  present  case. 

We  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  enter 
upon  a  discussion  of  the  rule  that  a  person 
is  not  to  be  held  responsible  in  damages  for 
the  remote  consequences  of  every  negligent 
act,  but  only  for  those  which  are  proximate 
or  natural,  and  shall  content  ourselyes  by 
stating  our  conclusion  that,  in  the  circum- 
stances disclosed  by  the  plaintiff's  declara- 
tion and  in  the  certificate  of  the  trial  judge, 
the  defendant  oom^jan^,  though  liable  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  for  the  other 
claims  asserted,  cannot  beheld  for  the  amount 
of  wages  or  proflta  which  the  plaintiff  sug- 
gests he  might  have  earned  had  he  reached 
Dawson  City. 

In  tne  district  judge's  certificate  it  is  stat- 
ed that  the  plaintiff  did  not  allege  that  he 
had  ever  lived  in  Dawson  City  before,  or  had 
any  previous  engagement  or  business  there 
or  any  promise  of  employment;  that  it  was 
not  alleged  what,  if  any,  occupation  the 
plaintiff  had  before  hia  departure  on  the 
journey,  nor  what  occupation  was  expected 
at  the  point  of  destination,  or  that  any  ex- 
pected occupation  or  employment  was  com- 
mimicated  to  the  defendant  company. 

Ilie  plaintiff  was  traveling  to  a  land  of 
promise,  hoping  to  there  procure  some  occu- 
pation, he  knew  not  what,  or  to  engage  in 
some  business,  he  knew  not  what.  The  re- 
ault  of  such  an  adventure  cannot  be  foretold, 
and  the  plaintiff's  anticipations  afford  no 
safe  groimd  on  which  to  base  a  claim  for 
«  damages. 

S  If,  then,  the  plaintiff,  in  respect  to  his  own 
*  claim,  did  not* disclose  a  case  of  which  the 
circuit  court  had  jurisdiction,  did  he  over- 
come that  difficulty  by  the  additional  counts 
in  which  he  alleged  himself  to  be  the  assignee 
of  several  otner  voyagers  who  had  suffered 
loss  and  damages  similar  to  those  claimed  by 
him  on  his  own  behalf?  The  citizenship  of 
the  assignors  was  not  alleged,  and  the  great- 
er portion  of  the  respective  claims  consisted 
of  matter  which  we  have  held  in  reference  to 
plaintiff's  own  claim  to  be  too  remote  and 
uncertain  to  be  allowed. 

It  is  somewhat  uncertain,  upon  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  declaration  and  those  stated  to 
us  in  the  certificate  of  the  district  judge, 
whether,  if  all  the  claims,  as  well  those  as- 
signed as  those  held  by  the  plaintiff  in  his 
own  right,  omitting  those  whicu  we  have 
held  to  be  too  remote  and  uncertain,  were  ag- 
gregated, they  would  reach  the  necessary  ju- 
risdictional amount.  But  however  that  may 
be,  aa  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  assignors 
oould  have  themselves  prosecuted  suit  in  the 
circuit  court,  it  is  the  settled  construction 
of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  that  the 
•ait  cannot  maintain  in  favor  of  the  assignee. 
Ber4  v.  Pitot,  6  Cranch,  332,  3  L.  ed.  240, 
was  an  action  commenced  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  given  by  a  citizen  of  Louiaiaaa  to 


another  oiticen  of  the  same  state.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789  was  as  fol- 
lows: ''Nor  shall  any  district  or  circuit 
court  have  cognizance  of  any  suit  to  recover 
the  contents  of  any  promissory  note  or  other 
chose  in  action  in  favor  of  an  assignee,  unless 
a  suit  might  have  been  prosecuted  in  such 
court  to  recover  the  said  contents  if  no  as- 
signment had  been  made."  1  Stat,  at  L.  78, 
chap.  20,  S  11.  The  plaintiff  was  the  general 
assignee  in  insolvency  of  the  mortgagor,  and 
was  an  alien;  and  it  was  said  by  Chief  Jua- 
tice  Marshall,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

''Without  doubt  assignable  paper,  being 
the  chose  in  action  most  usually  transferred, 
was  in  the  mind  of  the  legislature  when  the 
law  was  framed,  and  the  words  of  the  provi- 
sion are,  therefore,  beat  adapted  to  that  eUfls 
of  assignments.  But  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  the  legislature  waa  not  equally 
disposed  to  except  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  courte  thoee  who  could  sue  in 
virtue  of  equitable  aasignments  and  those 
who  could  sue  in  virtue  of  l^gal  aasignmenta. 
The  assignee  of  all  the  open  accounta  of  ag 
merchant  might,  under  certain  drcumstan-S 
ces,  b«*permitted  to  sue  in  equity  in  his  own  * 
name,  and  there  would  be  as  much  reaaon  to 
exclude  him  from  the  Federal  courts  as  to 
exclude  the  same  person  when  the  assignee 
of  a  particular  note.  The  term  'other  d^ose 
in  action'  is  broad  enough  to  ccHnprehend 
either  case,  and  the  word  'contents'  is  too 
ambiguous  in  its  import  to  restrain  that  gen- 
eral term.  The  'contents'  of  a  note  are  the 
sum  it  shows  to  be  due,  and  the  same  may, 
without  much  violence  to  language,  be  said 
of  an  account." 

And  the  same  construction  waa  put  upon 
the  language  of  the  act  of  August  13,  1888, 
chap.  866  (25  Stat,  at  L.  433).  Meanoan 
Nat,  R,  Co,  V.  Dawdaon,  157  U.  S.  201,  39  L. 
ed.  672,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  563. 

We  do  not  think  that  it  was  competent 
for  the  plaintiff  to  add  to  his  own  cause  of 
action  in  order  to  obtain  jurisdiction  in  the 
circuit  court,  claims  assigned  by  those  whose 
citizenship  and  residence  did  not  appear  eith- 
er in  the  complaint  or  in  the  petition  for  re- 
moval. As,  however,  the  plaintiff  brought 
his  action  in  the  state  court,  where  he  waa 
entitled  to  join  the  assigned  claims  with  his 
o^vn,  and  as  the  case  was  removed  into  the 
Federal  court  at  the  instance  of  the  defend- 
ant company,  whose  motion  to  remand  the 
case  we  are  now  obliged  to  sustain,  we  im- 
pose the  costs  in  the  circuit  court  and  in  this 
court  on  the  North  American  Transportation 
&  Trading  Company,  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

These  views  render  it  needless  to  answer 
severally  the  questions  certified. 

Accordingly  the  judgment  of  the  Cirouii 
Court  %%  reversed,  and  tiie  cause  is  remanded 
to  that  court,  with  directions  to  remand  the 
cause  to  the  state  court. 

It  Lb  io  ordered. 
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(ITS  U.  S.  186) 

HENRY  P.  CLARKE,  Plff.  in  Rrr^ 

NANCY  B.  OLABKE,  John  H.  Pwry,  Qimr- 
diao  ad  Litem  of  Nancy  B.  Clarke^  and 
Henry  P.  Clarke,  aa  Administrator  of  the 
Personal  Estate  of  Jnlia  Clarke^  Deceased. 

Ofmoersion  of  rml  pr^^periff  5y  wiU —  effeoi 
of  probate  in  other  etate-^-determination 
5y  oourt  where  land  Uee, 

1.  The  equitable  conversloii  of  real  property 
Into  personaltj  by  will  Is  a  matter  within  the 
ezcluslye  proTlnce  of  the  courts  of  the  state 
In  which  the  land  lies  to  determine,  althoogh 
the  will  was  made  and  has  been  probated  at 
the  domlcll  of  the  testator  In  another  state, 
where  It  Is  oonstmed  to  work  such  conyer- 
Blon  ol  the  real  property  whereyer  situated, 
and  It  Is  immaterial  that  the  executor  has 
not  assumed  to  make  any  conyeyance  of  the 
property. 

1.  The  local  law  of  a  state  is  taken  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  as  an- 
nounced by  the  state  court  of  last  resort. 

t.  The  interest  of  a  minor  deylsee  in  land  sit- 
uated in  another  state  cannot  be  determined 
In  a  suit  to  construe  the  will.  In  which  a 
ffoardian  ad  litem  Is  appointed  for  the  infant, 
as  neither  the  executor  nor  trustee  under  the 
will  nor  the  guardian  ad  litem,  nor  any  other 
person  assuming  to  represent  the  minor  in 
that  state,  has  authority  to  act  for  the  minor 
in  respect  to  real  estate  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  and  situated  in  another 
state. 

4.  A  decision  by  the  courts  of  the  domlcll  of 
a  testatrix,  that  her  will  worked  a  conyerslon 
Into  personalty  of  all  her  real  property,  where- 
erer  situated,  is  not  concluslye  upon  the 
esnrts  of  a  sister  state  in  respect  to  the  ef- 
fect of  the  will  npon  the  title  to  real  property 
In  that  state. 

[No.  216.] 

Arffued  April  9, 10, 1900.    Decided  May  tl, 

1900. 

IN  EKROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors 
of  the  State  of  Connecticut  to  review  a 
deciaion  affirming  a  decree  which  refused  to 
accept  a  probate  decision  in  another  state  aa 
conclusive  upon  the  title  to  real  property  in 
that  atate.    Affirmed. 

See  same  ease  bdow,  70  Conn.  195,  89  Atl. 
166,  and  70  Conn.  483,  40  AtL  111. 

Statement  bv  Mr.  Justice  Wldtoi 

This  writ  of  error  was  procured  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  reversal  of  a  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  of  errors  of  the 
state  of  Connecticut,  which,  aa  respected  real 
estate  situated  in  Uie  state  of  Connecticut, 
refused  to  follow  and  apply  a  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  of  South  Carolina  interpret- 
ing and  construing  the  will  of  Julia  H. 
Clarke. 

The  facts  from  which  the  legal  questions 
presented  arise  are  aa  follows: 

Henry  P.  Clarke  and  Julia  Hurd  intermar- 
ried in  New  York  in  1886,  and  immediately 
thereafter  went  to  South  Carolina,  where 
they  afterwards  continuously  resided.  Mrs. 
Clarke  died  on  February  10,  1894,  owning 
real  and  personal  proper^  in  South  Oaro- 
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Una,  and  also  real  estate  situated  In  Con- 
necticut.   Two      daughters     survived,    one 
Nancy  B.,  aged  five  vearsy  tha  other,  Julia,  ^ 
aged  about  two  months.  h 

•  A  will  and  codicil  executed  by  Mrs.  Clarke  • 
were  duly  established  in  the  court  of  probate 
for  Richland  county,  in  the  state  of  South 
Carolina.    The  will  conUined  the  following 
provisions: 

''Fifth.  The  rest,  residue,  and  remainder 
of  my  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  whatever 
description  or  wheresoever  situated,  I  nve, 
devise,  and  bequeath  aa  follows:  One  half 
thereof  to  my  husband,  Henry  P.  Clarke,  and 
one  half  thereof  to  my  said  husband  in  trust 
for  my  daughter,  Nancy,  until  she  becomes 
twenty-five  years  of  age,  and  then  to  pay  the 
whole  sum  over  to  her.  But  if  she  shall 
marry  before  that  age  with  the  consent  and 
approval  of  her  father,  or,  in  case  of  his 
death,  with  the  conaent  and  approval  of  her 
then  guardian,  then  I  direct  that  one  half  of 
her  share  shall  be  paid  to  her  up<m  her 
marriage  and  the  other  half  when  she  be^ 
comes  twentv-five. 

''In  case  I  shall  leave  surviving  me  one  or 
more  children  beside  mv  daughter  Nancy, 
then  I  direct  that  the  said  rest,  residue,  and 
remainder  of  my  estate  shall  be  divided 
equallv  among  my  said  husband  and  all  of 
my  children,  riiare  and  share  alike,  my  hus- 
band and  my  children  sharing  per  capita, 
and  the  shares  of  said  children  to  be  held  in 
trust  as  above  provided  in  the  case  of  Naney 
as  being  the  only  one. 

"And  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  said 
rest,  residue,  and  remainder  as  aforesaid,  to 
each  and  to  their  heira  and  each  of  them  for^ 
ever." 

The  infant  daughter  Julia  died  shortly 
after  her  mother,  in  the  month  of  May, 
1894,  owning  no  property  in  Connecticut  ez* 
cept  such  as  had  devolved  on  her  under  the 
will  of  her  mother. 

Henry  P.  Clarke,  aa  executor  of  the  laat 
will  and  testament  of  his  wife,  Julia  H. 
Clarke,  and  trustee  of  the  estate  of  Nancy 
B.  Clarke,  his  infant  daughter,  brought  suit 
in  June,  1895,  against  said  Nancy  B.  Clarke, 
in  the  circuit  court  for  the  fifto  judicial  cir- 
cuit of  South  Carolina,  praying  for  the 
"judgment  and  direction  of  the  court  In  re- 
gard to  the  true  construction  of  said  will, 
and  especially  the  fifth  and  residuary  para* 
graph  thereof,  and  as  to  his  powers  and 
duties  aa  such  executor  and  trustee  under 
said  will  in  tiie  premises  and  for  such  fur-« 
ther  relief  as  may  be  just  and  proper."  S 

•A  guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  for  the* 
infant  defendant,  who  duly  answered,  and, 
after  hearing,  the  court  decreed  that  the  will 
of  the  testatrix,  Julia  H.  Clarke,  worked  an 
equitable  conversion  into  personalty  at  the 
time  of  her  death  of  all  her  real  estate  of 
whatsoever  description  and  wheresoever  situ- 
ated; that  the  plaintifr  aa  executor  should 
receive,  administer,  and  account  for  the 
same  as  personalty;  that  he  was,  by  the  said 
will,  authorized  and  empowered  to  sell  and 
convey  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  execut- 
ing the  will,  and  leave  was  given  to  apply  for 
further  orders  and  directions  upon  tlie  loot  • 
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of  the  deeree.  Thia  Judgment  was,  upon  ap- 
peal, affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  South 
Carolina.     46  S.  O.  230,  24  S.  B.  202. 

The  oontroversy  in  the  courts  of  Con- 
necticut was  commenced  by  the  filing,  in  the 
probate  court  for  the  district  of  Bridgeport, 
of  a  petition  on  behalf  of  Henry  P.  Clarke  as 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  his  deceased 
daughter  Julia  Clarke,  he  having  beim  ap- 
pointed such  administrator  by  Uie  proper 
court  in  Connecticut.  In  tiie  petition  it 
was  recited  that  Julia  had  died  intestate, 
leaving  real  estate  in  the  district,  and  that 
divers  persons  claimed  to  be  entitied  to  have 
the  said  real  estate  set  apart  and  distributed 
to  them,  and  the  court  was  asked  to  hear  the 
daims  of  said  parties  and  ascertain  to  whom 
the  estate  should  be  apportioned.  A  guar- 
•dian  ad  Utem  having  been  appointed  by  the 
•court  for  Nancy  B.  Clarke,  the  application 
was  heard,  and  a  decree  was  entered  finding 
that  she  was  the  sole  heir  and  distributee  of 
fier  deceased  sister  Julis^  The  Connecticut 
law,  which  devolved  on  Nancy  the  whole  of 
the  real  estate  of  Julia,  differed  from  the 
law  of  South  Carolina,  by  which  the  estate  of 
Julia,  both  real  and  personal,  passed  equally 
to  the  father  and  to  Nancy  the  surviving 
•ister. 

Henry  P.  Clarke,  individually,  appealed 
from  the  decision  of  the  probate  court  to  the 
superior  eourt  of  the  county  of  Fairfield. 
That  court  filed  its  fiudings  stating  the  facts 
concerning  the  controversy,  and  reserved  the 
resulting  questions  of  law  to  the  supreme 
court  of  errors  of  the  state,  which  court 
recommended  that  the  decree  of  the  probate 
court  be  affirmed.  70  Conn.  195,  39  Atl.  155. 
^Thereupon  the  superior  court  of  Fairfield 
)  county  entered  a  decree  in  conformity  to  the 
'  mandate  to  it  directed.  *In  the  body  of  the 
decree  the  court  referred  to  the  contention  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  stated  the  one  perti- 
nent to  the  issue  now  before  us,  as  follows: 
"Upon  the  facts  aforesaid  the  appellant 
claimed  and  contended  that  the  decision  and 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  fifth  judi- 
cial circuit  of  the  state  of  South  Carolina, 
bmng  the  court  of  common  pleas  and  general 
sessions  for  Richland  county,  affirmed  by  the 
supreme  court  of  said  state  (46  S.  C.  230,  24 
6.  E.  202),  in  the  case  of  Henry  P.  Clarke, 
executor  and  trustee,  against  Nancy  B. 
Clarke,  in  its  interpretation  and  construction 
of  the  will  of  the  said  Julia  H.  Clarke,  to  the 
effect  that  said  will  worked  an  equitable  con- 
version into  personalty  at  the  time  of  her 
death  of  all  uie  real  estate  of  the  testatrix, 
wherever  situated,  was  binding  and  conclu- 
sive on  the  courts  of  this  state  in  his  favor 
Ib  this  proceeding,  and  that  to  hold  other- 
wise would  be  to  deny  full  faith  and  credit 
to  the  Judicial  proceedings  and  judgment  of 
the  state  of  South  Carol^,  and  would  be  in 
contravention  of  section  1,  article  4,  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States." 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  the  decree  of  the 
superior  court.  The  supreme  court  of  errors 
of  Connecticut,  although  it  remarked  that 
the  appeal  was  unnecessary,  as  its  prior  judg- 
Bient  had  settled  the  controversy  between 
iki  pftrtiei^  yei  entertained  the  appeal,  ud 


affirmed  the  decree  below.    70  Cx>nn.  488,  40 
Atl.  111. 

Messrs,  8.  F.  Phillips,  Ii.  F.  Tonmans, 

and  F.  D,  MoKenney  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Messrs.  John  H.  Perry   and   Winthrop 
H,  Perry  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  White,  after  making  the  fore- 
going statement,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  supreme  court  of  errors  of  Connecti- 
cut held  that  the  will  of  Julia  H.  Clarke, 
wife  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  did  not  at  theS 
time  of  her  death  work  an  equitable  con-  ^ 
version  into* personalty  of  the  real  estate 
situated  in  the  state  of  Connecticut,  and, 
consequently,  that  though  personal  property 
might  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  domicil, 
real  estate  within  Connecticut  was  controlled 
by  the  law  of  Connecticut,  and  hence  that 
Nancy  B.  Clarke,  as  surviving  sister  of  Julia 
Clarke,  inherited,  under  the  laws  of  Con- 
necticut, to  the  exclusion  of  the  father,  the 
interest  of  the  deceased  sister  Julia  in  the 
real  estate  in  Connecticut  whidi  had  passed 
to  Julia  by  the  will  of  her  mother.  It  is  as- 
signed as  error  that  in  so  deciding  the  Con- 
necticut court  refused  full  faith  and  credit 
to  the  decree  of  the  courts  of  South  Carolina, 
wherein  it  was  adjudged  that  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Clarke  had  the  effect  of  converting  her  real 
estate,  wherever  situated,  into  personalty; 
the  deduction  being  that  as  under  the  South 
Carolina  decision  the  real  estate  situated  in 
Connecticut  became  personal  property,  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  Connecticut  court  to 
have  decided  that  the  land  passed  by  the  law 
of  South  Carolina  and  not  according  to  the 
law  of  Connecticut,  and  hence,  that  instead 
of  treating  the  daughter  Nancy  as  the  owner 
of  the  whole  of  the  real  estate,  it  should  have 
recognized  the  father  as  having  a  half  interest 
therein.  And  the  correctness  of  this  propo- 
sition is  really  the  only  question  which  the 
assignment  of  errors  presents  for  ourd^ 
cision. 

The  argument  at  bar  has  taken  a  wide 
range,  and  the  various  legal  principles  by 
which  it  was  deemed  that  a  solution  of  the 
oontroversy  might  be  facilitated  have  been 
supported  by  a  very  elaborate  reference  to 
authority.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary, 
however,  to  critically  review  the  cases  cited 
and  the  observations  of  text  writers  which 
were  relied  on  in  argument,  nor  jbo  analyze 
all  the  contentions  which  it  is  asserted  those 
authorities  sustain.  We  say  this,  because^ 
in  our  opinion,  the  matter  at  issue  may  be 
disposed  of  by  the  application  of  two  wdl* 
defined  and  elementary  legal  principles. 

It  is  a  doctrine  firmly  established  that  the 
law  of  a  state  in  which  land  is  situated  con- 
trols and  governs  its  transmission  by  will  or 
its  passage  in  case  of  intestacy.  This 
familiar  rule  has  been  frequently  declared  by 
this  court,  a  recent  statement  tliereof  being 
contained  in  the  opinion  delivered  in  Da 
Vaughn  v.  Hutchinson^  166  U.  S.  566,  41  U 
ed.  827, 17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  461,  where  the  court 
said  (p.  670,  L.  ed.  p.  829,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  pw^ 
462) :  S 

^''It  U  a  principle  firmly  eatabiiahed  that'' 
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to  the  law  of  tbe  state  in  whioh  tbe  land  is 
■itoated  we  must  look  for  the  roles  which 
govern  its  descent,  alienation,  and  transfer, 
and  for  the  effect  and  oonstruction  of  wills 
and  other  conveyances.  United  States  v. 
Oroehy,  7  Cranch,  116,  3  L.  ed.  287;  Clark  v. 
Graham,  6  Wheat.  577,  5  L.  ed.  334;  MoQoan 
Y.  aoalee,  9  Wall.  23,  19  L.  ed.  545;  Brime  v. 
Hartford  F.  Ine.  Co.  96  U.  8.  627,  24  L.  ed. 
858." 

Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  courts  of  Con- 
necticut, construing  the  will  of  Mrs.  Clarke, 
have  declared  that,  by  the  law  of  Connecticut, 
land  situated  in  that  state,  owned  by  Mrs. 
Clarke  at  her  decease,  continued  to  be,  after 
her  death,  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  devo- 
lution of  title  thereto,  llie  proposition 
relied  on,  tlrarefore,  is  this,  although  the 
court  of  last  resort  of  Connecticut  (declar- 
ing the  law  of  that  state)  has  held  that  the 
real  estate  in  Question  had  not  become  per- 
sonal property  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Clarke,  nevertheless  it  should  have  decided 
to  the  contrary,  because  a  court  of  South 
Carolina  had  so  decreed.  This,  however,  is 
but  to  argue  that  the  law  declared  by  the 
South  Carolina  court  should  control  the 
passage  by  will  of  land  in  Connecticut,  and 
therefore  is  equivalent  to  denying  the  correct- 
ness of  the  elementary  proposition  that  the 
law  of  Connecticut  where  the  real  estate  is 
situated  governed  in  such  a  case.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  had  the  will  been  presented  to  the 
courts  of  Connecticut  in  the  first  instance 
and  rights  been  asserted  under  it,  that  the 
operative  force  of  its  provisions  upon  real 
estate  in  Connecticut  would  have  been  within 
the  control  of  such  courts.  But  it  is  said  a 
different  rule  must  be  applied  where  the  will 
has  been  presented  to  a  South  Carolina  court 
and  a  construction  has  been  there  given  to  it; 
for,  in  such  a  case,  not  the  will,  but  the  decree 
of  the  South  Carolina  court  construing  the 
will,  is  the  measure  of  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties as  to  real  estate  in  Connecticut.  The 
proposition,  when  truly  comprehended, 
amounts  but  to  the  contention  that  the  laws 
of  the  respective  states  controlling  the  trans- 
mission of  real  property  by  will,  or  in  case 
of  intestacy,  are  operative  only  so  long  as 
there  does  not  exist  in  a  foreign  Jurisdiction 
a  judgment  or  decree  which  in  legal  effect  has 
e«  changed  the  law  of  the  situs  of  the  real  estate. 
H  This  is  but  to  contend  that  what  cannot  be 
*  done  directly  can  be  accomplished  by  indirec- 
tion, and  that  the  fundamental  principle 
which  gives  to  a  sovereignty  an  exclusive 
Jurisdiction  over  the  land  within  its  borders 
is  in  l^gal  effect  dependent  upon  the  nonex- 
istence of  a  decree  of  a  court  of  another  sover- 
eignty determining  the  status  of  such  land. 
Manifestly,  however,  an  authority  cannot  be 
said  to  be  exclusive,  or  even  to  exist  at  all, 
where  its  exercise  may  be  thus  frustrated  at 
any  time.  These  conclusions  are  not  escaped 
by  saying  that  it  is  not  the  law  of  Connecti- 
cut which  conflicts  with  the  interpretation 
of  the  will  adopted  by  the  South  Cmlina 
court,  but  the  decision  of  the  court  of  Con- 
necticut which  does  so.  In  this  forum,  the 
local  law  of  Connecticut  as  to  real  estate 


is  the  law  of  that  state  as  announced  1^  the 
court  of  last  resort  of  that  state. 

As  correctly  observed  in  the  course  of  th* 
opinion  delivered  by  the  supreme  court  off 
errors  of  Connecticut,  the  question  as  to  the 
operative  effect  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  Clarksr 
upon  the  status  of  land  situated  in  Connecti* 
cut,  was  one  directly  involving  the  mode  of 
passing  title  to  lands  in  that  state.  This  re* 
suited  from  the  fact  that  u  the  will  worked 
a  conversion  into  personalty  immediately 
upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Clarke,  as  contendeUr 
it  necessarily  vested  her  executor  with  au* 
thority  at  once  to  sell  and  convey  the  real  es- 
tate in  Connecticut  by  a  deed  suffideni,  un- 
der the  laws  of  that  state,to  transfer  title  to 
real  estate — a  power  which  was  held  by  the 
courts  of  Connecticut  not  to  have  been  con- 
ferred. Had  the  executor  assumed  to  exer*' 
cise  such  a  power,  however,  the  validity  or 
invalidity  of  a  conveyance  thus  executed 
would  have  been  one  exclusively  for  the  courts 
of  Connecticut  to  determine,  just  as  would 
have  been  the  question  of  tbe  sufficiency  of 
the  will  to  vest  title.  Such  being  the  case, 
there  is  no  basis  for  the  contention  that  it 
was  not  the  exclusive  province  of  the  courts 
of  Connecticut  to  determine,  prior  to  the 
execution  of  such  a  conveyance,  whetner  or 
not  the  power  to  do  so  existed. 

As  further  observed  by  the  Connecticut 
court,  whether  Mr.  Clarke,  as  executor  and 
trustee  under  the  will  of  his  wife,  had  any 
power,  duty,  or  estate  with  respect  to  lands  g 
situated  in  Connecticut,  depended  upon  thev^ 
laws  of  that  state.  The  courts  ol*the  doim-*' 
cil  of  Mrs.  Clarke  could  properly  be  called 
upon  to  construe  her  will  so  far  as  it  affected 
property  which  was  within  or  might  properly 
come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  those  tri- 
bunals. If,  however,  by  the  law  as  enforced 
in  Connecticut,  land  in  Connecticut  owned 
by  Mrs.  Clarke  at  her  decease  was  real  estate 
for  all  purposes,  despite  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  her  will,  that  land  was  a  subject" 
matter  not  directly  amenable  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  of  another  state,  how- 
ever much  those  courts  might  indirectly  af- 
fect and  operate  upon  it  in  controversies 
where  the  court,  by  reason  of  its  jurisdiction 
over  persons  and  the  nature  of  the  contro- 
versy, might  coerce  the  execution  of  a  con- 
veyance of  or  other  instrument  encumbering 
such  land. 

And  the  cogency  of  the  reasons  just  given 
is  further  demonstrated  by  considering  the 
case  from  another,  though  somewha-t  similar, 
aspect.  The  decree  of  the  South  Carolina 
court,  which,  it  is  contended,  had  the  effect  of 
converting  real  estate  situated  in  Connecti- 
cut into  personal  property,  was  not  one  renp 
dered  between  persons  who  were  sui  furie, 
Nancy  B.  Clarke,  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
suit  in  South  Carolina,  and  whom  the  Cos- 
necticut  court  has  hdd  inherited,  to  the  ex> 
elusion  of  the  father,  under  the  laws  of  Cod* 
necticut,  the  whole  of  the  real  estate  belong- 
ing to  her  sister,  was  a  minor.  She  was 
therefore  incompetent,  in  the  proceedings  in 
South  Carolina,  to  stand  in  judgment  for  the 
purpose,  of  depriving  herself  of  the  right* 
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which  belonged  to  her  under  the  law  of  Con- 
necticut as  to  the  real  estate  within  that 
state.  Neither  the  executor  nor  trustee  under 
the  will,  nor  the  guardian  ad  litem,  nor  any 
other  person  assuming  to  represent  the  minor 
in  South  Carolina,  had  authority  to  act  for 
her  quoiid  her  interest  in  real  estate  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  South  Carolina  courts 
and  which  was  situated  in  Connecticut. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  courts  of  a 
state  where  real  estate  is  situated  have  the 
exdusiye  right  to  appoint  a  guardian  of  a 
nonresident  minor,  and  rest  in  such  guardian 
the  exdusiye  control  and  management  of 
land  belonging  to  said  minor,  situated  within 
the  state.  This  court  had  occasion  to  eon- 
ftider  and  paas  upon  this  doctrine  in  the  case 
of  Hoyt  V.  Bprague,  103  U.  S.  613,  26  L.  ed. 

2  685,  and,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion,  it  waa 

3  said  (p.  631,  L.  ed.  p.  692) : 

•  •  "One  of  the  ordinary  rules  of  comity  exer- 
cised by  some  European  states  is  to  acknowl- 
edge the  authority  and  power  of  foreign 
guardians,  that  is,  guardians  of  minors  and 
others  appointed  under  the  laws  of  their 
domidl  in  other  states.  But  this  rule  of  com- 
i^  does  not  prevail  to  the  same  extent  in 
England  and  the  United  States.  In  regard 
to  real  estate  it  is  entirely  disallowed,  and 
is  rarely  admitted  in  regard  to  personal 
property.  Justice  Story,  speaking  of  a  de- 
cision which  favored  the  exterritorial  power 
of  a  guardian  in  reference  to  personal  prop- 
erty, says:  *It  has  certainly  not  received  any 
sanction  in  America,  in  the  states  acting  un- 
der the  jurisprudence  of  the  common  law. 
The  rights  and  powers  of  guardians  are  con- 
sidered as  strictly  local ;  and  not  as  entitling 
them  to  exercise  any  authority  over  the  p^- 
son  or  personal  property  ox  their  wards  in 
other  states,  upon  the  same  general  reason- 
ing and  policy  which  have  circumscribed  the 
rights  and  authorities  of  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators.' Story,  Confl.  L.  §§  499,  604, 
604aw  And  see  Whart.  Confl.  L.  2d  ed.  §S 
259-268 ;  3  Burge,  Colonial  A  Foreign  Laws, 
1011.  And  some  of  those  foreign  jurists  who 
eontend  most  strongly  for  the  general  appli- 
cation of  the  ward's  lew  domicilii  admit  that, 
when  it  comes  to  the  alienation  of  foreign  as- 
sets, an  exception  is  to  be  made  in  favor  of 
the  jurisdiction  within  which  the  property  is 
situate,  for  the  reason  that  this  concerns  the 
ward's  property,  and  not  his  person.  Whart. 
Confl.  L.  2d  ed.  §S  267,  268." 

Of  what  eflicacy,  however,  would  be  the 
power  of  one  state  to  control  the  administra- 
tion, through  its  own  courts,  of  real  estate 
within  the  state,  belonging  to  minors,  with- 
out regard  to  the  domicil  of  the  minor,  if  all 
such  real  estate  could  be  disposed  of  and  the 
administration  thereof  be  controlled  by  the 
decree  of  the  court  of  another  state.  Here, 
again,  the  argument  relied  on  must  rest  upon 
the  false  assumption  that  an  exclusive  power 
which  confessedly  exists  in  the  courts  of  one 
Jurisdiction  may  be  wholly  destroyed  or  ren* 
dered  nugatory  by  the  action  of  the  eourts  of 
another  Jurisdiction  in  whom  is  vested  no 
authority  whatever  on  the  rabjeet  It  re- 
sults that  no  person  before  the  South  Caro- 
Uaa  eomrt,  ■iniming  to  qpetk  for  the  estate 


of  Nancy  B.  Clarke,  represented  any  real  ^ 
property  of  said  Nancy  which* was  not  with-  * 
in  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  South  Caro- 
lina, and  the  decree,  therefore,  eould  not  af- 
fect land  in  Connecticut,  an  interest  whieh 
was  not  before  the  court. 

When,  therefore,  Henry  P.  Clarke,  aa  ad- 
ministrator,  appointed  in  Connecticut,  of  the 
estate  of  his  deceased  daughter,  Julia  Clarke^ 
applied  to  the  Connecticut  probate  court  to 
determine  who  was  entitled  to  the  "real  es- 
tate" owned  by  the  intestate,  it  was  the  prov- 
ince of  the  Connecticut  court  to  decide  such 
question  solely  with  reference  to  the  law  of 
Connecticut.  Its  power  in  this  regard  was 
not  limited  by  the  fact  that  in  order  to  de- 
termine who  owned  the  real  estate,  it  was 
necessary  for  the  court  to  construe  the  will 
of  the  mother  of  the  intestate,  and  to  deter- 
mine what  effect  it  had  upon  the  status  of  the 
real  estate  under  the  law  of  Connecticut. 
Having  a  right  to  decide  these  questions,  it 
was  not  constrained  to  adopt  the  construo- 
tion  of  the  will  which  had  been  announced 
by  the  court  of  South  Carolina.  From  these 
conclusions,  it  follows  that  because  the  court 
of  Connecticut  applied  the  law  of  that  state 
in  determining  the  devolution  of  title  to  real 
estate  there  situated,  thereby  no  violation  of 
the  constitutional  requirement  that  full  faith 
and  credit  must  be  given  in  one  state  to  the 
judgments  and  decrees  of  the  courts  of  an- 
other state  was  brought  about,  as  the  decree 
of  the  South  Carolina  court,  in  the  particular 
under  consideration,  was  not  entitled  to  be 
followed  by  the  courts  of  Connecticut,  by  rea- 
son of  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  of 
South  Carolina  over  the  particular  subject- 
matter  which  was  sought  to  be  concluded  in 
Connecticut  by  such  decree.  Thompson  t. 
Whitman,  18  Wall.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Coto 
V.  Cunningham,  133  U.  S.  107,  33  L.  ed.  538, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  269 ;  Chrover  d  B,  Sewing 
Maoh.  Co.  V.  Radcliffe,  137  U.  S.  287,  34  U 
ed.  670,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  02;  Simmona  t. 
Saul,  138  U.  S.  439,  34  L.  ed.  1054,  11  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  369;  Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140  U. 
S.  254,  35  L.  ed.  464,  11  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  773; 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  506. 

Judgment  a/firmed* 

(178  U.  8.  196) 

WILLIAH  0.  BROWNING  et  •!.,  Plffe.  in 
Err.  d  Appta., 

V. 

CHARLES  H.  DbFORD. 

Chattel  mortgage-^mortgagee^9  knowledge 
of  mortgagor's  fraud  aa  to  creditors — 00- 
Udity  of  mortgage  as  against  attaohmemt 
by  defrauded  vendor. 

1.  Proof  that  the  agent  of  the  mortgagees  of 
chattels  was  a  lawyer  of  long  standing  and 
considerable  practice,  and  that  a  debt  to  him. 
self  which  had  been  already  partially  paid 
was  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  that  he 
was  the  son-in-law  of  the  head  ol  the  flra 
which  gave  the  mortgage,  and  who  had  pr^ 
vlonsly  given  deeds  to  members  of  his  family, 
one  of  them  being  to  the  lawyer's  wife,  which 
deeds  had  been  long  withheld  tsoss  teeoid*  aa4 
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that  the  mortncon  wwe  merehanta,  eon* 
■tantly  buying  and  replenlthtng  their  atock, 
and  standing  in  need  oferedit,iaaafflcienttogo 
to  the  jury  on  the  qoeatlon  of  his  connection 
with  the  scheme  of  the  mortgagors  to  execute 
the  mortgage  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
their  unsecured  creditors. 
S.  A  chattel  mortgage  taken  by  an  antecedent 
creditor  who  knows  that  the  debtor  has  pro- 
cured the  goods  fraudulently  cannot  be  sus- 
tained against  defrauded  yendors  of  the  prop- 
erty, whether  they  elect  to  rescind  the  sale 
and  replevin  the  goods  or  to  sue  for  the  pur- 
chase price  and  attach  the  gooda. 

[No.  245.] 

JLrgued  April  16, 17, 1900.    Decided  May  21, 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  and  APPEAL  from  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa to  review  a  decision  affirming  a  judg- 
ment for  defendant  in  an  action  of  trover  by 
chattel  mortgagees.    Affirmed. 

See  Bame  case  below  (Okla.)  60  Pac  534. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
This  was  an  action  in  the  nature  of  trover 
by  the  surviving  partners  of  the  firm  of 
Henry  W.  King  A  Company,  and  four  other 
creditors,  as  chattel  mortgagees,  against 
Charles  H.  DeI>*ord,  sheriff  of  Oklahoma  coun- 
ty, to  recover  the  value  of  a  stock  of  goods 
seized  by  the  defendant  and  sold  under  writa 
of  attachment  issued  against  the  property 
of  the  firm  of  W.  F.  Wolfe  &  Son,  in  suits 
instituted  by  general  creditors  of  that  firm. 
Defendant  justified  under  these  write  of 
attachment,  and  alleged  that  the  indebted- 
ness of  each  of  the  attaching  plaintiffs  was 
procured  by  W.  F.  Wolfe  A  Son  by  means 
of  false  and  fraudulent  representations  as 
to  their  financial  standing  and  credit;  that 
the  mortgage  was  executed  by  such  firm  in 
pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  between  the  firm 
and  the  mortgage  creditors,  who  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  firm,  and 
knew  that  the  mortgage  was  given  with  in- 
tent to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  their  gen- 
eral creditors ;  that  the  mortgage  was  neither 
given  nor  accepted  in  good  faith  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  a  bona  fide  indebtedness; 
but  that  the  indebtedness  was  in  part,  if  not 
wholly,  false,  fictitious,  and  trumped  up  to 
suit  the  occasion,  and  that  the  real  intent  of 
Wolfe  &  Son  in  executing  the  mortgage  was 
to  place  their  property  beyond  the  reach  of 
their  creditors, 
g  The  case  was  tried  before  a  jury,  and  re- 
S  raited  in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  de- 
*  fendant,  which  was  affirmed  by^the  supreme 
eourt  of  the  territory;  whereupon  plaintiffs 
brought  the  case  to  this  court  both  by  writ 
of  error  and  appeaL  Another  suit  in  attach- 
ment brought  by  E.  S.  Jaffray  &  Co.  against 
Wolfe  &  Son,  in  which  the  mortgage  was  set 
up  as  a  defense  and  the  facta  were  the  same, 
auo  resulted  in  a  judgment  that  the  mort- 
was  fraudulent.  Jaffray  t.  Wolfe,  4 
,  S03,  47  Pac  496. 

Mr.  John  "W.  Shartel  for  plaintiff!  in 
and  appellanto. 


SdL: 


Mr.  A.  A.  BlnMj  lor  defendant  in  error 
and  appellee. 

Hr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  eourt: 

This  was  a  contest  between  mortgage  cred- 
itors suing  as  plaintiffs  and  attaching  credit* 
ors  representing  the  defendant  sheriff. 

The  facta  are  that  on  December  15,  1890, 
the  firm  of  W.  F.  Wolfe  &  Son,  retail  mer- 
chanta,  and  conducting  a  store  at  Oklahoma 
city,  executed  a  joint  chattel  mortgage  to  one 
Vance  and  several  other  creditors  for  whom 
he  acted,  and  by  whom  he  was  authorized  to 
take  any  security  he  could  get,  of  their  stock 
of  goods  at  Oklahoma  city,  and  another  stock 
at  the  city  of  Guthrie,  not  involved  in  this 
case.  The  mortgagees  immediately  took  pos- 
session of  the  mortgaged  property  by  one 
Harvey,  their  agent,  and  a  brother-in-law  of 
Vance,  who  proceeded  to  take  an  inventory. 
Shortly  after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage, 
a  number  of  other  creditors  brought  euita  in 
attachment  against  Wolfe  &  Son,  and 
through  the  defendant  De  Ford,  sheriff  of 
Oklahoma  county,  levied  upon  the  goods,  and 
dispossessed  the  mortf;agee8,  who  brought 
suite  for  the  conversion  of  the  property. 
These  suite  were  subsequently  consolidated 
inte  two  cases,  in  one  of  which  all  the  mort- 
gage creditors  appear  as  plaintiffs,  and  the 
sheriff  of  Oklahoma  county  as  defendant  The 
defense  was  that  the  goods  were  fraudulently 
obtained  of  the  attaching  creditors  by  false  g 
representations  made  by  W.  F.  Wolfe  A  Son^ 
as  to  their  asseta,  and  that*  Vance,  one  of  the  * 
mortgage  creditors,  acting  for  himself  and 
as  agent  and  attorney  for  the  others,  not 
only  had  full  knowledge  that  such  goods 
were  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  obtained, 
but  actively  participated  in  obtaining  the 
same,  and  that  he  had  full  knowledge  that 
the  mortgage  was  executed  by  Wolfe  &  Son 
for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  dela^ng,  and 
defrauding  their  creditors,  and  actively  par- 
ticipated in  such  fraudulent  device.  In 
other  words,  in  brief,  that  the  goods  were 
purchased  in  the  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy 
that  when  a  large  stock  had  been  obtained  by 
Wolfe  A  Son  by  means  of  fraudulent  state- 
ments as  to  their  asseta,  certain  deeds  of 
their  real  estate  which  had  been  previously 
made,  but  which  had  remained  unrecorded, 
should  be  placed  of  record,  and  the  goods  and 
merchandise  obtained  upon  such  fraudulent 
statemente  should  be  mortgaged  to  the  plain- 
tiffs in  satisfaction  of  their  claims. 

In  this  connection  the  court  charged  the 
jury  that,  "in  order  to  invalidate  the  chattel 
mortgage,  it  is  not  enough  for  the  defendant 
to  show  simply  that  the  firm  of  W.  F.  Wolfe 
k  Son  f rauQulently  purchased  goods  of  the 
attaching  creditors,  but  it  must  also  appear 
from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
case  were  parties  to  such  fraud;  that  thev 
were  either  active  participanta  in  such  fraud, 
or  that  they  aidea  or  abetted  in  such  fraud, 
or  that  said  plaintiffs  at  the  time  they  took 
said  mortgage  actually  knew  that  Wolfe  ft 
Son  had  fraudulently  incurred  a  liability  and 
debt  for  the  goods  or  a  portion  thereof  de- 
scribed in  the  chattel  mortgage." 
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Though  there  ure  many  aeeignments  of  er- 
ror,  there  are  really  but  two  which  require 
our  eoneideration:  First,  that  there  was  no 
•ndenoe  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Vance, 
who  acted  for  the  mortgage  creditors,  of  the 
fraudulent  character  of  the  purchases  made 
by  Wolfe  &  Son  of  the  attadiine  creditors; 
second,  that  the  court  erred  in  nolding  the 
mortgagees  liable  simply  upon  proof  that  the 
mortgage  was  taken  with  knowledge  of  such 
fraudulent  representations. 

1.  To  make  out  their  case  the  attaching 

creditors  were  bound  to  show,  first,  that  the 

goods  were  fraudulently  purchased,  and,  sec- 

A  ond,  that  the  mortgagees,  or  Vance,  their 

S  agent,  was  a  party  to  or  cognizant  of  such 

*  frauds.  There  was  ample  evidence  that*the 
goods  were  fraudulently  purchased.  The 
nrm  of  W.  F.  Wolfe  &  Son  was  composed  of 
William  F.  Wolfe,  the  father,  and  Louis  H. 
Wolfe,  the  son.  On  January  5,  1887,  Louis 
H.  Wolfe  deeded  to  his  wife  Winifred,  in  con- 
sideration of  love  and  affection,  a  certain  lot 
of  land.  No.  15,  in  Topeka,  Kansas,  by  deed, 
which  was  not  recorded  until. December  17, 
1890.  On  July  26,  1800,  William  F.  Wolfe 
and  his  wife  Georgia  H.  deeded  to  Laura  V. 
Vance,  their  daughter,  and  the  wife  of  A.  H. 
Vance,  another  lot  in  the  city  of  Topeka,  No. 
20,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  $6,500,  and 
subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $4,000.  This  deed 
was  also  filed  for  record  December  17,  1890. 
On  September  8,  Georgia  H.  Wolfe,  wife  of 
William  F.  Wolfe,  msudo  application  to  the 
townsite  trustees  of  Okls^oma  city  for  a  deed 
to  four  lots  of  land  in  that  eity,  being  the 
site  of  their  business  house,  stating  that  she 
had  purchased  the  same  on  May  17,  1890,  of 
Louis  H.  Wolfe,  her  son,  and  William  F. 
Wolfe,  her  husband,  who  had  ^iven  her  a 
quitclaim  deed  to  the  same.  This  deed  was 
also  recorded  the  same  day  (December  17). 
Notwithstanding  these  deeds,  the  Wolfes,  in 
their  statement  of  assets  furnished  the  at- 
taching creditors,  included  all  this  real  es- 
tate, putting  an  estimate  of  $20,000  upon 
that  in  Topeka  and  $12,000  upon  that  in  Ok- 
lahoma. This  amount  added  to  the  value  of 
the  Oklahoma  store  stock  $17,000  and  the 
Guthrie  store  stock  $35,000,  made  their  total 
assets  $84,000,  less  $27,000  liabilities,  net  as- 
sets $57,000.  Sundry  letters  were  produced 
from  the  firm,  written  during  the  summer 
and  fall  of  1890  to  several  of  the  attaching 
creditors,  in  which  this  real  estate  was  in- 
cluded as  a  part  of  their  assets,  notwith- 
standing that  most  of  it  had  already  been 
conveyed  to  different  members  of  their  fami- 
lies. These  facts,  which  were  not  denied, 
and  which  were  scarcdy  susceptible  of  de- 
nial, were  fully  established,  and  were  clearly 
sufiicicnt  to  lay  before  the  jury  as  to  the 
fraudulent  character  of  the  purchases  of  the 
attaching  creditors. 

The  facts  that  Vance  was  a  lawyer  of  long 
standing  and  considerable  practice,  and,  as 
already  stated,  was  the  son-in-law  of  Wil- 
liam F.  Wolfe;  that  one  of  the  deeds  was  to 
his  wife,  and  was  withheld  from  record  for 
e  wveral  months,  and  until  a  day  or  two  after 
g  the  chattel  mortgage  was  made;  that  he 

•  oeuId*scarcely  have  failed  to  know  that  other 


deeds  had  been  made  to  the  wives  of  William 
F.  and  Louis  H.  Wolfe,  which  were  also  witii- 
held  from  record;  that  these  men  were  mer- 
chants who  were  constantly  buying  and  re- 
plenishing their  stock  and  stood  in  need  of 
credit;  and  that  he  was  himself  one  of  the 
creditors  secured  bv  the  mortgage— for  a 
debt,  too,  which  had  been  already  partially 
paid — were,  we  think,  sufficient  evidenoe  to 
open  to  the  jury  the  question  of  his  connec- 
tion with  the  scheme  of  Wolfe  A  Son  to  exe- 
cute this  mortgage  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding their  imsecured  creditors.  The 
very  fact  that  one  of  these  deeds  was  with- 
held from  record  for  three  years  and  a  half, 
another  for  eight  months,  and  another  for 
about  six  months  was,  unexplained,  sufficient 
to  indicate  that  they  were  withheld  for  no 
good  purpose.  While  evidenoe  was  ladcing 
of  a  direct  participation  by  Vance  in  these 
plans  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  Wolfe  & 
Son,  his  intimate  connection  with  the  family 
and  the  fact  that  the  mortgage  was  given, 
partially  at  least,  to  secure  him  for  his  lia- 
bility as  surety  for  the  firm,  was  not  too  re- 
mote to  justify  the  court  in  laying  the  whole 
matter  of  his  connection  with  the  fraudulent 
scheme  before  the  jury,  and  as  he  was  aetinff 
as  agent  and  attorney  for  the  other  secured 
creditors,  they  were  equally  chargeable  with 
himself. 

2.  Upon  the  second  point,  the  jury  were 
instructed,  in  substance,  that  to  defeat  the 
mortgage  it  was  necessary  for  the  attaching 
creditors  to  show  that  Wolfe  &  Son  were 
guilty  of  fraud  in  contracting  the  debts,  to 
satisfy  which  the  writs  of  attachment  were 
levied;  and  also  to  show  that  the  mortgagees 
were  narties  to  such  fraud;  or  that  at  the 
time  they  took  the  mortgage  they  knew  that 
Wolfe  &  Son  had  fraudiuently  incurred  a 
liability  for  the  goods  described'  in  the  mort- 
gage. The  objection  of  the  plaintiffs  to  this 
instruction  is  stated  in  their  fourth  assign- 
ment of  error,  that  the  court  "erred  in  hold- 
ing, as  a  principle  of  law,  that  where  gooda 
have  been  fraudulently  obtained  by  means  ol 
false  representations  as  to  the  financial 
standing  of  a  debtor,  and  where  such  credit^ 
ors  elect  to  sue  for  the  purchase  price  of  such 
goods,  and  proceed  by  the  attachment  of  the 
property  claimed  to  belong  to  the  debtor,  ^4 
that  a  party  previously  taking  a  mortgage  on^ 
such  goods  to  secure  aa^antecedent  debt,  with* 
knowledge  of  such  false  representations, 
must  surrender  such  property  to  such  attach- 
ment creditors." 

The  theory  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  the  at- 
taching creditors  had  an  election  of  reme> 
dies — either  to  rescind  the  sale  and  replevy 
the  goods,  in  which  case  it  would  have  been 
sufficient  as  against  the  mortgagees  to  prove- 
that  they  took  the  mortgage  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  the  goods  had  been  fraudulently 
purchased,  and  that  the  mortgagors  had  no 
title  to  them;  or  to  sue  for  the  purchase 
money  and  thereby  affirm  the  sale,  and  to  at- 
tach the  goods  as  the  property  of  the  mort- 
gagors, in  which  case  the  mortgagees  would 
stiuid  only  as  preferred  creditors,  and  their 
mortgage  would  be  valid,  notwithstanding; 
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their  knowledge  that  the  goods  had  been 
fraudulently  purchaaed. 

It  is  entirely  true  that,  upon  being  satia- 
iled  that  the  goods  had  been  purchased  u^n 
fraudulent  representations,  the  attaching 
creditors  had  an  election  of  remedies.  They 
might  rescind  the  sale  and  replevy  the  goods, 
or  they  might  afiirm  the  sue,  sue  for  the 
purchase  price,  and  attach  the  goods  upon 
the  ground  that  they  had  been  fraudulently 
purdiased.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  mort- 
gage,  it  would  only  have  been  necessary  for 
the  attaching  creditors  to  show  that  the 
debts  were  fraudulently  contracted,  to  sus- 
tain their  attachment;  but  in  order  to  at- 
tadc  the  mortgage,  and  to  show  that  they  had 
a  title  superior  to  that  of  the  mortgage  cred- 
itors, it  was  necessary  to  go  further,  and 
prove  that  the  mortgage  was  fraudulent 
This  might  be  done  by  evidence  that  the 
mortgage  was  taken  in  pursuance  of  a 
scheme  to  defraud  the  general  creditors,  or 
that  the  mortgagees  took  their  security  with 
the  knowledge  that  it  covered  goods  which 
had  been  purchased  upon  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations, and  that  the  purchases  were  nuide 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  entitle 
the  vendors  to  rescind  the  sale  and  reclaim 
the  goods.  They  chose,  it  is  true,  to  treat 
the  sale  as  valid,  sue  for  the  purchase  price, 
and  thereby  afOirm  the  title  of  the  vendees, 
but  they  did  not  thereby  affirm  the  mortgage. 
Their  approbation  went  no  farther  than  tne 
sale  from  themselves  to  Wolfe  &  Son.  Their 
reprobation  went  to  the  mortgage,  and  to 
9  that  alone.  There  was,  indeed,  an  election 
S  of  remedies,  and  having  made  an  election  the 
*  attadiing  creditors  *  were  bound  thereby. 
But  such  election  went  no  farther  than  to  af- 
firm the  sale,  under  which  they  were  at  liber- 
ty to  attach  the  goods  as  still  belonging  to 
the  vendees.  They  were  bound  no  farther 
by  the  fraudulent  mortgage  of  such  goods 
than  they  would  have  been  by  the  fraudulent 
assignment  of  them,  and  no  class  of  cases  U 
more  common  than  that  of  attachments  sued 
out  for  goods  which  are  daimed  to  have  been 
fraudulently  assigned. 

The  instruction  complained  of  is  fully  sup- 
ported by  the  recent  case  in  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas  of  Wafer  v.  Harvey  County 
Bankf  46  Kan.  697,  26  Pac  1032,  which  holds 
directly  that  an  antecedent  creditor,  who 
knows  that  his  debtor  procured  goods  and 
merchandise  by  fraudulent  means,  cannot 
by  a  chattel  mortgage  secure  a  lien  upon 
such  fraudidently  procured  goods,  adverse  to 
the  innocent  vendors  of  such  ffoods.  This 
was  also  an  action  by  a  chattel  mortgagee 
against  the  sheriff  who  had  seized  under  at- 
tachments a  stock  of  goods  belonging  to  the 
attachment  debtor.  The  distinction  relied 
upon  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  was  no- 
ticed in  that,  the  court  remarking  that 
these  ffoods  having  been  obtained  from  the 
attaching  creditors  by  fraudulent  means,  the 
debtor  acquired  no  title  to  them,  and  the  at- 
taching creditors  would  be  justified  in  retak- 
ing the  goods,  or  they  could  waive  the  tort 
and  bring  an  action  for  their  value,  in  which 
case  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the 
goods  had  been  fraudulently  obtained,  did  not 


put  them  in  a  position  of  bona  fide  pnrduw- 
ers,  or  enable  them  to  set  up  the  mortgage 
against  attaching  creditors. 

In  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff,  but 
one  {BiokesY.Bums,  182  Mb.  214,  83  8.  W. 
460)  is  in  point  In  that  esse  it  was  held  that 
where  defendants  procured  goods  by  fraud, 
and  transferred  the  same  in  trust  for  a  bank, 
to  secure  a  bona  fide  indebtedness,  the  mere 
knowledge  of  the  bank  that  the  goods  were 
so  procured,  and  that  the  defendants  intended 
to  defraud  their  other  creditors,  is  not  sufil- 
cient  to  avoid  the  trust  deed  at  the  suit  of  a 
creditor,  who  did  not  seek  to  disaffirm  the 
sale  of  property  by  him  to  defendants.  The 
suit  was  by  attachment  for  the  recovery  of 
an  amount  for  flour  sold  by  plaintiff  to  the  g 
defendants,  under  which  the  sheriff  seized  m 
certain  properly.  The  grantee* under  the* 
deed  of  trust  filed  an  interplea,  claiming  the 
property  so  seized  under  his  deed.  The 
court  held  that  the  plaintiff,  by  suing  upon 
his  account,  waived  the  fraud  in  the  sale, 
and  treated  it  thereby  as  the  pixiperty  of  the 
defendants,  with  the  same  power  of  disposi- 
tion in  the  defendants  over  it  as  of  any  other 
property  owned  by  them.  It  was  said :  *af 
the  debts  secured  by  the  deed  of  trust  were 
honest  debts,  and  the  property  conveyed  was 
not  excessive,  and  no  collusive  agreement 
shown  between  the  defendants  and  the  bank 
and  Ayr  Lawn  Ck)mpany  or  the  trustee  in  the 
deed  of  trust  ...  for  the  use  of  the 
defendants,  the  deed  of  trust  must  be  main- 
tained, and  there  was  nothing  to  submit  to 
the  jury.  No  proof  was  of^red  or  daim 
made  at  the  trial  that  any  part  of  the  prop* 
erty  conveyed  by  the  deed  ci  trust  was,  by 
agreement  between  defendants  and  the  bene- 
ficiaries, to  be  held  for  the  use  of  defendants. 
Then  proof  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ants in  procuring  the  property  would  have 
no  tendency  to  prove  such  a  result  If  the 
debt  secured  was  honest,  the  dishonest  meth- 
ods of  defendants  in  gathering  to  themselves 
the  property,  and  the  knowle^  of  that  fact 
by  tne  beneficiaries,  together  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  defendants' intention  to  defraud  their 
other  creditors  in  making  the  deed,  aU  would 
not  invalidate  the  deed  or  make  availing  to 
plaintiff  the  property  thus  conv^ed  in  this 
character  of  suit"  It  was  admitted  in  the 
case  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  election  of  rem- 
edies, but  it  was  said  that  "the  action  of 
plaintiff  in  that  case  was  based  upon  a  con- 
tract of  sale,  and  was  a  confirmation  of  it 
and  a  waiver  of  all  fraud  involved  in  it,  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  the  intervening  inter- 
pleader are  concerned  in  the  contest  for  the 
property.  The  sole  inquiij,  then,  was  as  to 
the  alleged  fraudulent  disposition  of  the 
property  by  the  deed  of  trust  to  the  inter- 
pleader, with  the  burden  of  its  establishment 
upon  itie  plaintiff." 

We  are  unable  to  accept  this  view  of  the 
law.  We  think  it  makes  no  difference  as  to 
the  rights  of  the  mortgagee  whether  the  ac- 
tion be  in  replevin  or  assumpsit.  In  either 
case  the  mortgagee  can  hold  them  if  he  be  a 
bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice,  bat  not 
otherwise.  If  the  attadiing  creditors  re- 
scind the  sale  and  sue  in  replevin,  the  mori* 
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•  gagees,  having  knowledg*  of^tht  frftodulent 
purchase,  are  in  the  position  of  taking  a 
mortgage  upon  property  to  which  they  knew 
the  mortgagor  nad  no  title.  If,  upon  the 
other  hand,  the  creditors  proceed  by  attach- 
ment, the  mortgagees,  knowing  that  the 
goods  were  fraudulently  purchased,  stand  in 
the  position  of  taking  advantage  themselves 
of  the  debtor's  fraud,  and  obtaining  a  pref- 
erence to  which  they  are  not  Justly  entitled. 
If,  as  the  evidence  had  some  tendency  to 
show,  they  actively  participated  in  the  fraud, 
their  position  is  even  worse. 

It  is  consonant  neither  with  good  morals 
nor  sound  sense  to  hold  that  one  may  take 
a  mortgage  upon  the  property  of  another, 
which  be  knows  to  have  been  fraudulently 
acquired,  and  to  which  the  purchaser  has  no 
valid  title,  whether  the  vendor  elect  to  pur- 
sue the  Durchaser  by  a  retaking  of  the  prop- 
erty, or  by  an  action  for  the  price  and  an  at- 
tachment of  the  property  to  secure  the  debt. 
Whichever  remedy  be  pursued,  the  fact  re- 
mains that,  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was 
taken,  the  mortgagor  had  a  voidable  title  to 
the  property  mortgaged;  and  while  an  elec- 
tion to  sue  in  assumpsit  recognizes  this  title 
as  between  him  and  Uie  vendor,  such  recogni- 
tion does  not  redound  to  the  validity  of  the 
mortgage,  which  must  be  judged  of  by  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  taken.  In 
other  words,  the  suit  in  assumpsit  affirms  the 
title  of  the  vendee,  but  not  the  title  of  his 
mortgagee. 

It  is  at  least  open  to  doubt  whether,  if  the 
mortgagees  had  disposed  of  these  goods,  an 
action  might  not  have  lain  against  them  for 
their  value,  upon  the  same  principle  that 
supports  an  action,  where  the  seller  is  in- 
duced by  fraudulent  representations  to  sell 
goods  to  an  insolvent  third  person,  from 
whom  the  misrepresenting  third  person  aft- 
erwards obtains  them.  An  action  lies  on  the 
assumption  either  of  a  fraudulent  conspira- 
ev  rendering  such  participant  liable,  or  upon 
the  ground  that  the  nominal  purchaser  was 
only  a  secret  agent  for  the  misrepresenting 
party,  who  finally  bought  the  goods.  BiddlA 
V.  Levy,  1  Stark.  20;  HiUy,  Pmrott,  3  Taunt. 
274;  Phelan  v.  Crosby,  2  Gill,  462;  State  use 
of  Steinherger  v.  Schulein,  46  Mo.  621;  2 
Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  §  612;  Benjamin,  Sales, 
^  4th  ed.  «  446. 

§  The  other  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiffs  are 
•  not  in  xH)int.  Jn^O'Dofiald  v.  Constant,  82 
Ind.  212,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  debtor 
who  purchased  the  goods  fraudulently  turned 
them  over  to  certain  preferred  creditors,  who 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  fraudulent  purchas- 
es. The  case  of  Bach  v.  Tuch,  126  N.  Y.  53, 
26  N.  E.  1019,  merely  holds  that  a  suit  for 
the  price  brought  with  knowledge  of  the 
fraud  was  a  ratification  of  the  sale,  and  es- 
topped the  vendor  from  rescinding  it  and  su- 
ing in  replevin.  The  cases  of  First  Nat, 
Bank  v.  McKinney,  47  Neb.  149,  66  N.  W. 
280,  and  Thomason  v.  Lewis,  103  Ala.  426, 
15  So.  830,  are  to  the  same  effect. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  see  no  error  in  the 
fu^gment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  it  ie 
therefore  affirmed. 
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CHESAPEAKE  &  OHIO  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Err,, 

V, 

WILUAH  HOWARD  and  Others. 

Carriere — liability  for  injury  to  passenger 
on  leated  railroad — illegality  of  arrange' 
ment  under  which  train  runs. 

1.  The  existence  of  a  lease  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany of  its  road  for  an  annual  rental  will  not 
relieve  a  company  which  Is  running  a  train 
over  the  road  from  liability  for  Injury  to  a 
passenger  caused  by  the  negligence  of  Its  own 
agents  or  servants  In  charge  of  the  train. 

2.  The  Illegality  of  an  agreement  or  arrange- 
ment nnder  which  a  train  is  run  by  a  rail- 
road company  over  the  track  of  another  com* 
pany  will  not  relieve  the  owner  of  the  tr^ 
from  liability  for  damages  to  a  passenger 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  Its  agents  or  serv* 
anta 
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IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  th« 
District  of  Columbia  to  review  a  decision 
affirming  a  judgment  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany in  an  action  for  damages.    Affirmed. 
See  same  case  below,  14  App.  D.  C.  262. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peekhami 

The  railroad  company  seeks  by  this  writ 
of  error  to  reverse  a  judgment  obtained 
against  it  at  a  trial  term  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  error,  which  judgment  has 
been  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  tha 
District. 

The  defendants  in  error  are  husband  and 
wife,  and  the  action  was  brought  by  them  to 
recover  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  wife  because  the  car  in  which 
she  was  riding  ran  off  the  trade  while 
formi^  part  of  a  train  in  transit  from  Louis- 
ville, hLentucky,  to  the  city  of  Washington, 
D.  C.  The  accident  occurred  during  the 
niffht  of  November  16,  1886,  at  a  place  called 
Soldier,  in  the  state  of  Kentucky,  and  about 
60  miles  west  of  the  east  line  of  the  state, 
and  while  the  train  was  running  on  the  rails 
of  the  Elizabeth  town,  Lexington,  &  Big 
Sandy  Railroad  Company,  which  was  a  Ken- 
tucky corporation. 

The  amended  declaration  of  the  plaintiffs 
below  alleged  that  the  train  on  which  the 
wife  was  a  passenger  was  operated  and  con- 
ducted by  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  jf 
and  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  manag-H 
ing  and  operating  a  line  of  rail  way  ^between* 
the  cities  of  Louisville,  in  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  Washington  city,  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  upon  said  line  of  railway 
it  was  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  for 
hire;  that  on  the  18th  of  November,  1886, 
the  plaintiff,  Laura  P.  Howard,  purchased 
from  the  agents  of  the  defendant,  at  the  city 
of  Louisville,  a  ticket  entitling  her  to  a  pas- 
sage upon  the  railway  from  the  eitj  of 
Louiavule  to  the  city  of  Washington,  and  tha 
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defendant,  it  was  alleged,  thereupon  beoame 
bound  to  safely  carry  and  transport  her 
from  the  city  of  LouisTille  to  the  city  of 
Washington,  but  the  defendant  did  not  carry 
or  transport  her  safely,  and  that  near  the 
town  of  Soldier,  in  the  state  of  Kentucky, 
by  the  unskilfulness,  carelessness^  and 
wrongful  neglect  and  mismanagement  of  de^ 
fendants'  agents  in  charge  of  said  train,  the 
sleeping  car  in  which  she  was  riding  left  the 
trade,  and  went  down  an  embankment  and 
was  demolished,  and  she  was  badly  wounded 
and  injured,  and  that  by  reason  of  these  in- 
juries she  suffered  great  pain,  and  has  been 
rendered  permanenuy  unable  to  do  any  busi- 


The  defendant  took  issue  upon  these  alle- 
gations, and  the  case  went  to  trial.  It  has 
been  twice  tried,  and  upon  the  first  trial, 
when  all  the  evidence  was  in,  the  court  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the 
ground  that  no  liability  on  its  part  had  been 
shown  for  the  accident  in  question.  Upon 
appeal  to  the  court  of  api)eals  of  the  District 
that  court  reversed  the  judgment  (11  App. 
D.  G.  300),  and  granted  a  new  trial.  A  re- 
trial was  had,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  judg- 
ment was  entered,  and  on  appeal  it  has  been 
affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  (14  App. 
D.  C.  262.) 

Mr,  Leicli  Robinson  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Messra.  B.  Boss  Perry,  James  Francis 
Bmith,  and  R,  Boas  Perry,  Jr^  for  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Peekham*  after  statins  the 
above  facts,  delivered   the  opinion  of   the 
g  court: 

H  The  injuries  sustained  by  Mrs.  Howard,  as 
*  shown  by  thsrevidence,  are  very  serious,  and 
undoubtedly  permanent.  The  accident  hap- 
pened at  night,  the  car  in  which  she  was 
sleeping  left  the  rail  and  went  over  an  em- 
bankment about  30  feet  high,  and  was 
broken  to  pieces.  She  was  released  from  the 
car  and  taken  to  a  cottage  by  the  wayside, 
and  subsequently  was  given  a  berth  in  a 
sleeping  car  and  brought  to  Washington. 

On  tne  trial  she  was  sworn  as  a  witness, 
and  testified  that  the  disease  was  evidently 
progressing,  because  she  could  not  sit  up  as 
long;  that  she  could  not  walk  any  distance; 
could  not  ride  in  the  street  cars  without 
great  suffering;  that  she  suffered  in  various 
ways  a  great  deal,  in  her  head  and  in  her 
spine,  and  was  never  free  from  pain.  The 
suffering  in  her  head  was  at  the  base  of  the 
brain,  and  if  she  wanted  to  see  anything 
back  of  her  she  had  to  turn  her  entire  body ; 
she  could  not  turn  her  head  either  way.  She 
said  she  had  been  under  the  doctor's  care 
most  of  the  time  during  the  past  eleven 
years  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial. 

Dr.  Chrystie,  a  specialist  in  spinal  dis- 
eases, testified  on  the  trial  that  Mrs.  How- 
ard placed  herself  under  his  treatment  early 
in  1887,  and  had  been  under  his  treatment 
ever  since.  He  said  that  she  was  suffering 
from  an  incurable  spinal  affection,  whi(£ 
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was  progressive,  occasioning  great  suffering 
and  almost  total  disability.  The  witness 
had  contrived,  and  made  for  her  an  appara- 
tus grasping  the  hip  and  extending  up  to 
the  shomders  and  giving  support  in  fronts 
which  steadies  the  back  as  a  broken  bone 
would  be  steadied,  and  this  gives  her  partial 
relief,  but  the  disease  is  located  so  low  down, 
so  much  superincumbenoe  of  weight  above^ 
that  it  does  not  give  her  complete  reliel 
The  apparatus  is  made  of  steel,  and  the  doc- 
tor said  should  be  worn  constantly,  and  she 
should  sleep  in  it  at  night.  It  is  necessary 
for  her  to  wear  it  every  hour  for  comfort, 
as  wdl  as  for  protection  of  her  back- 
bone. The  disease  is  progressing  slowly^ 
and  if  it  had  not  been  for  this  spinal  assist- 
ance, he  thought  she  would  have  had  com-' 
plete  paralysis. 

At  the  time  of  the  accident  she  was  a  clerk 
in  the  Agricultural   Department   at  Wash- 
inffton,  but  since  that  time  has  been  com- 
pelled to  give  up  her  position,  and  has  been« 
unable  to  do  any  worlc.  S 

*The  probable  cause  of  the  accident,  as* 
shown  by  the  evidence  given  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, was  an  imperfect  flange  on  one  of  the 
wheels  of  the  sleeping  car  in  which  Mrs. 
Howard  was  riding.  It  did  not  appear  that 
a  careful  inspection  could  not  have  discov- 
ered the  defect.  There  was  evidence  also 
given  as  to  the  train  being  driven  at  a  reck- 
less rate  of  speed  at  the  time.  We  think 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  negligence 
to  carry  the  case  to  the  jury. 

The  most  important  question,  that  of  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  company  for  the 
consequences  of  an  accident  on  the  road  of 
another  company,  arises  upon  the  evidence 
now  to  be  considered. 

In  order  to  sustain  their  claim  the  plain- 
tiffs gave  evidence  showing  the  following 
facts:  The  Elisabeth  town,  Lexington,  £ 
Biff  Sandy  Railroad  Ck>mpany,  hereinafter 
called  the  Kentucky  company,  was  incorpo- 
rated by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Ken- 
tucky, approved  January  29,  1869,  for  the 
purpose  of  building  a  railroad  from  Eliza- 
bethtown  to  a  point  on  the  Big  Sandy  river 
at  or  within  20  miles  of  its  mouth,  all 
within  the  state  of  Kentucky.  By  a  subse- 
quent act  the  company  was  authorized  to  sell 
the  railroad  or  lease  the  same  whenever  it 
might  be  to  the  interest  of  the  company  to 
do  so.  The  Big  Sandy  river  is  the  bound- 
ary line  between  the  states  of  West  Virginia 
and  Kentucky. 

At  this  time  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Rail- 
way Ompany,  the  plaintiff  in  error  (herein- 
after called  the  Virginia  company),  or  its 
predecessor,  had  been  incorporated  by  an  act 
of  the  legislature  of  Virginia,  and  was  oper- 
ating its  railroad  from  Phoebus,  a  station 
about  a  mile  east  of  Fortress  Monroe,  in  Vir- 
ginia, to  Huntington,  in  the  state  of  West 
Virginia,  and  about  8  miles  east  of  the  Big 
Sandy  river. 

In  1877  the  legislature  of  West  Virginia 
passed  an  act  providing  for  a  terminus  for 
the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railway  on  that 
river,  and  for  the  building  of  a  bridge  over 
it  so  as  to  connect  with  the  road  of  the  T 
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tueky  corporation.  That  corporation  had 
not  then  built  its  road  east  of  Mount  Ster- 
g  ling,  a  place  some  distance  west  of  the  river, 
H  and  on  November  12,  1870,  the  Virginia  and 
*  Kentucky  corporations  entered  into  amagree- 
ment,  by  which  the  Kentucky  corporation 
was  to  complete  its  railroad  from  Mount 
Sterling  east  to  the  river,  and  thereby  form 
a  connection  with  the  road  of  the  Virginia 
company,  and  in  consideration  thereof  the 
latter  company  was  to  complete  its  road 
from  tiie  station  at  Huntinffton  to  and 
across  the  river,  and  allow  the  Kentucky 
corporation  the  free  and  undisputed  use  of 
its  railroad  from  the  westerly  bank,  and 
across  the  river  to  the  depot  of  the  Virginia 
corporation  in  the  city  of  Huntington,  for 
the  term  of  five  years  from  the  date  of  the 
completion  of  the  road  as  stated. 

Pursuant  to  the  agreement  this  extension 
from  Huntington  west  to  the  river  was  com- 
pleted early  in  1882,  and  at  that  time  the 
tLentucky  corporation  had  also  completed  its 
road  from  Mount  Sterling  east  to  the  river, 
and  had  also  a  running  arrangement  over 
the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  into  the 
city  of  Louisville. 

During  these  times  Mr.  C.  P.  Huntington 
was  very  largely  interested,  and  was  the  con- 
trolling spirit,  in  a  number  of  railroads  sit- 
uated botn  east  and  west  of  the  Mississippi. 
He  had  built  many  new  lines  and  extended 
many  old  ones,  and  had  a  plan  for  bringing 
into  practically  one  management  a  line  of 
railroad  extending  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Pacific.  He  was  also  desirous  of  organizing 
into  one  line  his  lines  east  of  the  Mississippi 
river,  consisting  of  the  Virginia  company, 
the  Kentucky  company,  and  the  Chesapeake 
A  Ohio  and  Southwestern  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

After  the  completion  of  the  road  of  the 
Virginia  company  from  Huntington  to  the 
west  side  of  the  river  and  its  connection 
with  the  Kentucky  corporation  at  that 
point,  an  arrangement  was  made  between  the 
two  corporations  by  which  they  were  oper- 
ated substantially  as  a  continuous  sjrstem. 
They  were  operated  together  by  one  general 
manager,  under  verbal  directions  from  Mr. 
Huntington,  who  was  president  of  the  Vir- 
ginia company,  and  owned  a  controlling 
amount  of  the  stock  of  the  Kentucky  com- 
pany. Under  that  arrangement  the  Vir- 
ginia company  "operated  and  maintained 
the  line  of  railroad  for  and  on  account  of  the 
Gt  Elizabethtown,  Lexington,  &  Big  Sandy 
tS  Railroad  Company,  mostly  west  of  the  Big 
"•  Sandy  river,* to  Lexington,  and  included  in 
that  also  the  8  miles  of  track  between  the 
west  bank  of  the  river  and  Huntington. 
They  operated  it  for  and  on  account  of 
the  Elizabethtown,  Lexington,  &  Big  Sandy 
Railroad  Company,  keeping  an  account  on 
the  books  of  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railway 
Company  of  all  receipts  of  every  character 
between  Lexington  and  Huntington,  includ- 
ing also  the  Louisville  connection."  This 
was  in  the  early  part  of  1882.  The  arrange- 
ment continued,  as  testified  to  by  one  of  Uie 
witnesses,  who  was  an  officer  of  the  defend- 
ant^ lutil  the  organization  ol  the  Newport 


News  A  Mississippi  Valley  Railroad  Company 
(hereinafter  spoken  of),  after  which  it  is 
said  that  its  officers  operated  the  properties 
under  the  leases  hereinafter  mentioned. 
(This  statement  appears  to  be  merely  the 
conclusion  of  the  witness  from  the  other 
facts  in  the  case.)  The  duration  of  the  con- 
tract or  arrangement  under  which  the  Vir- 
ginia  and  Kentucky  roads  were  operated  as 
a  continuous  system  was  to  be  five  years 
from  the  date  of  the  completion  of  the  road, 
which  was  in  the  early  part  of  1882,  and  that 
would  have  made  the  arrangement  continue 
until  1887,  a  period  subsequent  to  the  hap- 
pening of  the  accident.  The  witness  sup- 
posed that  the  organization  of  the  Newport 
News  &  Mississippi  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany terminated  the  contract  by  force  of  the 
lease  above  referred  to.  He  stated  that  it 
was  terminated  in  the  same  manner  in  which 
it  was  made,  by  the  direction  of  Mr.  Hunt- 
ington; that  Mr.  Huntington  directed  Mr. 
Smith,  the  general  manager,  to  operate  the 
properties  in  accordance  with  the  leases  af^ 
er  they  had  been  made.  Mr.  Huntington  de- 
sired to  extend,  complete,  and  bring  his  dif- 
ferent railroads  under  one  management, 
that  of  himself. 

For  the  purpose  of  being  able  the  more 
easily  to  accomplish  this  object,  Mr.  Hunt- 
ington procured  from  the  legislature  of  the 
state  of  Connecticut  an  act,  approved  March 
27,  1884,  incorporating  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  which  was  therein  au- 
thorized and  empowered  to  contract  for  and 
acquire,  by  purchase  or  otherwise,  and  buy, 
hold,  own,  lease,  etc.,  railroads,  railroad 
bridges,  engines,  cars,  rolling  stock,  and 
other  railway  equipment,  etc,  in  any  state g 
or  territory;  "Provided,  however,  that  saAdn 
corporation  shall  not  have  power*  to  make* 
joint  stock  with,  lease,  hold,  own,  or  operate 
any  railroad  within  the  state  of  Connecti- 
cut" 

On  March  10,  1885,  the  legislature  of  Con- 
necticut changed  the  name  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company  to  that  of  the  Newport  News 
&  Mississippi  Valley  Company,  with  all  the 
powers  and  privileges  and  subject  to  all  the 
liabilities  existing  under  the  former  name. 

On  January  29,  1886,  the  Kentucky  cor- 
poration and  the  Newport  News  ft  Missis- 
sippi Valley  Company  (the  Connecticut  cor- 
poration ) ,  entered  into  an  agreement  of  lease, 
by  which  the  Kentucky  corporation  leased  its 
road  to  the  Connecticut  corporation  for  250 
years  from  the  1st  day  of  February,  1886,  at 
a  rental  of  $5,000  per  annum,  and  on  June 
15,  1886,  the  Virginia  corporation  and  the 
Connecticut  corporation  also  entered  into  an 
agreement,  by  which  the  railroad  of  the 
former  was  leased  to  the  latter  corporation 
from  July  1,  1886,  for  250  years,  at  a  yearly 
rental  of  $5,000. 

As  Mrs.  Howard's  injuries  were  sustained 
in  November,  1886,  on  the  railroad  in  Ken- 
tucky which  had  been  leased  to  the  Connecti- 
cut corporation  the  January  previous,  the 
plaintifiT  in  error  herein  makes  the  claim  that 
it  is  not  liable  for  the  results  of  that  acci- 
dent, because  it  did  not  occur  on  its  road  nor 
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OB  the  road  of  any  company  for  the  negligent 
aeto  of  whoee  a«;ent8  it  was  responsible. 

Assuminff  that  the  Kentucky  railroad  had 
been  leased  to  the  Connecticut  corporation^ 
and  that  the  latter  was,  at  the  time  the  ac- 
cident occurred,  actually  engaged  in  the 
management  of  the  former,  and  that  the  train 
to  which  the  accident  happened  was  con- 
ducted and  managed  by  the  agents  of  the 
Connecticut  company,  it  might  then  be  as- 
sumed that  this  plaintiff  in  error  could  not 
be  held  responsible  for  the  result  of  such  acci- 
dent; but  the  simple  fact  thai  at  the  time 
when  it  occurred  the  lease  spoken  of  was  in 
existence  would  not  conclusively  bar  a  re- 
covery in  this  case.  If,  notwithstanding  the 
CKeeution  of  the  lease,  the  plaintiff  in  error 
in  fact,  through  its  agents  and  servants, 
managed  and  conducted  and  controlled  the 
train  to  which  the  accident  happened,  it 
e  would  be  responsible  for  that  accident,  not- 
2  withstanding  the  existence  of  the  lease.  The 
•  evidence^was  sufficient  to  show  that  prior  to 
the  execution  of  the  lease  the  Kentucky  cor- 
poration was  controlled  and  managed  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  it  was  so  controlled 
and  managed  by  the  direction  of  Mr.  Hunt- 
ington, the  president  of  plaintiff  in  error.  It 
Is  claimed  that  this  arrangement  was  wholly 
illegal,  as  beyond  the  powers  of  the  Virginia 
eorporaticm.  But  if,  while  the  Kentucky 
corporation  was  managed  under  such  agree- 
ment, an  accident  had  occurred  by  reason  of 
the  negligence  of  the  agents  and  servants  of 
the  Virginia  company,  it  would  have  been  lia- 
ble for  the  damages  arising  therefrom,  not- 
withstanding the  agreement  or  arrangement 
imder  which  such  control  was  maintained 
was  Illegal.  If  the  agents  and  servants  of  a 
corporation  commit  a  wrong  in  the  course  of 
their  employment  and  while  in  the  perform- 
ance of  an  agreement  of  the  corporation 
which  is  ultra  vires,  the  company  is  liable 
for  the  wrong  thus  committed,  notwithstand- 
ing the  illegality  of  the  agreement.  First 
Nat,  Bank  v.  Oraham,  100  U.  8.  699,  702,  25 
L.  ed.  750,  761 ;  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Bollister, 
118  U.  8.  256,  260,  80  L.  ed.  176,  177,  6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1055;  Bissell  v.  Michigan  8,  d  N.  L 
R,  Cos.  22  N.  Y.  258 ;  Buffett  v.  Troy  &  B.  R, 
Co.  40  N.  Y.  168;  Nims  v.  Mount  Hermon 
Boys'  Bohool,  160  Mass.  177,  22  L.  R.  A.  364, 
36  N.  E.  776;  New  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  HaHng,  47  N.  J.  L.  187,  54  Am.  Rep.  123. 
We  are  therefore  brought  to  a  considera- 
tion of  the  evidence  in  the  record,  tending  to 
show  that  this  train  was  a  train  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  controlled  and  managed  by  its 
agents  and  servants,  for  whose  negligence  it 
is  liable. 

The  drcumstances  attending  and  leading 
up  to  the  arrangement  made  between  the  Vir- 
ginia and  Kentucky  companies  in  18S2,  by 
which  arrangement  the  former  took  upon  it- 
self the  management  of  the  Kentucky  com- 
pany, have  been  set  forth  somewhat  in  de- 
tail in  order  that  such  facts  might  be  viewed 
in  connection  with  the  evidence  as  to  the 
leases  and  the  manner  in  which  the  affairs  of 
the  roads  were  thereafter  conducted,  so  that 
the  whole  case  could  be  examined  to  deter- 


mine whether  it  was  proper  to  submit  to 
the  jury  the  main  question  of  fact:  Who  had 
the  management  and  control  of  the  train  to 
which  the  accident  happened? 

Evidence  was  given  that  many  years  prior  ih 
to  the  execution  of  the  lease  above  refer  red  S 
to  the  Virginia  company  had^established  of-* 
fices  and  an  agency  in  the  city  of  Washington 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  business  for  that 
company  and  its  connections,  and  it  had  en- 
tered into  some  kind  of  running  arrange- 
ments with  the  Virginia  Midland  Railway 
Company,  whose  road  extended  from  the  city 
of  Washington  through  the  city  of  Charlottes- 
ville, in  the  state  of  Virginia,  a  station  on 
the  line  of  the  Chesapeake  A  Ohio  Company. 
After  the  arrangement  between  the  Virginia 
and  Kentucky  companies  above  mentioned,  if 
not  before,  the  Virginia  company  sold  tickets 
at  Washington  through  to  Louisville,  and 
tHce  versa,  and  advertised  the  route  in  vari- 
ous newspapers  throughout  the  country,  es- 
pecially in  Washington  and  Louisville,  in 
which  the  route  was  designated  as  the  Chesa- 
peake &  Ohio  Railroad,  or  Route,  and  it  also 
advertised  that  it  ran  through  or  "solid" 
trains  over  this  route.  Such  advertisements 
were  continued  after  the  execution  of  the 
lease  up  to  and  after  the  happening  of  this 
accident.  There  is  room  in  the  evidence  for 
the  inference,  which  a  jury  might  draw,  that 
the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Company,  by  these 
various  facts,  and  by  such  advertisements, 
and  by  the  tickets  which  it  sold,  held  itself  out 
to  the  public  as  a  carrier  of  passengers  be- 
tween the  two  cities.  Tnere  was  no  substan- 
tial change  in  the  character  either  of  the  ad- 
vertisements or  of  the  tickets  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  leases. 

If  the  Virginia  company  did  in  fact  thus 
hold  itself  out  as  a  carrier  of  passengers  be- 
tween the  two  cities  without  change  of  cars 
and  by  a  solid  train,  the  inference  that  such 
train  was  its  own,  and  that  the  servants  in 
charge  thereof  were  its  servants,  might  be 
based  upon  that  fact  together  with  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case,  and  such  inference  would 
be  for  the  jury. 

For  the  sole  purpose  of  organization,  and 
the  more  readily  to  enable  Mr.  Huntington  to 
work  out  his  scheme  for  one  continuous  line 
from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Pacific,  he  procured 
the  acts  of  the  Connecticut  legislature  incor- 
porating the  Newport  News  ft  Mississippi 
Valley  Railroad  Company.  The  capital  stock 
of  the  corporation  was  fixed  at  $1,000,000 
divided  into  shares  of  $100  each,  and  the  act 
provided  that  whenever  $500,000  should  be^ 
subscribed  and  10  per  centum  of  the  sub-§ 
scription  paid  in  cash,  the  stockhoIdenTmight* 
organize  the  corporation,  which  might  then 
proceed  to  do  the  business  authoriz^  by  the 
act.  An  affidavit  of  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany attached  to  the  copy  of  the  articles  of 
association,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary 
of  state  of  West  Virginia,  showed  the  accept- 
ance of  this  charter  by  the  vote  of  a  majority 
of  the  corporation  and  the  subscription  of 
$600,000  to  the  capital  stock  on  May  10, 
1884,  and  the  payment  in  cash  of  10  per 
centum  at  the  time  of  such  subeeriptiott. 
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Thert  wm»  no  proof  of  a  dollar's  worth  of  the 
capital  stock  ever  having  been  issued,  al- 
though officers  of  the  company  seem  to  haye 
been  elected.  Mr.  Huntington  was  the  presi- 
dent of  the  oorporationy  azul  the  officers  of  the 
Virginia  corporation  appear  to  have  been 
also  elected  or  to  have  acted  as  officers  of  the 
Connecticut  corporation.  After  the  execu- 
tion of  the  leasee  already  mentioned  there 
seems  to  have  been  no  actual  change  in  the 
personnel  of  the  officers  of  the  leased  road, 
nor  in  the  actual  management  or  control 
thereof.  The  same  hands  continued  appar- 
ently in  the  same  employment.  There  is  no 
proof  of  the  payment  of  a  single  dollar  on  ac- 
count of  these  leases,  but  nevertheless  a 
formal  transfer  was  alleged  to  have  been 
made  to  the  lessee  of  the  rolling  stock  and 
equipment  of  the  Virginia  and  Kentucky  cor- 
porations. The  evidence  is  sufficient  to  ad- 
mit the  inference  that  it  was  a  merely  formal 
although  possibly  valid  lease  for  the  purpose 
of  organization,  which  would  render  it  easier 
to  accomplish  the  formation  of  a  continuous 
line,  which  Mr.  Huntington  had  at  heart. 
The  same  offices  in  the  city  of  Washington 
were  retained  after  the  lease  as  before.  The 
same  individuals  remained  in  the  same  rela- 
tive positions  therein,  and  substantially 
the  same  advertisements  and  the  same  kind 
of  tickets  were  inserted  in  the  newspapers 
and  sold  at  the  offices  after  as  before  the  exe- 
cution of  the  leases.  The  sign  at  the  Wash- 
ington office  was  "Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Rail- 
way Ticket  Office,"  a;t  the  windows  where  the 
tickets  were  sold  and  over  the  doors,  and  no 
change  waa  made  after  the  execution  of  the 
leases,  and  after  that  time,  as  well  as  prior 
thereto,  they  continued  to  use  the  name  of 
the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Railway  and  Chesa- 
n  peake  &  Ohio  Route,  and  the  general  passen- 
H  gci'  agent  said  that  from  the  time  he  com- 
*  menced  in  1882  ha*did  not  think  the  sign  was 
ever  changed.  He  was  under  the  impression 
that  the  tickets  had  been  changed  after  the 
execution  of  the  leases,  and  that  they  were 
then  issued  in  the  name  of  the  Newport  News 
ft  Mississippi  Valley  Company,  but  that  was 
a  mere  impression.  The  ticket  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  issued  fay  the  Virginia  company,  and 
provided  for  a  passage  from  Louisville  to 
Washington.  She  had  taken  this  route  to 
and  from  Washington  several  times  before, 
and  her  ticket,  of  the  same  description,  had 
always  been  honored  over  the  whole  length 
of  road  between  the  two  cities. 

From  all  these  facts  it  does  not  necessarily 
follow  as  a  legal  conclusion  that  the  execu- 
tion of  a  lease  from  the  Kentucky  to  the  Con- 
necticut corporation  changed  the  status  of 
the  former  company,  and  effected  in  and  of 
itself  a  change  in  the  operation  and  manage- 
ment of  that  company,  so  that  the  Virginia 
company  no  longer  managed  or  controlled  the 
Kentucky  company.  The  lease  might  exist, 
and  the  Virginia  company  might  still  manage 
the  Kentucky  company  or  some  particular 
throuffh  train  over  that  road. 

Evidence  was  also  given  showing  that 
some  time  after  the  execution  of  these  leases, 
•ad  afUr  the  happenii^  of  the  aeeidflnt,  the 


Virginia  company  went  into  the  hands  of  a 
receiver  at  the  instance  of  Bir.  Huntington, 
and  after  it  came  out  the  Connecticut  cor- 
poration went  out  of  existence,  and  trans- 
ferred all  the  property  which  had  come  to  it 
from  the  Virginia  company  back  to  that  cor- 
poration, and  during  all  that  period  there 
was  actually  no  change  in  the  manner  of 
conducting  the  business  of  the  roads  other 
than  as  a  matter  of  bookkeeping,  nor  in  the 
persons  who  filled  the  offices  uid  did  the  work 
of  the  companies.  The  Connecticut  corpora- 
tion simply  disappeared  from  view.  During 
the  whole  period  it  was  the  Chesapeake  ft 
Ohio  Route  or  the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Road 
that  was  advertised  as  forming  a  continu- 
ous line  from  Washington  to  Louisville  and 
carrying  passengers  thereon  without  change 
of  cars  and  in  a  solid  train. 

Coming  to  the  particular  case  of  the  de- 
fendants in  error,  the  evidence  showed  that 
the  wife  purchased  the  ticket  upon  which  j 
she  entered  the  car  at  Louisville;  that  itS 
was  a  ticket* headed  "Chesapeake  ft  Ohio* 
Railway,"  and  that  it  stated   that    it  was 
ffood  for  one  continuous,  first-class  passage 
from  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  Washington, 
D.  C,  and  was  signed  by  the  same  person 
who  had  theretofore  been  the  general  passen - 

gsr  and  ticket  Agent  of  the  Chesapeake  ft 
hio  Railway.  Tlie  ticket  contained  a  no- 
tice that  the  company  acted  only  as  agent  in 
selling  for  passage  over  other  roads;  but  we 
think  it  plain  that  a  passage  over  a  road  or 
on  a  train  which  was  controlled  or  managed 
b^  it  would  not  be  included  in  such  excep- 
tion. The  ticket  was  not  purchased  at  the 
regular  ticket  office  of  the  company,  but  from 
what  is  termed  in  the  evidence  a  "scalper," 
and  was  the  half  of  a  round  trip  or  excursion 
ticket  from  Washington  to  Louisville  and  re- 
turn. When  Mrs.  Howard  came  to  the  sta- 
tion at  LouisviUe  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
mencing her  journ^  she  entered  the  train 
which  was  lettered  or  had  a  card  attached  to 
it  signifying  that  it  was  the  Chesapeake  ft 
Ohio  train  for  Washington,  and  she  sup- 
posed she  was  on  a  train  of  that  company, 
and  after  entering  the  sleeping  car  she  sur- 
rendered her  ticket  to  the  conductor,  and  the 
same  was  received  as  a  good  and  sufficient 
ticket  entitling  her  to  transportation  from 
Louisville  to  Washington.  After  the  acci- 
dent happened,  and  while  she  was  on  her  way 
to  Washington  in  the  train  which  had  been 
procured  for  the  passengers,  she  was  attend- 
ed by  a  doctor,  who  stated  that  he  was  the 
chief  of  the  corps  of  surgeons  of  the  Chesa- 
peake ft  Ohio  Railway,  and  when  she  told  the 
doctor  she  was  afraid  she  would  lose  her  po- 
sition on  account  of  the  injury,  she  teetlned 
that  the  doctor  said  to  her,  "The  company 
will  see  vou  through,*'  and  although  he  did 
not  say  the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Railway  Com- 
pany, yet  from  the  conversation  she  had 
with  him  she  understood  that  it  was  that 
company  for  which  he  spoke. 

Other  evidence  was  given  on  this  subject 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to,  and 
when  the  judge  came  to  charge  the  jury  he 
stated  upon  this  point  as  follows: 

"It  is  not  enough,  to  render  the  defendant 
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liable  or  to  justify  you  in  finding  that  it  was 
operating  the  road,  to  find  that  it  sold  tick- 
^  eta  over  it.  If  the  defendant  simply  sold  a 
g  through  ticket  from  LouisTille  to  Waahii]^- 
•  ton,  or  sold  a  round-trip  ticket*lrom  Wash- 
ington to  Louisville  and  return  to  Washing- 
ton, and  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Howard,  had  the 
return  part  of  that  ticket,  that  alone  would 
not  be  sufficient  evidence  to  establish  the  fact 
that  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
nany  was  operating  this  Elizabethtown,  Lex- 
ington, &  Big  Sandy  road.  We  all  know 
that  railroad  companies  habitually  sell  tick- 
ets over  their  own  roads  and,  in  connection 
with  them,  over  other  roads,  so  that  the  mere 
sale  of  such  a  tidcet,  and  that  in  itself,  would 
not  be  sufficient.  It  must  appear  from  all 
the  evidence,  to  your  satisfaction,  not  only 
that  this  defendant  sold  a  ticket  over  that 
road,  upon  the  faith  of  which  this  lady  was 
riding  at  the  time,  but  in  order  to  hold  the 
defendant  liable  you  should  find  that  the 
Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  as  a 
corporation,  by  its  officers  and  agents,  was 
operating  this  road;  that  that  corporation, 
the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 
controlled  this  road,  operated  it,  ran  it,  and 
that  the  trains  which  ran  over  it  were  the 
trains  of  the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Railroad 
Company;  that  they  were  manned  by  their 
employees  and  controlled  by  their  officers  and 
agents;  and,  unless  you  find  that  the  evi- 
dence establishes  that  stato  of  facts,  you 
would  find  for  the  defendant  upon  that  point, 
because,  in  order  to  render  the  defendant  lia- 
ble for  this  accident,  if  it  was  caused  by  neg- 
ligence, it  must  appear  to  your  satisfaction 
by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  that  the  Ches- 
apeake ft  Ohio  Railroad  Company  controlled 
and  were  running  its  trains  over  this  road. 

"Perhaps  I  may  aid  you  a  little  further 
upon  that  question  without  touching  upon 
your  province,  for  the  fact  is  all  for  you. 
There  is  evidence  here  tending  to  show  that 
state  of  facts.  The  plaintiffs  claim  that  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  establish  it;  that  is, 
the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Railroad  Company 
controlled  this  particular  road,  and  was 
running  trains  over  it  at  the  time  of  this  ac- 
eident.  The  defendant  denies  that  the  evi- 
dence is  sufficient  to  establish  those  facts, 
and  it  is  for  you  to  determine  which  one  of 
them  is  right  in  relation  to  it.  The  defend- 
ant also  says  that  even  if  the  evidence  is 
sufficient  to  establish  that  state  of  facte  at 
any  time,  that  state  of  facte  did  not  exist  at 
the  time  of  this  accident;  that  it  was  ended 
gin  January,  1886,  some  months  prior  to  this 
H  accident,  by  the  lease  which  the  Elizabeth- 
*  town,  Lexington,  ft  Big  Sandy  Railroad  Com- 
pany made  to  the  Newport  News  ft  Missis- 
sippi Valley  Railroad  Company.  That  lease 
is  m  evidence.  I  suggest  that  j^ou  divide 
that  subject  into  two  heads.  First,  deter- 
mine whether  the  evidence  is  sufficient,  when 
you  teke  it  all  together,  to  esteblish  to  your 
satisfaction  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
here,  the  Chesapeake  ft  Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany, was  controlling  and  running  the  Eliz- 
abethtown,  Lexington,  ft  Big    Sandy  road 

frior  to  the  execution  of  this  lease  to  which 
have  just  referred.  If  you  find  the  evidence 


insufficient  to  establish  that,  you  might  die- 
miss  that  subject,  I  should  say,  without  look- 
ing any  further,  and  find  for  the  defendant. 
But  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
Chesepeake  ft  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  im- 
mediately before  the  execution  of  this  lease 
just  mentioned,  was  operating  and  control- 
ling this  Elizabethtown  road,  then  you  would 
naturally  pass  to  the  next  step,  which  is, 
whether  the  execution  of  this  lease  and  the 
facte  and  circumstances  attendant  upon  it 
ended  that  arrangement,  so  that  the  Chesa- 
peake ft  Ohio  Railroad  Company  ceased  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  that  lease  to  con- 
trol and  run  the  trains  upon  that  road." 

We  think  this  charge  was  in  substance  cor- 
rect, although  we  do  not  suppose  it  was  nec- 
essary, in  order  to  hold  the  Virginia  com- 
pany liable,  that  it  should  have  hi^  the  com- 
plete control  and  management  of  the  road  of 
the  Kentucky  corporation.  If  it  had  the  con- 
trol and  management  of  that  train  it  would 
have  been  sufficient,  even  though  the  Ken- 
tucky or  the  Connecticut  company  managed 
and  controlled  other  and  local  trains  over  the 
road  of  the  Kentucky  company. 

The  point  would  be  whether  there  was  evi- 
dence enough  to  submit  the  question  to  the 
jury  as  to  the  management  and  control  of  the 
train  by  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Upon  a  care- 
ful consideration  of  the  whole  case  and  all 
the  various  circumstances  prior  to  and  con- 
nected with  the  making  of  these  leases,  we 
think  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  allow 
the  jury  to  pass  upon  that  question  as  one  of 
fact,  and  the  decision  of  the  jury  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  quite  on-i* 
usual.  The  evidence  shows  that  in  each  of  S 
the  three  corporations  there  was* but  one* 
controlling  and  guiding  hand;  that  all  the 
stens  taken  were  steps  in  the  direction  of  es- 
teblishing,  organizing,  and  mainteining  a 
continiiouB  line  of  road  from  one  ocean  to  the 
other,  and  that  the  various  contracto,  ar- 
rangemente,  and  leases  were  but  means  to 
accomplish  this  one  purpose;  that  the  Vir- 
ginia company,  under  the  pruidance  and  direc- 
tion of  Mr.  Huntington,  held  iteelf  out  to  the 
world  as  a  carrier  or  transporter,  and  not  a 
mere  forwarder,  of  passengers  from  Washing- 
ton to  Louisville  or  the  reverse,  and  that  it 
issued  tickete  as  evidence  or  tokens  of  ite 
contract  to  so  carry.  The  mere  formal  exist- 
ence of  these  leases  does  not  change  the  ac- 
tual facte  in  the  case.  Assuming  their  va- 
lidity, they  are  not  conclusive  against  the  de- 
fendante  in  error.  They  could  exist,  and  the 
train  in  question  in  this  case  might  still  have 
been  under  the  general  eontrol  of  or  managed 
by  the  Virginia  corporation.  If  so,  it  was 
responsible  for  the  neglect  of  the  agente  em- 
ployed by  it.  The  fiMt  that  the  Kentucky 
road  had  immediately  prior  to  the  lease  been 
in  the  actual  control  and  management  of  the 
Virginia  company,  when  taken  in  connection 
with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  is  an  im- 
portant one  in  determining  the  main  quee* 
tion  as  to  the  oontinuation  of  such  manage- 
ment of  the  road  or  of  the  train  after  uie 
execution  of  the  lease  to  the  Connecticut  cor- 
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poratioo.  In  our  judgment  a  aubmiasion  of 
the  question  as  one  oi  fact  for  the  jury  waa 
not  error. 

Another  question  was  argued  relating  to 
the  alleged  release  of  the  cause  of  action  by 
Mrs.  Howard  upon  the  payment  of  $200.  The 
evidence  adduced  by  the  plaintiffs  in  resard 
to  the  release  was  sufficient,  if  believed,  to 
render  it  unavailaUe  as  a  defense.  The  ques- 
tion was  submitted  to  the  jury  under  in- 
structions quite  as  favorable  to  the  defend- 
ant as  it  was  entitled  to,  and  the  finding  in 
favor  of  the  invalidity  of  the  paper  ought 
not  to  be  disturbed. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  other 
questions  made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  in- 
cluding that  in  regard  to  the  want  of  juris- 
diction because  of  an  alleged  insufficient  serv- 
ice of  process,  but  we  are  satisfied  that  no 
error  has  been  committed,  and  the  judgment 
mu9t  ihet-efare  he  affirmed. 


(178  U.  S.  229) 

ADA  F.  McDonnell,  Plff.  in  Err^ 

V. 

LLEWELLYN  JORDAN. 

Removal  of  oaueee — for  prejudice  or  local  in- 
fluenoe-Hipplioation  too  late. 

An  application  for  the  removal  of  a  will 
contest  to  a  circuit  coart  of  the  United  States 
for  ''prejudice  or  local  Influence,"  if  author- 
ised by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  8,  1887, 
as  corrected  by  the  act  of  August  13,  1888, 
providing  for  the  removal  of  causes  "at  any 
time  before  the  trial  thereof,"  comes  too  late 
when  flrat  made  after  a  mistrial  of  the  cause 
in  a  state  probate  court. 

[No.  253.] 

Argued  AfhrU  19,  20,  1900,    Decided  May 
21, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Alabama  to  review  a  decision  in  a  cause 
removed  from  a  state  oourt.    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  i 
Mattie  Lee  Fennell,  a  citizen  of  the  coun- 
ty of  Madison,  state  of  Alabama,  died  on  the 
5th  day  of  August,  1897,  leaving  a  will  exe- 
cuted by  her  December  17,  1895,  in  which 
she  devised  and  bequeathed  all  her  property, 
real,  personal,  or  mixed,  to  her  motner,  Mrs. 
M.  E.  Fennel  I,  for  life,  and  on  her  death  to 
Llewellyn  Jordan  of  the  state  of  Mississippi. 
The  will  specifically  provided  that  if  tne 
mother  should  die  before  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  Llewellyn  Jordan  should  take. 
Said  Llewellyn  Jordan  and  Walter  E.  Jor- 
e  dan,  a  citizen  of  Madison  county,  Alabama, 
{J  were  nominated  and  appointed  executors  of 
•  the  will,  •  to  act  as  such  without  bond. 
The  mother  died  in  1896.  February  9,  1897, 
Walter  E.  Jordan,  one  of  the  executors 
named,  presented  his  petition  to  the  probate 
oourt  of  Madison  county,  Alabama,  together 
with  the  original  will,  to  have  said  will  ad- 
mitted to  probate.     The  petition  stated  that 


the  sister  of  testatrix,  Ada  F.  McDonnell, 
resident  of  Madison  county,  was  her  next  of 
kin,  and  would  have  been  her  only  heir  had 
i^e  died  intestate;  that  Llewellyn  Jordan 
was  temporarily  residing  at  Waahington, 
District  of  Columbia;  that  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses resided  at  Huntsville,  Alabama;  and 
prayed  that  a  date  might  be  set  for  the  hear* 
ing  of  the  petition  and  due  notice  thereof 
be  given  as  required  by  law  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  said  deceased,  and  that  such  decrees,  or- 
ders, and  other  proceedings  might  be  had  and 
made  in  the  premises  as  might  be  necessanr 
to  effect  the  due  probate  of  said  will  accord- 
ing to  law. 

On  the  11th  day  of  February,  1897,  Ada 
F.  McDonnell,  a  sister,  and  only  heir  at  law, 
of  Mattie  Lee  Fennell,  filed  in  the  probate 
court  her  written  contest  of  the  alleged  will, 
based  on  certain  grounds  therein  set  forth, 
and  demanded  a  trial  by  jury.  April  1, 
1897,  a  jury  was  impaneled  to  try  the  con- 
test, and  an  issue  was  then  made  up  by  the 
court  between  Walter  E.  Jordan,  as  plain- 
tiff, and  Ada  F.  McDonnell  as  defendant, 
and  the  trial  entered  upon.  On  April  15, 
1897,  after  having  considered  the  case,  the 
jury  came  into  court  and  reported  that 
they  were  unable  to  agree  upon  a  verdict, 
whereupon  the  jury  were  discharged,  and  the 
case  was  continued. 

May  28,  1897,  Walter  E.  Jordan  applied 
to  the  probate  oourt  to  amend  his  petition 
by  alleging  "that  the  said  Llewellyn  Jordan 
is  the  sole  legatee  and  devisee  under  said 
will,  and  is  the  person  really  interested  in 
defending  the  validity  of  said  will  and  in  an- 
swering and  defending  the  contest  filed  in 
said  court  to  annul  and  make  invalid  said 
will;"  and  to  add  to  the  prayer  of  his  pe- 
tition the  following:  "Petitioner  prays 
that  citation  and  all  proper  notice  be  given 
the  said  Llewellyn  Jordan  of  this  case  and 
contest,  and  that  he  be  made  a  party  defend- 
ant to  this  petition." 

The  following  order  was  entered  thereon^ 
by  the  probate  court,  August  3,  1897:     "In$ 
the  matter  of  the  petition  of  W.  E.* Jordan* 
to  make  Llewellyn  Jordan  party  defendant 
to  this  case,  and  that  citation  and  all  proper 
notice  be  given  said  Llewellyn    Jordan  as 
such,  heretofore  filed  with  the  papers  in  this 
ease.  May  28th,  1897,  was   set  for  hearing 
this  August  3d,  1897.    This  day  argued  by 
Shelby    and    Walker    for    proponent    and 
Richardson  and  Cooper  for  contestant.    Mo- 
tion overruled  and  amendment  not  allowed, 
and  for  reason  good  and  satisfactory  to  thia 
court  the  further   hearing   of   this  contest 
continued  to  Sept.  3d,  1897." 

On  the  4th  of  August,  Llewellyn  Jordan, 
without  leave,  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
probate  court  a  paper  styled  an  "answer,*^ 
which  commenced  as  follows:  "In  the  mat- 
ter of  the  contest  of  the  probate  of  the  will 
of  Mattie  Lee  Fennell  comes  Llewellyn  Jor- 
dan, named  in  the  amendment  to  the  peti- 
tion in  this  cause  filed  by  Walter  E.  Jordan, 
and  intervenes  in  said  proceeding  and  file* 
this  his  answer  to  the  content  of  Ada  F.  Mc- 
Donnell ;"  and  on  that  day  the  probate  oourt 
entered  the  following  order:     "In  this  causd> 


1890. 


MoDONNBLL  T.  JORDAIf. 


887 


a  paper,  purporting  to  be  an  interrention  on 
behalf  of  Llewellyn  Jordan,  baring  been  in- 
dorsed 'filed'  by  the  clerk  of  thii  court,  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  the  court,  and  said  pa- 
per being  so  indorsed  filed  without  an  order 
authorizing  said  LlewellTn  Jordan  to  inter- 
Tene  herein,  and  the  motion  made  by  Walter 
B.  Jordan,  the  proponent,  praying  that  said 
Llewellyn  Jordui  he  made  a  party  defendant 
hereto,  on  the  8d  day  of  August,  1807,  being 
overruled  and  disallowed,  it  is  therefore  or- 
dered that  said  paper  purporting  to  be  an 
interyention  of  said  LJewellyn  Jordan  be 
stricken  from  the  files  in  this  cause." 

August  6,  1897,  Walter  £.  Jordan,  the 
proponent  of  the  will,  filed  in  the  probate 
court  a  renunciation  of  his  right  to  have  let- 
ters testamentary  issued  to  him,  and  asked 
that  the  same  be  issued  to  Llewellyn  Jordan, 
couched  in  these  terms:  "The  undersigned, 
Walter  E.  Jordan,  named  in  the  will  of  Mat- 
tie  Lee  Fennell  as  one  of  her  executors,  re- 
nounces his  right  to  have  letters  testamen- 
tary issued  to  him.  He  desires  that  the  said 
will  shall  be  probated,  but  that  letters  testa- 
mentary should  issue  alone  to  the  coexecutor 
JJ  named  in  said  will,  Llewellyn  Jordan." 
8  August  12,  1807,  Llewellyn  Jordan  filed 
*  his  petition  in  th«*eircuit  court  of  the  VniU 
•d  States  for  the  northern  division  of  the 
northern  district  of  Alabama  to  remove  to  that 
court  the  matter  of  the  prooeedinss  to  pro- 
bate and  to  contest  the  will  of  Mattie  Lee 
Fennell,  then  pending  in  the  probate  court, 
on  the  ground  that  from  prejudice  and  local 
influence  he  could  not  obtain  Justice  in  the 
probate  court,  or  any  other  state  court. 
The  circuit  court,  on  the  same  day,  entered 
an  69  parte  order  removing  the  cause  from 
the  probate  court  of  Madison  county,  Ala- 
bama, to  that  court.  Mrs.  McDonnell  mado 
motions  in  the  circuit  court  to  remand  the 
cause  to  the  probate  court,  and  to  dismiss 
and  strike  from  the  files  the  petition  of 
Llewellyn  Jordan  for  the  removal  of  the 
proceedings  and  cause  from  the  state  oourt. 

Among  the  grounds  assigned  for  the  mo- 
tion to  remand  were  that  the  circuit  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  a  proceeding  to  pro- 
bate a  will ;  that  Llewellyn  Jordan  was  not 
a  party  defendant  *'in  any  suit,  proceeding, 
or  controversy  in  the  prolwte  court  of  Madi- 
son county,  Alabama^  relating  to  tho  matter 
of  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Mattie  Lee  Fen- 
neU,  deceased/'  and  the  circuit  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  by  virtue  of  the  petition  for  re- 
moval; that  the  proceeding  to  establish  the 
will  was  not  a  separate,  but  a  single,  contro- 
versy ;  that  the  application  for  removal  was 
not  made  in  time,  or  before  the  trial  of  the 
cause  in  the  state  court;  and  that  the  ap- 
plication for  removal  was  made  too  late. 

The  circuit  court  maintained  jurisdiction, 
and  overruled  each  of  the  motions. 

A  trial  was  subsequently  had  in  the  cir- 
cuit court,  which  directed  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  Llewellyn  Jordan,  contestee.  A  verdict 
was  returned  accordingly,  and  thereupon  the 
court,  November  8,  1898,  entered  tiiis  judg- 
ment: "It  is  therefore  considered  by  the 
court  that  the  contest  of  Ada  F.  McDonnell 
of  th«  last  will  and  testament  of  Mattie  Let 


Fennell,  deceased,  and  the  several  grounds 
of  said  contest  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby, 
overruled  and  denied.    It  is  further  consid- 
ered and  adjudged  by  the  court  that  the  con- 
testee, Llewellyn  Jordan,  have  and  recover 
of  the  contestant,   Ada  F.   McDonnell,  the 
costs  in  this  behalf  expended,  for  which,  Ifg 
not  otherwise  paid,  an  execution  may  issue."ef 
*  Under  the  same  date  the  court  certified  to* 
this  court  the  following  questions  of  juris- 
diction: 

"1.  Whether  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  determine  the  matters  of  contro- 
versy shown  in  the  record  between  said 
Llewellyn  Jordan  and  Ada  F.  McDonnell. 

"2.  Whether  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  determine  the  cause  removed  to 
this  court  from  the  state  court,  wherein  it 
is  sought  to  establish  and  probate  the  will 
of  Mattie  Lee  Fennell,  deceased,  late  a  resi- 
dent citizen  of  the  county  of  Madison,  state 
of  Alabama. 

"8.  Whether  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
remove  the  proceedings  shown  in  the  record 
from  the  state  probate  court  upon  the  peti- 
tion of  the  said  Llewellyn  Jordan. 

"4.  Whether  this  court  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  matters  in  controversy  between 
the  said  Llewellyn  Jordan  and  Ada  F.  Mc- 
Donnell upon  the  petition  of  the  said  Llewel- 
lyn JordajQ  to  remove  the  said  proceedings 
from  the  state  probate  court  to  this  court. 

"6.  Whether  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  the  peHtion  of  the  said  Llewellyn 
Jordan  for  the  removal  of  said  proceeding  to 
this  court  after  the  mistrial  of  said  cause 
in  the  state  probate  court  as  shown  by  the 
record  filed  herein. 

"6.  Whether  this  court  has  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  the  petition  of  said  Llewellyn 
Jordan  to  remove  said  cause  from  the  state 
probate  court  to  this  court  after  a  jury  had 
been  impaneled  in  the  state  probate  courts 
the  trial  entered  upon,  the  failure  of  the 
jury  to  agree,  and  a  mistrial  of  said  cause 
entered  in  said  probate  court. 

"7.  Whether  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  petition  of  said  Llewellyn  Jordan  to  re- 
move said  cause  from  said  probate  court  to 
this  court  after  filing  in  said  probate  court 
an  answer  to  the  contest  of  said  will." 

A  writ  of  error  was  applied  for   and  al- 
lowed March  15, 1809,  and  the  record  showed 
an  order  on  March  16  adjourning  "the  cir- 
cuit and  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
for  the  northern  district  and  northern  divi- 
sion" 9ine  die.    On  the  4th  of  April,  1800, 
the  judge  of  the  circuit  court  entered  on  the^ 
certificate  a  statement  that  though  it  waalj 
dated   November   8,  1898,*  it  was   actually* 
signed  "on  the  15th  day  of  March,  1899,  at 
Birmingham,  Alabama." 

Messrs.  Xtawrenee  Cooper  and  WUUam 
Richardson  for  plaintiflT  in  error. 

Messrs,  BieliArd  W.  Walker  and  Heiber 
J.  May  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fnllev  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  was  certified 
before  the  adjoomment  of  the  term  of  the 
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drcuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
northern  district  and  northern  division  of 
Alabama,  at  which  term  the  judgment  was 
entered,  and  we  decline,  under  the  oireum* 
stances  disoloBedt  to  discuss  what  the  effect 
might  have  been  if  the  certificate  had  shown 
on  its  face  that  it  was  in  fact  siened  in  the 
southern  division  of  the  district  within 
which  the  presiding  judge  had  jurisdiction. 
Petitions  for  removal  and  motions  to  re- 
mand are  matters  of  record  proper.  Ordinari- 
ly papers  filed  in  support  thereof  are  not  so 
unless  made  part  thereof  b^  bill  of  excep- 
tions, though  sometimes  this  is  otherwise. 
England  v.  Oebhardt,  112  U.  8.  602,  28  L. 
ed.  811,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  287;  Bronson  v. 
BehiUten,  104  U.  S.  410,  26  L.  ed.  797;  Bal- 
timore d  0,  R,  Co.  V.  Koontz,  104  U.  8.  0, 
26  L.  ed.  643. 

We  are  not  concerned  here  with  the  proofs 
as  to  prejudice  or  local  influence. 

By  9  4272  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Alabama, 
it  is  provided  that,  "upon  the  death  of  a  tes- 
tator, any  executor,  devisee,  or  legatee 
named  in  the  will,  or  any  person  interested 
in  the  estate,  may  have  the  will  proved  be- 
fore the  proper  probate  court."  As  Mrs. 
Fennell  was  an  inhabitant  of  Madison  coun- 
ty at  the  time  of  her  death,  the  probate 
court  of  that  county  was  the  proper  probate 
court  (9  4273) ;  and  as  Walter  E.  Jordan 
and  Llewellyn  Jordan  were  named  execu- 
tors, and  Llewellyn  Jordan  was  the  sole  devi- 
MS  see  and  legatee,  either  of  them  could  pro- 
«  pound  the  will  for  probate.  By  9  4284  it 
•  was  provided  that,  "wheiiever*an  application 
is  made  to  prove  a  will  in  this  state,  at  least 
ten  days'  notice  must  be  given  to  the  widow 
and  next  of  kin,  or  to  either  of  them,  resid- 
ing and  being  within  the  state,  before  such 
application  is  heard."  In  this  case  Mrs. 
M&onnell  was  the  next  of  kin  and  sole  heir 
at  law,  and  was  duly  notified. 

Section  4287  provides  that  "a  will,  before 
the  probate  thereof,  may  be  contested  by  any 
person  interested  therein,  or  by  any  person 
who,  if  the  testator  had  died  intestate,  would 
have  been  an  heir  or  distributee  of  his  estate, 
by  filing  in  the  court  where  it  is  offered  for 
probate  allegations  in  writinff  that  the  will 
was  not  duly  executed,  or  of  the  unsoundness 
of  mind  of  the  testator,  or  of  any  other  valid 
objections  thereto;  and  thereupon  an  issue 
must  be  made  up,  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  between  the  person  making  the  appli- 
cation, as  plaintiff,  and  tne  person  contest- 
ing the  validity  of  the  vdll,  as  defendant; 
and  such  issue  must,  on  application  of  either 
party,  be  tried  by  a  jury." 

Section  4298  reads  that  **any  person  inter- 
ested in  any  will,  who  has  not  contested  the 
same  under  the  provisions  of  this  article, 
may,  at  any  time  within  eighteen  months  aft- 
er the  admission  of  such  will  to  probate  in 
this  state,  contest  the  validity  of  the  same  by 
bill  in  chancery,  in  the  district  in  which  such 
will  was  probated,  or  in  the  district  in  which 
a  material  defendant  resides." 

Mrs.  McDonnell  filed  her  allegations  in 
writing  contesting  the  will  on  the  grounds 
that  it  was  not  si^ied  by  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses in  the  presence  of  the  alleged  testa- 


trix; nor  by  testatrix  in  the  presence  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses;  nor  was  the  alleged 
will  signed  by  the  witnesses  at  the  request  of 
the  testatrix;  nor  by  the  subscribing  wit^ 
nesses  in  the  presence  of  each  other  and  in 
the  presence  of  testatrix;  that  the  testatrix 
at  the  time  the  alleged  will  was  signed  and 
exeetited  was  of  unsound  mind  and  memory* 
and  not  mentally  capable  of  making  a  will; 
that  the  execution  of  the  will  was  procured 
by  fraud  and  undue  influence  of  Llewellyn 
Jordan ;  and  that  the  paper  propounded  was 
not  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Mrs.  Fen- 
nell; and  she  demanded  a  jury  trial.  Theg 
cause  was  duly  set  down  for  trial  as  between  m 
W.  E.  Jordan,  proponent,  aad^Ada  F.  McDon-* 
nell.  contestant,  and  was  subsequently  tried, 
the  trial  continuing  some  days,  and  on  April 
15,  1897,  the  jury,  being  unable  to  agree  up- 
on a  verdict,  was  discharged. 

After  this  mistrial  Walter  E.  Jordan  ap- 
plied to  the  probate  court  to  allow  him  to 
moke  Llewellyn  Jordan  a  party  defendant  to 
his  petition  that  the  will  be  admitted  to  pro- 
bate. As  Llewellyn  Jordan  was  a  ooexeo- 
tor,  and  the  sole  devisee  and  legatee,  the  pro- 
bate court,  on  the  3d  of  August,  declined  to 
grant  the  application.  If  Uewellyn  Jordan 
had  applied  to  be  formally  admitted  as  co- 
proponent,  it  must  be  assumed  that  he  would 
have  been  permitted  to  become  such  of  rec- 
ord, but  he  made  no  such  application.  Then, 
on  August  4,  the  paper  puiporting  to  be  an 
''answer"  of  Llewellyn  Jordan  was  filed  by 
the  derk,  without  leave,  or  knowledge  of  the 
court,  and  on  the  same  day  was  struck  from 
the  files  as  improvidently  placed  thereon. 
The  succeeding  day,  August  6,  Walter  E.  Jor- 
dan renounced  the  executorship,  and  asked 
that  letters  issue  to  his  ooexecutor,  Llewel- 
lyn Jordan.  August  12  the  order  of  removal 
was  entered  b^  the  circuit  court. 

The  contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
the  proceeding  in  the  probate  court  of  Madi- 
son county  was  simply  a  proceeding  to  estah- 
lish  and  probate  the  will,  and  as  such  was 
not  a  ''suit  of  a  civil  nature,  at  law  or  in 
equity,"  and  therefore  not  removable;  that 
if  the  proceeding  were  otherwise  removable^ 
Llewellyn  Jordan  was  not  a  defendant  and 
could  not  remove;  and  that  the  application 
for  removal  came  too  late. 

The  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ala- 
bama recognize  that  an  application  for  the 
probate  of  a  will  is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  but 
it  is  held  that  it  becomes  a  suit  inter  partem 
where  there  is  a  contest,  that  is,  "a  suit  be- 
tween the  party  alleging  the  existence  of  the 
will  and  the  contestant."  And  that  the  re- 
sult of  the  statutory  provisions  is  to  afford 
two  modes  of  contest,  in  the  probate  court 
before  the  will  has  been  proved,  or  in  the 
chancery  court  after  probate  by  the  institu- 
tion of  a  suit  by  those  who  were  not  parties 
to  a  contest  in  the  probate  court.  Knosf  v. 
Paulh  95  Ala.  605, 11  So.  156,  and  cases  cited. 

Undoubtedly  the  courts    of    the  United  t* 
States  possess  no  jurisdiction  cfver  an  eei  por»e« 
te  application  for  the  probate  of  a  will,* that* 
is,  for  the  proof  thereof  in  common  form, 
which  is  purely  a  preceeding  in  rem;  but  It 
is  insisted  by  defendant  in  error  that,  by  ths 
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inBtitaUon  of  a  eontest,  a  eaae  of  conteofttr^ 
inter  partes  arUes,  which  may  be  nmofvta 
to  the  oircuit  court  Just  as  such  a  contest 
may  be  under  the  state  statute  removed  by 
change  of  venue  from  the  probate  court, 
where  the  will  is  propounded,  to  the  probate 
court  of  another  county,  and  that  the  judg^ 
ment  of  the  Federal  court  in  such  a  case 
must  be  recognized  by  the  probate  court  of 
original  jurisdiction.  Just  as  by  statute  the 
Judgment  of  another  probate  court  to  which 
the  proceeding  has  been  remitted  is  certified 
to  that  court  that  the  will  may  be  probated 
or  rejected  as  that  judgment  is  for  or  against 
the  validity.    Code  1896,  9  4206. 

Assuming,  without  deciding,  this  to  be  so, 
the  question  presents  itself  as  to  the  position 
occupied  by  the  proponent  and  the  contest- 
ant, respectively,  and  the  statute  says  that 
on  a  contest  on  admission  to  probate,  "an  is- 
sue must  be  made  up,  under  the  direction  of 
the  court,  between  the  person  making  the  ap- 
irfieation  as  plaintiff,  and  the  person  contest^ 
Ing  the  validity  of  the  will,  as  defendant." 

And  the  issue  on  this  contest  was  made  up 
by  the  probate  court  of  Madison  county  ac- 
cordingly. 

Notwithstanding  this,  defendant  in  error 
contends  that  the  contestant  is  the  real  plain- 
tiff, and  that,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  Congress  in  respect  of  removals,  ''the  oon- 
testee  is  a  defendant  because  he  is  brought 
into  court  against  hia  will  by  the  necessity 
of  defending  his  right  under  the  will,  and  his 
involuntary  presence  there  subjects  him  to 
the  local  prejudice  and  influence,  protection 
against  which  is  the  object  of  the  statute." 

In  this  connection  it  is  proper  to  say  that 
It  is  obvious  on  the  face  of  these  proceedings 
that  the  effort  of  Llewellyn  Jordan  to  become 
a  party  to  the  record  was  so  limited  to  being 
made  such  in  a  particular  capacity  as  to 
clearly  indicate  that  it  was  with  the  object 
of  making  the  application  for  removal.  But 
whether  as  coexecutor  or  as  sole  legatee  and 
devisee,  his  appearance  in  the  cause  would 
be  as  proponent  of  or  on  behalf  of  the  will, 
and  not  against  it,  and  without  going  into 
Qothe  authorities  as  to  where  the  burden  of 
JJ  proof  lies  when  a  contest  is  initiated  as  to 
•  the* validity  of  a  will,  when  it  is  presented 
for  probnte,  and  even  conceding  that  the 
specific  provision  of  this  state  statute  may  be 
disregarded,  we  are  nevertheless  of  opinion 
that  the  application  to  remove  came  too  late. 

Under  the  statutes  of  Alabama,  Llewellyn 
Jordan  might  have  propounded  the  will, 
either  as  executor  or  legatee.  He  might  have 
intervened  as  interested,  if  he  had  feared  that 


hia  eoazMiitor.  who  did  propound  the  will, 
would  not  do  justiee,  of  which  there  is  no 
pretense  here.  But  he  oould  not  lie  by,  per- 
mit the  will  to  be  propounded,  a  contest  to  be 
initiated,  and  a  trial  had,  and  at  that  stage 
intervene  and  remove  the  case. 

Thie  was  a  will  and  testament,  disposinff 
of  personal  as  well  as  of  real  property;  and 
was  propounded  by  one  of  two  executors 
named  therein.  The  statute  reauired  notice 
only  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin,  and  not 
to  beneficiaries  under  the  will. 

There  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  evidence 
to  indicate  that  l£wellyn  Jordan  was  in  fact 
ignorant  of  the  will,  of  its  presentation  for 
probate,  or  of  the  initiation  of  the  contest. 
The  presumptions  are  against  him,  and  he 
was  at  least  so  far  represented  by  his  coexec- 
utor that  when  he  applied  to  come  in,  and 
treating  the  case  as  if  he  had  come  in,  he 
took  his  place  by  intervention  subject  to  such 
disabilities  as  to  the  right  of  removal  as  then 
existed. 

In  Banrtok  r.  Hanriek,  153  U.  S.  102, 107, 
88  L.  ed.  685,  687,  14  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  835,  837, 
it  was  said:  'The  act  of  March  3, 1887,  chap. 
373,  corrected  by  the  act  of  August  13,  1888, 
chap.  8G6,  was  intended,  as  this  court  hat 
often  recognized,  to  contract  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States, 
whether  original  over  suits  brought  therein, 
or  by  remold  from  the  state  courts.  It  not 
only  amends  the  act  of  1875,  but  it  allows  to 
none  but  defendants  the  right  to  remove  any 
case  whatever,  and,  by  new  regulations  of  re- 
movals for  prejudice  or  local  influence,  super- 
sedes and  repeals  the  earlier  statutes  upon 
this  subject  24  Stat,  at  L.  653 ;  26  SUt.  at 
L.  434;  Smith  v.  Lyon,  133  U.  S.  315,  33  L. 
ed.  G35,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  303;  Fiak  v.  Hen- 
arie,  142  U.  S.  459,  35  L.  ed.  1070, 12  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  207;  Tennessee  v.  Union  d  P,  Bank,  152 
U.  S.  454,  38  L.  ed.  511,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rq>. 
654." 

In  Fisk  V.  Benarie,  there  cited,  this  court  g 
ruled  that  the  words  in  the  act  of  March  3,  h 

1887,  as  corrected,  by  the  act  of  •August  13,* 

1888,  "at  any  time  before  the  trial  thereof," 
used  in  regard  to  removals  "from  prejudice 
or  local  influence,"  require  the  application  to 
remove  to  be  flled  before  or  at  the  term  at 
which  the  cause  could  first  be  tried  and  be- 
fore the  trial  thereof.  Tested  by  that  ruling 
this  application  to  remove  came  too  late. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  with  direc- 
tions to  remand  it  to  the  Probata  Court  of 
Madison  County,  Alabama. 
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(178  U.  &  648) 

WILLIAM  S.  TAYLOR  and  Jolm  Manhall, 
Plffs.  ffi  Err., 

V. 

J.  G.  W.  BECKHAM,  Dfi.  in  Brr. 

Error  to  %tat€  court — conaiiiuiUmaX  ques' 
tiona — right  to  office — guaranty  of  repub- 
lioan  form  of  government, 

1.  A  deelilon  by  itate  trlbonali  agalnit  a 
claimant  to  the  office  of  govomor  doei  not  d^ 
prive  him  of  any  right  to  property  within  the 
meaning  of  U.  S.  Conat  14th  Amend.,  lo  aa 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Supreme  Coort  of 
the  United  Statee  on  writ  of  error. 

S.  The  guaranty  of  a  Bepublican  form  of  gor- 
emment  to  each  atate,  in  U.  S.  Contt.  art  4, 
I  4,  glyee  no  jurledlctlon  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  Statee  on  writ  of  error 
under  U.  S.  Rer.  Stat  |  709,  to  review  a  ded- 
alon  of  the  highest  court  of  a  state  sustaining 
a  determination  of  an  election  contest  for  the 
office  of  goTemor  made  by  the  general  assem- 
bly under  authority  of  the  state  Constitution, 
on  the  ground  that  such  decision  denies  the 
right  of  the  people  to  chooae  their  own  offi- 
cers, where  the  legislative,  executive,  and 
judicial  departments  of  the  state  are  peace- 
fully operating  by  the  orderly  and  settled 
methods  prescribed  by  its  fundamental  law, 
notwithstanding  there  may  be  difficulties  and 
disturbances  arising  from  the  pendency  and 
determination  of  these  contests. 

[No.  608.] 

Argued  AprU  SO  and  May  U  1900.    Decided 
May  21, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Kentucky  to  review  a  decision  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  ouster  in  an  action  in 
the  nature  of  quo  warranto  to  determine  the 
right  to  the  offices  of  governor  and  lieuten- 
ant governor.    Dismieaed. 

See  same  case  below,  21  Kj.  L  Rep.  1735, 
«6  S.  W.  177. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Chief  Juatioe  Fnllert 
*  This  was  an  action  in  the  nature  of  quo 
warranto  brought,  under  tiie  statutes  of 
Kentucky,  by  J.  C.  W.  Beckham  against  Wil- 
liam 8.  Taylor  and  John  Marshall,  for 
naurpation  of  the  offices  of  governor  and 
lieutenant  governor  of  Kentuc]qr»  vi  the  dr- 
enlt  court  of  Jefferson  county,  in  that  c<Hn- 
monwealth. 

The  petition  ayerred  that  at  a  general  elec- 
tion held  on  the  7th  of  November,  1899,  in 
the  commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  William 
Goebel   was   the   Democratic  candidate  for 

g>vemoT  and  J.  G.  W.  Beckham  was  the 
emocratio  candidate  for  lieutenant  flovem- 
or,  and  that  at  said  election  William  S.  Tay- 
lor and  John  Marshall  were  the  Republican 
candidates  for  the  said  offices  respectively; 
that  after  said  election  the  state  board  of 
election  commissioners,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
canvass  the  returns  thereof,  canvassed  the 
■ame,  and  determined  on  the  face  of  the  re- 
tuma  that  said  Taylor  and  said  Marshall 


20  SUPRBMB  COURT  BXPOBTEB. 


Cot.  Tbric, 


Tba  petition  further  alleged  that  within 
tha  time  allowed  by  law  said  William  Qoe- 
bd  and  J.  C.  W.  Beckham  gave  written  no- 
tioea  to  Taylor  and  Marshall  that  they  would 
eaeh  contest  the  said  election  on  numeroua 
grounds  set  out  at  large  in  the  respective  no- 
tices; that  said  notices  of  contest  were  duly 
served  on  said  Tavlor  and  Marshall,  filed  bo- 
fore  each  house  of  the  general  assembly,  and 
entered  at  large  on  the  journals  thereof; 
that  thereafter  boards  of  contests  were  duly 
selected  by  each  house  of  the  general  aasem- 
bly,  and  sworn  to  try  said  contesta  as  re-o 

S[uired  by  law;  that  at  the  time  appointed g 
Clothe  hearing  the  said  Taylor  and  Marshall  * 
appeared,  and  each  filed  defenses  and  counter 
notices,  and  the  evidence  of  contestants  and 
contestees  was  heard  by  the  boards  from 
January  16,  1900,  until  January  29,  1900, 
indusiva,  and  upon  January  30,  1000,  said 
contesta  were  submitted  without  argument 
to  the  boarda  for  decision. 

That  thereafter  the  boards,  having  consid* 
ered  the  matters  of  law  and  fact  involved  in 
the  contesta,  did  each  separately  decide  tho 
contest  submitted  to  it,  and  made  out  in 
writing  its  decision,  and  reported  the  same 
to  each  house  of  the  general  aasembly  for 
action  thereon. 

That  in  the  contest  for  governor  the  board 
determined,  and  so  reported  to  each  houaa 
of  the  general  aasembly,  that  William  Goe- 
bel had  received  the  highest  number  of  legal 
votes  cast  for  governor  at  the  election  held 
on  November  7,  1899,  and  that  he  waa  duly 
elected  flovemor  for  the  term  beginning  D^ 
cember  12,  1899 ;  and  that  in  the  contest  for 
lieutenant  governor  the  board  determined 
and  so  reported  that  the  contestant  Beckham 
had  received  the  hi£;heflt  number  of  legal 
votes  cast  at  said  election,  and  was  duly 
elected  to  the  office  of  lieutenant  governor 
for  said  term. 

The  petition  also  alleged  that  the  report* 
and  decisions  of  the  contest  boards  were 
thereafter  duly  adopted  and  approved  by 
both  houses  of  the  general  assembly  in  sepa- 
rate and  in  joint  sessions;  that  there  were 
present  in  the  house  of  representatives  at 
said  time  50  members  and  in  the  senate  19 
members,  which  waa  a  quorum  of  each  houses 
and  that  there  were  present  75  members  in 
joint  session,  and  that  the  general  assem- 
bly did  then  and  there  decide  and  declare 
that  William  Ooebd  and  J.  C.  W.  Beckham 
had  each  received  the  highest  number  of  le- 
gal votes  cast  at  said  dection  for  the  officea 
of,  and  were  duly  elected,  governor  and  lien- 
tenant  governor  aa  aforesaid.  The  journals 
of  both  houses  of  the  general  asaembly, 
showing  the  proceedings  and  facts  aforeaaid, 
were  referred  to  and  made  part  of  the  peti- 
tion, and  attested  copies  thereof  filed  there- 
with. 
It  waa  further  averred  that,  after  the  de- 
»iui»  w»»  «««  *•  *w.  — ^  — .-  «..^..»».  termination  of  said  contest  1^  the  gen-g 
il^ell^ted  goverlioVInd  Ueutenint  govern- Leral  assembly,  the  said  William  Goebel  andp 
or,  reapectivdy,  for  the  term  oommendng  J.  C.  W.  Beckham  were  duly  sworn  and  in- 
December  12,  1899,  and  accordingly  awarded  ducted  into  the  offices  of  governor  and  beu- 
them  certificates  to  that  effect,  whereupon  tenant  governor  of  the  commonwealUi  and 
they  were  inducted  into  those  offioea.  at  once  entered  upon  the  diacharge  of  their 
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reapeetive  duties.  That  tliflr«tft«r»  on  Um 
3d  of  February,  1900,  William  Goebel  died, 
and  hj  law  said  Beckham  was  required  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  the  office  of  governor, 
and  accordingly  on  that  day  he  toolc  the  oath 
prescribed  by  law,  and  immediately  entered 
on  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  said  office. 

It  was  furtl^  alleged  that  the  powers  of 
Tayloor  as  governor  and  of  Marshall  as  lieu- 
tenant  governor  immediately  ceased  on  the 
determination  of  the  contest  by  the  general 
assembly,  but  that,  notwithstanding  iae  pre- 
mises, the  said  Taylor  and  Marshall  had 
usurped  the  said  offices  of  governor  and  lieu- 
tenant governor,  and  had  refused  to  surren- 
der the  records,  archives,  journals,  and  ^mr 
Srs  pertaining  to  the  office  of  governor,  and 
e  possession  of  the  executive  offices  in  the 
eapitol  in  the  city  of  Frankfort 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  was  "that  the 
defendant,  William  S.  Taylor,  be  adjudged 
to  have  usurped  the  office  of  governor  of  uiis 
commonwealth,  and  that  he  be  deprived 
thereof  by  the  jud^ent  of  this  court;  that 
this  plaintiff  be  adjudged  entitled  to  the  said 
office,  and  be  placed  in  full  possession  of  said 
office  of  governor,  the  executive  offices  pro- 
vided by  the  commonwealth  for  the  use  of 
the  governor,  and  that  all  the  records, 
archives,  books,  papers,  journals,  and  all 
other  things  pertaining  to  the  said  office  be 
surrendered  and  delivered  to  this  plaintiff 
1^  the  said  Taylor,  and  that  the  said  Tay- 
lor be  enjoined  and  restrained  from  further 
exercising  or  attempting  to  exercise  the  of- 
fice of  governor  of  tnis  commonwealth;  that 
the  said  John  Marshall  be  adjudged  to  have 
usurped  the  office  of  lieutenant  governor  of 
the  commonwealth,  and  that  he  be  deprived 
thereof,  and  declared  not  entitled  to  the  same 
by  the  judgment  of  this  court,  and  enjoined 
from  assuming  to  act  as  such  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor; that  plaintiff,  Beckham,  be  adjuaged 
the  lawful  incumbent  of  said  office;  and,  fi- 
nally, the  plaintiff  prays  for  his  costs  in  this 
n  behalf  expended,  and  for  all  proper  relief." 
g  Defendants  Taylor  and  Marshall  filed  an- 
•  swers  and  amended*  answers  and  counter- 
daims,  denying  any  valid  proceedings  in  con- 
testy  and  alleging  in  substance  that  the  ac- 
tion of  the  £>ards  of  contests  and  of  the 
general  assembly  in  the  contests  was  the  re- 
sult of  a  conspiracy  entered  into  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  boards  and  the  members  of  the 
general  assembly  to  wrongfully  and  unlaw- 
Tully  deprive  contestees  of  their  offices;  t^at 
in  tne  execution  of  this  design  the  members 
of  said  boards  were  fraudulently  selected, 
and  not  fairly  drawn  by  lot,  as  required  by 
law,  and  that  a  majority  of  those  selected 
were  persons  whose  political  beliefs  and 
feelings,  inclinations,  and  desires  on  the 
subject  of  the  contests  were  known  in  ad- 
vance. That  the  entries  on  the  journals  of 
the  general  assembly  were  false  and  fraudu- 
lent and  made  in  pursuance  of  said  conspir- 
a^,  and  that  the  pretended  decisions  were 
fraudulent  and  utterly  void.  That  the  sen- 
ate lacked  a  quorum  at  the  time  of  the  pre- 
tended adoption  of  the  contest  boards'  re- 
ports; and  that  defendant,  Taylor,  as  gov- 
ernor, on  January  31,  1900,  refused  to  per- 


mit the  memben  of  the  general  assembi  v  to 
meet  as  the  general  assembly  at  Frankfort^ 
because  he  had  previously  adjourned  the 
general  assembly  to  meet  on  February  6  at 
London,  in  Laurel  county. 

The  notices  of  contest  were  averred  to  have 
been  exactly  alike,  mutatis  mutandia,  and 
the  notice  in  req>ect  of  the  office  of  governor 
was  set  out  as  given  in  the  margin.t 


t'*The  contestee,  William  8.  Taylor,  Is  hereby 
notified  that  the  eontestsnt,  William  Qoebel, 
who  was  more  than  thirty  years  oC  sge,  and  has 
been  a  cltisen  and  resident  of  Kentucky  for  more 
than  six  years  next  preceding  the  7th  day  of 
November,  1899,  will  contest  the  election  of  the 
said  William  8.  Taylor  to  the  office  of  governor 
of  this  commonwealth,  before  the  next  general 
assembly  thereof,  to  be  convened  as  provided  by 
law,  in  the  city  of  Frankfort,  on  the  2d  day  A 
January,  1900,  and  before  the  board  of  contest 
to  be  organised  by  the  said  general  assembly  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  contest  for  gov- 
ernor ;  and  will  then  and  there  contest  the  right 
of  the  said  William  8.  Taylor  to  the  office  of 
governor  of  this  commonwealth  by  virtue  of  the 
election  held  herein  on  the  7th  day  of  November, 
1899,  and  the  certificate  of  election  granted  mito 
the  said  William  8.  Taylor  by  the  state  board  of 
election  commissioners  on  the  9th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1890;  and  will  ask  the  general  assembly 
and  said  board  of  contest  to  determine  that  the 
contestant,  William  Goebel,  was  legally  and 
rightfully  elected  governor  aforesaid  at  the  said 
election,  and  that  William  8.  Taylor  was  not 
rightfully  or  legally  elected  to  said  office;  and 
said  contestant  will  then  and  there  ask  the  said 
board  of  contest  and  the  general  assembly  to 
take  such  proceedings  and  orders  In  the  matters 
of  said  contest  as  is  required  by  law  for  his  in- 
duction into  said  office. 

"For  grounds  of  such  contest,  the  contestant 
says: 

**FIrst.  In  the  election  held  In  this  common- 
wealth on  the  7th  day  of  November,  1899,  for 
the  office  of  governor,  the  contestant,  William 
Goebel,  was  the  Democratic  candidate,  and  the 
contestee,  William  8.  Taylor,  was  the  Republi- 
can candidate,  for  said  office  of  governor,  and 
were  then  and  there  voted  for  as  such  candi- 
dates ;  and  at  said  election  held  in  the  counties 
of  Knox,  Jackson,  Magoffin,  Pike,  Martin,  John- 
son, Owsley,  Lewis,  Carter,  Pulaski.  Bell,  Clin- 
ton, Russell,  Adair,  Harlan,  Casey,  Wayne^ 
Whitley.  Todd,  Caldwell,  Crittenden,  Perry, 
Muhlenburg,  Monroe,  Metcalf,  Butler,  Letcher, 
Leslie,  Lee,  Laurel,  Hart,  Greenup,  Grayson, 
Estill,  Edmonson,  Cumberland,  Clay,  Brecken- 
rIdge,  Boyd,  and  Allen,  and  In  each  precinct 
thereof,  all  of  the  official  ballots  used,  in  all  of 
said  counties  were  printed  upon  paper  so  thin 
and  transparent  that  the  printing  and  the  sten- 
cil marks  thereon  made  by  the  voters  could  be 
distinguished  from  the  back  of  said  ballots ;  that 
none  of  the  said  ballots  used  In  said  counties 
were  printed  upon  plain  white  paper  sufficiently 
thick  to  prevent  the  printing  from  being  dis- 
tinguished from  the  back  of  the  said  ballots, 
whereby  the  secrecy  of  the  said  ballots  were  de- 
stroyed and  the  said  election  In  all  of  the  said 
counties  rendered  void,  and  the  printed  vote 
thereon  should  not  be  counted  In  ascertaining 
the  result  of  the  election  in  this  commonwealth. 

*' Second.  That  the  said  alleged  election  held 
In  the  county  of  Jefferson  and  the  city  of  Louls- 
Tllle  on  the  7th  day  of  November,  1899,  was 
and  is  void,  because  the  contestant  says  that 
upon  that  day,  before  the  said  election,  the  gov- 
ernor of  the  commonwealth  unlawfully  called 
the  military  forces  of  the  state  into  active  serv- 
ice in  said  dty,  armed  with  rifles,  bayonets,  and 
gatllng  guns^  for  the  purposes  of  overawing. 
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^  •The  following   are   paragraphs   from  the 
{^answers  and  amended  answers: 
j^  *  "Further    answering   herein,    defendants, 
j^W.  8.  Taylor  and  John  Marshall,  say,  each 

•  of  them  is  over  forty  years  of  age^^has  been 
a  citizen  and  resident  of  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky all  his  life,  and  likewise  a  citizen  and 

« resident  of   the  United   States   all  his  life. 
jg  They  say  further  that,  as  hereinafter  more 

•  raeofically*  stated,  the  said  Taylor  was,  on 
November  7th,  1899,  duly  elected  governor 
d  the  state  of  Kentucky,  and  the  said  Mar- 
■hall  duly  elected  lieutenant  governor  for  the 

Instate  of  Kentucky,  by  the  qualified   voters 
g  thereof;  that  esudi  of  them   afterwards  re- 

•  ceived*in  due  form  a  certificate  to  that  ef- 
fect from  the  state  board  of  election  commis- 
sioners of  the  conunonwealth  of  Kentucky, 
and  each  of  them  thereafter  duly  qualified 
as  such  officers  by  taking  the  oath  of  office 
prescribed  by  law  therefor,  and  thereby  each 
of  them  became  charged  with  an  express  pub- 
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lie  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of  the 
state  of  Kentucky.  They  say  that  the  pro- 
ceedings referred  to  in  the  petition  herein, 
by  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  contests  over 
the  offices  of  governor  and  lieutenant  gover- 
nor were  tried  and  determined,  and  by  which 
it  is  alleged  that  the  authority  of  these  de- 
fendants to  act  respectively  as  governor  and 
lieutenant  governor  was  terminated,  were 
and  are  utterly  void  and  of  no  effect  for  the 
reasons  hereinafter  stated;  and  if  effect  be 
given  to  them,  and  these  defendants  be 
thereby  deprived  of  their  respective  offices 
of  ffovernor  and  lieutenant  governor  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  plaintiff,  Beckham,  be  thereby 
installed  in  the  office  of  governor  or  lieuten- 
ant governor  of  Kentucl^,  these  defendants 
will  be  thereby  deprived  by  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky of  their  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  and  both  they  and  the  people  of  Ken- 
tucky and  the  qualified  voters  thereof  will 
be  deprived  of  their  liberty    without  due 


intimidating,  and  keeping  Democratic  voters 
from  the  polls  thereof,  and  did  himself,  In  viola- 
tion of  the  law  of  the  land,  go  to  the  said  city 
and  county  the  day  before  said  election,  and  as- 
sume direction  and  command  of  the  said  mili- 
tary forces,  and  ordered  and  directed  them  to 
go,  and  they  did  go  In  obedience  to  said  order, 
to  the  polling  places  in  said  city,  on  the  said 
day  of  said  election,  and  thereby  many  thous- 
and of  voters,  to  wit,  more  than  enough  to  have 
changed  the  result  of  the  said  election,  were  In- 
timidated and  alarmed,  and  failed  and  refused 
to  go  to  the  polls  or  to  vote  on  said  day ;  that 
for  this  cause  the  said  election  In  the  city  of 
LouisYlUe  and  county  of  Jefferson  was  not  free 
and  equal,  but  is  void,  and  the  said  alleged  votes 
cast  thereat  should  not  be  counted. 

**Thlrd.  The  contestant  says  that  on  the  day  of 
the  said  election  la  the  city  of  Louisville  and 
county  of  Jefferson,  Sterling  B.Toney,one  of  the 
circlut  judges  of  the  county  and  city  aforesaid, 
without  authority  of  law,  issued  a  mandatory  in- 
junction, by  which  he  required  the  legally  ap- 
pointed oflScers  of  the  election  for  the  city  and 
county  aforesaid  to  admit  in  to  the  polling 
places  during  said  election  many  persons  who 
were  not  authorised  or  required  by  law  to  be 
In  said  polling  places,  and  take  part  In  said  elec- 
tion and  the  pretended  count  of  ballots,  and 
were  kept  and  maintained  In  the  said  places  un- 
lawfully and  wrongfully  by  the  said  oflBcers  of 
said  judge  and  the  military  power  of  the  state, 
under  the  direct  command  of  the  governor,  by 
reason  of  which  the  votes  cast  at  said  election 
were  not  fairly  counted,  but  the  result  left  In 
doubt  and  uncertainty,  and  for  this  cause  the 
said  election  was  void,  and  the  alleged  and  pre- 
tended votes  cast  thereat  In  said  city  should 
not  be  counted. 

"Fourth.  The  said  contestant  says  that  at 
the  said  election  held  as  aforesaid,  on  the  7tb 
day  of  November,  1890,  in  the  county  of  Jeffer- 
son and  city  of  Louisville,  and  Warren.  FIop- 
kins,  Christian,  £:nox,  Whitley,  Pulaski,  Bell, 
and  divers  other  counties  of  this  commonwealth, 
that  many  thousands  of  the  legal  voters  there- 
of, to  wit,  more  than  enough  thereof  to  have 
changed  the  result  of  said  election,  who  were  In 
the  employment  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
Bailroad  Company  and  other  cori>oratlon  ,  were 
intimidated  by  the  officers  and  superior  em- 
ployees of  said  company  and  corporations  by 
threats  of  less  employment  and  discharge  from 
the  service  of  the  said  company  and  corpora- 
ti<ms,  and  were  thereby  forced  and  compelled  to 
vote  and  did,  for  this  cause,  vote  for  the  eon- 
teetse  for  the  olllcs  o<  govsnor,  whso  In  truth 


and  In  fact  they  desired  to  vote  for  the  eon- 
testant,  and  would  have  done  so  but  for  such  In- 
timidation and  duress.  For  this  cause  the  said 
election  held  in  said  counties  was  and  is  void. 

"Fifth.  The  contestant  says  that  before  the 
said  election  on  November  7,  1899,  the  leader* 
of  the  Republican  party  In  the  commonwealth 
corruptly  and  fraudulently  entered  Into  aa 
agreement  and  conspiracy  with  the  said  offleera 
of  the  Louisville  ft  Nashville  Railroad  Company 
and  the  American  Book  Company  and  other 
corporations  and  trusts,  by  which  the  said  com- 
panies, corporations,  and  trusts  agreed  to  tur- 
nish  large  sums  of  money  to  be  used  In  defeat- 
ing the  contestant  at  said  election  by  bribing 
and  corrupting  the  voters  and  election  offlcere 
of  this  commonwealth  and  debauching  the  pul^ 
lie  press  thereof ;  and  that  in  pursuance  to  the 
said  conspiracy  the  said  companies,  corpora- 
tions, and  trusts  did  furnish  large  sums  of 
money,  whidi  were  so  corruptly  and  unlawfully 
used  In  the  counties  of  Jefferson,  Warren,  Fay- 
ette, Breathitt,  Hopklna  Daviess,  Logan,  Todd» 
Henderson,  Pulaski,  Whitley,  Knox,  Bell.  Hard- 
in, and  divers  other  counties  of  the  common- 
wealth, and  by  which  many  thousands  of  the 
legal  voters  thereof  were  bribed  and  corrupted 
and  thereby  caused  to  vote  for  contestee. 
Newspapers  were  purchased  and  debauched  and 
officers  of  said  election  bribed,  and  the  contest- 
ant deprived  of  many  thousand  votes  which  he 
would  have  received  but  for  the  unlawful  and 
corrupt  conspiracy  aforesaid,  which  votes  were 
sufficient  to  have  elected  him. 

"Sixth.  The  contestant  further  says  that  In 
the  counties  of  Knox  and  Lewis,  the  county 
board  of  election  officers,  whose  duty  It  was.  by 
law,  to  correctly  certify  the  result  of  the  election 
held  In  their  respective  countiea  were  compelled 
by  unlawful  mandatory  Injunctions  Issued  by 
circuit  judges  and  clerks,  to  sign  false  returns 
and  certlAcates  of  said  election,  giving  to  the 
contestee  large  majorities  of  the  votes  cast  la 
said  counties;  and  In  the  county  of  Knox  the 
said  board  was  compelled  by  duress  and  open 
threats  of  violence  from  a  large  body  of  armed 
citisons  of  said  county,  assembled  at  the  county 
seat,  to  sign  false  and  fraudulent  certificates. 
In  the  county  of  Jefferson  the  officers  who  held 
said  election  at  the  voting  places  in  the  city  of 
Louisville  were  compelled  to  sign  like  false  and 
fraudulent  certificates  of  said  election,  by  darees 
and  under  threats  of  Sterling  B.  Toney.  one  of 
the  circuit  judges  of  the  commonwealth,  whe 
announced  his  purpose  to  fine  and  Imprison  said 
officers  If  they  did  not  sign  said  false  certUI- 
catea    By  reason  of  the  dorev  aforesaid  aai 
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proeets  of  law,  and  will  be  denied  the  benefit 
of  a  republican  form  of  government,  all  of 
which  11  Qontrary  to  the  proTiaions  of  the 
4th  leetion  of  the  4th  article  of  the  said  Oon- 
atitntion  and  to  the  14th  Amendment  to 
•aid  Gonatitution,  the  benefita  d  which  pro- 
▼ieions  are  hereby  specially  eet  up  and 
claimed  bv  these  defendants  both  for  them- 
selves and  for  the  people  of  Kentucky  and 
the  qualified  voters  thereof  whose  represen- 
tatives and  trustees  these  defendants  are." 

'Defendants  further  say  that  if  the  state, 
after  having  furnished  to  its  citizens  and 
^  electors  in  a  number  of  its  counties  o£Qcial 
g  ballots  upon  which  it  required  them  to  vote, 
•  or  not  vote^at  all,  in  the  election  of  a  gover- 
nor and   lieutenant  governor,   shall   reject 
their  votes,  and  thus  refuse  to  allow  them 
to  participate  in  the  election  of  such  officers, 
merdy   because   they  used    in   voting   the 
ballots  which  the  state  required  them  to  use, 
and  if  the  state  shall,  thereby  and  on  that 


aoeomit*  nfase  to  allow  tho  persons  respeo* 
tively  diosen  for  the  office  of  eovernor  and 
lientenant  governor  by  the  majority  of  tho 
qualified  voters  of  the  state,  including  those 
using  the  ballots   aforesaid,   to   take  their 
seats  and  perform  the  duties  of  flovemor  and 
lieutenant  governor,   and   shall  in   lieu  of 
them  seat  other  persons,  then  the  state  will 
thereby  deprive  the  said  citizens  and  elect- 
ors, all  of  whom  are  both  citizens  of  Ken* 
tndcy  and  citizens  of  the  United  States,  of 
their  political  liberty,  without  due  process 
of  law,  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  will  thereby  deny  to 
them  the  benefits  of  a  republican   form  of 
government  in  violation  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States;  and  will  thereby  idso 
deprive  these  defendants  of  their  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  all  of  which  is 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States." 

•  ••••• 

"And  defendants  further  say  that  if  any 


the  said  unlawfal  mandatory  injunctions,  the 
votes  in  the  said  counties  and  all  tbe  precincts 
thereof  were  not  correctly  counted  or  certified, 
and  tbe  said  votes  so  certified  should  not  now 
be  counted  in  determining  the  result  of  said 
election.  All  of  said  certificates  were  signed 
and  made  under  duress,  and  would  not  have  been 
signed  but  for  the  facts  aforesaid. 

"Seventh.  The  contestant  says  that  In  pur- 
suance to  a  conspiracy  of  the  leaders  of  the  Re- 
publican party  in  Kentucky,  and  the  United 
States  marshal  for  the  district  of  Kentucky,  to 
Intimidate  and  deter  the  Democrats  and  friends 
of  contestant  from  voting  for  him,  said  marshal 
and  other  ofllccrs  and  persons  threatened  to 
Indict  many  of  contestant's  supporters  In  the 
United  States  court  for  the  district  of  Ken- 
toclcy  for  alleged  violation  of  law  in  connection 
with  said  election,  and,  In  pursuance  to  said 
conspiracy,  caused  their  threats  to  be  published 
In  the  dally  press  of  the  sUte,  and  in  other 
forms,  and  upon  the  day  of  said  election  caused 
deputy  United  States  marshals  to  be  and  re- 
main at  tbe  polling  places  In  the  city  of  Louis- 
ville and  in  various  other  cities  of  the  common- 
wealth, intermeddling  with  the  said  election, 
overawing,  threatening,  and  intimidating  Demo- 
cratic voters  and  their  friends  and  supporters 
of  the  contestant,  whereby  many  voters,  to  wit, 
more  than  enough  to  have  changed  the  result  of 
said  election,  were  prevented  from  voting  for 
contestant,  who  otherwise  would  have  done  so. 

"Eighth.  The  contestant  says  that  after  said 
election  and  before  the  meeting  of  the  state 
board  of  election  commissioners,  In  the  city  of 
Frakfort,  a  conspiracy  was  formed  and  entered 
Into  by  the  contestee,  the  Louisville  ft  Nashville 
Bailroad  Company,  John  Whallen,  who  was  Its 
paid  agent,  and  other  persons,  whose  names  are 
unknown  to  contestant,  to  bring  from  various 
•ectlons  of  this  commonwealth  large  numbers 
of  desperate  armed  men.  for  the  purpose  of 
alarming  and  intimidating  the  members  of  the 
said  election  board  in  the  discharge  of  their 
duties,  and  the  friends  and  supporters  of  said 
contestant;  and  that  In  pursuance  to  said  con- 
spiracy the  corporations  and  persons  aforesaid 
did  transport  to  the  city  of  Frankfort  at  said 
time  a  large  number  of  the  militia  of  tbe  state, 
dressed  In  dtisens*  clothing,  and  many  hundreds 
of  desperate  armed  men,  and  unlawfully  kept 
and  maintained  said  militia  and  armed  men  in 
and  about  the  chamber  and  capltol  where  said 
election  board  held  its  sessions  for  several  days  \ 
for  the  unlawful  purpose  of  alarming  and  Intimi- 
dating the  members  of  said  board  and  the  good 


citizens  of  the  commonwealth  ;  and  the  said  cor- 
poration and  persons  also  caused  the  military 
forces  of  the  commonwealth  to  be  armed  and 
equipped  and  held  in  readiness  and  the  state 
arsenal  to  be  guarded  by  armed  men  for  the  un- 
lawful purpose  aforesaid,  and  Democratic  mem- 
bers of  the  military  companies  of  the  state  mi- 
litia to  be  disarmed  and  discharged  and  their 
places  to  be  filled  with  Republicans. 

"Ninth.  The  contestant  for  further  grounds 
of  contest  herein  says  that  In  tbe  county  of 
Jefferson  the  county  board  of  election  offleers, 
whose  duty  it  was  to  ascertain  and  correctly 
certify  the  result  of  said  election  held  in  said 
county,  were  compelled  by  threats  of  violence 
and  death  to  the  two  Democratic  members  of 
said  board  to  accept,  and  said  board  by  reason  of 
tbe  duress  aforesaid  did  accept,  false,  frandn- 
lent,  and  Illegal  retoms  from  the  various  pre- 
cincts In  the  city  of  Louisville,  which  returns 
were  prepared  by  the  attorneys  and  agents  of 
tbe  Republican  party,  and  were  signed  by  the 
precinct  officers  aforesaid  under  duress  and 
threats  of  fine  and  Imprisonment,  and  said 
board  of  election  officers,  by  reason  of  the  duress 
aforesaid,  based,  upon  their  certificate  as  to 
the  result  of  said  election  In  said  county  upon 
the  said  false,  fraudulent,  and  illegal  returns 
made  by  the  said  precinct  officers  as  aforesaid, 
and  for  this  cause  the  contestant  was  deprived 
of  many  thousand  votes  cast  for  him  at  said 
election,  and  the  contestee  was  given  many 
thousand  Illegal  votes  to  which  he  was  not  en- 
titled, to  wit,  more  than  enough  to  have  changed 
the  result  of  the  said  election,  and  for  this  cause 
the  said  election  was  and  is  void,  and  tbe  alleged 
vote  of  Jefferson  county  as  certified  by  said 
county  board  should  not  be  counted  In  ascer- 
taining the  result  of  said  election  In  this  com- 
monwealth. 

"Tenth.  The  contestant  further  avers  that 
many  thousand  of  persons  who  were  not  entitled 
to  vote  at  the  sal^  election  on  November  7th, 
1890,  were  unlawfully  brought  Into  this  com- 
monwealth by  the  agents  of  tbe  Louisville  ft 
Nashville  Railroad  Company  and  others  acting 
In  contest ee's  behalf,  and  at  said  election  were 
wrongfully  and  unlawfully  voted  for  the  con- 
testee in  said  election ;  that  the  number  of  votes 
so  cast  were  sufficient  to  have  changed  the  re- 
sult of  said  election. 

"The  contestant  will,  upon  the  grounds  afore- 
said, at  the  time  and  place  and  before  the  tri- 
bunals stated,  contest  the  election  of  said  Will- 
iam S.  Taylor  to  the  office  of  governor  of  thia 
commonwealth.** 
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■aeh  pretended  meeting  of  members  of  the 
Qeneral  Assembly  wae  aeld  either  on  Janu* 
wry  31st  or  February  2d,  at  which  any  ae- 
tlon  was  taken  or  attempted  to  be  taken  cm 
the  reports  of  said  contest  committees,  the 
said  meetings  were  held  secretly,  wiUiout 
any  notice  to  any  of  the  Republican  members 
of  the  general  assembly  and  without  any  no- 
ties  to  either  of  these  defendants  that  such 
meetinff  was  to  be  held,  and  without  any  op- 
portomty  either  to  the  said  Republican 
members  or  any  of  them  to  be  present,  or 
any  opportunity  for  either  of  these  defend- 
ants to  be  present  at  such  meetings  at  which 
the  said  contests  were  to  be  heard  and  deter- 
mined. And  if  any  such  meetings  were  held 
or  attempted  to  be  held  on  either  of  those 
days,  and  any  determination  of  either  oi  said 
contests  was  pretended  to  have  been  had,  it 
was  utterly  void  on  account  of  lack  of  notice 
and  opportunity  to  be  present  or  to  be  heard 
as  just  herein  stated,  as  well  as  for  the  other 

•  reasons  heretofore  given.    And  to  deprive 
S  these  defendants  or  either  of  them  of  their 

*  offices  by  such  action  would-be  to  depriye 
them  of  their  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  and  would  be  to  deprive  defendants 
and  the  other  people  of  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  especially  the  qualified  voters 
thereof,  of  their  political  liberty  without 
due  process  of  law,  and  to  deny  to  them  the 
benefits  of  a  republican  form  of  government. 
All  of  which  is  contrary  to  the  provisions 
and  guaranties  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  Btates  as  well  as  that  of  Kentucky." 


"Defoidants  further  say  that  both  the  of- 
fices of  governor  and  lieutenant  ffovemor  are 
offices  created  by  the  Constitution  of  Ken* 
tueky,  and  therefore  not  subject  to  abolition 
by  the  general  assembly  of  Kentucky.  And, 
furthermore,  it  is  provided  by  the  uonstitu- 
tion  of  Kentucky  that  'the  salaries  of  public 
officers  shall  not  be  changed  during  the  term 
for  which  they  were  elected,'  and  aefendants 
say  they  were  elected,  as  heretofore  shown, 
to  the  offices  of  governor  and  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor, respectively,  of  the  state  of  Kentucky 
on  November  7«  1899,  for  a  period  of  four 
years  each«  and  then  and  thereby  became  en- 
titled to  exercise  the  functions  of  said  of- 
fices and  to  receive  the  salaries  and  emolu- 
ments appertaining  thereto,  which  are  large 
and  valuable^  and  were  such  when  they  were 
thus  elected;  the  salary  of  the  governor  be- 
ing then  and  now  fixed  by  law  at  $6,600  per 
annum;  and  to  take  from  them  their  said  of- 
fices and  their  said  salaries  and  emoluments  by 
the  aforesaid  action  of  said  contest  tribunals 
would  be  to  deprive  them  of  their  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
Btates,  and  especially  <^  the  14th  AnMnd- 
ment  thereof. 

''Defendants  say  that  the  power  vested  in 
the  houses  of  the  general  assembly  of  Ken- 
tucky to  try  contests  over  elections  of  gov- 
ernor or  lieutenant  ffovemor  is  judicial  in 
its  naturcu  And  is  subject  to  the  same  limitsr 
tions  and  restrictions  to  which  the  euserdss 


of  judicial  power  is  ordinarily  subject;  that 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Kentucky 
and  also  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  especially  the  6th  and  14th  Ameod-e 
ments  thereof,  uie  exercise  of  absolute  andS 
arbitrary^power  by  the  state  or  any  deoartr* 
ment  thereof,  whereby  any  person  shall  bs 
deprived  of  life,  liberty,  property,  or  the  poi^ 
suit  of  happiness,  induding  therein  the  en- 
joyment of  honors  and  tbd  oociqMttion  of 
positions  of  public  trust  ami  emolument,  is 
forbidden.  Sut  defendants  say  that  if  effect 
be  given  to  the  alleged  decisions  by  the  said 
boards  of  contest  or  the  said  houses  of  the 
general  assembly  as  to  the  said  contested 
elections  for  governor  or  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor, and  these  defendants  be  therrtiy  de- 
prived of  the  offices  of  sovernor  or  lieutenant 
governor,  and  the  plaintiff  Beckham  bs 
thereby  vested  with  the  power  of  governor 
of  Kentucky,  then,  not  only  will  the  people 
of  Kentud^  be  deprived  of  their  political 
libertv  without  due  process  of  law,  but  these 
defendants  will  also  be  deprived,  without 
due  process  of  law,  of  the  right  to  hold  the 
said  offices  of  governor  and  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor, which  are  both  profitable  and  honoris 
ble,  all  of  which  is  contrary  to  and  forbidden 
bv  both  the  provisions  of  the  state  Constitu- 
tion and  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  above  referred  to,  and  defendants  say 
that  ifg  by  a  proper  construi^on  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Kentucky,  the  absolute  and 
arbitrary  power  is  given  either  to  the  boards 
of  contest  or  the  houses  of  the  general  as- 
sembly to  take  from  these  defendants  the  of- 
fices of  honor,  trust,  and  emolument  to  which 
they  were  elected  bv  the  people  of  the  state 
as  heretofore  allegea,  under  the  false  suise  of 
a  trial  of  a  contest  over  said  offices,  uien  the 
said  Constitution  of  the  state  is  itself  con- 
trary to  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  the  Con- 
sUtution  of  the  United  States." 

The  prayer  of  the  defendants  was  that  the 
bill  be  dismissed,  that  J.  C.  W.  Beckham  be 
adjudged  a  usurper,  and  that  William  8. 
Taylor  and  John  Marshall  be,  respectively, 
adjudged  the  governor  and  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor of  the  commonwealth. 

The  answers  were  in  large  part  disposed 
of  on  demurrer  and  motion  to  strike  out,  and 
the  case  was  submitted  to  the  circuit  court 
for  determination  on  the  law  and  facts  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury,  and  defend- 
ants "moved  the  court  to  state  in  writing 
the    conclusions  of   fact  found  separately 
from  the  conclusions  of  law;"  but  it  was 
agreed  that  the  court  might  adopt  its  opinion  tn 
on  demurrer  as  its  statement  of  its  oondu-S 
sions^of  law.    This  the  court  did,  and  found* 
the  facts  in  its  judgment,  which  findings  in- 
cluded, among  others,  these: 

"Second.  William  Qoebel  and  J.  C.  W. 
Beckham  inaugurated  a  contest  for  the  of- 
fices of  governor  and  lieutenant  governor 
respeclivdy  before  the  general  assmhly  of 
Kentucky  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  1900. 
against  William  S.  Taylor  and  John  Mar- 
shall, and  the  said  contest  was  finally  deter- 
mined by  the  general  aseembly  on  the  2d  dar 
of  February,  1900,  at  which  time  it  was  ad- 
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judged  and  determined  by  eftdi  honM  of 
■aid  general  aasembly,  acting  separately  and 
also  in  Joint  session,  that  the  said  William 
Goebel  was  duly 'elected  governor  of  the  com- 
monwealth of  Kentucky  for  the  term  begin- 
ning  December  IS,  1809,  and  was  entitled 
to  said  office  of  governor,  and  it  was  then 
and  there  in  like  manner  determined  by  said 
general  assembly  and  by  each  house,  actins 
separately  and  in  joint  session,  that  the  saia 
J.  C.  W.  Beckham  was  duly  elected  lieuten- 
ant governor  of  said  eommonwealth  for  the 
same  term. 

'Third.  Immediately  after  the  said  deter- 
mination the  oath  of  office  of  governor  as 
provided  by  law  was  administered  to  said 
Goebel,  February  2, 1000,  and  the  oath  of  of- 
fice as  lieutenant  governor,  as  provided  by 
law,  was  in  like  manner  administered  to  J. 
C.  W.  Beckham. 

''Fourth.  Said  William  Goebel  died  on  the 
8d  day  of  February,  at  6.46  p.  h.,  and  shortly 
thereafter  upon  said  day  J.  C.  W.  Beckham 
as  lieutenant  governor  was  sworn,  as  re- 
quired by  law,  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the 
office  of  governor  of  the  commonwealth." 

Judgment  of  ouster  was  rendered  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  and  against  defendants. 

The  case  was  then  carried  on  appeal  to  the 
eourt  of  appeals  of  Kentucky  and  the  judg- 
ment affirmed  (21  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1735,  50  S. 
W.  177 ) ;  whereupon  a  writ  of  error  from 
this  court  was  allowed  by  the  chief  justice 
of  that  court. 

The  journals  of  the  two  houses,  attached 
to  the  petition  as  part  thereof,  showed  that 
the  general  assembly  convened  on  January 
2,  1000«  and  that  on  the  third  day  after  its 
01  organization  boards  of  contest  were  appointed 
g  pursuant  to  the  statute;  that  on  February 
•  2,  1000,  the  board  in  each  of  the  contestsne- 
ported  to  the  two  houses  that  they  had  heard 
all  the  evidence  offered  by  the  parties,  and 
that  William  Goebel  had  received  Uie  high- 
est number  of  le^l  votes  cast  for  governor ; 
that  J.  G.  W.  Beckham  had  received  the 
highest  number  of  legal  votes  east  for  lieu- 
tenant governor;  and  that  they  were  duly 
elected  and  entitled  to  those  offices.  The 
journals  further  showed  that  on  the  same 
day  both  houses,  with  a  quorum  present,  ap- 
proved and  adopted,  separately  and  in  joint 
session,  the  reports  of  the  contest  boards, 
and  declared  that  William  Goebel  and  J.  C. 
W.  Bedcham  were  duly  elected  governor  and 
lieutenant  governor,  respectively. 

It  appeared  that  thereupon  said  Goebel 
and  Beckham  on  that  day,  February  2,  took 
the  oath  of  office;  that  on  January  30  Will- 
iam Goebel  was  shot  by  an  assassin,  receiv- 
ing a  wound  from  which  he  afterward  died 
on  February  3;  and  that  on  January  31  de- 
fendant Taylor  as  governor  issued  a  procla- 
mation declaring  that  a  state  of  insurrection 
eodsted  at  Frankfort^  Kentucky,  adjourning 
the  general  assembly  until  February  6,  and 
ordering  it  then  to  assemble  at  the  town  of 
London,  in  Laurel  county. 

The  sessions  of  the  general  assembly  on 
February  2  were  not  held  at  the  state  house, 
for  the  reason,  as  reeited  in  the  journals, 


that  it  was  occupied  by  a  military  force 
which  would  not  allow  the  general  assembly 
to  meet  there,  and  thereupon  the  general  as- 
sembly met  on  that  day  in  the  Capitol  Hotel, 
in  the  city  of  Frankfort.  On  February  19 
the  general  assemblv  met  at  the  state  house, 
and  the  senate  on  that  day  adopted  the  fol- 
lowinff  resolution: 

"Whereas,  on  the  Slst  day  of  January, 
1900,  the  acting  ffovemor  of  the  common- 
wealth of  Kentucky,  by  the  use  of  armed 
force,  dispersed  the  general  assembly,  and 
has  until  recently  prevented  the  senate  and 
house  from  assenibling  at  their  TtgultLr 
rooms  and  places  of  meeting;  and, 

"Whereas,  the  general  assembly  and  each 
house  thereof,  after  public  notice,  met  in 
joint  and  separate  sessions  in  the  city  of 
Frankfort,  a  full  quorum  of  such  bodies  be- 
ing present,  and  adopted  the  majority  re- 
ports and  resolutions  of  the  board  of  contest 
zor  governor  and  lieutenant  governor  of  the 
eommonwealth  of  Kentucky,  unseating  the 
oontestees,  W.  8.  Taylor  and  John  Marshall, 
as  governor  and  lieutenant  governor,  and 
seating  the  contestants,  William  Goebel  and 
J.  C.  W.  Beckham,  as  governor  and  lieuten- 
ant governor,  respectively;  all  of  which  pro* 
oeedin^,  reports,  and  resolutions  are  set  out 
in  the  journals  of  the  two  houses  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly;  and, 

"Whereas,  this  joint  assembly  is  now  en- 
abled to  meet  in  its  regular  place  of  meeting, 
and,  whilst  it  adheres  to  the  belief  beyond 
doubt  that  the  action  of  the  general  assem- 
bly therefore  taken  in  reference  to  said  con- 
tests is  valid,  final,  and  oondusive,  to  remove 
any  doubt  that  may  exist  in  the  minds  of 
any  of  the  people  of  the  commonwealth; 
now,  be  it 

"Reaolved,  By  the  general  assembly 
of  the  eommonwealth  of  Kentucky,  in 
joint  session  assembled,  to  the  end  that 
all  doubt  may  be  removed,  if  any  exists,  as 
to  the  validity  and  rttpilarity  of  the  action 
and  proceedings  at  the  times  and  places 
shown  by  the  journals  of  the  two  houses, 
other  than  its  regular  rooms  provided  by 
law,  that  all  the  acts,  proceedings,  and  reso- 
lutions of  the  senate  and  house  and  of  the 
joint  assembly  of  the  two  houses  up- 
on or  touching  the  report  of  the  major* 
ity  of  the  boards  of  contest  for  the  offices  of 
governor  and  lieutenant  governor,  unseatinff 
the  contestees  and  seating  William  Goebd 
and  J.  C.  W.  Beckham,  and  declaring  them 
to  have  been  elected  governor  and  lieutenant 
governor,  respectivelv,  on  the  7th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1800,  is  hereby  re-enacted,  readopted, 
and  reaffirmed  and  ratified  at  this,  the  regu- 
lar place  of  meeting  provided  by  law,  at  the 
seat  of  government  in  Frankfort,  Ky." 

The  same  resolution  was  adopted  by  the 
house,  and  on  February  20  by  both  houses  in 
joint  session. 

The  court  of  appeals  regarded  the  disposal 
of  the  following  contentions  of  Taylor  and 
Marshall  as  decisive  of  the  case,  namely: 
( 1 )  That  the  proceedings  of  the  legislature 
of  February  2  were  void,  because  the  legis- 
lature had  then  been  adjourned  by  the  govern 
nor  until  February  6,  and  no  legal  session 
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«nild  be  held  in  the  meantime.     (2)     That 

William  Qoebel  having  died  on  February  3, 

the  contest  for  the  office  of  ffOTemor  thereby 

^  abated,  and  the  action  of  the  legislature  on 

S  February  10  and  20  was  therefore  void.  (3) 

*  niat  the*lwislature  took  no  action  on  Feb- 
ruary 2,  and  that  the  journals  of  these  meet- 
ings were  fraudulently  made  by  the  clerk  in 
pursuance  of  an  alleced  oonspira^  between 
certain  members  of  uie  assembly  and  con- 
testants. (4)  That  the  general  assembly 
acted  without  evidence  and  arbitrarily. 

The  court  of  appeals  held  that  the  governor 
had  no  power  to  adjourn  the  legislature,  and 
that  his  attempt  to  do  so  was  wholly  void, 
and  did  not  interfere  with  the  right  of  the 
legislature  to  proceed  with  its  sessions  at 
Frankfort.  The  only  authority  r^ed  on  to 
sustain  his  action  was  §  30  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Kentucky,  as  follows:  "The  first 
general  assembly,  the  members  of  which 
shall  be  elected  under  this  Constitution, 
shall  meet  on  the  1st  Tuesday  after  the  1st 
Mondav  in  January,  1894,  and  thereafter  the 
general  assembly  shall  meet  on  the  same  day 
every  second  year,  and  its  sessions  shall  be 
held  at  the  seat  of  government,  except  in 
ease  of  war,  insurrection,  or  pestilence,  when 
it  may,  by  proclamation  of  the  governor,  as- 
semble, for  the  time  beinff,  elsewhere." 

This,  the  court  held,  did  not  provide  for 
the  adjournment  of  the  general  assembly  by 
the  ffovernor  after  it  had  assembled,  but  for 
the  designation  of  another  place  at  which  it 
might  assemble  for  the  time  being  and  or- 
ganize, when  prevented  by  the  causes  named 
from  doing  so  at  the  capital;  and  that  it 
was  not  intended  to  authorize  such  action  as 
was  taken  was  clear  from  8  80,  whidi  pro- 
vided, among  other  things:  "In  case  of 
disagreement  between  the  two  houses  with 
respect  to  the  time  of  adjournment,  he  [the 

Sovemor]  may  adjourn  them  to  such  time  as 
e  shall  think  proper,  not  exceeding  four 
months."  This  showed  that  the  governor 
had  no  power  over  the  time  of  adjournment 
of  the  two  houses,  except  in  cases  of  disa- 
greement as  to  that  matter  between  them, 
and  no  such  dissfrreement  existed  here. 
And  even  then  it  did  not  confer  upon  him 
power  to  name  any  other  place  than  that 
m  which  the  legislature  might  be  sitting. 

Section  41  also  provided:  "Neither  house, 

during  the  session  of  the  general  assembly, 

10  shall,  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  ad- 

S  journ  for  more  than  three  days,  nor  to  any 

*  other 'place  than  that  in  which  it  may  be 
sittini;."  By  this  section  either  house 
might,  with  the  consent  of  the  other,  adjourn 
for  more  than  three  days,  or  to  any  other 
place  than  that  in  which  it  was  sitting;  but 
it  could  not  have  been  intended  that  the  gov- 
ernor should  have  like  power.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  powers  of  the  state  government 
were  divided  into  three  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent departments,  and  the  state  Consti- 
tution was  intended  to  maintain  the  abso- 
lute independence  of  each. 

The  court  further  decided  that  the  death 
of  William  Goebel  on  February  8d  did  not 
affect  the  right  of  Beckham.  If  Goebel 
was  elected  governor,  and  Beckham,  lieu- 


tenant govemor,  Beckham  on  February  8d 
became  entitled  to  the  office  of  governor,  and 
had  the  right  to  continue  the  contest  to  se- 
cure what  the  Constitution  guaranteed  him^ 
so  that,  if  the  legislature  had  not  acted  un- 
til February  19,  it  had  a  right  then  to  act  on 
the  contest,  and  its  action  would  be  none  the 
less  valid  because  not  taken  in  Godbel's  life- 
time. 

As  to  the  validiiy  of  the  entries  in  the 
journals  and  the  effect  to  be  given  them,  the 
court  ruled,  citing  many  authorities,!  that 
evidence  tUiunde  could  not  be  received  to  im- 
peach the  validity  of  the  record  prescribed 
by  the  Constitution  as  evidence  of  Uie  pro- 
ceedings of  the  general  assembly,  and  that 
the  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  go  be- 
hind the  record  thereby  made.  Among  other 
things  the  court  said: 

"There  is  no  conflict  between  the  action  of 
the  state  canvassing  bcMurd  and  that  of  the 
legislature  in  these  cases.  The  state  can- 
vassing board  were  without  power  to  go  be- 
hind the  returns.  Th^  were  not  authorized 
to  hear  evidence  and  determine  who  was  in 
truth  elected,  but  were  required  to  give  a 
certificate  of  election  to  those  who  on  the 
face  of  the  returns  had  received  the  highest 
number  of  votes.  For  the  state  board  toe 
have  received  evidence  to  impeach  the  re-§ 
turns  before  them^would  have  been  for  them,* 
in  effect,  to  act  as  a  board  for  trying  a  con- 
tested election,  and  if  they  had  done  this 
they  would  have  usurped  the  power  vested 
in  the  general  assembly  by  the  Constitution; 
for  by  its  express  terms  ^y  the  general  as- 
sembly can  determine  a  contested  election 
for  governor  and  lieutenant  governor. 

"But  the  certificate  of  the  state  board  of 
canvassers  is  no  evidence  as  to  who  was  in 
truth  elected.  Their  certificate  entitles  the 
recipient  to  exercise  the  office  until  the  regu- 
ular  constitutional  authority  shall  detenmna 
who  is  the  de  jure  officer.  The  rights  of  the 
de  jure  officer  attached  when  he  was  elected, 
although  the  result  was  unknown  until  it 
was  declared  by  the  proper  constitutional 
authority.  When  it  was  so  declared  it  was 
simply  the  ascertainment  of  a  fact  hitherto 
in  doubt,  or  unsettled.  The  rights  of  the  de 
facto  ofiicer,  under  his  certificate  from  the 
convassing  board,  were  provisional  or  tem- 
porary until  the  determination  of  the  result 
of  the  election  as  provided  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  upon  that  determination,  if  ad- 
verse to  him,  they  ceased  altogether.  Such 
a  determination  of  the  result  of  the  election, 
by  the  proper  tribunal,  did  not  take  from 
him  any  pre-existing  right;  for  if  not  in  fact 
elected  he  had  only  a  right  to  act  until  the 
result  of  the  election  could  be  determined." 

In  respect  of  the  allegation  that  the  ae- 
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tion  of  the  ^pneral  auemUj  wu  ynM 
without  eyidence  and  ftrbitrarv,  th«  oourt 
bdd  that  it  must  be  preeumnd  that  the  Ims- 
lature  did  ita  du^  in  the  premiaea;  and,  uir- 
ther,  that  the  objectiona  that  the  notices  of 
contest  were  insufficient  and  that  the  evi- 
dence was  equally  insufficient,  that  the  con- 
test boards  were  not  fairly  drawn  by  lot,  and 
that  certain  members  of  the  boards  were  lia- 
ble to  objection  on  the  ground  of  partiality, 
vere  all  m  respect  of  matters  confided  to  the 

Sneral  assembly  to  deal  with  as  made  by 
e  Constitution  the  sole  tribunal  to  deter- 
mine such  contests. 

To  the  argiunent  that,  if  all  the  specifica- 
tions of  contestants  were  true,  the  election 
was  wholly  void  and  no  one  elected,  the  court 
k-  replied  that  it  had  no  means  of  knowing  the 
S  grounds  on  which  the  general  assembly 
*  reached  its  conclusion;  that  the* presump- 
tions were  in  favor  of  their  Judgment,  and 
that  "when  they  found  as  a  fact  that  the  con- 
testants received  the  highest  number  of  legal 
▼otes  cast  in  the  election  in  controversy,  we 
are  not  at  liberty  to  go  behind  their  find- 
ingu" 

The  court  further  held  that  the  proceed- 
ings were  not  in  violation  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment, and  said; 

"llie  office  of  governor  being  created  by 
the  Constitution  of  this  state,  the  instru- 
ment creating  it  might  properly  provide  how 
the  officer  waa  to  be  electea  and  how  the  re- 
sult of  this  election  should  be  determined. 
The  provisions  of  the  Constitution  on  this 
subject  do  not  abridge  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  dtisens  of  the  United  States. 
Such  an  office  is  not  property,  and  in  deter- 
mining merely  the  result  of  the  election,  ac- 
cording to  its  own  laws,  the  state  deprives 
BO  one  of  life,  liberty,  or  property.  In  cre- 
ating this  office  the  state  had  a  right  to  pro- 
Tide  such  agencies  as  it  saw  fit  to  determine 
the  result  of  the  election,  and  it  had  a  right 
to  provide  such  a  mode  of  procedure  as  it 
saw  fit  It  is  wholly  a  matter  of  sUte  poli- 
cy. The  people  of  the  state  might,  by  an 
amendment  to  their  Constitution,  abolish 
the  office  altogether.  The  determination  of 
the  result  of  an  election  is  purely  a  political 
question,  and  if  such  suits  as  this  may  be 
maintained  the  greatest  disorder  will  result 
In  the  public  business.  It  has  always  been 
the  policy  of  our  law  to  provide  a  summary 
process  for  the  settlement  of  such  contests,  to 
the  end  that  public  business  shall  not  be  in- 
terrupted; but  if  such  a  suit  as  this  may  be 
maintained,  where  will  such  a  contest  end?'' 

Of  the  seven  monbers  of  the  tribunal,  Ha- 
selrigg,  C.  J.,  Paynter,  Hobson,  and  White, 
JJ.,  concurred  in  the  principal  opinion  by 
Hobson,  J.;  and  Burnam  and  Guffy,  J  J.,  in 
the  result,  in  a  separate  opinion  by  Burnam, 
J.,  on  the  ground  "that  there  is  no  power  in 
the  courts  of  the  state  to  review  the  finding 
of  the  general  assembly  in  a  contested  ejec- 
tion for  the  offices  of  governor  and  lieuten- 
ant ffovemor  as  shown  by  its  duly  authenti- 
cated records."  Du  Relle,  J.,  dissented,  hold- 
ing that  the  boards  of  contest  had  no  juris- 
diction in  the  matter  which  th^  undertook 
SO  S.  C— 67. 


to  try,  and  that  the  demurrer  ■honld  have 
been  carried  back  to  the  petition  and  sus-qq 
tained.  g 

*  The  present  Constitution  of  the  state  of  • 
Kentucky  of  1891  provides,  S  90:  "Con- 
tested elections  for  governor  and  lieutenant 
governor  shall  be  determined  by  both  houses 
of  the  general  assembly,  according  to  such 
regulations  as  may  be  established  by  law." 
This  was  taken  verbatim  from  the  24th  sec- 
tion of  article  3  of  the  Constitution  of  1860. 

Section  27  of  article  3  of  the  Constitution 
of  1790  provided:  "Contested  elections  for 
a  governor  and  lieutenant  governor  shall  be 
determined  by  a  committer,  to  be  selected 
from  both  houses  of  the  general  assembly, 
and  formed  and  regulated  in  such  Tn^Lim^ 
as  shall  be  directed  by  law." 

The  statutes  of  Kentucky  provide: 

"Sec  1636.  No  application  to  contest  the 
election  of  an  officer  shall  be  heard,  unless 
notice  thereof,  in  writing,  signed  by  the  par* 
ty  contesting,  is  given. 

"1.  The  notice  shall  state  the  grounds  of 
the  contest,  and  none  other  shall  afterward 
be  heard  as  coming  from  such  party;  but  the 
contestee  may  make  defense  without  giving 
counter  notice. 

"2.  In  the  case  of  an  officer  elective  by  the 
voters  of  the  whole  state,  or  any  judicial  dis- 
trict, the  notice  must  be  given  within  thirty 
days  after  the  iinal  action  of  the  board  A 
canvassers." 

•  ••••• 

"Sec    1690  A,    .    • 

"8.  COITTESTKD     EUDCTIOIV     OF     GoVEBlfOB 

Aim  LmnsNAiVT  Govebnob.  When  the  deo- 
tion  of  a  governor  or  lieutenant  governor  is 
contested,  a  board  for  determining  the  eon- 
test  shall  be  formed  in  the  manner  follow- 
iug: 

^'First.  On  the  third  day  after  the  organ- 
ization of  the  general  assembly  which  meets 
next  after  the  election,  the  senate  shall  se- 
lect by  lot,  three  of  its  members,  and  the 
house  of  representatives  shall  select  by  lot, 
eight  of  its  members,  and  the  eleven  so  sfr> 
leeted  shall  constitute  a  board,  seven  of  whom 
shall  have  power  to  act 

"Second.  In  making  the  selection  by  lot, 
the  name  of  each  member  present  shall  be 
written  on  a  separate  piece  of  paper,  every  g 
such  piece  being  as  nearly  similar  to  the  S 
other  as  may  be  *  Each  piece  shall  be  rolled* 
up  so  that  the  name  thereon  cannot  be  seen, 
nor  any  particular  piece  be  aacertained  or 
selected  by  feeling.  The  whole  so  prepared 
shall  be  placed  bv  the  clerk  in  a  box  on  his 
table,  and  after  it  has  been  well  shaken  up 
and  the  papers  therein  well  intermixed,  the 
clerk  shall  draw  out  one  paper,  which  shall 
be  opened  and  read  aloud  by  the  presiding 
officer,  and  so  on  until  the  requirea  number 
is  obtained.  The  persons  whose  names  are 
so  drawn  shall  be  members  of  the  board. 

"Third.  The  members  of  the  board  so 
chosen  bv  the  two  houses  shall  be  sworn  by 
the  speaker  of  the  house  of  representatives 
to  try  the  contested  election,  and  give  true 
judgment  thereon,  according  to  the  evidence 
unless  dissolved  before  rendering  judgment. 

"Fourth.  The  board  shall,  wiUiin  twenty* 
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four  hours  after  its  election,  meet,*  appoint 
it8  chairman,  and  assi^  a  day  for  hearing 
the  contest,  and  adjourn  from  day  to  day 
as  its  business  may  require. 

"Fifth.  If  any  person  so  selected  shall 
swear  that  he  cannot,  without  great  person- 
al inconvenience,  serve  on  the  board,  or  that 
he  feels  an  undue  bias  for  or  against  either 
of  the  parties,  he  may  be  excused  by  the 
house  from  which  he  was  chosen  from  serv- 
ing on  the  board,  and  if  it  appears  that  the 
person  so  selected  is  related  to  either  party, 
or  is  liable  to  any  other  proper  objection  on 
the  score  of  its  partiality,  ne  shall  be  ex- 
cused. 

"Sixth.  Any  deficiency  in  the  proper  num- 
ber so  created  shall  be  supplied  by  another 
draw  from  the  box. 

"Seventh.  The  board  shall  have  power  to 
send  for  persons,  papers,  and  records,  to  is- 
sue attachments  therefor  signed  by  its 
chairman  or  clerk,  and  issue  commissions 
for  takiiu;  proof. 

"Eichtn.  Where  it  shall  appear  that  the 

eandidates  receiving  the  highest  number  of 

votes  ffiven  have  received  an  equal  number, 

the  right  to  the  office  shall  be  determined  by 

lot,  under  the  direction  of  the  board.  Where 

the  person  returned    is  found   not  to  have 

been  legallv  qualified  to  receive  the  office  at 

the  time  of  his  election  a  new  election  shall 

be  ordered  to  fill  tlie  vacancy;  Provided,  the 

first  two  years  of  his  term  shall  not  have  ex- 

e  pired;  Where    another    than     the     person 

^  returned  shall  be  found  to  have  received  the 

•  hiffhest  number  of  legal  Votes  given^^such 

other  shall   be  adjudged  to   be   the  person 

elected  and  entitled  to  the  office. 

"Ninth.  No  decision  shall  be  made  but  by 
the  vote  of  six  members.  The'  decision  of 
the  board  shall  not  be  final  nor  conclusive. 
Such  decision  shall  be  reported  to'  the  two 
houses  of  the  general  assembly,  for  the  fu- 
ture action  of  the  general  assembly.  And 
the  general  assembly  shall  then  determine 
such  contest. 

"Tenth.  If  a  new  election  is  required  it 
shall  be  immediately  ordered  by  proclama- 
tion of  the  speaker  of  the  house  of  represen- 
tatives to  take  place  within  six  weeks  there: 
after,  and  on  a  day  not  sooner  than  thirty 
davs  thereafter. 

"Eleventh.  When  a  new  election  is  ordered 
or  the  incumbent  adjudged  not  to  be  enti- 
tled, his  powers  shall  immediately  cease, 
and,  if  the  office  is  not  adjudged  to  another, 
it  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

"Twelfth.  If  any  member  of  the  board  wil- 
fully fails  to  attend  its  sessions,  he  shall  be 
reported  to  the  house  to  which  he  belongs, 
and  thereupon  such  house  shall,  in  its  discre- 
tion, punish  him  by  fine  or  imprisonment  or 
both. 

"Thirteenth.  If  no  decision  of  the  board  is 
given  during  the  then  session  of  the  general 
assembly,  it  shall  be  dissolved  unless  by 
Joint  resolution  of  the  two  houses  it  is  em- 
powered to  continue  longer." 

Messrs.  Helm  Bmoe,  W.  O.  Bradley, 

Kennedy  Helm,  and  James  P.  Helm  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error. 


Messrs.  liBwrenee  Maxwell,  Jr.,  and 
Lewis  MoQvown  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

It  is  obviously  essential  to  the  independ- 
ence of  the  states^  and  to  their  peace  and 
tranquillity,  that  their  power  to  prescribe  ^ 
the  qualifications  of  their  own  officers,  theg 
tenure  of  their  offices,*  the  manner  of  thdr* 
election,  and  the  rounds  on  which,  the  trib^ 
unals  before  which,  and  the  mode  in  which, 
such  elections  may  be  contested,  should  be 
exclusive  and  free  from  external  interference, 
except  80  far  as  plainly  provided  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States. 

And  where  controversies  over  the  election 
of  state  officers  have  reached  the  state  courts 
in  the  manner  provided  by,  and  been  there 
determined  in  accordance  with,  the  state  Con- 
stitutions and  laws,  the  cases  must  necessar- 
ily be  rare  in  which  the  interference  of  this 
court  can  properly  be  invoked. 

In  Boyd  v.  Nebraska  ex  rel,  Thayer,  143 
U.  S.  155,  86  L.  ed.  108,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  375, 
which  was  a  proceeding  in  quo  warranto,  in 
which  the  supreme  court  of  Nebraska  had 
held  that  James  E.  Boyd  had  not  been  for 
two  years  preceding  his  election  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States^  and  hence  that  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  he  was  not  eligible 
to  the  office  of  governor,  this  court  took 
jurisdiction  because  the  conclusion  of  the 
state  court  involved  the  denial  of  a  right  or 
privilege  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  upon  which  the  deter- 
mination of  whether  Boyd  was  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  or  not  depended,  and  there- 
fore jurisdiction  to  review  a  decision  against 
such  right  or  privilege  necessarily  existed  in 
this  tribunal.  Missouri  v.  Andriano,  138 
U.  S.  496,  84  L.  ed.  1012,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
385.  And  we  said:  "Each  state  has  the 
power  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  its 
officers  and  the  manner  m  which  they  shiUl 
be  chosen  and  the  title  to  offices  shall  be 
tried,  whether  in  the  judicial  courts  or  other- 
wise. But  when  the  trial  is  in  the  courts, 
it  is  a  'case,'  and  if  a  defenee  is  interposed 
under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  is  overruled,  then,  as  in  any 
other  case  decided  by  the  highest  court  of  a 
state,  this  court  has  jurisdiction  by  writ  of 
error." 

So  in  Kennard  v.  Louisiana  ew  rel.  Mor- 
gan, 92  U.  S.  480,  23  L.  ed.  478,  concerning 
the  right  of  Kennard  to  the  office  of  associ- 
ate justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana, 
jurisdiction  was  taken  on  the  ground  that 
the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  under 
which  the  disputed  title  to  office  was  tried 
was  drawn  in  question.  The  court,  speak- 
ing by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite,  said:  "The 
question  before  us  is,  not  whether  the  courts 
below,  having  jurisdiction  of  the  case  and  theei 
parties,  have  followed  the  law,  but  whether^ 
the  law,  if  followed,  would  have  furnished* 
Kennard  the  protection  guaranteed  by  the 
Constitution.  Irregularities  and  mere  errors 
in  the  proceedings  can  only  be  corrected  ia 
the  state  courts.    Our  authority  does  not 
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extend  beyond  an  examination  of  the  power 
of  the  courts  below  to  proceed  at  M. 

The  writ  in  Foster  ▼.  Ka/naas  ew  rel,  Johnt- 
fon,  112  U.  S.  201,  28  L.  ed.  620,  6  Sup.  Ot. 
Rep.  8,  97,  rested  on  the  same  ground. 

In  each  of  the  foregoing  cases  the  deter- 
mination of  the  right  to  the  offices  in  diapute 
was  reposed  in  the  judicial  courts,  ana  no 
question  was  expressly  considered  by  this 
oourt  as  to  whether  the  right  to  a  public  of- 
fice of  a  state  was  or  was  not  protected  by 
the  14th  Amendment. 

In  WUaon  v.  North  Carolina,  160  U.  S. 
586,  42  L.  ed.  865,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  435,  the 
governor  of  North  Carolina  had  suspended 
plaintiff  in  error  as  railroad  commissioner 
under  a  statute  of  that  state,  and  the  state 
supreme  court  had  held  the  action  of  the  gov- 
ernor a  valid  exercise  of  the  power  conferred 
upon  him,  and  that  it  was  due  process  of  law 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  A 
writ  of  error  from  this  court  to  review  that 
judgment  was  granted,  and  on  hearing  was 
aismissed.  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion,  said :  "The  controversy  re- 
latee  exclusively  to  the  title  to  a  state  of- 
fice, created  by  a  statute  of  the  state,  and  to 
the  rights  of  one  who  was  elected  to  the  of- 
fice so  created.  Those  rights  are  to  be  meas- 
ured by  the  statute  and  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  state,  excepting  in  so  far  as  they  may 
be  protected  by  any  provision  of  the  Federi^ 
Constitution.  Authorities  are  not  required 
to  support  the  general  proposition  that  in 
the  consideration  of  the  Constitution  or  laws 
of  a  state  this  court  follows  the  construc- 
tion given  to  those  instruments  by  the  high- 
est court  of  the  state.  The  exceptions  to 
this  rule  do  not  embrace  the  case  now  be- 
fore us.  We  are  therefore  concluded  by  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  North  Caro- 
lina as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  stat- 
ute itself,  and  that  as  construed  it  does  not 
violate  the  Constitution  of  the  state.  The 
only  question  for  us  to  review  is  whether  the 
state,  through  the  action  of  its  governor  and 
judiciary,  has  deprived  the  plaintiff  in  error 
eq  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
[^  or  denied  to  him  the  e<}ual  protection  of  the 
•  laws.  We  are  of  opinion^that  the  plaintiff 
in  error  was  not  deprived  of  any  right  guar- 
anteed to  him  by  the  Federal  Constitution, 
by  reason  of  the  proceedings  before  the  gov- 
ernor under  the  statute  above  mentioned, 
and  resulting  in  his  suspension  from  office. 
The  procedure  was  in  accordance  with  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state.  It  was 
taken  under  a  valid  statute  creating  a  state 
office  in  a  constitutional  manner,  as  the 
state  court  has  held.  What  kind  and  how 
much  of  a  hearing  the  officer  should  have  be- 
fore suepension  by  the  governor  was  a  matter 
for  the  state  legislature  to  determine,  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state. 
The  procedure  provided  by  a  valid  state  law 
for  the  purpose  of  changing  the  incumbent 
of  a  state  office  will  not,  in  general,  involve 
any  question  for  review  by  this  court.  A 
law  of  that  kind  does  but  provide  for  the 
carrying  out  and  enforcement  of  the  policy 
of  ti^e  state  with  reference  to  its  politick 


and  internal  administration,  and  a  deoision 

of  the  state  court  in  r^^rd  to  its  conetrue- 
tion  and  validity  will  generally  be  conclu- 
sive here.  The  facts  would  have  to  be  moat 
rare  and  exceptional  which  would  give  rise, 
in  a  case  of  this  nature,  to  a  Federal  ques- 
tion. •  .'  .  In  its  internal  administra- 
tion the  state  (so  far  as  oonoems  the  Federal 
government)  has  entire  freedom  of  choice  as 
to  the  creation  of  an  office  for  purely  state 
purposes,  and  of  the  terms  upon  which  it 
shall  be  held  by  the  persons  filling  the  office. 
And  in  such  matters  the  decision  of  the  state 
court,  that  the  procedure  by  which  an  officer 
has  been  suspended  or  removed  from  office 
was  regular  and  was  under  a  constitutional 
and  valid  statute,  must  generally  be  conclu- 
sive in  this  court.  .  •  .  Upon  the  case 
made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  the  Federal 

?ueRtion  which  he  attempts  to  raise  is  so  un- 
ounded  in  substance  that  we  are  justified  in 
saying  that  it  does  not  really  exist;  that 
there  is  no  fair  color  for  claiming  that  his 
rights  under  the  Federal  Constitution  hav« 
b^n  violated,  either  by  depriving  him  of  his 
property  without  due  proceae  of  law,  or  by 
denying  him  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws." 

The  grounds  on  which  our  jurisdiction  it 
sought  to  be  maintained  in  the  present  case 
are  set  forth  in  the  err;>rs  assigned,  to  the  ef- 
fect, in  substance:     (1)  That  the  action  of^ 
the  general  assembly  in  the  matter  of  these  g 
contests  deprived  plaintiffs  in^error  of  their* 
offices    without    due  process  of  law.     (2) 
That  the  action  of  the  general  assembly  de- 
prived the  people  of  Kentucky  of  the  right 
to  choose  their  own  representatives,  secured 
by  the  guarantee  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion of  a  republican  form  of  government  to 
every  state,  and  deprived  them  of  their  po- 
litical liberty  without  due  process  of  law. 

For  more  than  a  hundred  years  the  Consti* 
tution  of  Kentucky  has  provided  that  con- 
tested elections  for  governor  and  lieutenant 
governor  shall  be  determined  by  the  general 
assembly.  In  1700,  by  a  committee,  "to  be 
selected  from  both  houses  of  the  general  as- 
sembly, and  formed  and  regulated  in  such 
manner  as  shall  be  directed  oy  law"  [Const, 
art.  3,  §  27] ;  since  1850,  "by  both  houses  of 
the  general  assembly,  according  to  such  r^pi- 
lations  as  may  be  establii&ed  by  law" 
[Const,  art.  3.  §  24]. 

The  highest  court  of  the  state  has  often 
held,  and,  in  the  present  case  has  again  de- 
clared, that  under  these  constitutional  provi- 
sions the  power  of  the  general  assembly  to 
determine  the  result  is  exclusive,  and  that  its 
decision  is  not  open  to  judicial  review.  Bat- 
man V.  Megotcan,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  533;  8 tine 
V.  Berry,  06  Ky.  68,  27  S.  W.  SOO.f 

The  statute  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  into 


tAnd  see  State  ew  rel.  Grisell  v.  Marlow,  15 
Ohio  St.  116,  184 ;  State  v.  Harmon,  81  Ohio  St. 
250 ;  Com.  €V  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Oarrlflrtiea  28  Pa. 
0,  70  Am.  Dec  108 ;  Com.  eev  rek  McCurdy  v. 
Leech,  44  Pa.  882 ;  People  ee  rel.  Boyce  v.  Good- 
win, 22  Mich.  406;  Baxter  v.  Brooks,  30  Ark. 
173 :  SUte  V.  Lewis,  51  Conn.  118. 
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effect  haa  been  in  existence  in  substance  since 
1799,  1  Morehead,  and  Brown,  693HI;  Rev. 
Stat  Ky.  1862,  cbap.  32,  art.  7,  S  1,  p.  294. 
Many  of  the  states  have  similar  onuititation- 
al  provisions  and  similar  statutes. 

We  do  not  understand  this  statute  to  be  as- 
sailed as  in  any  manner  obnoxious  to  oonsti- 
toional  objection,  but  that  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror complain  of  the  action  of  the  general  as- 
sembly under  the  statute  and  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  state  courts  declining  to  disturb 
that  action. 

It  was  earnestly  pressed  at  the  bar  that 
all  the  proceedings  were  void  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction apparent  on  the  face  of  the  record; 
tt  that  under  tne  Constitution  and  statute,  as 
g  there  was  no  question  of  an  e^ual  number  of 
•  votes  or  of  the  legal^qualifications  of  the  can- 
didates, the  action  of  the  general  assembly 
could  only  be  invoked  1^  a  contest  as  to 
which  of  the  parties  had  received  the  high- 
est number  of  legal  votes;  but  that  the  no- 
tices put  forward  a  case,  not  of  the  election 
of  the  contestants,  but  of  no  election  at  all, 
which  the  contest  boards  and  the  general  as- 
sembly had  no  jurisdiction  to  deal  with.  The 
notices  were,  however,  exceedingly  broad, 
and  set  up  a  variety  of  grounds,  and  specifi- 
cally stated  that  the  contestants  would  ask 
the  board«  of  contest  and  the  general  assem- 
bly to  determine  that  they  were  legally  and 
rightfully  elected  governor  and  lieutenant 
governor  at  the  said  election  and  that  the 
contestees  were  not  And  the  determination 
of  the  boards  and  of  the  general  assembly 
was  that  contestants  had  received  the  high- 
est number  of  legal  votes  cast  for  any  candi- 
date for  said  offices  at  said  election,  and  were 
duly  and  legally  elected  governor  and  lieu- 
tenant governor, — a  determination  which 
adjudged  the  notices  to  be  sufficient,  and 
which  did  not  include  any  matter  not  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal. 

We  repeat,  then,  that  the  contention  is 
that,  although  the  statute  furnished  due 
process  of  law,  the  general  assembly  in  ad- 
minstering  the  statute  denied  it;  and  that 
the  court  of  appeals  in  holding  to  the  rule 
that  where  a  mode  of  contesting  elections  is 
specifically  provided  by  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  a  state,  that  mode  is  exclusive,  and 
in  holding  that,  as  the  power  to  determine 
was  vest^  in  the  general  assembly  of  Ken- 
tucky, the  decision  of  that  body  was  not  sub- 
ject to  judicial  revision,  denied  a  right 
daimed  under  the  Federal  Constitution.  The 
court  of  appeals  did,  indeed,  adjudge  that 
the  case  did  not  come  within  the  14th  Amend- 
ment, because  the  right  to  hold  the  office  of 
governor  or  lieutenant  governor  of  Kentucky 
wae  not  property  in  itself,  and,  being  created 
by  the  state  Constitution,  was  conferred  and 
held  solely  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
that  instrument  and  laws  passed  pursuant 
thereto,  so  that,  in  respect  of  an  elective  of- 
fice, a  determination  of  the  result  of  an  elec- 
tion, in  the  manner  provided,  adverse  to  a 
elaimant,  could  not  be  regarded  as  a  depriva- 
tion forbidden  by  that  amendment 
•  Hie  view  that  public  office  is  not  property 


has  been  generally  entertained  in  this  coun- 

In  Butler  v.  Peimsylmmia^  10  How.  402, 
416,  13  L.  ed.  472,  478,  BuUer  and  others  bv 
virtue  of  a  statute  of  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania had  been  appointed  canal  commission* 
ers  for  a  term  of  one  year  with  a  compensa- 
tion of  $4  per  diem,  but  during  their  incum- 
bency another  statute  was  passed  whereby 
the  compensation  was  reduced  to  $3,  and  it 
was  claimed  that  their  contract  rights  were 
thereby  infringed.  The  court  drew  a  dis- 
tinction between  such  a  situation  and  that  of 
a  contract  by  which  "|>erfect  rights,  oertain 
definite,  fixed  private  rights  of  property,  are 
vested;"  and  said:  'T^ese  are  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  measures  or  engagements 
adopted  or  undertaken  by  the  body  politic  or 
state  government  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and 
from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  and  according 
to  tmiversal  understanding,  to  be  varied  or 
discontinued  as  the  public  good  d^aU  re- 
quire. The  selection  of  officers,  who  are 
nothing  more  than  agents  for  the  effectuat- 
ing of  such  public  purposes,  is  matter  of  pub- 
lic convenience  or  necessity,  and  so,  too,  are 
the  periods  for  the  appointment  of  such 
agents;  but  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  of 
these  arrangements  can  constitute  any  obli- 
gation to  continue  such  agents,  or  to  reap- 
point them,  after  the  measures  whidi  brought 
them  into  being  shall  have  been  found  use- 
less, shall  have  been  fulfilled,  or  shall  have 
been  abrogated  as  even  detrimental  to  the 
well  being  of  the  public  ...  It  follows, 
then,  upon  principle,  that  in  every  perfect  or 
competent  government  there  must  exist  a 
general  power  to  enact  and  to  repeal  laws, 
and  to  create,  and  change  or  discontinue,  the 
agents  designated  for  the  execution  of  those 
laws.  Such  a  power  is  indispensable  for  the 
preservation  of  the  body  politic,  and  for  the 
safety  of  the  individuals  of  the  community. 
It  is  true  that  this  power,  or  the  extent  of 
its  exercise,  may  be  controlled  by  the  higher 
organic  law  or  Constitution  of  the  state,  as 
is  the  case  in  some  instances  in  the  state  Con-  w 
stitutions."  h 

•  In  Crenshaw  v.  UfUied  Statee,  134  U.  8.? 
99,  104,  33  L.  ed.  826,  827,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
431,  432,  Mr.  Justice  Lamar  stated  the  pri- 
mary question  in  the  case  to  be  "whether  an 
officer  appointed  for  a  definite  time  or  dur- 
ing good  behavior  had  any  vested  interest  or 
contract  right  in  his  office  of  which  Con- 
gress could  not  deprive  him.**  And  he  said, 
speaking  for  the  court:  "The  question  is 
not  novel.  There  seems  to  be  but  little  diffi- 
culty in  deciding  that  there  was  no  such  in- 
terest or  right"  Butler  v.  Pennsylvania^ 
10  How.  402,  13  L.  ed.  472;  Newton  v.  Ma- 
honing County  Comra,  100  U.  S.  548,  25  L. 
ed.  710;  Blake  v.  United  States,  103  U.  a 
227,  26  L.  ed.  462;  and  many  other  cases. 

The  decisions  are  numerous  to  the  effeot 
that  public  offices  are  mere  agencies  or 
trusts,  and  not  property  as  such.  Nor  are 
the  salary  and  emoluments  property,  secured 
by  contract,  but  compensation  for  services 
actually  rendered.  Nor  does  the  fact  that 
a  eonstitotion  may  forbid  the  legislature 
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from  aboliahiiig  a  public  afBce  or  dlminislio 
ing  the  salary  thereof  during  the  term  of  the 
incumbent  change  its  character  or  make  it 
property.  True,  the  reetrictions  limit  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  deal  with  the  of- 
fice, but  even  such  restrictions  may  be  re- 
moved by  constitutional  amendment.  In 
^ort,  generally  speaking,  the  nature  of  the 
relation  of  a  public  officer  to  the  public  is 
inconsistent  with  either  a  property  or  a  con- 
tract rightt 

The  court  of  appeals  not  only  held  that 
the  office  of  governor  or  of  lieutenant  gover- 
nor was  not  property  under  the  Constitution 
of  Kentucky;  but,  moreover,  that  court  waa 
of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  these  contested 
elections  did  not  deprive  plaintiffs  in  error 
of  any  pre-existing  right. 

Our  system  of  elections  was  unknown  to 
the  common  law,  and  the  whole  subject  is 
regulated  by  constitutions  and  statutes 
passed  thereunder.  In  the  view  of  the  court 
of  appeals  the  mode  of  contesting  elections 
was  part  of  the  machinery  for  ascertaining 
the  result  of  the  election,  and  hence  the 
rights  of  the  officer  who  held  the  certificate 
of  the  state  board  of  canvassers  "were  pro- 
Qo  visional  or  temporary  until  the  determina- 
g  tion  of  the  result  of  Uie  election  as  provided 
•  in  the  ConBtitutioa,*and  upon  that  determi- 
nation, if  adverse  to  him,  they  ceased  alto- 
gether." In  fact,  the  statute  provided  that 
when  the  "incumbent  is  adjudged  not  to  be 
entitled  his  powers  shall  inunediately  cease," 
and  under  the  Constitution  the  holder  of  the 
certificate  manifestly  held  it  for  tiie  time 
being  subject  to  the  issue  of  a  contest  if  in- 
itiated. 

It  is  dear  that  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  in  declining  to  go  behind  the  deci- 
■ion  of  the  tribunal  vested  by  the  state  Con- 
stitution and  laws  with  the  ultimate  deter- 
mination of  the  right  to  these  offices,  denied 
no  right  secured  bv  the  14th  Amendment. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  14th  Amendment 
must  be  read  with  9  4  of  article  4  of  the  Con- 
stitution, providing  that;  "The United  States 
shall  guarantee  to  every  state  in  this  Union 
a  republican  form  of  government,  and  shall 
protect  each  of  them  against  invasion,  and, 
on  application  of  the  legislature,  or  of  the 
executive  (when  the  le^slature  cannot  be 
convened),  against  domestic  violence."  It 
is  argued  that  when  the  state  of  Kentucky 
entered  the  Union,  the  people  "surrendered 
their  right  of  forcible  revolution  in  state  af- 
fairs/' and  received  in  lieu  thereof  a  dis- 
tinct pledge  to  the  people  of  the  state  of  the 
guaranty  of  a  republican  form  of  govern- 
ment, and  of  protection  against  invasion  and 
against  domesUo  violence;  that  the  distin- 
guishing feature  of  that  form  of  government 
IS  the  right  of  the  people  to  choose  their  own 
officers  for  governmental  administration; 
that  this  waa  denied  by  the  action  of  the 


general  assembly  in  this  instance;  and,  in 
effect,  that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to  en- 
force that  guaranty,  albeit  the  judidarv  of 
Kentucky  was  unable  to  do  so  because  of  the 
division  of  the  powers  of  government.  And 
yet  the  writ  before  us  was  granted  under  S 
709  of  the  Revised  Statutes  to  revise  the 
judgment  of  the  state  court  on  the  ground 
that  a  constitutional  right  was  decided 
against  by  that  court. 

It  was  long  ago  settled  that  the  enforce- 
ment of  this  guaranty  belonged  to  the  politi- 
cal department.  Luther  v.  Borden^  7  How. 
1,  12  L  ed.  681.  In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  the  question,  which  of  the  two  opposing 
governments  of  Rhode  Island,  namely,  the  g 
charter  government  or  the  government  es-  lo 
tablished  by  n^/oluntary  convention,  was  the  * 
legitimate  one,  was  a  question  for  the  deter* 
mination  of  the  political  department;  and 
when  that  department  haa  decided,  the 
courts  were  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  deci- 
sion and  follow  it;  and  also  that  as  the  su- 
preme court  of  Rhode  Island,  holding  con- 
stitutional authority  not  in  dispute,  had  de- 
cided the  point,  the  well-settled  rule  applied 
that  the  courts  of  the  United  States  adopt 
and  follow  the  decisions  of  the  sUte  courts 
on  questions  which  concern  merely  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  sUte. 

We  had  occasion  to  refer  to  Luther  v.  Bar' 
den  in  Re  Duncan,  139  U.  S.  449,  461,  35  L. 
ed.  219,  224,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673,  and  we 
there  observed:  "Mr.  Webster's  argument 
in  that  case  took  a  wider  sweep,  and  con- 
tained a  masterly  statement  of  the  American 
system  of  government  as  recognizing  that  the 
people  are  the  source  of  all  political  power, 
but  that,  as  the  exercise  of  governmental 
powers  immediately  by  the  people  themselvea 
is  impracticable,  they  must  be  exercised  by 
representatives  of  the  people;  that  the  basia 
of  representation  is  suffrage;  that  the  right 
of  suffrage  must  be  protected  and  its  exerdse 
prescribed  by  previous  law,  and  the  results 
ascertained  by  some  oertain  rule;  that 
through  its  regulated  exercise  each  man's 
power  tells  in  the  Constitution  of  the  gov- 
ernment and  in  the  enactment  of  laws;  that 
the  people  limit  themselves  in  regard  to  the 

Snalifications  of  electors  and  the  qualifica- 
ons  of  the  eleeted,  and  to  certain  forms  for 
the  conduct  of  elections;  that  our  liberty  is 
the  liberty  secured  by  the  regular  action  of 
popular  power,  taking  place  and  ascertained 
in  accordance  with  legal  and  authentic 
modes;  and  that  the  Constitution  and  laws 
do  not  proceed  on  the  ground  of  revolution 
or  any  right  of  revolution,  but  on  the  idea 
of  results  achieved  by  orderly  action  under 
the  authority  of  existing  govemments,  pro- 
ceedings outside  of  which  are  not  contem- 
plated by  our  institutions.  Webster's 
Works,  vol.  6,  p.  217.  .  .  .  The  state  of 
Texas  is  in  full  possession  of  its  faculties  as 
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•member of  the  Union,  and  ite  legislative,  ex- 
eeutive,  and  jadicial  departments  are  peaoe- 
IvUt  operating  by  the  orderly  and  settled 
methods  prescribed  by  its  fundamental  law. 

§  Whether  certain  statutes  have  or  have  not 
binding  force  it  is  for  the  state  to  determine, 

*  and-  that* determination  in  itself  involves  no 
infraction  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  raises  no  Federal  question  giving 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  jurisdiction.'' 

These  observations  are  applicable  here. 
The  oommonwealth  of  Kentucky  is  infullpos- 
ieesion  of  its  facidties  as  a  member  of  the 
Union,  and  no  exigency  has  arisen  requiring 
the  interference  of  the  general  government 
to  enforce  the  guaranties  of  the  Constitution, 
or  to  repel  invasion,  or  to  put  down  domestic 
violence.  In  the  eye  of  the  Constitution,  the 
legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  depart- 
ments of  the  state  are  peacefully  operating 
by  the  orderly  and  settled  methods  prescribed 

S'  its  fundamental  law,  notwithstanding 
ere  may  be  difficulties  and  disturbances  aris- 
ing from  the  pendency  and  determination  of 
tiMee  contests.  This  very  case  shows  that 
tills  is  so,  for  those  who  assert  that  they  were 
•Aggrieved  by  the  action  of  the  general  as- 
sembly properly  accepted  the  only  appropri- 
ate remedy  which,  under  the  law,  was  within 
the  reach  of  the  parties.  Tliat  this  proved 
ineffectual  as  to  them,  even  though  their 
grounds  of  complaint  may  have  been  in  fact 
well  founded,  was  the  r^ult  of  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  under  which  they  lived  and 
by  which  they  were  bound.  Any  remedy  be- 
side that  is  to  be  found  in  the  august  tribu- 
nal of  the  people,  which  is  continually  sit- 
ting, and  over  whose  jud^ents  on  the  con- 
dn^  of  public  functionaries  the  courts  exer- 
cise no  control. 
We  must  decline  to  take  jurisdiction  on  the 

Sonnd  of  deprivation  of  rights  embraced  by 
e  14th  Amendment,  without  due  process  of 
law,  or  of  the  violation  of  the  guaranty  of  a 
republican  form  of  government  by  reason  of 
similar  deprivation. 

As  remarked  by  Chief  Justice  Taney  in 
lather  V.  Borden:  "Hie  hiffh  power  has 
been  conferred  on  this  court  of  passing  judg- 
ment upon  the  acts  of  the  state  sovereign- 
ties, and  of  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  of  the  Federal  government,  and  of 
determining  whether  they  are  beyond  the 
Umits  of  power  marked  out  for  them  respec- 
tively by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  This  tribunal,  therefore,  should  be 
the  last  to  overstep  the  boimdaries  which 
H  limit  its  own  jurisdiction.  And  while  it 
S  should  always  be  ready  to  meet  any  question 

*  confided* to  it  by  the  Constitution,  it  is 
equally  its  duty  not  to  pass  beyond  its  ap- 
propriate sphere  of  action,  and  to  take  care 
not  to  involve  itself  in  discussions  which 
properly  belong  to  other  forums." 

Writ  of  error  dismissed, 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  dissenting: 
I  am  unable  to  concur  in  all  that  is  said 
fegr  the  Chief  Justice  in  the  opinion  fust  an- 
Bouneed,  and  will  staie  briefly  wherein  I  dis- 
tent 


An  office  to  which  a  salary  is  attached,  in 
a  case  in  which  the  controversy  is  only  as  to 
which  of  two  parties  is  entitled  thereto,  has 
been  adjudged  by  this  court,  and  rightfully, 
to  be  property  within  the  scope  of  that  clause 
of  the  14th  Amendment,  which  forbids  a 
state  to  ''deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law.**  fn 
Kennard  v.  Louisiana  ex  rel,  Morgan,  02  U. 
S.  480,  23  L.  ed.  478,  Kennard  was  appointed 
a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana. 
Morgan  claimed  to  be  entitled  thereto,  and 
brought  suit  to  settle  the  title  to  the  office. 
The  supreme  court  of  the  state  decided  in 
favor  of  Morffan,  and  Kennard  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court  on  the  ground 
that  the  judgment  had  deprived  him  of  his 
office  without  due  process  of  law,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  forcing  provision  of  the  14th 
Amendment.  Of  course,  neither  life  nor 
liberty  were  involved,  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  could  be  sustained  only  on  the 
ground  that  the  property  of  Kennard  was 
taken  from  him,  as  alleged,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  This  court  imanimously  sus- 
tained the  jurisdiction,  but»  on  examination 
of  the  procedings,  found  that  there  had  been 
due  process  of  law,  and  therefore  affirmed 
the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Louisi- 
ana. In  Foster  v.  Kansas  ex  rel,  Johnston^ 
112  U.  S.  201,  28  L.  ed.  629,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
8,  97,  the  suprone  court  of  Kansas  had,  in 
quo  warranto  proceedings,  ousted  Foster 
from  the  office  of  county  attorney  of  Saline  i 
county,  and  there  was  presented  a  motion  to  i 
dismiss  as  weQ*as  one  to  affirm.  This  court ' 
unanimously  held  that  the  motion  to  dismiss 
must  be  overruled,  saying  (p.  20G,  L.  ed.  p. 
697,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  08) : 

"As  the  question  of  the  constitutionality 
of  the  statute  was  directly  raised  by  the  d^ 
fendant,  and  decided  sgainst  him  by  the 
court,  we  have  jurisdiction,  and  the  motion 
to  dismiss  must  be  overruled." 

At  the  same  time  it  affirmed  the  decision  of 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state  on  the  ground 
that  the  proceedings  showed  due  process  of 
law.  In  Boyd  v.  Nelnuska  ex  rel  Thayer^ 
143  U.  S.  136,  36  L.  ed.  103, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
375,  the  supreme  court  of  N^raaka  had,  in 
an  appropriate  action,  rendered  judgment 
ousting  Boyd  from  the  office  of  governor  of 
the  8tate«  and  placing  Thayer  in  possession. 
On  error  to  this  court  we  took  jurisdiction 
of  the  case,  and  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Nebraska,  thus  restoring 
Boyd  to  the  office  from  which  he  had  been 
ousted  by  the  judgment  of  that  court  In 
that  case  there  was  a  dissenting  opinion  by 
Mr.  Justice  Field  on  the  ground  of  jurisdio- 
tion,  he  saying  (p.  182,  L.  ed.  p.  116,  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  p.  380)  : 

"I  dissent  from  the  judgment  just  ren- 
dered. I  do  not  think  that  this  court  has 
any  jurisdiction  to  determine  a  disputed 
question  as  to  the  right  to  the  governorship 
of  a  state,  however  that  question  may  be  de- 
cided by  its  authorities." 

In  the  late  case  of  Wilson  v.  North  Caro- 
lina, 169  U.  S.  586,  42  L.  ed.  865,  18  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  435,  in  which  the  judgment  of  the  sn- 
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pr«iiie  eonrt  of  the  state  oonfinniBg  the  ftc- 
tion  of  {(oyernor  in  suspending  a  railroad 
commissioner  was  sustained  and  the  writ  of 
error  dismissed,  the  dismissal  was  not  placed 
on  the  ground  that  the  offioe,  with  ite  salary, 
was  not  property  to  be  protected  by  the  14th 
Amendment,  but»  as  said  Mr.  Justice  Peck- 
ham,  apeaking  for  the  oourt  (p.  695,  L.  ed.  p. 
871,  Sup.  Ci.  Rep.  p.  439) : 

'TJpon  the  ease  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  the  Federal  question  which  he  at- 
tempts to  raise  is  so  unfounded  in  substance 
that  we  are  justified  in  saying  tha/t  it  does 
not  really  exist;  that  there  is  no  fair  color 
for  claiming  that  his  rights  under  the  Fed- 
eral Ckmstitution  have  been  violated,  either 
by  depriving  him  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  or  by  denying  him  the  equal 
^  protection  of  tiie  laws." 
CO  We  have  thus,  in  four  eaaes,  coming  at 
7  successive  timet  through*a  period  of  twenty- 
five  years,  had  before  us  the  Question  of  the 
validity  of  judgments  of  the  nighest  courts 
of  separate  atates  taking  office  from  one  per- 
son and  giving  it  to  another,  in  three  of 
which  we  unhesitatingly  sustained  our  juris- 
diction to  review  such  judgments,  two  of 
which  we  affirmed  on  the  groimdthat  the  pro- 
ceedinffs  in  the  staAe  oourt  disclosed  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  and  thai,  therefore,  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error  were  not  infringed; 
in  the  third  of  which  we  held  that  the  pro- 
ceedings could  not  be  sustained,  and  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  state  court  ousting  one 
person  from  the  high  office  of  governor  of  the 
state  and  giving  it  to  another;  and  in  the 
fourth  of  which,  while  we  dismissed  the  writ 
of  error,  it  was  not  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  property  involved,  but  because  the 
reasons  assigned  for  a  review  were  so  frivo- 
lous as  not  to  call  for  oonaideration.  Such  a 
series  of  decisions  should  not  now  be  dis- 
turbed, except  upon  very  cogent  and  satis- 
factory reasons.  And  this  case,  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind,  is  exactly  like  the  others, — a 
proceeding  in  error  to  review  the  judgment 
of  the  highest  court  of  a  state  in  an  action 
to  remove  an  incumbent  from  his  office. 

Aside  from  these  adjudications,  I  am 
dear,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  that  an  office 
to  which  a  salary  is  attached  is,  aa  between 
two  contestants  for  such  office,  to  be  consid- 
ered a  matter  of  property.  I  agree  fully 
with  those  decisions  which  are  referred  to, 
and  which  hold  that  as  between  the  state 
and  the  officeholder  there  is  no  contract  right 
either  to  the  term  of  office  or  the  amount  of 
salary,  and  that  the  legislature  may,  if  not 
restrained  by  constitutional  provisions, 
abolish  the  office  or  reduce  the  salary.  But 
when  the  office  is  not  disturbed,  when  the 
salary  is  not  changed,  and  when  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  neither  can  be  by 
the  legislature,  and  the  question  is  simply 
whether  one  shall  be  deprived  of  that  office 
and  its  salary,  and  both  given  to  another,  a 
very  different  question  is  presented,  and  in 
such  a  case  to  hold  that  the  incumbent  has 
no  proper tv  in  the  office,  with  its  accom- 
panying salary,  does  not  commend  itself  to 
my  judgment. 


While  not  conenrrfiig  iit  the  order  of  di»> 
missal,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky  should  ^ 
be  affirmed.  The  state  of  Kentucky  has  pro-  g 
vided  thal^eontests  in  respect  to  the  office  of  • 
governor  and  lieutenant  governor  shall  be 
decided  by  the  general  asseinbly.  Such  pro- 
vision is  not  uncommon,  is  appropriate,  and 
reasonable.  The  contestants,  William  Goe- 
bel  and  J.  0.  W.  Beckham,  filed  with  the  gen* 
eral  assembly  within  due  time  their  noueet 
of  contest  Those  notices  were  broad  enough 
to  justify  action  by  the  general  assembly 
and  a  decision  setting  aside  the  award  of  the 
canvassing  board  and  giving  to  the  contest- 
ants their  offices.  The  prescribed  procedure 
was  followed,  the  committee  authorized  by 
statute  was  selected,  its  report  made,  and 
upon  that  a  decision  awarding  to  the  con- 
testant the  offices.  It  is  true  that  the  first 
decision  of  the  general  assembly  was  made 
at  a  secret  session  outside  its  ordinary  place 
of  meeting,  and  without  notice  except  to 
those  who  were  supposed  to  be  willing  to 
concur  in  the  report  of  the  committee.  Iff 
that  ended  the  proceedings  I  should  be 
strongly  inclined  to  hold  that  the  decision 
thus  rendered  could  not  be  sustained.  For 
when  a  tribunal  is  constituted  of  several 
members  I  understand  that  all  have  a  right 
to  be  present  and,  if  any  session  is  held  else- 
where than  at  the  appointed  time  and  places 
each  one  must  be  notified  in  order  that  he 
niay  have  the  opportunity  of  being  present 
and  contributing  by  his  advice  and  opinion 
to  the  final  judgment.  But  the  record  does 
not  stop  with  tnis  award  of  a  part  of  the 
assembly  in  secret  session,  for  subsequently 
when  the  general  assembly  was  in  session  at 
its  regular  place  of  meeting,  in  the  discharge 
of  its  ordinary  duties,  and  at  a  time  pre- 
scribed for  its  meeting,  the  action  taken 
on  February  2  was  ratified  and  confirmed, 
both  in  single  and  joint  session.  Kow,  I 
agree  with  those  members  of  the  court  of 
appeals  of  Kentucky  who  hold  that  this  final 
action  of  the  general  assembly  is  conclusive 
I  do  not  ignore  the  many  allegations  of 
wrong,  such  as  that  the  selection  of  the  com- 
mitt^  was  not  by  lot,  as  prescribed  by  the 
laws,  but  waa  a  trick  on  the  part  of  the 
clerks  of  the  assembly,  and  it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  the  outcome  of  that  drawing  lends 
support  to  this  allegation.  Curious  results 
sometimes  happen  by  chance,  but  when  those 
results  happen  so  largely  along  the  lines  of 
the  purposes  of  those  who  have  control  of 
the  supposed  chance,  it  is  not  strange  that  g 
outsiders  are  apt  to  feel  that  purpose,  and  e 
not* chance,  determined  the  resultl  Be  all  * 
these  things  as  they  may,  the  general  assem- 
bly was  constituted  as  the  tribunal  to  con- 
duct and  supervise  the  contest.  It  approved 
what  took  place,  and  it  is  familiar  law  that 
no  question  can  be  raised  in  the  courts  as  to 
the  nonesty  or  intcffrity  of  the  members  of  the 
legislature  in  the  aischarge  of  their  duties. 
Whatever  of  purity  or  honesty  may  be  in 
fact  lacking  in  the  conduct  of  any  one  of 
them  is  a  matter  to  be  inquired  into  between 
his  constituents  and  himself,  and  it  is  no 
part  of  the  province  of  the  judiciary  to  dial* 
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lenge  or  question  the  intcigrily  of  his  action. 
So  we  hftve  the  ease  of  a  committee  appar- 
ently selected  by  lot,  the  propriety  of  whose 
action  was  approved  by  the  tribunal  having 
charge  of  the  controversy,  the  report  of  that 
committee  in  favor  of  uie  contestants,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  assembly,  not  merely  at 
the  secret  session,  but  later,  when  all  were 
present,  or  were  called  upon  to  be 
present,  approving  such  report.  This,  in 
mv  opinion,  constitutes  due  nrocess  of  law 
within  the  meaning  of  the  14tn  Amendment, 
and  I  agree  with  the  court  of  appeals  of  Ken- 
tucky tnat  upon  that  award  thus  made  by 
the  proper  tribunal,  no  other  judgment  can 
be  entered  than  that  which  sustains  it.  But 
because,  as  I  understand  the  law,  this  court 
has  jurisdiction  to  review  a  judgment  of  the 
highest  court  of  a  state  ousting  one  from 
his  office  and  giving  it  to  anotner,  and  a 
right  to  inquire  whether  that  judgment  is 
right  or  wrong  in   respect  to  any   Federal 

Siestion,  such  as  due  process  of  law,  I  think 
e  writ  of  error  should  not  be  dismissed,  but 
that  the  iudgment  of  the  court  of  appeals 
of  Kentucky  should  be  affirmed. 

l£r.  Justice  Brown  concurs. 


(178  U.  S. 

WnxJAM 

610) 

S.  Tatlob  and  John 
Plffa.  in  Err., 

V, 

J.  G.  W.  Bbckhaic 

For  dissentinf  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice 
Um  see  20  Sup.  et  Rep.  1009,  44  L.  ed.  — ^. 


Marshall, 


[No.  604.] 

rr  ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Kentudcy. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fullers  These  were 
suits  in  equity  brought  by  Taylor  and  Mar- 
shall  against  Beckham,  and  one  Carter,  as- 
serting himself  to  be  the  president  pro  tem^ 
pore  of  the  senate  of  Kentucky,  with  the 
right  to  preside  over  that  body  though  Mar- 
shall was  present,  in  which  complainants 
prayed  for  injunctions  restrainins  defend- 
ants from  interfering  with  complainants  in 
their  offices.  These  suits  were  heard  with 
the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Beckham,  just  decided. 
178  U.  S.  648,  20  Sap.  Ot  Rep.  890,  44  L.  ed. 
— .  When  the  circuit  coart  of  Je£Ferson 
county  reached  the  conclusion  that  Beck- 
ham was  entitled  to  the  office  of  governor  and 
entered  judgment  of  ouster,  it  dismissed  the 
suits.  From  the  decrees  appeals  were  taken 
to  the  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky,  where 
they  were  affirmea,  and  thereafter  a  writ  of 
error  from  this  court  was  allowed.  It  re- 
sults from  the  conclusions  announced  in  tiie 
preceding  case  that  the  writ  of  error  muei 
06  diemiaaed,  and  it  ie  eo  ordered, 

Mr.  Justice  MeKoaaa  coneort  in  tha  r» 
suit 


(178  U.  S.  817) 
Em  parte  UNION  STEAMBOAT  COMPANY, 
Petitioner, 

Mandamue — to  compel  obedience  to  mamdaia 
— questions  open  under  mandate, 

1.  The  decision  by  an  Inferior  court  upon  snj 
matter  left  open  by  the  mandate  and  opin- 
ion of  a  higher  court  can  be  reviewed  only 
upon  a  new  appeal,  and  not  by  mandamua 

2.  A  question  as  to  the  recoupment  of  one 
half  the  damages  to  a  cargo  from  a  moiety 
of  damages  awarded  to  one  at  the  vessels  la 
collision,  if  not  raised  or  passed  upon  on  an 
appeal  which  directs  a  decree  for  a  dlviaion 
of  the  damages  between  the  vessels  which 
are  held  to  be  in  fault,  remains  open  for  de- 
termination by  the  lower  court  under  a  man- 
date to  enter  a  decree  in  conformity  to  the 
opinion  on  appeaL 

[No.  12,  Original.] 


Submitted  May  U,  1900. 
1900. 


Decided  Jfoy  S% 


Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browat 
This  was  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus to  the  district  court  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Michigan,  commanding  it  to  set  aside 
a  decree  entered  in  the  case  of  The  New 
York,  176  U.  B.  187,  44  L.  ed.  120,  20  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  67,  and  enter  a  decree  dividing  the 
damages  equally,  so  that  petitioner  would 
not  be  decreed  to  pay  more  than  one  half 
the  total  damages  arising  out  of  the  collision 
between  the  New  York  and  the  Conemaugh, 
with  interest  thereon  not  exceeding  5  per 

cent  per  unwnni. 

Upon  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  case 
of  the  New  York  beinff  filed,  a  mandate  is- 
sued that  the  decree  of  the  court  of  appeals 
be  reversed,  and  the  ease  remanded  to  the 
district  court,  with  direction  "to  enter  a  de- 
cree in  conformity  with  the  opinion  of  this 
court,  with  interest  at  the  same  rate  per  an- 
num that  decrees  bear  in  the  state  of  Mich- 
igan."  Upon  the  case  coming  on  to  be 
heard  in  the  district  court,  the  petitioner, 
the  Union  Steamboat  Company,  owner  of  the 
propeller  New  York,  submitted  a  decree  to 
the  effect  that  both  vessels  were  in  fault  for 
the  collision,  and  that  the  damages  result- 
ing therefrom  be  equally  divided  between  Uie 
Erie  A  Western  Transportation  Company, 
owner  of  the  Conemaugh,  and  the  Union 
Steamboat  Company,  owner  of  the  New 
York;  that  such  damages  amounted  in  all  to 
the  sum  of  $74,319.49,  of  which  certain  in- 
tervening imderwriters  of  the  cargo  were  en-  od 
titled  to,  and  recovered  from  the  steamboat  Jj 
company,  $19,841.66;  that* the  transports-* 
tion  company,  as  trustees  for  the  underwrit- 
ers and  owners  of  the  cargo  of  the  Cone- 
maugh, not  intervenii^,  suffered  damages  in 
the  sum  of  $19,627.67;  that,  as  owner  of 
the  propeller,  it  had  suffered  damages  in  the 
sum  of  $30,608.46,  aggregating  the  sum  of 
$50,136.13 ;  that  the  transportation  company 
recover  of  the  petitioner  one  half  of  $50,136.« 
13,  less  one  half  the  sum  of  $19,841.66,  de- 
creed to  be  paid  to  the  intervening  petitton- 
ers,  etc 

The  court,  however,  declined  to  enter  tUa 
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dteree;  rafoied  to  p«rmit  the  petitioner  to 
reeoup  anj  fum  that  it  might  pay  to  the 
owners  or  underwriters  of  the  cargo  of  the 
Oonemaugh,  from  any  sum  that  was  due 
from  the  steamboat  company  for  damages 
sustained  by  the  Conemaugh,  so  that  such 
eompany  was  compelled  to  pay  of  the  total 
damages  about  76  per  eent  instead  of  60  per 
cent  thereof* 

O.  Wlsnov»  and  W.  O.  Joluason  for  peti- 
tioner. 

ifeMTt.  F.  K.  Oaalleldt  Harrey  D. 
Ooulder,  F.  B«  Masten,  and  S.  H.  Holding 
for  respondent 

Mr.  Justioe  Brown  deUrered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Petitioner  anplies  for  this  writ  of  man- 
damus upon  tne  ground  that  the  district 
court  refused  to  enter  a  decree  in  oonform- 
i^  with  the  opinion  of  this  court  dividing 
the  damages^  but  in  effect  entered  a  decree 
imposing  upon  the  Union  Steamboat  Com- 

Snj,  the  petitioner,  about  76  per  cent  of 
e  damages  occasioned  by  the  collision. 
The  du^  of  an  inferior  court  up<m  receiv- 
ing the  mandate  of  this  court  is  nowliere 
better  described  than  1^  Mr.  Justice  Bald- 
win in  an  early  case  upon  that  subject  {Bib- 
laid  Y.  United  Siaiet,  12  Pet  488,  402,  0 
«  L.  ed.  1167,  1169) :  "^Whaterer,"  said  he, 
eo  "Sras  before  the  court  and  is  disposed  of, 
*  is  considered  as  finally  ^settled.  The  infe- 
rior eourt  is  bound  1^  the  decree  as  the  law 
of  the  case,  and  must  carry  it  into  execution 
according  to  the  mandate.  They  cannot 
vary  it  or  examine  it  for  any  other  purpose 
than  execution;  or  give  any  other  or  further 
relief;  or  review  it  upon  any  matter  decided 
on  appeal  for  error  apparent;  nor  intermed- 
dle with  it,  further  than  to  settle  so  much 
as  has  been  remanded.  ...  If  the  spe- 
cial mandate  directetd  1^  the  24th  section 
[of  the  Judiciary  act]  is  not  obeyed  or  exe- 
cuted, then  the  general  power  given  to  'all 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  to  issue  any 
writs  which  are  necessaiy  for  the  exercise 
of  their  respective  jurisdictions,  and  agree- 
able to  the  principles  and  usages  of  law,' 
by  the  14th  section  of  the  judiciarv  act,  fair- 
ly arises,  and  a  mandamus  or  otner  appro- 
priate writs  will  go,"  although  an  appeal 
will  also  sometimes  lie.  PerMn§  v.  Foumi- 
quety  14  How.  328,  330,  14  L.  ed.  441,  442; 
Milwaukee  d  U.  tL  Co.  v.  Boutter,  2  WalL 
440,  448,  17  L.  ed.  860,  861.  See  also  Boyoe 
▼.  Orundy,  0  Pet  276,  0  L.  ed.  127;  Sm  parte 
Dubuque  A  P.  R.  Co.  1  Wall.  69,  euh  nom. 
Dubuque  d  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Litchfield,  17  L.  ed. 
614;  Durant  v.  Beeeo  Co.  101  U.  S.  566,  25 
L.  ed.  961 ;  Re  Washington  4  0.  R.  Co.  140 
U.  8.  91,  35  L.  ed.  339,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
673;  City  Bank  v.  Hunter,  162  U.  S.  512,  38 
L.  ed.  534,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  675;  Re  City 
Vat.  Bank,  153  U.  S.  246,  88  L.  ed.  705,  14 
Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  804;  Re  Banford  Fork  d  Tool 
Co.  160  U.  6.  247,  40  L.  ed.  414,  16  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  291;  Re  Potts,  166  U.  S.  263,  suh  nom. 
Re  C.  d  A.  Potts  d  Go.  41  L.  ed.  994,  17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  520. 
It  is  equally  well  settled,  however,  that 


such  writ,  tm  m  general  mK  H^  only  where 
there  is  no  other  adequate  remedy^  aad  that 
it  cannot  be  availed  of  as  a  writ  of  error. 
Re  Pennsylvania  Co.  137  U.  S.  451,  34  h. 
ed.  738,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  141;  Re  Morrison, 
147  U.  S.  14,  26,  37  L.  ed.  60,  65,  13  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  246;  Bw  parte  Des  Moines  d  M,  A.  Co. 
103  U.  S.  794,  26  L.  ed.  461;  Ex  parte  Bal- 
timore d  O.  R.  Co.  108  U.  S.  566,  27  L.  ed. 
812,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876;  Re  Atlantic  City 
R.  Co.  164  U.  8.  633,  41  L.  ed.  579,  17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  208.  The  inferior  court  is  jus- 
tified in  considering  and  deciding  any  ques- 
tion left  open  1^  the  mandate  and  opinion  of 
this  court,  and  its  dedsion  upon  such  mat- 
ter can  oiUy  be  reviewed  upon  a  new  appeal 
to  the  proper  court  {Re  Banford  Fork  d  Tool 
Co.  160  U.  S.  247,  256,  40  L.  ed.  414,  416,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  291) ;  and  the  opinion  of  this 
court  may  be  consulted  to  asoertsin  exactly 
what  was  decided  and  settled.  West  v. 
Brashear,  13  Pet  51,  10  L.  ed.  350; 
Wayne  County  Bupers.  v.  Kennioott,  94 
U.  S.  498,  24  L.  ed.  260;  Gaines  v. 
Rugg,  148  U.  S.  228,  238,  244,  37  L. 
ed.  432,  435,  437,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  611; 
Re  Banford  Fork  d  Tool  Co.  160  U.  S.  247, 
256,  40  L.  ed.  414,  416,  16  bup.  Ct  Rep.  291.  ^ 

The  libel  in  this  case  was  for  a  collisiim  g 
between  the^Conemaugh  and  the  New  Toric  P 
The  only  questions  decided  were  as  to  tiie 
respective  faults  of  the  two  vessels,  and  the 
claim  of  the  underwriters  upon  tiie  Cono- 
maugh's  cargo,  that  they  were  entitled  to  % 
recovery  to  the  full  amount  of  their  dam- 
ages against  the  New  York,  notwithstanding 
the  Conemaugh  was  also  in  fault  for  the  cm* 
lision.  This  daim  was  sustained,  and  di* 
rections  given  to  enter  a  decree  in  conform- 
ity to  the  opinion  of  this  court  Such  d^ 
cree  was  entered,  dividing  the  damages  be- 
tween the  two  vessels,  and  awarding  to  the 
underwriters  of  the  cargo  a  full  recovery 
against  the  New  York.  It  may  be  true  that 
the  deeroe  holds  the  New  York  liable  for  76 
per  cent  of  the  entire  damages,  and  not  50 
per  cent  but  this  results  from  the  fact  that 
she  was  primarilv  held  for  the  entire  value 
of  the  cargo.  The  equal  division  applied 
only  to  the  vessels,  and,  upon  the  other  hand, 
if  petitioner  be  entitled  to  the  recoupment 
claimed,  it  would  apparently  result  in  an  af- 
firmative decree  in  its  favor.  But  no  ques- 
tion of  recouping  one  half  of  such  damages 
to  the  cargo  from  the  moiety  of  damages 
awarded  the  Conemaugh  was  made  by  coun- 
sel or  passed  upon  by  this  court  It  is  now 
insisted  that  under  the  cases  of  The  Chatta- 
hoochee, 173  U.  S.  540,  43  L.  ed.  801,  19 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  491 ;  and  The  Albert  Diimofo, 
177  U.  S.  240,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  506,  44  L.  ed. 
— ^  this  should  have  been  done.  This  may 
be  so;  but  it  is  an  entirely  new  question, 
quite  unaffected  by  the  case  of  Uie  New  York, 
and  if  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow 
such  recoupment  the  remedy  is  by  appeal, 
and  not  by  mandamus.  Perhaps  a  manda- 
mus might  lie  to  review  the  allowance  of  in- 
terest, but  that  may  also  be  considered  on 
appeal. 

No  disobedience  of  the  mandate  having 
been  shown,  the  petition  must  be  denied. 
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(178  U.  S.  S27) 
mnVAhMJE  INSUBANCE  COMPANY 
OF  NEW  YORK,  Petitioner, 

NELLIE  PHINNET,  Executrix  of  Guj  a 
Phinney,  Deceased. 

Appeal — failure  of  clerk  to  indorte  filing  on 
writ  of  error — insuranee — abandonment 
ond  reeciseion  of  policy  after  default — pre- 
munption  ae  to  knowledge  of  law  govern- 
i/ng  oontract^^eapregeion  of  opinion  ae  to 
tnatter  of  law—-waiver  of  exception  to  in- 
atruction  by  aeking  court  to  repeat  it. 

L  The  failure  of  A  elerk  of  tho  trtel  eoort  to 
indorse  a  writ  of  error  m  ilad  oaaaei  defeat 
the  transfer  of  the  eaeep  when  the  J«ige 
done  all  that  la  neoeeearj  for  Itfii  to 
and  the  partj  has  done  aU  tftal  to  ie«aln4 
of  him. 

S.  An  abandonment  and  reeclsslon  of  a  con- 
tract of  life  Inaoranee  by  mutual  aicreement 
«f  the  parties  after  the  Insured  is  in  default 
by  nonpayment  of  premiums  will  put  an  end 
to  the  contract,  although  a  forfeiture  could 
vot  have  been  declared,  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  insurer  to  give  notices  required 
by  statute. 

t.  It  is  conclusively  presumed  that  both  par- 
ties to  a  contract  know  the  law  in  respect  to 
which  they  make  it,  when  they  agree  that  it 
ehall  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  a  eertaJn 
atate. 

A.  A  mere  expression  of  opinion  as  to  a  con- 
dition of  a  contract,  which  is  a  matter  of  law, 
la  respect  to  which  both  parties  are  equally 
•diargeable  with  knowledge,  cannot  conetitrte 
ra  fUse  representation  or  deceit. 

0.  An  exception  to  instructions  is  not  waived 
by  subsequently  asking  the  court  to  repeat 
them,  la  connection  with  certain  answers 
•made  to  questions  propounded  by  the  Jury, 
«s  this  merely  asks  the  restatement  io  as  to 
qualify  those  saswera 


20  SlfPREME  OOURT  REPORTER. 


[No.  12.] 

Argued  January  22,  2S,  1900. 
28,  1900. 


DeeidedMay 


ON  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Oirauit  to  review  a  decision  dismiss- 
lag  a  writ  of  error  for  lade  of  jurisdiction. 
jK^oeteed. 

Bee  same  case  below,  48  U.  8.  App.  78,  76 
Vad.  Rep.  617,  22  C.  C.  A.  426. 

Statement  bf  Mr.  Justice  Brewers 
*On  September  22,  1890,  Quy  C.  Phinney, 
a  resident  of  the  state  of  Washington,  i^ 
plied  to  the  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany of  New  York  for  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  his  life  for  the  sum  of  $100,000  payable 
to  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 
This  application  was  forwarded  by  the  local 
agent  at  Seattle  to  the  general  avent  of  the 
'Sompsiiy  at  San  Francisco,  and  by  him  to 
the  home  office  of  the  company  in  New  York 
«ity.  Bt  reason  of  such  application  a  P<>1- 
icy  waa  lasued  to  Phinney,  bearinff  date  Sep- 
tember 24,  1890,  forwarded  to  the  general 
agent  at  San  Francisco,  by  him  to  the  local 
agent  at  Seattle,  and  by  the  latter  dOtr- 
and  to  Phinney,  who  reeeiyed  it»  and  ai  tte 
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time  paid  the  first  year's  premium^ 
amounting  to  $3,770^  The  policy  provided 
that  Phinney  should  pay  the  annual  pre- 
mium of  $3,770  on  September  24  of  each 
year  thereafter  for  twenty  full  years,  pro- 
vided he  should  live  so  long,  and  also  "this 
policy  shall  become  void  by  nonpayment  of 
the  premium;  all  payments  previously  made 
shall  be  forfeited  to  the  company,  except  aa 
hereinafter  provided."  This  last  exception 
referred  to  certain  provisions  as  to  surren- 
der value  and  readjustment  of  the  amount 
of  insurance  on .  the  payment  of  a  certain 
number  of  payments,  none  of  which  are  ma- 
terial to  the  question  at  issue  in  this  case. 
Prior  to  September  24,  1801,  notices  were 
sent  by  both  the  general  agent  at  San  Fran- 
cisco and  the  local  agent  at  Seattle  to  Phin-  d 
ney  that  his  premium  would  be  due  on  Sep-  » 
tember  24,  1891.  Twice  between  thrtime  of  * 
the  receipt  of  this  notice  and  the  24th  of 
September,  1891,  Phinney  met  Stinson,  and 
requested  him  to  accept  his  notes  for  the 
payment  of  the  premium.  This  proposition 
waa  declined  by  Stinaon,  who  declared  at  the 
time  that  he  waa  unable  to  advance  the  pre- 
mium for  Phinney.  Some  time  after  Sep- 
tember 24,  1891  (the  exact  date  being  un- 
known, but,  according  to  the  testimony,  from 
fenr  to  six  weeks  hereafter) ,  Phinney  again 
met  Stinson,  and  stated  that  he  was  pre- 
pared to  pay  the  premium,  but  waa  told  that 
it  conld  not  be  accepted  unless  a  certificate 
of  health  was  furnished.  No  certificate  of 
health  waa  ever  furnished.  Phinney  stated 
that  he  could  not  obtain  it,  as  he  had  been 
rejected  by  another  company  a  few  days 
before,  nor  was  there  ever  any  formal  toi- 
der  of  the  premium.  In  December,  1891,  or 
January,  1892,  Stinson  requested  Phinney 
to  allow  him  to  have  the  policy  to  use  for 
canvassing  purposes,  and  Pninney  thereupon 
surrendered  the  policy  to  the  agent,  with  the 
statement  that  as  the  same  had  lapsed  he 
had  no  further  use  for  it.  Stinson  received 
the  policy,  and  never  returned  it  to  Phinney. 
On  September  24,  1892,  the  premium  falling 
due  on  that  day  was  neither  paid  nor  ten- 
dered by  Phinney,  nor  did  he  after  the  sur- 
render of  the  policy  in  December.  1891,  or 
January,  1892,  ever  take  any  action  in  re- 
gard thereto,  or  pay,  or  offer  to  pay,  any 
premium  thereon.  On  September  12,  1893, 
Phinney  died,  leaving  his  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, wherein  he  nominated  the  plaintiff 
as  executrix.  Nothing  was  done  by  her  un- 
der this  poli<7  until  July,  1894,  althou^ 
Phinney  held  policies  in  two  other  companies 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  proofs  in  respect 
to  which  were  presented  bv  the  executrix 
within  one  month  after  hia  death.  At  that 
time  she  wrote  to  the  insurance  company  a 
letter,  in  which  she  stated  as  follows: 

Seattle,  Wash.,  July  11,  1894. 
The  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.  of  New  York: 
Gentlemen:  On  September  24,  1890,  mw 
husband,  Quy  C  Phinney,  took  out  a  pdf* 
i(nr.  No.  422,198,  In  your  company  in  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars.  Ha  died 
in  this  dtv  laat  September  12,  1893.  Not 
beiag  famiUar  with  hia  affairs,  and  tha  pol- 
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n  icy  be! Off  miglaid,  I  was  not  aware  that  he 

*  held  Buch*a  policy  iintil  a  few  days  ago, 
when  the  matter  was  brought  to  my  attri- 
tion. 

In  addition,  it  appears  that  on  the  16tli 
day  of  September,  1893,  in  her  application 
lor  probate  of  her  husband's  will,  she  filed 
an  affidavit,  which  contained  these  state- 
ments: 

"Real  estate,  consisting  of  lands  in  said 
King  county,  of  town  lots  in  the  city  of 
Seattle,  and  of  improyed  city  property,  the 
exact  description  of  all  which  is  at  this  time 
nnknown  to  your  petitioner,  but  which  is 
entirely  community  estate,  the  value  of 
which  is  about  $300,000;  that  there  is  per- 
sonal property  of  various  kinds,  all  of  the 
same  being  community  property  of  the  value 
of  about  $50,000;  that  the  total  estate  of 
said  deceased,  including  the  community  in- 
terest of  your  petitioner,  who  is  the  widow 
of  the  Baid  deceased,  does  not  exceed'  in  value 
the  simi  of  about  $350,000." 

In  July,  1894  (evidently  at  the  sugges- 
tion of  counsel),  she  presented  her  claim 
under  the  policy,  which  was  rejected,  and 
thereupon  this  suit  to  recover  thereon  was 
brought  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Washington. 

At  the  time  the  application  was  made  and 
the  policy  issued  the  following  statute  was 
in  force  in  the  state  of  New  York: 

^Section  one  of  chapter  341  of  the  laws 
of  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-six,  entitled 
'An  Act  Regulating  the  Forfeiture  of  Life 
Insurance  Policies,'  is  hereby  amended  so  as 
to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  I.  No  life  insurance  company  doing 
business  in  the  state  of  New  York  shall 
have  power  to  declare  forfeited  or  lapsed  any 
policy  hereafter  issued  or  renewed  by  reason 
of  nonpayment  of  any  annual  premium  or 
interest,  or  any  portion  thereof,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided.  Whenever  any  pre- 
mium or  interest  due  upon  any  such  policy 
shall  remain  unpaid  when  due,  a  written  or 
printed  notice  stating  the  amount  of  such 
premium  or  interest  due  on  such  policy,  the 
place  where  said  premium  or  interest  should 
be  paid,  and  the  person  to  whom  the  same  is 
M  payable,  shall  be  duly  addressed  and  mailed 
S  to  the  person  whose  life  is  assured,  or  the 

*  assignee  of  the  policy,  if^notice  of  the  as- 
signment has  been  given  to  the  company,  at 
his  or  her  lastrknown  postoffice  address, 
postage  paid  by  the  company,  or  by  an  agent 
of  such  company,  or  person  appointed  by  it 
to  collect  such  premium.  Such  notice  shall 
further  state  that  unless  the  said  premium 
or  interest  then  due  shall  be  paid  to  the 
company  or  to  a  duly  appointed  agent  or 
otlMor  person  authorized  to  collect  such  pre- 
mium within  thirty  days  after  the  mailing 
of  such  notice,  the  said  policy  and  all  pay- 
ments thereon  will  become  forfeited  and 
void.  In  case  the  payment  demanded  by 
■nch  notice  shall  be  made  within  the  thirty 
days  limited  therefor,  the  same  shall  be  taken 
to  be  in  full  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  policy  in  respect  to  the  payment 
•f  said  premium  or  interest,  anything  there- 


in eontained  to  the  contrary  notwithstand- 
ing; bat  no  such  policy  shall  in  any  case  be 
forfeited  or  declared  forfeited  or  lapsed  un- 
til the  expiration  of  thirty  days  after  the 
mailing  of  such  notice.  Provided,  however, 
that  a  notice  statins  when  the  premium  will 
fall  due,  and  that  if  not  paid  the  policy  and 
all  payments  thereon  will  become  forfeited 
and  void,  served  in  the  manner  hereinbefore 
provided,  at  least  thirty  and  not  more  thsa 
sixty  days  prior  to  the  day  when  the  nr^ 
mium  is  payable,  shall  have  the  same  eneoi 
as  the  service  of  the  notice  hereinbefore  pro- 
vided for. 

"Sec.  2.  The  affidavit  of  anyone  author- 
ized by  section  one  to  mail  such  notice,  that 
the  same  was  duly  addressed  to  the  persoD 
whose  life  is  assured  by  the  policy,  or  to.  the 
assignee  of  the  policy,  if  notice  of  the  as- 
signment has  been  given  to  the  company,  ini 
pursuance  of  said  section,  shall  be  ^resump-  ■ 
tlve  evidence  of  such  notice  having  been 
given."    Laws  1877,  chap.  321. 

In  1892,  and  after  the  first  default  in  the 
payment  of  premium  by  Phinney  and  the 
surrender  of  his  policy  to  the  agent,  Stinson, 
the  following  statute  was  substituted  for  the 
act  of  1877 : 

"Sec.  92.  No  forfeiture  of  policy  without 
notice. — No  life  insurance  corporation  doing 
business  in  this  state  shall  declare  for- 
feited, or  lapsed,  any  policy  hereafter  issued 
or  renewed,  and  not  issued  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  monthly  or  weekly  premiums,  or 
unless  the  same  is  a  terra  insurance  contract  g 
for  one  year  or  less,  nor  shall  any  such  pol-  eS 
icy  be  forfeited,  or  lapsed,  by  reason*df  non-  * 
pajinent  when  due  of  any  premium,  inter- 
est, or  instalment  or  any  portion  thereof  re- 
quired by  the  terms  of  the  policy  to  be  paid, 
unless  a  written  or  printed  notice  stating 
the  amount  of  such  premium,  interest,  in- 
stalment, or  portion  thereof,  due  on  such 
policy,  the  place  where  it  should  be  paid, 
and  the  person  to  whom  the  same  ia  pay- 
able, shall  be  duly  addressed  and  mailed  to 
the  person  whose  life  is  insured,  or  the  as- 
signee of  the  policy,  if  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment has  been  g^ven  to  the  corporation,  at 
his  or  her  last-known  postoffice  address^ 
postage  paid  by  the  corporation,  or  by  an 
officer  thereof,  or  person  appointed  by  it  to 
collect  such  premium,  at  least  fifteen  and  not 
more  than  forty-five  days  prior  to  the  day 
when  the  same  is  payable. 

"The  notice  shall  also  state  that  nnlesa 
such  premium,  interest,  instalment,  or  por- 
tion thereof,  then  due,  shall  be  paid  to  the 
corporation  or  to  a  duly  appointed  agent  or 
person  authorized  to  collect  such  premium 
by  or  before  the  day  it  falls  due,  the  policy 
and  all  payments  thereon  will  become  for- 
feited and  void  except  as  the.  right  to  a  sur- 
render value  or  paid-up  policy  as  in  this 
chapter  provided. 

"If  the  payment  demanded  by  such  notiee 
shall  be  made  within  its  time  limited  there- 
for, it  shall  be  tcJcen  to  be  in  full  compli- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  the  pcdiey  in 
respeet  to  the  tSaae  of  sueh  payment;  and 
no  such  poliey  sbaU  in  any  ease  be  forfeited 
or  declared  forfeited  or  lapsed,  until  the  «^- 
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piration  of  thirty  d&ys  after  the  mailing  of 
•uch  notice. 

"The  affidavit  of  any  officer,  derk,  or  agent 
of  the  corporation,  or  of  anyone  authorized 
to  mail  such  notice,  that  the  notice  required 
1^  this  section  has  been  duly  addressed  and 
mailed  by  the  corporation  issuing  such  pol- 
icy shall  be  presumptive  evidence  that  such 
notice  has  been  duly  given."  Laws  1892, 
ehap.  690. 

The  application  made  1^  Phinnc^for  the 
policy  contained  this  statement:  'vHiis  ap- 
plication is  made  to  the  Mutual  Life  In- 
surance Company  of  New  York,  subject  to 
the  charter  of  the  company  and  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  New  York."  The  policy  stipu- 
lated that  on  its  maturing  the  insurance 
company  would  ''pay  at  its  home  office  in 
the  city  of  New  York."  It  also  stipulated 
that  the  annual  premium  should  be  payable 
*to  the^tompany  at  its  home  office  in  the  city 
of  New  York."  The  policy  also  contained 
this  provision: 

*Tayment  of  premiums. — ^Each  premium 
is  due  and  payable  at  the  home  office  of  the 
company  in  the  city  of  New  York,  but  will  be 
accepted  elsewhere  when  duly  made  in  ex- 
change for  the  company's  receipt,  signed  by 
the  president  or  secretary.  Notice  that  each 
and  every  sudi  payment  is  due  at  the  date 
named  in  the  policy  is  given  and  accepted  by 
the  delivery  and  acceptance  of  this  policy, 
and  any  further  notice,  required  by  any  stat- 
ute, is  thereby  expressly  waived." 

In  its  answer  &e  company  pleaded  that 
the  contract  was  to  be  taken  as  a  contract 
made  in  the  state  of  Washington,  and  not 
controlled  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  because  the  application  stipulated 
that  the  contract  "shall  not  take  effect  until 
the  first  premium  shall  have  been  paid  and 
the  policy  thall  have  been  delivered."  In 
fact,  the  policy  was  delivered  and  the  pre- 
mium paid  in  the  state  of  Washington.  It 
also  pleaded  the  other  provisions  in  refer- 
ence to  the  failure  to  pay  the  annual  pre- 
mium, and  the  waiver,  abandonment,  and  re- 
scission of  the  contract  by  the  assured  un- 
der the  circumstances  hereinbefore  named. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  on  these  plead- 
ings before  the  court  and  a  jury,  and  result- 
ed in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  amount  of  the  policy,  less  the 
unpaid  premiums.  The  case  was  thereupon 
taken  on  error  to  the  United  States  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit,  which 
eoort  dismissed  the  writ  of  error  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  hj^  reason 
of  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  to  file  the  writ  of  error  in  the  office  of 
the  derk  of  the  trial  court.  48  U.  S.  App. 
7«,  76  Ted.  Rep.  617, 22  C.  C.  A.  426.  There- 
imon  application  waa  made  to  this  courts  and 
tae  cace  brought  here  on  oertiorarL 


Jf eMTC.  Jvllen  T.  DATtea*  Bdwaird  Ly- 
Short,  John  B.  AUm,  FredmiO^  D.  ifo- 
rcMMy,  and  Robert  Sewett  for  petitioner. 

Jf eMTS.  Btantom  WavbivtoB  and  A.  F. 
BhtM^  for  respondent 


Oct.  Tebm,  « 

OB 

*  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opin-  • 
ion  of  the  court: 

The  first  question  naturally  is  in  respect 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals. The  transcript  filed  in  that  court, 
in  addition  to  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
on  the  trial,  which   trial    culminated   in  a 

i'udgment  on  October  17,  1806,  contained: 
rirst,  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  error  filed  by 
counsel  for  the  insurance  company,  on  De- 
cember 14,  1896 ;  then  an  order  by  the  trial 
judge,  allowing  the  writ  of  error  and  fixing 
the  supersedeas  bond  at  $126,000;  an  aaaign- 
ment  of  errors;  a  supersedeas  bond,  ap- 
proved by  the  trial  judge;  a  citation  signed 
oy  him,  and  service  admitted  by  counau  for 
the  plaintiff,  all  these  on  the  same  day.  In 
addition,  a  return  by  the  marshal,  showing 
personal  service  on  the  plaintiff  of  the  cita- 
tion; the  writ  of  error  allowed  by  the  trial 
judffe,  and  an  indorsement  tiiereon  by  the 
clerk  of  the  trial  court  (by  deputy)  in  the 
following  language: 

"Received  a  true  copy  of  the  foregoing 
writ  of  error  for  defendant  in  error.  Dated 
this  14th  day  of  December,  1896.  A.  Reeves 
Ayrea,  Clerk  of  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  for  the  Ninth  Circuit,  District  of 
Washington.  By  R.  M.  Hopkins,  Deputy 
Clerk." 

On  the  hearing  in  the  court  of  appeals 
an  affidavit  of  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  trial 
court  was  filed,  whicn,  after  averring  that 
the  petition  and  assignment  of  errors,  the 
orders  granting  the  writ  of  error,  and  fix- 
ing the  amount  of  the  bond,  and  the  bond, 
were  each  on  file  in  his  office  and  all  bore 
the  following  indorsement:  "Filed  Decein: 
her  14,  1896.  In  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court. 
A.  Reeves  Ayres,  Clerk.  By  R.  M.  Hopkins, 
Deputy  Clerk,"— stated  that  upon  the  fil- 
ing of  these  papers  he  prepared  a  writ  of  er- 
ror, issued  and  delivered  it  to  R.  C.  Strud- 
wick,  one  of  the  attorneys  of  the  insurance 
company,  who  took  the  same  from  his  office, 
and  added: 

"That  a  few  minutea  thereafter  the  said 
Stnidwicfc  returned  to  my  office,  and  deliv- 
ered to  and  lodged  and  filed  with  me  said 
writ  of  error,  with  the  allowance  thereof  in-  m 
dorsed    thereon    by    the    before-mentioned  S 
judge,  and  at  the  same  time  delivered  to^uid  • 
lodged  and  filed  with  me  a  copy  of  said  writ 
for  the  use  of  defendant  in  error. 

"That  said  original  writ  of  error  remained 
in  my  office  and  in  my  custody  from  said 
14th  day  of  December,  1896,  until  the  4th 
day  of  January,  1896,  at  which  time  I  trans- 
mitted the  same,  with  my  return  thereto,  to 
this  honorahle  court. 

"That  the  original  citation  herein,  a  copy 
of  which  appears  on  pages  396  and  396  of 
the  printed  record  herein,  waa  returned  to 
and  filed  with  me  by  a  depu^  marshal  of 
the  United  Statea  for  the  district  of  Waah- 
ington,  on  the  18th  day  of  December,  1896, 
aim  the  same  remained  in  my  office  and  in 
my  custody  and  control  from  said  date  un- 
til the  same  was  transmitted  to  thia  honors 
able  court,  together  with  the  writ  of  error 
and  return  thereto  on  tiie  4th  day  of  Jan« 
nary,  1896.    It  has  not  been  mj  eostom  to 
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indorte  original  dtations  and  writs  of  error 
at  the  time  they  are  filed  with  or  eerved 

rn  me^  for  the  reason  that  I  haYe  deemed 
same  as  writs  of  the  eireuit  oourt  of  ap- 
peals to  be  indorsed  bv  the  derk  of  said 
court  upon  his  receipt  oi  the  same  with  my 
return  thereto;  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
writ  of  error  and  citation  herein  were  ac- 
tually delivered  to  and  filed  and  lodged  witii 
me  as  above  stated/' 

Upon  these  facts  we  are  clearly  of  opinion 
that  jurisdiction  was  vested  in  the  oourt  of 
appeals.  The  majority  of  that  court,  in  sus- 
taining^ the  motion  to  dismiss,  relied  on  the 
following  decisions  of  this  oourt:  Brooks 
Y.  Norria,  11  How.  204-207,  13  L.  ed.  666, 
666;  Mussina  v.  Oa/vozos,  6  Wall.  866,  18 
L.  ed.  810;  Soarborough  v.  Pargoud,  108  U. 
8.  667t  27  L.  ed.  824,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  877; 
Polleys  y.  Black  River  Improv.  Oo,  113  U. 
8.  81,  28  L.  ed.  938,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  369; 
Credit  Oo,  v.  Arkansas  C.  R,  Co,  128  U.  S. 
268,  32  L.  ed.  448,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  107;  in 
the  first  of  which  it  was  said  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Taney:  "It  is  the  filing  of  the  writ 
that  removes  the  record  from  the  inferior 
to  the  appellate  court,  and  the  period  of  lim- 
itation prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress 
must  be  calculated  accordingly.  The  day  on 
which  the  writ  may  have  b^n  issued  by  the 
elerk  or  the  day  on  which  it  is  tested  are  not 
material  in  deciding  the  question." 

In  that  case  the  question  presented  was 
one  of  limitations,  and  not  what  was  neo- 
I  essary  to  constitute  a  filing.  The  statute 
I  requiring  writs  of  error  to  m  brought  with- 
in a  certain  time,  the*  question  determined 
was  whether  the  mere  allowanoe  or  issue  of 
the  writ  oonstituted  a  bringing  of  the  writ 
of  error  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
or  whether,  as  was  held,  it  was  not  brought, 
had  not  performed  its  oflloe,  until  it  had 
been  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  trial  court 
In  this  case  there  is  no  question  of  time. 
All  the  proceedings,  with  a  view  of  takinff 
the  case  to  the  appellate  court,  were  had 
within  less  than  three  months  from  the  date 
of  the  judgment  The  transcript  filed  in 
the  oourt  of  appeals  made  it  clear  that  every- 
thing which  the  trial  judge  was  required  to 
do  was  done,  the  writ  of  error  was  allowed, 
the  citation  signed  and  bond  approved,  and 
also  that  the  citation  was  duly  served  upon 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  service  ao- 
«epted.  It  also  showed  that  a  copy  of  the 
writ  of  error  was  received  and  filed  lyy  the 
elerk  of  the  trial  court  and  while  it  is  true 
that  it  did  not  show  that  the  original  writ 
of  error  was  filed  in  his  ofllce,  yet  the  affi- 
davit made  by  the  deputy  clerk  (which  is 
not  disputed)  disclosed  that  it  was  so  filed, 
and  on  the  same  day  with  the  other  proceed- 
ings for  perfecting  the  transfer  of  the  case 
to  the  court  of  appeals.  Now,  while  it  may 
be  technically  true,  as  said  by  the  majority 
of  the  oourt  of  appeals,  that  the  indorse- 
ment on  the  copv  of  the  writ  of  error  of  its 
receipt  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  in 
error,  plaintiff  below,  was  under  S  1007  of 
the  Revised  Statute,  with  a  view  to  a  super- 
s,  and  may  not  itself  be  sufficient  evi- 
I  of  the  filing  of  the  original  writ  yet 


the  affldavit  of  the  deputy  deric,  who  had 
charse  of  the  office,  shows  positively  that  it 
was  left  with  him  and  filed.  If  it  was  left 
with  him  and  he  failed  to  indorse  it  as  filed, 
can  it  be  that  his  omission  defeats  the 
party's  right  to  transfer  the  case  to  the  ap- 
pellate oourt  f  Is  it  within  the  power  of  a 
clerk  to  overrule  the  action  of  the  judge,  and 

Erevent  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  which  he 
as  allowed?  When  the  judge  has  done  all 
that  is  necessary  for  him  to  do  to  perfect 
the  transmission  of  the  case  to  the  appellate 
court,  and  the  party  seeking  review  has  done 
all  that  is  required  of  him,  can  it  be  that 
the  omission  of  a  clerk  (if  there  was  such 
an  omission)  can  prevent  the  jurisdiction 
attaching  to  the  appellate  court!  Obviously 
not  "When  deposited  with  the  elerk  of  the  h 
court  to  whose  judges  it  is  directed,  it  is  S 
served."  Mussina  v.  Cavazos,  6  Wall.  366,  • 
368,  18  L.  ed.  810,  811.  While  we  have  al- 
ways been  careful  to  see  that  the  required 
order  of  procedure  has  been  complied  with 
before  any  case  shall  be  oonsidered  as  trans- 
ferred from  a  lower  to  a  higher  court  that 
the  party  seeking  a  review  must  act  in  time 
and  must  make  a  substantial  complianoe 
with  all  that  the  statute  prescribes,  at  the 
same  time  we  have  been  equally  careful  to 
hold  that  no  mere  technical  omission  whidi 
did  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant in  error  should  be  made  available  to 
oust  the  appellate  court  of  jurisdiction.  We 
are  dear  that  upon  the  showing  made  the 
court  of  appeals  had  jurisdiction,  and  should 
have  proceeded  to  dispose  of  the  case  upon 
its  merits. 

Coming  now  to  the  merits,  many  questions 
have  been  exhaustivdy  discussed  by  counsd 
in  brief  and  argument  One  is,  to  what  ex- 
tent if  at  all«  the  law  of  New  York  con- 
trols in  respect  to  the  policy  sued  on. 

By  the  insurance  company  it  is  contended 
that  it  does  not  apply;  uiat  it  operates  only 
upon  oontracts  of  insuranoe  consummated 
within  the  state  of  New  York;  that  it  com- 
mences, '^o  life  insurance  company  doing 
business  in  the  state  of  New  York  shall  have 
power,"  etc;  that  it  thus  includes  foreign 
as  well  as  local  insurance  companies,  and,  as 
it  confessedly  cannot  control  the  operations 
or  modify  the  contracts  of  foreign  insurance 
companies  made  outside  the  state,  tiie  true 
construction  is  that  it  applies  to  both  for- 
eign and  local  companies  only  as  to  business 
done  within  the  state;  that  as  the  applica- 
tion was  signed  by  the  insured  in  the  state 
of  Washington,  and  when  received  by  the 
company  in  New  York  was  there  accepted 
only  conditionallv,  and  as  the  policy  which 
was  prepared  and  forwarded  to  an  agent  of 
the  company  in  Washington  contained  an  ex- 
press stipulation  that  it  should  "not  take 
effect  until  the  first  premium  shall  have  been 
paid  and  the  policy  shall  have  been  ddiv- 
ered,"  and  as  the  premium  was  in  fact  paid 
and  the  poli(7  delivered  in  the  state  of 
Washington,  the  eontract  was  a  Washingt<m 
contract  and  governed  by  the  laws  of  that 
state,  and  not  by  the  laws  of  New  York 
{Bquitahle  L.  Assur.  Soc  r.  Clements,  140 
U.  S.  226,  232,  36  L.  ed.  497,  498,  11  Sup. 
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00  Ot.  Rep.  822) ;  that  the  statement  in  the  ap- 
M  plication  signed  hv  Phinney  that  it  was  maae 

•  ^subjeei*to  the  charter  of  the  company  and 
the  laws  of  New  York,"  by  its  terms  refers 
only  to  the  application,  and  does  not  make 
the  laws  of  New  York  controlling  in  refer- 
ence to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  which  was 
eridenced  by  the  policy  subsequently  issued; 
and  that  being  a  Washington  contract,  and 
there  being  no  legislation  in  that  state  in 
respect  to  matter  of  forfeiture,  by  its  terms 
it  became  forfeited  on  the  nonpayment  of 
the  seoond  annual  premium. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  by  the 
executrix  that,  whatever  may  be  the  effect 
of  the  statute  upon  foreign  companies  which 
may  happen  to  be  doins  business  within  the 
limits  of  New  York,  it  is  as  to  local  compar 
nies  practically  a  modification  of  their  char- 
ters and  a  statutory  rule  thereafter  control- 
ling all  contracts  made  by  them,  whether 
wifiiin  or  without  the  state;  that  even  if 
this  be  not  true,  yet,  as  the  policy  refers 
to  the  application  and  makes  it  a  part  of  the 
contract,  and  as  there  is  no  law  of  New  York 
which  affects  in  any  way  an  application  as 
such,  the  statement  therein,  that  it  is  made 
subject  to  the  charter  of  the  company  and 
the  laws  of  New  York,  must  be  understood 
as  directly  incorporating  the  laws  of  New 
York  into  the  contract,  or  at  least  referring 
to  them  as  containing  the  rules  for  its  con- 
struction and  enforcement;  and  also,  inas- 
much as,  by  its  terms,  final  performance 
(that  is,  the  payment  of  the  policy)  is  to  be 
made  in  New  York,  the  law  of  the  place  of 
performance  is  the  law  which  governs  as  to 
the  validity  and  interpretation  of  the  con- 
tract Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hume,  128  U. 
8.  195^  197,  206,  32  L.  ed.  370,  375,  12  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  150;  Coghlan  v.  Bouth  Carolina  R. 
Co.  142  U.  S.  101,  109,  35  L.  ed.  951,  954, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41,  and  cases  cited  in  the 
opinion. 

We  are  not  insensible  of  the  importance, 
as  well  as  the  difficult^,  of  the  question  thus 
presented  in  these  various  aspects,  but  think 
that  the  case  may  properly  be  disposed  of 
without  any  consideration  or  determination 
thereof. 

We  shall  assume, '  without  deciding,  that 
the  law  of  New  York  does  control  in  respect 
to  this  contract,  and  still  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed  for  er- 
ror occurring  on  the  trial,  and  error  of  such 
a  character  as  in  view  of  the  testimony  may 
^  render  it  unnecessary  ever  to  consider  the 
w  question  to  which  we  have  referred.     Con- 

•  fessedly,  the  insured  did  not*pay  the  annual 

Sremium  due  September  24,  1891,  nor  that 
ue  September  24,  1892,  although  he  lived 
until  September  12,  1893.  It  appears  from 
the  undisputed  testimony  that  the  insured 
knew  when  the  premium  became  due  in  Sep- 
tember, 1891.  Twice  he  spoke  to  the  loeal 
agent  seeking  to  arrange  for  the  payment  of 
the  premium  by  a  note,  and  some  three  or 
four  months  thereafter  he  surrendered  the 
policy  to  such  agent.  It  Is  true  that  at  the 
time  of  the  surrender  the  agent  told  the  in- 
sured that  the  policy  was  forfeited,  or  words 
to  that  effect^  and  that  the  insured  said  to 


him  that  a«  tho  policy  had  lapsed  it  was  no 
food  to  him,  and  the  agent  might  take  it 
if  he  wanted  it.  But  never  thereafter  until 
the  time  of  his  death,  more  than  a  year  and 
a  half,  was  anything  done  or  said  by  the  in- 
sured in  respect  to  the  policy;  no  suggestion 
of  payment  of  premium  or  anything  of  any 
kind  in  respect  to  it.  He  treated  the  mat- 
ter as  abandoned,  and  gave  up  to  the  agent 
of  the  company  the  instrument  by  which  the 
contract  was  evidenced.  Further,  after  his 
death  his  widow,  the  plaintiff,  filed  an  affi- 
davit that  the  personal  property  of  her  hus- 
band's estate  amounted  only  to'  $50,000, 
which,  of  course,  was  not  true  if  she  had  a 
$100,000  policy  in  the  defendant  company. 
Not  only  thal^  she  ignored  the  policy  alto- 
gether for  nearly  ten  months,  although  she 
promptly  presented  claims  under  other  poli- 
cies. Ab  she  testified  that  she  knew  of  the 
existence  of  this  policy  her  conduct  is  ex- 

Slainable  only  on  the  theory  that  she  un- 
erstood  that,  which  the  evidence  affirms, 
her  husband  had  abandoned  the  policy  and 
surrendered  it  to  the  company.  Upon  these 
facts  the  defendant  asked  this  instruction, 
which  the  court  declined  to  give: 

''If  you  find  from  the  evidence  in  this  case 
that  the  said  Guy  C.  Phinney  stated  to  the 
representative  of  the  defendant  in  the  state 
of  Washington  that  he  could  not  pay  the 
premium  falling  due  September  24, 1801,  and 
that  he  did  not  pay  nor  tender  the  same,  and 
that  he  thereafter  surrendered  said  policy  to 
the  defendant's  representative,  they  mutual- 
ly believing  and  understanding  that  the  same 
was  of  no  force  or  validity  then  or  thereaft^ 
er,  by  reason  of  the  nonpayment  of  the  said 
premium,  this  would  constitute  an  abandon- 
ment and  rescission  of  this  contract  by  both  o 
parties  thereto,  and  would  put  an  end  to^ 
the^same;  and  if  you  find  the  facts  so  to  be,  • 
you  must  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant." 

In  lieu  thereof  the  court  charged  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Now,  it  is  contended  that  Mr.  Phinney 
and  this  company,  acting  through  Mr.  Stin- 
Bon  as  its  agent,  arrived  at  an  understand- 
ing and  asp-eement  that  the  policy  should  not 
continue  longer  in  force;  Phinney  was  to 
pafy  no  more  money,  and  that  his  rights  and 
the  policy  were  abrogated.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  provision  of  the  statute  of  New 
York,  that  a  provision  in  the  policy  it- 
self waiving  notice  has  no  effect,  and  that 
the  company  can  only  forfeit  the  policy  for 
nonpayment  of  premium  by  mailing  the  pre- 
scribed notice,  still  it  would  be  competent, 
and  it  was  competent,  for  the  parties  mu- 
tually to  agree  to  the  cancelation  of  a  life 
insurance  policy  if  they  saw  fit  to  do  so. 
And  if  the  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that 
Mr.  Phinney  did  voluntarily,  without  being 
induced  by  any  false  representations  or  de- 
ceit to  give  up  the  policy,  rescind  the  con- 
tract and  give  up  the  policy  rather  than  to 
continue  to  pay  the  premiums  provided  for 
in  the  policy,  that  agreement  would  have  the 
effect  to  terminate  this  policy  so  that  it 
would  no  longer  be  a  continuing  contract 
There  is  testimony  in  the  ease  tending  to 
prove  that  Mr.  Phinney  was  unable  to  meet 
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the  second  payment  when  it  fell  due,  and  by 
reaaon  of  his  failure  to  make  that  payment, 
he  voluntarily  delivered  up  the  policy  to  Mr. 
Btinson  as  an  agent  of  the  company,  wiUi  the 
underetanding,  expressed  at  the  time,  that 
it  was  lapsed,  that  it  was  no  longer  a  con- 
tinuing contract  in  his  favor.  If  there  was 
a  full  and  fair  understanding  between  these 
two  men  in  that  matter,  and  thev  both  treats 
ed  it  as  an  abrogated  and  annulled  contract, 
and  each  relied  upon  that  understanding,  it 
would  have  the  effect  to  terminate  the  pol- 
icy, and  the  company  would  have  the  right 
to  consider  itself  absolved  from  any  obliga- 
tion to  give  the  statutory  notice  in  order  to 
forfeit  the  policy,  because  it  would  be  un- 
necessary for  the  company  to  forfeit  by  legal 
proceedings  what  the  opposite  party  had 
voluntarily  relinquished.  It  is  a  question 
of  fact,  therefore,  for  you  to  determine  from 
the  evidence  in  the  case,  whether  there  was 
^  a  full,  complete  understanding  and  meeting 
2  of  minds  between  Mr.  Phinney  and  Mr.  Stin- 
•  son,  and  such  am^agreement  and  understand- 
inff  entered  into  between  them,  whether  the 
nolxcy  was  surrendered  and  delivered  up  to 
Mr.  Stinson,  with  an  understanding,  and 
whether,  relying  upon  that  understanding, 
the  defendant  company  subsequently  acted." 
In  view  of  the  facts  heretofore  narrated, 
it  is  obvious,  not  only  that  there  was  error 
in  the  action  of  the  court  in  declining  to 
give  the  instruction  requested  by  the  {nsur- 
aaee  company,  and  giving  that  which  it  did, 
but  also  that  the  error  was  material.  The 
instruction  given  suggested  a  matter  in  re- 
spect to  which  there  was  no  testimony,  yet 
which,  in  view  of  other  language  in  the 
charge,  was  quite  sure  to  mislead.  In  ref- 
erence to  this  matter  of  abandonment  and 
resdssion,  the  court  in  effect  declared  that 
It  was  binding,  unless  induced  by  false  rep- 
resentation or  deceit.  There  is  not  the 
slightest  syllable  in  the  testimony  to  suggest 
that  the  agent  deceived  the  insured,  nor  that 
he  made  a  false  representation  in  the  sense 
in  which  a  false  representation  may  avoid 
a  contract.  And  yet,  as  the  court  had  al- 
ready ruled  that  the  law  of  New  York  con- 
trolled, that  there  wm  no  forfeiture  until 
the  notice  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  that 
state  had  been  given,  the  jury  must  have 
understood  that  when  the  affent  said  that 
the  policy  had  lapsed,  he  made  a  false  rep- 
resentation, and,  therefore,  that  the  action 
of  the  insured,  based  upon  that  false  repre- 
sentation, did  not  amount  to  an  absAoon- 
ment.  But  whether  that  statement  of  the 
agent  was  correct  in  matter  of  law  is  doubt- 
ful; whether  true  or  false,  or,  more  accur- 
ately, whether  correct  or  not,  in  its  inter- 
pretation of  the  law  applicable  to  this  con- 
tract, is  immaterial.  It  was  merely  a  state- 
ment of  what  he  supposed  the  law  was,  and 
the  insured  was  under  the  same  obligations 
to  know  the  law  that  the  company,  or  its 
agent,  was.  The  jury  evidently  proceeded 
upon  the  supposition  that  the  insurance 
company,  located  in  New  York,  knew  what 
the  law  of  that  state  was;  the  inanred,  re- 
ei^ng  In  Washington,  ^d  not»  and  when  the 
ai^t  stated  what  tbe  eondition  of  the  oon- 


tntet  UBS,  he  misrepresented  the  law  of 
New  York,  of  which  the  insured  was  igno- 
rant, and,  being  ignorant,  was  not  bound  by 
any  act  based  thereon  in  the  wav  of  aban-  e« 
donment  or  rescission.  But  surply  no  such  2 
rule  as  that  obtains.  When  two^parties  en*  * 
ter  into  a  contract,  and  make  it  determina- 
ble by  the  law  of  another  state,  it  is  conclu- 
sively presumed  that  each  of  them  knows 
the  law  in  respect  to  which  they  make  the 
contract.  There  is  no  presumption  of  ig- 
norance on  the  one  side  and  knowledge  on 
the  other.  Reverse  the  situation.  Suppose 
the  insurance  company  had  made  this  con- 
tract as  a  Washington  contract,  and  there 
had  been  some  peculiar  provision  of  that 
state  controlling  all  contracts  made  within 
the  state:  could  the  company,  a  corporation 
of  New  York,  thereafter  oe  permitted  to  say 
that  it  did  not  know  what  the  law  of  Wash- 
ington was;  that  the  insured,  as  a  resident 
of  that  state,  must  be  presumed  to  havd 
known  it;  that  he  did  not  communicate  his 
information,  and  therefore  it  was  not  bound 
by  that  law,  and  that  if  he  said  anything 
in  reference  to  it,  it  was  a  case  of  false  rep- 
resentation or  deceit?  No  one  would  con- 
tend this.  And  so  when  these  two  parties, 
the  insurance  company  and  the  insured, 
dealing,  as  we  are  now  supposing,  in  a  con- 
tract which  they  mutually  agreed  should  be 
determinable  by  the  laws  of  New  York,  it  it 
an  absolute  presumption  that  each  knew 
those  laws,  and  that  neither  one  could  be 
misled  by  any  statement  in  respect  thereto 
on  the  part  ox  the  other.  Whatever  opinion 
either  might  express  in  reference  to  tiiose 
statutes  was  a  mere  matter  of  opiniozL  He 
was  chargeable  with  knowledge,  just  exact- 
ly as  the  insurance  company  was.  Sturm 
V.  Boker,  150  U.  8.  312,  37  L.  ed.  1093,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  99,  is  decisive  of  this  question. 
In  that  case  the  statement  of  the  insured  as 
to  a  question  of  law  was  insisted  upon  as 
conclusive,  but  this  court  said  (p.  330,  L. 
ed.  p.  1102,  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  p.  107) : 

"Both  the  defendants  and  the  insurance 
companies  had  the  written  contracts  before 
them,  and  were  presumed,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  to  know  their  legal  effect  and  operation. 
What  the  complainant  said  in  his  testimony 
was  a  statement  of  opinion  upon  a  question 
of  law,  where  the  facts  were  equally  well 
known  to  both  parties.  Such  statements  of 
opinion  do  not  operate  as  an  estoppi^.  If 
he  had  said,  in  express  terms,  that  by  that 
contract  he  was  responsible  for  the  loss,  it 
would  have  been,  under  the  circumstances, 
only  the  expression  of  an  opinion  as  to  the  m 
law  of  the  contract,  and  not  a  declaration  J 
or  admission  of  a  fact^^mch  as  would  estop* 
him  from  subsequently  taking  a  different 
position  as  to  the  true  interpretation  of  the 
written  instrument. 

•T^n  Brant  v.  Virffinia  Coal  d  I.  Co.  93  U, 
S.  326,  837,  23  L.  ed.  927,  929,  it  was  said: 
'Where  the  eondition  of  the  title  is  known 
to  both  psrties,  or  both  have  the  same  meant 
of  ascertaining  the  truth,  there  can  be  no 


DO,  in  BrmD9t0r  v.  Striker,  2  N.  Y.  !•, 
and  Ji<Mrt<m  t.  Ooont,  0  N.  Y.  SS,  and  ap> 
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proyed  in  Chaifield  v.  SimanBon,  98  K.  Yc 
209,  218,  where  it  was  ruled  'that  the  ae* 
aertion  of  a  legal  conclusion,  where  the  facta 
were  all  stated,  did  not  operate  as  an  estop- 
pel upon  the  party  making  such  assertion.'** 
So,  whatever  the  local  agent  may  hare  said 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  contract  was  a 
mere  expression  of  opinion  as  to  a  matter 
of  law  in  respect  to  wnich  both  parties  were 
equally  eharraible  with  knowledge.  It 
seems  to  us  clear  that  only  because  of  the 
inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  rejection  of 
the  instruction  asked  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  giving  of  the  instruction  with  this  sug- 

Sstion  of  false  representation  or  deceit,  can 
e  yerdict  of  the  jury  be  accounted  for. 

Nor  can  we  think  that  the  action  of  the 
defendant  in  requesting,  after  the  jury  had 
returned  and  asked  certain  questions,  which 
were  answered  by  the  trial  judge,  that  he 
repeat  the  instructions  tiieretofore  given  in 
respect  to  waiver  and  abandonment,  is  to 
be  taken  as  an  indorsement  of  those  instruc- 
tions. After  it  had  once  excepted  to  the  re- 
fusal of  an  instruction  which  it  had  asked, 
and  excepted  to  those  that  were  given,  it 
did  not  lose  the  benefit  of  such  exceptions 
by  a  request  that  the  court  repeat  the  in- 
structions excepted  to  in  connection  with 
certain  answers  made  to  questions  propound- 
ed by  the  jury.  It  meant  simply  that  if  the 
court  answered,  as  it  did,  the  questions  pro- 
pounded by  the  jury,  it  ought  to  supplement 
those  answers  with  a  restatement  of  the  in- 
structions theretofore  given,  and  asking  that 
restatement  was  not  an  admission  that  they 
were  correct,  but  simply  a  request  that  they 
should  be  restated  so  as  to  qualify  the  an- 
swers given  to  the  questions. 

In  this  connection  we  may  be  permitted 

to  suggest  that  no  afterthought  of  ingenious 

^  and  able  counsel  should  be  permitted  to  dis- 

es  turb  the  understanding  and  agreement  of  the 

*  parties  based^npon  their  belief  as  to  what 

the  law  is«  or  to  enforce  a  contract  whidi 

both  parties  concluded  to  abandon. 

A  single  further  matter  requires  notice, 
and  we  mention  it  simply  to  indicate  that 
we  have  considered,  although  we  do  not  de- 
dde,  the  question  invalved  therein:  The 
contract  of  insurance  is  a  peculiar  contract, 
•specially  when  made  with  a  mutual  insur- 
ance company,  for  although  in  terms  a  con- 
tract witn  a  corporation  it  is  in  substance 
a  contract  between  the  insured  and  all  other 
members  of  that  company.  The  character 
of  this  contract  was  fully  considered  and  dis- 
cussed by  this  court  in  Neto  York  L.  Ins.  Co. 
y.  Statlmm,  93  U.  S.  24,  23  L.  ed.  789,  and 
to  that  case  we  refer  without  quotation. 
Now,  whether  the  insurance  company,  if  the 
law  of  New  York  be  applicable,  could  insist 
upon  a  forfeiture  without  giving  the  notice 
prescribed  by  the  statutes  of  that  state,  and, 
enforcing  it,  forfeit  all  premiums  paid,  all 
obligation  for  the  return  of  the  surrender 
yalue,  all  right  of  the  insured  by  subsequent 
payments  to  continue  the  policy  in  force,  is 
mae  question.  But  it  is  a  very  different 
^pestion  whether  the  executrix  of  the  in- 
sured, after  his  long  delinquent  in  tiie 
»yment  of  premiums,  can  enforce  the  con- 


tract as  against  the  other  insured  parties* 
thereby  diminishing  their  interest  in  the  ac- 
cumulated reserve.  Ordinarily  no  one  can 
enforce  a  contract  unless  on  his  part  he  per- 
forms the  stipulated  promise,  and  it  may  be 
that  this  rule  is  operative  in  this  case.  We 
do  not  care  to  decide  the  question,  and  only 
mention  it  for  fear  that  it  should  be  aa- 
sumed  we  had  overlooked  it.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion which  may  never  arise  in  the  future  lit- 
igation of  this  case,  and  until  it  necessarily 
arises  we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  decide 
it. 

For  these  reasons  the  judgments  of  ih€ 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Ninth  CirotUt  and 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  SttUes 
for  the  District  of  Washington  are  reversed^ 
and  the  case  remanded  to  the  latter  court 
with  instructions  to  award  a  new  triaL 

Mr.  Justice  Feekbam  did  not  sit  at  the 
hearing,  and  took  no  part  in  the  decision  ol 
this 


(178  U.  8.  846) 
MUTUAL  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY 
OF  NEW  YORK,  Petitioner, 

V, 

BESSIE  F.  SEARS,  as  Executrix  of  Stephea 
P.  Sears,  Deceased. 

Insuranoe-^ahandonment  of  contract  afim 
default — effect  of  statute  to  prevmU  for* 
feiture, 

A  termination  of  a  life  Insurance  poliej  bj 
mutnal  agreement,  after  default  In  the  pay- 
ment of  premiums  and  the  refusal  of  the  in- 
sured to  continue  the  policy.  Is  conclusive 
against  the  Insured,  notwithstanding  a  statu- 
tory provision  which  precluded  the  forfeltvre 
of  the  policy  by  reason  of  the  default,  be- 
cause the  notices  required  by  the  statute  had 
not  been  given. 

[No.  452.] 

Argued  March  U,  15,  1900.    Decided  MtM 
28,  1900. 

N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirming 
a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on 
a  life  insurance  policy.    Reversed. 

See  same  case  below,  97  Fed.  Rep.  986,  S8 
C.  C.  A.  696. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justioe  Brewer  t 
This,  like  the  case  of  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Os, 
V.  Phinney,  just  decided,  178  U.  S.  827,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  006,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  is  an  action 
on  an  insurance  policy  issued  by  the  company, 
the  premiums  on  which  were  unpaid  for 
years  before  the  death  of  the  insured.  The 
facts,  as  disclosed  by  the  pleadings  (and  the 
case  went  off  on  the  pleadings,  without  any 
testimony) ,  are  that  on  May  18, 1891,  the  in- 
surance company  issued  a  policy  to  Stephen 
P.  Sears,  he  being  the  benefidaiT  nameii  in 
the  policy,  9LB  well  as  the  insured.  He  paM 
the  nrst  annual  premium  and  received  the 
policy*  hut  neglected  to  pay  the  premitmi  due 
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OB  Kay  18,  1802,  and  all  siAsequent  pre> 
miuini.  Ha  lived  until  March  30,  1898,  and 
thereafter  his  widow,  the  ^aintiff  briow,  was 
appointed  his  executrix.  The  answer  al- 
leged nonpayment  of  the  premiums  from 
1892  onwurd,  and  also  "thai  subsequent  to 
the  failure  of  the  said  Stephen  P.  Sears  to 
make  payment  of  the  said  annual  premium 
falling  due  on  said  poli<7  May  18,  1893,  and 
subsequent  to  the  lapsing  of  said  policy  for 
failure  to  make  said  payment,  and  after  the 
9  said  Stephen  P.  Sears  was  fully  informed 
jj  and  knew  that  said  policy  had  been  by  it  de- 

•  dared  lapsed  aiid<»yoid  for  nonpayment  of 
premium,  this  defendamt,  through  its  agents, 
applied  to  said  Stephen  P.  Sears  to  make 
restoration  of  said  policy  by  making  pay* 
ment  of  said  defaulted  premium  and  having 
the  said  policy  restored  to  force,  but  that 
said  Stephen  P.  Sears  refused  to  make  such 
payment^  and  refused  longer  to  continue  said 
policy  or  make  any  further  payments  there- 
on, and  then  and  there  elected  to  have  the 
same  terminated,  and  tihis  defendant,  relying 
upon  the  said  election  and  determination  of 
said  Stephen  P.  Sears,  at  all  times  subse- 
quent thereto  treated  said  policy  as  lapsed, 
abandoned,  and  terminated,  and  relying  upon 
the  said  conduct  of  said  Sears  abstained 
from  taking  any  further  action  or  step  in  re- 
lation to  said  policy,  by  way  of  notice  or 
otherwise,  in  order  to  effect  the  cancelation 
and  termination  thereof." 

A  demurrer  to  this  answer  was  sustained, 
and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  (97 
Fed.  Rep.  986,  38  C.  C.  A.  696),  and  the  case 
was  thereupon  brought  to  this  court  on  cer- 
tiorarL 

Jf  essrs.  Julien  T.  Davles,  Joltn  B.  Al« 
leSt  Edward  Lyman  Short,  Frederic  D.  Me- 
Kenney,  and  Robert  0,  Strudtoiok  for  peti- 
tioner. 

Meure,  Btaatoii  WarlmrtoB  and  Kar* 
old  Preston  for  respondent 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

In  view  of  what  has  been  already  decided 
in  the  case  of  Mutual  L,  Ina,  Oo.  v.  Phinney, 
178  U.  8.  827,  20  Sup.  GL  Rep.  906,  44  L 
ed.  — ,  It  is  needless  to  do  more  than  note  the 
fact  that,  as  shown  by  the  answer,  after  the 
insured  had  once  defaulted  in  May,  1892,  and 
a  second  default  had  occurred  in  May,  1893, 
application  was  made  to  him  by  the  com- 
pany, through  its  agents,  to  restore  the  pol- 
icy, and  that  he  declined  to  make  any  fur- 
I*  ther  payments  or  to  continue  the  policy,  and 
%  elected  to  have  it  terminated,  which  election 

•  was  accepted  by  the  company,  and  the^par- 
ties  to  the  contract  treated  it  thereafter  as 
abandoned.  As  we  held  in  the  prior  case, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  New  York  statute  (if 
eontrolling  at  all)  to  prevent  the  parties 
from  dealing  with  that  as  any  other  con- 
tract; and  if  they  choose  to  abandon  it,  that 
action  is  conclusive. 

The  judgments  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  Vinth  Oireuit  and  of  the  Oirouit  Court  of 
ike  United  States  for  the  District  of  Wash- 
20  S.  0.— «8. 


ingUm  are  reversed^  and  the  ease  remanded 
to  the  latter  court,  with  instructions  to  over- 
rule the  demurrer  to  defendant's  answer. 

Mr.  Justioe  FeeU&Am  did  not  sit  in  the 
hearing,  and  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of 
thisr 


(178  U.  8.  361) 

MUTUAL  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY 
OP  NEW  YORK,  Petitioner, 

V. 

WALTER  B.  ALLEN,  as  AdminUtrator  ol 
Samuel  B.  Stewart,  Deceased. 

Insuran^^e^-agreement  to  terminate. 

An  agreement  to  terminate  a  policy  of  life  In- 
sarance,  made  by  the  insured,  who  is  also 
the  beneficiary,  after  default  in  the  payment 
of  premiums,  will  end  the  contract 


[No.  466.] 

Argued  March  H,  IS,  1900. 
28,  1900. 


Decided  Ifey 
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N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  sustaining 
a  demurrer  to  an  answer  on  a  polity  of  life 
insurance.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Jvlien  T.  Davles,  John  B.  AI- 
leiif  Edward  Lyman  Short,  and  Frederic  D. 
MoKenney  for  petitioner. 

Messrs.  Stanton  Warlinrtonf  Harold 
Preston^  Frederick  Bausp%an,  John  H.  Al- 
len, and  Jay  C.  Allen  for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justioe  Brewev  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  case  is,  in  all  material  respects,  sim- 
ilar to  that  of  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sears. 
Just  decided,  178  U.  S.  845,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
912,  44  L.  ed.  — .  The  answer  of  the  compa- 
ny, which  was  demurred  to,  and  the  demurrer 
sustained,  contained  these  allegations: 

"That  neither  the  said  Samuel  B.  Stewart, 
nor  anyone  on  his  behalf,  ever  paid,  or  of- 
fered to  pay,  any  premium,  or  any  part  of 
anv  prenuum  due,  or  to  become  due  or  pay- 
able on  said  policy,  save  and  except  the  first 
premiimi,  which  was  i>aid  upon  the  delivery 
of  said  poli<7,  and  whidi  covered  the  period 
from  the  date  of  said  policy  until  the  18th 
dav  of  FebriMry,  1894.  That  the  said  Sam- 
uel B.  Stewart  was  at  all  times  advised  and 
informed  that  default  had  been  made  by  him 
in  payment  of  each  and  every  premium,  and 
the  whole  thereof,  due  on  said  policy,  subse- 
quent to  the  said  first  annual  premiiun  paid 
at  the  delivery  of  said  policv;  and  that  theg 
said  Samuel  B,  Stewart  in  his  lifetime  ne^wr  eo 
paid  or  offered  to  pay  anf^premium,  or  any  * 
part  of  any  premiiun,  due  upon  said  policy 
subsequent  to  i^t  paid  upon  the  delivery 
thereof  as  aforesaid.  That  it  was  expressly 
in  said  policy  provided  that  the  insurance 
thereon  was  payahle  to  the  insured,  Samuel 
B.  Stewart,  or  his  assigns;  that  the  said 
Samuel  B.  Stewart  never  made  any  tranate 
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or  •ssignjnent  of  said  policy  of  insuranoe; 
fhat  the  said  defendant  entered  and  noted 
a&id  policy  of  insurance  upon  its  books  as 
forfeited  and  lapsed  for  failure  to  pay  I3ie 
AiiDiiaJ  premium  falling  due  on  said  policy 
on  utid  18th  day  of  February,  1894.  That 
the  said  Samuel  B.  Stewart  was  at  all  times 
advised  that  defendant  had  so  treated  said 
policy  as  lapsed  and  forfeited,  and  notwith- 
standing, said  notice,  and  notwithstanding  the 
•aid  Samuel  B.  Stewart  was  at  all  times  ad- 
vised he  had  not  paid  the  premium  due  on 
said  policy  February  18,  1894,  consented  to 
fhe  forfeiture  and  termination  of  said  policy 
of  insurance;  and  with  a  mutual  knowledge 
ttDd  understanding  on  the  part  of  defendant 
mod  said  Samuel  B.  Stewart,  the  said  policy 
was  at  all  times  by  the  said  parties  deemed 
terminated  from  and  after  the  18th  day  of 
February,  1894;  and  relying  upon  such 
knowedfe  and  mutual  understanding,  the 
said  defendant  never  subsequently  mailed  or 
served  any  notice  of  the  due  date  of  premi- 
ums to  or  upon  said  Samuel  B.  Stewart  dur- 
ing his  lifetime;  and  the  said  Samuel  B. 
Stewart,  at  all  times  knowing  that  the  de- 
fendant was  treating  said  policy  as  forfeited 
and  lapsed,  and  at  all  times  kjiowing  that 
he  had  not  paid  or  tendered  payment  of  any 

Sremium  upon  said  policy  suosequent  to  the 
rst  annuaJ  premium  paid  as  aforesaid  on 
the  delivery  of  said  policy,  acquiesced  in  and 
agreed  to  the  said  mutual  understanding 
that  the  said  policy  was  lapsed  and  forfeit- 
ed; and  by  mutual  agreement  and  consent 
both  the  said  defendant  and  said  Samuel  B. 
Stewart  agreed  and  consented  to  tiie  lapsing 
and  forfeiture  of  said  policy  of  insurance 
from  and  after  the  18tn  day  of  February, 
1894." 

From  this  answer  it  distinctly  appears 
that  Stewart,  who  was  both  the  insurea  and 
the  beneficiary,  knew  when  the  second  annu- 
)  al  premium  became  dxie,  was  informed  of  his 
\  default  in  the  matter  of  payment,  and  botii 
he  and  the  company  agreed^to  the  ending  of 
the  contract.  Under  these  circumstances, 
and  without  considering  any  other  question, 
the  judpmenta  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
Vinth  Circuit  and  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  Btate8  for  the  District  of  Washing- 
ton are  reversed,  and  the  ease  remanded  to 
the  latter  court,  with  instructions  to  over- 
rule the  demurrer  to  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Feckbam  did  not  sit  In  the 
hearing,  and  took  no  part  in  tftie  decision  of 
this 


ri78  U.  &  »47)  

MUTUAL  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY 
OF  NEW  YORK,  Petitioner, 

V. 

GEORQE  E.  HILL,  Ellen  Kellogs  Hill,  Eo* 
gene  C.  Hill,  by  their  OuanoUan,  Bben 
Smith,  and  Eliza  Maade  Hill,  in  her  own 
behalf. 

Life  insurance — abandonmeni  of  oofUraci — 
refueal  of  benefMairiee  to  continue  policy. 

▲b  ahaiMlonnient  of  a  life  laiirencs  eontiaet  by 
the  liMond  after  default  In  payment  of  pre* 
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mluins,  together  wltb  a  refusal  by  the  ben^ 
fleiaries  to  keep  the  policy  in  life,  will  be  eo» 
elnelve  against  any  claim  on  the  policy. 

[No.  463.] 

Argued  March  H,  IS,  1900.    Decided  Meig 

t8,  1900. 

N  WRIT  OF  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  sustain* 
ing  a  demurrer  to  an  answer  in  an  action 
on  a  poli<7  of  life  insurance.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Jvlien  T.  Dairiee,  John  B.  Al« 
lei&»  Edward  Lyman  Short,  Frederic  D.  Mo- 
Kewney,  and  Robert  0.  Strudwiek  for  peti- 
tioner. 

Messrs.  Stanton  Warbnrtony  Harold 
Freaton^  and  Eben  Smith  for  respondents. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court:  « 

This  case  resemMes  the  last  three  decided,  Jj 
in  that  it  was  an* action  against  the  insur-* 
ance  company  on  a  policy  whose  premiums 
hod  not  been  paid  for  some  years  before  the 
death  of  the  insured.  The  policy  was  issued 
April  29,  1886,  to  Georee  Dana  Hill  for  the 
benefit  of  his  wife,  if  living  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  and,  if  not,  for  the  benefit  of  their 
children.  The  insured  paid  the  first  annual 
premium,  but  none  thereafter.  He  died  on 
December  4, 1800.  His  wife  died  before  him, 
and  this  action  was  brought  in  behalf  of  the 
children.  The  answer  afieged,  among  other 
things— 

'"Diat,  pnrsuant  to  the  conditions  of  the 
said  policy,  there  became  and  was  due  to  the 
defendant,  as  a  premium  upon  said  policy 
of  insurance,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  ▲.  n. 
I8S7,  the  sum  of  eight  hundred  and  four- 
teen ($814)  dollars  and  the  said  George  Dana 
Hill  and  the  said  Enen  Kellogg  Hill,  hit 
wife,  and  each  and  all  of  the  plaintiffs  here- 
in failed,  neglected,  and  refused  to  pay  to 
the  defendant  et  the  time  aforesaid,  the  said 
sum  of  eight  hundred  and  fourteen  ($814) 
dollars  or  any  part  thereof,  and  ever  sinoe 
that  time  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  said  Geoige  Dana  Hill,  on  the  4th  day 
of  December,  1800,  the  said  Geoive  Dana 
Hill  and  the  said  Ellen  Kellogg  Hill,  his 
wife,  during  her  lifetime,  and  each  and  all 
of  the  plaintiffs,  neglected  and  refused  to 
pay  to  defendant  the  said  sum  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  any  other  sum  or  other  thing  of 
value  whatever;  by  reason  whereof  the  said 
policy  of  insurance  became  and  was  on  the 
20th  dav  of  April,  ▲.  D.  1887,  according  to 
the  conditions  aforesaid,  void  and  of  no  ef- 
fect 

'That,  at  a  time  more  than  one  year  from 
the  time  of  the  issuance  of  tbe  poli^  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint,  and  during  the  life- 
time of  the  said  Gfeorge  Dana  Hill  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  it  waa  mutually  agreed  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  said  Geoige 
Dana  Hill,  that  the  said  contract  of  insurance 
should  be  waived,  abandoned,  and  rescinded, 
and  the  said  Qeoige  Dana  Hill  and  the  de- 
fendant then,  by  mntnal  consent,  waivmd. 
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abandoned,  and  rescinded  the  same  accord- 
ingly, and  all  their  mutual  rights  and  obliga- 
tions therein  and  thereunder, 
o      "This  defendant    alleges    that    the    utid 
JJ  plaintififs,  and  each  of  them,  should  be,  and 

*  ar«,  estopped  from,  and  should  not  beeper- 
mitted  to  all^e  or  proye  that  defendant  did 
not  mail,  or  cause  to  be  mailed,  or  otherwise 
^ven,  to  said  George  I^na  Hill  a  notice  stat^ 
ing  the  amount  of  premium  due  on  said  pol- 
icy on  April  29,  1887,  or  at  any  other  time, 
with  the  plaoe  where  the  same  should  be 
paid,  the  person  to  whom  the  same  is  pay- 
able, and  stating  that  unless  the  premium 
then  due  should  be  paid  to  the  company  or 
its  agents,  within  thirty  days  after  the  mail- 
ing of  such  notice,  the  policy  and  all  pay- 
ments made  thereon  should  become  forfeited, 
or  any  other  notice  prescribed  by  any  stat- 
ute or  statutes  of  the  state  of  New  York, 
or  any  other  notice  than  that  hereinafter 
in  this  paragraph  mentioned,  for  that,  short- 
ly prior  to  and  after,  and  on  said  29th  day 
OT  April,  1887,  this  defendant,  in  writing, 
and  also  personally,  notified  and  informal 
the  said  George  Dana  Hill,  at  said  city  of 
Seattle,  that  the  premium  of  $814,  necessary 
to  be  paid  on  said  policy  for  the  coptinuance 
of  said  policy  of  insurance,  was  due  and  pay- 
able, and  said  defendant  duly  demanded  pay- 
ment of  said  premium  in  said  sum,  ana,  at 
the  same  time  and  place,  tendered  the  receipt 
of  the  defendant  therefor,  duly  signed  by 
its  president  and  secretary;  and  the  <^aid 
Hill,  being  fully  so  informed  and  advised  in 
the  premises,  refused  to  make  payment  of 
said  premium,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  then 
and  there,  intending,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  defendant  to  rely  upon  the  same, 
informed  defendant  that  he,  the  said  Geoi^ge 
Dana  Hill,  was  unable  to  pay  said  premium, 
and  did  not  intend  to  make  payment  thereof, 

.  or  of  any  premium  thereafter  to  accrue  upon 
said  policy  of  insurance,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, he,  the  said  Geor&^e  Dana  Hill,  intend- 
ed to  allow  the  said  policy  to  lapse  and  be- 
come forfeited  for  want' of  payment  of  said 
premium  or  of  any  future  premium  accruing 
on  said  policy;  and  the  said  defendant,  then 
and  there,  and  ever  since,  relying  upon  the 
said  representations  and  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  said  George  Dana  Hill,  was  thereby 
induced  to,  and  did,  declare  the  said  policy 
and  contract  of  insurance  forfeited,  and 
abandoned,  and,  in  good  faith,  relying  upon 
said  conduct  and  representations  on  the  part 
of  said  George  Dana  Hill,  this  defendant  was 
g  induced  to,  and  did,  fail  and  abstain  from 
09  giving  or  mailing  any  notice,  whether  pre- 

*  scribed  by  statute  or^otherwise,  to  the  said 
George  Dana  Hill,  or  to  any  person  inter- 
ested in  said  policy,  concerning  the  payment 
of  any  premium  thereon." 

Here,  as  in  the  last  two  cases,  is  disclosed 
a  distinct  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
sured and  the  company  to  waive  and  abandon 
the  policy  and  all  rights  and  obligations  on 
the  part  of  the  parties  thereto. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  insured  was  not  the 
beneficiary;  his  wife,  and  in  ease  of  her 
death,  their  children,  being  named  as  such; 
EBd  that  it  was  not  in  Ms  power,  by  noopay- 


jnent  or  waiver  or  sbandonment«  to  relin- 
quish or  caned  her  or  their  rights  in  the 
policy.  It  is  doubtless  an  interestlAg  ques- 
tion how  liar  the  action  of  the  insured  can 
affect  or  bind  the  beneficiaries  in  a  life-insur- 
ance policy.  If  the  answer  in  this  case  con- 
tained simply  the  allegation  in  respect  to 
the  insured's  agreement  with  the  company, 
we  should  be  compelled  to  enter  into  an  ex- 
amination of  that  c|uestion ;  but  it  is  alleged, 
not  only  that  the  insured  and  the  company 
agreed  to  abandon  the  contract,  but  also  that 
the  beneficiary,  his  wife,  and  the  plaintiffs, 
their  children,  "failed,  neglected,  and  1^6- 
fused"  to  pay  the  premium.  So  we  have  a 
case  in  which,  not  only  did  the  insured  and 
the  company  abandon  the  contract,  but  also 
the  ben^daries  neglected  and  refused  to  do 
that  which  was  essential  to  keep  the  policy  in 
life.  The  allegation  in  the  answer  does  not  dis- 
close a  mere  omission,  for  it  is  ''neglected 
and  refused,"  and,  of  course,  there  can  be 
no  refusal  unless  with  knowledge  of  the  op- 
portunity or  duty.  A  party  cannot  be  said 
to  refuse  to  do  a  thing  of  which  he  knows 
nothing.  Refusal  implies  demand,  knowl- 
edge, or  notice.  The  case,  therefore,  is  one 
in  which  the  beneficiaries  refused  to  continue 
the  policy,  while  the  insured  and  the  com- 
pany abandoned  it. 

Under  those  circumstances  we  think  ilie 
case  falls  within  the  same  rule  as  the  pre- 
ceding; and  the  judgments  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  Of  the  Vinth  Circuit  and  of  the  Or- 
ouit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Washington  are  reversed,  and  the 
case  remanded  to  the  latter  court,  with  in- 
structions to  overrule  the  demurrer  to  de- 
fendant's answer. 

Mr.  Justice  PeeUiam  did  not  sit  at  the 
hearing,  and  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of 
talis  < 


(178  U.  S.  449) 
GEORGE  H.  EAKLE,  Jr.,  Receiver  of  the 
Chestnut  Street  National   Bank,   Plff,  in 
Err,, 

V. 

COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA, 
at  the  Suggestion  and  to  the  Use  of 
the  COMMONWEALTH  TITLE,  INSUR- 
ANCE, &  TRUST  COMPANY,  Trustee 
for  Mary  Rodgers  under  the  Will  of 
Benjamin  Milnes,  Dece9,6ed. 

National  hariks: — attachment  of,  as  gar- 
nishce,  in  state  court — appointment  of 
receiver — order  for  eaecution. 

1.  An  attachment  against  a  nations!  bank  as 
garnishee  is  not  an  attachment  against  the*, 
bank  or  Its  property  nor  a  suit  against  it, 
within  the  meaning  of  tJ.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  | 
6242,  prohibiting  suit  against  such  bank  in  a 
state  court,  with  a  view  to  acquiring  a  pref- 
erence over  other  credltora  after  Insolvenoy 
or  in  contemplation  thereof. 

2.  The  suspension  of  a  national  bank  and  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  do  not  defeat  a 
right  previously  acquired  by  service  of  an  at- 
tachment against  the  bank  as  garnishee,  but 
the  assets  pass  to  the  receiver  burdened  With 
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a  Il€n  In  tevor  of  the  plaintiff  In  the  attach- 
ment, which  cannot  be  disregarded  or  die- 
placed  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cnrreney. 
t.  A  ttate  court  has  no  authority  to  order  eze- 
aitlon  against  a  national  bank  In  the  hands 
of  a  receiver,  for  the  enforcement  of  a  ll«i 
obtained  before  the  receiver'B  appointment  by 
an  attachment  against  the  bank  as  garnishee, 
although  the  rights  thus  acquired  must  be 
recognised  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency. 

[No.  218.] 

Argued  AprU  11,  1900.    Decided  May  14, 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania  to  review  a  deci- 
sion affirming  a  judgment  aeainst  a  national 
bank  in  the  nands  of  a  receiver.    Reversed, 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  G.  Johnaoiif  Asa  W. 
Waters,  and  W.  H.  Addioks  for  plaintiff  in 
anror. 

Messrs.  Alfred  Day  Wilder  and  Craw- 
ford, La^ghlin,  4  DaUas  for  defendant  in 
error. 

o     Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
9  of  the  court: 

•  *  On  the  29th  day  of  September,  1897,  the 
eommonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  at  the  sug- 
gestion and  to  the  use  of  the  Commonwealth 
Title,  Insurance,  &  Trust  Company,  trustee 
lor  Mary  Rodgers,  obtained  judgment  upon 
a  bond  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the 
eounty  of  Philadelphia  against  one  James 
Long  for  the  sum  of  $31,499.  A  writ  of  at- 
tachment issued  upon  that  judgment^  and 
en  the  6th  dav  of  October,  1897,  an  alias 
writ  was  issued  against  the  Chestnut  Street 
National  Bank  of  Philadelphia,  as  garnishee. 
The  writ  was  served  on  October  28,  1897, 
and  commanded  the  bank  to  show  cause  in 
that  court  on  a  day  named  why  the  judgment 
against  Long,  with  costs  of  writ,  should  not 
be  levied  of  the  effects  of  the  defendant  in 
the  hands  of  the  bank.  Afterwards,  on  No- 
vember 6,  1897,  special  interrogatories  were 
filed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  a  rule  was  entered 
requiring  the  bank,  as  garnishee,  to  answer 
the  same  within  a  named  time.  Subsequent- 
ly the  bank  filed  its  answer  in  the  attach- 
ment proceedings,  and  November  24,  1897, 
It  filed  an  answer  to  the  special  interroga- 
tories; and,  on  December  15,  1897,  a  rule 
waa  entered  by  plaintiff  for  judgment 
against  the  bank,  as  garnishee,  on  its  an- 
swers. 

A  few  days  later,  on  the  23d  day  of  De- 
cember, 1897,  the  bank  suspended  payment 
H  of  its  obligations,  and  by  order  of  the  Comp- 
^  troller  of  the  Currency  of  the  United  States 

•  dosed  its*doors  to  business;  and,  January 
29,  1898,  the  present  plaintiff  in  error  Earle 
was  appointed  by  that  officer  as  receiver  of 
the  bank  and  duly  qualified  as  such. 

Subsequently,  May  6,  1898,  Earle,  as  re- 
eeiver,  entered  his  appearance  in  the  above 
action,  and  filed  a  suggestion  of  record  aet- 
tiiig  forth  his  appointment  and  qualifica- 
tien,  and  on  the  following  day  filed  an  affi- 


davit stating  hii  appointment  as  receiver. 

On  the  sucoeedinff  day  a  motion  was  made 
and  filed  ( Altered  as  a  rule)  by  the  receiver 
to  vacate  and  dismiss  the  attachment  served 
upon  the  bank,  garnishee,  for  want  of  juris- 
diction in  the  court  of  common  pleas  under 
9  5242  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  the  receiver  insisting  that  all  the 
proceedings  in  attachment  against  the  bank 
were  null  and  void. 

The  rule  entered  December  15,  1897,  for 
judgment  against  the  bank,  and  the  rule  to 
vacate  and  dismiss  the  attachment  for  want 
of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
wore  heard,  and  that  court,  on  May  21,  1898. 
made  absolute  the  rule  for  judgment,  and 
entered  the  following:  "And  now,  to  wit, 
May  21,  1898,  upon  the  hearins  of  the  at- 
tachment in  the  above  case  and  Uie  interrog- 
atories of  the  plaintiff  and  the  answer  of  the 
garnishee  thereto,  it  is  adjudged  that  the 
above-named  garnishee  has  a  deposit  in 
money  belonging  to  the  above-named  defend- 
ant of  $2,900,  with  interest  from  October 
28,  1897;  and  also  that  the  said  garnishee 
has  77  shares  of  'National  Oas  Trust  stock* 
and  33  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Eighth  National  Bank  of  Philadelphia  be- 
longing to  the  said  defendant  and  pledged  by 
him  with  the  said  garnishee  for  payment  by 
him  to  it  of  the  sum  of  $17,831,  with  inter- 
est thereon  from  April  22, 1897,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  have  execution  of  any  dividends  on 
the  said  deposit  of  $2,900,  with  interest^  in 
common  with  the  other  creditors  of  said 
garnishee,  less  $35  counsel  fee  for  the  said 
garnishee's  counsel,  and  that  if  the  said  gar- 
nishee refuse  or  neglect,  on  demand  by  the 
sheriff,  to  pay  the  same,  then  the  same  to  be 
levied  of  the  said  garnishee  according  to  law, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  against  it  for 
its  proper  debt,  and  also  that  the  plaintiff 
have  leave  to  issue  a  writ  of  fieri  fadas 
against  the  above-named  defendant  for  theg 
sale  of  the  said  77  shares  of  'National  Qas  $ 
Trust  Stock*  and  33  shares  of  the*  capital  • 
stock  of  the  Eighth  National  Bank  of  Phila- 
delphia, pledged  by  the  defendant  ndth  the 
garnishee^  subject  to  the  garnishee's  daim 
under  said  pledge  of  the  sum  of  $17,831. 
with  interest  thereon  from  April  22,  1897. 
or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be  necessary  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  judgment  against  the 
defendant  in  this  case,  with  costs." 

The  rule  to  vacate  and  dismiss  the  pro- 
ceedings in  attachment  for  want  of  juris- 
diction in  the  court  of  common  pleaa  waa 
discharged. 

The  cause  was  carried  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania,  where  the  judgment 
of  the  court  of  common  pleas  was  affirmed. 

By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States  it  is  provided: 

"S  5234.  On  becoming  satisfied,  as  sped- 
fied  in  9S  5226  and  5227,  that  any  [national 
banking]  association  has  refused  to  pay  its 
drculating  notes  as  therdn  mentioned,  and 
is  in  default,  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency may  forthwith  appoint  a  reodver  and 
require  cif  him  such  bond  and  seearity  aa 
he  deems  proper.  Such  reedver,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Comptroller,  shall  take  poe- 
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■enion  of  the  books,  records,  and  mboU  of 
every  description  of  such  association,  col- 
lect all  debts,  dues,  and  claims  bdonging  to 
it»  and,  upon  the  order  of  a  court  of  record 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  may  sell  or  com- 
pound all  bad  or  doubtful  debts,  and,  on  a 
like  order,  may  sell  all  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  such  association,  on  such  terms 
as  the  court  shall  direct,  and  may,  if  neces- 
sary to  pay  the  debts  of  such  association, 
enforce  tne  individual  liability  of  the  stock- 
holders. Such  reoeiyeT  shall  pay  over  all 
money  so  made  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  Comp- 
troller, and  also  make  report  to  the  Comp- 
troller of  all  his  acts  and  proceedings. 

''§  5235.  The  Comptroller  shall,  upon  ap- 
pointing a  receiver,  cause  notice  to  be  given, 
by  advertisement  in  such  newspapers  as  he 
ma^r  direct  for  three  consecutive  months, 
calling  on  all  persons  who  may  have  claims 
against  such  association  to  present  the  same 
and  make  l^al  proof  thereof. 
CO  "I  5236.  From  time  to  time,  alter  full 
^  provision  has  been  first  made  for  refunding 
«  to  the  United  States  any  deficiency  in*  re- 
deeming the  notes  of  such  association,  the 
Comptroller  shall  make  a  ratable  dividend 
of  the  money  so  paid  over  to  him  by  such  re- 
ceiver on  all  such  claims  as  ma^  have  been 
proved  to  his  satisfaction  or  adjudicated  in 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and,  as 
tiie  proceeds  of  the  assets  of  such  associa- 
tion are  paid  over  to  him,  shall  make  fur- 
ther dividends  on  all  daims  previously 
8 roved  or  adjudicated;  and  the  remainder  of 
be  proceeds,  if  any,  shall  be  paid  over  to  the 
fthareholders  of  such  association,  or  their  le- 
gal representatives,  in  proportion  to  the 
stock  by  them  respectively  held.** 

"I  5242.  AU  transfers  of  the  notes,  bonds, 
bills  of  exchange,  or  other  evidences  of  debt 
owing  to  any  national  banking  association, 
or  of  deposits  to  its  credit;  all  assignments 
of  mortgages,  sureties  on  real  estate  or  of 
judgments  or  decrees  in  its  favor;  all  de- 
posits of  money,  bullion,  or  other  valuable 
thing  for  its  use«  or  for  the  use  of  any  of 
its  riiareholders  or  creditors;  and  all  pay- 
ments of  money  to  either,  made  after  the 
commission  of  an  act  of  insoIven<7,  or  in 
contemplation  thereof,  made  with  a  view  to 
prerent  the  application  of  its  assets  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  this  chapter,  or  with 
a  view  to  the  preference  of  one  creditor  to 
another,  except  in  payment  of  its  circulat- 
ing notes,  shall  be  utterly  null  and  void;  and 
BO  attaclunent^  injunction,  or  execution  shall 
be  issued  against  such  association  or  its 
property  before  final  judgment  in  any  suit, 
action,  or  proceeding  in  any  state,  county, 
or  municipal  court." 

Sections  5234,  5235,  and  5236,  above  quoted, 
have  reference  to  the  affairs  and  property 
of  national  banks  in  the  hands  of  receivers, 
and  the  administration  of  its  assets  by  the 
Comptroller;  and  the  words  in  f  5242,  "no 
attachment,  injunction,  or  execution  shall 
be  issued  against  such  association  or  its 
property  before  final  judgment  in  any  suit, 
notion,  or  proceeding  in  any  state,  county, 
«r  municipal  court,"  are  to  be  construed  in 


connection  with  the  previous  parts  of  the 
same  section  declaring  null  and  void  certain 
transfers^  assignments,  deposits,  and  pay- 
ments made  uter  the  commission  by  the 
bank  "of  an  act  of  insolvency,  or  in  contem- 
plation thereof,"  with  the  intent  to  prevent 
the  application  of  the  bank's  assets  in  the^ 
manner  prescribed  by  Congress,  or  with  aS 
view  to  the  preference  by  tht*bank  of  one* 
creditor  to  another.  Whatever  may  be  the 
scope  of  I  5242,  an  attachment  sued  out 
against  the  bank  as  garnishee  is  not  an  at^ 
tachment  against  the  bank  or  its  property, 
nor  a  suit  against  it,  within  the  meaning  of 
that  section.  It  is  an  attachment  to  reach 
the  property  or  interests  held  by  the  bank 
for  others.  After  the  Chestnut  Street  Na- 
tional Bank  had  been  served  as  garnishee 
with  the  attachment  sued  out  in  the  Long 
suit,  but  before  it  went  into  the  hands  of  a 
receiver,  it  admitted  in  its  answers  to  spe- 
cial interrogations  in  the  suit  against  Long 
that  it  was  indebted  to  Long  on  a  clearing- 
house due  bill,  and  also  that  it  held  as  col- 
lateral security  for  his  debt  to  it  certain 
shares  of  the  stock  of  the  National  Gas 
Trust,  as  well  as  certain  shares  of  the  stock 
of  the  Eighth  National  Bank  of  Philadel- 
phia. By  the  service  of  the  attachment  up- 
on the  bank,  the  plaintiff  in  the  atta^ment 
acquired  a  right  to  have  the  money  and 
property  belongins  to  Long  in  the  hands  of 
the  bank  applied  m  satisfi^ion  of  its  judg- 
ment SAsinst  him,  subject,  of  course,  to  the 
bank's  Uen  for  any  debt  due  to  it  at  that  time 
from  him.  The  bank  therefore  became 
bound  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  at- 
tachment for  whatever  property  or  money  it 
held  for  the  benefit  or  to  the  use  of  Long  at 
the  time  the  attachment  was  served  upon  it. 
And  the  right  thus  acquired  by  the  service 
of  the  attachment  was  not  lost  by  the  sus- 
pension of  the  bank  and  the  appointment  of 
the  receiver.  The  assets  of  the  bank  passed 
to  the  receiver  burdened,  as  to  the  interest 
that  Lonff  had  in  them,  with  a  lien  in  favor 
of  the  puuntiff  in  the  attachment  which 
could  not  be  disregarded  or  displaced  by  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Currencjr. 

We  must  not,  however,  be  understood  as 
holding  that  the  distribation  of  the  bank's 
assets  m  the  hands  of  the  receiver  could  have 
been  in  any  wise  directly  controlled  by  the 
state  court  or  seized  under  an  attachment  or 
execution  in  the  hands  of  any  state  officer. 
On  the  contrary,  the  direction  in  the  statute 
that  the  receiver  pay  over  all  monm  real- 
ised by  him  from  the  assets  of  the  bank  to 
the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States, 
subject  to  the  order  of  the  Comptroller,  fur- 
nished a  rule  of  conduct  for  him  which 
neither  an  order  of  nor  any  proceedings  in  is 
the  state  court  could  affect,  modify,  or§ 
change.  *The  scheme  of  the  statute  relat-* 
ing  to  suspended  national  banks  is  that  from 
tiie  time  of  a  bank's  suspension  all  its  as- 
sets, of  whatever  kind,  as  they  are  at  the 
time  of  suspension,  pass,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  the  receiver,  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  be  distributed  by  the  Comptroller 
among  those  whose  claims  are  proven  to  his 
satisfaction   or   are   adjudicated   by   some 
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court  of  eompeient  jurisdictioxL  So,  wlien 
the  Chestnut  Street  National  Bank  suspend- 
ed and  went  into  the  hands  of  a  receiyer  the 
entire  control  and  administration  of  its  as- 
sets were  committed  to  the  receiyer  and  the 
Comptroller,  subject,  howeyer,  to  any  rights 
or  priority  preyiously  acquired  by  the  plain- 
tiff through  the  proceedings  in  the  suit 
against  I>ong. 

It  results  that  the  state  court  did  not  err 
in  oyerruling  the  motion  of  the  receiyer  to 
▼acate  and  dismiss  the  attachment  issued  in 
the  suit  brought  against  Long  and  seryed 
upon  the  bank  as  garnishee  prior  to  its  sus- 
pension. The  proceedings  in  the  state  court 
prior  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiyer  were 
all  in  due  course  of  law.  We  do  not  under- 
stand that  to  be  controyerted.  But  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  order  of  judgment  of  May 
21,  1898,  was  erroneous  in  some  particulars. 
As  the  bank  did  not  cease  to  exist  as  a 
corporation  upon  its  suspension  and  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiyer,  it  was  competent  for 
the  state  court  to  determine,  as  between  the 
plaintiff  in  the  attachment  and  the  bank, 
what  rights  were  acquired  by  the  former  as 
against  the  latter  by  the  seryice  of  tl^e  at- 
tachment ;  and  its  judgment,  thus  restricted, 
eould  baye  been  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  Comptroller  for  his  guidance  in  distrib- 
uting the  assets  of  the  bank.  To  this  extent 
the  judgment  below  is  affirmed.  But,  for 
the  reasons  already  stated,  we  hold  that  the 
state  court  had  no  authority  to  order  execu- 
tion in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  of  any  dividends 
upon  the  money  on  deposit  in  the  bank 
to  Long^s  credit  at  the  time  the  bank 
was  served  with  the  attachment,  and  direct 
the  sale  of  the  shares  of  stock  originally  held 
by  the  bank  as  collateral  security,  but  which 
passed  upon  the  suspension  of  the  bank  to 
the  custody  of  the  receiver.  This  part  of  the 
Judgment  should  be  set  aside.  It  is  proper 
to  say  that  the  rights  acquired  by  the  de- 
o  fendant  in  error  under  the  garnishee  pro- 
IJ  ceedings  can  be  made  effective  upon  applica- 
•  tioii*to  the  Comptroller,  to  whom  Congress 
has  intrusted  the  power  to  distribute  the  as- 
sets of  a  suspended  bank  among  those  enti- 
tled thereto. 

The  decree  is  reversed  to  the  extent  indi- 
cated, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  not  inconsistent  with  this  opin- 
ion. 

Reversed, 


(178  U.  S.  456) 

OEORQE  H.  EARLE,  Jr.,  Receiver   of  the 

Chestnut  Street  National   Bank,  Plff,  in 

Srr.f 

V. 

WILLIAM  CONWAY. 

Vrntiomal  hanks — garnishment  of  receiver. 

Am  attachment  of  a  national  bank  and  its  re- 
ceiver as  garnishees  can  be  maintained  In  a 
state  court,  althongh  It  cannot  create  any  lien 
upon  speclfle  assets  of  the  bank  In  the  re- 
eelver'B  hands,  or  disturb  his  custody  of  those 
assets,  or  prevent  him  from  paying  to  the 
Treasurer  of  the  United  States,  sobject  to 
the  order  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency, 


all  moneys  coming  to  his  hands  or  realised 
by  him  as  receiver  from  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty and  assets  of  the  bank. 

[No.  219.] 

Argued  April  11,  1900.    Decided  May  14^ 
1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Conunonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  to  re- 
view a  decision  affirming  an  order  sustaining 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  state  court  in  garnish- 
ment of  a  national  bank  and  its  receiver* 
Affirmed. 

See  same  ease  below,  189  Pa.  610,  42  AtL 
803. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Jolia  G.  Johnson^  Asa  W» 
Waters*  and  W.  H.  Addioks  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr,  Janes  C.  BtiUwell  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion . 
of  the  court: 

This  case  differs  somewhat  in  its  facts 
from  those  in  Earle  v.  Pennsylvania,  just  de- 
cided, 178  U.  S.  450,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  915.  44 
L.  ed.  — ,  It  appears  that  on  February  24, 
1808,  the  appellee  Conway,  in  an  action  of  as-^ 
sumpsit  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  9* 
county  of  Philadelphia,* obtained  a  judgment  * 
against  one  John  G.  Schall  for  $1,012.43. 
Upon  that  judgment  a  writ  of  attachment 
was  issued  and  served  May  24  and  25,  1898, 
upon  the  Chestnut  Street  National  Bank  of 
Philadelphia  and  upon  Earle,  receiver,  as 
garnishees, — the  receiver  having  been  ap- 
pointed January  29,  18DS, — commanding 
them  to  show  cause  on  a  day  named  why  the 
judgment  against  Schall,  with  costs  of  writ, 
should  not  be  levied  of  his  effects  in  their 
hands. 

The  bank  and  the  receiver  entered  their 
appearance  as  defendants  and  garnishees 
''for  the  purpose  only  of  moving  said  court 
to  set  aside  the  writ  of  summons  in  attach* 
nicnt  sur  judgment  against  him  and  them, 
and  to  dismiss  and  vacate  all  proceedings 
in  attachment  therein  against  him  or  them." 
That  motion  was  made  upon  the  ground  that 
the  court  of  common  pleas  was  without  ju- 
risdiction under  f  5242  of  the  Kcvised  Stat- 
utes of  the  United  States.  The  motion  waa 
denied,  and  the  order  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of 
rennsylvania. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  error  to 
deny  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  service  of 
the  writ  of  attachment  on  the  bank  and  the 
receiver.  No  sound  reason  can  be  given  why 
the  receiver  of  a  national  bank  may  not  m 
notiffed  1^  service  upon  him  of  an  attach- 
ment issued  from  a  state  court  of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  interest  asserted  or  sought 
to  be  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  attach- 
ment in  the  assets  in  his  custody.  But  for 
the  reasons  stated  in  Earle  v.  PennsytoO' 
nia,  such  an  attachment  cannot  create  any 
lien  upon  specific  assets  of  the  bank  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver,  nor  disturb  his  custody 
of  those  assets,  nor  prevent  him  from  paying 
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to  the  Treasurer  of  tlie  United  St%tei»  suU- 
jeet  to  the  order  of  the  OomplroUer  of  the 
Currency,  all  moneys  ooming  to  his  haix^ds 
or  realized  by  him  as  receiver  from  the  sale 
of  the  property  and  assets  of  the  bank.  Aft- 
er the  service  of  the  attacfamepit  upon  the  re- 
erirer  it  became  his  duty  t^  r^ort  the  facts 
to  the  Comptroller,' and  it  then  became  the 
datf  of  the  latter  to  hold  anjf^  funds  coming 
to  his  hands  through  the  Treasurer  of  the 
United  States  aa  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
« the  bank's  assets  sabjeet  .to  ai\y  interest 
9  whieh  the  plaintiff  may  have  legally  ac- 
•  auired  therein  as  against^his  debtor  under 
the  attachment  issued  on  the  judgment  in 
his  favor  in  the  state  court.. 

As  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Pennsylvania  goes  no  further  than  to  sus- 
tain the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  at- 
tachment served  upon  th#:  receiver  as  gar- 
nishee, it  Is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  WUte  dissents. 


<178  U.  8.  486) 

0.  W.  SMITH,  as  Heoeivjer  qt  the  Atlantic  k 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

^' 

TRUMAN  REEVES,  na   Treasurer   of   the 

State  of  California. 

Aolion  againai  atate^-'cansent  of  %tate  to  ht 
9ued  in  ita  oton  oourU-**9uii  hp  Federal 
eorporaiion. 

1.  An  action  acainst  a  state  treasafer  In  his 
offlclal  capacity,  which  Is  in  effect  to  compel 
the  state,  through  him,  to  perform  its  promise 
to  return  to  tazpayen  money  th^t  may  be  ad- 
judged to  have  been  taken  under  an  illegal 
assessment,  is  In  stibstanee  an  action  against 
the  state  itself,  within  the  meaning  of  U.  8. 
Const.  11th  Amendl 

S.  The  consent  of  the  state  to  be  sued,  whieh 
Is  given  by  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  f  8669,  providing 
that  the  state  treasurer  ,may  demand  trial  In 
the  superior  court  of  Sacramento  county, 
must  be  deemed  to  be  limited  to  actions  In  the 
state  court,  and  not  to  authorise  such  action 
in  a  Federal  court. 

S.  A  state  has  a  right  to  couple  with  Its  con- 
sent to  be  sued  on  account  of  taxes  alleged 
to  have  been  exacted  under  Illegal  assessments 
a  condition  that. the  suit  be  brought  in  one  of 
Its  own  courts. 

4.  An  action  against  a  state  by  a  corporation 
created  by  Congress  Is  not  authorised  by  U. 
8.  Const,  art.  8,  f  2,  as  a  case  arising  under 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  although  the  11th  Amendment  In 
terms  prohibits  actions  against  a  state  "by 
dtisens  of  another  state,  or  by  dtlaens  or  sub- 
jects of  any  foreign  state.** 

[No.  242.] 

Arffued  April  16,  1900.    Decided   May  U, 
1900. 

IK  ERROR  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit 
to  review  a  decision  affirming  a  Judnnent  of 
'dismissal  in  an  action  againgt  a  ttiSe  treaa- 
A^med. 


See  same  case  below..  Smfth  v.  RacJcliffe, 
59  U.  S.  App.  428,  87  Fed.  Rep.  964^  31  C.  a 
A.  328. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  O.  N.  Htenej  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

ifessrs.  Win*  BflL  ABbott,  Tirey  tu 
For^y  ^nd  Qeorge  A.  Sturievani  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  action  waa   brought   in   the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern 
district  of  California  by  the  receivers  of  the 
Atlantic  &  Pa^ufic  Railroad  Company,  a  cor-  h 
poration  created  under  an  act  of  Congress  $ 
approved  July  27,  1866^*  with  authority  to* 
construct  and  maintain  a  railroad  and  tele- 
graph line  beginning  at  or  near  Springfield, 
Missouri,  thence  by  a  specified  route  to  the 
Pacific  Ooean.     14   Stat,   at   U  292,  chap» 
278. 

The  original  defendant  was  J.  R.  McDon- 
ald, as  treasurer  of  the  state  of  California. 
He  was  succeeded  in  office  hy  Levi  RacklifiTfl^, 
W.  S.  Green,  and  Truman  Beeves  in  the  or- 
der named. 

The  relief  sought  was  a  judgment  against 
the  defendant  "<u  treaeurer  of  the  state  of 
California^"  fw  the  sum  of  $2,272.80  with 
inttf est  thereon  from  the  date  of  the  pay- 
ment of  that  sum  or  any  portion  thereof  to 
the  atate  treasurer,  together  with  the  costs 
of.  the  action. 

Before  bringing  suit  the  receivers  of  the 
railroad  oompanv  gave  written  notice  to  the 
eomptroUer  ol  the  state  that  they  intended 
to  bring  an  action  asainst  the  state  treaa- 
urer  to  recover  ttom  him  the  amount  of  the 
''taxes  paid  l^  the  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company,  and  by  the  receiver  for  it,  to 
the  atate  treasurer  aa  and  for  taxes  assessed 
against  the  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  in  the  state  of  California  for  the 
Tear  1893»  by  the  state  boi^rd  of  equaliza- 
tion.'' 

The  action  was  brought  under  f  3669  of 
the  Political  Code  of  California,  which  is  aa 
iollowa: 

..  '*Each  corporation,  person,  or  association 
assessed  by  the  state  board  of  equalization 
must  pay  to  the  state  treasurer,  upon  the  or- 
der of  the  Comptroller,  as  other  moneys  are 
required  to  be  paid  into  the  treasury,  the 
state  and  county  and  city  and  county  taxes 
each  year  levied  upon  the  property  so  as- 
sessed to  it  or  him  by  said  board.  Any  cor- 
porAtion,  person,  or  association  dissatisfied 
with  the  assessment  made  by  the  board,  upon 
the  payment  of  the  taxes  due  upon  the  as- 
sessment complained  of,  and  the  five  per  cent 
added,  if  to  be  added,  on  or  before  the  first 
Monday  in  June,  and  the  filing  of  notice  with 
the  Comptroller  of  an  intention  to  b^n  an 
action,  may,  not  later  than  the  first  Monday 
in  June^  bring  an  action  against  the  state 
treasurer  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  of 
taxes  and  percentage  so  paid  to  the  treas- 
urer, or  any  part  tnereof,  and  in  the  com- 
plaint may  allege  any  fact  tending  to  show 
the  illegality  of  the  tax,  or  of  ^e  asseso- 
ment  upon  which  the  taxes  are  levied,  in 
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*J  whele  or  in  part.    A  eapy  of  the  complaint 

•  and  of  th«»auznmon8  miiBt  l>e  served  upon  the 
treasurer  within  ten  days  after  the  com- 
plaint has  been  filed,  and  the  treasurer  has 
thirty  days  within  which  to  demur  or  an- 
swer. At  the  time  the  treasurer  demurs  or 
answers,  he  may  demand  that  the  action  be 
tried  in  the  superior  oourt  of  the  county  of 
Saoramento,  The  attorney  general  must  de- 
fend the  action.  The  provisions  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  relating  to  pleadings, 
proofs,  trials,  and  appeals  are  applicable  to 
the  proceedings  herein  provided  for.  If  the 
final  judgment  be  against  the  treasurer, 
upon  presentation  of  a  certified  copy  of  such 
judgment  to  the  Comptroller,  he  shall  draw 
his  warrant  upon  the  state  treasurer,  who 
must  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  the 
taxes  so  declared  to  have  been  illegally  col* 
lected;  and  the  cost  of  such  action,  audited 
by  the  board  of  examiners,  must  be  paid  out 
of  any  money  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
treasury,  which  is  hereby  appropriated,  and 
the  Comptroller  may  demand  and  receive 
from  the  county,  or  city  and  county  inters 
ested,  the  proportion  of  such  costs,  or  may 
deduct  such  proportion  from  any  money  then 
or  to  become  due  to  said  county,  or  city  and 
county.  Such  action  must  be  begun  on  or 
before  the  first  Monday  in  June  of  the  year 
succeeding  the  year  in  which  the  taxes  were 
levied,  and  a  failure  to  begin  such  action  it 
deemed  a  waiver  of  the  rights  of  action.** 

The  state  treasurer,  represented  by  the  at- 
torn^ general  of  the  state,  demurreid  to  the 
complaint  upon  various  grounds  affecting 
the  merits  of  the  case,  and  also  moved  to 
dismiss  the  case  upon  the  ground  that  the 
circuit  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  de- 
fendant or  of  the  action. 

The  demurrer  was  sustained  with  leave  to 
amend,  and  the  motion  to  dismiss  was  de- 
nied. Reinhart  v.  MeDonald,  76  Fed.  Rep. 
403. 

An  amended  compaint  was  filed,  but  a  de- 
murrer to  it  was  sustained,  with  leave  to 
amend.  No  further  amendment  having 
been  filed,  the  action  was  dismissed  by  the 
circuit  court.  Smith  v.  Rackliffe,  83  Fed. 
Rep.  983.  That  judgment  was  affirmed  in 
the  circuit  oourt  of  appeals.  69  U.  S.  App. 
i28,  87  Fed.  Rep.  964,  31  C.  C.  A.  328. 

Is  this  suit  to  be  regarded  as  one  against 

the  state  of  California  f    The  adjudged  eases 

o  permit  only   one   answer   to  this  question. 

fj,  Although  the  state,  as  such,  is  not  made  a 

•  party^defendant,  the  suit  is  against  one  of 
its  officers  ae  treasurer;  the  relief  sought  is 
a  jud^ent  against  that  officer  in  hie  official 
capacity;  and  that  judgment  would  compel 
him  to  pav  out  of  the  public  funds  in  tiie 
treasury  of  the  state  a  certain  sum  of  money. 
Such  a  judgment  would  have  the  same  effect 
as  if  it  were  rendered  directly  against  tiie 
state  for  the  amount  specified  in  the  com- 
plaint This  case  is  unlike  those  in  which 
we  have  held  that  a  suit  would  lie  by  one 
person  against  another  person  to  recover 
possession  of  specific  property,  although  the 
tatter  claimed  that  he  was  in  possession  as 
an  officer  of  the  state  and  not  otherwise.  In 
such  a  case,  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  court 


is  that  the  question  of  possession  does  not 
cease  to  be  a  judicial  ciuestion — as  between 
the  parties  actually  before  the  court — be- 
cause the  defendant  asserts  or  suggests  that 
the  right  of  possession  is  in  the  st&te  of 
which  he  is  an  officer  or  agent.  Tindal  v. 
Wesley,  167  U.  S.  204,  221,  42  L.  ed.  187, 
143,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  770,  and  authorities 
there  cited.  In  the  present  case  the  a«tioB 
is  not  to  recover  specific  moneys  in  the  hands 
of  the  state  treasurer,  nor  to  compel  him  to 
perform  a  plain  ministerial  duty.  It  is  to 
enforce  the  liability  of  the  state  to  pay  a 
certain  amount  of  money  on  account  of  the 
payment  of  taxes  alleged  to  have  been  wrong- 
fully exacted  by  the  state  from  the  plain- 
tiffs. Nor  is  it  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  defend- 
ant from  doing  some  positive  or  affirmative 
act  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiffs  in  their 
persons  or  property,  but  one  in  effect  to  com- 
pel the  state,  through  its  officer,  to  pcorform 
its  promise  to  return  to  taxpayers  sueh 
amount  as  may  be  adjudged  to  have  been 
taken  from  them  under  an  illegal  assess- 
ment. 

The  case,  in  some  material  aspects,  is  like 
that  of  Louisiana  v.  Jumel,  107  U.  S.  711, 
726-728,  27  L.  ed.  448,  463,  464,  2  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  128,  140-142.  Th&t  was  a  proceeding 
by  mandamus  against  officers  of  Louisiana 
to  compel  them  to  use  the  public  moneys  in 
the  state  treasury  for  the  retirement  of  cer- 
tain bonds  issued  by  the  state,  but  which  it 
subsequently  refused  to  recognise  as  valid 
obligations,  and  directed  its  officers  not  to 
pay.  This  oourt  said:  ''It  may  be,  with- 
out doubt,  easilv  ascertained  from  the  ac- 
counts how  much  of  the  money  on  hand  is 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  this  class  of  o 
debts;  but  the  law  nowhere  requires  the  set- J 
ting  apart  of  this  fund  any  more  thaa*others  • 
from  the  common  stock.  In  the  treasury  all 
funds  are  mingled  together,  and  kept  so  un- 
til called  for  to  meet  specific  demands.  .  .  . 
The  remedy  sought,  in  order  to  be  complete, 
would  require  the  court  to  assume  all  the  ex- 
ecutive authority  of  the  state,  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  enforcement  of  this  law,  and 
to  supervise  the  conduct  of  all  persons 
charged  with  any  official  duty  in  respect  to 
the  levy,  collection,  and  disbursement  of  the 
tax  in  question  until  the  bonds,  principal 
and  interest,  were  paid  in  full,  and  that,  too, 
in  a  proceeding  in  which  the  state,  as  a 
state,  was  not  and  could  not  be  made  a 
party.  It  needs  no  argument  to  show  that 
the  political  power  cannot  be  thus  ousted  of 
its  jurisdiction  and  the  judiciary  set  in  its 
place.  When  a  state  submits  itself,  without 
reservation,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  oourt 
in  a  particular  case,  that  jurisdiction  may 
be  used  to  give  full  effect  to  what  the  state 
has  by  its  act  of  submission  allowed  to  l>e 
done;  and  if  the  law  permits  coercion  of 
the  public  officers  to  enforce  any  judgment 
that  may  be  rendered,  then  such  coercion 
may  be  employed  for  that  purpose.  But  this 
is  very  far  from  authorizing  the  courts, 
when  a  state  cannot  be  sued,  to  set  up 
its  jurisdiction  over  the  officers  in  charge 
of  the  public  moneys,  so  as  to  control  them 
as  against  the  political  power  in  their  ad- 
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ministration  of  the  finances  of  the  state.  In 
our  opinion,  to  grant  the  relief  asked  for  in 
either  of  these  cases  would  be  to  exercise 
such  a  power." 

We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  provisions  re- 
lating to  actions  instituted  by  private  pcnr- 
sons  against  a  state,  this  suit»  though  in 
form  against  an  officer  of  the  state,  is 
against  the  state  itself.  Re  Ayer$,  123  U. 
8.  443,  31  L.  ed.  216,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  164; 
Pennayer  v.  MoOonnattghy,  140  U.  6.  1,  10, 
85  L.  ed.  363,  365,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  699. 

But  it  is  contended  that  by  the  seetion  of 
the  Political  Code  of  California  above  quot- 
ed the  state  has  consented  that  its  treasurer 
may  be  sued  in  respect  of  the  matters  speci- 
fied in  that  section,  and  it  is  argued  that  this 
case  comes  within  the  decision  in  Beers  v. 
Arkaneaa,  20  How.  527,  529,  16  L.  ed.  991, 
992,  in  which  it  was  said  to  be  an  established 

Srinciple  of  jurisprudence  in  all  civilized  na- 
lons  that  while  tne  sovereign  cannot  be  sued 
in  its  own  courts  or  in  any  other  without 
^  Its  consent  and  permission,  a  state  ''may,  if 
^  It  thinks  proper,  waive  this  privilege,  and 
*  permit  itself  to  be'made  a  defendant  in  a 
suit  by  individuals  or  by  another  state.**  So, 
in  Clark  v.  Barnard,  108  U.  S.  436,  447,  27 
L.  ed.  780,  785,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  878,  883: 
'The  immunity  from  suit  belonging  to  a 
state,  which  is  respected  and  proted«d  by 
the  Constitution  within  the  limits  of  the  Ju- 
didal  power  of  the  United  States,  is  a  per- 
sonal privilege  which  it  may  waive  at  pleas- 
ure; so  that  in  a  suit,  otherwise  well 
Inrought,  in  which  a  state  had  sufficient  in- 
terest to  entitle  it  to  become  a  party  defend- 
ant, its  appearance  in  a  court  of  the  United 
States  would  be  a  voluntary  submission  to 
its  Jurisdiction;  while,  of  course,  those 
eourts  are  always  open  to  it  as  a  suitor  in 
oontroversies  between  it  and  citizens  of  other 
•tates.** 

It  is  quite  true  the  state  has  consented 
that  its  treasurer  may  be  sued  by  any  party 
who  insists  that  taxes  have  been  ill^ally 
•exacted  from  him  under  assessmente  made 
by  the  state  board  of  equalization.  But  we 
think  that  it  has  not  consented  to  be  sued 
«xcept  in  one  of  its  own  courts.  This  is  not 
expressly  declared  in  the  statute,  but  such, 
we  think,  is  its  meaning.  The  requirement 
that  the  aggrieved  taxpayer  shall  give  notice 
of  his  suit  to  the  comptroller,  and  the  pro- 
vision that  the  treasurer  may  at  the  time  he 
demurs  or  answers  "demand  that  the  action 
be  tried  in  the  superior  court  of  the  county 
of  Sacramento,"  indicates  that  the  state  con- 
templated proceeding  to  be  instituted  and 
earried  to  a  conclusion  only  in  its  own  ju- 
dicial tribunals.  If  a  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  can  take  cognizance  of  an  ac- 
tion of  this  character,  the  right  given  to  the 
treasurer  by  the  local  statute  to  have  the 
ease  tried  in  the  superior  court  of  t^acra- 
mento  county  would  be  of  no  value;  for,  as 
the  Jurisdiction  and  authority  of  a  circuit 
eourt  of  the  United  States  depends  upon  the 
Oonstitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States, 
it  could  not  refuse  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
ease  if  rightfully  commenced  in  it,  and  to 


proceed  to  final  decree,  nor  could  It^  merely 
in  obedience  to  the  laws  of  the  state,  transfer 
it  to  a  state  court  upon  the  demand  of  the 
state  treasurer.  A  Federal  court  can  neither 
take  nor  surrender  jurisdiction  except  pur- 
suant to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

In  Beere  v.  ArhaneaSf  above  cited,  it  was 
further  said:  "As  this  permission  [to  be 
sued]  is  altogether  voluntary  on  the  part  of  oi 
the  sovereignty,  it  follows  &at  it  may  pre-  J 
scribe  the  terms*and  conditions  on  which  it* 
consents  to  be  sued,  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  suit  shall  be  conducted,  and  may  with- 
draw its  consent  whenever  it  may  suppose 
that  justice  to  the  public  requires  it.  Ar- 
kansas, by  its  Constitution,  so  far  waived 
the  privily  of  sovereignty  as  to  authorize 
suits  to  be  instituted  against  it  in  its  own 
courts,  and  delated  to  its  general  assembly 
the  power  of  directing  in  what  courts,  and 
in  what  manner,  the  suit  might  be  com- 
menced. And  if  the  law  of  1864  had  been 
passed  before  the  suit  was  instituted,  we  do 
not  understand  that  any  objection  would 
have  been  made  to  it.  The  objection  is  that 
it  was  passed  after  the  suit  was  instituted, 
and  contained  regulations  with  which  the 
plaintiff  could  not  conveniently  comply.  But 
the  prior  law  was  not  a  contract  It  was 
an  ordinary  act  of  legislation,  prescribing 
the  conditions  upon  which  the  sts^  consent- 
ed to  waive  the  privilege  of  sovereignty.  It 
contained  no  stipulation  that  these  rc^gula- 
tions  should  not  be  modified  afterwar£,  if, 
upon  experience,  it  was  found  that  further 
provisions  were  necessary  to  protect  the  pub- 
lie  interest;  and  no  such  contract  can  be 
implied  from  the  law,  nor  can  this  court  in- 
quire whether  the  law  operated  hardly  or 
unjustly  upon  the  parties  whose  suits  were 
then  pending.  That  was  a  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  l^slature.  Th^ 
might  have  repealed  the  prior  law  alto- 
gether, and  put  an  end  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  their  courts  in  suits  against  Uie  state,  if 
they  had  thought  proper  to  do  so,  or  pre- 
scribe new  conditions  upon  which  the  suits 
mi^ht  still  be  allowed  to  proceed.  In  ex- 
ercising this  latter  power  the  state  violated 
no  contract  with  the  parties ;  it  merely  reg- 
ulated the  proceedings  in  its  own  courts,  a^ 
limited  the  jurisdiction  it  had  before  con- 
ferred in  suits  when  the  state  consented  to 
be  a  party  defendant" 

In  support  of  the  broad  proposition  that 
the  state  could  not  restrict  its  consent  to  be 
sued  to  actions  brought  in  its  own  courts, 
counsel  refer  to  Chicago  d  N,  W,  R,  Co.  v. 
Whition,  13  Wall.  270,  286,  20  L.  ed.  571, 
576;  Reagan  v.  Farmert^  Loan  d  T.  Co,  154 
U.  S.  362,  391,  38  L.  ed.  1014,  1022,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  560,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1047,  1052; 
and  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  516,  42 
L.  ed.  819,  838,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418,  422. 

Chicago  d  N,  W,  R,  Co,  v.  Whitton  re- 
lated to  a  statute  of  Wisconsin,  giving  a 
right  of   action,   in   certain  circumstances,  n 
where  the  death  of  a  person  was  caused  by  J 
the  wrongful  act,  neglect»*or  default  of  an-<» 
other  person  or  of  a  corporation,  and  which 
statute  provided  that  the  action  should  be 
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brought  in  some  court  establisbed  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state.  This 
court  held  that  in  all  cases  where  a  general 
right  was  thus  conferred,  '4t  can  be  enforced 
in  any  Federal  court  within  the  state  hay- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  parties.  It  cannot  be 
withdrawn  from  the  coniizance  of  such  Fed- 
eral court  by  any  provision  of  state  legisla- 
tion that  it  shall  only  be  enforced  in  a  state 
court.  .  .  .  Whenever  a  general  nile  as 
to  property  or  personal  rights,  or  injuries 
to  either,  is  established  by  state  legislation, 
its  enforcement  by  a  Federal  court  in  a  case 
between  proper  parties  is  a  matter  oi  course, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in  such 
case,  is  not  subject  to  state  limitation.'' 

Reagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T,  Co,  was  an 
action  by  a  Kew  York  corporation  against 
the  railroad  commissioners  of  Texas  and 
others  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  certain 
railroad  rates  established  by  the  statutes  of 
Texas.  This  court  said:  ''Nor  can  it  be 
said  in  such  a  ease  that  relief  is  obtainable 
only  in  the  courts  of  the  state.  For  it  may 
be  laid  down  as  a  general  proposition  that, 
whenever  a  citizen  of  a,  state  can  go  into  the 
courts  of  the  state  to  defend  his  propertjr 
against  the  illegal  acts  of  its  officers,  a  citi- 
Een  of  another  state  may  invoke  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Federal  courts,  to  mainliiin  a 
like  defense.  A  state  cannot  tie  up  a  eit!- 
sen  of  another  state,  having  property  rishts 
within  its  territory  invaded  by  unauthor- 
ized acts  of  its  own  officers,  to  suits  for  re- 
dress in  its  own  courts.  Given  a  case  where 
£  suit  can  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of 
the  state  to  protect  property  rights,  a  citi- 
sen  of  another  state  may  invoke  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Federal  courts." 

Bmyih  v.  Ames  was  a  suit  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  against  the  mem- 
bers of  the  state  board  of  transportation  of 
Nebraska  and  other  persons  and  corpora- 
tions, to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  certain 
rates  established  by  a  statute  of  that  state 
for  railroads.  In  that  case  it  was  insisted 
that  the  relief  sought  could  only  be  had  in 
an  action  brought  in  the  supreme  court  of 
Nebraska,  such  bein^  the  remedy  provided 
J  by  the  statute  there  in  question.  Tnat  pro- 
4  vision,  it  was  contended,  took  from  the  cir- 
•  euit  court  of  the  United  States  itfequity  ju- 
risdiction in  respect  of  the  rates  prescribed, 
and  required  the  dismissal  of  the  bills.  This 
court  said :  "We  cannot  accept  this  view  of 
the  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  courts 
of  the  United  States.  The  adequacy  or  in- 
adequacy of  a  remedy  at  law  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  rights  of  one  entitled  upon  any 
ground  to  invoke  the  powers  of  a  Federal 
court  is  not  to  be  conclusively  determined 
by  the  statutes  of  the  particular  state  in 
idiich  suit  may  be  brought.  One  who  is  en- 
titled to  sue  in  the  Federal  circuit  court  may 
invoke  its  jurisdiction  in  equity  whenever 
the  established  principles  and  rules  of  equity 
permit  such  a  suit  in  that  court,  and  he  can- 
not be  deprived  of  that  right  by  reason  of 
his  being  allowed  to  sue  at  law  in  a  state 
court  on  the  same  cause  of  action.  It  is 
true  that  an  enlargement  of  equitable  rights  I 
Arising  from  the  statutes  of  a  state  may  be ' 


administered  by  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States.  Broderick's  WiU,  21  WalL 
603,  620,  aub  notn.  Kieley  v.  McGlynn,  22 
L.  ed.  599,  606;  Holland  v.  Challen,  110  U. 
S.  16,  24,  &  L.  ed.  62,  56,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
496;  Dick  v.  Foraker,  165  U.  S.  404,  415,  Sq 
L.  ed.  201,  205,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  124;  Bar- 
don  V.  Land  <S  River  Improv.  Co,  157  U.  S. 
827,  330,  39  L.  ed.  719,  720,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
650;  Rich  v.  Braxton,  158  U.  S.  375,  405,  39 
L.  ed.  1022,  1032,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1006. 
But  if  the  case  in  its  essence  be  one  cogniza- 
ble in  equity,  the  plaintiff, — the  required 
value  being  in  dispute, — may  invoke  the 
equity  powers  of  the  proper  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  whenever  jurisdiction  at- 
taches by  reason  of  diverse  citizenship  or 
upon  any  other  ground  of  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion. Payne  v.  Hook,  7  Wall.  425,  430,  19 
L.  ed.  260,  261 ;  MoConihay  v.  Wright,  121 
U.  S.  201,  205,  30  L.  ed.  932,  933,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  940.  A  party,  by  going  into  a  national 
court,  does  not,  this  court  has  said,  lose  any 
right  or  appropriate  remedy  of  which  he 
might  have  availed  himself  in  the  state 
courts  of  the  same  locality;  that  the  wise 
policy  of  the  Constitution  gives  him  a  choice 
of  tribunals.  DoaAs  v.  Gray,  16  Wall.  203, 
221,  21  L.  ed.  447,  452;  Cowley  v.  Vorthem 
P.  R.  Co,  169  U.  S.  6G9,  583,  40  L.  ed.  263, 
267,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  127."  In  Bmyth  ▼. 
Amea  the  court  distinctly  reaffirmed  what 
was  said  upon  this  point  in  Reagan  v.  Farv^ 
erff  Loan  d  T,  Co. 

These  cases  do  not  control  the  determinap 
tion  of  the  present  question.    The  Whitton 
suit  was  wholly  between  private  parties^  and 
involved  no  question  as  to  the  state  or  the 
powers  or  acts  of  state  officers.    In  the  Rea^ 
gan  and  Smyth  Cases  the  relief  sought  wasic 
against  the  proposed  action  of  state  officers) 
or* agents,  and  they  were  not  in  any  sense* 
suits  against  the  sta teethe  relief  aiJced  be- 
ing   protection    against    affirmative    action 
about  to  be  taken  by  state  officers  in  hostil- 
ity to  the  rights  of  the  respective  plaintiffs. 

In  the  present  case  the  suit  is  one  to  com- 
pel an  officer  of  the  state,  by  affirmative  ac- 
tion on  his  part,  to  perform  or  comply  with 
the  promise  of  the  state  as  defined  in  its  Po- 
litical Code,  and  therefore,  as  we  have  said, 
it  is  a  suit  against  the  state.  Nothing  here- 
tofore said  by  this  court  justifies  the  con- 
tention that  a  state  may  not  give  its  consent 
to  be  sued  in  its  own  courts  by  private  per- 
sons or  by  corporations,  in  respect  of  any 
cause  of  action  aga.inst  it  and  at  the  same 
time  exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  tiie  Federal 
courts — subject  always  to  the  condition, 
arising  out  of  the  supremacy  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  and  the  laws 
made  in  pursuance  thereof,  that  the  final 
judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  the  state 
in  any  action  brought  against  it  with  its 
consent  may  be  reviewed  or  re-examined,  as 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress,  if  it  de- 
nies to  the  plaintiff  any  right  title,  privi- 
lege, or  immunity  secured  to  him  and  spe- 
cially claimed  under  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

In  our  judgment  it  was  competent  for  the 
state  to  couple  with  its  consent  to  be 
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on  account  of  taxes  alleged  to  have  been  oe- 
acted  under  illegal  assessmenta  made  by  the 
state  board,  the  condition  that  the  aoit  be 
brought  in  one  of  its  own  courta.  Such  1^- 
islation  ought  to  be  deemed  a  part  of  the 
taxinrr  system  of  the  state,  and  cannot  be 
regarded  as  hostile  to  the  general  govern- 
ment, or  as  trenching  upon  any  right  grant- 
ed or  secured  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  If  the  California  statute  be 
construed  as  referring  only  to  suits  brought 
in  one  of  its  ..own  courts,  it  does  not  follow 
that  injustice  will  be  done  to  any  taxpayer 
whose  case  presents  a  Federal  question.  For, 
if  he  be  denied  any  right,  privilege,  or  im- 
munity secured  by  the  Constitution  or  laws 
of  the  United  States  and  specially  set  up 
by  him,  the  case  can  be  brought  here  upon 
writ  of  error  from  the  highest  court  of  the 
state. 
9  Again,  it  is  contended  that  a  state  cannot 
(  daim  exemption  from  suit  by  a  corporation 
created  by  Congress — as  was  the*AUantie 
A  Paciflo  Railroad  Company — for  purposes 
authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States.  This  contention  rests 
upon  the  ^ound  that  the  Eleventh  Amend- 
ment— which  wae  passed  because  of  the  de- 
cision in  Chiaholm  v.  Georgia,  2  Ball.  419, 
1  L.  ed.  440  —only  declares  that  the  judicial 
power  of  the  United  States  shall  not  be  con- 
strued to  extend  to  any  suit  in  law  or  equity 
commenced  or  prosecuted  against  one  of  the 
United  States  'by  citizens  of  another  state, 
or  by  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  foreign 
state,"  and  does  not  forbid  an  action  against 
a  state  by  a  corporation  created  by  Congress. 
It  is  further  said  that  although  the  present 
case  may  not  be  embraced  by  the  clause  of 
S  2,  article  3,  of  the  Constitution,  extend- 
ing the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
to  controversies  "between  a  state  and  citi- 
zens of  another  state"  and  to  controversies 
n)etween  a  state,  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and 
foreign  states,  citizens,  or  subjects,"  tiiis  suit 
having  been  brought  by  a  Federal  corpora- 
tion created  for  national  purposes  {Oabom 
Y.  Bank  of  United  States,  9  Wheat.  738,  6 
L.  ed.  204;  California  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co. 
127  U.  S.  1,  32  L.  ed.  760,  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  153,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1073;  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Amaio,  144  U.  S.  466,  36  L.  ed. 
60G,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  740),  is  embraced  by 
the  clause  of  the  same  article  extending  the 
Judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  in  ex- 
press words,  "to  all  cases,  in  law  and  equity, 
arising  under  this  Constitution,  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  treaties  made,  or 
which  shall  be  made,  under  their  authority." 
If  the  Constitution  be  so  interpreted  it 
would  follow  that  any  corporation  created 
by  Congress  may  sue  a  state  in  a  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  upon  any  cause 
of  action,  whatever  its  nature,  if  the  value 
of  the  matter  In  dispute  is  sufficient  to  give 
Jurisdiction.  We  cannot  approve  this  inter- 
pretation. 

This  question  Is  controlled  by  the  princi- 
ples announced  in  Hans  v.  Louisiana,  134  U. 
8.  1,  10,  14,  18-21,  33  L.  ed.  842,  845,  846, 
848,  849,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  604,  606,  607-609. 
That  was  an  action  brought  in  the  circuit 


court  of  the  United  States  by  a  citizen  of 
Louisiana  against  tliat  state.  It  was  a  case 
that  could  hB  said  to  have  arisen  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and  the 
contention  was  that  the  Eleventh  Amend- 
ment did  not  exclude  from  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  circuit  court  a  suit  brought  against 
a  state  by  one  of  its  own  citizens,  provided 
it  was  one  arising  under  the  Constitution  or  i. 
laws  of  the  United  States.  ^ 

*In  the  opinion  in  that  case,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  reference  was  made  to 
the  question  involved  in  Chisholm  v.  OeoT' 
gia,  and  to  what  had  been  said  bv  leading 
statesmen,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution, in  support  of  the  general  propo- 
sition that  sovereignty  could  not,  without 
its  consent,  be  brought  to  the  bar  of  any 
court  at  the  suit  of  private  parties  or  cor- 
porations. This  court  said:  "That  a  state 
cannot  be  sued  by  a  citizen  of  another  state, 
or  of  a  foreign  state,  on  the  mere  ground 
that  the  case  is  one  arising  under  the  Con- 
stitution or  laws  of  the  United  States,  is 
clearly  established  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court  in  several  recent  cases.  Louisiana  v. 
Jumel,  107  U.  S.  711,  27  L.  ed.  448,  2  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  128;  Hagood  v.  Southern,  117  U. 
S.  62,  29  L.  ei.  806,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  608; 
Re  Ayers,  123  U.  S.  443,  81  L.  ed.  216,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  164.  Those  were  ca^es  aris- 
ing under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  upon  laws  complained  of  as  impair- 
ing the  obligation  of  contracts,  one  of  which 
was  the  constitutional  amendment  of  Louisi- 
ana complained  of  in  the  present  case.  Re- 
lief was  sought  against  state  officers  who 
professed  to  act  in  obedience  to  those  laws. 
This  court  held  that  the  suits  were  virtually 
against  the  states  themselves,  and  were  con- 
sequently violative  of  the  Eleventh  Amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution,  and  could  not  be 
maintained.  It  was  not  denied  that  they 
presented  cases  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion; but,  notwithstanding  that,  they  were 
held  to  be  prohibited  by  the  Amendment  re- 
ferred to." 

Referring  to  certain  observations  made  by 
Hamilton,  Madison,  and  Marshall,  in  refuta- 
tion of  the  doctrine  that  states  were  liable 
to  suits,  the  court  also  said:  "It  seems  to 
us  that  these  views  of  those  great  advocates 
and  defenders  of  the  Constitution  were  most 
sensible  and  just ;  and  they  apply  equally  to 
the  present  case  as  to  that  then  under  dis- 
cussion. The  letter  is  appealed  to  now,  as 
it  was  then,  as  a  ground  for  sustaining  a 
suit  brought  by  an  individual  against  a 
state.  The  reason  against  it  is  as  strong  in 
this  case  as  it  was  in  that.  It  is  an  attempt 
to  strain  the  Constitution  and  the  law  to  a 
construction  never  imagined  or  dreamed  of. 
Can  we  suppose  that,  when  the  Eleventh 
Amendment  was  adopted,  it  was  understood 
to  be  left  open  for  citizens  of  a  state  to  sue  J 
their  own  state  in  the  Federal  courts,  whilst? 
the  idea  of  suits  by  citizens  of  other^statea,* 
or  of  foreign  states,  was  indignantly  re- 
pelled? Suppose  that  Congress,  when  pro- 
posing the  Eleventh  Amendment,  had  ap- 
pended to  it  a  proviso  that  nothing  therein 
contained  should  prevent  a  state  from  being 
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Bued  by  its  own  citizens  in  eases  arising  un- 
der the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States,  can  we  imagine  that  it  would  have 
been  adopted  by  the  states?  The  supposi- 
tion that  it  would  is  almost  an  absurdity  on 
its  face/' 

Again :  "The  suability  of  a  state  without 
its  consent  was  a  thing  unknown  to  the  law. 
This  has  been  so  often  laid  down  and  ac- 
knowledged by  courts  and  jurists  that  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  be  formally  asserted. 
...  'It  may  be  accepted  as  a  point  of 
departure  unquestioned/  said  Mr.  Justice 
Muler,  in  Cunningham  y.  Maoon  d  B,  B, 
Co.  109  U.  S.  446^  451,  27  L.  ed.  092,  094, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  292,  600,  'that  neither  a  state 
nor  the  United  States  can  be  sued  as  defend- 
ant in  any  court  in  this  country  without 
their  consent^  except  in  the  limited  class  of 
eases  in  which  a  state  may  be  made  a  party 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
by  yirtue  of  the  original  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred on  this  court  by  the  Constitution.' 
Undoubtedly  a  state  may  be  sued  by  its  own 
consent,  as  was  the  case  in  Ourran  v.  Ar- 
hanaaa,  15  How.  304,  300,  14  L.  ed.  705,  708, 
and  in  Clark  v.  Barnard,  108  U.  S.  436,  447, 
27  L.  ed.  780,  784,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  878.  The 
suit  in  the  former  case  was  prosecuted  by 
yirtue  of  a  state  law  which  the  legislature 
passed  in  conformity  to  the  Constitution  of 
that  state.  But  this  court  decided,  in  Beer* 
y.  Arkansas,  20  How.  527,  520,  15  L.  ed.  001, 
002,  that  the  state  could  repeal  that  law  at 
any  time;  that  it  was  not  a  contract  within 
the  terms  of  the  Constitution  prohibiting  the 
passage  of  state  laws  impairing  the  obligar 
tion  of  a  contract  .  .  .  It  is  not  necea- 
sary  that  we  should  enter  upon  an  examina- 
tion of  the  reason  or  expediency  of  the  rule 
which  exempts  a  soyereign  state  from  prose- 
cution in  a  court  of  justice  at  the  suit  of 
indiyiduals.  This  is  fully  discussed  by  writ* 
ers  on  public  law.  It  is  enough  for  us  to 
declare  its  existence." 

The  present  plaintiffs,  as  did  the  plaintiffs 
in  Hans  y.  Louisiana,  base  the  argument  in 
support  of  their  right  to  sue  the  state  in  the 
A  circuit  court  of  ^e  United  States  upon  a 
^  mere  letter  of  the  Constitution.  We  deem 
•  it  unnecessary  to*repeat  or  enlarge  upon  the 
reasons  giyen  in  Hans  r.  Louisiana  why  a 
suit  brought  against  a  state  by  one  of  its 
citizens  was  excluded  from  the  judicial 
power  of  the  United  States,  even  when  it  is 
one  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States.  They  apply  equally 
to  a  suit  of  that  character  brought  against 
the  state  by  a  corporation  created  by  Con- 
gress. Such  a  suit  cannot,  consistently  with 
the  Constitution,  be  brought  within  the  cog- 
nizance of  a  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  without  the  consent  of  the  state.  It 
could  never  have  been  intended  to  exclude 
from  Federal  judicial  power  suite  arising 
under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States  when  brought  against  a  state  by  pri- 
vate individuals  or  state  corporations,  and 
at  the  same  time  extend  such  power  to  suite 
of  like  character  brought  tr^  Federal  corpo- 
rations against  a  state  without  ite  consent. 
The  Circuit  Court  entertained  jurisdiction 
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of  the  cause  and  dismissed  the  bill.  The 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  erred  in  holding  jurisdiction,  but 
affirmed  the  order  of  dismissal  upon  the 
ground  of  want  of  iurisdiction  in  the  latter 
court  to  take  cognizance  of  such  a  case  as 
is  here  presented.  We  approve  the  action  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  and  its  judg- 
ment  is  affirmed. 


^178  U.  S.  358) 
CHICAGO,    MILWAUKEE,    ft    ST.    PAUL 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Petitioner, 

V, 

HEMAK   CLARK. 

Appeal — review  of  referee^s  findings — ccm- 
<A%isiveness  of  settlement — aoceptanoe  of 
part  payment— -effect  of  dispute  as  to 
items, 

1.  The  qaestlon  whether  the  Jadgment  ren- 
dered was  warranted  bj  the  facts  found  Is 
open  for  consideration  on  appeal,  where  the 
canse  was  tried  without  a  Jury,  after  express 
waiver  of  Jary  trial,  and  a  referee  duly  ap- 
pointed by  written  consent,  whose  findings, 
mllngs,  and  decisions  were  made  those  of  the 
court. 

2.  The  rule  that  payment  of  a  less  sum  la 
satisfaction  of  a  larger  sum  Is  not  binding 
for  want  of  consideration  only  applies  when 
the  larger  sum  is  liquidated,  and  when  there 
Is  no  consideration  whatever  for  the  surren- 
der of  a  part  of  it,  and  the  rule  Itself  is  con- 
sidered so  far  with  disfavor  as  to  be  coa- 
fined  strictly  to  cases  within  it. 

3.  The  payment  of  a  specified  sum  conceded 
to  be  due,  by  Including  certain  items  but  ex- 
cluding disputed  itema  on  condition  that  the 
sum  so  paid  shall  be  received  in  full  satisfac- 
tion, will  be  sustained  ai  an  extinguishment 
of  the  whole  sum,  where  the  aggregate  amount 
ii  in  dispute. 

4.  A  referee's  finding  that  a  statement  of  ae* 
count  showed  a  credit  to  a  contractor  of  an 
item  not  included  in  the  contract,  for  extra 
work,  without  any  express  finding  that  it  was 
liquidated,  except  by  such  statement,  cannot 
be  construed  to  find  that  this  Item  was  liqui- 
dated, for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  eon- 
cluslTeness  of  a  settlement  of  the  account  on 
a  partial  payment  thereof,  merely  because 
one  finding  was  that  the  statement  of  account 
was  "a  correct,  truthful,  and  undisputed  ac- 
count*' of  all  dealings  between  the  parties, 
except  as  to  two  other  items  named,— espe- 
cially where  the  referee  explicitly  declares 
that  no  other  account  of  the  transactions  was 
ever  bad  or  stated  between  the  parties. 

[No.  256.] 

Argued   April  20,  tS,  1900,    Decided   Mom 
28, 1900. 

N  WRIT  OP  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  tha 
Second  Circuit  to  review  a  decision  affirming 
a  judgment  on  a  report  of  a  referee.  Re* 
versed. 

See  same  ease  below,  92  Fed.  Rep.  968,  85 
C.  C.  A.  120. 

Statement  bv  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fullert     S 

*neroan  Clark  constructed  some  200  mflsa* 

of  railroad  in  the  states  of  Iowa  and 
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■ouri,  for  tha  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  k  St.  Paul 
Bailway  Compaoj,  under  a  written  contract 
dated  March  6,  1886,  which  is  set  forth  in 
the  findings  hereafter  referred  to.  During 
the  period  of  construction  the  company  paid 
Clark  large  sums  of  money  on  account  After 
the  road  was  completed  the  chief  engineer  of 
the  company,  as  was  his  duty  under  the  con- 
tract, certified  to  the  total  amount  that  Clark 
had  earned  under  the  contract.  This  amount 
was  $3^95,798.79.  But  Clark  claimed  also 
the  further  sum  of  $34,598.90  for  material 
sold  by  him  to  the  company,  and  certain  re- 
bates and  other  matters  of  that  description, 
whidi  would  make  the  aggregate  $3,930,- 
397.69.  As  to  the  amount  that  should  be 
credited  to  the  company,  the  company 
daimed  credits  to  the  amount  of  $3,716,865.- 
20,  while  Clark  contended  that  the  toUl 
amount  that  should  be  credited  was  $3,667,- 
S06.59,  or  $49,558.63  less  than  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  company.  This  latter  amount 
was  made  up  of  two  items:  one  of  $40,000, 
for  oYcrtime  forfeiture  or  penalty,  and  the 
other  of  $9,558.63,  the  amount  paid  by  the 
company  for  nut  locks  furnished  to  Clark, 
M  and  used  by  him  in  the  construction  of  the 
5  road.  The  company  prepared  an  account 
•  stated,  which  allowed  the  $34,598.50,  on  one 
side  of  the  account,  and  included  the  $40,000 
and  the  $9,558.63,  on  the  other,  and  appended 
to  it  a  release  for  Claik  to  siffn,  if  he  accepted 
the  balance  therein  stated.  The  account 
stated  and  release  were  sent  to  him  with  no- 
tice that  upon  signing  and  returning  the 
same  to  the  vice  president  of  the  company,  a 
check  for  the  balance  shown  by  the  account 
to  be  due  would  be  sent  to  him.  Immedi- 
ately thereupon,  on  March  9,  1888,  the  ac- 
count and  release  were  returned  by  Clark  to 
the  vice  president,  signed  and  witnessed,  and 
a  check  for  the  full  amoimt  of  such  balance, 
$173,  532.  29,  was  at  once  delivered  to  Oark, 
who  indorsed,  and  deposited  it  in  his  bank, 
and  receiyed  the  proc^da  thereof. 

August  5,  1893,  Clark  commenced  this  ac- 
tion against  the  railroad  company  to  recover 
amounts  which  he  daimed  to  be  due  him  on 
account  of  the  construction  of  the  road,  and 
for  extra  work  and  other  claims  growing  out 
of  the  contract.  The  complaint  originally 
contained  three  causes  of  action,  but  by 
amendment  the  number  was  increased  to  six. 
The  second,  third,  fourth,  and  sixth  causes  of 
action,  and  part  of  the  first  cause,  were  elimi- 
nated from  the  case  by  the  judgment,  and 
Clark  recovered  on  the  two  items  of  $40,000 
and  $9,558.63  under  the  first  cause  of  action, 
and  also  under  the  fifth  cause  for  $2,425,  a 
matter  arising  subsequent  to  the  rdease,  and 
not  induded  within  it. 

The  action  was  originally  brought  in  the 
•tate  court,  but  was  removed  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  company  to  the  dreuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  southern  district 
of  New  York.  After  Issue  was  Joined,  the 
cause  came  on  for  trial  at  a  regular  term  of 
the  dreuit  court.  Trial  by  Jury  was  waived 
1^  written  consent  of  the  parties,  filed  with 
the  derl^  and  the  cause  was  referred  to  a 
referee,  wiio  in  due  time  made  his  report  and 
findings.    The  court  adopted  the  findings  of 


the  referee  and  ordered  judgment  thereon 
for  the  sum  of  $80,479.35.  This  jud^pnent 
was  subsequently  affirmed  by  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals.  92  Fed.  Bep.  968,  35  a  C 
A.  120. 

The  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law 
of  the  referee  were  as  follows : 
"Findings  of  Fact 

"1.  That  in  the  month  of  March,  1886,  the 
defendant,  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  &  St. 
Paul  Bail  way  Company,  made  and  entered  in-  • 
to  a  contract  in  writing  with  the  plaintiff,  8 
dated  tha*6th  day  of  March,  1886,  for  the* 
construction  of  a  line  of  railroad  from  a 
point  in  the  dtv  of  Ottumwa,  Iowa,  to  a 

Slace  called  Harlem  Station,  in  the  state  of 
Ussouri,  a  distance  of  about  202.8  miles,  to 
be  completed  on  the  1st  da^  of  August,  1887, 
a  copy  of  which  contract  is  hereto  annexed, 
marked  'A.' 

"2.  That  immediately  after  the  execution 
of  the  said  contract  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to 
carry  out  and  perform  the  same,  and  did 
carry  out  and  perform  the  same,  except  a 
portion  thereof  otherwise  agreed  between  the 
parties,  and  substantially  completed  the 
same  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  November, 

1887,  and  the  same  was  dulv  accepted  by  the 
defendant  on  or  a,bout  the  first  part  of 
March,  1888. 

"3.  That  on  or  about  the  3d  day  of  March, 

1888,  the  chief  engineer  in  charge  of  said 
work  under  said  contract  made  a  final  certifi- 
cate and  estimate,  which  is  copied  in  full 
in  the  twentieth  and  twenty-first  findings 
of  fact  last  asked  bv  the  defendant,  and  by 
this  reference  is  made  part  hereof. 

**4,  That  said  certificate  and  estimate  were 
delivered  to  the  defendant,  but  were  never  d^^ 
livered  to  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  his  agents, 
and  were  not  seen  by  the  plaintiff  or  anv  of 
his  agents  or  brought  to  his  knowledge  other- 
wise than  by  the  reference  thereto  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  Biarch  9,  1888,  herdnafter  referred 
to,  imtil  the  trial  of  this  action. 

''5.  That  the  consideration  for  the  per- 
formance of  said  contract  originally  men- 
tioned in  said  contract  was  $3,914,600,  but 
before  the  execution  of  said  contract  by  the 
plaintiff,  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  consideration  was  changed  and 
made  $3,954,600. 

^6.  That  the  plaintiff  made  and  entered 
into  a  supplemental  contract  whereby  he 
agreed  with  the  defendant  to  complete  his 
performance  of  said  contract  on  or  before 
June  1,  1887,  and  to  allow  the  said  defend- 
ant,  by  way  of  forfeiture,  in  ease  the  said 
railway  were  not  so  completed  by  the  let  of 
June,  1887,  the  sura  of  $40,000. 

^.  That  the  defendant  failed  to  furnish 
the  plaintiff  with  rights  of  way  as  by  said 
contract  it  had  agreed  to  do  in  tirae  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  complete  his  contract  prior  to  |« 
the  1st  of  Jun^  1887,  or  prior  to  the  1st  of  g 
August,  1887,  but,  on  ths^oontraij,  delayed* 
the  plaintiff  in  the  performance  of  said  con- 
tract at  a  point  upon  the  said  road  known  as 
Minncville  until  October  27,  1887,  by  reason 
of  the  neglect,  failure,  and  omission  of  ths 
defendant  to  obtain  the  necessary  right  of 
way  at  said  point  so  as  to  permit  the 
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•truction  of  the  road  and  completion  of  the 
eontract  at  said  point. 

**S,  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  pre- 
vented from  completing  his  contract  on  or 
prior  to  August  1,  1887,  and  also  on  or  prior 
to  June  1«  1887,  by  the  negligence,  omission, 
and  fault  of  the  defendant. 

**9.  That  during  the  progress  of  the  work 
the  defendant  purchased  and  furnished  to 
the  plaintiff  and  charged  him  for  patented 
nnt  locks,  for  which  the  defendant  paid  $0,- 
558.63. 

''lO.  That  the  said  nut  locks  so  furnished 
bj  the  defendant  were  used  bv  the  plaintiff 
in  the  construction  of  the  road. 

''ll.  That  there  are  no  provisions  in  the 
contract  which  require  that  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  plaintiff  never  agreed  that  he,  should 
use  in  the  construction  of  the  railroad  under 
said  contract,  any  patented  nut  locks. 

"12.  That  the  plaintiff  was  ordered  by  de- 
fendant to  put  such  nut  locks  on  the  road  at 
the  beginning  of  the  work.  Tliat  he  pro« 
tested  against  their  use,  and  finally  yielded 
and  used  them  in  track  laying  upon  the 
promise  that  the  matter  of  the  charge  for 
said  nut  locks  should  be  adjusted  after  the 
completion  of  the  contract. 

"13.  That  upon  the  9th  day  of  March, 
1888,  the  plaintiff  signed  and  caused  to  be 
delivered  to  a  representative  of  the  defend- 
ant a  paper,  writing,  or  receipt  presented  to 
him  by  the  defendant  for  siniature,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy ;  and  upon  the  signa- 
ture thereof  by  said  Clark,  and  its  delivery 
by  him  to  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was 
paid  by  the  said  defendant  the  said  sum 
named  therein  of  $213,532.49,  less  the  sum 
of  $40,000  claimed  in  said  paper  to  be  re- 
tained for  forfeiture  in  not  completing  per- 
formance ol  his  work  under  said  contract  on 
or  prior  to  June  1,  1887,  and  the  sum  of  $3,- 
626,865.20  included  therein  embraces  said 
sum  of  $9,558.63  claimed  by  defendant  to  be 
due  for  nut  locks.  Said  $40,000  was  d»> 
n  ducted,  and  the  actual  amount  so  paid  was 
S  $173,532.49. 

*  *  "Whereas,  a  final  estimate  has  been  made 
by  D.  J.  Whittemore,  chief  engineer  of  the 
Chicago,  Milwaukee,  ft  St.  Paul  Railway 
Company,  of  all  the  work  done  and  material 
furnished  under  the  contract  made  between 
said  railway  company  and  Heman  Clark, 
bearing  date  March  8,  1886,  for  the  oonstrue- 
tion  of  the  railroad  from  Ottumwa,  in  Iowa, 
to  the  Missouri  river,  including  all  extra 
work  performed  and  material  furnished  of 
every  kind  and  description,  which  estimate, 
with  prior  monthly  estimates,  less  deduc- 
tions made  for  work  not  done  and  work  as* 
sumed  by  said  company,  amounts  to  $3,895,- 
798.79; 

"And  whereas,  the  further  sum  of  $34,« 
598.90  should  be  credited  to  said  Clark  for 
materials  sold  by  him  to  said  company,  and 
certain  rebates  and  other  matters  <^  that  de- 
scription, making,  with  the  amount  of  said 
estimates,  the  sum  of  $3,930,397.69; 

"And  whereas,  the  said  Chicago,  Mllwan- 
kee  ft  St.  Paul  Railway  Company  has  paid 
file  said  Clark  to  apply  on  said  contract,  in 


money,  material,  labor,  and  transportation, 
the  sum  of  $3,626,865.20; 

"And  whereas,  by  the  terms  of  §  4,  article 
13,  of  said  contract,  said  Clark  was  to  be 
charged  in  addition  for  transportation  the 
sum  of  $50,000; 

"And  by  a  supplemental  contract  was  to 
allow  the  said  railway  company,  by  way  of 
forfeiture  in  case  said  railway  was  not  com- 
pleted by  the  1st  day  of  June,  1887,  the  fur- 
ther sum  of  $40,000; 

"Making  the  amount  paid  on  said  con- 
tract, together  with  the  allowance  of  said 
transportation  and  the  allowance  of  said 
forfeiture,  the  sum  of  $3,716,865.20; 

"Leaving  the  amount  still  due  said  Clark 
on  said  contract  the  sum  of  $213,532.49. 

"And  whereas,  in  and  by  said  contract  it 
was  provided  that  the  said  Heman  Clark, 
party  of  the  first  part,  should  save  the  said 
railway  companv  free  and  harmless  from  all 
claims  that  might  be  made  against  said  rail- 
wav  company  for  liens  of  workmen  and 
claims  of  subcontractors,  and  from  all  dam- 
ages arising  from  not  keeping  sufficient  fen- 
ces to  preserve  crops  and  restrain  cattle,  and^ 
from  sil  damages  for  cattle  or  other  domestieg 
Inimals  killed  or  injured,  and  from  all  dam>-  • 
ages  suffered  by  said  subcontractors  and  em- 
ployees while  engaged  upon  said  work,  of 
which  said  class  of  claims,  about  $40,000  in 
amount,  have  been  made  upon  and  are  now 
pending  in  courts  by  divers  claimants  against 
said  railway  company,  and  the  sum  of  $40,- 
000  of  the  amount  so  due,  as  aforesaid,  under 
said  contract  to  the  said  Heman  Clark,  has 
been  reserved  and  set  aside  by  said  railway 
company,  as  indemnity  or  security  for  the 
payment  of  said  claims  and  of  such  other 
claims  of  the  same  class  as  may  hereafter  be 
made,  in  case  said  claimants,  or  any  of  them, 
recover  judgments  against  said  railway  com- 
pany, and  the  said  $40,000,  or  the  balance 
thereof,  after  paying  and  settling  such  claims 
as  may  be  established  against  said  railway 
company,  is  to  be  paid  over  to  the  said  He- 
man  Clark  as  soon  as  said  claims  are  satis- 
fied or  said  railway  company  suitablv  indem- 
nified from  any  loss  on  account  of  the  same, 
which  $40,000  deducted  from  the  simi  of 
$213,532.49,  so,  as  aforesaid,  due  said  Clark, 
leaves  due  and  owinff  by  said  railway  com- 
pany and  now  payable  on  said  contract  to 
said  Heman  Clark,  the  sUm  of  $173,532.49 : 

"Now,  therefore,  be  it  known,  that  I,  the 
said  Heman  Clark,  have  received  of  and  from 
the  said  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  ft  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  seventy-three  thousand  five  hundred  and 
thirty-two  and  ^  dollars  ($173,532.49),  in 
full  satisfaction  of  the  amount  due  me  on 
said  estimates,  and  in  full  satisfaction  of  all 
claims  and  demands  of  every  kind,  name,  and 
nature,  arising  from,  or  growing  out  of,  said 
contract  of  March  6,  1886,  and  of  the  con- 
struction of  said  railroad,  excepting  the  ob- 
ligation of  said  railway  company  to  account 
for  said  fortv  thousaad  dollars,  as  hereinbe* 
fore  provided.  Heman  Clark. 

'•Wm,  C.  Edwards." 

"14.  That  said  receipt  and  paper  contained 
an  aeeurate,  trathfnl,  and  nndispnted  a» 
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count  of  all  dealings  between  said  parties  ex- 
cept in  the  matter  of  the  $40,000  deducted 
for   timA  forfeiture,  the  $0,558.63   for  nut 
o  locks  embraced  in  the  $3,626,865.20,  and  the 
g  lumber  hereinafter  referred  to,  and  herein 

•  valued  at*$2,425.  Besides  the  above,  the  de- 
fendant has  paid  the  $40,000  reserved  as  in- 
demnity or  security  for  the  payment  of 
claims  against  Clark,  and  in  addition  thereto 
upon  like  accounts,  ijhe  sum  of  $521.75, 

"15.  That  at  the  time  of  tbe  signing  and 
delivery  of  said  last-mentioned  paper  the 
final  certificate  or  estimate  of  the  cnief  en- 
gineer under  the  contract  had  not  been  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff  or  anv  of  his  agents 
bv  the  defendant  or  the  said  engineer,  and 
tbe  contents  thereof  were  not  known  to  the 
plaintiff,  other  than  hj  the  reference  thereto 
contained  in  said  receipt  of  March  9,  1888. 

"16.  That  no  other  final  settlement  of  the 
accounts  under  said  contract  had  been  had 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  at 
the  time  that  the  said  last-mentioned  paper 
was  signed  and  delivered. 

"17.  That  at  the  time  of  the  signing  and 
delivery  of  said  last-mentioned  paper,  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  for 
nut  locks,  which  had  been  left  by  the  parties 
to  tkis  action  open  for  settlement  and  ad- 
justment until  after  the  completion  of  the 
work  under  said  contract,  and  had  been  re- 
ferred by  the  defendant  to  the  chief  engineer 
under  the  said  contract;  had  not  been  passed 
upon  by  Mm;  that  the  said  chief  engineer 
had  referred  the  question  for  the  opimon  of 
the  defendant's  counsel,  who  had  not  at  said 
time  given  his  opinion  in  relation  thereto. 

"18.  That  no  account  was  ever,  otherwise 
than  by  said  paper  and  the  receipt  of  said 
money,  stated  of  the  transactions  imder  and 
connected  with  said  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant. 

"19.  That,  in  or  about  the  months  of 
March  and  April,  1888,  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  97,000  feet  B.  M.  bridge  timber  then 
in  the  yard  of  the  defendant  at  Chillioothe 
and  ftlong  the  line  of  the  railroad. 

"20.  Tnat  the  said  lumber  did  not  ^conform 
to  the  standard  of  the  defendant,  and  waa 
not  purchased  by  the  defendant  from  the 
plaintiff,  or  allowed  in  the  final  certificate 
of  the  chief  engineer,  under  the  contract  in 
^  this  section  to  the  plaintiff, 
g      "21.  That,  in  and  about  the  month  of  June, 

•  1888,  the* defendant  took  possession  of  the 
said  lumber  and  converted  the  same  to  their 
own  use  without  assent  or  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff. 

"22.  That  the  value  of  the  said  lumber  at 
the  time  of  the  taking,  in  June,  1888,  was 
$2,425." 

"Conclusions  of  Law. 

"1.  That  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
charge  the  plaintiff,  or  to  retain  and  deduct 
from  the  amount  earned  and  payable  to  the 
plaintiff  under  the  said  contract  the  sum  of 
$40,000  as  a  forfeiture  or  liquidated  damages 
for  not  completing  the  contract  upon  June  1, 
1887. 

"2.  That  under  the  facta  proved  in  this 
ease,  the  plaintiff  is  not  legally  liable  to  the 
defendant  for  any  damages  lor  failure  to 


cc^plete  the  contract  within  the  contract 
time  or  the  time  agreed  upon,  for  the  reai^on 
that  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant  and  its  omission  to 
procure  the  necessary  right  of  way,  from 
completing  the  said  work  in  such  time. 

*'3.  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  liable  to  the 
defendant  for  the  sum  of  $9,558.63,  the  cost 
of  patent  nut  locks  furnished  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff  and  used  by  him  in  the 
performance  of  the  said  contract. 

"4.  That  there  was  no  obligation  imposed 
by  the  contract  upon  the  plaintiff  to  furnish 
and  pay  for  patent  nut  locks  to  be  used  in 
the  construction  of  the  said  road. 

"5.  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  legally  in- 
debted to  the  defendant  in  any  sum  whatever 
for  patent  nut  locks  furnished  by  the  defend- 
ant and  used  in  the  construction  of  the  rail- 
road under  said  contract. 

"6.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  defenaant  the  sum  of  $2,425,  with 
interest  from  June  1, 1888,  for  the  conversion 
by  the  defendant  of  lumber  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff. 

"7.  That  the  sigiung  and  delivery  by  the 

Slaintiff  of  the  receipt  on  or  about  the  9th 
ay  of  March,  1888,  and  the  acceptance  of 
the  check  of  $173,532.49,  under  the  facts  and 
circumstances  proved  in  this  case  were,  as  to 
the  two  sums  of  $9,558.63,  charged  for  nutg 
locks,  and  $40,000  charged  by  way  of  forfeit-  ti 
ure  fov*aonperformance  in  time,  wholly  with-  * 
out  consideration,  and  in  violation  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties,  and  do  not  con- 
stitute  any  bar  to  the  recovery  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  sums  of  $9,558.63  and  $40,000 
otherwise  as  due  under  the  contract. 

"8.  That  the  signing  and  delivery  of  said 
receipt,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  check  there- 
under, do  not  constitute  a  l^al  payment  or 
accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  said  sums  of 
$9,558.63  and  $40,000,  or  either  of  them,  or 
anv  part  or  either  of  them. 

"9.  That  no  account  of  the  transactions 
under  this  contract,  and  of  the  claims  sued 
on  in  this  action,  was  ever  had  or  stated  be- 
tween the  parties  to  this  action,  otherwise 
than  by  said  receipt  or  paper  of  March  9, 
1888. 

"10.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  amount  certified  by  the  chief  engi- 
neer of  $3,895,793.79  without  the  deduction 
claimed  by  the  defendants  for  nut  locks  of 
$9,558.63,  and  without  allowance  to  the  de- 
fendant by  way  of  forfeiture  for  noncompl^ 
tion  of  the  railway  on  the  1st  day  of  June, 
1887,  said  sums  together  amountincr  to  $40,- 
658.63  with  interest  from  March  9,  1888,  and 
is  also  entitled  to  recover  for  Umber  used  by 
the  defendant  on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1888» 
to  the  amount  of  $2,425  with  interest  from 
June  30,  1888,  the  whole  amounting  at  th« 
date  of  this  report,  viz,,  the  4th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1897,  to  the  sum  of  $81,305.88,  for 
which  with  interest  from  this  date  and  dis- 
bursements the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judg^ 
ment,  less  amount  paid  by  the  defendant  in 
excess  of  the  reserved  $40,000,  $521.75,  with 
interest  from  and  to  the  same  date,  being  ia 
all  this  day  $826.53. 

"There  will  be  Judgment,  therefore,  for  th« 
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plaintiff  for  $80,479.35  with  interest  and 
eoets,  interest  to  be  oomputed  from  December 
4,  1897." 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  findinn  of 
fact,  twenty-eeven  additional  findings  of  fact 
were  made  at  the  request  of  defendant. 
They  related  to,  or  set  forth,  the  execution 
of  tiie  contract  for  the  construction  of  the 
road;  a  supplemental  agreement  by  which 
the  sum  of  $40,000  was  to  be  deducted  from 
the  contract  price  if  the  road  was  not  com- 
pleted bv  June  1,  1887 ;  the  failure  of  Clark 
S  to  complete  the  road  in  that  time;  the  final 
«  estimate  and  certificate  of  the  chief  engineer 
of  the  company;*  the  sending  of  the  state- 
ment of  account  and  release  to  Clark,  with 
the  information  that,  on  the  same  being 
signed  and  returned  by  him,  a  check  for  the 
bfUance  due  him,  $173,549,  would  be  sent  to 
kim ;  the  return  of  said  statement  and  release 
signed  by  Clark,  and  the  sending  to  him  of  a 
check  for  such  balance,  March  9,  1888;  the 
deposit  by  Clark  of  said  check  and  his  reten- 
tion of  the  amount  paid  him  thereon ;  the  ex- 
penditure of  the  $40,000  (and  the  $521.75 
besides),  reserved  bv  the  eompany,  with 
Clark's  consent,  at  the  time  of  the  settle- 
ment, to  meet  unpaid  claims  against  Clark, 
incurred  in  the  construction  of  the  road ;  the 
furnishing  of  nut  locks  to  Clark  by  the  com- 
pany for  the  construction  of  the  road;  and 
that  the  company  did  not  require  Clark  to 
furnish  any  material  or  perform  the  work  of 
furnishing  or  erecting  any  etructurea  of  a 
more  expensive  design  than  required  of  him 
by  the  contract  for  the  construction  of  the 
road,  otherwise  than  as  set  forth  in  the  final 
estimate  of  the  chief  engineer. 

Amendments  to  the  complaint  were  al- 
lowed by  the  referee  over  defendant's  objec- 
tion and  exception,  and  apnroyed  by  the 
eonrt  under  like  objection  and  exception. 

The  errors  sssigned  were  that:  (1)  The 
court  below  erred  in  holding  that  the  find- 
Ings  of  fact  supported  the  judgment  as  to  the 
item  of  $9,558.03  for  nut  locks,  and  the  item 
of  $40,000  for  time  forfeiture:  (2)  The 
court  below  erred  in  holding  that  there  was 
no  consideration  for  the  settlement  made  by 
the  parties  as  to  the  items  of  $9,558.63  for 
nut  locks,  and  $40,000  for  time  forfeiture: 
(3)  The  court  below  erred  in  holding  that 
the  question  whether  there  was  any  evidence 
in  the  record  to  sustain  the  finding  that  the 
defendant  in  June,  1888,  wrongmlly  took 
possession  of  certain  lumber  and  converted 
It  to  its  own  use  was  not  reviewable:  (4) 
The  court  below  erred  in  holding  that  it  was 
proper  to  allow  plaintiff  to  amend  his  com- 
plaint on  the  trial  against  defendant's  objec- 
•  tion.  by  adding  thereto  an  action  sounding 
in  tort  and  to  recover  thereon. 

Messrs.  Bnrton  Hanson,  George  R,  Peek, 
and  Bangs,  £fte<son,  Tracy,  d  MaoVeagh  for 
petitioner. 

Messrs.  Xi.  lAllin  XelloBK,  Ahram  7. 
3  Rose,  and  Alfred  C,  PetU  for  respondent 

*       Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  record  shows  that  the  cause  came  on 
before  the  district  judge,  holding  the  drcatt 


wart,  lor  trial*  "wlthoat  a  fury,  and  a  trial 
by  jvaj  baring  been  expressly  waived  l^  the 
written  consent  of  the  parties  duly  filed;" 
that  a  referee  was  appointed  by  written  con- 
sent in  accordance  with  the  modes  of  proced- 
ure  in  such  cases  in  the  courts  of  record  oi 
New  York,  and  with  the  rules  of  the  circuit 
court;  and  that  his  findings,  rulings,  and  de- 
cisions were  made  those  of  the  court.  Un- 
der these  circumstances  the  question  wheth- 
er the  judgment  rendered  was  warranted  by 
the  facts  found  was  open  for  consideration 
in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  is  so  here, 
and  that  is  sulBcient  for  the  disposition  of 
the  case.  Bhipman  ▼.  BiraitsniUe  Cent,  Mm. 
Co,  158  U.  8.  356,  39  L.  ed.  1015,  15  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  886. 

By  the  writing  executed  and  delivered  tvy 
him  March  9,  1888,  Clark  acknowledged  the 
receipt  of  $178,  532.49  <*in  full  satisfaction  of 
the  amount  due  me  on  such  estimates,  and  in 
full  satisfaction  of  all  claims  and  demands 
of  every  kind,  name,  and  nature,  arising  from, 
or  growing  out  of,  said  contract  of  March  0, 
1886,  and  of  the  construction  of  said  rail- 
road,  excepting  an  item  not  material  here. 
Vive  years  and  nearly  five  months  after  the 
receipt  of  the  money  and  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  discharge,  this  action  was  in- 
stituted. There  was  no  finding  or  conten- 
tion that  the  settlement  was  procured  by 
fraud  or  duress,  or  was  the  result  of  mutual 
mistake;  nor  was  there  anr  finding  that 
Clark  did  not  have  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
facts  at  the  time  he  signed  and  delivered  the 
release,  and  the  presumption  was  that  he 
had  such  knowledge.  But  the  proposition  is 
that  the  release  was  given  without  considera- 
tion, and  that  Clark  was  entitled  to  recover 
so  far  as  the  items  of  $40,000  and  $9,668.63 
were  concerned,  on  the  principle  that  where 
a  liquidated  sum  is  due,  the  payment  of  a 
less  sum  in  satisfaction  thereof,  thoiurh  ae- 
cepted  as  satisfaction,  is  not  binding  as  sndi 
for  want  of  consideration.  Cumber  v. 
Wane,  1  Strange,.  426.  Hie  rule  therein 
laid  down  has  been  much  questioned  andg 

2ualified.     Qoddard  v.  O'Brien,  U  R.  9  Q.  B.S 
Tiv.  37;^i9i6re0  v.  TH^,  15  Mees.  &  W.  23;* 
Cauldery  v.  Bartrum,  L.  R.  19  Ch.  Div.  399 ; 
Poakes  v.  Beer,  L.  R.  9  App.  Cas.  621 ;  Notes 
to  Cumber  v.  Wane,  in  Smith  Lead.  Cas. 
♦146;  12  Harvard  Law  Reriew,  521. 

The  result  of  the  modem  cases  is  that  the 
rule  onlv  applies  when  the  larger  sum  is  li- 
quidated, and  when  there  is  no  consideration 
whatever  for  the  surrender  of  part  of  it ;  and 
while  the  general  rule  must  be  regarded  as 
well  settled,  it  is  considered  so  far  with  dis- 
favor as  to  be  confined  strictly  to  cases  with- 
in it. 

In  Johnson  v.  Brannan,  5  Johns.  268,  271, 
it  was  referred  to  as  "that  rigid  and  rather 
unreasonable  rule  of  the  old  law;'*  and  in 
Kellogg  v.  Richards,  14  Wend.  116,  where 
the  acceptance  of  a  promissory  note  of  a 
third  party  for  a  less  sum  was  held  to  be  a 
good  accord  and  satisfaction,  Mr.  Justice 
Nelson,  then  a  member  of  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  said:  "^t  is  true  there  does 
not  seem  to  be  much,  if  any,  ground  for  dis- 
tinction, between  such  a  case  and  one  wher#  a 
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less  sum  of  money  is  paid  and  agreed  to  be 
aeoepted  in  fnll,  which  would  not  be  a  good 
plea.  .  .  .  The  rule  that  the  payment  of 
a  lees  sum  of  money,  though  agreed  hj  the 
plaintiff  to  be  received  in  full  satisfaction  of 
a  debt  exceeding  that  amount,  shall  not  be  so 
considered  in  contemplation  of  law,  is  tech- 
nical and  not  verv  well  supported  by  reason. 
Courts  therefore  have  departed  from  it  upon 
slight  distinctions." 

So,  in  Brooks  y.  White,  2  Met  283,  37  Am. 
Dec.  96,  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Mas- 
sachusetts said  that  'Hhe  foundation  of  the 
rule  seems  therefore  to  be,  that  in  the  case 
of  the  acceptance  of  a  less  sum  of  money  in 
discharge  of  a  debt>  inasmuch  as  there  is  no 
new  consideration,  no  benefit  accruing  to 
the  creditor,  and  no  damage  to  the  debtor, 
the  creditor  may  violate,  with  legal  impuni- 
ty, his  promise  to  his  debtor,  however  freely 
and  understandingly  made.  This  rule, 
which  obviously  may  be  urged  in  violation 
of  good  faith,  is  not  to  be  extended  beyond 
Its  predse  import;  and  whenever  the  tech- 
nical reason  for  its  application  does  not  ex- 
ist, the  rule  itself  is  not  to  be  applied.  Hence 
}nd^  have  been  disposed  to  take  out  of  its 
Jg  application  all  those  cases  where  there  was 
esany  new  consideration,  or  any  collateral 
*  benefit  received  by  the  payee,  which  might 
raise  a  technical  legal  consideration,  al- 
though it  was  quite  apparent  that  such  con- 
sideration was  far  less  than  the  amount  of 
the  sum  due." 

To  same  effect,  Ranney,  J.,  in  Barper  v. 
Graham,  20  Ohio,  115;  Jajfray  v.  Da^As,  124 
N.  Y.  164,  11  L.  R.  A.  710,  26  N.  E.  361; 
Bmith  V.  Ballou,  1  R.  I.  496;  MitoheU  v. 
Wheaion,  46  Conn.  316, 33  Am.  Rep.  24;  8ey- 
mour  V.  Goodrioh,  80  Va.  303. 

In  some  of  the  states  the  contrary  rule  has 
been  established  by  statute.  Ala.  Code,  § 
2774;  Oal.  Civ.  Code,  >  1524;  Georgia  Code, 
I  3735;  Maine  Rev.  Stat  chap.  82,  9  45;  N. 
C.  Code,  9  574;  Tenn.  Code  1884,  9  4639; 
Va.  Code  1897,  9  2868;  Weymouth  v.  Bab- 
eook,  42  Me.  42 ;  Memphis  v.  Broum,  1  Flipp. 
188,  Fed.  Oas.  No.  9,415;  MeArthur  v.  Dane, 
61  Ala.  639. 

The  findings  of  faet  bearing  on  the  items 
of  $40,000  for  forfeiture,  and  $9,568.63  for 
nut  lodes,  exclude  any  other  inference  than 
that  there  was  a  dispute  between  the  parties 
in  respect  of  those  items  as  to  the  facts  on 
which  the  claim  for  their  allowance  was 
based.  His  being  so,  it  is  insisted  that  the 
total  balance  of  $223,091.02  (as  H  would 
have  been  if  $9,658.63  had  not  been  deducted) 
cannot  be  held  to  have  been  liquidated  as  a 
whole,  that  is,  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  or 
fixed  by  operation  of  law,  and  that  the  con- 
tention cannot  be  sustained  that  where  there 
is  a  dispute  as  to  an  aggregate  amount  due, 
and  the  debtor  offers  to  pay  so  much  there- 
of as  he  concedes  to  be  correct,  and  Hxe  cred- 
itor aecepts,  is  paid,  and  releases,  neverthe- 
less the  creditor  can  afterward  assert  the 
disputed  part  of  his  daim  on  the  ground 
that  he  has  only  received  what  was  undenia- 
bly due  him. 

In  United  States  y.  Bostwiok,  94  XT.  8.  63, 
67,  24  L.  ed.  66,  66,  H  was  eaid  thai  "pay- 
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ment  1^  a  dehtoT  of  a  part  of  his  debt  is  not 
a  satisfaction  of  the  wnole  except  it  be  made 
and  accepted  upon  some  new  consideration;" 
while  in  Ba/ird  v.  United  States,  96  U.  S. 
430,  24  L.  ed.  703,  it  wae  held  that  if  the 
debt  be  unliquidated  and  the  amount  uncer- 
tain, this  rule  does  not  apply.  "In  such 
cases  the  question  is  whether  the  payment 
was  in  fact  made  and  accepted  in  satisfao- 
tion.** 

In  Fire  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Wickham,  141  U.  8. 
664,  677,  36  L.  ed.  860,  866,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  h 
84,  87,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  stated  the  doo-^ 
trine  thus:  "The  rule  ia^well  established* 
that  where  the  facts  show  clearly  a  certain 
sum  to  be  due  from  one  person  to  anoUier, 
a  release  of  the  entire  sum  upon  payment  of 
a  part  is  without  consideration,  and  the  cred- 
itor may  still  sue  and  recover  the  residue. 
If  there  be  a  bona  fide  dispute  as  to  the 
amount  due,  such  dispute  may  be  the  sub- 
ject of  a  compromise  and  payment  of  a  cer- 
tain sum  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  entire 
claim,  but  where  the  larger  sum  is  admitted 
to  be  due,  or  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
show  that  there  was  no  good  reason  to  doubt 
that  it  was  due,  the  release  of  the  whole  up- 
on payment  of  part  will  not  be  oonsidered  as 
a  compromise,  but  will  be  treated  as  without 
oonsioeration  and  void." 

In  this  case  it  cannot  be  said  that  at  the 
time  the  release  was  executed  there  was  no 
good  reason  to  doubt  that  these  items  were 
open  to  disi)ute.  The  good  faith  of  the  com- 
pany in  daiminff  their  allowance  is  not  im- 
pugned, and  as  Judge  Lacombe  said :  "Both 
items  were  legitimate  matters  of  dispute, 
and,  unless  settled  by  agreement  of  the  par^ 
ties,  might  fairly  be  brought  by  either  party 
into  court" 

And  the  cases  are  many  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  where  an  aggregate  amount  is 
in  dispute,  the  payment  of  a  specified  sum 
conceded  to  be  due,  that  is,  by  including  cer- 
tain items  but  exduding  disputed  items,  on 
condition  that  the  sum  so  paid  shall  be  re- 
ceived in  full  satisfaction,  will  be  sustidned 
as  an  extinguishment  of  the  whole. 

In  Fuller  v.  Kemp,  138  N.  T.  231,  20  L.  R. 

A.  786,  33  N.  E.  1034,  where  certain  items  of 
an  aoooimt  were  disputed,  and  certain  items 
were  undisputed,  ana  defendant  paid  plaintiff 
only  the  amount  of  the  undisputed  items,  the 
court  held  that  the  dispute  over  certain  of 
the  items  made  the  account  an  unliquidated 
one,  and  that  plaintiff,  by  accepting  the 
amount  of  the  undisputed  items  with  notice 
that  it  was  sent  as  payment  in  full,  was  pre- 
cluded from  recovering  the  balance  of  his  de- 
mand. 

Nassoiy  v.  Tomlinson,  148  N.  T.  326,  330, 
42  N.  E.  716,  716,  is  to  the  same  effect,  and 
the  court  said:     "A  demand  is  not  liquidat- 
ed even  if  it  appears  that  something  is  due, 
unless  it  appears  how  much  is  due,  and  when 
it  is  admitted  that  one  of  two  specific  sums  QO 
is  due,  but  there  is  a  genuine  dispute  as  to  S 
which  is  the  proper^amount  the  demand  is  * 
regarded  as  unliquidated,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  term  as  applied  to  the  subjeei  of 
accord  and  satisfaction." 

In  Ostrandar  v.  Soott,  161  Til.  339,  43  K 

B.  1089,  plaintiff  had  an  acooont  agai^  d»- 
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fendant  amounting  to  $5,282.58,  the  items  of 
which  were  not  in  dispute,  but  defendant 
claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  allowed 
the  sum  of  $1,210  for  commissions,  and  ac- 
cordingly he  sent  his  check  for  the  difference 
to  plaintiff,  at  the  same  time  notifying  him 
that  it  was  sent  in  settlement  of  his  account 
in  full,  and  if  not  accepted  as  such  to  return 
it.  The  check  was  retained  by  plaintiff,  and 
ha  afterwards  brought  suit  a^^ainst  defend- 
ant to  recover  the  amount  withheld,  but  the 
supreme  court  of  Illinois  held  that  there 
oould  be  no  recovenr,  and  that  an  account 
cannot  be  considered  as  liquidated,  so  as  to 
prevent  the  receipt  of  a  less  amount  as  pay- 
ment from  operating  as  a  satisfaction,  where 
there  is  a  controversy  over  a  set-off  and  the 
amount  of  the  balance. 

In  Tanner  v.  Merrill,  108  Mich.  58,  31  L. 
R.  A.  171,  65  N.  W.  664,  plaintiff  sought  to 
recover  a  sum  which  had  been  deducted  from 
his  wages  bv  defendants,  his  employers.  The 
amount  of  his  wages  was  not  disputed,  but 
the  right  to  make  anv  deduction  was  oues- 
tioned.  Plaintiff  received  the  amount  of  his 
WBffes  less  the  deduction,  and  gave  a  receipt 
in  rail,  and  afterwards  brought  suit  to  re- 
cover the  balance  <m  the  ground  that>  having 
only  received  the  amount  admitted  to  be  due, 
there  was  no  consideration  for  the  release  as 
to  that  which  was  disputed.  The  supreme 
court  of  Michigan  held  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  and  that  the  rule  that  a 
receipt  of  part  payment  to  be  effective  in  the 
discharge  of  the  entire  debt  must  be  rested 
upon  a  valid  consideration  is  limited  to 
cases  where  the  debt  is  liquidated  by  agree- 
ment or  otherwise;  that  a  claim  any  portion 
of  which  is  in  dispute  cannot  be  considered 
to  be  liquidated  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule;  and  that  a  receipt  in  full,  given  upon 
payment  of  the  undisputed  part  of  the  claim, 
after  a  refusal  to  pay  another  part  which  in 
disputed,  is  conclusive  as  against  the  right 
of  the  creditor  to  recover  a  further  sum,  in 
the  absence  of  mistake,  fraud,  duress,  or  uu- 
C6  due  influence. 

g  Without  analyzing  the  cases,  it  should  be 
•  added  that  it  has*l^en  frequently  ruled  by 
this  court  that  a  receipt  in  full  must  be  re- 
garded as  an  acooittance  in  bar  of  any  fur- 
ther demand  in  the  absence  of  any  allegation 
and  evidence  that  it  was  given  in  ignorance 
of  its  purport,  or  in  circumstances  constitut- 
ing duress,  fraud,  or  mistake.  De  Arnaud 
V.  United  States,  151  U.  S.  483,  38  L.  ed.  244, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  374;  United  States  v.  Gar- 
linger,  169  U.  S.  322,  42  L.  ed.  764,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  364;  United  States  v.  Adams,  7 
Wall.  463,  19  L.  ed.  249;  United  States  v. 
Child,  12  Wall.  232,  20  L.  ed.  360;  United 
States  V.  Justice,  14  Wall.  535,  20  L.  ed.  753; 
Baker  v.  Vachtrieh,  19  How.  126,  15  L.  ed. 
528. 

The  general  principle  applicable  to  settle- 
ments was  thus  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice 
Clifford,  in  Hager  v.  Thomson,  1  Black,  80, 
03,  17  L.  ed.  41,  44:  "Much  the  largest 
number  of  controversies  between  business 
men  are  ultimately  settled  by  the  parties 
themselves;  and  when  there  is  no  unfairness, 
and  all  the  facts  are  equally  known  to  both 


sides,  an  adjustment  by  them  is  final  and 
conclusive.  Oftentimes  a  party  may  be  will- 
ing to  yield  something  for  the  sake  of  a  set- 
tlement ;  and  if  he  does  so  with  a  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  circumstances,  he  cannot  affirm 
the  settlement,  and  afterwards  maintain  a 
suit  for  that  which  he  voluntarily  surren- 
dered." 

But  apart  from  the  controversy  over  the 
two  items  of  $40,000  and  $9,558.63,  which 
was  composed  by  the  release,  there  waa  an 
item  of  $34,558.90  credited  to  Clark  in  the 
final  account,  the  allowance  of  which,  th* 
company  contends,  furnished  ample  consid- 
eration therefor,  although  the  adequacy  of 
the  consideration  is  not,  in  such  cases,  open 
to  inquiry. 

The  referee  found:  'lliat  no  other  final 
settlement  of  the  accounts  under  said  con- 
tracts had  been  had  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  at  the  time  the  said  last^men- 
tioned  paper  was  signed  and  delivered." 
"That  no  account  was  ever,  otherwise  than 
by  said  paper  and  the  receipt  of  said  money, 
stated  of  the  transactions  under  and  con- 
nected with  said  contract  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant;"  and  also  as  a  con- 
clusion: "That  no  account  of  the  transac- 
tions under  this  contract,  and  of  the  claims 
sued  on  in  this  action,  was  ever  had  or  stated 
between  the  parties  to  this  action,  otherwise 
than  by  saia  receipt  or  paper  of  liiarch  9, 
1888."  The  release  in  question  allowed  too 
Clark,  that  is,  debited  the  company  with,  the^ 
sum  of  $34,598.90,*"for  materials  sold  by* 
him  to  said  company,  and  certain  rebates 
and  matters  of  that  description;"  and 
charged  Clark,  that  is,  credited  the  company, 
with  $40,000  by  way  of  forfeiture,  and  $9,- 
558.63  for  nut  locks.  It  was  in  this  respect, 
in  effect,  a  statement  of  cross-demands.  The 
$40,000  was  specifically  described  and  the 
$9,558.63  was  included  in  the  total  credits 
stated. 

That  this  contractor,  carrying  on  the  woric 
of  building  200  miles  of  railroad,  and  reoeiv* 
ing  payments  on  vouchers  from  time  to  time, 
must  have  been  aware  from  his  own  books 
and  papers  that  the  $9,558.63  was  thus  in- 
cluded, can  hardly  be  reasonably  denied,  es- 
pecially as  he  had  objected  to  being  charged 
with  it.  Indeed  we  do  not  understand  that 
there  is  any  suggestion  that  Clark  was  ig- 
norant of  any  part  of  the  account. 

As  to  the  $34,558.90,  it  appears  from  tho 
contract  and  final  certificate  and  estimate^ 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  principal  or  addi- 
tional findings,  that  this  item  represented  no 
part  of  the  work  specified  under  the  contract, 
nor  extra  work,  nor  materials  ordered  by 
the  company,  and  that  it  was  not  included  in 
the  contract  or  in  the  certificate  and  final  es- 
timate. 

As  was  said  by  Lacombe,  J^  who  delivered 
the  principal  opinion  below:  "Indeed  it  is 
plain  to  a  demonstration  from  the  fiw<»ng«, 
that  the  item  in  question  was  not  included 
either  in  the  original  contract  or  in  the  ex- 
tra work,  and  must  represent  an  additional 
and  independent  contract  of  sale."  And  the 
learned  judge  further  said:  "From  what 
has  been  said  before,  it  is  plain  that,  if  at 


of  $34,598.90  BO  allowed  to  Clark  represented 
an  unliquidated  item,  the  amount  of  which 
he  would  have  to  eetabliah  l^  evidence  in 
case  he  had  sued  to  recover  it,  its  allowance 
to  him  upon  the  settlement  of  Mareh  0, 1888, 
would  be  a  suiBcient  consideration  to  uphold 
that  settlement  against  him  as  an  accord  and 
satisfaction  of  all  his  claims/'  There  was 
no  finding  that  this  amount  had  ever  been 
agreed  upon  or  liquidated  bj  the  parties  in  a 
manner  that  would  have  entitled  Clark  to 
have  recovered  the  amount  from  the  oom- 
oany  as  an  independent  item,  otherwise  than 
g  by  the  statement  of  it  in  the  account  preced- 
es ing,  and  which  formed  a  part  of,  the  receipt 
*  and  acknowledgment  of*  satis  faction  which 
Clark  executed  and  delivered  to  the  compnnj 
March  9,  1888.  Nor  was  there  any  finding 
showing,  or  tending  to  show,  that  the  com- 
pany would  have  placed  that  sum  to  Clark's 
credit  except  as  an  item  in  an  accoimt  which 
credited  the  company  with  the  two  charges 
for  nut  locks  and  forfeiture. 

But  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  held  that 
because  of  the  fourteenth  finoiing  of  fact,  it 
must  be  assiuned  that  the  referee  was  satis- 
fied from  the  testimony,  though  he  did  not 
so  find  in  terms,  that  tiie  prior  transactions 
between  the  parties  were  such  that  this  smn 
of  $34,558.90  was  as  much  liquidated  as  was 
the  sum  of  $3,895,798.79,  to  which  the  Chief 
Engineer  had  certified.  Judge  Lacombe 
said,  referring  to  this  particular  item  and  to 
the  fourteenth  finding  of  fact:  "By  what 
process  it  was  so  liquidated  does  not  appear 
m  the  findings.  .  .  .  We  must  take  his 
finding,  therefore,  as  conclusive  upon  the 
question,  and  assume  that  either  by  agree- 
ing for  a  price  in  advance,  or  subsequently 
by  entering  into  some  binding  agreement  as 
to  the  sum  to  be  paid,  the  defendant  had  lost 
its  right  to  throw  the  plaintiff  into  court 
as  to  that  item.'' 

The  fourteenth  finding  of  fact  was  "that 
said  receipt  and  paper  contain  a  correct^ 
truthful,  and  undisputed  account  of  all  deal- 
ings between  said  parties  except  in  the  mat- 
ter of  the  $40,000  deducted  for  time  forfeit- 
ure, the  $9,558.63  for  nut  locks  embraced  in 
the  $3,626,865.20,  and  the  lumber  hereinaft- 
er referred  to,  and  herein  valued  at  $2,425." 
If  this  finding  means  that  the  statement  of 
account  was  incorrect,  untruthful,  and  dis- 
puted as  to  the  two  items,  it  does  not  affirma- 
tively say  so,  and  if  construed  as  aroountinff 
to  that,  it  was  not  found  that  Clark  did  not 
have  full  knowledge  thereof  at  the  time  he 
received  the  money  and  made  the  settlement. 
If  it  means  that  the  statement  of  account  as 
to  these  items  was  disputed,  then  the  conten- 
tion is  a  reasonable  one  that  such  dispute 
was  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the 
settlement  in  its  entirety.  But  we  must  de- 
cline to  accept  the  view  that  because  of  this 
finding  it  should  be  assumed,  without  any 
finding  to  that  effect,  that  there  had  been 
prior  transactions  between  Clark  and  the 
company,  by  which  the  item  of  $34,558.90, 
was  liquidated,  for  it  is  ezplidtly  declared 
by  the  referee  that  no  aeoount  of  the  trans- 
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the  time  of  the  transactions  rsUed  upon  at  aetUni^lDider  the  contract,  and  of  the  claims «? 
showhig  accord  and  satisfaction,  thu  sum   sued  on  in  this  aetion,  was  ever  had  or  stat- 

■  ed  between  the  parties,  otherwise  than  by 
the  paper  of  March  9,  1888.  The  value  of 
the  materials,  rebates,  and  other  matters  cov- 
ered by  this  item  may  not  have  been  disputed, 
but  it  did  not  follow  that  the  company  was 
obliged  to  purchase  the  materials  or  to  al- 
low the  rebates,  or  that  the  amount  thereof 
had  been  previously  agreed  to;  nor  that  lia- 
bility therefor  might  not  have  been  contested 
if  Clark  had  declined  to  sign  the  proposed  ac- 
knowledgment of  satisfaction.  We  must  re* 
member  that  dark  knew  all  about  the  «e> 
count;  he  knew  what  the  company  claimed* 
and  what  he  claimed,  vet  he  accepted  the 
chedc  and  signed  the  release  without  even  a 
protest. 

The  word  'liquidated"  is  used  in  different 
senses,  and  as  applicable  here  means  made 
certain  as  to  what  and  how  much  is  due; 
made  certain  by  agreement  of  parties  or  bj 
operation  of  law.  We  are  of  opinion  that  ft 
would  be  going  altogether  too  far  to  treat 
the  fourteenth  finding,  segregated  from  the 
others,  as  equivalent  to  a  determination  that 
the  $34,558.90  had  been  liquidated  independ- 
ently of  the  whole  account  as  stated. 

And,  on  the  face  of  the  findings,  we  think 
the  credit  in  Clark's  favor,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  the  credits  in  the  company's  favor, 
put  this  adjustment  beyond  the  reach  of  this 
belated  attempt  to  overhaul  it,  and  that 
dark  was  barred  by  his  release  from  recov- 
ering in  this  action  the  $40,000  and  the  $9,- 
558.63,  as  having  been  improperly  deducted. 

As  to  the  sum  of  $2,425,  that  was  the 
amount  of  a  claim  arising  after  the  release 
was  signed,  and  not  included  within  it. 
There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  sustain 
the  findings  of  the  referee  in  support  of  this 
item,  and  we  agree  with  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  that  no  error  was  committed  in  the 
matter  of  amending  the  complaint,  and  In 
holding  that  a  recovery  could  be  had  for  this 
amount  under  the  complaint  as  amended. 

The  judgment  of  the  drcuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals  for  the  Second  drcuit  is  reversed, 
with  costs;   the    judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
is  also  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  ta 
the  latter  court,  with  a  direction  to  enters 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  against  g 
defendant,  fox* $2,425,    with  interest  from* 
June  30,  1888,  less  the  sum  of  $521.78,  with 
interest  from  the  same  date;  the  costs  of  the 
drcuit  Court  of  Appeals  to  be  paid  by  de- 
fendant in  error  therein;  and  the  costs  in  the 
drcuit  Court  to  be  adjusted  as  to  that  court 
mav  seem  just  under  the  drcumstanoes. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


(178  U.  S.  270) 
PITTSBURQ  ft  LAKE  ANGELINE  IRON 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

CLEVELAND  IRON  MINING  COMPANY 
and  Lake  Superior  Iron  Company. 

Error  to  9iaie  court — ^l^ederal  ^uestioi^— 1»- 
dependent  ground  of  deoUion, 

A  decision  bj  a  state  cewt  holding  that  the 
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rights  of  parties  who  make  conflietixig  elatma 
■nder  United  States  iMitents  are  determined 
bj  a  contract  which  they  hare  made,  and  also 
that  plaintilTs  claim  is  defeated  by  estoppel, 
does  not  involve  a  Federal  qaestion  for  re- 
view by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  on  writ  of  error. 

[Ko.  260.] 

Argued  AprU  H,  25,  1900.    Decided  Ma^ 
tl,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Michigan  to  review  a  decision  af- 
firming a  decree  dismissing  a  bill  in  a  suit 
to  determine  rights  in  the  bed  of  a  lake. 
Dismissed. 

See  same  ease  below,  118  Mich.  109,  76  N. 
W.  395. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  F.  O.  Clmrk  and  Alfred  Russell 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Benton  Hanohetty  James  H. 
Hoyt,  George  Hoyden,  Dan  H.  Ball,  and  A. 
C.  Dustin  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  MoXenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  and  the  defendants 
In  error  were  respectively  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant in  the  court  below,  and  we  will  so 
designate  them.  They  were  riparian  owners 
on  a  body  of  water  called  Lake  Angel  ine, 
in  the  state  of  Michigan,  and  this  suit  is  to 
determine  the  extent  of  t^eir  respective  own- 
erships to  the  bed  of  the  lake.  They  all  de- 
rived title  through  United  States  patents, 
and  the  controversy  it  claimed  by  plaintiff 
to  arise  from  their  construction  and  effect. 

The  trial  court  dismissed  plaintiff's  bill, 
and  its  action  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  sUte  (118  Mich.  109,  76  N.  W. 
895),  and  this  writ  of  error  was  then  sued 
out. 

A  motion  is  meA!^  to  dismiss  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  this  court,  on  the  ground  that 
no  Federal  question  was  raised  in  the  state 
court,  or,  if  one  was  raised,  the  decision  of 
the  state  court  was  rested  on  a  question  not 
Federal,  which  was  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
^  judgment. 

Ji  Under  t^e  circumstances  of  this  case  it 
•  will  be  more*orderly  to  consider  the  latter 
ground  first,  and  its  proper  determination 
requires  a  consideration  of  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court,  of  its  statement  of  facts 
(which  we  condense),  and  of  its  conclusions 
from  those  facts: 

"Lake  Angeline  was  situated  on  sections 
10,  11,  and  15,  township  47  N.,  range  27 
W.,  and  was  within  the  corporate  limits  of 
the  city  of  Ishpetning,  in  Marquette  county. 
It  contained  148.61  acres  within  the  govern- 
ment mipander  lines.  It  was  a  mile  in  length 
east  and  west,  and  1,690  feet  in  width  on 
the  center  line  of  section  10,  which  was  its 
widest  point. 

^_^_  •••••• 

'HThe  three  parties  to  this  litigaUon  own 
an  the  lands  surrounding  this  lake, — ^the 
eomplainant  owning  that  part  of  section  16 
bordering    upon    the    lake;    the  defendant, 


Cleveland  Iron  Mining  Oompan/,  owning  thai 
part  of  sections  10  aM  11  boraering  on  the 
lake  east  of  the  center  line  of  section  10; 
and  the  defendant,  Lake  Superior  Iron  Com- 
pany, ownii^  that  pari  west  of  said  center 
line.  These  three  mining  oorporationa  have 
owned  this  land  about  thirty  years,  and  have 
been  engaged  in  mining  upon  their  respect- 
ive properties  for  more  than  twenty  years. 
For  the  sake  of  brevity,  these  oompaniee  will 
be  designated  by  their  initial  letters." 

No  ore  was  Imown  to  exist  in  the  bed  of 
the  lake  until  the  winter  of  1886  aiid  1887, 
when  it  was  discovered  on  territory  not 
owned  by  plaintiff,  but  plaintiff  was  in- 
formed of  the  discovery.  Afterwards  ore 
was  discovered  on  its  territory.  The  extent 
and  locality  of  the  ore  beds  were  not  exactly 
known,  and  negotiations  were  entered  into 
for  pumping  out  the  lake,  and  ended  in  a 
contract  between  the  parties. 

It  recited  the  discovery  of  the  ore  and  the 
necessity  of  pumping  out  the  lake,  in  order 
to  "economically  mine  such  ore  as  lies  under 
such  portions  of  said  bed  as  each  «f  said 
parties  is  respectively  entitled  to.** 

It  provided  iw  the  purchase  of  a  pump- 
ing apparatus  which  one  B.  C.  Howdl  had, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  **mutual  consid- 
erations received  each  from  each,  the  receipt 
of  which  is  hereby  respectively  acknowl- 
edged." 9« 

The  agreement  then  provided  what  pr»-§ 
portion  of  the  cost  of*the  pumping  appar-* 
atus  and  plant  should  be  respectively  borne 
by  the  pau^ies  both  for  its  purchase  and 
maintenance,  and  the  expenses  of  the  work. 
And  it  WHS  found  by  the  supreme  court  that 
the  agreement  was  formally  executed.  The 
acknowledgment  by  plaintiff  recited  that  it 
was  done  hy  its  president  and  secretary,  and 
also  that  it  was  done  on  behalf  of  the  corpo- 
ration. 

The  total  cost  of  draining  and  keeping 
water  out  of  the  lake  untU  January  1,  1897, 
was  $76,488.38.  "Of  this  the  C.  I.  M.  Co. 
paid  $44,149.68;  the  U  S.  L  Co.  $17,147.18; 
and  the  complainant  $7,601.38.  .  .  .  The 
water  under  the  southeast  arm  of  the  lake 
was  comparatively  shallow.  A  vast  body  of 
mud  was  found  in  the  bottom  of  the  lake, 
and  the  two  defendants  incurred  an  expense, 
in  attempting  to  remove  it,  of  $20,227.53." 

"After  the  execution  of  this  contract,  each 
party  worked  upon  its  own  property  as  de- 
fined thereby.  The  complainant  mined  out 
all  the  valuable  ore  under  the  southeast  arm, 
and  afterwards  filled  its  opening  with  the 
waarte  rock.  The  L.  S.  I.  Co.  made  explora- 
tions at  considerable  expense,  and  the  C.  L 
M.  Co.  made  the  five  drill  holes  above  re- 
ferred to  from  the  complainant's  mine,  and 
ran  a  drift  through  the  rock  underneath  the 
lake  nearly  to  the  south  line  of  section  10, 
anid,  after  reaching  ore,  ran  drifts  and  cross- 
cuts with  a  view  of  determining  the  value 
of  the  ore  and  ascertaining  if  there  was  suffi- 
cient to  open  and  equip  a  mine.  All  this  in- 
volved large  expense. 

"The  section  line  was  regarded  as  the  Itna 
dividing  these  properties.  Nails  were  driT> 
en  in  tiie  timbers  underground  to  indieata 
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the  line.  In  1894  oomplainant  made  an  in* 
nooent  trespaea  north  of  the  line,  for  which 
an  amicable  setUemeot  was  made.  In  1896 
the  C.  I.  M.  Ca  treepassed  upon  eomplain- 
ant's  property  south  of  the  line,  and  ami- 
cably settled  for  it.  Maps  were  frequently 
exchanged  with  each  ouier.  Gomplainanit 
asked  and  obtained  permission  from  the  C. 
I.  M.  Co.  for  the  construction  of  a  railroad 
track  north  of  the  section  line,  which  was 
constructed  and  has  ever  since  been  in  opera- 
tion by  complainant  On  March  21,  1894, 
the  C.  I.  M.  Co.  executed  a  lease  to  com- 
«9  plainant,  granting  it  the  right  to  use  land 
{j  north    of    the    section    line    for    stock-pit 

*  grounds  and  the  erection  of  ^temporary  struc- 
tures for  mining  purposes.  Other  acts  also 
were  done  by  the  respective  parties  in  recog- 
nition of  the  fact  that  the  south  line  of  sec- 
tion 10  was  the  boundsiry  line  as  stated  in 
the  above  agreement.  This  state  of  affairs 
continued  until  November,  1896,  when  com- 
plainant served  a  notice  upon  the  defend- 
ants that  it  claimed  title  to  certain  lands 
north  of  the  section  line. 

•  .•••• 

"Complainant  commenced  mining  on  lots 
fonr  and  five  in  1863.  The  hill  was  very 
near  the  shore  of  the  lake,  and  complainant 
dumped  its  waste  rock  into  the  lake  and 
filled  in  several  acres  north  of  the  section 
line.  Upon  this  made  land  north  of  the 
line  it  erected  some  buildings,  the  most  of 
which  it  removed  to  the  south  of  the  line 
in  1887.  Complainant  filed  its  bill  of  com- 
plaint November  23,  1896." 

Chief  Justice  Grant,  delivering  the  opin- 
ion ef  the  court,  staged  the  theory  of  the 
plaintiff's  bill  to  be — 

"That  the  territory  formerly  covered  by 
the  ^"suters  of  this  lake  should  be  divided 
among  the  shore  owners  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  shore  frontage  owned  by  each; 
that  such  ownership  extends  to  the  center  of 
the  lake  to  be  equitably  established  by  the 
court;  and  that  such  territory  should  be 
partitioned  by  convergent  lines  drawn  from 
the  outside  limits  of  each  frontage  to  a  con- 
vergent point  called  the  'equit^Sile  center.' 
To  the  bill  is  attached  a  map  purporting  to 
contain  such  equitable  division." 

And  after  stating  in  what  apportionment 
of  the  bed  of  the  lake  this  would  result, 
stated  the  claims  of  the  defendants  as  fol- 
lows : 

"(1)  The  patent  under  which  the  defend- 
ant, the  Cleveland  Iron  Mining  Company, 
claims  title,  gave  it  title  to  the  whole  east 
half  of  section  ten  (10)  to  the  south  line 
thereof,  and  complainant  is  barred  from  ob- 
jecting to  this  claim  because  it  has  treated 
a  body  of  water  covering  a  portion  of  that 
territory  as  of  no  value,  and  Joined  in  the 
draining  of  the  water  as  if  the  land  was 
merely  swampy  ground  valuable  only  when 
reclaimed  and  made  dry  land. 
^  "(2)  Because  it  has  title  by  adverse  pos- 
^  lession  for  more  than  fifteen  (15)  years. 

•  •'MS)  Because  the  south  section  line  of 
section  ten  (10)  waa  fixed  as  a  boxmdary 
1^  agreement  between  the  parties,  that 
agreement  being  recognized  and  evidenced  by 


the  pumping  contract  and  ita  written  ad- 
juncts, aind  was  followed  by  oontinnoaa  acta 
of  recognition  thereof  and  expenditaraa 
based  thereon  by  both  parties. 

"(4)  Because  the  ppnpinff  contract  is  aa 
estoppel  by  deed  against  the  complainant 
from  now  asserting  title. 

^  ( 5 )  Because  the  complainant  is  estopped 
by  matter  in  pais  from  asserting  title  to  the 
land. 

"  ( 8)  Because  the  complainant  is  estopped 
by  its  laches. 

"(7)  Because  as  a  tenant  of  a  portion  of 
the  premises  in  dispute  complainant  is  es- 
topped to  deny  defendant's  title." 

l^t  of  Lake  Superior  Iron  Company  aa 
follows : 

"1.  That  there  has  been  a  practical  divi- 
sion of  the  lake  bed  between  the  parties; 
that  contracts,  explorations,  and  mining 
operationa  have  been  carried  on  on  the 
strength  of  such  division  for  many  vears,  in 
which  laj^  sums  of  money  have  been  ex- 
pended,  without  any  certainty  at  the  time  of 
such  expenditures  that  returns  would  be  r^ 
alized  by  the  defendants  therefrom,  and  thati 
by  such  division  and  long  course  of  construe* 
tion  between  the  parties,  the  complainant  is 
estopped  to  claim  any  portion  of  the  lake 
bed  lying  north  of  the  section  line. 

**2.  Taat  the  pumping  contract,  executed 
by  the  several  parties,  under  their  corporate 
seals,  and  expressly  providing  that  it  shall 
be  binding  upon  the  successors  and  assigns 
of  the  several  parties,  making  it  a  contract 
running  with  the  land,  amounts  to  a  divi- 
sion  of  the  lake  bed  by  deed  duly  executed 
by  the  several  parties. 

"3.  That  the  pumping  contract  is  so  en- 
tirely based  upon  the  division  of  the  lake  bed 
above  mentioned,  and  said  division  forms  so 
essential  a  part  of  the  contract,  that,  if  such 
division  be  set  aside  or  disregarded,  the  con- 
tract itself  nmst  Ml ;  that  in  such  case,  not 
only  is  the  agreement  to  continue  the  drain- 
age of  the  luce  at  an  end,  but  either  party 
has  a  right  to  demand  that  the  drainage  m 
the  lake  must  stop  and  the  water  allowed » 
to  rise  to  its  original  level — a  result  which,  ^ 
after  all  that  hae*been  done  under  the  pump-  * 
ing  contract,  and  in  reliance  unon  it,  would 
work  great  injustice  to  the  defendants. 

"4.  That  if  the  original  division  of  the 
lake  be  disregarded  and  a  new  division  must 
be  made,  such  division  must  be  made  by  the 
middle  line  or  thread  of  the  lake,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  common-law  rule  for  division 
of  the  bed  of  fresh- water  streams." 

Commenting  on  the  claims  the  learned 
Chief  Justice  said: 

"The  situation  is  anomalous,  and  the  books 
present  no  similar  case.  In  March,  1892, 
the  parties  entered  into  an  agreement  to  ex- 
tinguish the  lake  by  pumping  out  the  water, 
leaving  the  territory  dry  ground.  They 
agreed  upon  an  apportionment  of  expense 
substantially  accoraing  to  the  territory 
within  the  lines  of  the  government  aurv^. 
The  lake  no  longer  exists.  Nearly  fiye  years 
after  this  suit  is  plan.ted  upon  the  theory 
that  the  lake  exists,  and  that  the  court  nrast 
make  an  equitable  dirision  from  a  common 
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eqxxitablt  center.  All  the  parties,  howefwr. 
•eem  to  harre  discaesed  the  question  as  off 
a  lake  actually  in  existence." 

The  difficulties  of  apportionment  on  plain- 
tiff's theory  were  stated,  and  the  opinion 
proceeded  as  follows : 

"The  above  statement  is  sufficient  to  show 
the  difficulty  in  making  an  equitable  appo(r^ 
tionment,  and  while  nothing  was  said  during 
the  negotiations  leading  up  to  the  agree- 
ment, or  in  the  agreement  itself,  in  regard 
to  the  difficulty,  it  may  have  had  mu(£  to 
do  in  the  minds  of  the  officers  and  agents  of 
tbe  respective  parties  in  fixing  the  terms  of 
that  agreement.  That  contract  was  a  delib- 
erate settlement  of  the  boundary  line  be- 
tween tbe  lands  of  the  three  companies,  and 
was  so  understood.  It  was  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  these  parties  that  the  bound- 
ary line  be  settled  beyond  anv  possible  doubt 
Onnplainant  had  disooverea  a  mine  on  its 
territory  south  oi  the  line,  and  extending 
under  an  arm  of  the  lake.  At  that  time  it 
was  the  only  one  which  it  was  known  would 
be  benefited  by  the  removal  of  the  water.  No 
ore  of  sufficient  v«lue  to  mine  had  been 
found  under  the  lake  north  of  the  line.  Aft- 
er tbe  removal  of  the  water  would  come  ex- 
eteniriva  and  very  expensive  explorations  to 
Ji  determine  whether  tnere  existed  under  the 
•  bed  of  the^lake  ore  worth  mining.  The  con- 
tract, if  valid,  established  the  line  beyond 
dispute. 

'The  first  obstacle  for  the  complainant  to 
remove,  before  resorting  to  an  equitable  ap- 
portionment, is  this  contract,  reooffnized  as 
▼alid,  and  acted  upon  for  nearly  five  yean 
by  all  the  parties.  It  attempts  to  do  this  by 
asserting  that  in  making  that  contract  it 
relied  upon  the  case  of  Oluie  ▼.  Fisher,  66 
Mich.  48,  31  K.  W.  614,  as  establishing  the 
rule  that  the  territory  should  be  divided  by 
the  government  lines,  and  that  it  rested  upon 
that  ease  as  the  established  ktw  until  the 
decision  of  Grand  Rapids  loe  d  Goal  Co.  t. 
Bauih  Orand  Rapids  Ice  d  Coal  Co.  102 
Ifich.  227,  25  L.  R.  A.  816,  60  N.  W.  681, 
olaiminff  that  the  latter  overruled  the  for- 
mer, and  that  in  making  that  contract  there 
was  a  mutual  mistake  which  entitles  it  to 
the  relief  prayed.  The  former  case  was  de- 
cided in  February,  1887,  and  the  latter  in 
September,  1894.'^ 

The  case  of  Clute  v.  Fisher  was  discussed, 
and  disposing  of  the  question  raised  upon 
the  theory  raat  plaintiff  relied  upon  Uiat 
ease  in  its  negotiations  and  contract  with 
the  defendant,  and  that  all  the  parties  so  un- 
derstood it,  it  was  said: 

"We  will  first  discuss  and  dispose  of  the 
question  raised  upon  the  theory  that  com- 
plainant relied  upon  the  decision  of  Olute 
T.  Fisher  as  an  SAithoritative  enunciation  of 
tiie  law  in  its  negotiations  and  contract  with 
the  defendants,  and  that  all  the  parties  so 
understood  it.  The  following  then  Is  the 
sttaation:  We  find  that  the  parties  in  re- 
liance upon  that  case  entered  into  a  delib- 
erate contract  establishing  their  boundary 
lines  and  determining  the  amount  of  terri- 
tory belonging  to  eadi.  Complainant  made 
the  contract  with  knowledge  that  it  gained 


territoiiy  south  of  the  Iine»  known  to  be  vml- 
iMble^  ¥^iile  it  surrendered  territory  north 
of  the  line,  not  then  known  to  possess  any 
Talue.  All  parties  are  diargeable  witb 
knowledge  that  each  was  to  incur  risks  of 
its  own,  make  its  own  expenditures  upon  its 
own  land  according  to  tne  agreement^  and, 
by  reason  of  its  expenditures  and  improve- 
ments, would  be  placed  in  such  a  positioB 
that  it  could  not  ne  restored  to  its  formar 
status  quo, 

"The  anticipated   result   came.    The  ex- 
plorations, expenditures,  and  improvements 
were  made,  each  company  making  them  ati:* 
its  own  risk.    It  is  impossible  to  restore  thej| 
status  quo  or   to*  render   exact  justice  be-* 
tween  the  parties,  because  the  data  are  not 
in  existence.    It  is  doubtful  if  a  result  ap- 
proxinuitely  correct  could  be  reached  upon 
an  accounting.    It  would  be  impossible  to 
determine  its  correctness  within  many  thou- 
sands of  dollars. 

"The  result  of  com|>lainant's  contration 
would  be  that»  whenever  any  case  had  been 
overruled,  every  transaction  or  agreement 
based  upon  that  decision  may  be  set  aside 
by  the  courts,  if  not  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations.  The  agreements  and  settle- 
ments of  pcuties,  made  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  facts  and  in  reliance  upon  the  law, 
ought  to  be  as  binding  as  the  judgment  of 
the  court  in  a  particular  case.  If  ten  other 
similar  suits  had  been  pending  when  (Hate 
T.  Fisher  was  decided,  and  judgments  had 
been  rendered  in  reliance  upon  that  deci- 
sion, the  courts  could  not  now  set  them  aside. 
The  law  is  not  so  unstable  as  to  permit  such 
results.  Judgments  rendered  and  contracts 
made  upon  the  faith  of  the  law  as  enunciat- 
ed in  the  decision  of  the  court,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  must 
stand.  When  that  decision  is  overruled,  the 
overruling  decision  controls  only  subsequent 
traneactions.  Such  is  the  rule  recognized 
by  the  decisions  and  text  writers." 

The  opinion  then  proceeded  to  say  that  iStk% 
mistake  of  plaintiff  was  one  of  law,  and  the 
case  was  "stripped  of  all  other  circum- 
stances. It  contains  no  element  of  misrep- 
resentation, imposition,  suppression,  undue 
influence,  undue  confidence,  imbecility,  or 
surprise.  Neither  said  or  did  anything  to 
mislead  the  others.  Each  acted  with  delib- 
eration and  with  complete  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts.  The  sole  basis  of  complainant's 
claim  is  that  the  decision  of  this  court,  upon 
the  faith  of  which  the  contract  was  made, 
was  subsequently  overruled." 

And  it  was  decided  that  the  ease  did  not 
come  "within  any  exception  to  the  rule  that 
a  mistake  of  law  does  not  furnish  any  grround 
for  relief." 

It  was  then  considered  if  tiie  contract  set> 
tling   the  boundary  line  and  acquiescence 
therein  and  the    acts   done    thereunder  es- 
topped plaintiff  from  asserting  a  different 
line,  and  it  was  held  that  it  did  againet  the 
elaim  that  the  statute  of  frauds  prevented « 
estoppel— against  tiie  daim  that  a  corpora- Jj 
tion  could  not  settkTa  boundary  line  without* 
a  meeting  and  vote  of  its  stockholders.  "The 


1899. 


SULLY  T.  AMERIQAN  NAT,  BANK. 


98» 


ooatraet  mM  fbe  ««t  of  tb*  tluree  parties  to 
it;''  the  court  said: 

"It  was  introduoed  bj  the  coiDpIaiiiaiit  as 
a  Talid  oontmet.  It  wblb  executed  with  all 
the  formalities  of  a  deed.  It  had  the  seal 
of  the  corporation.  Cotniplaiiiaiit^  as  well  as 
the  deleDoaiits,  paid  out  large  sums  of 
money  under  it  All  are  now  estopped  to 
deny  its  doe  ezeeution  and  yalidity. 

"Oompkinant  is  entirely  without  equity. 
It  doubted  the  correctness  of  the  rule  of 
Olute  ▼.  Fisher,  and  thought  that  &  different 
rule  might  some  time  prevail.  It  was  then 
its  duty  to  take  steps  to  test  the  question 
before  permitting  defendants  to  enter  into 
a  contest  and  explorations  inTolving  oyer 
$100,000.  It  should  at  least  have  in&rmed 
the  defendants  of  its  daim,  and  given  them 
the  opportunity  to  make  a  contract  witii 
that  in  view. 

"This  claim  would  not  have  been  beaord  of 
unless  the  C.  I.  M.  Co.  had  developed  a  val- 
uable mine.  The  fact  that  the  venture  proved 
successful  after  large  expenditure  creates  no 
equity  for  this  complainant.  The  skill,  en- 
ergy, and  money  of  that  company  developed 
a  valuable  property.  It  ought  in  justice  to 
reap  the  benefit,  azid  the  complainant  ought 
to  be  estopped  to  participate  in  the  bendt, 
unless  an  unbending  rule  of  law  prevents. 
Twin-Lick  Oil  Co,  v.  Marhury,  91  U.  8.  592, 
23  L.  ed.  331 ;  Olegg  v.  Edmondson,  8  De  G. 
M.  ft  G.  787. 

"It  would  not  have  offered  to  bear  its 
share  of  the  loss  if  unsuccessful,  nor  could  it 
have  been  compelled  to. 

"Furthermore,  it  was  guilty  of  laches  in 
keeping  silence  when  it  ought  to  have 
spoken.  Everyone  is  presumed  to  know  the 
law.  Therefore,  it  must  be  presumed  to 
have  known  of  the  law  enunciated  in  Grand 
Rapids  Ice  <C  Coal  Co,  v.  South  Grand  Rapids 
Ice  d  Coal  Co.  102  Mich.  227,  25  L.  R.  A. 
815,  60  N.  W.  681.  It  had  an  able  attorney, 
who  keeps  well  versed  in  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  this  state.  Yet  it  waited  two  and 
a  half  years  before  asserting  its  claim,  and 
e  still  nine  months  after  obtaining  tiie  opin- 
Jj  ion  of  its  attorney  that  Clute  v.  Fisher  waa 
•  no  longer  the  law.  It  waited  until^aireum- 
stances  and  conditions  have  so  changed  that 
it  is  impossible  to  restore  the  status  quo.** 

It  is  manifest  that  the  supreme  court 
rested  its  decision  on  the  grounds  (1)  that 
the  pumping  contract  was  a  settlement  of 
boundaries  between  the  contestants;  (2) 
that  what  was  done  and  expended  under  it 
worked  an  estoppel  against  the  plaintiff; 
(3)  laches  of  the  plaintiff,  in  asserting  its 
claim  whereby  the  status  quo  could  not  be 
restored. 

It  requires  no  argument  to  demonstrate 
that  neither  of  these  grounds  involve  a  Fed- 
eral question.  But  plaintiff  in  error  coxk- 
tends  that  they  were  all  made  to  depend  up- 
on a  Federal  question,  which  the  court  erro- 
neously decided,  and  therefore  that  they 
necessarily  involve  such  question. 

It  is  claimed  to  arise  under  conflicting 
claims  under  United  States  patents.  "This,'' 
counsel  for  plaintiffs  say,  "presents  the  fun- 


dafMntal  Federal  questions  [the  italics  aro 
counsel's]  involved  in  this  oase,  vie.:  Did 
the  comnlainant  acquire  title  to  the  center 
of  the  laJce  by  virtue  of  its  ownership  of  said 
government  lots  2,  8,  4,  and  5 ;  or  did  defend- 
ants obtain  title  by  virtue  of  their  several 
patents,  to  a  point  where  the  south  line  of 
section  10,  if  projected  east  and  west 
through  the  water  of  the  lake,  would  run?" 
And  Siis  asserted  Federal  question  is  said 
to  have  been  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Michigan  in  the  following  language  of  ita 
opinion;  "The  Cleveland  Iron  M&iog  Oo. 
claimed  title  by  virtue  of  the  original  patent. 
Complainant  owned  no  specific  piece  of  laaid 
north  of  the  section  line,  even  under  its  own 
theory,  which  could  be  measured  by  metee 
and  bounds.  How  much,  if  any,  it  owned 
could  only  be  determined  l^  agreement  or 
the  decree  of  a  court  of  equity.'' 

What  this  language  means  we  do  not  think 
the  opinion  of  the  court  leaves  in  doubt 
But  whether  plaintiff  did  or  did  not  own 
land  of  section  10  which  could  be  or  could 
not  be  measured  by  metes  and  bounds,  what- 
ever its  rights  aad  the  rights  of  the  other 
parties  were,  they  could  be  settled  by  agree- 
ment, and  could  be  made  the  foundation  of 
business  transactions  and  enterprises.  The 
supreme  court  determined  they  were  so  made 
and  could  be  so  made  under  the  laws  <^ 
Michigan.  p 

But  again,  uid  whatever  the  error  in  that^ 
conclusion  (we  da^not  assert  there  was  any),* 
the  court  decided,  aa  an  independent  ffrouxid 
of   estoppel,  that   plaintiff   was   guilty  of 
laches,  and  that  waa  sufficient  to  sustain  its 
judgment. 

The  case  must  therefore  he  dismissed  for 
want  of  jurisdiction. 

And  it  is  so  ordered. 


(178  U.  S.  289) 
WILBERFORCB  SULLT,  Trustee,  ete.,  and 
Others,  Plffs.  in  Err,, 

AMERICAN  NATIONAL  BANE  ^  ol. 

Error  to  state  court — who  may  he  heard — 
time  for  raising  question — oititfenMp  of 
party  —  constitutional  law  —  disorimtna" 
tion  against  nonresident  creditors  of  for- 
eign  corporations — nonresident  mortgagee 
--•due  process  of  law — equal  protection  of 
laws. 

1.  In  order  to  be  heard  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  on  writ  of  error  to  a 
state  court  on  a  question  as  to  a  right  to 
sbare  in  the  distribution  of  a  fnnd,  the  party 
who  seeks  to  raise  the  question  must  have 
raised  It  In  the  state  court,  and  cannot  avail 
himself  of  the  fact  that  someone  else  has 
raised  It  there,  If  he  failed  to  do  so. 

2.  A  questtoQ  raised  in  the  supreme  court  of 
a  state,  and  there  decided,  not  on  the  ground 
that  It  was  not  raised  in  the  lower  court,  bat 
on  Its  merits,  Is  not  raised  too  late  for  the 
puri>ose  ef  review  on  writ  of  error  from  tbe 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

8.  The  cltlsenshlp  of  a  party  who  claims  that 
his  constitutional  rights  as  a  cltlsen  have 
been  Infringed  by  the  decision  of  a  state  court 
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Boffldently  appears,  for  tb«  parpOM  of  a  m- 
ri%w  by  the  Supreme  Ooart  of  the  United 
States,  when  be  is  deeeribed  in  the  pleadings 
as  a  '^resident**  of  a  certain  state  and  city, 
and  no  question  as  to  his  citisenahip  seems 
to  have  been  made  throughout  the  litigation. 

4.  An  unsecured  nonresident  creditor  of  a  for- 
eign corporation  is  entitled,  under  U.  8. 
Const,  art  4,  giving  equal  priyileges  and  im- 
munities to  the  citizens  of  the  several  states, 
to  share  in  the  distribution  of  its  assets  upon 
the  same  level  as  like  creditors  of  the  compa- 
ny who  reside  within  the  state. 

B.  A  preference  in  favor  of  resident  credit- 
ors of  a  foreign  corporation  over  a  nonresi- 
dent mortgagee  whose  mortgage  is  not  regis- 
tered when  their  deA)t8  are  created,  when 
such  preference  is  not  given  them  over  a  resi- 
dent mortgagee,  constitutes  an  Illegal  dis- 
crimination against  the  nonresident. 

5.  The  tect  that  there  are  no  resident  mort- 
gagees in  a  particular  case  does  not  make  the 
question  of  discrimination  between  nonresi- 
dent and  resident  mortgagees  by  a  statute  a 
merely  abstract  or  moot  question,  so  as  to 
preclude  a  decision  sgainst  the  validity  of  the 
statute,  if  it  makes  a  discrimination  sgainst 
nonresident  mortgagees  with  respect  to  shar- 
ing In  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of  an  In- 
solvent foreign  corporation. 

T.  No  discrimination  is  made  between  nonresi- 
dent and  resident  mortgage  creditors  by 
Tenn.  act  1877,  |  5,  providing  for  a  prefer- 
ence of  the  creditors  of  an  insolvent  foreign 
corporation  "over  mortgage  .  .  .  credit- 
ors" for  debts  made  before  registration  of  the 
mortgages. 

t.  A  nonresident  mortgagee  Is  not  deprived  of 
property  without  due  process  ctf  law  by  Tenn. 
act  1877,  I  6,  simply  because  his  claim  is  sub- 
ordinated to  the  claims  of  Tennessee  creditors 
of  aa  insolvent  foreign  corporation. 

t.  A  nonresident  mortgagee  is  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  state  merely  because  he 
has  a  mortgage  on  property  therein,  so  as  to 
be  deprived  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws  in  violation  of  U.  8.  Const.  14th  Amend. 
by  denying  him  the  right  to  participate  on 
terms  of  equality  In  the  distribution  of  the 
assets  of  an  Insolvent  foreign  corporation. 

[No.  266.] 

Argued   April  26,  1900.    Decided   May  28, 
1900. 

IK  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Tennessee  to  review  a  decision 
modifying  a  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery 
appeals  in  a  case  involving  the  question  of 
discrimination  against  nonresident  credit- 
ors in  distributing  the  assets  of  a  foreign 
corporation.  Revereed. 
3j 

S  statement  by  Mr.  Justice  PeoUiami 
•  *  The  contest  in  this  case  arises  out  of  the 
Insolvency  of  the  Carnegie  Land  Company,  a 
Virginia  corporation  doing  business  at  Uie 
time  of  its  insolvency  in  the  state  of  Tennes- 
see, under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  t^e 
legislature  of  that  state  passed  in  1877,  and 
which  was  under  review  in  this  court  in 
Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed. 
432,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  165;  176  U.  S.  69,  20 
Sup.  Gt  Rep.  307,  44  L.  ed.  — . 

The  contest  is  between  creditors  of  the 
company  above  named,  who  are  nonresidents 
•f  the  state  of  Tennessee,  both  those  who  arc 


UBseeurcd,  Ci  wcU  as  thoce  whc  arc  sceuredy 
by  mortgages  upon  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany in  that  state,  and  creditors  of  coeh 
company  who  are  residents  of  the  state. 

The  questions  to  be  decided  arise  out  of  the 
provisions  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  above- 
mentioned  act,  the  material  portion  of  which 
reads  as  follows: 

''Sec  5.  That  the  corporations,  and  the 
property  of  all  corporations  oominjg  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  be  liable  for 
all  tne  debts,  liabilities,  and  engagements  of 
the  said  corporations,  to  be  enforced  in  the 
manner  provided  hv  law,  for  the  application 
of  the  property  of  natural  persons  to  the 
pajrment  of  their  debts,  engagements,  and 
contracts.  Nevertheleas,  creditors  who  may 
be  residents  of  this  state  shall  have  a  priori- 
ty in  the  distribution  of  assets,  or  sabjeetion 
of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  over  all  simple  contiact  cred- 
iters,  being  residents  of  any  other  country 
or  countries,  and  also  over  mortgage  or  judg^ 
ment  creditors,  for  all  debta,  engagements, 
and  contracts  which  were  made  or  rains  by 
the  said  corporations  previoua  to  the  nling 
and  registration  of  such  valid  mortgages  or 
the  rendition  of  such  valid  judgments.  But 
all  such  mortffages  and  judgments  diall  be 
valid,  and  shall  constitute  a  prior  lien  on  the 
property  on  which  ther  are  or  may  be 
charged,  as  against  all  debts  whidi  may  be 
incurred  subsequent  to  the  date  of  their  reg^ 
istration  or  rendition."  Acts  of  Tennessee^ 
1877,  p.  44.  fli 

On  November  27,  1893,  the  American  Ka-|{ 
tional  Bank  and* others  filed  their  bill* 
against  the  Came^e  Land  Company  and  yur 
rious  named  creditors  of  that  company,  and 
prayed  that  the  bill  might  be  taken  as  a 
general  creditors'  bill  against  the  company 
on  behalf  of  the  complainants  and  of  all  the 
other  creditors  of  the  company,  and  that 
those  named  as  creditor  defendants  might 
represent  the  dass,  their  number  beiog  too 
great  to  make  them  all  parties  to  the  bill. 
The  complainants  alleged  that  th<^  were 
creditors  of  the  land  company;  that  the  com- 
pany was  insolvent;  that  it  had  a  large 
amount  of  property  in  the  state;  that  it  had 
assigned  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  its  cred- 
itors without  giving  preferences,  which  was 
in  disregard  of  the  statute  of  the  state 
( above  referred  to) ,  and  asked  that  the  cred- 
itors of  the  company  should  prove  their 
claims  in  that  suit;  that  a  receiver  should 
be  appointed,  the  assets  marshaled,  and  the 
creditors  paid  according  to  law. 

To  this  bill  the  land  company  made  an- 
swer, denying  its  ins<^vency,  or  that  it  had 
ceased  to  do  business,  or  had  abandoned  its 
franchises,  and  claimed  that  its  assignment 
wo  8  good  and  valid,  and  that  the  trust 
should  not  be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  its 
assignee. 

During  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  Wilber- 
force  Sully  and  A.  B.  Carhart»  residents  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  filed  a  bill  against 
the  land  company  and  certain  corporations 
in  the  state  of  Connecticut,  called  the  Trav- 
elers' Insurance  C(»npany  and  the  Connee> 
ticut  Trust  ft  Safety  Depocit  Company.  Tha 
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oomplainonti  allegwl  that  th*  Oani^gie  Land 
Gompany  had  dulv  determined  to  inioe  $300,- 
000  worth  d  bonds^  leeared  by  mortgage  up- 
en  its  property  in  the  state  of  Tenneesee,  and 
of  that  amount  of  bonda  but  $85,000  had  ac- 
tually been  issued;  that  Sully  was  the  mort- 
gagee in  trust  in  the  mortgage  executed  by 
uie  company  for  securing  the  pavment  of  the 
bonds,  and  that  Carhart  was  the  bona  fide 
holder  of  all  of  the  $85,000  of  such  bonds; 
that  the  mortgage  was  executed  on  January 
2,  1893,  and  was  dtily  registered  in  the  office 
of  the  register  of  Washington  county,  Ten- 
nessee, on  February  10,  1893 ;  that  the  inter- 
est had  not  been  paid  as  it  became  due;  and 
CO  that,  by  virtue  of  a  provision  of  the  mort- 
al gage,  the  whole  principal  sum  had  become 

•  due  and*payable;  and  that  the  land  company 
was  in  default  in  the  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  due  on  such  bonds.  The 
bill  alleged  the  commencement  of  the  suit  ai- 
res dy  spoken  of,  brought  by  the  American 
National  Bank  and  others  sgainst  the  land 
company;  and  it  alleged  that  nearly  all  of 
the  assets,  if  not  all  of  them,  in  the  hands  of 
the  assignee  of  the  company,  and  sought  to 
be  impounded  by  the  bill  filed  by  the  Ameri- 
can National  Bank,  were  covered  and  con- 
veyed to  the  complainant  Sully,  as  trustee, 
and  that  the  complainant  Carhart,  the  hold- 
er of  the  outstanding  bonds,  was  entitled  to 
priority  over  all  other  creditors  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  appropriation  of  the  assets 
covered  by  the  deed  of  trust  executed  to  Sul- 
ly, as  above  stated.  Complainants  prayed 
that  they  might  be  allowea  to  file  this  bill 
as  a  general  bill  against  the  land  company; 
or,  if  for  any  reason  this  could  not  be  done, 
tlukt  they  should  be  allowed  to  file  the  same 
in  the  above  cause  of  the  bank  against  the 
land  company  and  others  as  a  petition  in  the 
nature  oi  a  cross-bill  sgainst  the  said  ccmi- 
pany. 

To  this  bill  the  complainants  in  the  first 
bill,  the  American  National  Bank  and  oth- 
ers, made  answer,  and  denied  that  the  land 
company  had  ever  executed  any  mortgage,  or 
that  any  bonda  were  ever  issued  under  any 
mortgage,  and  denied  that  the  land  company 
ever  m  any  way  or  manner,  either  in  law  or 
in  fact,  authorized  the  issuing  of  any  bonds 
under  such  mortgage,  or  to  be  secured  there- 
by, and  they  denied  that  any  such  bonds  con- 
stituted any  binding  obligation  as  against 
the  land  company. 

The  bank  also  alleged  that  If  the  bonds  to 
the  extent  of  $85,000  had  in  fact  been  issued, 
yet  still  the  d^ts  sued  on  by  the  bank  and 
its  coplaintifiTs  in  the  first  bill  above  men- 
tioned were  contracted  by  the  land  company, 
and  were  incurred  long  before  the  execution 
and  registration  of  the  mortgage  secoring 
such  bonds,  and  therefore  they  claimed  that 
the  debts  owing  to  citizens  s£d  residents  of 
Tennessee  prior  to  the  execution  and  regis- 
tration of  the  mortgage  above  mentioned 
should  have  priority  under  the  law  over  any 
debts  secured  or  pretended  to  be  secured  by 

^  the  mortgage. 

fi     The  Travelers'   Insurance  Company  and 

*  the  Connecticut  Trust* ft  Safety  Deposit 
Company  also  filed  an  answer  to  the  bill  of 


Bully  and  Carhart^  In  which  the  Travekn* 
company  alleged  tint  the  land  oompaw  was 
indebted  to  it  in  the  sum  of  $30,000  and 
three  years'  interest,  and  in  other  sums 
amounting  to  several  thousand  dollars, 
which  amount  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  or 
deed  of  trust  to  the  Connecticut  Irust  ft 
Safety  Deposit  Company,  on  what  is  known 
as  the  Carnegie  hotel  property,  which  is  a 
portion  of  the  property  of  the  Luid  company, 
and  is  situated  in  the  state  of  Tennessee,  it 
also  denied  the  existoice  of  the  bonded  in- 
debtedness claimed  on  the  part  of  complain- 
ants, and  alleged  that  in  any  event  the  debt 
of  the  Travelers'  company  sfainst  the  land 
company  was  older  than,  and  the  mortgage 
to  the  Trust  company  was  prior  to,  that  of 
the  complainants  Sully  and  Carhart,  and  it 
denied  that  these  last-named  parties  had  any 
debt  as  claimed  by  them,  or  a  lien  of  any 
kind  on  the  property  of  the  land  company. 

The  insurance  company  also  filed  a  peti- 
tion in  the  suit  brought  by  the  bank,  in 
which  it  set  up  the  existence  of  its  mort* 
gage,  and  also  prayed  to  be  allowed  to  be- 
come a  party  to  that  cause,  and  to  have  its 
note,  which  was  secured  by  the  mortgage,  de- 
clared a  preferred  claim,  and  decreed  to  be 
paid  in  full  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  property  specifically  mortgaged  to  it. 

An  amended  petition  was  filed  by  it,  in 
which  it  alleged  that  it  was  the  owner  of  an- 
other claim  against  the  land  oomnany  in  fa- 
vor of  P.  Fleming  ft  Oompejiy,  for  a  little 
less  than  $2,000,  under  tne  circumstaacsa 
mentioned  in  the  petition. 

October  11,  1895,  Mary  P.  Myton  and  A. 
B.  Carhart  filed  a  petition  in  each  of  the 
above  suits,  in  whien  they  described  them- 
selves as  Mary  P.  Myton,  a  resident  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  and  A.  B.  Carhart,  a  res- 
ident of  the  city  of  Broddyn.  In  that  peti- 
tion Mary  P.  Myton  allcffed  a  claim  against 
the  land  company,  as  existing  on  November 
27,  1894,  in  the  sum  of  $4,094.54,  with  inter- 
est from  November  27,  1892;  while  A.  B. 
Carhart  allesed  a  claim  as  of  Uie  date  of  No- 
vember 27, 1894,  of  $2,248.66 ;  and  they  asked^ 
to  become  parties  to  the  above-named  eause%g 
•for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  these  demands,* 
and  for  a  decree  against  the  company  for 
their  amounts,  with  interest. 

(It  is  stated  that  the  two  debts  represent- 
ed by  these  notes  were  actually  in  existence 
prior  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  to  se- 
cure the  bonds  owned  by  Carhart;  £e  notes 
being,  in  truth,  renewsls  of  other  ones  exe- 
cuted prior  to  that  time.) 

These  various  proceedings  were  consoli- 
dated into  one  action,  and  the  ease  was  re- 
ferred to  a  master  to  take  proof  of  all  the 
facts.  The  master  made  his  report,  upon 
which  a  final  decree  by  the  chancellor  was 
entered.  It  was  decreed  that  the  land  com- 
pany, by  its  deed  of  general  assignment  of 
June  3,  1893,  in  making  disposition  therein 
for  the  payment  of  its  creditors,  without  any 
preferences,  attempted  to  defeat  the  prefer- 
ences given  by  law  to  creditors,  residents  of 
Tennessee,  over  nonresident  creditors  and 
mortgagees  whose  mortgages  were  made  sub- 
sequent to  the  creation  of  the  debts  due  resi- 
dent  creditors;   and   that  such   deed  was 
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fraudulent  In  law,  and  Toid;  that  tha  mak- 
ing of  the  deed  was  an  act  of  insolvencj  by 
the  land  company;  and  that  the  bill  filed  by 
the  bank  was  properly  filed,  and  should  be 
Bustained  as  a  general  creditors'  bill;  and 
that  the  assets  of  the  company  under  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  court  were  subject  to  dis- 
tribution under  the  law  relating  to  foreign 
corporations  doing  business  in  Tennessee, 
and  as  such  should  be  decreed  in  the  action 
then  pending. 

The  decree  further  adjudged  that  Garhart 
was  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  bonds  men- 
tioned in  his  bill,  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  thereon  as  provided  for  in  the  de- 
eree,  but  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts  due 
residents  of  Tennessee  prior  to  the  registra- 
tion of  such  mortgage.  It  was  also  decreed 
that  the  Travelers*  Insurance  Company,  by 
its  mortgage,  acauired  a  valid  lien  upon  the 
property  coverea  by  it,  subordinate,  how- 
•ever,  to  debts  due  residents  of  Tennessee  con- 
tracted prior  to  the  registration  thereof,  and 
Also  subject  to  some  other  liabilities  of  the 
land  company. 

Hie  case  was  taken  to  the  court  of  chan- 
cery appeals,  which  modified  in  some  partic- 
ulars the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  ana  after 
vsuch  modification  it  was  afiirmed.  Upon 
JJwrit  of  error  from  the  supreme  court  the 
•  ease  was  there  heard,  and  that*  court  held 
that  the  statute  in  question,  providing  for 
the  distribution  of  assets  of  foreign  corporar 
tions  doing  business  in  that  state,  was  con- 
stitutional, and  was  not  in  contravention  of 
any  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  The  decree  of  the  court  of 
chancery  appeals  was  modified  in  some  re- 
spects, and  after  modification  it  was  af- 
firmed, and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  chan- 
eery  court  for  execution. 

The  case  has  been  brought  here  on  writ  of 
error  in  behalf  of  certain  unsecured  credit- 
ors, nonresidents  of  Tennessee,  and  also  in 
behalf  of  the  Travelers'  Insurance  Company 
and  of  the  holder  of  the  bonds  issued  by  the 
land  oompany. 

If essfs.  T.  B.  Webb,  B.  B.  Zi.  Movnt- 
•aetle,  Quiney  Ward  Boeae,  H.  H,  Oarr^  and 
Webb  d  McClung  for  plainUffs  in  error. 

MesarB.  8.  C.  Williams,  E.  J.  Baxter, 

John  H,  Bowman,  and  Deaderick  d  Bppt  for 
defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justioe  Peckluuii,  after  stating  the 
foregoing  faets,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

There  are  two  classes  of  creditors  before 
the  court,  both  of  whom  insist  upon  the  er- 
roneous character  of  the  decree  of  the  su- 
preme eonrt  of  the  state.  They  are  (a)  gen- 
eral unsecured  and  nonresident  creditors, 
and  (b)  nonresident  creditors  who  are  also 
mortgagees.  Ihe  creditors  suing  out  this 
writ  of  error  are  all  nonresidents  of  the  state 
of  Tennessee,  and  they  claim  to  have  been  il- 
Isgally  discriminated  against  in  the  courts 
below  tvy  reason  of  the  statute  of  Tennessee 
proriding  for  preferences  to  Tennessee  ered- 
itora. 

In  regard  to  tbe  onseoured  nonresident 
creditors,  objeetion  it  tint  made  that  there 


is  only  one  of  them,  A.  B.  Carhart,  who  can 
be  heard  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of 
the  act  of  1877,  because  he  is  the  only  person 
who  has  raised  Uie  point  in  any  of  the  state 
courts.  It  is  also  claimed  that  the  question 
was  raised  too  late,  even  by  Carhart  him- 
self, inasmuch  as  it  is  alleged  to  have  been 
raised  by  him  for  the  first  time  in  the  su-h 
preme  couit  of  the  state.  ^ 

•  In  reply  to  the  first  objection,  it  is  urged* 
on  the  part  of  creditors,  other  than  Carhart, 
that  they  are  general  creditors  in  like  class 
with  him,  and  that  if  he  can  raise  the  ques- 
tion, they  are  entitled  to  participate  with 
him  in  the  benefits  of  a  decision  thereof  in 
his  favor,  to  the  same  extent  as  if  they  had 
each  personally  raised  the  same  question  in 
the  state  court. 

Cases  are  cited  by  counsel  for  these  cred- 
itors from  the  courts  of  Tennessee,  in  which 
they  say  it  has  been  held  that  "a  broad  ap- 
pesl  bv  any  one  party  from  an  entire  chan- 
cery decree,  where  the  matter  is  purely  of 
equitable  cognizance,  carries  up  tne  whole 
case,  so  as  to  allow  relief  to  be  granted  to 
those  who  do  not  appeal;"  and  it  is  said 
that  Carhart  made  a  broad  appeal. 

In  reply,  counsel  for  defendants  in  error 
say  that  the  rule  in  Tennessee  is  that  an  ap- 
peal by  an  antagonistic  party,  even  tJiough 
a  broad  one,  will  not  avau  his  opponent  It 
is  also  argued  that  the  other  creditors  cannot 
be  heard  under  CarharVs  appeal,  because  the 
interests  of  such  other  creditors  are  not 
joint  or  oonumon  with  him,  but  they  are  sim- 
ly  interested  in  the  same  question,  which 
as  never  been  held  sufficient. 

However  it  may  be  in  regard  to  the  rights 
of  parties  on  appeal  in  the  state  court,  we 
think  that,  in  order  to  be  heard  in  this  court, 
the  question  must  have  been  raised  in  the 
state  court  by  the  indiridual  who  sedcs  to 
have  it  reviewed  here.  A  plaintiff  in  error 
in  this  court  must  show  that  he  has  himself 
raised  the  question  in  the  state  court  whidi 
he  argues  here;  and  it  will  not  aid  him  to 
show  that  someone  else  has  raised  it  in  the 
state  court,  while  he  failed  himself  to  do  so. 

The  two  plaintiffs  in  error  here.  Sully,  as 
the  assignee  of  Manning,  and  Mrs.  Myton, 
failed  to  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  chan- 
cellor, as  well  as  from  the  decree  of  the  court 
of  chancery  appeals;  nor  did  they  except  to 
the  report  of  the  master,  nor  to  the  decree 
affirming  it;  and  their  first  mention  of  the 
point  in  their  own  behalf  is  after  the  deci- 
sion of  the  state  supreme  court. 

This  is  not  a  case  where,  by  the  reversal  of 
a  decree  at  the  instance  of  those  who  particu- 
larly raised  the  question  in  the  courts  beknr, 
the  whole  decree  is  opened  and  nullified  so  aajs 
to  necessarily  let  in  all  parties  standing  ial 
the  same  position  to^share  in  the  benefits  of  ^ 
the  decision.    The  fund  is  to  be  distributed 
in  this  case  according  to  the  decision  of  the 
court;  and,  of  the  parties  to  this  suit,  those 
only  can  avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of 
the  decree  who  have  properly  raised  the  ques- 
tion and  in  whose  favor  the  decree  is  ren- 
dered. 

We  must  hold,  therefore,  tliat  neither  Sol* 
ly,  as  assignee  of  Manning,  nor  Mrs.  Mytoa, 
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Is  in  a  position  to  raise  the  question  of  the 
inTsliditj  of  the  state  statute. 

In  regard  to  the  objection  that  even  Car- 
hart  has  raised  the  question  too  late,  we 
think  it  is  without  foundation.  He  raised 
it  in  the  supreme  court,  and  that  court  de- 
cided it  against  him,  not  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  not  raised  it  in  the  lower  court,  but 
on  its  merits,  and  for  the  reason  that  in  the 
Judgment  of  the  supreme  court  the  statute 
was  a  valid  and  constitutional  exercise  of 
the  legislative  powers  of  the  state. 

The  further  objection  made  to  Carhart  is 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  he  is  a  citizen 
of  another  state  tnan  Tennessee,  and  hence 
cannot  avail  himself  of  the  fact  of  such  citi- 
senshif  in  order  to  claim  that  his  rights  as 
such  citizen  have  been  infringed  within  the 
meaning  of  section  2  of  article  4  of  the  Con- 
stitution, declaring  that  the  citizens  of  each 
state  shall  be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and 
immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  states. 
We  think  the  objection  untenable. 

In  his  original  bill  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage securing  the  $85,000  of  bonds  held  by 
him,  he  described  himself  as  a  resident  of  the 
state  of  New  Yorlc;  and  in  the  petition  of 
Mrs.  Myton  and  Mr.  Carhart,  filed  October 
11, 1805,  in  the  two  cases  of  the  bank  against 
the  land  company,  and  Sully,  trustee,  against 
the  land  company,  Mrs.  Myton  is  described 
as  a  resident  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and 
A.  B.  Carhart  is  described  as  a  resident  of 
the  city  of  Brooklyn.  No  question  seems  to 
have  been  made  throughout  the  litigation  as 
to  the  citizenship  of  those  parties.  The 
question  does  not  seem  to  have  arisen  in  any 
stage  of  the  case  up  to  the  arffument  in  this 
court.  Although  tnere  may  be  some  slight 
difference  in  the  facts  between  this  case  and 
those  which  are  stated  in  Blake  v.  McClung, 
172  U.  S.  at  page  246,  43  L.  ed.  434,  19  Sup. 
A  Ct.  Rep.  165,  we  yet  think  that  Carhart 
J^  brings  himself  within  the  principle  decided 
•  in  that  case,  and  that  his*citizenship  in  the 
state  of  New  York  should  be  regarded  as 
sufficiently  proved. 

Being  entitled  to  raise  the  question,  we 
must  hold,  in  conformitv  to  our  decision  in 
the  Blake  Case,  that  Carhart,  as  an  unse 
cured  creditor  and  a  citizen  of  New  York,  is 
•ntiUed  to  share  in  the  distribution  of  the 
assets  of  the  Carnegie  Land  Company  upon 
the  same  level  as  lilke  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany residents  of  the  state  of  Tennessee; 
and  as  the  decree  denies  him  that  rights  it 
must  be  reversed  for  that  reason. 

Hie  next  question  arises  out  of  the  mort- 
gage given  as  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  bonds  of  the  land  company,  of  which  Car- 
hart held  all  that  had  been  issued,— ^85,000. 

Part  of  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1877 
provides — 

"Nevertheless,  creditors  who  may  be  resi- 
dents of  this  state  shall  have  a  priority  in 
the  distribution  of  assets,  or  subjection  of 
the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  over  all  simple  contract  cred- 
itors, being  residents  of  any  other  country 
or  countries,  and  also  over  mortgage  or  Judg- 
ment creditors,  for  all  debts,  engagements, 
«nd  contracts  which  were  made  or  owing  by 


said  corporation  previous  to  the  filing  and 
registration  of  such  valid  mortgages  or  th* 
rendition  of  such  valid  Judgments?' 

Under  this  provision  of  the  section,  cred* 
iters  of  the  land  company  residing  in  Ten- 
nessee, whose  debts  accrued  prior  to  the  fil* 
ing  and  r^istration  of  the  Sully,  trustee^, 
mortgage,  were  by  the  decree  of  the  court  be- 
low prSerred  in  payment  over  the  mortga^ 
gee.  By  reason  of  such  preference  Carhart 
did  not  receive  what  he  would  have  received, 
but  for  the  preference  so  given.  He  daimt- 
that  this  preference  in  favor  of  resident  cred- 
itors whose  debts  existed  when  his  mortgage 
was  registered  is  an  illegal  discrimination 
against  him  as  a  nonresident  mortgs^gee,  be* 
cause  the  statute,  as  he  sa^,  while  directing 
such  a  discrimination  against  a  nonresident 
mortgagee,  does  not  permit  it  as  against  » 
resident  mortgagee.  Buch  a  discrimination^ 
if  it  existed,  is  invalid  within  the  decision  of 
Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed. 
432,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165. 

It  is  objected,  however,  on  the  part  of  theo 
defendants  in  error,  that  this  is  a  merely  ab-S 
stract  or  moot  question,  because^there  are  no* 
resident  mortgagees,  and  their  rishts  have 
not,  therefore,  been  determined.  The  objeo- 
tion  is  not  well  taken.  Although  there  are 
no  resident  mortgagees  in  this  case,  yet  the 
decree  of  the  court  below,  following  the  stat> 
ute,  has  postponed  the  payment  of  the  mort> 
gage  in  favor  of  resiaent  creditors  whos« 
debts  accrued  prior  to  the  registration  of 
that  mortgage.  If  the  statute  does  not  per- 
mit such  postponement  against  a  resident 
mortgagee,  then  the  postponement  in  the 
case  of  a  nonresident  mortgagee  would  be  in- 
valid. The  postponement  has  in  fact  been 
made  as  against  the  nonresident  mortgagee, 
and  whether  that  postponement  was  legal 
and  valid  is  no  mere  abstraction  because  uy 
reason  thereof  this  nonresident  mortgagee 
has  actually  suffered  a  loss  in  the  payment 
of  his  mortgage.  It  is  therefore  entirely  im- 
material whether  in  this  particular  case 
there  are  or  are  not  resident  mortgagees.  We 
are  in  this  case  necessarily  brought  to  a  de> 
cision  of  the  question  whether  the  postpone- 
ment was  valid;  and  that  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  the  act  permits  a  similar 
postponement  in  the  case  of  a  resident  mort* 
^agee.  If  it  does,  it  is  conceded  that  the  act 
IS  valid,  so  far  as  this  particular  question 
is  concerned. 

For  us  to  hold  that  such  postponement  is 
not  permitted  in  the  case  of  a  resident  mor^ 
gagee  is  to  condemn  the  statute  on  that 
point  as  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  (tf 
the  United  States.  Such  a  construction 
should  not  be  adopted  if  the  statute  is  rea» 
sonably  susceptible  of  another  which  rendere 
it  valid.  That  rule  applies,  even  though  on 
some  other  point  the  statute  has  been  al- 
ready held  to  be  a  violation  of  the  Federal 
Constitution. 

We  think  the  true  oonstmotion  of  the  stat- 
ute requires  us  to  hold  that  the  resident  own- 
er of  a  mortgage  would  be  postponed  in  Iti 
payment  in  favor  of  those  ddi>ts  made  or  ow- 
ing by  the  corporation  prior  to  the  filing  and 
r^istration    of    his    mort^^ige.    In    other 
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wordiytliat  the  Tennessee  general  ereditorhfl« 
the  same  right  of  preference  as  a^^inat  a  res- 
ident mortgagee  that  he  has  aeainst  a  non- 
resident, and  the  same  burden  Uiat  is  placed 
H  upon  nonresident  mortgagees  and  judgment 
S  creditors  is  by  the  statute  placed  upon  resi- 

*  dent  mortgagees  and  judgment* creditors. 
We  do  not  think  that  this  construction  leads 
to  an^  absurd  result 

It  is  urged  that  if  it  were  to  be  so  con- 
strued, a  Tennessee  creditor  who  had  no 
mortgage  or  judgment  would  share  with  all 
other  unsecured  Tennessee  creditors  in  the 
assets  of  the  insolvent  company,  but  that  if 
he,  being  such  creditor,  took  a  judgment  or 
mortgage  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of 
his  debt,  he  would  thereby  lose  his  right  to 
share  with  the  other  resident  nonsecured 
creditors,  and  the  latter  would  have  a  pre- 
ferred riffht  of  payment  over  him  for  all 
debts  of  the  company  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  registration  of  {he  moTtgage,  The  cred- 
itor, it  is  said,  would  thus  lose  his  right  as 
a  general  creditor,  and  he  would  obtain  no 
lien  by  his  mortgage  or  judgment  as  against 
those  creditors  of  whom  he  was  one  before  he 
took  his  mortgage. 

We  agree  that  a  construction  which  leads 
to  such  a  result  would  be  absurd,  but  such  a 
result  does  not  follow  from  our  construction 
of  the  statute.  When  the  Tennessee  credit- 
or takes  his  mortgage  or  recovers  his  judg- 
ment to  secure  an  existing  indebtedness,  a 
new  debt  is  not  thereby  created,  but  he  has 
simply  received,  or  obtained,  a  security  for 
its  payment,  and  a  preference  as  against  all 
other  creditors  whose  debts  may  accrue  sub- 
sequently to  the  filing  and  registration  of  his 
mortgage  or  the  recovery  oi  his  judgment. 
He  gains  no  priority  over  existing  creditors 
of  his  class  by  taking  a  mortgage  or  judg- 
ment. The  debts  existing  at  that  time,  in- 
eluding  his  own,  are  to  be  paid;  and  it  is 
only  against  debts  subsequently  incurred 
that  the  mortgage,  or  the  judgment,  has  a 
preferential  lien.  If  the  debt  for  which  he 
took  the  mortgage  existed  prior  to  the  exe- 
cution thereof^  the  mortgagee  did  not,  by 
taking  his  mortgage,  lose  his  right  to  share 
with  the  other  unsecured  creditors;  but  he 
did  not  acquire  the  ri^ht  to  assert  the  lien 
of  his  mortgage  in  preference  to  and  against 
those  creditors  whose  debts  existed  at  the 
time  of  its  registration.  His  rights  as  a 
genera]  creditor  of  the  land  company,  exist- 
ing prior  to  the  registration  of  the  mortgage, 
were  not  in  any  manner  lost  or  affect^^  by 
the  mortgage.  He  cannot  assert  the  lien  of 
61  his  mortgage  against  prior  creditors,  but  he 
S  does  not  lose  his  o\fn  right  as  a  prior  oredit- 

*  or* by  taking  the  mortgage.  Although  the 
act  was  evidently  passed  for  the  purpose  of 
awarding  certain  preferences  to  Tennessee 
over  foreign  creditors,  yet  we  see  nothing  in 
its  general  purpose  which  requires  us  to 
consider  the  act  as  making  a  distinction  in 
favor  of  a  Tennessee  mort^tgee  as  against  a 
nonresident  mortgagee. 

While  the  effect  of  this  oonstruction  de- 
prives both  classes  of  mortgagees,  in  ease  of 
insolvency  of  the  mortgagor,  of  any  benefit 
from  their  mortgages  as  against  resident 


nonsecured  creditors,  existing  when  ths 
mortgages  were  registered,  yet»  at  the  sams 
time,  it  permits  such  morl^^agees  to  share  in 
the  distribution  of  assets  with  such  unse- 
cured creditors,  provided  their  own  d^ts  ex- 
isted prior  to  the  taking  of  the  mortgage^ 
and  did  not  spring  into  existence  simultane- 
ously with  the  mortgage. 

The  rights  of  Carhart  as  a  secured  cred- 
itor must  be  adjusted  with  reference  to 
these  views.  If  his  secured  debt,  or  any  por- 
tion thereof,  did  in  fact  exist  prior  to  his 
mortgage,  he  is  entitled  to  share  with  other 
unsecured  creditors  who  are  residents  of  the 
state  of  Tennessee. 

Plaintiff  in  error  Carhart  also  insists  that 
section  5  of  the  act  of  1877  violates  section  1 
of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  in  that  it  de- 
prives the  nonresident  mortgagee  of  his  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law. 

We  are  unable  to  perceive  any  foundation 
for  the  claim,  and  we  think  the  question  has 
been  already  so  decided  in  Blake  v.  MoOlung, 
which  we  have  so  frequently  referred  to.  It 
was  stated  in  that  case,  at  page  260,  L.  ed. 
p.  440,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  173: 

"It  does  not  follow  that,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  amendment  [14],  the  judgment  be- 
low deprived  the  Virginia  corporation  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  simply 
because  its  claim  was  subordinated  to  the 
claims  of  the  Tennessee  creditors.  That  cor- 
poration was  not,  in  any  legal  sense,  deprived 
of  its  claim,  nor  was  its  right  to  reach  the 
assets  of  the  British  corporation  in  other 
states  or  countries  disputed.  It  was  only 
denied  the  ri^t  to  participate  upon  terms 
of  ec^uality  with  Tennessee  creditors  in  the 
distribution  of  particular  assets  of  another 
corporation  doing  business  in  that  state.  It^ 
had  notice  of  the  proceedings  in  the  state  o 
court,  became  a  party  to^thoee  prooeedinn,? 
and  the  rights  asserted  by  it  were  adjudi- 
cated. If  the  Virginia  corporation  cannot 
invoke  the  protection  of  the  2d  section  of  ar- 
ticle 4  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
relating  to  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  in  the  several  states,  as  its  coplain- 
tiffs  in  error  have  done,  it  is  because  it  is  not 
a  citizen  within  the  meaning  of  that  section; 
and  if  the  state  court  erred  in  its  decree  in 
reference  to  that  corporation,  the  latter  can- 
not be  said  to  have  been  thereby  deprived  of 
its  property  without  due  process  of  law  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  Constitution." 

That  language  fits  this  case.  The  prin- 
ciple is  not  altered  by  the  fact  that  in  this 
case  the  creditor  had  a  mortgage  which  was 
postponed,  while  in  the  case  cited  his  debt 
was  unsecured,  but  it  was  also  postponed  to 
the  Tennessee  creditor. 

Nor  can  we  see  that  there  has  been  any  de- 
nial by  the  state  of  Tennessee  to  any  person 
within  its  jurisdiction  of  the  eoual  nroteo- 
tion  of  the  laws.  Upon  this  point  also  wm 
refer  to  the  same  case  of  Blake  v.  MeOhmg^ 
where,  at  page  260,  the  question  is  decided. 

These  two  last  points  would  apply  also  to 
the  mortgage  of  the  Travelers'  Insoraaes 
Company.  That  company,  being  a  corpora* 
tion  of  the  state  of  Ceimeetient»  eoola  not 
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imiae  the  qnefltion  of  a  denial  of  any  privilege 
or  immumty  as  suoh  dticen,  under  the  pro- 
Tision  of  section  2,  article  4,  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. Blake  y.  MoOlung,  172  U.  S.  239,  43  L. 
ed.  432,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  165.  But  the  ques- 
tions as  to  the  deprivation  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law  and  of  being  denied 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  are  raised 
by  that  corporation,  and  must  be  decided  in  a 
wav  similar  to  the  case  of  Garhart. 

With  the  exception  ol  Carhart  as  a  non- 
resident unsecured  creditor,  we  do  not  see 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  herein  have  any 
right  to  complain  of  the  decree  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Tennessee,  but  as  such  non- 
resident unsecured  creditor  he  has  the  right 
to  share  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of 
the  Carnegie  Land  Company  upon  the  same 
level  as  like  creditors  of  the  company  who  are 
residents  of  the  state  of  Tennessee;  and  as 
^the  decree  below  denies  him  that  right,  it 
§  must  be  reversed  as  to  him  for  that  reason, 
•  and  the  case  remanded  to  the^snpreme  court 
of  the  state  for  further  proceedings  not  in- 
eonsistent  with  this  opinion. 
So  ordered* 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  and  Mr.  Justice 
Wirite  did  not  hear  the  argument,  and  took 
no  part  in  the  decision  of  this  case. 
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COKBALITOS  COMPAinr,  Appl., 

V, 

UNITED  STATES  and  The  Apache  Indians. 

Indian  depredations — claims  for-'depreda' 
tiona  in  Mexioo, 

Indian  depredatlono  committed  In  Mexico  on 
property  of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  al- 
thoDgh  the  property  was  taken  by  Indians  In 
amity  with  the  United  SUtes  and  brought  by 
them  into  the  United  States,  do  not  create 
any  claim  against  the  United  States  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1891,  giving 
Jnrisdictlon  to  the  court  of  claims  for  depre- 
dations by  Indians  In  amity  with  the  United 


[No.  267.] 

Bubmitied  ApHl   24,   1900.    Decided  May 
28,  1900. 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  dismissing  a  petition  in  an  ac- 
tion for  Indian  depredations.    Affirmed, 
See  same  case  b^ow,  33  Ct.  CI.  342. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Peokhami 
The  appellant  herein  filed  its  original  pe- 
tition in  the  court   of   claims,   against  the 
United  States  and  the  Apache  Indians,  on 
^September  6,   1892.    Subsequently,  and  by 
fl|I«ave  of  court,  an  amended  petition  was  filed 
*  Mftrch  2,  1894,  from  which  it'appears  that 
the  petitioner  is  a  corporation  chartered  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  and 
doing  business  in  the  state  of  Chihuahua, 
county  of  Quleana,  Republic  of  Mexico,  and 
that  property  to  tho  value  of  nearly  $76,000, 


to  the  petitioner,  and  situated  at 
the  tuoeln  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  was  taken 
therefrom  in  1881  and  1882,  and  stolen  and 
carried  off  by  the  Apache  Indians,  then  in 
amity  with  the  United  States,  and  brought 
from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  into  the  United 
States.  By  virtue  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
entiUed  "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Adjudi- 
cation and  Payment  of  Claims  Arising  from 
Indian  Depredations,"  approved  March  3, 
1891,  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  property 
thus  taken  by  the  Indians  was  demanded. 

The  United  States  filed  a  plea  in  bar,  al- 
leging that  the  claimant  ought  not  to  have 
and  maintain  its  suit,  "because  the  depreda- 
tion complained  of  is  alleged  to  have  oc- 
curred in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and  the 
courts  thereof;  and  that  the  court  therefore 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  this  suit." 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  plea  in  bar 
as  bad  in  substance. 

The  court  of  claims  overruled  the  demur- 
rer, sustained  the  plea  in  bar»  and  dismissed 
the  petition.  33  Ct  CI.  342.  The  petitioner 
appealed  from  that  judgment  to  this  court. 

Mr.  John  Crlteher  for  appellant. 
Assistant  Attorney  Chneral  Thompson 
for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Peokham,  after  stating  tha 
foregoing  facts,  delivered  the  opinion  <3  tha 
court: 

The  very  satisfactory  opinion  of  the  court 
of  claims  in  this  case  leaves  littie  to  be  said 
by  us  in  affirming  the  Judgment  of  that 
court. 

It  would  require  very  plain  language  from 
Congress  by  which  to  impose  a  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  for  the  seizureoi 
or  stealing  1^  Indians  of  property  belonging^ 
to  a  dtisen^of  the  United  Stotes^  but  situ-* 
ated  at  the  time  of  such  seizure  or  stealing 
within  the  confines  and  jurisdiction  of  a 
foreign  sovereignty.  Generally  the  govern- 
ment admits  no  liability  for  the  destruction 
of  the  property  of  its  citizens  by  third  par- 
ties, even  when  it  occurs  within  the  limits  of 
the  United  States.  Still  less  reason  would 
exist  for  the  acknowledgment  of  any  such  lia- 
bility for  property  of  its  citizens  destroyed 
or  stolen  within  the  limits  and  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  nation. 

Upon  proof  of  the  existence  of  certain 
facts  the  United  States,  however,  at  an  early 
day,  admitted  an  exceptional  liability  in 
favor  of  its  citizens  whose  property  within 
the  United  States  had  been  destroyed  by 
friendly  Indians.  By  chapter  30  of  the  act 
of  1796  (1  Stat  at  L.  469,  chap.  30),  pro- 
vision was  made  for  a  boundary  line  to  be 
established  between  the  United  States  and 
various  Indian  tribes,  which  was  to  be  clearly 
ascertained  and  distinctiy  marked;  and  by 
section  14  of  that  act  it  was  provided: 
"That  if  any  Indian  or  Indians  belonging  to 
any  tribe  in  amiiy  with  the  United  States 
shall  come  over  or  across  the  said  botmdary 
line,  into  anv  state  or  territory  inhabited 
by  citizens  of  the  United  States^  and  there 
take,  steal,  or  destroy  any  horse,  horses,  or 
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other  property,  belonging  to  any  eitisen  or 
inhabitant  of  the  United  States,  or  of  either 
of  the  territorial  districts  of  the  United 
States/'  then,  in  such  ease,  it  was  made  the 
duty  of  such  dtisen  to  make  application  to 
the  superintendent,  or  such  other  person  as 
the  President  of  the  United  SUtes  should 
authorize  for  that  purpose,  who,  being  fur* 
nished  with   the  necessary  documents  and 

S roofs,  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Presi- 
ent,  was  to  make  application  to  the  nation 
or  tribe  to  which  the  Indian  or  Indians  be- 
longed, for  satisfaction,  and  provision  was 
made  for  obtaining  the  same,  if  possible. 

The  section  contained  a  provision  that, 
'^  the  meantime,  in  respect  to  the  property 
so  taken,  stolen,  or  destroyed,  the  United 
States  guarantee  to  the  party  injured  an 
eventual  indemnification." 

No  particular  method  was  provided  for  ob- 
taining such  indemnification,  and  it  rested 
CO  with  Congress  when  and  how  to  make  it. 
SJ  The  property  mentioned  in  this  section,  it 
•  will  be  seen,  is«property  in  any  state  or  terri- 
tory of  the  Umted  States;  and  it  must  have 
been  stolen  or  destroyed  by  Indians  belong- 
ing to  a  tribe  in  amity  with  the  United 
States,  who  had  come  over  or  across  the 
boundary  line  mentioned  in  the  first  section 
of  the  statute.  The  language  of  the  statute 
Is  plainly  confined  to  the  destruction  or 
stealing  of  property  situated  at  the  time 
within  a  state  or  territory  of  the  United 
States.  The  statute  acknowledges  and  pro- 
vides for  no  responsibility  or  liability  for 
property  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
situated  within  the  domain  of  a  foreign 
state  at  the  time  of  its  seizure  or  destruc- 
tion. 

By  the  act  approved  March  30,  1802  (2 
Stat,  at  L.  139,  chap.  13),  a  boundary  line 
was  again  established  between  the  United 
States  and  various  Indian  tribes;  and  the 
14th  section  of  that  act  again  provided  for 
an  eventual  indemnification  by  the  United 
States  for  property  lost  under  the  same  con- 
ditions as  were  stated  in  the  act  of  1796; 
and  no  liability  was  acknowledged,  or  pro- 
vided, for  any  loss  or  destruction  of  prop- 
erty outside  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States. 

Although  there  was,  subsequent  to  the  aot 
of  1802,  frequent  legislation  by  Congress 
upon  the  subject  of  trading  with  the  Indians, 
yet  the  liability  of  the  government  for  prop- 
erty stolen  or  destroyed  remained  the  same. 

No  change  in  regard  to  such  liability  was 
made  by  the  act  approved  June  30,  1834  (4 
SUt.  at  L.  729,  chap.  161).  Section  17  of 
that  statute  provider!  that,  "if  any  Indian 
or  Indians,  belonging  to  any  tribe  in  amity 
with  the  United  States,  shall,  within  the 
Indian  country,  take  or  destroy  property  of 
any  person  lawfully  within  such  coimtry,  or 
shall  pass  from  the  Indian  country  into  any 
state  or  territory  inhabited  by  citizens  of 
the  United  Statei,  and  there  take,  steal,  or 
destroy"  certain  property,  substantially  the 
same  proceedings  as  in  the  former  statutes 
should  be  taken  against  the  tribe  to  which 
the  Indians  belonged,  for  recovering  the 
value    of  the  property  so  taken;  aid  the 


United  States  guaranteed  eventual  indemni- 
fication to  the  citizen  whose  property  was 
taken,  the  same  as  in  the  former  statutes. 
The  "Indian  country"  mentioned  in  the  act^ 
included  the  country  contained  within  theg 
boundary  lines  mentioned  in* the  preceding* 
acts  above  referred  to.    The  liability  of  the 
flovemment  for  property  was  still  limited^ 
by  the  act  of  1834,  to  that  taken  or  destroyed 
in  the  Indian  country  or  in  a  state  or  teni* 
torj  of  the  United  States. 

By  section  8  of  the  act  approved  Februaiy 
28,  1859,  making  appropriations  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  Indian  department,  so  much  of 
the  act  of  1834  aa  provided  that  the  United 
States  should  make  indemnification  out  of 
the  Treasury  for  property  taken  or  destroyed 
in  certain  cases  by  Indians  tresoassing  on 
white  men,  was  repealed,  thus  tsiJdng  away 
the  obligation  of  the  government  to  eventual- 
ly indemnify  the  citizen  for  property  taken 
by  the  Indians,  as  provided  in  the  former 
statutes. 

By  a  general  resolution  approved  June  26, 
1860  (12  SUt  at  L.  120),  the  repeal  of  tho 
indemnity  provision  by  the  act  of  1859  above 
mentioned  was  directed  to  be  so  construed  as 
not  "to  destroy  or  impair  any  right  to  in- 
demnity which  existed  at  the  date  of  said 
repeal."  Citizens  whose  property  had  been 
taken  or  destroyed  under  the  circumstances 
provided  for  in  the  statute  of  1834  had  gen- 
erally been  paid  by  deducting  the  value  of 
the  property  destroyed  from  annuities  due 
the  respective  tribes,  without  any  specifle 
appropriation  having  been  made  therefor, 
though  there  were  some  acts  passed  prior  to 
1859  for  the  payment  of  such  claims  out  of 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

These  various  acts  are  referred  to,  and  a 
history  of  the  legislation  upon  the  subject 
of  claims  for  Indian  depredations  is  given, 
in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  court  of 
claims  in  the  case  of  Leightan  v.  United 
States,  29  Ct  CI.  288. 

It  is  evident  from  the  l^slation  enacted 
that  claims  for  Indian  depredations  had 
prior  to  1872  become  quite  frequent.  Bj 
section  7  of  the  Indian  appropriation  act,  ap- 
proved May  29,  1872  (17  Stat,  at  L.  165, 
190,  chap.  233),  it  was  provided  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  prepare  and 
cause  to  be  published  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions as  he  deemed  necessary  to  prescribe  ^e 
manner  of  presenting  claims  "arising  under 
existing  laws  or  treaty  stipulations,  for  com- 
pensation for  depredations  committed  by  the 
Indians,  and  the  degree  and  character  of  the 
evidence  necessary  to  support  such  claims." 
By  existing  laws  or  treaty  stipulations « 
there  was  no  pretense  of  any  obligation  of  J^  ' 
the^govemment  to  guarantee  the  eventual* 
payment  for  property  destroyed  or  stolen  be- 
yond the  limits  of  the  United  States.  It 
was  further  provided  in  the  act  of  1872,  that 
the  Secretary  should  carefully  investigate 
such  claims  as  might  be  presented,  subje^  to 
the  rules  and  regulations  prepared  by  him, 
and  report  to  Congress  at  each  session  the 
nature,  character,  and  amount  of  such 
claims,  whether  allowed  by  him  or  not,  and 
tho  evidenee  upon   which  his  action   was 
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based;  and  it  was  provided  that  no  payment 
on  accoiint  of  any  claim  should  be  mada 
without  a  specific  appropriation  therefor  by 
Congress. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  claims  which  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  authorized  to 
investigate  were  claims  ''arising  under  ex- 
isting laws  or  treaty  stipulations."  That 
act  did  not  enlarge  the  character  of  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  government  beyond  what 
it  was  prior  to  its  passage. 

By  the  Indian  appropriation  act»  approved 
March  3,  1885  (23  Stat  at  L.  362,  376,  chap. 
841 ) ,  an  appropriation  was  made  for  the  in- 
vestigation of  certain  Indian  depredation 
claims,  which«  it  is  obvious,  were  claims  of 
the  description  included  in  the  former  stat- 
utes upon  the  subject;  and  the  approprisr 
tion  was  plainly  not  meant  to  provide  for 
the  investigation  of  claims  for  property  de- 
stroyed outside  the  limits  of  the  United 
States. 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  in  these  ap- 
propriation acts,  it  seems  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  had  caused  to  be  examined, 
and  allowed,  numerous  claims  for  the  loss  or 
destruction  of  property  by  Indians,  and  had 
reported  the  same  to  Congress;  but  Congress 
had  made  no  appropriation  to  pay  them.  In 
addition  to  the  claims  thus  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  reported  to 
Congress,  it  is  said  that  a  still  greater  num- 
ber were  pending  in  the  department  for  in- 
vestigation; and  in  this  state  of  affairs 
Congress  passed  the  act  of  1891  (26  Stat,  at 
L.  861,  ohap.  538),  providing  as  follows: 

''That  in  addition  to  the  jurisdiction  which 
now  is,  or  may  hereafter  be,  conferred  upon 
the  court  of  claims,  said  court  shall  have  and 
possess  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  inquire 
into  and  finally  adjudicate,  in  the  manner 
provided  in  this  act»  all  claims  of  the  follow- 
•  intf  classes,  namely: 

J  "First  All  claims  for  property  of  citi- 
'  sens  of  the  United  States^taken  or  destroyed 
by  Indians,  belonging  to  any  band,  tribe,  or 
nation  in  amity  with  the  United  States, 
without  just  cause  or  provocation  on  the 
part  of  the  owner  or  agent  in  charge,  and  not 
returned  or  paid  for. 

"Second.  Such  jurisdiction  shall  also  ex- 
tend to  all  cases  which  have  been  examined 
and  allowed  by  the  Interior  Department^ 
and  also  to  such  cases  as  were  authorized  to 
be  examined  under  the  act  of  Congress  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  the  current  and  con- 
tingent expenses  of  the  Indian  department, 
and  for  fulfilling  treaty  stipulations  with 
various  Indian  tribes  for  the  year  ending 
June  30,  1886,  and  for  other  purposes,  ap- 
proved March  3,  1885,  and  under  subsequent 
acts,  subject,  however,  to  the  limitations 
hereinafter  provided." 

Here,  for  the  first  time,  jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred upon  a  court  to  inquire  into  and  final- 
ly adjudicate  in  regard  to  the  validity  of 
daims  asainst  the  government  arising  out  of 
Indian  depredations,  as  described  m  this 
aet  Up  to  the  time  of  its  passage,  and 
riAM  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1872,  elaint* 
ants  had  been  compelled  to  rely  for  oom^ 
pensation  for  losses  so  incurred  upon  a  spe- 


oial  application  to  Congress,  made  in  each 
case  to  that  body  directly  or  through  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  purpose  of  Congress  in  enacting  the 
statute  of  1891  undoubtedly  was  to  provide 
thenceforth  a  judicial  tribimal  for  the  hear- 
ing of  such  claims,  and  for  their  payment  in 
accordance  with  the  judgment  of  the  court 
It  is  true  that  the  language  of  the  provisi<Hi 
in  the  act  of  1891,  which  confers  jurisdio- 
tion  upon  the  court  of  claims,  differs  some* 
what  from  that  used  in  the  various  prior 
statutes,  which  had  guaranteed  the  eventual 
indemnification  of  the  claimant  by  the  gov* 
emment;  but  such  difference  is  not  in  our 
judgment  at  all  significant  of  an  intention 
to  enlarge  the  liability  of  the  government  to 
a  greater  extent  than  had  ever  before  been 
recognized. 

Considering  the  prior  l^^lation  of  Con* 
gress  in  regard  to  claims  tor  Indian  depre- 
dations, none  of  which  recognized  any  liiu>il* 
ity  of  the  nature  of  the  claim  now  made,  it 
it  reasonably  possible  for  us  to  say  that  Con- 
gress intended  by  the  act  of  1891  to  increase 
the  liability  of  the  government,  and  to  eK«|, 
tend  it  to  property  destroved  within  the  lim-oo 
its  and  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign^state,  when? 
it  has  failed  to  use  any  language  to  plainly 
signify  so  extraordinary  a  departure  from 
its  past  policy?  Up  to  1891  there  is  not  the 
slightest  ground  for  asserting  that  any  such 
obRgation  had  ever  been  acknowledged  on 
the  part  of  Congress  in  any  l^islation  en- 
acted by  that  body.  Up  to  that  time  it  had 
always  confined  the  liability  of  the  govern- 
ment in  any  event,  to  a  claim  for  the  steal- 
ing or  destruction  of  property  within  the 
limits  of  the  United  States;  and  we  think 
that,  if  any  such  radical  and  material  de- 
parture from  the  policy  of  the  government 
from  its  foundation  had  been  intended  by 
the  act  of  1891,  plain  language  to  accomplish 
such  a  change  would  have  been  found  in  that 
act    We  look  in  vain  for  any  such  language. 

Instead  of  enlarging  its  liability  beyond 
that  which  it  provided  for  in  the  earlier 
statutes,  we  find  that  in  1869  Congress  re* 
pealed  the  law  by  which  the  government  be- 
came a  guarantor  for  eventual  indemnifica- 
tion to  the  owner  for  property  destroyed  by 
Indiana.  The  act  of  1891  again  altered  that 
liability,  and  provided  for  the  rendition  of 
judgment  against  the  government  for  the 
value  of  the  property  taken  or  destrcyyed, 
and  also  sgainst  the  tribe  of  Tn^jftns  com- 
mitting the  wrong,  if  it  were  possible  to 
identity  such  tribe;  and  the  judgment  in 
that  case  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  an:* 
nuities  due  the  tribe  from  the  United  States, 
as  provided  in  the  6th  section;  and  if  pay- 
ment could  not  be  procured  from  the  tribe, 
then  the  amount  of  the  judgment  was  to  be 
paid  from  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States, 
which  payment  was  to  remain  a  charge 
against  the  tribe,  and  was  to  be  deducted 
from  any  annuity  fund  or  appropriation 
which  might  thereafter  become  due  from  the 
United  States  to  such  tribe. 

By  this  act  of  1891  the  obligation  of  tho 
United  States  mm  a  substantial  guarantor  it 
again   acknowledgedp   nofewithatanding   Hm 
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act  of  1859;  but  it  is  acknowledged  in  the 
plain  language  contained  in  the  6th  section, 
which  provides  a  means  of  payment  of  the 
judgment  obtained  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  Correspondingly  plain  lan- 
guage would  have  been  used  in  tills  act  had 
it  been  intended  to  enlarge  the  general  scope 
of  the  liability  of  the  government  so  as  to 
m  include  Indian  depredations  committed  with- 
er in  the  borders  of  a  foreign  state. 

*  *  A  decision  of  the  question  of  what  would 
be  the  nature  of  an  action  like  this,  if  be- 
tween private  individuals,  whether  transi- 
tory or  not,  would  give  us  no  aid  in  deter- 
mining the  meaning  of  this  act  of  Congress. 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  depends  wholly 
upon  the  act,  and  we  must  construe  its  mean- 
ing from  the  language  used  in  connection 
with  the  previous  legislation  on  the  subject. 
In  so  construing  the  act  we  have  no  doubt 
that  it  does  not  include  claims  for  property 
destroyed  or  stolen  within  the  limits  of  a 
foreign  country. 

It  was  said  by  the  court  of  claims,  in  the 
opinion  delivered  in  this  case,  as  follows: 

''The  United  States  (unless  for  some  ex- 
press agreement  between  the  two  nations) 
may  not  discipline  or  control  Indian  tribes 
within  the  Mexican  territory;  and  being 
without  power  to  enter  that  territory  in 
time  of  peace,  without  Mexico's  consent,  is 
without  direct  responsibility  for  what  may 
there  occur.  Wrongs  sustained  by  a  citizen 
of  the  United  Statoi  while  in  Mexico  can 
only  be  remedied  through  the  executive 
branch  of  the  government  and  do  not  pre- 
sent causes  of  action  in  the  courts.  If  cit- 
izens of  the  United  States  resort  to  Mexico, 
they  may  expect,  and  their  government  may 
demand  for  them,  equality  of  safety  and  pro- 
tection with  the  citizens  of  that  country,  tin 
unbiased  administration  ot  the  laws  in  rela^ 
tion  to  them  and  their  property,  and  any 
special  advantages  (if  such  there  happen  to 
be)  expressly  reserved  by  treaty.  Beyond 
this  there  is  no  right. 

*'It  is  not  alleged  that  this  plaintiff  was 
subjected  to  any  loss  other  than  that  which 
occurred  at  the  hands  of  Indians  within  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  Mexico;  to  remedy 
that  loss  he  must  resort  to  the  Mexican 
courts,  if  the  law  of  that  Republic  happen  to 
provide  a  remedy  through  its  judiciary  for 
such  misfortunes.  Failing  that,  an  appeal 
might  possibly  be  made  upon  the  Mexican 
government  through  the  executive  depart- 
ment of  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
if  the  facts  so  authorize  and  that  depart- 
ment deem  such  an  appeal  advisable  and 
wise.  In  any  event,  the  matter  in  dispute 
does  not  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court." 
A  For  these  reasons,  among  others,  the  court 
g  came  to  the  conclusion  that  Congress  did  not 

*  intend  by  the  act  of  1891  to*enlarge  the  lia- 
bility of  the  government  so  as  to  include 
property  destroyed  or  stolen  In  foreign  ter- 
ritory. 

We  agree  with  the  results  arrived  at  by  tlM 
"^ ';  of  daims^  and  think  it  unnecessary  to 


add  to  what  has  been  so  well  said  by  that 
court. 

The  judgment  is  right,  and  must  be  ef* 
firmed. 


(178  U.  S.  804) 
JOHN  FITZPATRIOK,  Plff.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

UNITED  STATES. 

Error  to  territorial  court— euffloienoy  of  lit- 
diotment  for  murder — evidence  to  connect 
several  persons  with  crime — oross-etxun' 
ination  of  accused — examination  in  rebut- 
tal. 

1.  A  conviction  for  mnrder,  punishable  with 
death,  is  a  conviction  for  a  capital  crime  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
March  3,  1891,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
January  20,  1897,  providing  for  writs  of  error 
to  a  district  court  from  the  Supreme  Conrt  of 
the  United  Statea  although  the  jury  Is  given 
the  power  by  the  act  of  January  15,  1897,  to 
qualify  the  verdict  by  adding  the  words 
"without  capital  punishment,'*  and  by  leason 
of  their  exercise  of  that  power  the  punish- 
ment actually  Imposed  Is  imprisonment  for 
life. 

2.  An  indictment  for  murder,  which  avers  that 
defendants  did,  with  deliberate  and  premedi- 
tated malice.  Inflict  a  mortal  wound,  of  which 
the  Tlctlm  Instantly  died,  and  that  they 
killed  and  murdered  him  In  the  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  Is  not  Insufficient  as  falling  to 
aver  deliberate  and  premeditated  malice  in 
the  killing,  under  Hill's  (Or.)  Ann.  Laws,  I 
1268,  which  provides  that  an  Indictment  must 
contain  a  statement  of  the  acts  constituting 
the  oflFense,  In  ordinary  and  concise  language, 
without  repetition,  and  In  such  manner  as  to 
enable  a  person  of  common  understanding  to 
know  what  Is  Intended. 

8.  Evidence  of  any  fact  having  a  tendency  to 
connect  with  a  murder  either  one  of  several 
persons,  some  of  whom  are  not  on  trial,  is  ad- 
missible In  a  murder  trial,  where  there  is 
some  evidence  tending  to  show  a  Joint  action 
on  their  part  In  committing  the  crime,  al- 
though a  statement  by  either  of  them  after 
the  commission  of  the  crime  would  not  be  ad 
misslble  against  others  who  were  not  present 
when  It  was  made. 

4.  An  accused  who  waives  his  constltntlonal 
privilege  of  silence,  takes  the  stand  la  hta 
own  behalf,  and  testifies  to  an  alibi,  may  be 
asked  on  cross-examination  as  to  every  fact 
which  had  a  bearing  upon  his  whereabouts 
upon  the  night  when  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, and  as  to  what  he  wore,  what  he  did, 
and  the  persons  with  whom  he  associated  that 
night. 

5.  Witnesses  are  properly  examined  by  the 
prosecution  In  rebuttal  with  respect  to  the 
effect  of  light  from  the  flash  of  a  revolver 
and  Its  sufficiency  for  the  Identlflcation  of  the 
person  flrlng  It,  where  the  defense  has  put  la 
a  calendar,  apparently  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  time  when  the  moon  rose  that 
night,  aa  having  some  bearing  on  this  Ques- 
tion. 

[No.  490.] 

Submitted  April    SO,   1900.    Decided    Ma» 
M,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  District  Oonrt  for  tht 
District  of  Alaska  to  review  a  eonviotioii 
for  mufder.    Affirmed, 
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%  Statemont  by  Mr.  JiutiM  Browmt 
•  *  This  WM  a  writ  of  error  to  reviow  the 
TiotioQ  of  FitEpatriek,  who  wm  jointly  in- 
dieted  witli  Henry  Brooks  and  WUliam  Gor^ 
bett  for  the  murder  of  Samuel  Roberts,  on 
March  13,  1898,  at  Dyea,  in  the  territory  of 
Alaska. 

The  indictment,  omitting  the  formal  parts, 
was  as  follows: 

The  said  John  Fitspatrick,  Henry  Brooks, 
and  William  Corbett,  at  or  near  Dyea,  with- 
in the  said  district  of  Alaska,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  under  the  ez- 
clusiye  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  on 
the  13th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety- 
eight,  did  unlawfully,  wilfully,  knowingly, 
feloniously,  purposely,  and  of  deliberate  and 
premeditated  malice  make  an  assault  upon 
one  Samuel  Roberts;  and  that  they,  the  said 
John  Fitspatrick,  Henry  Brooks,  and  Wil- 
liam Corbett,  a  certain  revolver,  then  and 
there  charged  with  gunpowder  sad  leaden 
bullets,  which  said  revolver  they,  the  said 
John  Fitscpatrick,  Henry  Brooks,  and  Wil- 
liam Corbett.  in  their  hands  then  and  there 
had  and  held,  then  and  there  feloniously, 
purposely,  and  of  deliberate  and  premedi- 
tateid  malice  did  discharge  and  shoot  off  to, 
against,  and  upon  the  said  Samuel  Roberts; 
and  that  said  John  Fitzpatrick,  Henry 
Brooks,  and  William  Corbett  with  one  of  the 
bullets  aforesaid  out  of  the  revolver  afore- 
said then  and  there  by  force  of  the  gunpow- 
der aforesaid  by  the  said  John  Fitzpatrick, 
Henry  Brooks,  and  William  Corbett,  dis- 
charged and  shot  off  as  aforesaid  then  and 
there  feloniously,  purposely,  and  deliberate 
and  premeditated  malice  did  strike,  pene- 
trate, and  wound  him,  the  said  Samuel  Rob- 
erts, in  and  upon  the  right  breast  of  him, 
the  said  Samuel  Roberts,  Uien  and  there  with 
the  leaden  bullet  aforesaid  so  as  aforesaid 
discharged  and  shot  out  of  the  revolver 
aforesaid  by  the  said  John  Fitzpatrick, 
n  Henry  Brooks,  and  William  Corbett,  in  and 
^  upon  the  right  breast  of  him  the  said  Samuel 
•  Roberts  one*mortal  wound,  of  which  said 
mortal  wound  he,  the  said  Samuel  Rob- 
erta, instantly  died;  and  so  the  grand 
jurors  duly  selected,  impaneled,  sworn 
and  charged  as  aforesaid  upon  their 
oaths     do     say:     That     said     John     Fits- 

Satrick,  Henry  Brooks,  and  William  Corbett 
id  then  and  there  kill  and  murder  the  said 
Samuel  Roberts  in  the  manner  and  form 
aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  stat- 
utes in  such  cases  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  United 
States  of  America.    Burton  E.  Bennett, 

U.  S,  District  Attorney. 

After  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment,  which 
was  overruled,  and  a  motion  for  a  continu- 
ance, which  was  denied,  Brooks  and  Corbett 
moved  and  obtained  an  order  for  separate 
trials.  The  court  thereupon  proceeded  to 
the  trial  of  Fitzpatrick,  the  jury  returning 
a  verdict  of  f^ilty  ''without  capital  punish- 
ment.'' Motions  for  a  new  trial  and  in  ar* 
20  S.  a— 60. 


rest  of  judgment  were  entered,  heard,  and 
overrulea,  and  defendant  sentenced  to  hard 
labor  for  life  in  the  penitentiary  at  San 
Quentin,  CtUifomia.  To  review  such  judg- 
ment a  writ  of  error  was  sued  in  forma  pwur 
peris. 

MewTB,  A*  B.  Browae»  Alox.  BvittoB» 
and  Jvlliia  Kmhs  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

aolioitor  Qenaral  Rieluurds  for  defendant 
in 


Mr.  JusUee  Browm  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

1.  A  suggestion  is  made  by  the  ^vem- 
ment  of  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  this  case» 
upon  the  ground  that  it  is  not  one  of  a  "con- 
viction of  a  capital  crime"  within  S  5  of  the 
court  of  appeals  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26 
Stat  at  L.  826,  chap.  517),  as  amended  by  act 
of  January  20,  1897  (29  Stat,  at  L.  492, 
chap.  08),  specifying  the  cases  in  which  a 
writ  of  error  may  be  issued  directly  to  a  dis- 
trict court.  It  is  clear,  however,  that,  as  § 
5339  of  the  Revised  Statutes  inflicts  the  pen-  h 

atj  of  death  for  murder,  the  power  given  g 
m  jury  by  the  act  of  January  15,  1897  (29  • 
SUt.  at  L.  487.  chap.  29),  to  qualify  the 
verdict  of  guilty  by  adding  the  words  "with- 
out capital  punishment,"  does  not  make  the 
crime  of  murder  anything  less  than  a  capi- 
tal offense,  or  a  oonviction  for  murder  any- 
thing less  than  a  oonviction  for  a  capital 
crime,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  punish- 
ment actually  imposed  is  imprisonment  for 
life.  The  test  is  not  the  punishment  which 
ia  imposed,  but  that  which  may  he  imposed 
imder  the  statute.  As  was  observed  in  Re 
Claaaen,  140  U.  S.  200,  205,  36  L.  ed.  409, 
411,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  735,  737,  with  respeet 
to  infamous  crimes  under  the  court  of  ap- 
peals act  prior  to  its  amendment:  "A 
crime  which  is  punishable  by  imprisonment 
in  the  state  prison  or  penitentiary,  as  the 
crime  of  which  the  defendant  was  convicted, 
is  an  infamous  crime  whether  the  accused  is 
or  is  not  sentenced  or  put  to  hard  labor; 
and  that,  in  determinii^  whether  the  crime 
is  infamous,  the  question  is  whether  it  is 
one  for  which  the  statute  authorises  the 
court  to  award  an  infamous  punishment,  and 
not  whether  the  punishment  ultimately 
awarded  is  an  infamous  one."  See  also  Em 
parte  Wilson,  114  U.  S.  417,  426,  29  L.  ed. 
89,  92,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  935;  Logan  v.  United 
States,  144  U.  S.  263,  308,  36  L.  ed.  429,  445, 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  617;  The  Paquete  Habana, 
175  U.  8.  677.  6S2,  20  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  290,  44 
L.  ed.  — ;  Motes  v.  United  States,  178  U. 
a  458,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  993, 44  L.  ed. — .  A 
conviction  of  murder,  punishable  with  death, 
is  not  the  less  a  oonviction  for  a  capital 
crime  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  jury,  in 
a  particular  case,  qualifies  the  punishment 

2.  The  first  question  raised  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  relates  to  the  sufiiciency  of  the 
indictment,  which  was  for  a  violation  of  Renr. 
Stat  S  5339.  This  section,  eliminating  the 
immaterial  clauses,  declares  that  ''every  per- 
son who  commits  murder  .  .  .  within 
any  fort  .  .  .  or  in  any  other  place  or 
district  of  country  nnder  the  eoEduaivo  jul^ 
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diotdon  of  the  United  States  .  .  .  shaH 
■ufTer  death."  This  section  does  not  define 
the  crime  of  murder,  but  prescribes  its  pun- 
isliment 

By  S  7  of  an  act  providing  a  civil  govern- 
ment for  Alaska,  approved  May  17,  1884  (23 
Stat,  at  L.  24,  chap.  63),  it  is  enacted  "that 
the  general  laws  of  the  state  of  Oregon  now 
in  force  are  hereby  declared  to  be  the  law  in 
said  district,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  ap- 
plicable and  not  in  conflict  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act  or  the  laws  of  the  United 
OD  States."  We  are,  therefore,  to  look  to  the 
g  law  of  Oregon  and  the  interpretation  put 
*  thereon *by  the  highest  court  of  that  state, 
as  they  stood  on  the  day  this  act  was  passed, 
for  the  requisites  for  an  indictment  for  mur- 
der, rather  than  to  the  rules  of  the-  common 
law. 

By  Hill's  Annotated  Laws  of  Oregon,  S 
1268,  relating  to  criminal  procedure,  an  in- 
dictment must  contain: 

"1.  The  title  of  the  action,  specifying  the 
name  of  the  court  to  which  the  indictment 
is  presented,  and  the  names  of  the  parties; 

"2.  A  statement  of  the  acts  constituting 
ihe  offense,  in  ordinary  and  concise  lan- 
l^uage,  without  repetition,  and  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  enable  a  person  of  common  under- 
standing to  know  what  is  intended." 

In  State  v.  Dougherty,  4  Or.  200,  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state  had  held  that  '*the 
indictment  should  contain  such  a  specifica- 
tion of  acts  and  descriptive  circumstances  as 
will,  upon  its  face,  fix  and  determine  the 
identity  of  the  ofifense,  and  enable  the  court, 
by  an  inspection  of  the  record  alone,  to  de- 
termine whether,  admitting  the  truth  of  the 
specific  acts  charged,  a  thing  has  been  done 
which  is  forbidden  by  law." 

By  §  1270,  Hiirs  Laws,  it  is  provided  that 
^the  manner  of  stating  the  act  constituting 
the  crime,  as  set  forth  in  the  appendix  to  this 
Code,  is  sufiicient,  in  all  cases  where  the 
forms  there  given  are  applicable,  and  in  oth- 
•er  cases  forms  may  be  used  as  nearly  similar 
AS  the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit;"  and 
in  an  appendix  to  this  section  the  following 
form  is  siven  for  murder:  ''And  purposely 
and  of  deliberate  and  premeditated  malice 
killed  C.  D.  by  shooting  him  with  a  gun  or 
pistol,  or  by  administering  to  him  poison, 
or,"  etc. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  9  1270  only  declares 
that  the  form  given  in  the  appendix  It  suffi- 
cient in  all  cases  where  the  forms  there  given 
are  applicable,  but  it  does  not  purport  to  be 
exclusive  of  other  forms  the  pl^ider  may 
choose  to  adopt.  It  does  not  declare  the  in- 
sufiiciency  of  other  forms^  but  merely  the 
sufficiency  of  those  contained  in  the  appen- 
dix. We  are  therefore  remitted  to  $  1268  to 
inquire  whether  the  indictment  contains  "a 
jft  statement  of  the  acts  constituting  the  of- 
"§  fense,  in  ordinary  and  concise  language, 
^  without  repetition,Huid  in  such  manner  as  to 
enable  a  person  of  common  understanding  to 
know  what  is  intended."  This  section  was 
doubtless  intended  to  modify  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent the  strictness  of  the  eommon-law  in- 
dictment, and  simply  to  peqnire  the  atat^ 
flMBi  d  the  elements  of  the  offense  in  Ian- 


gna«e  adapted  to  the  common  understandinz 
of  the  people,  whether  it  would  be  regarded 
as  sufficient  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
or  not  People  v.  Dolan,  9  CaL  676;  PeopU 
y.Ah  Woo,  28  Cal.  205;  People  v.  Rodrigum, 
10  Cal.  60.  As  was  said  by  this  court  in 
United  States  v.  Ctuikshwnk,  92  U.  S.  558, 
28  L.  ed.  693:  'rThe  object  of  the  indict- 
ment is,  first,  to  furnish  the  accused  with 
such  a  description  of  the  charge  against  him 
as  will  enable  him  to  make  his  dd^ense,  and 
avail  himself  of  his  conviction  or  acquittal 
for  protection  against  a  further  prosecution 
for  the  same  cause;  and,  second,  to  inform 
the  court  of  the  facts  alleged,  so  that  it  may 
decide  whether  they  are  sufficient  in  law  to 
support  a  conviction,  if  one  should  be  had." 

The  indictment  in  this  case,  omitting  the 
immaterial  parts,  avers  that  the  accused 
"did  unlawfully,  wilfully,  knowingly,  fe- 
loniously, purposely,  and  of  deliberate  and 
premeditated  malice,  mcdce  an  assault  upon 
one  Samuel  Roberts,"  and  a  certain  loaded 
revolver  "then  and  there  feloniously,  pur- 
posely, and  of  deliberate  and  premeditated 
malice  did  discharge  and  shoot  off  to,  again«t» 
and  upon  the  said  Samuel  Roberts,"  and  one 
of  the  bullets  aforesaid,  discharged  as  afore- 
said, "feloniously,  purposely,  and  deliberate 
and  premeditated  malice  did  strike,  pene- 
trate, and  wound  him,  the  said  Samuel  Rob- 
erts, in  and  upon  the  right  breast,  .  •  . 
one  mortal  wound,  of  which  he,  the  said  Sam- 
uel Roberts,  instantly  died;"  and  further, 
that  the  defendants  "did  then  and  there  kill 
and  murder  the  said  Samuel  Roberts  in  the 
manner  and  form  aforesaid,  contrary,"  ete. 

Defendant  criticises  this  indictment  as 
failing  to  aver  deliberate  and  premeditated 
malice  in  killing  Roberts,  altnough  it  is 
averred  that  the  defendants  did,  with  delib- 
erate and  premediteted  malice,  infiict  a  mor^ 
tal  wound,  of  which  he  instantly  died,  and 
that  they  killed  and  murdered  him  in  the 
manner  and  form  aforesaid.  If,  as  alleged 
in  the  indictment,  they,  with  deliberate  and  o 
premediteted  malice,  shot  Roberto  in  the  {J 
breast  with  a^revolver,  and  inflicted  a  mor-  • 
tal  wound,  of  which  he  instantly  died,  they 
would  be  presumed  to  contemplate  and  in- 
tend the  natural  and  probable  consequences 
of  such  act;  and  an  additional  averment  that 
they,  with  deliberate  and  premediteted 
malice,  intended  to  kill  him,  was  quito  un- 
necessary to  apprise  the  common  under- 
stending  of  their  purpose.  If  they  purpose- 
ly inflicted  a  mortal  wound,  they  must  have 
intended  to  kill.  No  person  could  have  a 
moment's  hesitetion  as  to  what  it  was  in- 
tended to  aver,  namely,  that  the  defendante 
had  been  guilty  of  a  deliberate  and  premed- 
itated murder ;  and  while  a  number  of  cases 
are  cited  which  lend  some  support  to  the  ar- 
gument of  the  defendant,  there  was  no  such 
statute  involved  as  9  1268  of  the  Oregon 
Code.  We  have  no  doubt  the  indictment  fur- 
nished the  accused  with  such  a  description 
of  the  charge  as  would  enable  him  to  avail 
himself  of  a  plea  of  former  jeopardy,  and 
also  to  inform  the  court  whether  the  facto 
were  infficient  in  law  to  support  a  eonvie* 
tion,  within  the  mling  in  the  OruUeehatiM 
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Case,  While  we  Bhoiild  hold  an  indictment 
to  be  insufficient  that  did  not  charge  in  defi- 
nite language  all  the  elements  oonfttituting 
the  offense,  we  have  no  desire  to  be  hyper- 
critical or  to  require  the  pleader  to  unduly 
repeat  as  to  every  incident  of  the  offense  the 
allegation  of  deliberateness  and  premedita- 
tion. We  are  bound  to  give  some  effect  to 
the  provisions  of  8  1^08  in  its  evident  pur- 
pose to  authorize  a  relaxation  of  the  extreme 
stringency  of  criminal  pleadings,  and  make 
that  sufficient  in  law  which  satisfies  the 
"common  understanding"  of  men. 

3.  Certain  exceptions  to  the  admission  of 
testimony  render  it  necessary  to  notice  the 
more  prominent  facts  of  the  case.  The  mur- 
der took  place  at  Dyea,  Alaska,  just  outside 
the  cabin  of  Roberts.  Roberts  conducted 
certain  games  at  the  Wonder  Hotel  or  ear 
loon,  and  slept  in  his  cabin  across  the  street, 
about  150  feet  from  the  saloon.  Ross  and 
Brennan,  two  of  the  government  witnesses, 
were  employed  by  Roberts  in  connection  with 
the  games.  Ross  testified  that,  about  2 
o'clo^  in  the  morning,  Roberts,  the  de- 
ceased, asked  the  witnesses  to  accompany 
r^  him  from  the  Wonder  Hotel  to  the  cabin, 
JJ  and  to  carry  a  sack  of  money  tised  at  the 
•  games.  Roberts  was*  in  the  habit  of  going 
to  his  cabin  every  night  accompanied  by  a 
man  carrying  the  sack.  They  entered  the 
cabin,  and,  while  Roberts  struck  a  match, 
something  suspicious  seemed  to  occur,  and 
both  stepped  outside  the  door.  Instantly 
there  was  a  report  of  a  gun  inside  the  cabin. 
Roberts  crowded  witness  off  the  porch,  the 
sack  of  money  fell  off  witness's  shoulder,  and 
he  fell  off  the  steps.  As  he  fell  he  heard  the 
report  of  a  pistol  from  outside  the  cabin,  and 
soon  heard  hurried  footsteps  close  to  him. 
He  then  heard  the  report  of  a  gun  from  in- 
side the  cabin,  and  in  a  few  seconds  a  man 
came  out.  stood  on  the  porch,  raised  his  gun 
and  fired  two  shots  in  the  direction  of  the 
Wonder  Hotel,  turned  to  the  right  in  a 
leisurely  manner,  got  off  the  steps  and  dis- 
appeared behind  the  north  side  of  the  house. 
Witness  recognised  this  man  as  Fitzpa trick, 
the  defendant.  As  Fitzpatrick  disappeared, 
witness  called  for  help,  and  Brennan  and 
others  came  over  from  the  hotel  with  a  lan- 
tern. Roberts  was  found  lying  on  his  back, 
fatally  wounded,  and  almost  immediately 
died. 

Brennan,  who  was  at  the  hotel,  saw  Rob- 
erts start  with  Ross,  with  the  sack,  to  go  to 
the  cabin.  In  a  few  minutes  he  heard  a  shot, 
and  started  toward  the  door,  but  before  he 
got  to  the  door  there  was  another  shot,  and, 
when  he  reached  the  pavement,  still  another, 
which  seemed  to  come  from  the  cabin.  Wit- 
ness ran  back  to  the  hotel,  got  a  gun  and  lan- 
tern, ran  across  the  street,  found  Ross  first, 
and  then  Roberts  on  his  back  dying.  There 
was  some  other  testimony  to  the  same  gen- 
eral effect. 

The  testimony  to  whieh  objection  was 
made  was  that  of  Ballard,  a  soldier  on  guard 
duty  at  Pyea  on  the  night  of  the  occurrence, 
who  testified  that  about  2  o'clock  in  the 
morning  he  heard  four  or  fiy<e  shots  from 


the  direction  of  Boberte*  cabin  and  the  Wen- 
der  Hotd,  and  that  eome  fifteen  or  twenty 
minutee  or  half  an  hoar  thereafter,  a  man 
came  to  him.  "I  was  in  the  cabin,  and  he 
rapped  on  the  door,  and  I  went  and  opened 
the  door  for  him.  and  he  said  he  would  like 
to  get  a  doctor.  He  was  shot  ...  I 
directed  him  to  the  hospital  in  town,  and  he 
went  that  way."  Witness  said  that  he  did 
not  know  the  man,  but  was  afterwards  told 
that  his  name  was  Corbett  He  was  brought 
into  court,  but  witness  could  not  identify  e« 
him  with  certainty.  eS 

^Objection  was  also  made  to  the  testimony  * 
of  Dr.  Prices,  who  swore  that  about  3 
o'clock  in  the  morning  Corbett  applied  to 
him  for  medical  assistance;  that  he  was 
wounded  in  the  right  shoulder,  and  witness 
was  in  attendance  upon  him  about  three 
weeks  or  a  month.  Also  to  the  testimony  of 
John  Cudihee,  deputy  United  States  mar- 
shal, who  arrested  Fitzpatrick,  Brooks,  and 
Corbett  the  day  of  the  murder,  and  made  an 
investigation.  He  found  Roberts  in  his 
cabin  dead,  then  went  to  Fitzpatrick  and 
Corbett's  cabin,  and  found  there  a  lot  of 
shoes  and  clothing  covered  with  blood.  The 
witness  produced  the  shoes  in  evidence, 
pointed  out  which  pair  was  Fitspatrick's 
and  which  was  Corbett's,  explained  that  Fita- 
patrick  had  identified  the  shoes  in  his  office, 
and  pointed  out  which  pair  was  Corbett's 
and  which  was  his.  Witness  also  pointed 
out  the  blood  stains  on  both  shoes.  Cor- 
bett's  shoe  fitted  the  footprints  in  the  sand 
which  the  witness  found  in  the  rear  of  Rob- 
erts's cabin,  where  the  shooting  occurred. 
The  shoe  had  hobnails  in  it,  and  the  heel  of 
one  was  worn  off  so  the  print  in  the  sand  wae 
a  peculiar  one. 

Objection  was  made  to  the  admission  of 
any  testimony  relating  to  the  acts  of  Cor- 
bett, and  especially  that  which  occurred  aft- 
er the  alleged  crime  had  been  committed. 
No  direct  testimony  appears  in  the  record 
showing  the  presence  of  Corbett  at  the  cabin 
before,  during,  or  after  the  commission  of 
the  crime  for  which  Fitzpatrick  was  then  on 
trial.  Had  the  statement  of  Corbett,  that  he 
was  shot,  and  inquiring  for  a  doctor,  tended 
in  any  way  to  connect  Fitzpatrick  with  the 
murder,  it  would  doubtless  have  been  inad- 
missible against  him  upon  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  Sparf  v.  United  States,  156  U.  S. 
51,  34  L.  ed.  343,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273,  that 
statements  made  by  one  of  two  joint  de- 
fendants in  the  ahsence  of  the  other  defend- 
ant, while  admissible  against  the  party  mak- 
ing the  statement,  are  inadmissible  against 
the  other  party.  In  that  case  declarations 
of  Hansen  connecting  Sparf  with  the  homi- 
cide there  involved,  tending  to  prove  the 
guilt  of  both,  and  made  in  the  absence  of 
Sparf,  were  held  inadmissible  against  the 
latter.  This  is  a  familiar  principle  of  law; 
but  the  statement  of  Ballard  was  not  within 
this  rule.  Corbett  had  evidently  been 
wounded,  and  was  asking  for  a  doctor.  Hie  JJ 
accompanying  statement  that  he  was  shotn 
was  elearly^oompetent  to  explain  his  condi-* 
tion.  and  had  no  tendency  whatever  to  eon- 
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neet  Fitzpatrick  with  tlie  tran8a4$tioiL  This 
statement,  as  well  as  that  of  Dr.  Price,  to  the 
effect  that  he  found  Corbett  with  a  wound 
in  his  right  shoulder,  and  that  of  Cudihee 
as  to  finding  a  lot  of  shoes  and  clothing  cov- 
ered with  blood,  and  connecting  one  pair  of 
these  shoes  with  the  footprints  found  near 
Boberts's  cabin,  were  all  facts  connected  with 
the  crime  which  the  government  was  entitled 
to  lay  before  the  jury.  Fitzpatrick  and  Cor- 
bett roomed  together.  Their  bloody  clothes 
and  shoes  were  found  in  their  cabin  the 
morning  after  the  murder.  Brooks  had 
roomed  with  them.  Brooks  and  Corbett  in 
their  affidavit  for  a  continuance  swore  in 
effect  that  they  were  together  that  night, 
and  attempted  to  establish  a  joint  alibi. 

There  was  no  doubt  that  a  homicide  had 
been  committed,  and  it  was  the  province  of 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  a  guilty  party.  Any  fact  which  had 
A  bearing  upon  tnis  question,  immediate  or 
remote,  and  occurring  at  any  time  before  the 
incident  was  dosed,  was  proper  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury.  Of  course,  state- 
ments made  in  the  absence  of  Fitzpatrick 
implicating  him  with  the  murder  would  not 
be  competent,  but  none  such  were  admitted ; 
but  any  act  done,  whether  in  Fitzpatridc's 
presence  or  not^  which  had  a  tendency  to 
connect  him  with  the  crime,  was  proper  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  the  fact 
that  Corbett  was  not  then  on  trial  is  inuna- 
terial  in  this  connection.  As  there  was 
some  evidence  tending  to  show  a  joint  ac- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  three  defendants,  any 
fact  having  a  tendency  to  connect  them  with 
the  murder  was  competent  upon  the  trial 
of  Fitzpatrick.  The  true  distinction  is  be- 
tween statements  made  after  the  fact»  which 
are  competent  only  against  the  parly  mak- 
ing the  statement,  and  facts  connecting 
either  party  with  the  crime  which  are  com- 
petent as  a  part  of  the  whole  transaction. 
In  the  trial  of  either  party  it  is  proper  to 
lay  before  the  lury  the  entire  affair,  indud- 
ing  the  acts  and  conduct  of  all  the  defendants 
from  the  time  the  homicide  was  first  con- 
templated to  the  time  the  transaction  was 
dosed.  It  may  have  a  bearing  only  against 
the  party  doing  the  act,  or  it  may  have  a  re- 
moter bearing  upon  the  other  defendants; 

^  but  such  as  it  is,  it  is  competent  to  be  laid 

*•  before  the  jury. 

f  •In  People  v.  Cleveland,  107  Mich.  367,  65 
N.  W.  216,  error  was  assigned  by  the  defend- 
ant in  permitting  the  prosecution  to  show 
the  acts  of  one  Mehan«  jointly  indicted  with 
Cleveland  in  the  affray;  his  appearance  on 
the  way  to  Jackson,  and  on  the  succeeding 
days;  the  excuse  he  gave  for  his  then  con- 
dition, and  the  result  of  an  examination  of 
his  clothing.  But  the  court  said:  "It  is 
apparent  from  the  testimony  that  the  three 
parties,  when  they  left  Jackson,  had  ar- 
ranged to  engage  in  this  robbery,  .  .  • 
and  the  arrangement  had  been  carried  out  so 
far  as  they  were  able  to  do  so.  It  was 
therefore  proper  to  show  the  condition  of 
Mehan,  who  was  not  on  trial  for  the  purpose 
«f  establishing  his  identity  as  one  of  the 


men  who  accompanied  the  respondent  Cleve- 
land from  Jackson  to  Somerset  Center,  thus 
identifying  the  latter's  connection  with  the 
robbery." 

So,  in  Angley  v.  State,  85  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
427,  34  S.  W.  116,  error  was  assigned  upon 
the  admission  of  testimony  to  show  the 
character  of  shoes  Rice  (who  was  connected 
with  the  transaction  but  not  jointly  in- 
dicted) had  on  when  arrested  the  day  after 
the  assault.  One  ground  of  the  objection 
was  that  Rice  was  not  jointly  indicted  with 
Angley.  When  Rioe  was  arrested  and  his 
shoes  examined  it  was  found  that  one  of 
them  had  a  hole  in  the  sole  fitting  a  corre- 
sponding peculiarity  in  the  track  found  u^ 
on  the  ground.  The  court  held  this  testi- 
mony proper,  though  Rice  was  separately  in- 
dicted, because  the  conspiracy  had  been 
shown.  This  was  a  circumstance  tending  to 
show  that  he  was  one  of  the  parties  present 
at  the  time  the  assault  was  committed. 

4.  Error  is  also  assigned  in  not  restricting 
the  cross-examination  of  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. Defendant  himself  was  the  only  wit- 
ness put  upon  the  stand  by  the  defense,  who 
was  connected  with  the  transaction;  and  he 
was  asked  but  a  single  question,  and  tiiat 
related  to  his  whereabouts  upon  the  night 
of  the  murder.  To  this  he  answered:  "I 
was  up  between  Clancy's  and  Kennedy's.  I 
had  been  in  Clancy's  up  to  about  half-past 
twelve  or  one  o'dock — about  one  o'do<^  I 
guess.  I  went  up  to  Kennedv's  and  had  a 
few  drinks  with  Captain  Wallace  and  Billy 
Kennedy,  and  I  told  them  I  was  getting 
kind  of  full  and  I  was  going  home,  and  along 
about  quarter  past  one  Wallace  brought  me  0 
down  about  as  far  as  Clancy's,  and  uien  he  g 
took  me  downHo  the  cabin  and  left  me  in  the  • 
cabin,  and  we  wound  the  alarm  dock  and  set 
it  to  go  off  at  six  o'dock,  and  I  took  off  my 
shoes  and  lay  down  on  the  bunk  and  woke 
up  at  six  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  went 
up  the  street" 

On  cross-examination  the  government  was 
permitted,  over  the  objection  of  defendant's 
counsel,  to  ask  questions  rdating  to  the  wit- 
ness's attire  on  the  night  of  the  shooting, 
to  his  acquaintance  with  Corbett,  whether 
Corbett  had  shoes  of  a  certain  kind,  whether 
witness  saw  Corbett  on  the  evening  of  March 
12,  the  night  preceding  the  shooting,  wheth^ 
Corbett  roomed  with  Fitzpatrick  in  the  let- 
ter's cabin,  and  whether  witness  saw  anyone 
else  in  the  cabin  besides  Brooks  and  Corbett. 
The  court  permitted  this  upon  the  theory 
that  it  was  competent  for  the  prosecution  to 
show  every  movement  of  the  prisoner  during 
the  night,  the  character  of  his  dress,  the 
places  he  had  visited,  and  the  company  he 
had  kept. 

Where  an  accused  party  waives  his  consti- 
tutional privilege  of  silence,  takes  the  stand 
in  his  own  behalf  and  makes  his  own  state- 
ment, it  is  clear  that  the  prosecution  has  a 
right  to  cross-examine  upon  such  statement 
with  the  same  latitude  as  would  be  exercised 
in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  witness,  as  to  the 
circumstances  connecting  him  with  the  al* 
leged  crime.    WhUe  no  inference  of  guilt  mm 
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be  drawn  from  his  refusal  to  ayail  himself 
of  the  privilege  of  teetifying,  he  haa  no  right 
to  set  forth  to  the  jury  all  the  facts  which 
tend  in  his  favor  without  laying  himself 
open  to  a  cross-examination  upon  those 
facts.  The  witness  having  sworn  to  an  alihi, 
it  was  perfectly  competent  for  the  govern- 
ment to  cross-examine  him  as  to  every  fact 
which  had  a  bearing  upon  his  whereabouts 
upon  the  night  of  tne  murder,  and  aa  to  what 
he  did  and  the  persons  with  whom  he  asso- 
ciated that  night.  Indeed,  we  know  of  no 
reason  why  an  accused  person  who  takes  the 
stand  as  a  witness  should  not  be  subject  to 
cross-examination  as  other  witnesses  are. 
Had  another  witness  been  placed  upon  the 
stand  by  the  defense,  and  sworn  that  he  was 
with  the  prisoner  at  Clancy's  and  Kennedy's 
that  night,  it  would  clearly  have  been  com- 
petent to  ask  what  the  prisoner  wore,  and 
9  whether  the  witness  saw  Corbett  the  same 
'^  night  or  the  night  before,  and  whether  they 
«'  were  fellow  ^occupants  of  the  same  room. 
While  the  court  would  probably  have  no  pow- 
er of  compelling  an  answer  to  any  question, 
a  refusal  to  answer  a  proper  question  put 
upon  cross-examination  has  been  held  to  be 
a  proper  subject  of  comment  to  the  jury 
{State  V.  Oher,  52  N.  H.  459)  ;  and  it  is  also 
held  in  a  large  number  of  cases  that  when  an 
accused  person  takes  the  stand  in  his  own 
behalf,  he  is  subject  to  imi>eachment  like 
other  witnesses.  If  the  prosecution  should 
go  farther  and  compel  the  defendant,  on 
cross-examination,  to  write  his  own  name  or 
that  of  another  person,  when  he  had  not  tes- 
tified in  reference  thereto  in  his  direct  exam- 
ination, the  case  of  State  v.  Lurch,  12  Or.  99, 
6  Pac.  408,  is  authority  for  saying  that  this 
would  be  error.  It  would  be  a  clear  case  of 
the  defendant  being  compelled  to  furnish 
original  evidence  against  himself.  State  v. 
Saunders,  14  Or.  300,  12  Pac.  441,  is  also 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  answer  as  to  any  facts  not 
relevant  to  his  direct  examination. 

5.  Error  is  also  assigned  to  the  action  of 
the  court  in  permitting  the  government  to 
call  and  examine  witnesses  in  rebuttal  with 
respect  to  the  effect  of  light  from  the  flash 
of  a  revolver,  and  whether  such  light  would 
be  sufficient  to  enable  a  person  firing  the  re- 
volver to  be  identified.  One  of  the  witnesses, 
Ross,  testified  on  cross-examination  that  al- 
though the  night  was  dark,  he  identified 
Fitzpa trick  by  the  flash  of  the  pistol  shots. 
Had  the  defense  put  in  no  evidence  what- 
ever upon  the  subject,  the  question  would 
have  been  presented  whether  it  was  or  was 
not  a  matter  of  discretion  for  the  court  to 
admit  this  testimony  in  rebuttal ;  but  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  defense  put  in  a  calen- 
dar apparently  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
the  time  that  the  moon  rose  that  night  as 
having  some  bearing  upon  this  question, 
there  was  no  impropriety  in  putting  in  this 
testimony. 

There  was  no  error  committed  upon  the 
trial  prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
}udgmont  of  the  District  Court  is  therefore 
^firmed. 


(178  U.  S.  321) 
JOHN  M.  WHEELER  et  ah,  Plffs.  in  Brr., 

V. 

NEW   YORK,   NEW   HAVEN,   &    HART- 
FORD RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Error  to  state  court — Federal  question— -con' 
stitutionality  of  taking  of  land,  to  abolish 
grade  crossing^— due  process  of  law. 

1.  A  claim  that  property  is  taken  without  due 
process  of  law  when  condemned  under  a  spe- 
cial statute  for  the  abolition  of  grade  cross- 
ings, because  the  act  anthorlses  an  Increase 
in  the  number  of  tracks,  and  reqalres  the 
city  to  pay  part  of  the  expense  In  violation  of 
the  state  Constitation,  which  prohibits  dona- 
tions by  a  city  to  a  railroad  corporation, 
raises  a  Federal  question  for  the  purpose  of  a 
writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  to  a  state  court. 

2.  The  condemnation  of  property  under  a  spe- 
cial statute  for  the  abolition  of  grade  cross- 
ings is  not  a  taking  of  the  property  of  the 
owners,  whether  as  property  owners  or  as 
taxpayers,  without  due  process  of  law,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  statute  authorises 
sn  increase  in  the  number  of  tracks,  and  pro- 
vides for  payment  of  part  of  the  expense  by 
the  city  in  which  the  property  is  situated, 
whether  the  provision  for  payment  by  the 
city  Is  valid  under  the  state  Constitution  or 
not,  since  the  condemnation  of  the  property 
and  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  are  dis- 
tinct and  separable  portions  of  the  statute. 

[No.  634.] 

Bulmitted  May   U,   1900.      Decided   May 
28,  1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Er- 
rors of  the  State  of  Connecticut  to  review 
a  decision  affirming  an  order  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  appraisers  under  a  statute  for  the 
al>olition  of  grade  crossings.  Motion  to  dis- 
miss or  affirm.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  70  Conn.  326,  39  AtL 
443. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Browns 
This  was  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of 
error,  and  in  default  thereof  to  affirm  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  errors  of 
Connecticut. 

The  case  originated  in  an  application  by 
the  railroad  company  to  the  judge  of  the  su- 
perior court  to  appoint  appraisers  to  esti- 
mate the  damages  that  might  arise  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  from  the  taking  of  certain 
real  estate  in  the  city  of  Bridgeport,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  railroad  company  and  the  city  of 
Bridgeport  for  the  abolition  of  grade  cross- 
ings. This  agreement,  which  was  entered 
into  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the 
general  assembly,  ''providing  for  the  aboli- 
tion of  grade  croesings  in  Bridgeport,**  pro- ,, 
vided  the  manner,  plana,  method,  and  time  in  e« 
•which  the  n-ade  crossings  should  be  abol-? 
ished,  and  the  proportion  of  the  cost  thereof 
to  be  borne  by  the  city  of  Bridgeport  and  the 
railroad  company — ^the  proportion  of  each 
cost  to  be  paid  by  the  city  being  one  sixth 
and  that  by  the  railroad  company  five  sixths, 
provided  the  total  cost  to  be  paid  by  the  eity 
should  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $400,000. 
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A  demurrer  to  the  application  of  the  rail- 
road company  having  been  overruled,  and  a 
ipecial  defense  in  the  anawer  having^  been 
stricken  out  as  irrelevant  and  impertinent, 
an  order  was  made  appointing  the  appraia- 
•rs.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  supreme 
court  of  errors,  which  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  judge  of  the  superior  court,  and  de- 
fendant sued  out  this  writ  of  error,  which  de- 
fendant in  error  moves  to  dismiss  for  want 
of  jurisdiction,  or  to  affirm  upon  the  around 
that  the  question  upon  which  the  jurisdiction 
depends  is  frivolous. 

Measra.  R.  E.  DeForest  and  Georffe  P* 
Garroll  for  plaintifT  in  error. 

Mr,  Wm.  D.  Bishop,  Jr«9  for  defendant 
in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Brown  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Plaintiffs  assign  as  error  that,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that,  by  the  agreement  between  the 
city  and  the  railroad  company,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  city  should  pay  one  sixth  of 
the  entire  cost  of  the  land  required  for  the 
oonatruaiion  of  a  four-track  road,  as  well  as 
of  all  damages  resulting  from  the  changes 
of  grade^  there  would  be  a  reimbursement  to 
the  company  for  expenses  in  doing  work  and 
acquiring  land  not  necessary  or  germane  to 
the  work  of  eliminating  crossings  at  ffrade 
of  the  two  present  main  tracks  over  the  high- 
ways; and  that,  under  these  circumstances, 
the  condemnation  of  defendants'  property 
will  be  in  furtherance  of  a  scheme  whereby 
the  city  of  Bridgeport  will  contribute  and 
donate  to  such  company  the  credit,  money, 
and  property  of  the  city,  and  of  its  property 
ovmers  and  taxpayers,  in  aid  of  the  railroad 
R  company,  contrarv  to  the  provisions  of 
^  twenty-fifth  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
•  of^the  state  of  Connecticut,  and  the  takins 
and  condemnation  of  said  Wheeler  and 
Howes'  said  property  will  be  a  taking  there- 
of without  due  process  of  law,  etc. 

1.  We  cannot  say  that  there  is  no  Federal 
question  in  this  case.  In  their  demurrer  to 
the  application  of  the  railroad  company 
plaintiffs  in  error  relied  upon  the  unconstitu- 
tionality of  this  special  act  of  the  Connecti- 
cut legislature  as  contravening  the  twenty- 
fifth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
state,  and  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
Federal  Constitution.  The  amendment  to 
the  state  Constitution  provides  as  follows: 
'That  no  county,  city,  town,  borough,  or  other 
municipality  shall  ever  subscribe  to  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  any  railroad  corporation,  or  be- 
come a  purchaser  of  the  bonds,  or  make  do- 
nation to,  or  loan  its  credit,  directly  or  in- 
directly, in  aid  of,  any  such  corporation." 

The  claim  was,  not  that  it  was  unconsti- 
tutional for  the  city  of  Bridgeport  to  pay  for 
a  part  of  the  work  for  grade  crossing  elimi- 
nation, but  that  the  pay  for  work  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  company,  in  the  construction  of  a 
four-track  road,  which  was  not  necessary  or 
germane  to  the  work  of  grade  crossing  elimi- 
nation, would  be  contrary  to  the  above 
amendment  to  the  state  Constitution;  and 
therefore  that,  aa  the  land  of  Wheeler  and 


Howes  was  to  be  taken  to  carry  out  a  part  of 
the  project^  to  be  paid  for  in  part  by  the  city» 
not  necessary  or  germane  to  the  work  of 
grade  crossing  elimination,  their  property 
would  be  taken  without  due  process  of  law. 
The  substance  of  the  defense  seems  to  have 
been  that  the  land  was  not  taken  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  abolishing  grade  crossings^ 
but  also  for  the  purpose  of  laying  two  ex&a 
trades,  and  making  the  road  through  the  city 
of  Bridgeport  a  four-track  road  instead  of  aa 
ordinary  double  track.  It  seems  that  the 
railroad  company  had  laid  a  complete  four- 
track  road  sil  the  way  from  New  York  to 
New  Haven,  except  in  that  section  which  lay 
in  the  city  of  Bridgeport — a  distance  of 
more  than  4  miles,  and  crossing  at  grade 
twenty-four  streets,  some  of  them  the  most 
frequented  in  the  whole  city.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  special  act  did  authorize  aa 
increase  in  the  number  of  tracks,  and  thei-o^ 
was  some  reason  for  saying  that  in  requiring  g; 
the  city  to  pay  one  aixth  of  •the  expenses  in-  • 
curred  for  this  purpose,  it  was  making  a  do- 
nation in  aid  of  the  railroad  company  in  vio- 
lation of  the  twenty-fifth  amendment  to  the 
state  Constitution,  and  as  Wheeler  and 
Howes  were  property  owners  and  taxpayers 
of  the  city,  they  were  incidentally  affected  by 
this,  and  therefore  their  lands  were  illegally 
taken. 

2.  But,  assuming  that  there  was  color  for 
the  motion  to  dismiss,  we  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  supreme  court 
01  errors  should  be  affirmed.  That  court  had 
already  decided,  not  only  that  the  legislature- 
mi^ht  compel  the  removal  of  grade  crossings, 
and  the  payment  of  the  expenses  therefoi, 
either  by  the  railroad  company  or  by  the  city, 
or  by  both  {Woodruff  v.  Catlin,  54  Conn. 
277,  6  AtL  849,  a  case  arising  under  a  for> 
mer  act) ,  and  that  a  statute  compelling  the- 
removal  of  grade  crossings,  as  well  as  im- 
posing upon  the  railroad  the  entire  ex- 
pense of  the  change  of  grade,  was  constitu- 
tional {New  York  d  N.  E,  R.  Co,'a  Appeal,  6* 
Conn.  632,  20  Atl.  670;  New  York  dN.E.R. 
Oo.  V.  Bristol,  151  U.  S.  656,  38  L.  ed.  269,  14 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  437) ;  but  the  very  act  in  ques- 
tion in  this  case  has  also  been  held  to  be  con- 
stitutional. Mooney  v.  Clark,  69  Conn.  241, 
37  Atl.  606,  1080.  That  court  also  held  In. 
this  case  that,  whether  the  land  be  taken  only 
for  the  purpose  of  abolishing  grade  crossiwfs 
or  to  straighten  its  line  and  construct  addi- 
tional tracks,  the  taking  is  in  either  case  for 
railroad  purposes  and  for  a  public  use.  Ft 
also  held  that  the  right  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  condemn  defendants'  property  did 
not  depend  upon  the  validity  of  any  part  ot 
the  special  act  of  1895,  since  by  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  company 
in  July,  1896,  and  by  the  approval  of  the 
commissioners  in  June,  1897,  both  of  which 
were  alleged  in  the  application,  the  railroad 
company  was  entitled  under  section  3461  of 
the  General  Statutes  to  take  the  land  for  the 
uses  named  in  the  resolution. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  contended  before  the 
supreme  court  of  errors,  as  they  contend here». 
that  the  agreement  and  order  made  in  pur- 
suance thereof,  imposing  upon  the  dty  a  pro-- 
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portion  of  the  ezpeoM  of  eonftraeting  the 

two  additional  elevated  tracks,  not  neeenary 

to  the  work  cd  eliminating  grade  eroseingB, 

M  violated  the  state  Constitution  as  well  as  the 

^  Constitution  of  the  United  SUtes.    ''But," 

•  said  the  court,  "if  the  railroad  compan7*de- 
sires  to  take  this  property  as  one  step  in  car- 
rying out  the  proposed  plan,  the  defendants 
eannot  prevent  it  upon  the  ground  that  the 
company  may  not  afterwards  be  able  to  ob- 
tain reimbursement  from  the  city.  The 
ability  of  the  defendants  to  obtain  payment 
of  their  damages  does  not  depend  upon  the 
right  of  the  railroad  oompany  to  collect  a 
part  of  it  from  the  city.  Before  taking  the 
land  the  company  must  compensate  the  de- 
fendants." It  was  further  said  that,  even 
if  the  employment  of  appraisers  had  estab- 
lished the  liability  of  the  city  to  pay  a  pro- 
portion of  the  expense  of  laying  the  additional 
tracks,  such  a  aefense  was  not  open  to  the 
defendants,  because  they  had  not  alleged 
that  they  were  taxpayers  or  had  anj  right 
or  authority  to  represent  the  eil^  in  such 
proceedings,  or  that  they  will  be  injured  in 
any  respect  from  the  payment  by  the  ciij  of 
its  part  of  the  expense  of  the  work  as  fixed 
t^  the  agreement  and  order.  "But,"  says 
the  court,  "the  appointment  of  appraisers  in 
this  proceeding  does  not  affect  the  question 
of  the  liability  of  the  city  to  pay  that  part 
of  the  expense  ordered  by  the  oommissionera. 
llie  right  of  the  railroad  oompany  to  have 
appraisers  appointed  and  to  take  this  prop- 
erly does  not  depend  upon  the  oUigation  of 
thedtyto  paya  one-sixth  paitof  the  expense 
of  the  whole,  or  of  anyportion  of  the  work 
of  this  undertaking.  The  two  purposes  of 
the  act  of  1896  were:  First,  the  removml  of 
all  existing  grade  crossings  in  Bridgeport^ 
and  the  construction,  in  the  most  feasible 
manner,  after  considering  the  interest  of  the 
public,  the  rights,  responsibilities,  and  duties 
of  the  railroi^  oompany  and  of  the  city,  and 
the  rights  of  other  parties  oonoemed,  of  a 
four-track  railroad  through  the  eity,  in  such 
a  way  as  to  avoid  crossing  any  highway  at 
grade:  and,  second,  a  just  apportionment 
of  the  cost  among  those  who  ought  to  bear 
the  expense  of  performing  the  work  in  the 
manner  determined.  These  two  purposes  ar« 
so  far  distinct  and  separable,  and  are  so  in- 
tsoded  to  be  by  the  act,  that  neither  the  right 
of  the  railroad  oompany  to  perform  the 
work  according  to  the  plans  approved  by 
oonrmissioners,  nor  the  power  of  the  commis- 
sioaers  to  compel  its  performance,  depends 
upon  a  previous  apportionment  of  the  ex- 
pense between  the  parties  who  should  bear  it 

e  Bection  12,  as  we  have  already  said,  provides 
§  that  if  no  agreement  shall  have  been  made 

*  as  authorized  by  9  2,*the  commissioners,  aft- 
er the  work  shall  have  been  completed,  shall 
apportion  the  entire  expense  among  the 
proper  parties." 

The  court  intimated  no  opinion  as  to 
whether  the  agreement  and  order  fixing  the 
proportionate  part  of  the  entire  expense  to 
M  paid  by  the  city  was  of  doubtful  validity. 
It  tiiought  the  question  was  one  which  could 
Bot  properly  be  raised  in  this  proceeding. 

The  court  held  in  substance  (1)  that  the 


right  to  have  appraisers  appointed  did  not 
depend  upon  tiie  obligation  of  the  city  to 
pay  a  part  of  the  expense,  and  that  defend- 
ants could  not  prevent  a  condemnation  by 
showing  that  the  company  might  not  after- 
wards be  able  to  obtain  reimbursement  from 
the  city;  and  (2)  that  the  defendants,  not 
alleging  that  they  were  taxpayers,  or  spe- 
cially interested,  were  not  in  a  position  to 
question  the  validity  of  the  proceedings.  If 
this  be  so,  it  requires  no  argument  to  show 
that  they  are  not  in  a  position  to  ocMitend 
that  their  property  has  oeen  taken  without 
due  process  of  law.  If  the  court  had  gone 
farther,  and  held  that  the  taking  of  defend- 
ants' property  for  the  purpose,  not  only  of 
abolishing  grade  crossings,  but  of  enablinff 
the  railroad  company  to  lay  additional 
tracks,  was  not  a  violation  of  the  twenty- 
fifth  amendment  to  the  state  Constitution, 
that  would  have  been  exdusively  a  local 
question,  and  would  have  involved  no  ques- 
tion of  an  unlawful  taking  of  defendants' 
property  within  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

If  the  fact  that  the  eity  of  Bridgeport 
contributed  to  the  expense  of  abolishing 
grade  crossings,  and,  incidentally  thereto,  to 
the  construction  of  additional  tracks,  does 
no  violence  to  the  constitutional  provision 
that  no  city  shall  make  a  donation  in  aid  of  a 
railroad  corporation,  as  held  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Gonneeticuty  much  less  does  it  make 
a  case  of  taking  the  property  of  petitioners, 
whether  as  property  owners  or  §m  taxpayers, 
without  due  process  of  law. 

Th€  deoree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Br^ 
rora  of  the  State  of  Conneoiiout  U  therefore 
affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray  did  not  sit  in  this  eajs^ 
and  took  no  part  in  the  decision. 

(178  U.  8.  421) 
Em  parte:  In  the  Matter  of  W.  P.  CONNA- 
WAY,  Receiver  of   the  Moscow  National 
Bank  of  Moscow,  Idaho,  Petitioner. 

Mandamue-'direating  court  to  Mng  in  a 
partp'-'death  of  defemdam$  before  service 
of  prooese — bringing  in  eweoutor  under  U, 
S.  Bev.  Stat.  S  9S6. 

1.  Mandamns  Is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel 
a  coart  to  bring  In  a  party  to  an  action,  when 
It  has  erroneously  declined  to  make  him  a 
party  on  the  ground  that  It  has  no  jnrlsdlc^ 
tlon  to  do  so. 

3.  An  exeeator  or  administrator  of  a  defend- 
ant who  dies  after  the  filing  of  a  complaint, 
which  Is  declared  by  statute  to  constltnte  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  may  be  made  a 
party  by  scire  facias  nnder  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 
i  956p  althovgh  such  defendant  dies  hetore 
summons  Is  served  upon  him,  especially  If 
there  Is  another  defendant  in  the  case,  against 
whom  the  cause  of  action  survives. 

[No.  9,  Original.] 

Submitted  April  9,  1900.      Deelded    Menp 

£8,  1900. 

PETITION  f6r  writ  of  Mandamus  to  eom- 
pel   tho  Oirenit  Oourt  of  the  United 
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States  for  the  Nintli  Circuit  and  Disirict  of 
California  to  take  jurisdiction  and  proceed 
against  a  certain  party  as  executor.  Rule 
far  mandamua  made  absolute. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  W.  lu  Hillyer,  Curtis  Hillyer, 
and  Olin  L.  Berry  for  petitioner. 

Messrs,  W.  BL  Andersoift  and  Jesse  W, 
g  lAlienthdl  for  respondent. 

*  *  Mr.  Justice  McKesna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  ninth  circuit  and  dis- 
trict of  California,  which  substantially 
shows  as  follows: 

The  Moscow  National  Bank  of  Moscow, 
Idaho,  was  a  corporation  organized  under 
the  national  banking  laws  of  the  United 
States,  with  its  place  of  business  at  Moscow, 
Idaho. 

The  bank,  becoming  insolvent,  was  dosed 
by  order  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency 
of  the  United  States,  and  taken  control  of 
by  that  officer. 

e;      On  January  3, 1898,  he  appointed  petition- 

^  er  receiver  of  the  bank's  assets. 

•  *0n  June  14,  1897,  the  Comptroller  made 
an  assessment  of  $100  on  each  share  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  bank,  and  ordered  the 
stockholders  to  pay  the  same  on  or  before 
July  14,  1897.  0.  P.  Overton  and  C.  A.  Hof- 
fer  were  owners  of  one  hundred  shares,  and 
hj  the  assessment  became  indebted  to  peti- 
tioner in  the  sum  of  $10,000,  with  interest 
from  June  14,  1897. 

On  March  28,  1898,  petitioner  commenced 
an  action  in  that  court  against  said  Over- 
ton and  Hoffer  for  the  said  sum  of  $10,000, 
and  caused  a  summons  to  be  issued,  directed 
to  them  as  defendants,  and  placed  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  marshal  for  service. 

Service  was  made  in  the  usual  form  by 
the  marshal  on  Hoffer  personiJly,  in  Santa 
Bosa,  in  said  district. 

As  to  Overton,  the  marshal  made  the  fol- 
lowing return  on  the  5th  of  April,  1898: 
"I  hereby  certify  that  I  was  unable  to  make 
personal  service  on  O.  P.  Overton,  as  he  was 
very  sick,  and  was  not  permitted  to  see  any- 
one, under  instructions  of  his  physicians." 

On  April  13,  1898,  O.  P.  Overton  died 
without  service  having  been  made  upon  him. 

He  made  a  last  will  and  testament,  ap- 
pointing John  P.  Overton  executor  thereof, 
which  was  duly  probated,  and  letters  testa- 
mentary were  duly  issued. 

On  March  15,  1899,  these  facts  were 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  circuit  court, 
and  petitioner  moved  for  and  obtained  an 
order  directing  that  a  writ  of  scire  facias 
issue  to  said  John  P.  Overton,  which  eon- 
eluded  as  follows:  "You  are  hereby  com- 
manded vrithin  twenty  days  after  the  service 
upon  you  of  this  writ  to  appear  and  become 
a  party  to  this  suit,  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  I  955  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States,  or  show  cause  why  you 
should  not,  otherwise  judgment  may  be  tak- 
en against  the  estate  of  said  deceased  in  like 


manner  as   if  you   had   voluntarily   made 
yourself  a  party." 

The  writ  waa  dulv  served  and  a  motion 
was  noticed  for  April  17,  1899,  for  an  order 
setting  aside  the  scire  facias  "and  the  at* 
tempted  service  thereof."  J 

The  ground  of  the  motion  was  that  "Over-  9 
ton  died  before  thi*service  upon  him  of  any  * 
process,  that  no  process  was  ever  served  up- 
on him  herein,  and  that  this  action  was 
never  pending  against  him;  and  upon  such 
other  grounds  aa  to  the  court  may  seem 
proper." 

The  motion  was  granted,  and  the  petition- 
er allowed  an  exception. 

On  June  12,  1899,  upon  the  suggestion  of 
the  death  of  defendant  O.  P.  Overton,  the 
court  made  an  order  substituting  John  P. 
Overton  as  executor  of  the  last  wul  and  tes- 
tament of  0.  P.  Overton,  deceased,  as  defend- 
ant, and  ordered  an  alias  summons  to  issue 
to  him  as  executor. 

The  summons  was  duly  served,  and  on  Au- 
gust 11,  1899,  he,  by  his  attorneys,  filed  and 
served  a  notice  of  motion  to  set  aside  the 
order  of  substitution  and  quash  the  alias 
summons,  on  the  ground  "that  said  0.  P. 
Overton  died  before  the  service  upon  him  of 
any  process  herein;  that  said  alleffed  alias 
summons  is  not  in  the  form  required  by  law, 
and  upon  such  other  grounds  as  to  the  oonrt 
may  seem  proper." 

The  matter  coming  on  to  be  heard  on  No- 
vember 20,  1899,  and  having  been  submitted, 
it  was  granted  on  December  4,  1899,  and  p^ 
titioner  was  allowed  an  exception. 

The  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  al* 
leges  that  the  ground  upon  which  said  court 
set  aside  the  service  of  summons  was  that 
the  action  had  abated  by  the  death  of  0.  P. 
Overton  before  the  service  of  process  upon 
him;  and  prays  that  a  writ  of  mandamus 
be  issued  to  the  judges  of  the  dreuit  court  of 
the  United  SUtes  aforesaid  to  take  jurisdic- 
tion and  proceed  against  John  P.  Overton 
as  executor  as  aforesaid. 

A  rule  to  show  cause  was  granted.  The 
return  thereto  by  the  learned  judge  of  the 
circuit  oonrt  admits  that  the  allegations  of 
the  petition  as  to  the  proceedings  had  in  ths 
circuit  court  are  true,  except  that  the  comrt 
"has  not  refused  to  take  jurisdiction  of  ths 
action  therein  referred  to,  but  only  of  the  per> 
son  of  John  P.  Overton,  executor  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  O.  P.  Overton,  the  d^ 
ceased  defendant  in  said  action."  And  tlis 
return  all<^ged  that  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  court  set  aside  the  service  of  the  alias 
sununons  were  stated  in  ths  opinion  of  ths  » 
onurt     98  Fed.  Bep.  574.  f 

*The  basis  of  the  opinion  Is  that  the  coort  * 
had  acquired   no   jurisdiction  over  the  de- 
ceased defendant  0.  P.  Overton,  and  conld 
acquire   none   over   his  executor,   J<^  P. 
Overton. 

1.  It  is  objected  that  mandamus  is  not  the 
proper  remed^r.  Counsel  say:  "This  is  not 
a  case  in  which  the  court  refuses  to  enter- 
tain jurisdiction.  The  action  has  not  beea 
dismissed.  It  is  still  pending  in  the  circuit 
court,  and  may,  and  doubtless  will,  proceed 
to   final   judgment."    But   final   judgment 
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Against  whom?  Kot  aniinst  0.  P.  Orerton, 
for  he  IB  deceased.  xTot  against  John  P. 
Overton  or  the  estate  he  represents,  because 
he  has  not  been  made  a  party  to  the  aetion, 
and  judgment  against  Hoffer  alone  may  not 
be  ail  of  petitioners'  remedy.  If  the  court's 
ruling  is  erroneous,  how  can  it  be  redressed 
by  an  appeal  from  the  judgment,  Overton 
not  being  a  party  to  the  action?  The  court 
•declined  to  make  him  a  party  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  to  do  so.  If  it 
•has  jurisdiction,  mandamus  is  the  proper 
remedy.  Re  Oroeemayer,  177  U.  S.  48,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  535.  44  L.  ed.  — .  Whether 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  we  will  proceed  to 
•consider. 

2.  The  return  of  the  rule  to  show  cause  is 
•confined  to  the  action  of  the  circuit  court  on 
the  alias  sunmions.  But  its  action  for  set- 
ting aside  the  writ  of  scire  facias  it  also 
liere  for  review. 

Section  966  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States  provides  as  follows: 

"When  either  of  the  parties,  whether 
plaintiff  or  petitioner  or  defendant,  in  any 
«uit  in  any  court  of  the  United  States,  dies 
•before  final  judgment,  the  executor  or  ad- 
cninistratoT  of  such  deceased  party  may,  in 
ease  the  cause  of  action  survives  by  law, 
prosecute  or  defend  any  such  suit  to  final 
judcment  The  defendant  shall  answer  ac- 
cordingly; and  the  court  shall  hear  and  de- 
termine the  cause,  and  render  judgment  for 
•or  against  the  executor  or  administrator, 
as  the  case  may  require.  And  if  such  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  having  been  duly 
served  with  a  scire  facias  from  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  court  where  the  suit  is  pend- 
ing, twenty  days  beforehand,  neglects  or  re- 
^  fuses  to  become  party  to  the  suit,  the  court 
^  may  render  judgment  against  the  estate  of 
•  the  deceased  party  in  the  same  manner  as^if 
the  executor  or  administrator  had  volunta- 
rily made  himself  a  party.  The  executor  or 
administrator  who  becomes  a  party  as  afore- 
said shall,  upon  motion  to  the  court,  be  en- 
titled to  a  continuance  of  the  suit  until  the 
next  term  of  said  court." 

It  is  preliminarily  urged  aeainst  this  sec- 
tion that  it  ''applies  only  where  an  action 
is  'brought  in  a  Federal  court,  and  is  based 
upon  s^nne  act  of  Congress,  or  arises  under 
some  rule  of  general  law  recognized  in  the 
courts  of  the  Union;'  that  in  such  an  action 
'the  question  of  revival  will  depend  upon  the 
statutes  of  the  United  States  relating  to  the 
subject;'  but  that  otherwise  it  depends  upon 
the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  it  is  com- 
menced." Martin  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co. 
161  U.  S.  673,  38  L.  ed.  311,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
638;  Baltimore  d  O.  R.  Co,  v.  Joy,  173  U.  S. 
226,  43  L.  ed.  677,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  387,  are 
cited. 

In  those  cases  the  controversy  was  over  the 
survival  of  the  action;  in  the  pending  case 
that  is  not  the  controversy.  It  is  not  con- 
tended that  the  action  does  not  survive.  It 
is  only  contended  that  personal  jurisdiction 
was  not  obtained  of  0.  P.  Overton  before  his 
death,  and  that,  therefore,  his  executor, 
John  P.  Overton,  could  not  be  brought  into 
the  action,  either  by  scire  facias,  under  | 


956,  Rev.  Stat.,  or  by  motion  suggesting  th« 
death  of  his  testate  and  by  alias  summons. 

In  Bohreiher  v.  Sharpleea  [110  U.  S.  76,  28 
L.  ed.  66,  3  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  423],  cited  in  ifar- 
tin  V.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  161  U.  S.  673, 
38  L.  ed.  311,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  633,  it  was 
decided  that  "whether  an  action  survives  de- 
pends on  the  substance  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, not  on  the  forms  of  proceeding  to  oi* 
force  it"  And  that  a  cause  of  action  on  a 
penal  statute  of  the  United  States  did  not 
survive,  even  though  causes  of  action  on 
state  penal  statutes  could  be  prosecuted  aft- 
er the  death  of  the  offender. 

In  Martin  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.,  how- 
ever, the  action  was  for  personal  injuries, 
and  it  was  said:  "Whether  the  administrator 
has  a  right  of  action  depends  upon  the  law 
of  West  Virginia,  where  the  action  was 
brouffht  and  ttie  administrator  was  appoint- 
ed. Rev.  Stat  S  721 ;  Henahaw  v.  Miller,  17 
How.  212,  16  L.  ed.  222.  The  mode  of 
bringing  in  the  representative,  if  the  cause  of 
action  survived,  would  also  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  state,  except  so  far  as  Con- 
gress has  r^ruJa'ted  the  subject"  It  was  de- 
termined upon  consideration  that  the  cause  h 
of  action  did  not  survive.  9 

*  In  Baltimore  d  O.  R,  Co.  v.  Joy,  the  ques-  • 
tlon  was  presented  in  an  unique  aspect  The 
action  was  for  personal  injuries,  which  oc- 
curred in  Indiana,  and  suit  was  brought  in 
Ohio.  By  the  laws  of  the  former  state  the 
sction  did  not  survive;  by  the  laws  of  the 
latter,  the  cause  of  action  did  survive.  If 
suit  had  not  been  brought  before  the  death 
of  the  person  injured,  the  cause  of  aetion 
abated  fn  both  states. 

The  cause  was  removed  to  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  cause  of  action  survived  the  death  of  the 
person  injured,  and  could  be  revived  in  the 
name  of  his  personal  representative.  We 
said:  "We  think  that  the  right  to  revive 
attached,  under  the  local  law,  when  Hervey 
rthe  person  injured]  brought  his  action  in 
the  state  court  It  was  a  right  of  substan- 
tial value,  and  became  inseparably  connect- 
ed with  the  cause  of  action,  so  far  as  the 
laws  of  Ohio  were  concerned."  And  it  was 
denied  that  the  right  to  revive  was  lost  by 
the  removal  of  the  case  to  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States,  or  affected  by  5  055, 
Rev.  Stat  We  said  further:  "Whether  a 
pending  action  may  be  revived  upon  the 
death  of  either  party  and  proceed  to  judir- 
ment  depends  primarily  upon  the  laws  of 
the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  action  was 
commenced.  If  an  action  be  brought  in  a 
Federal  court,  and  is  based  upon  some  act 
of  Congress,  or  arises  under  some  rule  of 
general  law  recognized  in  the  courts  of  the 
Union,  the  question  of  revivor  will. depend 
upon  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  re- 
lating to  that  subject  But  if  at  the  time 
an  action  is  brought  in  a  state  court  the 
statutes  of  that  state  allow  a  revivor  of  it 
on  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  before  final 
judgment,— even  where  the  right  to  sue  is 
lost  when  death  occurs  before  any  suit  is 
brought, — ^then  we  have  a  case  not  distinct- 
ly or  necessarily  covered  by  S  966." 
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By  I  065  an  executor  or  administrfluior  of 
'plaintiff  or  petitioner  or  defendant  in  any 
•uit  in  any  court  of  the  United  States/'  may 
be  made  a  party  by  "scire  facias  served  from 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  where  the 
suit  is  pending." 

When  can  a  suit  be  said  to  be  "in  any 

court  of  the  United  States/'  or  said  to  be 

OD  "pending"  therein?    Is  not  the  answer  in- 

Jevitable,  from   the    time    the  suit  is  com- 

•  menced?  It  cannot  be*  pending  until  it  is 
commenced,  and  if  it  continue  until  the 
death  of  the  "plaintiff  or  petitioner  or  de- 
fendant/' the  requirements  of  the  section 
seem  to  be  satisfied. 

Another  inquiry  becomes  necessary — ^When 
is  a  suit  commenced  T  For  an  answer  we 
must  go  to  the  California  statutes.  By  § 
406  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  it  is  pro- 
vided: "Civil  actions  in  the  courts  of  this 
state  are  commenced  by  filing  a  complaint." 
By  §  400  summons  may  be  issued  at  anv 
time  within  a  year,  and  if  necessary  to  dif- 
ferent counties.  The  defendant  may  appear, 
however,  at  any  time  within  a  year.  The 
filing  of  the  complaint,  therefore,  is  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  and  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  over  the  case.  The  juris- 
diction would  undoubtedly  continue  for  a 
year,  and  probably  afterwards,  uid  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  would  probably  be  necessary 
to  get  rid  of  the  case.  Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29 
Gal.  242;  Reynolds  v.  Page,  35  Cal.  300. 

3.  It  is  said,  however,  that  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  0.  P.  Overton  had  not  been  ob- 
tained nrior  to  his  death,  and  this  is  un- 
doubtedly true.  Service  of  summons  was 
necessary  for  that  It  was  so  decided  in 
Duftuy  V.  Shear,  29  Gal.  242;  and  §  416  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides: 
"From  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons and  of  a  copy  of  tiie  complaint  in  a 
civil  action,  where  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
oomplaint  is  recjuired,  or  of  the  completion 
of  the  publication  when  service  by  publica> 
tion  is  ordered,  the  court  is  deemed  to  have 
acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  parties,  and  to 
have  control  of  all  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings. The  voluntary  appearance  of  a  de- 
fendant is  equivalent  to  personal  service  of 
the  summons  and  copy  of  the  complaint  uDon 
him."  r  *~ 

It  is  claimed  that  this  section  precludes 
furisdiction  of  "the  subseouent  proceedings" 
In  the  action,  unless  toe  summons  was 
served,  or,  U>  quote  counsel,  "the  circuit 
court  in  this  instance  lacked  'jurisdiction' 
and  'control*  of  the  'proceedings/  so  far  as 
the  defendant  Overton  was  concerned.  It 
was  therefore  absolutely  powerless  to  lay  its 
hands  upon  the  deceased  defendant's  repre- 
sentative." The  contention  is  claimed  to  be 
g  supported  by  the  construction  of  similar 
"t  statutes  in  Oregon  and  Minnesota  made  by 

•  their  courts.  White  v.  Johneon,  27  Or.*282, 
40  Pac  511;  and  Auerhaoh  v.  Maynard,  26 
Minn.  421,  4  N.  W.  816.  The  latter  case 
sustains  the  contention,  and  proceeds  to  the 
extent  of  denying  the  court  any  jurisdiction 
to  proceed  further  in  the  action.  White  v. 
Johnson  does  not  go  so  far.  It  cites  and  fol- 
lows the  Minnesota  ease  to  the  extant  of 


holding  "that  the  court  is  without  power  or 
authority  to  take  any  action  looldi^  to  the 
rendition  of  a  personal  judgment  merely 
without  first  obtaining  jurisdiction  through 
the  service  of  a  summons  upon  the  defei^- 
ant"  But  the  court  did  not  decide  that  it 
had  no  control  of  subsequent  proceedings^  but 
reduced  the  question  to  one  of  procedure  and 
the  necessity  of  service  of  the  summons  be- 
fore a  personal  judgment  could  be  taken. 
The  court  admitted  that  the  statute  provid- 
ed that  no  action  abated  upon  the  death  of 
the  party,  and  provided  that  the  court  might 
allow  the  action  to  be  continued  on  motion^ 
and  that  such  was  the  practice  in  New  York 
and  in  California  under  similar  statutes, 
and  then  said:  "The  statute  provides  that 
the  court  may,  at  any  time  within  one  vear 
after  the  death  of  a  party,  on  motion,  allow 
the  action  to  be  continued  against  the  per- 
sonal representative,  but  no  provision  i» 
made  in  a  case  of  this  kind  as  to  the  manner 
of  bringing  in  the  substituted  party.  The 
court  coiild,  therefore,  adopt  any  reasonable 
procedure  tiiat  might  seem  proper,  but  tiie 
service  of  a  valid  simimons  could  not  be  dis- 
pensed with.  Probably  the  better  practiee 
would  have  been  for  the  lower  court  to  have 
required  the  plaintiff  to  file  a  supplemental 
complaint  in  the  action,  showing  the  death 
of  defendant  and  the  appointment  of  an  ex- 
ecutrix, and  thereupon  to  issue  an  alias  sum* 
mons  oontaining  the  title  of  the  action  alter 
substitution  mwie,  and  have  the  same  direct- 
ed to  the  said  Gorddia  Johnson.  A  serviee 
of  such  a  summons,  together  with  a  copy  of 
the  complaint^  would  undoubtedly  suffice  ta 
reouire  her  appearance,  in  default  of  whidi 
judgment  might  have  been  entered  against 
her.  Such  a  practice  and  procedure  seema 
reasonable,  and  well  calculated  to  effect  the 
desired  result  in  an  orderly  manner."  Vie 
case  was  reversed,  and  sent  back  for  such 
other  proceedings  as  might  be  deemed  ad- 
visable. 

It  is  certain  that  this  case  is  not  anthority  o 
for  the  contention  that  the  court  had  no  jn-  ff 
risdiction  or   control   over   subsequent*pro- • 
ceedinfs.    It  asserted  such  jurisdiction,  and 
held  that  in  its  exercise  "the  court  could 
therefore  adopt  any  reasonable  procedure 
that  might  seem  proper,"  provided  a  sum- 
mons was  served. 

But  even  if  White  v.  Johnson  and  Attmr- 
haeh  V.  Maynard  concurred  in  holding  that 
upon  the  death  of  a  defendant  the  court 
could  not  proceed  further  in  the  action,  we 
should,  nevertheless,  be  unable  to  assent  to 
the  doctrine.  At  common  law  all  actions 
abated  by  the  death  of  parties  before  judg- 
ment, and  to  prevent  the  application  and^- 
fect  of  that  principle,  S  065,  preceded  by  | 
31  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  was  enacted, 
and  provisions  like  that  of  |  385  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  of  California  were  also 
enacted.    The  section  is  as  follows: 

"Sec  385.  An  action  or  proceeding  does 
not  abate  by  the  death  or  any  disability  of 
a  party,  or  by  the  transfer  of  any  interest 
therein,  if  the  cause  of  action  survive  or  con- 
tinue. In  case  of  the  death  or  any  disaUl- 
ity  of  a  party,  the  court,  on  motion,  may 
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aUow  the  action  or  proceeding  to  be 
tinned  by  or  againat  his  repreecntatiTe  or 
Buccessor  in  interest.  In  caee  of  any  other 
transfer  of  interest,  the  action  or  proceed- 
ing may  be  ccmtinned  in  the  name  of  the 
original  party,  or  the  court  may  allow  the 
person  to  whom  the  transfer  is  made  to  be 
substituted  in  the  action  or  proceeding." 

This  section  does  not  make  distinctions 
dependent  upon  the  stages  of  the  action  or 
proceeding.  The  action  or  proceeding  only 
needs  to  ezist»  and  to  distinguish  its  degrees 
of  progress  is  certainly  to  add  to  the  letter 
■ol  the  section. 

We  are  therefore  disposed  to  the  construc- 
tion of  a  similar  provision  in  the  Code  of 
Montana,  made  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Montana  in  Lavell  v.  Frost,  16  Mont  03,  40 
Pac.  146,  not  only  because  the  construction 
it  in  consonance  with  the  purpose  of  the 
statute,  but  accurate  as  to  its  letter. 

The  action  was  upon  a  bill  of  exchange. 
Frost,  the  defendant's  intestate,  died  after 
the  complaint  was  filed,  and  the  defendant, 
his  administratrix,  was  substituted  in  his 
stead. 

The    court    said:     "It  does  not  appear 
whether  Frost  was  serred  with  summons  be- 
^  fore  his  deaths  but    the    action    was  com- 
!j,  menced  before  his  death.    An  action  is  com- 
«  menced  by  filing  a*compIaint     (Code  CIt. 
Proc.  §  66.)     'An   action   or   defense  shall 
not  abate  by  the  death  of  a  party,  but  shall 
sunriTe  and  be  maintained  by  his  represen- 
tatives.'    (Id.  S  22.)     .    .    .    So  far  as  we 
are  of  opinion,  there  was  no  error  in  the 
case." 

The  procedure  in  California  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  defendant  before  service  has 
not  been  ruled  upon,  but  in  case  death  occur 
after  service,  it  was  said  in  Taylor  ▼.  West- 
ern P.  E.  Oo.  46  Cal.  at  page  337:  «at  has 
been  the  uniform  practice  in  this  state  from 
Its  organization,  so  far  as  we  are  advised,  to 
permit  the  substitution  to  be  made,  or  a  sug- 
gestion of  the  death  of  the  former  party  and 
satisfactory  proof,  on  an  ear  parte  motion, 
of  the  appointment  and  qualification  of  the 
administrator." 

The  same  niling  was  made  in  CampheU  v. 
West,  93  Cal.  653,  29  Pac.  210.  And  the 
practice  was  emphasized  by  contrast  with 
that  in  case  of  a  transfer  of  interest  other- 
wise than  by  death.  In  such  case  the  court 
said  when  the  proceedings  were  set  in  mo- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  or  the  person  to  whom 
the  transfer  is  made,  or  by  the  defendant  if 
for  any  reason  he  desires  to  avail  himself  of 
such  transfer  for  any  purpose,  it  must  be 
made  by  supplemental  complaint  or  answer. 

We  see  no  reason  why  the  representative 
of  a  deceased  party  should  not  be  brought 
in  by  the  same  procedure,  whether  the  death 
of  a  party  occur  before  or  after  servioe,  and 
the  language  of  the  statute  so  expresses. 
The  court  would  undoubtedly  take  care  that 
ample  notice  was  given,  and  nothing  more 
can  be  necessary. 

The  cases  in  equity  cited  by  petitioner  con- 
tain some  pertinent  remarks  as  to  when  a 
salt  may  be  considered  as  having  been  com- 
menced, and  in  what  stage  of  the  suit  it 


ean  be  revived  against  the  representatives  of 
a  deceased  parly.  The  oases  cannot  be  said 
to  be  inapplicable  to  the  statutes  of  states 
which,  like  California,  have  abolished  the 
difference  between  legal  and  equitable  forms 
of  aetion,  and  which,  under  one  form  of  w^ 
tion  and  the  method  of  procedure  of  the 
state,  intend  to  give,  not  less,  but  greater, 
remedial  faeilities,  and,  while  accommoda^ 
ing  the  relief  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  expedite  the  relief  by  freeing  it  from  9 
the  delays  and  expense  of  the  old  procedure^  3 
^both  in  common  law  and  equity,  and  to  ob-  * 
tain  the  good  in  both  by  a  simpler  practice. 
In  Oordon  v.  Tyler,  63  Mich.  620,  10  N. 
W.  660,  20  N.  W.  70,  the  original  defend- 
ants not  having  been  served  before  their 
deaths,  the  court  said,  in  passing  on  a  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  service  and  dismiss  the 
bill:  "The  basis  of  this  objection  is  that 
until  a  defendant  has  appeared  the  suit  can- 
not be  treated  as  having  actually  been  ooai- 
menced  against  him;  so  that  if  he  dies  be* 
fore  appearance  it  is  as  if  he  had  never  been 
in  the  case,  and  an  original  bill  is  necessary 
to  reach  his  representatives.  The  dtation 
from  Daniell's  Chancery  Practice  seems  to 
favor  that  idea.  But  the  authorities  and 
practice  have  uniformly  held  that  the  filing 
of  a  bill  is  the  commencement  of  suit  for 
most  purposes,  and  we  can  see  no  reason  for 
adopting  any  exceptional  rule  in  such  cases  as 
the  present  An  affidavit  can  always  be  made 
in  a  cause  as  soon  as  the  bill  is  filed,  and 
sometimes  becomes  neceesary  to  support  an 
order  for  the  appearance  of  an  absentee.  A 
notioe  of  lis  pendens  may  always  be  filed 
at  onoe,  and  it  would  lead  to  very  serious 
mischief  if  a  failure  to  serve  process  at  once 
on  a  defendant  could  nullify  the  effect  of 
such  filing.  For  many  purposes  it  is  not 
always  important  whether  a  bill  is  a  Mil  ol 
revivor  or  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of 
one.  But  for  some  purposes  the  difference 
is  very  material,  and  rights  may  be  seriously 
jeopardized  by  holding  a  failure  to  get  a  de- 
fendant in  before  his  death  equivalent  to  a 
failure  to  implead  him.  The  evident  object 
of  our  statute  is  to  hasten  the  proceedings 
by  allowing  a  petition  to  stand  in  lieu  of  a 
bill  of  revivor,  and  we  do  not  see  any  good 
reason  for  holding  that  a  suit,  if  regard^  as 
commenced  for  any  substantial  purpose, 
should  not  be  regarded  as  commence,  so  as 
to  save  all  rights  as  against  the  estates  of 
a  deceased  defendant,  appearing  or  not  ap- 

Cring.    No  one's  rights  are  injured  by  so 
ling,  and  important  rights  may  be  jeop- 
ardized by  holding  otherwise." 

This  ruling  was   reaffirmed  in  8tevens<m 
V.  Kurtg,  08  Mich.  403,  57  N.  W.  580. 

In  Maine,  an  executor  of  the  deceased  de> 
fendant  may  be  brought  in  by  bill  of  revivor. 
In  declaring  the  practice  the  court  said,  inn 
Huhhard  v.  Johnson,  77  Me.  130:     "The  gen-§ 
eral*rule  in  equity  is  that,  strictly  speaking,* 
there  is  no  cause  in  court  as  against  a  de- 
fendant until  his  appearance.    2  Dan.  Ch. 
5th  ed.  1523.    But  in  this  state,  since  a  bill 
may  be  inserted  in   a   vnrit  of  attachment 
(Rev.  Stat  chap.  77,  S  11),  as  this  was,  and 
a  suit  is  commenced  when  the  writ  is  aetnal* 
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It  made  with  intention  of  eerrioe  (Rev.  Stat, 
enap.  81,  fi  95),  an  executor  may  be  brought 
in  by  a  revivor,  although  no  service  has  been 
made  on  the  testator.  Heard  v.  March,  12 
Oush.  680." 

The  same  ruling  was  made  in  Massachu' 
setts  in  Heard  v.  £arc/i,  and,  while  there  was 
no  opinion  of  the  court,  from  the  argument 
of  counsel  the  ruling  was  apparently  based 
on  the  same  grounds  as  in  Huhhard  v.  John- 
son, 77  Me.  139,  to  wit,  that  an  action  was 
oommenced  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the 
writ,  that  bein^  the  process  in  chancery. 

It  waa  said  in  Lyle  v.  Bradford,  7  T.  B. 
Mon.  116:  "That  Uie  suing  out  process  has 
ttt  all  times  been  held  the  commencement  of 
an  action  or  suit,  and  that  as  to  the  person 
against  whom  process  ha^  been  issued  there 
must  necessarily  be  a  pending  suit  from  the 
date  of  the  process,  so  as  to  alMite  and  require 
a  revival  upon  his  death." 

There  is  nothing  in  Leuns  v.  Outlaw,  1 
Overt  140,  which  opposes  these  views.  In- 
deed, it  affirms  them.  The  court  said: 
"Agreeably  to  the  practice  in  the  courts  of 
law  in  England,  all  suits  abated  by  the  death 
of  either  party;  nor  could  they  be  revived 
by  scire  facias."  The  court  then  proceeded 
to  say  that  the  practice  of  chancery  in  Eng- 
land was  upon  the  death  of  either  plaintiff 
or  defendant  to  file  a  bill  of  revivor  against 
the  representatives  of  the  deceased,  and,  ap- 
plying this  practice  to  Kentucky  under  a 
statute  which  provided  no  abatement  should 
occur  by  the  death  of  either  the  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  but  might  be  "proceeded  upon  by 
application  of  the  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns  of  either  party,"  said: 
"It  seems  clear  that  all  revivals,  to  comport 
with  the  principles  of  reason  and  the  Eng- 
lish practice,  should  be  made  by  causing  ap- 
propriate process  to  issue  so  as  to  make  the 
representatives  of  the  deceased  parties  in  a 
legal  manner.  To  revive  a  dormant  judg- 
ment a  scire  facias  is  necessary.  To  revive 
JH  in  chancery  the  authorities  show  that  a  bill 
^  must  be  filed,  and  process  issued  thereon,  to 
*  which  the  representatives  may  make  such 
answer  as  the  nature  of  the  case  may  re- 
quire." 

Hyde  v.  Leavitt,  2  Tyler  (Vt)  170,  cited 
by  respondent's  counsel,  must  be  considered 
as  peculiar  to  the  practice  in  Vermont. 

The  statute  of  the  state  was  very  similar 
to  §  955  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  supra,  and  it  was  held,  reversing 
the  lower  court,  that  notwithstanding  Grif- 
fin, the  deceased,  had  been  personally  served 
with  the  writ^  as  it  was  made  returnable 
June  term,  1801,  and  as  Griffin  died  before 
essoin  day,  his  administrator  could  not  be 
made  a  party  under  the  statute.  The  ground 
of  the  decision  seemed  to  be  that  the  suit 
could  not  be  considered  as  pending  until  it 
was  entered  in  court.  The  contrary  was 
held  in  Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N.  H.  385.  The 
same  contention  was  made  which  was  made 
in  Hyde  v.  Leavitt.  The  court  decided  that, 
"as  the  term  'pending*  means  nothing  more 
than  'remaining  undecided/  an  action  may. 


without  doubt,  be  considered  as  pfndiny 
from  the  commenoement."  And  we  may  say 
that  Hyde  ▼.  Leavitt  did  not  long  remaia 
law  in  Vermont  At  their  October  sessions, 
1804,  the  general  assembly  amended  the  stat- 
ute to  make  the  oonmiencement  of  the  suit, 
in  case  of  the  death  of  either  party,  the  same 
as  to  rights  for  and  against  executors  as  ex- 
isted in  a  suit  which  was  "pending,"  using 
this  word,  no  doubt,  to  meet  the  ruling  of 
the  court. 

However,  the  discussion  to  the  extent  we 
have  carried  it  may  not  be  necessary.  Sec- 
tion 955,  Rev.  Stat,  determines  when  Ihfr 
representative  of  a  deceased  party  may  be 
brought  into  an  action,  and  that  scire  faciaa 
is  the  procedure  whereby  he  may  be  brought 
in.  And  it  is  not  confined  to  a  case  where* 
a  judgment  has  been  obtained.  It  is  a  proc- 
ess of  notice  to  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor to  come  in,  and,  if  he  should  not  come  in, 
pves  jurisdiction  to  the  court  to  "render 
judgment  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
party,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  executor 
or  administrator  had  voluntarily  made  him- 
self a  party."  This  is  the  language  of  the 
section.  If  doubt  there  can  be  of  its  con- 
struction, it  is  removed  by  the  case  of  Green 
V.  Watkins,  6  Wheat  260,  5  L.  ed.  256,  and 
Maoker  v.  Thomas,  7  Wheat  630,  6  L.  ed.  i» 
515.  » 

*  In  Oreen  v.  Watkins,  the  court,  passing  on  * 
S  31  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  of  which 
(I  955  and  956,  Rev.  Stat,  are  reproduc- 
tions, pointed  out  the  distinction  between 
the  death  of  parties  befor.e  judgment  and 
after  judgment,  and  said:  "In  the  former 
case  all  personal  actions  by  the  common  law 
abate;  and  it  required  the  aid  of  some  stat- 
ute like  that  of  the  31st  section  of  the  judiei* 
ary  act  of  1789,  chap.  20,  to  enable  the  action 
to  be  prosecuted  by  or  against  the  personal 
representative  of  the  deceased,  when  thm 
cause  of  action  survived." 

The  enactment  of  the  section  was  to  pro- 
vide against  the  abatement  of  actions  which 
would  otherwise  abate  at  common  law,  and 
we  cannot  confine  its  remedy  to  the  caoea 
where  death  occurs  after  judgment  In 
other  words,  confine  its  remedy  to  the  cases 
where  the  common  law  already  afforded  a 
remedy.  See  also  M'Coul  v.  Lekamp,  2 
Wheat  111,  4  L.  ed.  197,  and  Hyde  v.Leavitt, 
2  Tyler   (Vt)    170. 

Except  when  considering  the  objection 
made  here  to  the  remedy  by  mandamus,  we 
have  treated  the  case  as  if  O.  P.  Overton,  the 
deceased  party,  was  the  sole  defendant,  and 
that  the  action  necessarily  abated  unles* 
there  was  a  saving  statute.  But  he  was  not 
the  sole  defendant,  and  the  action  did  not 
abate  at  common  law  if  the  cause  of  action 
survived  against  the  other  defendant  We 
assume  (the  record  does  not  enable  us  to  de- 
termine absolutely)  that  it  did,  and  the  rea^ 
son  for  bringing  in  the  representatives  of 
the  deceased  defendant  is  the  stronger. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  Circuit  Coort 
erred  in  setting  aside  the  scire  faciaa  and 
the  rule  for  mandamus  is  made  obsoluta. 


MOFFETT,  HODGKINS,  &  CLARKE  CO.  ▼.  ROCHESTER. 
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(178  U.  8.  878) 
MOFFEIT,  HODGKINS,  ft  CLARKE  COM- 
PANY,  PetitUmer, 

V, 

CITY  OF  ROCHESTER,  George  W.  Ald- 
ridge,  William  W.  Barnard,  and  John  W. 
Schroth,  Composing  the  Ebcecutiye  Board 
of  the  City  of  Rochester. 

Ooniraoi  with  ciijf — mistake  in  did — right  to 
correct, 

1.  A  mistake  In  the  proposals  by  a  bidder  for 
a  contract  with  a  city,  which  Is  promptly 
declared  by  an  agrent  of  the  bidder  as  soon 
as  It  is  discovered  and  before  the  city  has 
done  anything  to  alter  Its  condition,  will  not 
bind  the  bidder  by  reason  of  a  provision  in  the 
city  charter  that  a  bid  shall  not  be  withdrawn 
or  canceled  until  the  board  shall  have  let  the 
contract. 

t.  A  city  cannot  claim  that  a  bidder  who  has 
made  a  mistake  in  his  proposals  did  not  in- 
tend to  give  the  executive  board  of  the  city 
an  opportunity  to  correct  the  mistake,  where, 
before  the  time  expressed  in  the  resolutions 
of  the  board  for  the  bidder  to  appear  and 
execute  a  contract  or  be  regarded  as  abandon- 
ing any  intention  to  do  so,  the  bidder  (tied  a 
bill  in  a  court  of  equity  to  determine  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  and  the  city  made  a  re- 
formation of  the  proposals  impossible  by  let- 
ting the  contract  to  another  party. 
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N  WRIT  OP  CERTIORARI  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit  to  review  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  cancelation  of  porposals 
for  a  contract  with  a  city.    Reversed, 

See  same  case  below,  62  U.  S.  App.  392, 
•1  Fed.  Rep.  28,  83  C.  0.  A  319,  —  L.  R. 

g      Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  MoKeniiat 
•      *Thi8  suit  grows  out  of  allied  errors  In 
the  proposals   of   the   complainant  for  the 
execution  of  certain  improvements  conduct- 
ed by  the  city  of  Rochester,  N.  Y. 

The  proposals  of  the  complainant  were  ac- 
cepted, but  it  declined  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract in  aeoordance  therewith,  on  tiie grounds 
hereafter  stated,  and  the  city,  it  is  claimed, 
threatened  to  enforce  the  bond  given  with 
theproposals. 

The  bill  prays  for  a  reformation  of  the 
proposals  to  conform  to  the  asserted  inten- 
tion in  making  them  and  their  execution  as 
reformed,  or  their  rescission.  Also  an  in- 
junction against  the  officers  of  the  city  de- 
claring complainant  in  default,  its  bond  for- 
feited or  enforced. 

The  substance  of  the  bill  is  that  the  city 
of  Rochester,  through  its  proper  executive 
board,  determined  to  make  improvements  and 
extensions  in  the  city's  waterworks,  and, 
amon^  other  things,  to  construct  a  masonry 
conduit  for  a  distance  of  12,000  feet  from 
Hemlock  lake  northward,  and  proposed  to 
enter  into  a  contract  therefor.  The  contract 
was  known  as  contract  Na  1. 


Also,  to  construct  a  riveted  steel  pipe  con- 
duit 38  inches  or  40  inches  in  diameter,  com- 
mencing at  the  north  end  of  the  masonry 
conduit  and  terminating  at  Mount  Hope 
reservoir,  in  the  dty;  length,  about  140,000 
feet.  The  contract  was  known  as  contract 
No.  2. 

Voluminous  specifications  were   prepared  g 
hy   the  city,  in   printed   form,  aggregating  es 
about  300  printea  pages,* elaborately  sped-* 
fying,  with  infinite  detail,  the  requirements 
of  the  executive  board,  the  method  in  which 
the  work  was  to  be  performed,  the  charac- 
ter of  the  materials  required  to  be  furnished, 
and  the  tests  to  which  the  materials  were  to 
be  subjected.    A  copy  of  the  schedule,  with 
other  schedules,  was  attached  to  the  bill. 

On  December  10,  1892,  public  notice  was 
given  to  contractors  that  proposals  would  be 
received  for  such  work  until  12  o'clock  noon 
of  December  23,  1892,  at  which  time  the  bids 
were  to  be  publicly  opened  by  tiie  chairman 
of  the  executive  boai^. 

The  complainant  was  a  contractor  having 
an  office  in  New  York,  and  employed  engi- 
neers to  prepare  proposals  of  the  character 
oontemplatea  by  the  dty  of  Rochester,  and 
complainant's  officers  were  engaged  in  im- 
portant and  distracting  occupations,  and 
connected  with  other  business  whicdi  re* 
quired  than  to  delegate  the  duties  ordina- 
rily performed  by  them  in  connection  with 
the  work,  such  as  described,  to  their  subordi- 
nates. The  agents  of  complainants,  though 
they  exercised  due  diligence,  were  unable  to 
procure  the  forms  of  the  proposals  for  such 
contracts  until  on  or  about  the  15th  of  De- 
cember, 1892,  and  its  engineer  proceeded  to 
Rochester  on  the  20th  of  December,  1892, 
having  attempted  in  the  meantime  to  famil- 
iarize himself  with  the  terms  of  such  con- 
tracts, and  there  conferred  with  the  engi« 
neers  of  the  Mj,  visited  the  line  of  the  pro- 
posed conduit^  and  proceeded  with  the  prep- 
aration of  the  proposals  of  the  contracts  Nos. 
1  and  2. 

The  labor  devolving  upon  him  In  the 
period  of  time  allowed  him  for  preparing  the 
proposals  made  him  nervous  and  confused, 
and  in  transcribing  the  figures  prepared  by 
him  he  acddentally  made  certain  clerical  er* 
rors. 

Contract  No.  2  submitted  for  considera* 
tion  two  routes,  over  8,000  feet  of  the  140,- 
000  of  the  proposed  steel  conduit.  They 
were  respectively  designated  in  the  propos- 
als and  specifications  route  "A"  and  route 
**B,"  and  the  city  reserved  the  right  of  elect- 
ing either  of  them,  and  further  electing  to 
require  a  38-inch  pipe  or  a  40-inch  pipe  to  be 
furnished  by  contractors.  g 

Route  A  was  located  in  alluvial  flats  n 
through  which*the  creek  meanders,  and  in-  * 
volved  several  crossings  of  its  existing  and 
former  channds.  Route  B  was  located 
wholly  west  of  the  creek,  and  required  the 
construction  of  a  tunnel  with  the  necessary 
shafts,  inlet  and  overflow  chambers,  man- 
holes, and  their  appurtenances. 

The  spedfications  of  route  A  involved 
sixty-one  different  items  and  quantities  of 
work   and   materials,  route    B  seventy- five. 
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Amonff  the  Itenui  of  route  B  was  that  known 
M  "d, '  and  described  in  the  speciflcatiou 
M  follows: 

"For  all  earth  ezcayations  in  open 
trenches  or  pits,  for  the  masonry  and  pipe 
eonduity  entrance  and  overflow  chambers, 
gate  ranlts,  blow  offs,  pipe  overflows, 
midges,  railroad  crossings,  creek  crossing 
and  culverts  carried  under  said  conduit^  in- 
cluding bracing  and  sheeting,  back  filling  of 
trenches,  and  masonry,  making  embank- 
ments, and  other  final  disposal  of  the  exca- 
vated material  with  haul  of  1,000  feet  or 
less,  bailing  and  draining  and  all  incidental 
work." 

That  item  in  route  A  was  in  precisely  the 
same  language,  and  the  quantity  of  excava- 
tion contemplated  by  said  items  was  184,000 
cubic  feet  of  earth,  and  referred  to  precisely 
the  same  work.  The  complainant  and  its  en- 
gineer intended  to  bid  for  said  work  the  sum 
of  70  cents  per  cubic  yard,  and  which  sum 
was  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  for  the  work, 
and  such  sum  was  inserted  in  the  proposal 
for  route  A,  but  by  accident  and  mistake  60 
cents  was  inserted  in  the  proposal  for  route 
B,  and  the  price  intended  to  be  proposed 
therefor  was  some  $36,800.  The  sum  of 
60  cents  per  cubic  yard  was  wholly  insuffi* 
oient  price  for  such  work.  The  proposal  in 
route  £  also  contained  an  item  in  the  follow- 
ing langua^,  to  wit:  '"h.'  For  all  earth 
excavation  m  tunnel,  including  all  necessary 
bracing,  timbering,  lighting,  ventilating,  re- 
moval and  back  filling  and  other  final  dis- 
posal of  the  excavated  material  with  haul  of 
1,000  feet  or  less,  pumping,  bailing,  and 
draining  and  all  incidental  work." 

The  defendants'  engineer  estimated  the 
quantity  of  excavation  under  this  item  at 
2,000  cubic  yards,  and  it  was  intended  to 
fe«  charge  for  such  work  $16  per  eubic  yard, 
^  which  was  a  fair  and  reasonable  charge.  In 
•  haste  and  confusion  the  engineer,«who  Is  ex- 
tremely nearsighted,  in  transcribing  his  fig- 
ures, by  accident  and  mistake  inserted  the 
sum  of  $1.60  per  cubic  yard,  which  was 
grossly  inadequate  and  far  below  what  would 
be  the  actual  cost  of  the  work  under  the  most 
favorable  circumstances.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  bid  as  inserted  and  that  which 
was  intended  to  be  inserted  was  the  sum  of 
$27,000. 

A  bond  was  required  with  proposals  in  the 
penal  sum  of  $90,000,  conditioned  upon  the 
performance  of  the  work  if  the  bid  should 
be  accepted  and  the  making  of  the  contract 
with  the  city  in  accordance  with  the  notice 
to  contractors.  Ck>mplainant  executed  the 
bond  with  Henry  D.  Lsrman  and  the  Ameri- 
can Surety  Company  as  sureties,  but  at  the 
time  of  its  execution  the  proposal  annexed 
thereto  was  entirely  in  blank,  and  in  the 
time  which  elapsed  between  the  time  the 
bond  was  taken  to  the  city  and  the  presenta- 
tion of  the  proposals  it  was  impossible  to 
insert  in  the  pamphlet  containing  the  bond 
the  proposals  for  the  work  contemplated  by 
contracts  Nos.  1  and  2,  or  either  of  them. 

The  prices  were  inserted  in  other  and  dif- 
ferent pamphlets  of  the  same  general  char- 
acter, but  were  not  signed  or  in  ai^  waj 


exeeuted  by  complainant  or  by  any  of  it* 
officers.  The  pamphlets  containing  the  bond 
and  the  i;..inpnlet  containing  the  proposals 
were  placed  in  a  single  package. 

The  complainant  was  led  to  believe  by  the 
defendants  and  their  officers  that,  although 
the  masonry  conduit  and  the  riveted  steel 
conduit  were  separately  described,  th^  ooo- 
stituted  a  continuous  piece  of  work,  and  any 
person  bidding  upon  both  sections  whose  bid 
was  lower  In  the  aggregate  than  any  other 
for  the  same  work  should  be  awarded  Um 
contract.  With  this  understanding  and  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  single  propodtioa 
for  the  entire  work,  complainant  dqwsited 
the  package  containing  the  proposals  for  the 
work  upon  both  sections  with  the  executive 
board.  The  notice  to  contractors  provided 
that  every  bid  for  the  masonry  conduit 
should  be  indorsed  "Proposal  for  performiqg 
contract  No.  1,  Rochester  Waterworks  Gon- 
duit»"  and  that  ereiT  bid  for  the  riveted  steel 
pipe  conduit  should  be  inclosed  in  a  sealed 
envelope  and  indorsed  Troposal  for  per- « 
forming  of  contract  No.  2,  Rochester  Water-  « 
works  Conduit"  *  Complainant  did  not  com-  * 
ply  with  the  provisions,  but  addressed  its 
proposals  in  one  package  to  the  executive 
board.  The  proposals  were  immediately 
opened  by  the  chairman  of  the  board  and  de- 
clared informal,  and  not  in  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  board,  but  th^ 
were  nevertheless  read  together  with  other 
proposals.  That  for  line  B,  in  contract  No.  8» 
was  read  by  the  derk  in  the  presence  of  the 
members  of  the  board  before  any  other  pro- 
posals for  work  on  said  line  were  read,  and 
immediately  upon  reading  item  "d,"  relat- 
ing to  earth  excavation  in  open  trenches,  tho 
engineer  of  compUinaat^  wno  prepared  the 
proposals,  informed  the  board  that  the  price 
of  60  cents  per  cubic  yard  was  a  derieal  er- 
ror, and  that  it  was  the  intention  to  charge 
70  cents  per  cubic  yard,  the  same  price 
charged  for  the  identical  work  <m  line  A. 

There  were  six  bidders  on  contract  No.  1, 
including  complainant.  Its  bid  was  $473,- 
790.  The  lowest  bidder  was  W.  H.  Jonee 
&  Son,  whose  bid  was  $262,618. 

The  bids  on  contract  No.  2,  with  itema» 
were  tabulated  in  a  statement  and  annexed 
to  the  bill. 

The  complainant's  bid  on  earth  excava* 
tion,  in  open  trench  ofi  route  A,  was  70  cents 
per  cubic  yard.  The  other  bids  ranged  from 
76  cents  to  86  cents. 

For  the  same  work  on  route  B  complain- 
ant's bid  was  60  cents  per  cubic  yard.  The 
other  bids  from  76  cents  to  86  cents. 

The  complainant's  bid  for  earth  excava* 
tions  in  timnel  upon  route  B,  contract  No. 
2,  was  $1.50  per  cubic  yard.  The  other  bids 
were,  respectively,  $12  and  $16. 

The  complainant's  aggregate  bid  for  work 
on  route  B  was  $867,662.60.  The  loweft 
was  $1,130,196,  that  of  Whitmore,  Raub- 
er,  &  Co. 

If  complainant  was  allowed  the  amount  of 
its  error,  vie.,  $63,800,  its  proposal  lor  route 
B.  would  be  $921,864JM),  which  sum  waa 
$208,842.60  less  than  the  next  lowest  hid. 
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whieli   was  that  of  Whitmorey  Raiib6r,  ft 

VicinuB. 
The  aggr^te  bida  of  complainant  at  eor- 
A  rected  were  fl  ,396, 142.50,  which  were  conaid- 
^  erably  leaa  than  the  aggregate  of  any  other 
*  contractor.  For  88-inch  pipe  on  line  B  its 
aggregate  bid  waa  $1,331,342.50,  which  was 
liurgely  below  that  of  any  other  contractor. 
In  order  to  take  an  improper  and  uncon- 
scionable advantage  of  complainant  and  the 
clerical  errors  made  by  it>  the  executive 
board  on  the  10th  of  January,  1893,  notified 
complainant  that  the  defendants  intended  to 
enter  into  a  contract  for  the  work  of  contract 
No.  1  with  W.  H.  Jones  &  Son,  although 
complainant's  proposals  for  the  work  on  both 
contracts  were  the  lowest  in  the  aggregate 
for  the  entire  work  contemplated.  There- 
upon on  the  11th  of  January,  1893,  before 
any  official  action  with  respect  to  letting  the 
contracts  were  taken,  complainant  protested 
against  the  division  of  the  proposals  and  let- 
ting the  work  of  contract  No.  1  and  No.  2 
separately,  and  insisted  that  the  defendants 
were  bound  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  it 
for  the  entire  work  described  in  both  con- 
tracts, or  none  at  all,  and  informed  the  de- 
fendants of  the  clerical  errors  for  the  work 
on  line  B,  and  requested  to  correct  them. 
And  further  demanded  the  contract  for  both 
sections  at  the  corrected  prices,  or  that  it 
be  permitted  to  withdraw  its  proi>08als. 

On  the  12th  of  January,  1893,  the  execu- 
tive board,  acting  in  bad  faith  and  to  take 
an  unfair  and  unconscionable  advantage  of 
the  clerical  errors  which  had  been  oommit- 
ted,  the  conmiission  of  which  the  defendants 
conceded,  adopted  the  resolution  annexed  to 
the  bill  and  marked  schedule  B,  and  caused 
eopies  to  be  served  on  the  complainant. 
'  The  defendants  proposed,  in  conformity 
with  the  resolutions,  to  insist  upon  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract  for  laying  a  38-inch 
pipe  on  route  B  for  the  prices  inserted  in 
complainant's  proposals,  and  intended,  if  com- 
plainant refused,  to  declare  it  in  default^ 
the  bond  executed  bv  it  forfeited,  and  to  pro- 
ceed to  enforce  the  bond. 

The  said  threatened  action  was  contrary 
to  good  conscience,  the  contents  of  the  pro- 
posals, and  the  rights  of  complainant,  and, 
unless  restrained,  would  cause  it  irreparable 
injury,  for  which  there  was  no  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law.  The  matter  in  dispute,  exclu- 
sive of  interest  and  cost,  exceeded  the  sum 
or  value  of  $2,000. 
The  following  are  the  resolutions  marked 
c  "Schedule  B:" 


•  Office  of  the  Executive  Board, 
Rochester,  N.  Y.,  January  12,  1898. 
By  Mr.  Schroth: 
Resolved,  That  the  proposal  of  the  Mof- 
fett,  Hodgkins,  ft  ClarKe  Company,  of  New 
York,  N.  Y.,  submitted    on    December    23, 
1892,  for  the  construction  of  a  riveted  steel 
pipe  conduit  38  inches  in  diameter,  and  all 
the  required    appurtenances    thereto,  com- 
mencing at  the  north  end  of  the  oontemplat- 
ed  masonry  eonduit  near  the  village  of  Hem- 
lock Lake,  Livingston  county,  N.  Y.,  and  ter- 
ninatini;  at  ML  Hope  reservoir,  in  the  city 


of  Rochester,  N.  Y.»  and  bjr  route  B  as  de- 
scribed in  the  notice  of  letting  for  said  work 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  accepted,  and 
that  said  work  be  and  hereby  is  awarded  to 
said  Moffett,  Hodgkins,  ft  Clarke  Company. 
By  Mr.  Schroth: 

Resolved,  That  the  Moffett,  Hodgkins,  ft 
Clarke  Company,  of  New  York,  be  and  they 
are  herewith  reouired  to  attend  at  the  office 
of  this  boards  along  with  the  sureties  to  bo 
offered  l^  said  company,  on  or  before  Thurs- 
day, January  19,  1893,  and  to  execute  at 
that  time  the  contract  for  the  i>erformance 
of  the  work  of  constructing  a  riveted  steel 
pipe  conduit  38  inches  in  diameter,  and  all 
the  required  appurtenances  thereto,  by  route 
B  from  the  north  end  of  the  contemplated 
masonry  conduit  near  the  village  of  Hemlock 
Lake,  Livingston  county,  N.  Y.,  to  Mt.  Hope 
reservoir  in  the  city  of  Rochester,  N.  Y.,  and 
that  the  failure  of  such  attendance  and  exe- 
cution will  be  regarded  as  an  abandonment 
of  intention  on  uie  part  of  said  Moffett^ 
Hodgkins,  ft  Clarke  Company  to  perform 
said  work. 

By  Mr.  Schroth: 

Resolved,  That  the  clerk  be,  and  he  is  here-^ 
by,  directed  to  cause  immediate  legal  service 
of  notice  of  award  of  contract  to  be  made  on 
the  Moffett,  Hodgkins,  ft  Clarke  Company, 
of  New  York,  N.  Y.,  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  resolutions. 

The  answer  admitted  the  allegations  of  the 
bill  in  r^ard  to  the  powers  of  the  executive 
board,  and  that  it  determined  to  enter  intOF 
a  contract  set  forth  in  the  bill;  that  it  pre-S 
pared*tpecifications  and  gave  notice  as  stat>  * 
ed,  and  required  bond  to  accompany  propos- 
als conditioned  as  alleged;  that  the  com- 
plainant had  such   boim  executed  and  an- 
nexed the  same  to  its  proposal  of  contract 
No.  2. 

The  answer  alleged  that  the  defendants 
did  not  know  and  could  not  set  forth  their 
belief  or  otherwise  whether  complainant  was 
a  corporation  or  employed  engineers,  or  what 
their  duties  were,  or  that  the  officers  of  the 
complainant  had  to  delegate  important  du- 
ties to  subordinates,  or  whether  its  agents 
could  procure  firms  to  contract  and  make 
proposals  before  the  16th  of  December,  1892; 
or  whether  its  engineer  was  nervous  or  made 
mistakes  as  alleged  or  in  the  way  alleged, 
or  the  prices  bid  were  inadequate,  or  Uiat 
complainant  was  led  to  believe  by  the  defend- 
ants that  contracts  Nos.  1  and  2  would  be 
let  jointly  and  not  separately,  or  its  bid  de- 
clared informal  and  cannot  be  received,  or 
that  its  engineer  when  the  bids  were  opened 
notified  the  board  that  the  prices  which  had 
been  read  for  item  "d"  of  route  B  in  contract 
No.  2  of  60  cents  per  cubic  yard  was  a  deri* 
cal  error. 

The  answer  then  proceeded  in  substance 
as  follows: 

The  notice  for  bids  required  that  all  bids 
should  state  the  prices  for  every  separate 
item  of  work  named  in  the  proposals,  should 
be  plainly  stated  and  distinctly  written  in 
ink,  both  in  words  and  figures,  in  the  pro- 
posed blanks  left  therefor;    that  the  com- 
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plainant's  engineer  received  all  OQnmraniea- 
tions  requested  by  him  from  the  ezecatiye 
board  and  its  engineer,  and  all  the  plans 
and  spedfleations  and  information  were  at 
the  complainant's  command  before  its  sub- 
mission of  the  proposals  for  the  contract. 

On  account  of  the  treacherous  subsoil  dis- 
dosed  of  borings  along  route  B  in  contract 
Ko.  2,  the  latter  route  would  be  the  least 
SKpensire,  and  the  prices  complained  of  by 
complainant  were  reasonable  and  fair  values 
for  the  work  set  forth,  and  it  was  denied 
that  clerical  errors  were  entertained  in  the 
proposals,  or  that  they  were  less  than  the 
average  bids  by  competitive  bidders,  and 
averred  that  the  amounts  were  knowingly 
and  intentionally  inserted  to  make  complain- 
g  ant's  bid  what  is  known  as  an  ''imbalanoed 
es  bid,"  to  wit,  in  which  the  contractor  will 
*  give  a  ^low  price  for  one  kind  of  work  or 
materials  in  the  same  contract  with  the  hope 
that  the  quantity  of  work  and  materials  for 
which  a  low  price  is  bid  will  be  reduced, 
while  the  quality  of  materials  or  work  for 
which  a  high  price  is  bid  will  be  increased, 
thus  making  up  on  the  high  price  bid  suffi- 
cient to  give  the  contractor  a  large  profit 
upon  the  whole  work." 

The  complainant  bid  upon  some  items  in 
contract  No.  2  in  excess  of  a  reasonable 
price,  thus  making  its  bid  for  route  B,  con- 
tract No.  2,  an  unbalanced  bid,  enabling  com- 
plainant to  realize  upon  the  completion  of 
the  work  far  in  excess  of  the  amount  based 
upon  the  estimates  of  defendant's  engineer. 

In  pursuance  of  the  notice  to  contractors 
the  board  awarded  to  W.  H.  Jones  &  Sons 
contract  No.  1,  they  being  the  lowest  bidders, 
and  to  complainant  contract  No.  2,  it  being 
the  lowest  bidder,  but  this  was  not  done  to 
take  undue  and  unconscionable  advantage  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  proposals  were 
made  under  contracts  Nos.  1  and  2,  and  pre- 
sented to  the  board,  nor  did  the  board  act 
in  bad  faith  and  award  the  contract  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  advantage  of  the  alleged 
derical  errors. 

On  the  12th  of  December,  1892,  by  the 
resolution  marked  schedule  B,  the  board 
duly  and  legally  awarded  to  the  complain- 
ant the  contract  for  the  construction  of  the 
conduit  of  route  B  in  contract  No.  2,  and 
the  complainant  was  notified  to  attend  at 
the  ofiice  of  the  board  with  its  sureties  to 
execute  the  proposed  contract,  and  the  com- 
plainant "without  sufficient  reason  or  excuse, 
and  with  intent  to  defraud  said  defendants, 
did  refuse  and  neglect  to  enter  into  said  con- 
tract, and  said  defendants  deny  that  said 
complainant  is  entitled  to  the  relief,  or  any 
part  thereof,  in  the  said  complaint  demand- 
ed, and  they  respectfully  submit  that  the 
injunction  awarded  against  them  by  this 
honorable  court  on  the  16th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1893,  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  that  the 
said  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed,  with  costs." 

Evidence  was  submitted  on  the  issues,  in- 
dnding  the  specifications,  proposals,  and 
bond. 

A  decree  was  entered  adjudffing  the  pro- 
posals of  the  complainant  for  the  conduit  on 
line  or  route  B  to  be  "rescinded^  cancdcd. 


and  dedared  null,  void,  and  of  no  effect^'g 
and  ordering*an  injunction  to  be  issued  re-  • 
straining  the  dty  and  its  officers  from  de- 
daring  complainant  in  default  with  respect 
to  its  bids  and  proposals,  "or  from  declaring 
forfeited  the  bond  executed  by  and  on  behalf 
of  said  complainant,  and  accompanying  the 
aforesaid  bids  and  proposals,  or  from  in  any 
manner  suing  upon  or  attempting  to  enforce 
or  collect  the  said  bond." 

Commenting  on  the  facte  the  learned  trial 
judge  said: 

"The  question  in  this  controversy  is  plain 
and  simple:  Shall  the  complainant  be  held 
to  an  erroneous  bid  by  which  it  agreed  to  do 
certain  work  for  the  dty  of  Rochester  for 
$63,800  less  than  was  intended?  The  woric 
rdated  to  a  construction  of  a  conduit  to  con- 
vey the  water  of  Hemlock  lake  to  the  city. 
By  a  mistake  of  Mr.  Burlingame,  its  engi- 
neer, the  complainant  bid  50  cents  per  cubic 
yard  for  carta  excavation  in  open  trenches 
when  it  intended  to  bid  70  cents,  and  $1.50 
for  earth  excavation  in  tunnd  when  it  in- 
tended to  bid  $15. 

"The  proof  of  these  mistakes  is  clear,  ex- 
plidt,  and  undisputed.  As  soon  as  the  item 
proposing  to  do  the  work  for  50  cents,  aa 
aforesaid,  was  read  at  the  meeting  of  the 
executive  board,  and  before  any  action  was 
taken  thereon,  Mr.  Burlingame  stated  that 
it  was  an  error,  and  that  complainant  in- 
tended to  bid  for  route  B  the  same  aa  for 
route  A,  tne.,  70  cents. 

"There  is  some  testimony  of  a  negative 
character  that  this  prompt  repudiation  of 
the  bid  did  not  take  place,  but  the  great 
weight  of  testimony  is  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainant. Had  the  errors  been  corrected  the 
complainant's  bid  would  still  have  beoi 
$200,000  below  the  next  lowest  bid.  On 
route  A  the  complainant's  bid  was  $903,324. 
The  mistakes  all  occurred  on  route  B,  and 
yet  route  A  was  selected,  and  the  work 
awarded  to  other  bidders  for  $1,123,920,  or 
$220,596  more  than  the  complainant's  pro- 
posal. 

"Upon  the  principal  issue  there  is  no  dis- 
puted question  of  fact.  Counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants, though  not  admitting  the  mis- 
takes, which  are  the  basis  of  the  action,  do 
not  dispute  them.  The  oral  argument  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  theory  that  the  mistakes 
were  made  precisely  as  allied.  jS 

"In  order  that  no  injustice  may  be  doneS 
to  the  defendants,*tbeir  position  in  this  re-  • 
gard  is  stated  in  the  langfuage  of  their  brief, 
as  follows: 

"  'We  admit  that  the  evidenoe  of  the  com- 
plainant shows  that  Mr.  Burlingame  entered 
in  his  proposal  sheets  certain  figures  and 
numbers  different  from  those  which  he  in- 
tended to  make,  and  that  the  defendant* 
have  no  evidence  to  contradict  his  testi- 
mony,'"   82  Fed.  Rep.  255. 

On  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  oi  appeals 
the  decree  was  reversed,  with  instructions 
to  the  circuit  court  to  dismiss  the  bill.  08 
U.  S.  App.  392,  91  Fed.  Rep.  28,  33  0.  a 
A.  319,  —  L.  R.  A.  ^  The  case  is  here  cm 
writ  of  certiorari. 

Other  facts  are  stated  In  the  opini:>n. 
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Messr$.  Louis  Marslimll  uid  John  F, 
Kinney  tor  petitioner. 

Mr,  Porter  M.  French  for  respondent 

Mr.  Justice  McKesma*  after  stating  the 
case  as  above,  delivered  the  opini<m  of  the 
court: 

Both  of  the  lower  courts  agree  that  there 
was  a  mistake.  The  circuit  court  said  that 
the  proof  of  it  was  "clear,  explicit^  and  un- 
disputed." The  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
while  expressing  no  dissent  as  to  the  fact, 
said  "that  one  of  the  alleged  mistakes,  that 
in  respect  to  the  tunnel  excavation,  was  not 
a  mistake  in  any  legal  sense,  but  was  a  neg- 
ligent omission  arising  from  an  inadequate 
calculation  of  the  cost  of  the  work.** 

We  do  not  think  the  negligence  was  suffi- 
cient to  j>reclude  a  claim  for  relief  if  the 
mistakes  justified  it. 

This  court  said  in  Heame  ▼.  Marine  Ins, 
Co.  20  Wall.  488,  22  L.  ed.  395,  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Swayne: 

"The  reformation  of  written  contracts  for 
fraud  or  mistake  is  an  ordinary  head  of 
equity  Jurisdiction.  The  rules  which  gov- 
ern the  exercise  of  this  power  are  founded 
in  good  sense  and  are  well  settled.  Where 
the  agreement  as  reduced  to  writing  omits 
or  contains  terms  or  stipulations  contrary 
to  the  common  intention  of  the  parties,  the 
instrument  will  be  corrected  so  as  to  make 
it  conform  to  their  real  intent.  The  parties 
^  will  be  placed  as  they  would  have  stood  if 
g  the  mistake  had  not  occurred. 
•  '^"The  part^  alleging  the  mistake  must 
show  exactly  in  what  it  consists  and  the  cor- 
rection that  should  be  made.  The  evidence 
must  be  such  as  to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt 
upon  the  mind  of  the  court  as  to  either  of 
these  points.  The  mistake  must  be  mutual, 
and  common  to  both  parties  to  the  instru- 
ment. It  must  appear  that  both  have  done 
what  neither  intended.  A  mistake  on  one 
side  may  be  a  ground  for  rescinding,  but  not 
for  reforming,  a  contract.  Where  the  minds 
of  the  parties  have  not  met  there  Is  no  con- 
tract, and  hence  none  to  be  rectified." 

The  last  two  propositions  may  be  claimed 
to  be  pertinent  to  the  case  at  bar,  even 
though  the  transactions  between  the  parties 
be  considered  as  a  completed  contract. 

There  was  no  doubt  of  the  mistake,  and 
there  was  a  prompt  declaration  of  it  as  soon 
as  it  was  discovered  and  before  the  city  had 
done  anything  to  alter  its  condition.  In- 
deed, according  to  the  testimony  of  one  wit- 
ness, the  clerk  of  the  board  before  the  mis- 
take was  declared  by  complainant's  engineer 
expressed  the  thought  that  50  cents  per  cubic 
yard  for  earth  excavation  was  too  low,  "and 
there  was  some  discussion  about  it  at  Uie 
time,  but  Mr.  Aldridge  (he  was  chairman  of 
the  board)  said  he  (the  clerk)  might  as  wdl 
go  on  and  read  it,  as  the  bid  was  informal." 
The  reading  proceeded,  and  subsequently  the 
board  let  the  work  on  contract  No.  1  to 
Jones  &    Son,  and    accepted    complainant's 


>r ic  on  line  6,  contract  No.  2,  although 
complainant  protested  that  there  was  a  mis- 
take in  the  price  of  earth  excavation  and  also 
20  S.  C— 61. 


in  tunnel  excavation.  This  was  inequitable^ 
even  though  it  was  impelled  by  what  WM 
supposed  to  be  the  conunands  of  the  charter. 
It  offered  or  forced  complainant  the  alter- 
native of  taking  the  contract  at  an  nnre- 
munerative  price,  or  the  payment  of  $90,000 
as  liquidated  damages.  We  do  not  think 
such  course  was  the  command  of  the  statute 
or  the  board's  duty. 

The  rule  between  individuals  is  that  un- 
til a  proposal  be  accepted  it  may  be  with- 
drawn, and  if  this  principle  cannot  be  9^m 
plied  in  the  pending  case,  on  account  d  tSn  || 
charter  of  the  city,  there  is'certainly  noth-  * 
ing  in  the  charter  which  forbids  or  exeniM 
the  existence  of  the  necessary  elemente  of  n 
contract. 

The  charter  of  the  city  provides  that  "nei- 
ther the  principal  nor  sureties  on  any  bid 
or  bond  shall  have  the  right  to  withdraw  or 
cancel  the  same  until  the  board  shall  have 
let  the  contract  for  which  such  bid  is  made, 
and  the  same  shall  have  been  duly  executed.** 
A  perfectly  proper  provision,  but»  aa  was 
saia  by  the  learned  circuit  court; 

"The  complainant  is  not  endeavoring  'to 
withdraw  or  cancel  a  bid  or  bond.'  The  bill 
proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  the  bid  upon 
which  the  defendants  acted  was  not  the  com- 
plainant's bid;  that  the  complainant  was  no 
more  responsible  for  it  than  if  it  had  besa 
the  result  of  agraphia  or  the  mistake  of  a 
copyist  or  printer.  In  other  words,  that  the 
proposal  read  at  the  meeting  of  the  board 
was  one  which  the  complainant  never  intend- 
ed to  make,  and  that  the  minds  of  the  par- 
ties never  met  upon  a  contract  based  there- 
on. If  the  defendants  are  correct  in  their 
contention  there  is  absolutely  no  redress  for 
a  bidder  for  public  work,  no  matter  how  ag> 
gravated  or  palpable  his  blunder.  The  mo- 
ment his  proposal  is  opened  by  the  executive 
board  he  is  neld  as  in  a  grasp  of  steel. 
There  is  no  remedy,  no  escape.  If,  through 
an  error  of  his  clerk,  he  has  agreed  to  do 
work  worth  $1,000,00)0  for  $10,  he  must  be 
held  to  the  strict  letter  of  his  contract, 
while  equity  stands  by  with  folded  hands  and 
sees  him  driven  into  bankruptcy.  The  defend- 
ants'  position  admits  of  no  compromise,  no 
exception,  no  middle  ground."  [82  Fed. 
Rep.  266.] 

These  remarks  are  so  apposite  and  Jnst 
it  is  difilcult  to  add  to  them.  The  transac- 
tions had  not  reached  the  degree  of  a  con- 
tract,— a  proposal  and  acceptance.  Nor  was 
the  bid  withdrawn  or  canceled  against  the 
provision  of  the  charter.  A  clerical  error 
was  discovered  in  it  and  declared,  and  no 
question  of  the  error  was  then  made  or  of 
the  good  faith  of  complainant. 

It  is  true  it  is  now  urged  by  counsel  that 
there  was  no  mistake,  but  that  the  prices 
were  deliberately  and  consciously  inserted 
for  the  purpose  of  making  an  "unbalanced 
bid,"  in  which  low  prices  in  some  items  are 
compensated  by  high  prices  in  others.  Then 
circuit  court  and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  S 


proposals  containing  the  mistakes  for  the  *found  against  this  view,  and  this  court  usu< 


ally  accepts  such  concurrence  as  conclusive. 
The   circuit   court   of  appeals,   however, 
found  that  while  there  was  a  clerical 
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for  the  earth  ezcayation  in  contract  No.  2, 
route  B,  that  the  alleged  mistake  in  tunnel 
eoLcaTation  "was  not  a  mistake  in  any  legal 
sense,  but  waa  a  negligent  omission  arising 
from  aa  inadequate  calculation  of  the  cost 
of  the  work."    Further,  the  court  said : 

"It  is  also  manifest  that  the  complainant 
did  not  intend  to  give  the  board  an  oppor- 
tunity to  correct  the  mistakes  and  award  the 
contract  on  the  corrected  basis.  There  was 
no  color  of  foundation  for  the  assertion  that 
the  proposals  were  to  be  treated  as  a  single 
bid  for  contracts  No.  1  and  No.  2,  and  that 
both  contracts  must  be  awarded  to  the  com- 
plainant or  neither.  The  position  thus  tak- 
en by  the  complainant  was  well  calculated 
to  ezdte  distrust  on  the  part  of  the  board 
and  induce  its  members  to  believe  that  the 
alleged  mistakes  were  an  afterthought,  con- 
oei^id  when  the  complainant  had  become 
convinced  by  studying  the  proposals  of  its 
competitors  that  it  coiud  not  profitably  carnr 
out  the  contract  on  the  terms  proposed.^' 
[62  U.  8.  App.  397,  91  Fed.  Rep.  31,  33  C. 
C.  A.  322.] 

We  are  unable  to  concur  in  either  of  these 
conclusions.  The  mistake  in  tunnel  excava- 
tions arose  from  inadvertently  making  the 
cost  of  one  item — ^mere  earth  digging  and 
putting  the  dirt  into  car»— the  total  cost 
without  making  "any  ^owance  for  any 
work  preparatory  to  it  or  connected  with  it," 
to  quote  the  testimony  of  complainant's  en- 
gineer. And  it  seems  impossible  for  the  er- 
ror to  have  escaped  the  notice  of  the  board. 
OUier  contractors  charged  for  the  same  work 
$12  and  $16. 

The  conclusion  that  the  complainant  did 
not  intend  to  give  the  board  an  opportunity 
to  correct  the  mistakes  is  based  on  a  letter 
addressed  to  the  board,  in  which  it  claimed 
unity  in  the  contracts  and  bids,  and  demand- 
ing that  "the  contract  in  its  entirety  for  both 
sections  of  the  work  be  awarded  to  us  at  the 
corrected  price,  or  that  we  may  be  allowed 
to  withdraw  our  proposal  and  have  our  bid 
returned  to  us." 

But  before  the  time  expressed  in  the  reso- 
lutions of  the  executive  board  of  the  city  for 
QQthe  complainant  to  appear  and  execute  a 
g  contract,  or  it  would  be  regarded  as  abandon- 
•  ing  its  intentiom*to  do  so,  complainant  filed 
its  bill  in  this  case,  and  appealed  to  a  court 
of  equity  to  determine  its  rights  and  obliga- 
tions. 

On  filing  the  bill  and  supporting  affidavits, 
on  the  18th  of  January,  1893,  an  order  was 
issued  temporarily  restraining  the  officers  of 
the  city  from  declaring  the  complainant  in 
default  or  from  forfeiting  or  suing  on  its 
bond,  until  a  motion  for  an  injunction  pet^ 
dente  lite  could  be  heard.  Subsequently, 
after  hearing  and  argument,  an  injunction 
pendente  lite  was  issued. 

Prior  to  its  issuing,  but  after  the  restrain- 
ing order,  the  executive  board  accepted  the 
bid  of  Whitmore,  Rauber,  &  Vicinus,  and  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  them  for  the  con- 
struction for  the  riveted  steel  pipe  conduit, 
38  inches  in  diameter,  for  route  A,  for  8,000 
feet.     That    is    on   a    different    route   and 


claimed  to  be  the  subject  of  a  different  eon- 
tract  from  that  awarded  to  the  complainant. 

This  action  made  a  reformation  of  the  pro> 
poeals  impossible— made  any  action  of  the 
circuit  court  impossible,  except  to  annul  the 
proposals  or  dismiss  the  bill  and  subject 
the  complainant  to  a  suit  on  its  bond.  If 
the  decree  was  narrowed  to  this  relief  it  was 
the  fault  of  the  city,  not  of  the  complainant. 
Whatever  its  prior  claims  and  pretensions 
may  have  been,  by  submitting  itself  to  a 
court  of  equity  complainant  submitted  it- 
self to  abide  bv  what  that  court  shoiild  de- 
cree, and  the  alternative  of  a  reformation  of 
the  proposals  waa  certainly  not  their  execu- 
tion unreformed. 

By  letting  the  contract  to  Whitmore, 
Rauber,  &  Vicinus,  the  cily,  in  effect,  evaded 
the  restraining  order,  forestalled  the  action 
of  the  circuit  court,  and  prevented  the  ref- 
ormation of  the  proposals;  and  bv  prevent- 
ing that  Justified  the  decree  which  was  en- 
tered. 

The  decree  of  ihe  Oirouit  Court  of  Appeals 
U  reverted^  and  that  of  the  Cirouii  Oawrt 
iM  affirmed. 

(178  U.  8.  389) 
NEW    YORK    LIFE    INSURANOB    COM- 
PANY, Plff.  4n  Err., 

V. 

FANNIE  CRAVENS. 

OourU — foUowimg  conatructUm  of  etaio  ttai' 
ute — inauraneo — by  foreign  oompanf^ — 
Biatute  deolaring  policy  nonforfeitable — 
stipulation  that  laws  of  other  ataie  ehdti 
govem-^power  of  etate  to  regulate  omh 
traet, 

1.  The  Interpietation  of  a  state  statute  by  the 
state  courts  with  respect  to  its  sppllcatloa 
to  policies  issaed  by  a  foreign  insurance  com- 
pany is  binding  on  tbe  Sopreme  Court  of  the 
United  Statea 

2.  An  exemption  of  policies  of  life  Insoranee 
issued  by  corporations  of  other  states,  which 
stipulate  that  they  Shall  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  another  state,  from  the  operation  of 
the  Missouri  statute  (S  6988)  making  policies 
nonforfeitable  for  default  in  payment  of  prt- 
miums,  cannot  be  claimed  by  virtue  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  on  the 
ground  that  It  Interferes  with  the  contractual 
liberty  of  the  corporation,  since  the  stats 
has  power  to  compel  snch  corporations  to  be 
subject  to  such  statute  as  a  condition  of  the 
right  to  do  business  in  the  state. 

3.  The  interstate  character  of  a  contract  of 
life  insurance  made  by  a  resident  of  one  state 
with  a  corporation  of  another  state  does  not 
glTe  It  immunity  from  the  control  of  the  state 
in  which  the  insured  resides  and  In  which  the 
corporation  does  businesa 

4.  The  business  of  life  Insurance  Is  not  eoss- 
merce,  and  therefore  a  state  statvte  regulate 
Ing  contracts  of  life  Insurance  made  hetwesK 
residents  of  the  state  and  corporations  of  oth- 
er  states  is  not  invalid  as  a  regulation  of  !»-' 
terstate  commerce. 

[No.  262.] 

Argued  April  t5,  1900.    Deeidei  IToy  18;. 
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IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tbe  i denee  in  MisMuri,  to  iiunire  hit  life  in  the  fi 
State  of  Missouri  to  reriew  a  decisioa  re-  Vmpanj,  and  thereupon  Orarens  ligfned  anA  * 


▼ersinff  a  judgment  in  an  action  upon  a  pol< 
icy  of  life  insurance.    Afflrmed, 

See  same  case  below,  148  Mo.  688,  ^-  L.  R. 
A.  — ^,  50  8.  W.  519. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justioe  MeKesmat 
The  controTersy  in  this  ease  is  as  to  ihe 
amount  due  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  is- 
sued by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  upon  the  life 
of  John  K.  Cravens,  husband  of  the  defend- 
ant in  error. 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  is 
that  there  is  only  due  on  the  policy,  if  any- 
thing, the  sum  of  $2,670;  that  of  defendant 
in  error  is  that  she  is  entitled  to  the  full 
amount  of  the  policy,  to  wit,  $10,000,  less 
unpaid  premiums. 

f     These  contentions  depend  chiefly  for  solu- 
tion on  the  statute  of  Missouri,  inserted  in 
*i  the  margin,t*tad  the  issue  arising  is  whether 
g  the  defendant  in  error,  as  beneflcianr  in  the 
"policy,  because  of  the  payment  of^four  an- 
nual   premiums,    and   notwithstanding   the 
omission  to  pay  the  fifth  and  sixth  annual 
premiums,  is  entitled  to  extended  insurance 
as  provided  in  8  5983,  that  is,  to  the  full 
amount  of  the  policy  less  unpaid  premiums, 
or  is  entitled  to  the  amount  of  commuted 
insurance  tendered  by  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  case  was  submitted  upon  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts  substantially  as  follows: 
That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  organ- 
ized and  existing  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  New  York  as  a  mutual  life  insurance  com- 
pany, without  capital  stock,  having  its  chief 
office  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  was  at 
the  date  of  issuing  the  policy  in  question, 
and  since  has  been,  engaged  in  the  business 
of  insuring  lives  through  branch  offices  in 
the  different  states  and  territories  of  this 
eountry  and  certain  foreign  coim tries;  and 
that  it  maintains  agents  and  examiners  in 
the  state  of  Missouri. 

On  May  2, 1887,  the  local  agent  of  the  com- 
pany solicited  John  K.  Cravens,  at  his  resi- 


delivered  to  the  local  agent  a  written  appli* 
cation  for  the  policy  in  suit  The  appiieap 
tion  was  made  a  part  of  the  policy,  and  con- 
tained the  following  provisions: 

''That  inasmuch  as  only  the  officers  of  the 
home  office  of  the  said  company  in  the  city 
of  New  York  have  authority  to  determine 
whether  or  not  a  policy  shall  issue  on  any 
application,  and  as  they  act  on  the  vnritten 
statements  and  representations  referred  to, 
no  statements,  representations,  promises,  or 
information  made  or  given  by  or  to  the  per- 
son soliciting  or  taking  this  application  for 
a  policy,  or  by  or  to  any  other  person,  shall 
be  binding  on  said  company,  or  in  any  man- 
ner affect  its  rights,  unless  such  statements, 
representations,  or  information  be  reduced 
to  writing  and  presented  to  the  officers  of 
said  company,  at  the  home  office,  in  the  ap- 
plication.   .    .    . 

"That  the  entire  contract  contained  in  said 
policy  and  in  this  application  shall  be  con- 
strued according  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  the  place  of  said  contract  being 
agreed  to  be  the  home  office  of  said  eompany 
in  the  city  of  New  York." 

The  application  was  signed  by  the  agent 
of  the  company  and  forwarded  to  the  latter's 
home  office  in  New  \ork,  and  thereupon  the 
policy  in  suit  was  issued  and  transmitted  to 
Kansas  City  by  the  company  to  its  agent» 
who  there  received  the  same,  and  there  de- 
livered it  to  Cravens  on  the  20th  of  May, 
1887,  and  collected  the  first  premium  prcH 
vided  to  be  -ptAd. 

Four  annual  premiums  of  $589.50  eaeh 
were  paid  in  Missouri.  The  fifth  and  sixth 
premiums  were  not  paid.  Cravens  died  No- 
vember 2,  1892,  in  Missouri,  and  proof  there- 
of was  duly  made. 

The  company  had  different  forms  of  pol- 
icies, and  Cravens  selected  a  nonforfeiting 
limited  tontine  policy,  fifteen  years  endow- 
ment, with  the  limited  premium  return  plea 


tSec.  6983.  Policies  nonforfeitable*  when.^No 
polices  ot  Insurance  on  life  hereafter  Issued  by 
any  life  Insurance  company  authorized  to  do 
business  In  this  state,  on  and  after  the  first  day 
ol  August,  ▲.  D.  1879,  shall,  after  payment  upon 
It  of  two  full  annual  premiums,  be  forfeited  or 
become  void  by  reason  of  the  nonpayment  of 
premium  thereon,  but  It  shall  be  subject  to  the 
following  rules  of  commutation,  to  wit:  The 
net  value  of  the  policy  when  the  premium  be- 
comes due  and  Is  not  paid  shall  be  computed 
upon  the  American  experience  table  of  mortality, 
with  four  and  one  half  per  cent  interest  per 
annum,  and  after  deducting  from  three  fourths 
of  such  net  value  any  notes  or  other  Indebted- 
ness to  the  company,  given  on  account  of  past 
premium  payments  on  said  policy  Issued  to  the 
insured,  which  Indebtedness  shall  then  be  can- 
celed, the  balance  shall  be  taken  as  a  net  single 
premium  for  temporary  Insurance  for  the  full 
amount  written  in  the  policy,  and  the  term  for 
which  such  temporary  insurance  shall  be  In 
force  shall  be  determined  by  the  age  of  the  per- 
son whose  life  Is  insured  at  the  time  of  default 
of  premium,  and  the  assumption  of  mortality 
and  interest  aforesaid ;  but  If  the  pollcj  shall  be 
■a  endowment,  payable  at  a  certain  time,  or  at 
death  If  it  should  occur  previously,  then  If  what 


remains  as  af<wesaid  shall  exceed  the  net  single 
premium  of  temporary  insurance  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  endowment  term  for  the  fall 
amount  of  the  policy,  such  excess  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  a  net  single  premium,  for  a  pure  en- 
dowment of  so  much  as  such  premium  will  pur- 
chase, determined  by  the  age  of  the  insured  at 
date  of  defaulting  the  payment  of  premium  on 
the  original  policy,  and  the  table  of  mortality 
and  interest  as  aforesaid,  which  amount  shall 
be  paid  at  end  of  the  original  term  of  endow- 
ment, if  the  insured  shall  then  be  alive.  [Mo. 
Bev.  Stat.  1889,  S  5856.] 

Sec  5984.  A  paid-up  policy  may  be  demanded, 
when. — ^At  any  time  after  the  payment  of  two 
or  more  full  annual  premiums  and  not  later 
than  sixty  days  from  the  beginning  of  the  ex- 
tended insurance  provided  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion, the  legal  holder  of  the  policy  may  demand 
of  the  company,  and  the  eompany  shall  Is8ue»  its 
paid-up  policy,  which,  in  case  of  an  ordinary  life 
policy,  shall  be  for  such  an  amount  as  the  net 
value  of  the  original  policy  at  the  age  and  date 
of  lai)ee,  computed  according  to  the  American 
experience  table  of  mortality,  with  interest  at 
the  rate  of  four  and  a  half  per  cent  per  annum, 
without  deduction  of  indebtedneas  on  account 
of  said  policy,  will  purchase,  applied  as  %  single 
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of  insurance.  This  plan  is  described  in  the 
policy  as  follows: 

"This  policy  is  issued  on  the  nonforfeit- 
ing  limited  tontine  policy  plan,  the  particu- 
lars of  which  are  as  follows: 

**That  the  tontine  dividend  period  for  this 
policy  shall  be  completed  on  the  11th  day  of 
CO  May,  in  the  year  nineteen  hundred  and  two. 
2  '%at  no  dividend  shall  be  allowed  or  paid 
•  Vpon  this  policy*unless  the  person  whose  life 
!■  hereby  insured  shall  survive  until  com- 
pletion of  its  tontine  dividend  period,  and 
unless  this  policy  shall  then  be  in  force. 

"That  surplus  or  profits  derived  from  such 
policies  on  the  nonforfeiting  limited  tontine 
policy  plan  as  shall  not  be  in  force  at  the 
date  of  the  completion  of  their  respective 
tontine  dividend  periods,  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  such  policies  as  shall  complete 
their  tontine  dividend  periods." 

At  the  end  of  the  tontine  period  certain 
benefits  were  to  be  allowed,  which  are  stated 
in  the  policy,  but  which  need  not  be  repeated. 

'Hie  i>olicy  also  contained  the  following 
provision : 

"That  if  the  premiums  are  not  paid,  as 
hereafter  provided,  on  or  befoore  the  days  when 
due,  then  this  policy  shallbecome  void,  and  all 
pasrments  previously  made  shall  be  forfeited  to 
the  company^  except  that  if  this  policy,  after 
being  in  force  three  full  years,  shall  lapse  or 
become  forfeited  for  the  nonpayment  of  any 

Sremium,  paid-up  policy  will  be  issued  on 
eroand  within  six  months  after  such  lapse, 
with  the  surrender  of  this  policy,  under  the 
same  conditions  as  this  policy,  except  as  to 
payments  of  premiums,  but  without  partici- 
pation in  profits,  for  an  amount  equal  to  as 
many  fifteenth  parts  of  the  sum  above  in- 
sured as  there  shall  have  been  complete  an- 
nual premiums  paid  hereon  when  said  de- 
fault in  the  payment  of  premium  shall  be 
made;  and  all  right,  claim,  or  interest  aris- 
ing, under  statute  or  otherwise,  to  or  in  any 


other  paid-up  policy  or  surrender  value,  and 
to  or  in  any  temporary  insurance,  whether 
required  or  provided  for  by  the  statutes  of 
any  state«  or  not*  is  hereby  expressly  waived 
and  relinquished." 

The  total  number  of  policies,  of  the  plan 
of  the  policT  in  suit,  issued  in  the  year  1887 
to  the  residents  of  all  states  and  coimtriet 
where  the  company  was  doing  business  was 
6,172,  covering  an  aggregate  of  insurance  of 
$20,154,081. 

llie  amount  of  paid-up  insurance  to  which 
the  policy  was  entitled,  at  the  date  of  laps- 
ing, was  $2,670.    No  demand  was  made  tor 
it  within  six  months  after  default,  or  at  any 
time.    Upon  the  death  of  Cravens  the  com- 
pany offered  to  waive  the  failure  to  make  J 
such  demand,  and  tendered  defendant  in  er-  93 
rovand  still  tenders  her,  the  amoimt  of  su<^  * 
paid-up  policy,  which  she  declined,  and  stiu 
declines. 

On  the  11th  of  May,  1891,  Cravens  was 
fifty-three  years  old,  "and  the  term  of  tem- 
porary insurance  procured  at  that  date  by 
three  fourths  of  the  net  value  of  the  policy 
taken  as  a  single  premium  for  the  amount 
written  in  the  policy,  was  six  years  and 
forty-six  days  from  the  11th  day  of  Ma^, 
1891,  making  said  policy,  if  subject  to  said 
extended  insurance,  in  force  at  the  death  of 
the  said  Cravens." 

The  defendant  in  error  claims  under  the 
policy  $10,000,  less  the  amoimt  of  unpaid 
premiums,  with  interest  thereon,  which  left 
a  balance  of  $8,749.21,  with  interest  at  6 
per  cent  from  November  30,  1892.  The  plain- 
tiff in  error  admitted  and  offered  to  pay  the 
sum  of  $2^670,  which  plaintiff  in  error  d*> 
clined  to  receive. 

The  trial  court  rendered  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  (defendant  in  error)  for  the 
sum  of  $2,670. 

On  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
state  the  judgment  was  reversed,  and  the 


premlam  upon  the  table  rates  of  the  company, 
and  In  case  of  a  limited  payment  life  policy,  or 
of  a  continued  payment  endowment  policy  pay- 
able at  a  certain  time,  or  of  a  limited  payment 
endowment  policy,  payable  at  a  certain  time,  or 
at  deatb,  it  shall  be  for  an  amount  bearing  such 
proportion  to  the  amount  of  the  original  policy 
as  the  number  of  complete  annual  premiums 
actually  paid  shall  bear  to  the  number  of  such 
premiums  stipulated  to  be  paid  :  Provided,  that 
from  such  amount  the  company  shall  have  the 
right  to  deduct  the  net  reversionary  value  of  all 
Indebtedness  to  the  company  on  account  of  such 
policy;  and  provided  further,  that  the  policy 
holder  shall,  at  the  time  of  making  demand  for 
such  paid-up  policy,  surrender  the  original  pol- 
icy, legally  discharged,  at  the  parent  office  of  the 
company.     [Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1889.  f  5857.] 

Sec.  5985.  Rule  of  payment  on  commuted  pol- 
icy.— If  the  death  of  the  Insured  occur  within 
the  term  of  temporary  insurance  covered  by  the 
value  of  the  policy  as  determined  In  section 
6983,  and  If  no  condition  of  the  insurance  other 
than  the  payment  of  premiums  shall  have  been 
violated  by  the  Insured,  the  company  shall  be 
bound  to  pay  the  amoont  of  the  policy,  the  same 
as  If  there  had  been  no  default  In  payment  of 
premiums,  anything  In  the  policy  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding:  Provided,  however, 
that  notice  of  the  claim  and  proof  of  the  death 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  company  In  the  same 


maimer  as  provided  by  the  terms  of  the  policy, 
within  ninety  days  after  the  decease  of  the  In- 
sured ;  and,  provided,  also,  that  the  company 
shall  have  the  right  to  deduct  from  the  amount 
insured  In  the  policy  the  amount  compounded  at 
six  per  cent  Interest  per  annum  of  all  the  pre- 
miums that  had  been  forborne  at  the  time  of 
the  decease,  Including  the  whole  of  the  year's 
premium  in  which  the  death  occurs,  but  such 
premiums  shall  In  no  ease  exceed  the  ordinary 
life  premium  for  the  age  at  issue,  with  interest 
as  last  aforesaid.  [Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  |  5858.1 
Sec.  5986.  The  foregoing  provisions  not  ap- 
plicable, when. — The  three  preceding  sections 
shall  not  be  applicable  In  the  following  cases,  to 
wit :  If  the  policy  shall  contain  a  provision  for 
an  unconditional  cash  surrender  value  at  least 
equal  to  the  net  single  premium  for  the  tempo- 
rary Insurance  provided  hereinbefore,  or  for  the 
unconditional  commutation  of  the  policy  to  non- 
forfeitable paid-up  Insurance  for  which  the  net 
value  shall  be  equal  to  that  provided  for  In  see- 
tion  5984,  or  If  the  legal  holder  of  the  policy 
shall,  within  sixty  days  after  default  ef  premi- 
um, surrender  the  policy  and  accept  from  the 
company  another  form  of  policy;  or  If  the  pol- 
icy shall  be  surrendered  to  the  company  for  a 
consideration  adequate  In  the  judgment  of  the 
legal  holder  thereof,  then.  In  any  of  the  forego- 
ing cases,  this  act  shall  not  be  applicable.  [Mou 
Rev.  But.  1889,  i  5859.] 
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case  was  remanded  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  for  plaintiil  (defendant  in  error) 
for  the  sum  of  $8,749.21,  witn  interest  at  6 
per  cent  from  November  30,  1892. 

The  case  was  then  brought  here. 

It  is  urged  as  error  against  the  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  that  it 
makes  the  law  of  Missouri,  and  not  the  law 
of  New  York,  the  law  of  the  contract,  as  pro- 
vided in  the  application  for  the  policy,  there- 
by denying  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  a  con- 
tractual liberty  without  due  process  of  law, 
in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States; 
and  that  the  statute  of  Missouri  is  an  at^ 
tempted  regulation  of  interstate  commerce. 

Messrs.  Frederie  N.  Jndson  and  George 
TF.  Hubhell  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs,  Wm.    B.    C.    Brown,  /.  Y,  0, 
Karnes,  and  James  J7.  Cravens  for  defend- 
M9  ant  in  error. 
ft 

•    *Mr.  Justice  MoKenna,  after  stating  the 
case,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  presents  its  conten- 
tions in  many  forms,  but  they  are  all  re- 
ducible to  one,  to  wit,  that  the  statute  of 
Missouri  has  been  decided  to  supersede  the 
terms  of  tiie  policy,  and  to  be  the  rule  and 
measure  of  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the 
parties,  notwithstanding  the  application  for 
the  policy  declares  "that  the  entire  contract 
contained  in  the  said  policy  and  in  this  ap- 
plication, taken  together,  shall  be  construed 
and  interpreted  as  a  whole  and  in  each  of  its 
parts  and  obligations,  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  New  York,  the  place  of  the 
contract  being  expressly  agreed  to  be  the 
principal  office  of  the  said  company,  in  the 
dty  of  New  York." 

What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  the  Missouri 
statute,  OT,  rather,  what  meaning  did  the 
supreme  court  declare  it  to  have? 

It  declared  that  the  statute  did  not  have 
the  meaning  the  trial  court  decided  it  to 
have.  In  other  words,  it  declared  that  the 
policy  did  not  come  within  the  exception  of  the 
statute  providing  for  paid-up  insurance,  in 
lieu  of  temporary  insurance,  which  was  one 
of  the  contentions  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  on  account  of  which  it  had  tendered  the 
Bimfi  of  $2,670,  and  sustaining  which  the  trial 
oourt  rendered  its  judgment. 

With  this  part  of  the  opinion,  however, 
we  have  no  concern.  Our  review  is  only  in- 
voked of  that  part  of  the  opinion  which  de- 
cides that  the  Missouri  statute  is  the  law  of 
the  policy,  and  which  annuls  the  provisions 
of  the  policy  which  contravene  the  statute. 
And  even  of  this  part  our  inquiry  is  lim- 
ited. If  we  are  bound  by  the  interpretation 
of  the  statute  we  need  not  review  the  reason- 
ing by  which  that  interpretation  was 
reached.    And  we  think  we  are  bound  by  it. 

Hie  court  said,  though  more  by  inference 
than  by  direct  expression,  that  the  statute 
was  a  condition  upon  the  right  of  insurance 
companies  to  do  business  in  the  state. 

This  conclusion  it  fortified  by  the  citation 
of  cases,  and  said : 

''Foreiga  insurance  eompaniec  which  do 


business  in  this  state  do  so,  not  by  rights  g 
but  by  graoe«  and  must  in  so  doing«oonfonn  • 
to  its  laws;  they  cannot  avail  themselves  of 
its  benefits  without  bearing  its  burdens; 
moreover,  the  state  may  prescribe  conditions 
upon  which  it  will  permit  foreign  insurance 
companies  to  transact  business  within  its 
borders  or  exclude  them  altogether,  and  in 
so  doing  violates  no  contractual  rights  of 
the  company.  State  v.  Stone,  118  Mo.  388, 
25  L.  R.  A.  243,  24  S.  W.  1G4;  Daggs  v. 
Orient  Ins.  Co.  136  Mo.  382,  35  L.  R.  A.  227, 
38  8.  W.  85,  8.  C.  172  U.  S.  557.  48  L.  ed. 
662, 19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  281." 

And  further: 

"As  the  nonforfeiture  clause  in  §  5983  does 
not  come  within  the  exceptions  specified  in 
9  698G,  it  would  seem  that  the  provision  in 
the  policy  with  respect  to  its  forfeiture  or 
lapse  after  being  in  force  three  full  years, 
by  the  nonpayment  of  premiums,  is  void  and 
of  no  effect,  and  that  such  statutory  provi- 
sion cannot  be  waived. 


"It  is  well  settled  that  the  legislature  of 
the  state  has  the  power  to  pass  laws  regulat- 
ing and  prescribing  rules  by  which  foreign 
insurance  companies  may  do  business  in  this 
state,  and  to  prohibit  them  from  doing  so 
altogether  if  inclined.  Paul  v.  Virginia,  8 
Wall.  168,  19  L.  ed.  367  j  State  v.  Stone,  118 
Mo.  388,  26  L.  R.  A.  243,  24  b.  W.  164; 
Hooper  v.  California,  166  U.  S.  648,  39  L. 
ed.  297,  6  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  610,  15  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  207;  Daggs  v.  Orient  Ins.  Co.  136  Mo. 
382,  35  L.  R.  A.  227,  38  S.  W.  85.  This  case 
has  recently  been  affirmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  [172  U.  S.  657, 
43  L.  ed.  652,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  281.] 

"It  logically  follows  that  in  passing  the 
sections  of  the  statute  quoted  the  legislature 
did  not  exceed  the  powers  conferred  upon  it 
by  the  state  Constitution,  and  that  such  leg- 
islation is  not  in  conflict  with  any  provision 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 

From  the  Missouri  law  as  thus  established, 
may  the  plaintiff  in  error  claim  exemption 
by  virtue  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
SUtes? 

What  the  powers  of  a  corporation  are  in 
relation  to  the  state  of  its  creation,  what  the 
powers  of  a  corporation  are  in  relation  to  a 
state  where  it  is  permitted  to  do  business, 
was  declared  early  in  the  existence  of  this 
court,  and  has  been  repeated  many  times 
since.  What  those  powers  are  we  took  occa- 
sion to  repeat  in  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  ▼• 
Texas,  decided  at  the  present  term.  177  U.  |, 
S.  28,  20  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  618,  44  L.  ed.  — .  ft 
•The  case  arose  from  a  liberty  of  contract? 
asserted  by  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company 
against  certain  statutes  of  the  state  of  Tex- 
as prohibiting  contracts  in  restraint  of  com- 
petition in  trade.  The  statute  was  not  only 
assailed  because  it  took  away  the  liberty  of 
contract,  but  because  it  discriminated  be- 
tween persons  and  classes  of  persons.  The 
latter  ground  we  declined  to  consider,  be- 
cause it  did  not  arise  on  the  record.  Of  the 
former  we  said: 

'*The  plaintiff  in  error  !■  a  foreign  corpo> 
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ration,  and  what  right  of  contracting  has  it 
in  the  state  of  Texas?  This  is  the  only  in- 
auiry,  and  it  cannot  find  an  answer  in  the 
rights  of  natural  persons.  It  can  only  find 
an  answer  in  the  rights  of  corporations  and 
the  power  of  the  state  over  them.  What 
those  rights  are  and  what  that  power  is  has 
«ften  been  declared  by  this  court. 

"A  corporation  is  the  creature  of  the  law, 
and  none  of  its  powers  are  original.  Th^ 
are  precisely  what  the  incorporating  act  has 
made  them,  and  can  only  be  exert^  in  the 
manner  which  that  act  authorizes.  In  oth- 
er words,  the  state  prescribes  the  purposes  of 
a  corporation  and  the  means  of  executing 
those  purposes.  Purposes  and  means  are 
within  the  state's  control.  This  is  true  as 
to  domefftio  corporations.  It  has  even  a 
broader  application  to  foreign  corporations.'' 

And  as  the  state  court  mid  held  that  the 
■Utute  was  a  condition  imposed  upon  the  oil 
company  doing  business  within  the  state,  we 
•aid  of  the  statute  that,  "whatever  its  limi- 
tations were  upon  the  power  of  contracting, 
whaterer  its  <&scriminations  were,  they  be- 
eame  conditions  of  the  permit  and  were  ao- 
eepted  with  it.'* 

We  stated  the  exceptions  of  the  rule  to  be 
''only  cases  where  a  corporation  created  by 
ene  state  rests  its  right  to  enter  another  and 
engage  in  business  herein  upon  the  Federal 
nature  of  its  business." 
^  Is  the  plaintiff  in  error  within  the  exoep- 
tion?  If  not,  the  pending  controversy  must 
be  determined  against  it 

It  is  difficult  to  give  counsel's  contentions 
briefly  and  at  the  same  time  clearly,  nor  are 
we  rare  that  we  can  distinguish  by  precise 
statement  the  arguments  directed  to  the 
V  invalidity  d^the  statute  of  Missouri  as  an 
unconstitutional  interference  with  the  con- 
tractual liberty  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
from  the  arguments  which  assail  the  statute 
as  an  attempted  regulation  of  commerce  be- 
tween the  states.  This,  however,  not  on  ao- 
eount  of  any  want  of  clearness  in  counsel's 
argument,  but  on  account  of  the  many  ways 
in  which  they  have  presented  and  Ulustrated 
the  argumez^  and  which  cannot  be  noticed 
in  detail  without  making  this  opinion  too 
long.  We  realize  the  propositions  are  not 
the  same  and  should  not  be  confused,  though 
made  somewhat  dependent  upon  a  common 
reasoning. 

(1)  A  policy  of  mutual  life  inaurance,  it 
Is  contended,  is  an  interstate  contract,  and 
the  parties  may  choose  its  "applicatory  law." 
Instances  under  the  law  of  usury,  instances 
under  private  international  law,  are  cited 
as  examples  of  cuithority.  But  if  such  cases 
apply  at  all,  they  necessarily  have  limitation 
in  the  policy  of  the  state.  This  is  not  de- 
nied, btrt  it  is  contended  that  contracting  for 
New  York  law  to  the  exclusion  of  Missouri 
law  was  "in  no  wise  prejudicial  to  the  inter- 
ests of  the  state  of  Missouri  or  violative  of 
its  public  policy." 

But  the  interests  of  the  state  must  be 
deemed  to  be  expressed  in  its  laws.  The 
public  Dolicy  of  the  state  must  be  deemed  to 
be    autnoritatlvely  declared   by  its    courts. 
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Their  evidence  we  cannot  oppose  by  specu- 
lations or  views  of  our  own.  Kor  can  sueb 
interests  and  policy  be  changed  by  the  con- 
tract of  parties.  Against  ihem  no  intent 
tion  will  be  inferred  or  be  permitted  to  be 
enforced. 

In  passing  on  the  statute  in  conUoveisy 
we  seid,  by  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  in  Eqvitahle 
Life  Assur,  Boo.  t.  Clement$,  140  U.  8.  226, 
35  L.  ed.  497,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  822: 

"The  manifest  object  of  this  statute,  as  of 
many  statutes  regulating  the  form  of  policies 
of  insurance  on  lives  or  sgainst  fires,  is  to 
prevent  insurance  companies  from  inserting 
in  their  policies  conditions  of  forfeiture  or 
restriction,  except  so  far  as  the  statute  per- 
mits. The  statute  is  not  directory  only,  or 
subject  to  be  set  aside  by  the  company  with 
the  consent  of  the  assured;  but  it  is  manda- 
tory, and  controls  the  nature  and  terms  of 
the  contraot  into  which  the  company  may  in- 
duce the  assured  to  enter.  This  clearly  ap-^ 
pears  from  the  unequivocal  words  of  com-g 
mand*and  of  prohibition  above  quoted,  by* 
which,  in  8  5983,  'no  policy  of  insurance'  is- 
sued by  any  life  insurance  company  author- 
ized to  do  business  in  this  state  'shall,  after 
the  payment  of  two  full  annual  premiums^ 
be  forfeited  or  become  void  by  reason  of  the 
nonpayment  of  premium  thereon;  but  it  shall 
be  subject  to  the  following  rules  of  commu- 
tation;' and  in  {  5985,  that  if  the  assured 
dies  within  the  term  of  temporary  insurance, 
as  determined  in  the  former  section,  'thye 
company  shall  be  bound  to  pay  the  amount 
of  the  policy,'  'anything  in  tilie  poli<7  to  the 
contrary  notwithstandipg.' " 

And  after  stating  the  cases  in  which  the 


terms  of  the  policy  are  permitted  to  differ 
from  the  plan  of  the  statute,  it  was  further 
said: 

"It  follows  that  the  insertion  in  the  poli^ 
of  a  provision  for  a  different  rule  of  commu- 
tation from  that  prescribed  bv  the  statute,  in 
case  of  default  of  payment  of  premium  alter 
three  premiums  have  been  paid,  as  well  as 
the  insertion  in  the  application  of  a  clause 
by  which  the  beneficiary  purports  to  'waive 
and  relinouish  all  right  or  claim  to  any  oth* 
er  surrender  value  than  that  so  provided, 
whether  required  bv  a  statute  of  any  state 
or  not/  is  an  ineffectual  attempt  to  e^^BLde 
and  nullify  the  dear  words  of  ttie  statute." 

In  Orient  Tne.  Co,  v.  Daggs,  172  U.  S.  657, 
43  L.  ed.  552,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  281,  the  insur- 
ance company  contended  it  had  the  constitu- 
tional right  to  limit  by  contract  its  liability 
to  actual  damages  caused  by  fire  against  the 
provision  of  the  statute  which  made,  in  case 
of  total  loss,  the  amount  for  which  the  prop- 
erty was  insured  the  measure  of  damages. 
We  sustained  the  statute  independentiy  of 
the  ground  that  it  was  a  condition  of  the  per- 
mission of  the  company  to  do  business  in 
the  state.  We  sustained  it  on  the  ground  of 
the  clear  right  of  the  state  to  pass  it,  and  to 
accomplish  its  purpose  by  limiting  the  right 
of  the  insurer  and  insured  to  contract  in  op- 
position to  its  provisions. 

Further  comment  on  this  head  may  not  be 
necessary,  and  we  only  continue  the  diseos- 
sion  in  deference  to  the  insistence  of  counael 
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upon  the  interstate  character  of  the  policy 

in  suit    It  is  the  basis  of  every  division  of 

e  their  argument,  and  an  immunity  from  oon- 

Strol  is  based  upon  it  for  plaintiff  in  error, 

•  which,  H^aeems  to  be  conceded,  the  state  can 
exert  over  corporations  of  its  own  creation. 

An  interstate  character  is  claimed  for  the 
poli^,  as  we  understand  the  argument,  be- 
cause plaintiff  in  error  is  a  New  York  cor- 
poration and  the  insured  was  a  citizen  of  Mis- 
souri, and  because,  further,  the  plaintiff  in 
error  did  business  in  other  states  and  coun- 
tries. Does  not  the  aiigument  prove  too 
much?  Does  it  depend  upon  the  residence 
©f  plaintiff  In  error  in  New  York?  If  so,  it 
woiild  seem  that  every  contract  between  cit- 
izens of  different  states  becomes  at  once  an 
interstate  contract,  and  may  be  removed 
from  the  control  of  the  laws  of  the  state  at 
the  choice  of  parties.  If  the  argument  does 
not  depend  on  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  but  on  the  other  elements,  a  Mis- 
souri insurance  corporation  can  have  the 
same  relation  to  them  as  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  can  be,  as  much  as  plaintiff  in  error 
claims  to  be>  "the  administrator  of  a  fund 
eollected  from  the  policy  holders  in  different 
states  and  countries  for  their  benefit" — ^the 
condition  which  plaintiff  in  error  claims 
demonstrates  the  necessity  of  a  uniform  law 
to  be  stipulated  by  the  parties  exempt  from 
the  interference  or  the  prohibition  of  the 
state  where  the  insurance  company  is  doing 
business.  And  yet  plaintiff  in  error  seems 
to  concede  that  such  power  of  stipulation 
Missouri  corporations  do  not  have,  while  it, 
a  foreign  corporation,  and  because  it  is  a  for- 
eign corporation,  does  have. 

After  stating  the  necessity  of  a  uniform 
law  and  an  equal  necessity  that  parties  vrnj 
stipulate  for  it,  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error 
say: 

''It  necessarily  follows,  therefore,  that  the 
insurance  policy  contracts  of  foreign  insur- 
ance companies,  as  contracts  of  other  foreign 
eorporations,  made  by  them  with  the  citi- 
sens  of  a  state,  when  doing  business  in  that 
state  through  the  comity  of  the  state,  are 
like  the  contracts  of  natural  persons,  subject 
to  the  limitations  of  their  own  charters,  and 
the  situs  of  such  contracts  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  fundamental  rules  of  'universal 
law.' 

"As  will  be  hereafter  seen,  this  status  as 
foreign  corporations  does  not  mean  that  they 
were  not  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  state 
enacted  in  the  full  plenitude  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state.  The  state  doubtless 
H  could  limit  their  contractual  power  by  pro- 
§hibiting   the  making  of  certain   contracts. 

•  But  unless  the*  foreign  corporation  is  rein- 
corporated as  a  domestic  corporation,  it  re- 
mains a  foreign  corporation,  and  its  con- 
tracts with  citizens  of  the  state  are  interstate 
contracts,  subject  to  the  right  of  choice  of 
law  thereof,  which  is  inherent  in  the  law  of 
interstate  contracts.'' 

A  foreign  corporation  undoubtedly  is  not 
a  domestic  corporation,  and  the  distinction 
must  often  be  observed,  but  the  deduction 
from  it  by  plaintiff  in  error  caanot  be  main- 


The  power  of  a  state  over  foreign 
rations  is  not  less  than  the  power  of  a  i 
over  domestic  corporations.  No  case  de* 
Clares  otherwise.  We  said  in  Orient  Ing,  Co. 
V.  Dagga,  172  U.  8.  657,  43  L.  ed.  552, 19  Qvt^ 
Ct.  Rep.  281 : 

"That  which  a  state  may  do  with  corpo- 
rations of  its  own  creation  it  may  do  with 
foreign  corporations  admitted  into  the  state. 
This  seems  to  be  denied;  if  not  generally,  at 
least  as  to  plaintiff  in  error.  The  denial  is 
extreme  and  cannot  be  maintained.  The 
power  of  a  state  to  impose  conditions  upon 
foreign  corporations  is  certainly  as  extensive 
as  the  power  over  domestic  corporations,  and 
is  fully  explained  in  Hooper  v.  California, 
155  U.  S.  648,  39  L.  ed.  297,  5  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  610,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  207,  and  need  not 
be  repeated." 

2.  Is  the  statute  an  attempted  r«^ulation 
of  commerce  between  the  states?  In  other 
words,  is  mutual  life  insurance  commerce 
between  the  states? 

That  the  business  of  fire  insuraaee  is  not 
interstate  commerce  is  decided  in  Paul  v. 
Virffinia,  8  Wall.  168,  19  L.  ed.  367;  Liver- 
pool d  L.  L.  d  F.  Ine.  Co.  v.  MaeeachueeiU, 
10  Wall.  666,  19  L.  ed.  1029;  PhUaOelpkia 
Fire  Aaao.  v.  New  York,  119  U.  S.  110,  30 
L.  ed.  342,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  108.  That  the 
business  of  marine  insurance  is  not  is  de- 
cided in  Hooper  v.  California,  165  U.  S.  648, 
89  L.  ed.  297,  6  Inters.  Coul  Rep.  610,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207.  In  the  latter  case  it  is 
said  that  the  contention  that  it  is  "involves 
an  erroneous  conception  of  what  constitutes 
interstate  conunerce." 

We  omit  the  reasoning  by  which  that  is 
demonstrated,  and  will  only  repeat:  "The 
business  of  insuraooe  is  not  commerce.  The 
contract  of  insuimooe  Is  not  an  instrumen- 
tality of  commerce.  The  makii^  of  such  a 
contract  is  a  mere  incident  of  commercial  in- 
tercourse, and  in  this  respect  there  is  no 
difference  whatever  i>et^een  insurance 
affainst  fire  and  insurance  against  'the  perils 
of  the  sea.' "  And  we  add,,  or  against  the 
uncertainty  of  man's  mortality. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(178  U.  a  409) 

JOBEPHINE  DB8ERANT,  Administratrix 

of  the  Estates  of  Henri  Deserant,  Jules 

Deeerant,  and  Henri  Deserant,  Jr.,  Plff. 

in  Brr,, 

tf. 

CERILLOS  COAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Question  for  fur^ — as  to  mine  eaplosian — 
erroneoiM  instruetians — duty  as  to  venti- 
lation of  mine  and  keeping  it  clear  of 
standing  gas~^effect  of  aet  of  Congress. 

1.  The  place  of  an  explosion  In  a  mine,  and  Its 
eaoae,  and  what,  if  any,  negligence  the  owner 
Is  gntlty  of,  are  qaestlons  for  the  Jury,  when 
the  evidence  offered  requires  their  sabmlssloa 
to  the  jory. 

2.  Inttmetlons  as  to  the  dnty  of  a  mine  owner 
with  respect  to  Tentilatlon  of  the  mine  aa^ 
keeping  it  clear  from  standing  gas  are  errone- 
ous, when  they  are  so  inconsistent  with  other 
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Instructions  that  they  tend  to  eonfotlon  and 
misapprehension,  and  when  they  make  his 
duty  relative  Instead  of  absolute,  aa  required 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  8,  1891,  mak- 
ing the  test  what  a  reasonable  person  would 
do,  instead  of  the  command  of  the  statnto. 
t.  The  duty  of  a  mine  owner  as  to  Tentllation 
of  his  mine  and  keeping  it  dear  of  standing 
gas  is  made  imperative  by  the  act  of  Congress 
of  March  3,  1891,  and  the  consequence  of  neg- 
lecting it  caxmot  be  excused  because  some 
workmen  may  disregard  instructions. 


[Na  269.] 

Argued  April  27,   1900. 
1900. 


Decided  May  28, 


IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  of  New  Mexico  to  review  a  de- 
dsiou  affirming  a  judgment  for  defendant  in 
an  action  for  damages  caused  by  the  explo- 
sion of  the  mine.    Reversed. 

See  same  ease  below,  9  N.  M.  496,  55  Pae. 
290. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  NeiU  B.  Field  and  F.  W.  Olaney 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Robert  Dnnlap,  B.  D.  Kenna, 
and  E.  B.  Twitohell  lor  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  McKenna  delivered  the  opin* 
Ion  of  the  court: 

This  action  is  consolidated  of  three, 
brought  by  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  plain- 
S  tiff  in  the  court  below  and  may  be  so  called 
T  here,  as  administratrix  of  the  estates  re- 
spectively of  her  husband,  Henri  Deserant, 
and  her  sons  Jules  Deserant  and  Henri  Dese- 
rant,  Jr. 

The  actions  were  for  damages  for  the 
deaths  of  her  said  intestates  by  an  explosion 
in  a  mine  owned  by  defendant,  and  which 
explosion  was  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  plaintiff  in  error.  The 
action  was  based  upon  a  statute  of  New  Mex- 
ico, which  ffives  an  action  for  damages  to 
the  persons^  representatives  of  a  person 
whose  death  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act 
of  another,  if  the  person  causing  the  injury 
would  have  been  liable  to  an  action  for  dam- 
ages if  death  had  not  ensued. 

There  were  two  trials,  both  by  jury,  in  the 
district  court  of  the  territory.  The  first  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff. They  were  reversed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  territory.  9  N.  M.  49,  49  Pac 
807.  The  second  resulted  in  a  verdict  and 
judgment  for  defendant.  They  were  affirmed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory.  9 
N.  M.  495,  55  Pac.  290.  This  writ  of  error 
was  then  sued  out 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  explosion  or 
that  the  deaths  of  plaintiff's  intestates  were 
caused  by  it.  The  dispute  is  as  to  the  cause 
of  the  explosion  and  the  responsibility  of 
defendant  for  it. 

The  evidence  presents  long  and  elaborate 
descriptions  of  tue  mine,  with  its  "slopes,  air 
shafts,  entries,  cross  cuts,  air  courses^  con« 
duits,  and  break  throughs.'' 

We  do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  to  r^ 
peat  the  descriptions.    There  is  no  contro- 


versy about  them.  The  issue  between  the 
parties  is  as  to  the  amount  and  sufficiency 
of  ventilation,  its  obstruction,  the  accumula- 
tion of  explosive  gases,  their  negligent  igni- 
tion, whether  by  a  fellow  servant  of  plain- 
tiff's intestates  or  by  a  representative  of  the 
defendant,  making  it  liable,  or  whether  the 
explosion  was  of  powder  accidentally  ig- 
nited. 

The  method  of  ventilation  was  by  ma^ 
ehinery  causing  a  circulation  of  air  through 
the  mine  and  up  to  the  face  of  the  working 
places,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  harmless 
or  expelling  the  noxious  gases. 

It  IS  contended  by  plaintiff  that  the  ma-i-i 
ehinery  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose,^ 
the  employees  of  the  defendant*  inefficient* 
and  negligent,  and  that  the  air  shafts  had 
been  permitted  to  become  obstructed,  where- 
by gases  accumulated,  and  stood  in  the  mine 
and  exploded  on  the  27th  of  February,  1895, 
causing  the  deaths  of  plaintiff's  intestates. 

The  means  of  ventilation  was  a  fan  at  the 
entrance  of  the  mine,  which  by  its  revolu- 
tions exhausted  the  air  in  the  mine,  and  out- 
side air  rushed  in  and  through  the  passages 
of  the  mine,  and  was  directed  where  desired 
by  means  of  curtains  called  "brattices." 

It  is  claimed  there  were  defects  in  those 
appliances,  whereby  there  were  leaks  in  the 
circulation  of  the  air,  and  besides  that  water 
had  been  allowed  to  accumulate  in  the  fourth 
left  air   oourse«  which  so  interrupted  the 

Suantity  of  air  which  passed  into  room  8  of 
tie  fourth  left  entry  that  the  air  did  not  go 
to  the  face  of  that  room,  but  feebly  passed 
around  the  brattice  at  a  distance  of  12  or  14 
feet,  thus  permitting  the  accumulation  of  a 
dangerous  body  of  gas,  until  it  passed  be- 
yond the  danger  signals,  which  may  have 
been  put  into  the  room  Inr  the  fire  boss,  and 
that  Donahoe\,  the  day  foreman,  and  Flick 
and  Kelly,  all  miners,  entered  tiie  room  on 
the  day  of  the  explosion,  with  naked  lampe^ 
and  ignited  the  gas  before  they  saw  or  had 
an  opportunity  to  see  the  danger  signal.  The 
employees  of  the  mine  consisted  of  miners, 
rope  riders,  mule  drivers,  track  men,  and 
"company  men."  The  latter  were  paid  by 
the  day,  and  worked  under  the  order  and  Im- 
mediate supervision  of  the  foreman  or  pit 
boss,  while  the  miners  were  paid  by  the  ton, 
and  were  subject  to  general  supervision  by 
the  foreman.  Besides  these,  there  was  a 
mine  superintendent,  day  foreman  or  pit 
boss,  night  foreman  or  pit  boss,  day  fire  boss 
and  night  boss.  There  was  also  a  mine  in- 
spector, who  lived  in  Kansas,  and  periodical- 
ly visited  the  mine  and  other  mines  owned 
by  defendant 

It  is  claimed  that  the  mine  foreman  and 
fire  bosses  knew  of  the  gas  in  room  8,  and 
that  the  deceased  miners  did  not  know  it» 
nor  have  means  of  knowing  it. 

The  mine  was  inspected  day  and  night  re- 
spectively by  the  day  and  night  fire  bosses, 
and  it  was  the  duty  of  each  to  advise  each 
miner  as  he  came  in  of  the  condition  of  his 
working  place,  and  no  miner  waa  permitted  si 
into  the  mine  to  work  until  so  advised.        ^ 
*The  gas  is  explosive  when  mixed  with  cer-* 
tain  proportions  of  atmospheric  air.    It  ia 
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lighter  than  air,  and  therefore  dispelled  by 
a  current  of  air,  and  this  was  the  means  neo- 
eesary  to  be  employed  to  disperse  the  gas. 
Hie  gas  when  it  explodes  moves  against  the 
opposing  current  of  air.  In  other  words, 
expends  its  force  in  the  direction  from  which 
the  air  comes. 

On  Sunday  night  Kilpatrick,  the  foreman, 
discovered  enough  gas  in  room  8  to  crack  his 
safety  lamp,  but  he  did  not  r^ard  it  as  suffi- 
cient to  mark  the  place  dangerous. 

On  Monday  morning  (the  explosion  was 
•n  Wednesday)  the  day  fire  hose  found  gas 
in  room  8,  and  put  a  danger  mark  above  the 
last  cross  cut,  out  did  not  go  back  to  the 
room  again,  although  he  knew  that  it  was 
one  of  &e  worst  rooms  in  the  mine  for  gas. 
He  testified  that  he  considered  the  danger 
mark  sufficient. 

On  Monday  night  before  the  explosion, 
Bay,  the  night  fire  boss,  was  at  the  face  of 
room  8«  and  found  no  fire  marks,  but  found 
a  little  gas,  and  put  fire  marks  in  the  room. 
He  inspected  the  mine  on  Tuesday,  but  did 
not  visit  room  8. 

Donahoe,  mine  foreman,  Flick  and  Kelly, 
two  "company  men,"  were  killed  by  the  ex- 
plosion, and  their  bodies  were  found  in  or 
near  room  8. 

The  conclusion  which  plaintiff  claimed  to 
be  established  by  the  evidence  is,  that  Flick 
and  Kelly  went  with  Donahoe,  under  whose 
direction  they  worked,  into  room  8  with 
naked  lights,  and  that  an  explosion  was 
caused  by  the  ffas  in  the  room  coming  in  con- 
tact with  the  Tights. 

The  defendant,  on  the  contrary,  contended 
that  the  "explosion  was  of  some  kind  or  oth- 
er at  or  in  the  neighborhood  of  room  16  in 
the  fourth  left  entj^^  of  the  mine,  where  the 
deceased  were  working  as  coal  miners."  It 
is  claimed  that  the  cause  of  the  explosion  is 
altogether  of  conjecture  and  surmise,  and 
that  the  greatest  evidence  or  effect  of  explo- 
sion and  fire  appeared  in  the  neighborhood 
of  rooms  16  ai>a  17.  in  the  entry  way  there- 
about, and  that  some  powder  cans  were  found 
exploded,  and  coal  dust  was  found  coked  on 
some  of  the  pillars  on  the  back  of  a  car,  and 
0Q  a  car  loaded  with  coal  was  moved  several 
^  feet  off  the  track.  It  is  hence  conjectured 
•  that  the  explosion* was  caused  by  some  neg- 
ligent or  accidental  ignition  of  powder  which 
instantly  set  fire  to  the  ooal  dust,  which 
more  or  less  impregnated  the  air  and  the  en- 
try ways,  and  of  particles  of  gas  which  might 
be  found  in  the  hollows  and  crevices;  so  that 
death  would  be  caused  by  concussion,  or  by 
the  after  damp  caused  by  the  explosion.  Oi- 
it  is  conjectured  again  that  the  explosion 
might  have  been  caused  by  some  miner,  while 
working,  suddenly  striking  a  seam  or  body 
of  gas,  which  was  ignited  by  his  light,  and 
thus  ignited  powder  near  at  hand. 

At  Uie  dose  of  the  testimony  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  asked  for  peremptory  in- 
structions for  their  respective  sides,  which 
was  refused. 

The  assignments  of  error  are  based  on  ex- 
ceptions to  evidence  and  on  exceptions  to  in- 
structions. 

In  passing  on  the  case  the  supreme  court 


of  the  territory  said  that  It  mm  '^mneoes- 
sary  for  ns  to  consider  the  objections  urged 
to  the  instructions  given  by  the  court  below. 
In  our  opinion  they  were  all  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  court  should  have  granted 
the  motion  of  the  defendant*  and  instructed 
the  jury  to  find  the  defendant  not  guilty." 

In  support  of  this  condusion  it  stated  the 
theory  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  that  the  explo- 
sion was  cauB^  by  an  "accumulation  of  wa- 
ter pr^ous  to  the  explosion  in  a  low  place 
in  the  fourth  left  air  course, — a  sufficient 
quantity  of  pure  air  was  not  going  to  the 
face  of  the  workings  in  the  fourth  Im  entry 
to  remove  and  expel  the  noxious  gases;  that 
Kelly  and  Flick,  who  were  company  men,  that 
is,  men  who  were  paid  by  the  day  and  not 
according  to  what  work  they  did,  acting  un- 
der instructions  from  Donahoe,  the  day  pit- 
boss,  went  with  him  or  by  his  direction  into 
room  8  to  remove  a  railroad  track,  carrying 
naked  lights,  and  that  such  lights  set  fire 
to  the  gas  which  had  accimiulated  there  by 
reason  of  the  insufficiency  of  air,  and  caused 
the  explosion.  This  theory  is  purely  spe^ 
ulative,  and  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 
It  cannot  be  positively  proved  what  was  the 
initial  point  of  the  explosion  or  what  caused 
it.  In  fact»  the  evidence  goes  to  show,  from 
measurements  taken  at  various  times  by  the 
superintendent  of  the  mine,  the  pit-boss,  and^ 
the  United  States  inspector,  that  sufficient ;{ 
air  was  going  through  the  fourth*air  course* 
and  mine  to  make  it  safe.  Indeed,  the  evi- 
dence goes  further,  and  shows  that  after  tha 
explosion  and  on  the  day  of  the  investigation 
by  the  coroner's  jury,  and  while  much  of  the 
d4hris  caused  hjr  the  explosion  was  still  in 
the  fourth  left  air  course,  a  sufficiency  of  air 
was  passing  through  it  over  the  water  and 
dibris  through  the  low  place,  which  is 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  ob- 
structed by  water,  for  the  proper  ventilation 
of  the  entry  and  its  rooms  and  the  expulsion 
of  all  harmful  gases,  and  for  the  men  and 
animals  working  there  at  the  time  of  tha 
explosion.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
condition  of  the  fourth  left  air  course  was 
the  direct  or  proximate  cause  of  the  explo- 
sion, and  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  this 
must  be  proved  by  a  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence." 

The  court  also  held  that  Flick,  Kelly,  and 
Donahoe  were  fellow  servants  of  the  de- 
ceased; therefore,  if  the  contention  of  the 
plaintiff  was  true,  that  the  gas  was  ignited 
by  their  negligence,  the  defendant  had  no 
cause  of  action. 

We  have  read  the  evidenoe,  and  we  cannot 
concur  with  the  supreme  court  of  the  terri- 
tory that  the  trial  court  "should  have 
granted  the  motion  of  the  defendant,  and  in- 
structed the  jury  to  find  the  defendant  not 
guilty."  It  was  for  the  jury  to  determine 
from  the  evidence  the  place  of  the  explosion 
and  its  cause,  and  whkt,  if  any,  negiigenoe 
the  defendant  was  fpiilty  of,  and  the  evi- 
dence offered  on  the  issues  required  the  sub- 
mission of  those  questions  to  the  jury. 

The  effect  of  the  act  of  Flick,  Kelly,  and 
Donahoe  we  will  consider  hereafter. 
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The  trial  court»  in  giying  tnstruotions  to 
the  jury,  read  section  0  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  March  3,  1891,  which  is  as  follows: 

"By  section  6  of  an  act  of  Congress,  ap- 
proved March  3,  1891  [28  Stat,  at  L.  1104, 
ehap.  564],  it  is  provided  as  follows: 

*Sec  6.  That  the  owners  or  managers  of 
every  coal  mine  at  a  depth  of  one  hundred 
feet  or  more  shall  provide  an  adequate 
amount  of  ventilation  of  not  less  than  fifty- 
five  cubic  feet  of  pure  air  per  second,  or 
thirty-three  hundred  cubic  feet  per  minute, 
for  every  fifty  men  at  work  in  said  mine  and 
H  in  like  proportion  for  a  greater  number, 
•  which  air  shall  by  proper^appliances  or  ma^ 
chinery  be  forced  through  such  mine  to  the 
face  of  each  and  every  working  place  so  as 
to  dilute  and  render  harmless  and  expel 
therefrom  the  noxious  or  poisonous  gases, 
and  all  workings  shall  be  kept  clear  of  stand- 


he  court  then  instructed  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows: 

"If,  therefore,  the  jury  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  defendant,  the  Cerillos 
Coal  Railroad  Company,  was  operating  a 
«oal  mine  at  a  depth  of  more  than  100  feet 
below  the  surface  of  the  earth,  and  that  the 
f>laintiflr's  intestates  respectively  were  em- 
ployed by  the  defendant  in  the  operation  of 
«aid  coal  mine,  it  was,  l^  reason  of  said  act 
of  Congress,  Uie  duty  of  the  defendant  to 
provide  an  adequate  amount  of  ventilation 
of  not  less  than  35  cubic  feet  of  pure  air  per 
second  and  3,300  cubic  feet  per  minute  for 
every  fifty  men  who  worked  in  said  mine, 
which  air  should  have  been,  by  proper  appli- 
ances or  machinery,  forced  through  such 
mine  to  the  face  of  each  and  every  working 
plaoe  therein,  so  as  to  dilute  and  render 
harmless  and  expel  therefrom  the  noxious 
or  poisonous  gases,  and  ail  workings  of  such 
mine  should  have  been  kept  clear  of  stand- 
ing gas  in  dangerous  quantities;  and  if  the 
jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  de- 
fendant, the  Cerillos  Coal  Railroad  Com- 
pany, failed  or  neglected  to  provide  an  ade- 
quate amount  of  ventilation  so  as  to  dilute 
and  render  harmless  and  expel  from  the  said 
mine  the  noxious  poisonous  gases  which  were 
generated  therein,  or  to  keep  the  working 
places  of  said  mine  dear  of  standing  gas, 
eueh  failure  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
may  be  considered  by  the  jury  as  evidence  of 
BCglige&oe  <m  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

^,  Negligence  is  defined  to  be  the  omis- 
sion  to   do   something  which  a   reasonable 
nuui,  guided  by  those  considerations  which 
ordinarily  r^pilate  the  conduct  of  human  af- 
fairs,   would    do,  or   the  doing   somethins 
which  a  prudent  and  reasonable  man  would 
not  do.    It  must  be  determined  in  all  eases 
by  reference  to  the  situation  and  knowledge 
of  the  parties  and  all  the  attending  eirenm- 
stanosa.    If   an   occupation   attended  with 
danger  ean  be  prosecuted  by  proper  precau- 
e  tioBS  without  fatal  results,  such  precautions 
j  must  be  taken  by  the  promoters  of  the  pnr- 
«  Miit^ar  emptoyers  of  hborers  therdn.    All 
pvodneing  artidea  or  works  of 


necessity,  utility,  or  convenience  may  un- 
doubtedly be  carried  on,  and  competent  per- 
sons, familiar  with  the  business  and  having 
sufficient  skill  therein,  may  properly  be  em- 
ployed upon  them,  but  in  such  cases  where 
the  occupation  is  attended  with  danger  to 
life  or  limb,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  promoters 
thereof,  and  the  employers  or  others  thereon, 
to  take  all  reasonable  and  needed  precautions 
to  secure  safety  to  the  persons  engaged  in 
their  prosecution,  and  for  any  negligence  in 
this  respect  from  which  injury  follows  to 
the  persons  engaged,  such  promoters  and  em- 
ployers may  be  held  responsible  and  mulcted 
to  the  extent  of  the  injury  inflicted,  if  any. 
Occupations,  however  important,  which  can- 
not be  conducted  without  necessary  danger 
to  life,  body,  or  limb,  should  not  be  prose- 
cuted at  all  without  reasonable  precautions 
against  such  dangers  afforded  oy  science. 
The  necessary  danger  attending  them  should 
operate  as  a  prohibition  of  their  pursuit 
without  such  safeguards  Indeed,  it  may  be 
laid  down  as  a  legal  principle  that  in  all  oe- 
cupations  attended  with  great  and  unusual 
dauber  there  must  be  used  all  appliances 
readily  attainable  known  to  science  for  the 
prevention  of  acddents,  and  that  a  neglect 
to  provide  such  readily  attainable  appli- 
ances, and  to  keep  the  same  in  fit  and  suit- 
able condition,  will  be  regarded  as  proof  of 
culpable  negligence. 

"10.  I  charge  you,  gentlemen,  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  master  to  use  reasonable  care 
and  diligence  to  provide  a  reasonably  safe 
place  in  which  his  servants  shall  perform 
their  respective  duties,  and  also  to  use  rea- 
sonable care  and  diligence  to  provide  reason- 
ably safe  appliances  for  the  protection  of  his 
servants,  and  to  use  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence to  keep  such  appliances  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition  for  the  protection  of  his  serv- 
ants; and  the  master  cannot,  by  the  delega- 
tion of  any  part  of  his  duty  to  an  agent  or 
servant,  relieve  himself  of  responsibility  for 
injuries  to  his  servants  arising  from  the 
neglect  of  this  duty.  Any  agent  or  servant 
of  the  master,  appointed  hv  lum  for  the  pur- 
pose of  looking  to  the  safety  of  such  appli- 
ances without  regard  to  the  rank  or  statioa^ 
of  such  agent  or  servant,  is  the  representa-n 
tive  of  the  master  for  such  purpose^^and  the? 
negligence  of  any  such  agent  or  servant  in 
such  matters  is,  in  contemplation  of  the  law, 
the  negligence  of  the  master,  and  the  master 
is  liable  for  any  damage  occaaioned  thereby. 

"11.  Although  you  may  believe  from  the 
evideuce  that  the  fellow  servants  of  the  de- 
ceased by  their  negligence  contributed  to  the 
bringing  about  of  the  explosion  in  which  de- 
ceased were  killed,  yet,  if  yon  also  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  negligence  of  de- 
fendant also  contributed  to  the  same  result, 
you  must  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintifiT,  unless  you  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence that  plaintiff's  intestates,  or  one  of 
them,  knew,  or  had  means  of  knowledge,  ol 
sudi  negligence  of  defendant,  and,  notwith* 
standing  sudi  knowledge  or  means  of  knowl* 
edge,  eontinued  to  wo»  in  the  mine  of  4^ 
feodant. 
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"12.  The  law  requires  that  the  defendant 
shall  keep  the  workings  in  its  mine  elear  of 
standing  gas,  and  if  you  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence  the  defendant  failed  to  keep  the  work- 
ings in  its  mine  clear  of  standing  gas,  and 
that  such  failure  contributed  to  the  deaths 
of  the  deceased,  then  jou  are  justified  in  be- 
licTing  defendant  gmltr  of  negliffence,  and 
you  must  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, unless  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff's  intestates  or  one  of  them  knew 
of  the  existence  of  such  gas  and  continued 
to  work  in  the  mine  of  defendant  with  such 
knowledge. 

"IS.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff's  intestates  knew  or  had 
reason  to  know  that  dangerous  bodies  of  gas 
were  permitted  to  accumulate  in  the  open 
places  of  defendant's  mine  and  to  remain  for 
a  period  of  thirty-six  hours  or  more,  without 
any  effort  on  the  part  of  the  agents  and  the 
servants  of  defendant  to  move  the  same,  and 
that  no  precautions  against  the  explosion  of 
such  gases  were  accustomed  to  be  taken  ex- 
cept to  mark  the  open  place  where  such  gas 
might  be  with  a  danger  mark,  and  plaintiff's 
intestates,  notwithstanding  such  knowledge 
or  means  of  knowledge,  continued  to  work  in 
said  mine,  the  plaiirtiff's  intestates  thereby 
assumed  the  risk  incident  to  such  method, 
and  cannot  recover  if  their  fellow  servants 
OD  ignited  such  gas  by  going  over  or  disregard- 
9  ing  such  fire  mark. 

•  *"14.  If  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  explosion  originated  in  room  8  of  the 
fourth  left  entry  of  the  mine  in  consequence 
of  the  accumulation  in  said  room  of  a  body 
of  dangerous  gas,  merely  guarded  by  a  fire 
mark  or  danger  signal  for  thirty-six  or  forty- 
eight  hours  before  the  explosion,  and  that 
plaintiff's  intestates  did  not  consent  or  agree 
to  work  in  said  mine  with  places  dangerous 
because  of  gas  merely  guarded  by  fire  marks 
or  danger  signals  for  thirty-six  or  forty-eight 
hours,  then  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in 
each  case,  although  you  may  also  believe 
that  said  body  of  dangerous  gas  was  ignited 
by  the  negligence  of  fellow  servants  of  plain- 
tiff's intestates." 

The  main  charge  of  the  court  was  not  ob- 
jected to.  The  objections  were  to  certain 
instructions  given  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

They  were  as  follows: 

"1.  The  jury  are  instructed  that  what  was 
required  of  the  defendant  in  the  conduct  of 
its  mining  business,  in  caring  for  the  miners 
employed  by  and  engaged  in  working  its 
mine,  was  the  adoption  and  use  of  appliancee 
and  methods  reasonably  sufiicient  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  miners  against  any  dangers  at- 
tending the  operation  of  its  mine  that  were 
obvious  or  might  with  reasonable  diligence 
have  become  Imown;  and,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  is  presumed  that 
the  defendant  peiformed  its  entire  duty  to- 
wards the  miners  in  that  respect" 

**6.  Although  the  jury  may  beliere  from 
the  evidence  that  gas  of  the  quantity  men- 
tioned in  the  evidence  had  accumulated  and 
was  allowed  to  remain  in  room  8  for  the  time 


stated  In  the  evidence^  and  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  explosion  testified  to  origi- 
nated in  room  S,  and  further  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  signals  of  the  kind  de- 
scribed in  the  evidence  warning  against  en- 
try into  said  room  were  placed  in  such  » 
manner  as  to  be  observed  by  the  deceased 
Flick  and  Kelly,  and  the  meaning  and  signifl* 
cance  of  such  signal  was  understood  by  them, 
and  such  signal  was  known  to  be  in  use  by 
the  miners  engaged  in  working  in  said  mine, 
and  that  the  use  of  such  signal  was  under*- 
stood  by  such  miners  to  inform  them  of  the 
presence  of  gas  in  dangerous  quantity;  then, 
if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  thatg 
such  explosion  was  caused  by  Flick  and  Kelly  ^ 
entering  said  room  with  a  naked  light,  the* 
defendant  is  entitled  to,  and  you  should  renr 
der,  a  verdict  in  its  favor." 

"10.  The  burden  of  showing  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  caused  the 
death  of  the  persons  for  which  this  action  ie 
brought,  is  upon  the  plaintiffs,  and  evidence 
has  been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing an  obstruction  of  the  air  course  through 
which  that  portion  of  the  mine  where  the 
deceased  persons  worked  was  ventilated* 
The  presumption  is  that  the  mine  wa* 
properly  and  sufficiently  supplied  with  air, 
un1es3  the  evidence  offered  establishes  the 
contrary,  and  to  do  this  the  iury  must  find» 
not  only  a  partial  obstruction  of  the  air 
course,  but  that  the  obstruction  was  of  suek 
a  nature  and  to  such  an  extent  as  to  pre- 
vent the  passage  of  the  necessary  quantity 
of  aiT;  and  if,  upon  the  whole  testimony,  the 
jury  believe  that,  notwithstanding  the  par- 
tial obstruction  existed,  there  stil!  was  space 
enough  in  the  air  course  unobstructed  to  al- 
low the  proper  and  sufiicient  ventilation  of 
the  mine  and  of  the  fourth  left  entry  where 
such  deceased  persons  were  at  work,  you  will 
find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  unless  you 
find  from  the  evidence  that  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  in  some  other  way  caused  or 
contributed  to  the  death  of  su^  persons. 

"11.  If  the  jury  shall  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  permitted  fire  goa 
to  accumulate  in  room  8  of  its  mine,  and 
that  such  gas  would  not  produce  any  injury 
until  ignited,  and  that  it  was  ignited  by 
Flick  and  Kelly,  or  either  of  them,  by  going 
into  the  said  room  with  a  naked  light  (con- 
trary to  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  defend- 
ant), and  by  such  naked  light  the  fire  gas 
was  ignited  and  exploded,  causing  the  death 
of  plaintiff's  intestates,  such  explosion  and 
injury  were  directly  and  immediately  caused 
by  the  act  of  the  fellow  servants  of  plaintiff's 
intestates,  and  not  by  the  negligence  of  de- 
fendant, and  defendant  is  not  liable  therefor; 
and  a  verdict  should  be  rendered  for  the  de- 
fendant." 

The  act  of  Congress  makes  three  requir^^ 
ments— 

(1)  Ventilation  of  not  less  than  65  feet 
of  pure  air  per  second,  or  3,300  eubio  feet 
per  minute,  for  every  fifty  men  «t  work,  and 
in  like  proportions  for  a  greater  numbo-;  o 
(2)    proper     appliances  and  machinery  to  9 
force  the  air  through  the  mini*to  the  face  of  * 
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working  places;  (3)  keeping  all  workings 
free  from  standing  gas.  If  either  of  these 
three  requirements  was  neglected,  to  the  in- 
jury of  plaintiff's  intestates,  the  defendant 
was  liable. 

We  think  the  instructions  numbered  1,  6, 
and  11,  given  at  the  request  of  the  defendant^ 
ignored  the  obligations  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  are  so  far  inconsistent  with  the 
other  instructions  that  they  tended  to  con- 
fusion and  misapprehension — ^making  the 
duty  of  the  mine  owner  relative,  not  abso- 
lute, and  its  test  what  a  reasonble  person 
would  do,  instead  of  making  the  test  and 
measure  of  duty  the  command  of  the  statute. 
The  act  of  Congress  does  not  give  to  mine 
owners  the  privilege  of  reasoning  on  the  suffi- 
ciency of  appliances  for  ventilation  or  leave 
to  their  judgment  the  amount  of  ventilation 
that  is  sufficient  for  the  protection  of  miners. 
It  prescribes  the  amount  of  ventilation  to  be 
not  less  than  55  cubic  feet  per  second ;  it  pre- 
scribes the  machinery  to  be  adequate  to  force 
that  amount  of  air  through  the  mine  to  the 
faoe  of  every  working  place.  Nor  does  it  al- 
low standing  gas.  It  prescribes,  on  the  con- 
trary, that  the  mine  shall  be  kept  clear  of 
standing  gas.  This  is  an  imperative  duty, 
and  the  oonsequence  of  neglecting  it  cannot 
be  excused  because  some  worknuin  may  dis- 
regard instructions.  Congress  has  pre- 
scribed that  duty,  and  it  cannot  be  omitted 
and  the  lives  of  the  miners  committed  to  the 
ehance  that  the  care  or  duty  of  someone  else 
will  counteract  the  neglect  and  disregard  of 
the  legislative  mandate. 

But,  aside  from  the  statute,  it  is  very  dis- 
putable if  the  instructions  were  correct.  It 
IS  undoubtedly  the  master's  duty  to  furnish 
safe  appliances  and  safe  working  places, 
and  if  the  neglect  of  this  duty  concurs  with 
that  of  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant,  the 
master  has  been  held  to  be  liable.  Clark 
▼.  Soule,  137  Mass.  380;  Cowan  v.  Chioago, 
U,  d  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  80  Wis.  284,  60  N.  W.  180 ; 
Bherman  ▼.  Menominee  River  Lumber  Co.  72 
Wis.  122,  1  L.  R.  A.  173,  39  N.  W.  366.  See 
also  Hayea  v.  Michigan  C.  R,  Co,  111  U.  S. 
228,  28  L.  ed.  410,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  369; 
Atchiaon,  T,  d  8.  F,  R.  Co.  v.  Reesman,  19  U. 
S.  App.  696,  60  Fed.  Rep.  370,  9  C.  C.  A.  20, 
23  L.  R.  A.  768;  Bommer  v.  Carbon  Hill 
Coal  Co.  69  U.  S.  App.  519,  89  Fed.  Rep.  54» 
g  32  C.  C.  A.  156;  Flike  v.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co. 
3  53  N.  Y.  550,  13  Am.  Rep.  545 ;  Booth  v.  Boa- 
•  fond  A.  R.  Co.*7S  N.  Y.  38,  29  Am.  Rep.  97 ; 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  Cumminga,  106  U.  S. 
700,  27  L.  ed.  266,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  493. 

This  principle  was  stated  in  the  general 
charge  of  the  court,  but  it  was  materially 
modified  in  the  application,  and  not  at  all 
considered  in  giving  the  instructions  re- 
quested by  the  defendant. 

No  exceptions,  however,  were  taken  to  any 
portion  of  the  general  charge  of  the  court, 
and  no  question  arising  thereon  is  open  to 
oar  review  on  this  writ  of  error.  But  as  we 
remand  the  ease  for  a  new  trial  on  account 
of  the  errors  which  we  have  pointed  out 
irrespective  of  the  general  charge^  we  deem 
it  bcot  to  say  that  we  must  not  be  uderatood 


as  affirmlQg  anything  oontoined  in  instruc- 
tions niunlKred  11  and  12,  or  any  other  in- 
struction which  conflicto  with  the  principles 
announced  in  Tessas  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Archtbaldf 
170  U.  S.  665,  671,  42  L.  ed.  1188,  1191,  18 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  777. 

We  do  not  int^id  to  express  an  opinion  as 
to  the  facte  of  the  case,  or  of  any  fact,  or  of 
any  of  the  theories  of  the  explosion.  We  only 
mean  to  decide  that  on  the  issues  made  and 
on  the  evidence,  and  regarding  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  the  instructions  given 
by  the  trial  court  to  the  jury  were  erroneous. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  is  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  and  direct  a  new  triaL 
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LOUISA  BANHOLZER,  Plff.  im  trr^ 

V. 

NEW    YORK    LIFE    INSURANCE    COM- 
PANY. 

Error  to  state  court— Federal  question — de> 
nging  credit  to  statute  of  other  state. 

A  decision  by  a  court  of  another  state  that  the 
premium  notice  required  by  N.  T.  Laws  1892, 
chap.  690,  I  92,  in  order  to  jaatify  a  for- 
feiture for  nonpayment,  is  not  required  on 
the  maturity  of  a  note  giren  for  an  Instal- 
ment of  the  premium,  when  this  decision  Is 
based  on  the  authority  of  a  New  Tork  de- 
cision, does  not  deny  foil  faith  and  credit  to 
the  statute  so  as  to  gire  jurisdiction  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  en  writ 
of  error. 

[No.  277.] 

Argued  and  Submitted  April  £7,  1900.    He- 
oided  May  28, 1900. 

IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Minnesota  to  review  a  decision 
affirming  a  judgment  dismissing  an  action 
on  a  poliqr  of  life  insurance.    Dismissed. 
See  same  case  below,  74  Minn.  387,  77  N. 
W.  295,  78  N.  W.  244. 

Statement  hj  Mr.  Justice  MeKeuiai 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  district 
court  of  the  second  judicial  district  af  the 
state  of  Minnesota  upon  a  life  insurance  pol- 
icy for  $20,000,  issued  by  defendant  in  error 
to  William  Banholzer,  husband  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  dated  the  16th  of  September, 
1895,  payable  upon  the  death  of  Banholzer 
to  plaintiff  in  error,  or  to  Banholzer  him- 
self on  the  16th  of  September,  1915,  if  he 
should  be  living  then. 

The  premiums  were  to  be  paid  annually  ia 
advance  on  the  16th  day  of  September  of 
every  year,  until  twenty  full  years^  premi* 
urns  should  be  paid. 

The  first  premium  was  paid,  which  eontia- 
ued  the  policy  in  force  until  the  16th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1806. 

The  policy  contained  the  following  provi- 
sions: 

''If  any  premium  is  not  paid  on  or  before 
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the  day  when  due,  this  policy  shall  become 
Toid,  and  all  payments  previously  made  shall 
remain  the  property  of  the  company,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided. 

"A  grace  of  one  month  will  be  allowed  in 
payment  of  subsequent  premiums  after  this 
policy  shall  have  been  in  force  three  months, 
subject  to  an  interest  charge  at  the  rate  of 
5  per  cent  per  annum  for  the  number  of  days 
during  which  the  premium  remains  due  and 
unpaid.  During  the  month  of  grace  this 
policy  remains  in  force,  the  unpaid  premium, 
with  interest,  as  above,  remains  an  indebted- 
ness to  the  company,  which  will  be  deducted 
from  the  amount  payable  under  this  policy 

^  if  the  death  of  the  insured  shall  occur  during 

c  the  month.^ 

7  *0n  the  6th  day  of  October,  1896,  Ban- 
holzer  paid  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $286 
in  cash,  and  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  the  following  note: 

St  Paul,  Minn.,  9-16,  1896. 
Without  grace,  six  months  after  date^  I 

Eromise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  New  York 
ife  Insurance  Company,  eight  hundred  and 
sixty  dollars,  at  Second  National  Bank,  St. 
Paul,  Minn.  Value  received,  with  interest 
at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum. 

This  note  is  given  in  part  payment  of  the 
premium  due  9^16-'96,  on  the  above  policy, 
with  the  understanding  that  all  claims  to 
further  insurance  and  all  benefits  whatever 
which  full  payment  in  cash  of  said  premium 
would  have  secured,  shall  become  immediate- 
ly void  and  be  forfeited  to  the  New  York 
Life  Insurance  Company,  if  this  note  is  not 
paid  at  maturity,  except  as  otherwise  pro- 
Tided  in  the  policy  itself. 

(Signed)        William  Banholxer. 

The  following  receipt  was  given  for  the 
note: 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  10-6-'96. 

Note  six  months,  after  date  9-16-'96,  due 
8-16-^97,  without  grace,  made  by  William 
Banholzer,  payable  at  Second  National 
Bank,  St.  Paul,  Minn.  Received  from  the 
own«r  of  policy  No.  692,465,  $286  in  cash, 
and  his  note  at  six  months  for  $860,  which 
continues  said  policy  in  force  until  the  16th 
day  of  September,  1897,  at  noon,  in  accord- 
ance with  its  terms  and  conditions,  provided 
the  above  note  is  paid  at  maturity,  and  this 
receipt  signed  by  J.  A.  Campbell, 

Cashier. 

The  note  matured  March  16,  1897,  when  it 

was  surrendered  to  Banholser,  and  he  paid 

to  the  defendant  $241.50  in  cash,  and  ezecutp 

ed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  a  new  note 

in  terms  exactly  similar  to  the  first  note, 

except  that  it  was  payable  in  sixty  days  from 

date.    This  note  was  never  paid. 

On  May  28,   1897,   Banholzer   was  taken 

^  sick,  and  died  on  July  5,  1897. 

o      On  June  18,  1897,  Banholzer,  through  his 

7  attorney,  sent  s'draft  to  the  defendant  for 

the  sum  of  $690,  being  the  amount  due  on 

the  note  of  March  16  of  that  year,  in  tender 

of  its  payment.    The  defendant  returned  the 

drafts  writing  l^  its  comptroller  that  "as 


'policy 
lapsed 


Na      692,465— Banholzer    rtandi 

psed  on  the  books  of  the  company  for  non- 
payment of  the  note  described  above,  we  re- 
turn herewith  the  draft  forwarded  in  your 
letter  of  above  date.  We  shall  thank  yoa 
for  an  acknowledgment  of  this  indosura. 
When  writing  please  refer  to  this  letter  by 
file  number.'' 

By  the  application  for  the  policy  the  lat- 
ter was  to  be  construed  according  to  the  laws 
of  New  York.  The  statnte  whidi  is  claimed 
to  be  applicable  is  inserted  in  the  margin.! 

The  notice  required   hv  the   statute   was 
duly  given  more  than  fifteen  and  less  than 
,  forty-five  days  prior  to  September  16,  1896, 
I  but  no  notice  was  given  prior  to  the  maturi- 
ty of  the  notes,  except  the  ordinary  bank  no- » 
tice.  5 

•  The  insurance  company  has  not  returned  • 
the  note  of  March  16,  1897,  and  the  record 
does  not  show  that  it  has  ever  been  demand- 
ed. 

By  stipulation  of  the  parties,  the  printed 
record  in  Conway  v.  Phceniw  Mut,  L,  Ins.  Co, 
140  N.  Y.  79,  35  N.  E.  520,  together  with 
briefs  of  counsel,  were  made  part  of  the  rec- 
ord, as  though  they  had  been  introduced  in 
evidence,  and  it  was  also  stipulated  that  they 
should  be  certified  to  this  court 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  testimony 
the  case  was  dismissed.  Subsequently  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  was  made  and  denied, 
and  an  appeal  was  then  taken  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  states  which  affirmed  the  deci- 
sion of  the  trial  court.    A  reargument  was 


tNo  life  insurance  corporation  doing  business 
In  this  sUte  shall  declare  forfeited  or  lapsed 
any  policy  hereafter  issued  or  renewed,  and  not 
issued  npon  the  payment  of  monthly  or  weekly 
preminms,  or  miless  the  same  Is  a  term  insar- 
ance  contract  for  one  year  or  less,  nor  shall  any 
snch  policy  be  forfeited  or  lapsed  by  reason  of 
nonpayment  when  due  of  any  premium,  interest, 
or  instalment  or  any  portion  thereof  required 
by  the  terms  of  the  poliey  to  be  paid,  unless  a 
written  or  printed  notice  stating  the  amount  of 
such  premium.  Interest,  instalment  or  portion 
thereof  due  on  such  policy,  the  place  where  It 
should  be  paid,  and  the  person  to  whom  the 
same  Is  payable,  shall  be  duly  addressed  and 
mailed  to  the  person  whose  life  Is  insured,  or 
the  assignee  of  the  policy,  if  notice  of  the  as- 
signment has  been  given  to  the  corporation,  at 
his  or  her  last  known  postofBce  address,  postage 
paid  by  the  corporation  or  by  an  officer  thereof 
or  person  appointed  by  it  to  collect  suCh  pre- 
mium, at  least  fifteen  and  not  more  than  forty- 
five  days  prior  to  the  day  when  the  same  is 
payable. 

The  notice  shall  also  state  that  unless  such 
premium.  Interest,  or  Instalment  or  portion 
thereof  then  due  shall  be  paid  to  the  corpora- 
tion or  to  a  duly  appointed  agent  or  person  au- 
thorised to  collect  such  premium,  by  or  before 
the  date  it  falls  due,  the  policy  and  all  pay- 
ments thereon  will  become  fbrfelted  and  void  ex- 
cept as  the  right  to  a  surrender  value  or  paid- 
up  policy,  as  In  this  chapter  provided. 

If  the  payment  demanded  by  such  notice  shall 
be  made  within  its  time  limited  therefor.  It 
shall  be  taken  to  be  in  full  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  policy  in  respect  to  the  time 
of  such  payment,  and  no  such  policy  shall  In 
!  sny  ease  be  forfeited  or  declared  forfeited  or 
'  lapsed  until  the  «q^ratlon  of  thirty  days  after 
the  mailing  of  soeh  notice.  Laws  1892,  chap. 
690.  f  92. 
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craated,  and  tiie  ooort  adhered  to  iU  opin- 
ion. 74  Minn.  387,  77  N.  W.  2M,  78  N,  W. 
244. 

The  ease  ia  here  on  writ  of  error,  and  de- 
fendant in  error  moves  to  diamias  for  want 
of  Jurisdiction,  or  to  affirm  the  Judgment. 

Mr.  O.  B«  O'Brian  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Meaara.  George  O.   Squires  and  F,  W. 
Jf .  Outehetm  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  MeXenna  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  case  is  here  on  a  single  question.  The 
eonnsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  says: 

**Wliile  originally  other  questions  were 
raised  hy  the  plaintiff  they  were  determined 
adversely  to  her  and  her  case  made  to  stand 
or  fall  solely  upon  the  interpretation  of  the 
New  York  statute,  and  the  question  now  be- 
fore this  court  is.  Did  the  court  below  in  the 
ease  at  bar  give  to  the  statute  such  full  faith 
and  credit  as  is  secured  to  it  by  the  ConsU- 
tntion  of  the  United  SUtes." 
«  That  question,  therefore,  is  made  the 
c  ffround  oi  our  Jurisdiction.  The  defendant 
•  U  error  challenges  its  sufficiency,  and* moves 
to  dismiss  because  the  supreme  court  of  Min- 
nesota did  not  deny  the  validity  of  the  New 
York  statute,  but  only  construed  it,  and, 
even  granting  the  construction  was  errone- 
ous, faith  and  credit  were  not  denied  to  the 
statute.  Olenn  v.  Oarih,  147  U.  S.  360,  37 
L.  ed.  203, 13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  350,  and  Lloyd  v. 
Matthews,  166  U.  S.  222,  39  L.  ed.  128,  15 
Bup.  Ct  Rep.  70,  are  cited. 

Those  cases  sustain  the  distinction  which 
defendant  in  error  makes,  and  the  deduction 
from  it,  and  our  inquiry  will  therefore  be: 
Did  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Minne- 
sota deny  the  validity  of  the  New  York  stat- 
ute or  only  consider  its  operation  and  effect? 
The  claim  of  the  defendant  in  error  is  that 
each  of  the  notes  was  an  ''instalment  or  por- 
tion of  the  premium,"  and  that  therefore  the 
supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  in  holding  that 
the  notice  prescribed  by  §  92  was  not  neces- 
sary to  be  given  prior  to  the  maturity  of  the 
notes,  denied  full  faith  and  credit  to  the 
statute. 

We  dispute  the  conclusion  without  passing 
on  the  premises.  The  ruling  was  a  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  not  a  denial  of  its  valid- 
ity, and  that  the  court  meant  no  more,  and 
meant  to  follow,  not  oppose,  the  decisions 
of  the  state,  is  evident  from  its  opinions. 

The  first  opinion  was  put  on  the  authority 
of  Conway  v.  Phoenia  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Oo.  140 
K.  Y.  79,  35  N.  E.  420,  on  the  assumption 
that  its  facts  were  not  different  from  those 
•f  the  case  at  bar.  In  the  second  opinion  the 
eonstruction  of  the  New  York  statute  was 
eonsidered  as  res  integra,  and  it  was  held 
liiat  "the  notice  required  by  it  was  not  ap- 
plicable to  the  notes  given  by  Banholzer  for 
part  of  the  September  premiunL" 

In  the  first  opinion,  the  contention  that 
the  "premium  notice*  required  by  the  stat- 
ute applied  to  the  note,  which  fell  due  March 
16,  1897,  and  that  the  policy  could  not  be 


forfeited  without  sndi  notice,  the  learned 
Justice  who  spoke  for  the  eoort  said: 

"Even  if  the  question  was  res  nova,  1  am 
dearly  of  the  opinion  that,  upon  the  facts, 
this  statutory  provision  hajB  no  application 
to  this  note.  But  as  my  brethren  do  not 
agree  with  me  in  this,  it  would  be  useless  for 
me  to  enter  into  any  discussion  of  the  rea^  (• 
sons  for  my  opinion.  The  parties  mutual- § 
ly  agreed*that  this  should  be  deemed  a  New  • 
York  contract  and  construed  according  to 
the  laws  of  that  state.  The  decisions  of  the 
highest  court  of  that  state  as  to  the  eon- 
struction of  such  a  contract  and  of  the  stat- 
utes of  New  York  must  therefore  be  accepted 
as  conclusive  upon  the  parties.  In  Oomoay 
V.  Phoenus  Mut,  L.  Ins,  Co,  140  N.  Y.  79,  35 
N.  E.  420,  upon  a  state  of  facts  and  under 
a  statute  wmch^  in  our  opinion,  are  in  no 
way  distinguishable  from  those  involved  in 
the  present  case,  the  court  of  appeals  held 
that  the  notice  required  by  statute  did  not 
apply  to  the  notes;  that  the  company  having 
served  that  notice  before  the  premium  be- 
came due,  no  further  notice  was  required. 
Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  do  not  claim  that 
the  facts  of  the  two  cases  are  in  any  respect 
distinguishable,  but  they  sedc  to  draw  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  language  of  the  statute 
considered  in  the  Conway  Case  and  the  stat- 
ute applicable  to  the  present  case.  The 
statute  under  consideration  in  the  former 
was  Laws  of  N.  Y.  1876,  chap.  341,  as 
amended  by  Laws  1877,  chap.  821 ;  the  stat- 
ute applicable  to  the  present  case  is  Laws 
of  N.  Y.  1892,  chap.  690,  §  92.  This  laet 
act  appears  to  be  a  compilation  and  revision 
of  all  the  insurance  laws  of  the  state,  and  | 
92  thereof  is  but  an  embodiment  (with  cer- 
tain amendments)  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1876  as  amended  in  1877.  We  have 
compared  the  language  of  the  two  acts,  and 
are  unable  to  discover  any  difference  between 
them  that  at  all  affects  the  question  now  un- 
der consideration. 

"Even  if  the  'one  month's  grace'  allowed 
by  the  policy  for  the  payment  of  tiie  premi- 
um was  applicable  to  the  notes  (whicn  I  do 
not  think  is  so) ,  that  fact  would  not  aid  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  Insured  did  not  offer  to 
pay  the  last  note  until  thirty-three  days  aft^ 
er  it  matured." 

In  the  second  opinion  the  court  said  that 
it  had  overlooked  that  counsel  had  claimed 
the  case  to  be  distinguishable  on  the  facts 
from  the  Conway  Case;  but  on  re-examin- 
ing the  Conway  Case  it  further  said  that  the 
question  of  notice  might  have  been  disposed 
of  on  the  ground  of  want  of  power  of  the 
agent  of  the  insurance  company  to  accept  a 
note— 

"But  we  are  now  equally   well  satisfied 
that  in  what  the  court  said  on  the  subject  of 
notice  in  the  last  part  of  the  opinion  it  in-  m 
tended  to  and  did  decide  the  question  upon|[ 
the  assumption'that  the  company  was  bound  • 
by  the  agent's  acceptance  of  a  time  note  for 
the  premium.    This  is  made  quite  clear  to 
our  minds  from  an  examination  of  the  record 
and  briefs  in  the  case,  eopies  of  which  have 
been  furnished  us  by  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant. 
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"While  this  ihowi  the  Tlewi  of  the  eourt 
<rf  appeals  upon  the  eonetruetion  id  the  ftal^ 
ttte^  tne  doubt  in  our  minde  is  whether,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  it  is  a  decision  of  the 
question  which  is  binding  on  us.  See  Cor- 
roU  y.  Carroll,  16  How.  276-286  and  287,  14 
L.  ed.  936-941. 

"^e  shall  not  decide  that  qnestioiiy  as  we 
are  satisfied  that  if  the  construction  of  the 
New  York  statute  is  to  be  considered  as  r^ 
int€gra  the  notice  required  by  it  was  not 
applicable  to  the  notes  given  by  Banholzer 
for  part  ol  the  September  premiunL  The 
statute  was  no  doubt  enacted  for  the  benefit 
ol  the  insured,  recognizing  the  fact  that 
Tsry  often  thej  were  ^ple  who  were  neither 
experts  nor  syBlematic  m  business  mattery 
aaid  therefore'liable  to  overlook  or  forget  the 
doe  days  of  their  premiums  according  to  the 
terms  of  their  policies,  issued  perhaps  years 
before^  laid  away  and  seldom  eramlnffd  or 
referred  to;  and  while  courts  are  usually  lib- 
eral in  protecting  the  assured  against  lor- 
leltvrem  this  Saiaways  done  in  the  interert 


of  justice,  and  is  no  reason  whar  sij  itn 
or  forced  construction  should  be  plaeed  npoa 
this  statute  which  would  be  unieasonahle  or 
operate  oppressive!;^  upon  the  insnrerai  or 
which  was  not  within  the  legislatiTe  intsBft." 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  however,  ssssiTi  11m 
eondusions  of  the  court.  It  aMsrts  the 
court  erred  in  its  construetion  ol  the  CoMtoof 
C<U€,  and  erred  in  its  independent  oonstru^ 
tion  of  the  New  York  statute. 

Granting,  arguendo,  the  oorreetness  ol 
both  assertions,  the  validity  of  the  statute 
was  not  denied.  Its  validify  and  authority 
were  declared  and  its  meaning  was  first 
sought  in  a  decision  of  the  New  York  courts, 
and  then  oonfirmed  by  an  independent  care 
and  construction. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  cases  of 
Oletm  V.  GartK  147  U.  S.  360,  37  L.  ed.  203, 
18  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  360,  and  Lloffd  v.  Matthetot, 
166  U.  &  222, 89  L.  ed.  128, 16  Sop.  Ct  Rep. 
70,  apply,  and  on  their  authority  the  actum 
Mkt^Mhe  diemieeed  for  want  of  jurisdietioo. 

And  it  is  M  ordered. 


076 

(178  U.  S.  496) 

F.  MAT  A  COMPANY,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

t?. 

CITY  OF  NEW  OKLEANa 

Tacees—ewemption    of     original      imported 
packages. 

1.  Original  packages  of  imported  gooda,  which 
cannot  be  assessed  for  local  taxation,  consist 
of  the  boxes,  cases,  or  bales  In  which  the 
goods  were  shipped,  and  not  the  smaller  pack- 
ages therein  contained,  although  these  are 
the  packages  in  which  the  goods  are  put  up 
by  the  manufacturer ;  and  when  the  packages 
in  which  the  goods  are  shipped  reach  their 
destination  for  use  or  trade,  and  are  opened 
and  the  separate  packages  therein  exposed 
or  offered  for  sale,  these  become  subject  to 
local  taxation  like  other  property  In  the 
state. 

2.  An  assessment  for  taxation,  under  state 
aathorlty,  of  the  original  packages  In  which 
goods  are  Imported,  before  they  have,  by  the 
act  of  the  importer,  become  Incorporated 
Into  the  mass  of  property  of  the  state  and  are 
held  for  use  or  sale,  is  Told  as  a  violation 
of  U.  S.  Const,  art.  1,  ii  8,  10,  prohibiting 
the  states  to  lay  imposts  or  duties  on  im- 
ports, and  giving  Congress  power  to  regulate 
foreign  commerce. 
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IN  ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana  to  review  a  decision 
reveTBing  a  judgment  against  the  validity  of 
a  tax  on  imported  goods.     Affirmed. 

See  same  case  beloiw,  51  La.  Ann.  1064,  25 
So.  959. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  C.  Mellen  and  J.  Ward  Ourley 
for  plaintifTs  in  error. 

Messrs.  W.  B.  SommerTille  and  Samuel 
L,  OUmore  for  defendant  in  error. 

*Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
•f  the  court : 

The  plaintiffs  in  error,  a  commercial  firm 
in  New  Orleane,  brought  this  action  in  the 
civil  district  court,  parish  of  Orleans,  to  pre- 
vent the  enforcement  of  certain  tax  assess- 
ments made  by  the  city  of  New  Orleans  in  the 
year  1897. 

The  petition  alleged  that  during  the  whole 
of  the  year  1897  the  plaintiffs  were  engaged 
in  importing  for  sale  foreign  goods,  upon  all 
of  which  they  paid  the  duties  and  imposts 
levied  by  the  United  States ; 

That  the  board  of  assessors  for  the  parish 
of  Orleans  assessed  them  for  that  year  $2.- 
600  on  "merchandise  and  stock  in  trade,"  and 
$1,000  tinder  the  head  of  "money  loaned  on 
interest,  all  credits  and  all  bills  receivable, 
money  loaned  and  advanced  or  for  goods  sold, 
all  credits  of  any  and  every  description;" 
and — 

That  such  assessments  were  void  for  the 
following  reasons:  1.  All  merchandise  and 
stock  in  trade  had  and  carrieu  by  the  plain- 
tiffs during  1897  consisted  of  dry  goods  im- 
ported by  them  from  foreign  countriefl  upon 


which  duties,  imposts,  and  import  taxes  ^ 
levied  by  the  United  States  and  paid  by  them, 
and  which  were  sold  only  in  unbroken  orig- 
inal packages  as  imported,  and  tho  assess- 
ment thereon  was  in  violation  of  article  1,  f 
10,  paragraph  2,  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  2.  All  the  credits  and  bills 
receivable  of  the  firm  during  that  year  con- 
sisted wholly  of  sums  due  on  the  purchase 
price  of  the  above  merchandise  sold  in  un- 
broken and  original  packages  as  imported, 
and  the  assessment  thereon  was  in  violation 
of  the  same  constitutional  provision.  J.flO 
The  assessment  of  $1,000  upon  "money  loaned  $ 
on  interest"  was  unconstitutional,*  because  * 
the  plaintiffs  at  no  time  during  1897  had  any 
money  loaned  on  interest 

A  temporary  injunction  having  been 
granted  against  any  sale  of  the  plaintiff's 
property  for  the  taxes  in  question,  the  city 
answered,  denying  each  allegation  of  the  pe-' 
tition. 

The  only  evidence  in  the  case  was  the  tes- 
timony of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  company  conducted  its 
business.  That  testimony,  using  substan- 
tially the  words  of  the  witness,  may  be  thus 
summarized: 

Representatives  of  the  firm  went  to  Europe 
and  obtained  from  different  manufacturers 
samples  of  goods,  which  were  sent  to  New 
Orleans  and  were  used  by  plaintiffs  in  ob- 
taining what  were  known  as  import  orders. 
Besides  that  method^  if  any  article  was 
thought  good  they  placed  what  were  known 
as  stock  orders;  that  is,  they  ordered  the 
goods  on  their  own  account.  But  in  most 
ca.ses  the  firm  sold  the  goods,  and  did  not 
keep  a  stock  on  hand.  All  their  goods  were 
imported,  and  customs  duties  were  paid  on 
them.     They  did  not  handle  domestic  goods. 

They  sold  the  goods  in  the  packages  in 
A'hich  they  were  received,  because  the  bulk 
of  their  business  was  jobbing  trade.  Two, 
three,  or  five  hundred  packages  might  be  or- 
dered. If  the  order  were  for  500  dozen 
towels,  they  might  come  packed  2,  3,  or  6 
dozen  in  a  package.  Such  a  package  was 
never  broken.  If  a  small  customer  came  in 
they  might  sell  him  one  package.  It  had  oft- 
en happened  that  customers  desired  only  a 
sample,  in  which  case  a  package  might  be 
broken  to  get  it.  Upon  these  samples  the 
importers  obtained  orders.  If  an  order  was 
given  for  600  dozen  towels,  put  up  in  pack- 
ages of  5  dozen  each  when  shipped  to  the  firm 
by  the  manufacturer  in  Europe,  they  would 
be  enclosed  in  a  wooden  case.  Cases  con- 
taining such  orders  might  not  come  to  the 
firm's  store  at  all,  but  would  go  directly  to 
the  customer  unopened.  But  if  there  were 
two  or  three  orders  in  a  case  it  would  be 
brought  to  the  store«  opened,  and  the  differ- 
ent orders  taken  out.  But  they  never  opened 
any  of  the  padcages  in  the  case. 

An  import  order  was  one  placed  on  samples  ci 
to  he  manufactured,  and  about  65  per  cent  oi  8 
the  firm's  business  wai*done  by  in^ort  or-* 
ders.    They  would  submit   to   the   buyer  a 
line  of  samples,  and  he  would  give  an  im- 
port order,  with  the  understanding  that  the 
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goods  ordered  were  to  be  mamifaotured,  and 
the  deliyery  of  them  not  made  for  three  or 
four  months.  If  he  placed  a  stock  order  it 
was  for  goods  that  were  in  the  store  ready 
for  delivery. 

Goods  were  always  ordered  on  the  firm's 
own  account.  They  might  reoeivo  an  order 
for  200  dozen  towels^  but  giy«  an  order  on 
the  manufacturer  for  600  dozen,  for  300  of 
which  they  had  no  order,  but  which  they 
might  sell  while  in  process  of  manufacture. 
They  were  the  owners  of  all  goods  that  came 
to  them  upon  those  orders. 

The  lace  handled  by  them  was  put  up  in 
cartons  or  pasteboard  boxes,  each  box  con> 
taining  12  pieces  of  lace,  each  piece  12  yards 
long.  In  filling  orders  a  number  of  these 
cartons  or  boxes  were  put  in  another  box  or 
case  by  the  manufacturer,  and  so  received  by 
the  firm.  If  a  case  contained  only  one  order 
it  was  sent  directly  to  the  customer.  If  the 
case  happened  to  contain  two  or  more  orders 
it  went  to  the  store,  where  it  was  opened 
and  the  orders  separated. 

Bobbinet  was  received  in  cases  containing 
30,  40,  or  50  packages  of  2,  3,  or  4  pieces 
each.  If  a  customer  wished  to  buy  bobbinet, 
he  was  told  that  he  would  have  to  buy  at 
least  one  package;  that  they  did  not  sell  one 

giece  only,  but  in  packages.  The  bulk  of  the 
usineas  in  bobbinet  was  directly  on  import 
orders.  At  times  6«  7,  or  8  caaes  which  did 
not  come  to  the  store  were  sold  to  one  firm. 
Bobbinet  was  not  sold  by  the  case.  If  more 
than  one  order  came  in  a  case  it  was  broken 
open  and  the  orders  separated. 

The  stock  of  the  firm  consisted  mostly  of 
bobbinet  and  household  linens.  They  also 
kept  a  number  of  samples  of  dolls  and  toys, 
household  linens,  towels,  sheets,  embroid- 
eries, and  laces. 

We  here  give  a  part  of  the  examination  of 
the  witness :  **Q.  Some  of  which  goods  were 
sold  in  these  cartons  as  you  describe,  and  not 
in  the  original  package?  A,  Some  of  which 
were  sold  out  of  stock  and  some  on  import 
orders.  Q.  Let  us  make  that  clear.  I  un- 
gderstand  you  to  say, — let  us  take  this  case 
10  of  cartons  of  laces.  You  may  order  such  a 
•  quantity  of  •laces  as  would  consist  of,  say 
60  cartons,  and  the  factory  ships  them  to  you 
in  a  large  wooden  box?  A,  The  padker  does 
that.  The  manufacturer  does  not  even  put 
them  in  a  case  himself,  but  gets  the  packer 
to  do  that;  and  there  are  certain  goods  not 
in  the  lace  line,  but  in  the  household  linen 
line  which  do  not  come  in  cases;  they  come 
in  bales.  Q.  I  want  to  get  a  thorough  ex- 
planation of  the  way  you  get  at  these  goods. 
Say  a  doren  or  more  packages  of  goods  are 
shipped  by  the  manufacturer  in  a  wooden  box 
for  convenience,  as  I  understand  many  of 
those  cases  go  direct  to  your  customers?  A. 
A  great  many.  Q,  And  in  other  cases,  where 
they  contain  more  than  one  order,  the  cases 
are  opened  by  you  and  the  orders  separated? 
A.  Yes;  but  the  order  is  generally  sent  in 
the  case  itself.  The  goods  may  be  shipped 
in  a  wrapper  by  express.  The  case  does  not 
signify  that  this  is  the  original  package. 
The  original  package  is  the  one  In  which  the 
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goods  are  put  up  at  the  factory.  If  a  mann- 
facturer  put*  up  5  dozen  towels  in  a  package, 
that  package  is  the  original  package,  and  if 
I  open  that  package  1  break  the  original 
pacKage;  but»  whether  he  puts  those  pack* 
ages  in  a  case  or  not»  it  remains  in  the  oriel* ' 
nal  package.  The  original  package  is  toA 
original  wrapper  put  around  the  goods  at 
the  factory,  and  is  known  as  such  in  tha 
trade." 

In  reference  to  "money  loaned  on  interest, 
all  credits  and  all  bills  receivable,  money 
loaned  and  advanced  or  for  ^oods  sold,  all 
credits  of  any  and  every  description,"  in  the 
assessment,  the  witness  said  that  the  only 
property  possessed  by  the  firm  in  1897  of  the 
kind  mentioned  in  those  items  were  bills  re- 
ceivable. Those  bills  oonsisted  of  money  due 
them  on  sales  of  imported  goods  by  customers 
who  had  given  orders  which  had  been  filled, 
but  for  which  they  had  not  paid.  Some  of 
these  goods  were  sold  out  of  stock  and  some 
on  import  orders.  They  had  no  money  loaned 
on  interest  in  1897.  The  firm  was  continu- 
ing to  do  business  in  1898  in  the  same  way 
as  in  the  previous  year. 

Upon  final  hearing  the  civil  district  court 
adjudged   that  the  assessment  in   question 
was  unconstitutional  and  void,  and  the  in- 
junction against  the  city  was  made  perpet- 
ual.   That  judgment  having  been   reversed ^ 
upon  appeal,  with  directions  to  dissolve  theg 
injunction  and  dismiss  tiie  petition,  th^con-* 
tention  here  is  that  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
have  been  denied  rights  and  immunities  se- 
cured to  them  by  Uie    Constitution    of  the 
United  States. 

The  supreme  court  of  Louisiana,  speaking 
by  Mr.  Justice  Blanchard,  said,  among  other 
things:  'Tlie  question,  then,  which  the  case 
really  presents  is.  What  is  the  'original 
package'?  Is  it  the  package  in  which  the 
goods  are  put  up  for  convenience  by  the  for- 
eign manufacturer,  or  is  it  the  case,  the  box, 
the  covering  in  which  the  goods  so  put  up  by 
the  manufacturer  are  packed  for  shipment? 
Is  the  manufacturer's  package  the  original 
package  in  the  legal  interpretation,  or  must 
that  l^  he]d  to  be  the  original  package  which 
is  delivered  to  the  carrier  for  transportation 
to  the  desired  destination?  If  the  package 
put  up  by  the  manufacturer  be  the  original 
package,  then  plaintiffs'  objection  to  the 
assessment  complained  of  is  well  taken.  If 
the  case  or  box  in  which  the  goods  are  placed 
for  shipment  be  the  original  package,  then 
their  case  falls."  After  referring  to  some  of 
the  adjudged  cases,  the  court  said  that  the 
authorities  supported  the  contention  of  the 
city  that  the  "original  package"  in  this  ease 
must  be  held  to  be  that  in  which  the  goods 
were  shipped  to  and  received  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  not  the  smaller  packages  put  up 
by  the  manufacturer  and  packed  in  the  box 
delivered  to  the  carrier. 

If  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  were  as- 
sessed for  taxation  before  they  had  ceased  to 
be  imports,  that  is,  while  in  the  original 
packages  and  before  they  had,  by  the  act  of 
the  importer,  become  incorporated  into  the 
mass  of  property  of  the  state  and  were  held 
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for  use  or  sale,  then  the  assessment  was  void 
under  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  declaring  that  no  state 
•hall,  without  the  oonsent  of  Congresi,  lay 
any  imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or  exports 
except  those  absolutely  necessary  for  execut- 
ing its  inspection  laws,  as  well  as  under  the 
provision  giving  Congress  power  to  regulate 
commerce  with  foreign  nations.  Art.  1»  SS 
8,  10.  Of  the  correctness  of  this  general 
proposition,  as  sustained  by  the  a^'udged 
cases,  no  doubt  is  entertained. 
g  Two  views  of  the  general  quetftion  are  pre- 
Ssented  for  our  consideration. 
*  *  One  is  that  the  box,  case,  or  bale  in  which 
the  plaintiff's  goods  were  brought  from 
Europe  was  not  the  original  package;  that 
each  separate  parcel  or  bundle  placed  in  such 
box,  case,  or  bale  was  itself  an  original  pack- 
age; and  that  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution  no  one  of  such  separate  parcels 
or  bundles  lost  its  distinctive  character  as 
an  import  and  became  part  of  the  mass  of 
property  in  the  state,  liable  to  local  taxa- 
tion, until  after  that  separate  parcel  or  bun- 
dle had  been  sold  by  the  importers.  This  is 
substantially  the  proposition  pressed  upon 
our  attention  by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  other  view  is  that  the  box,  case,  or 
bale  in  which  the  separate  parcels  or  bundles 
were  placed  by  the  foreign  seller,  manufac- 
turer, or  packer  was  to  be  regarded  as  the 
original  package,  and  that  upon  the  opening 
of  such  box,  bale,  or  case  for  the  purpose  of 
using  or  exposing  to  sale  such  separate  par- 
cels or  bundles,  each  parcel  or  bundle  lost  its 
distinctive  character  as  an  import  and  be- 
came a  part  of  the  general  mass  of  property 
in  the  state  subject  to  local  taxation.  This 
is  the  proposition  advanced  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant. 

Let  us  first  inquire  as  to  the  consequences 
that  may  follow  from  the  interpretation  of 
the  clause  of  the  Constitution  relating  to 
state  taxation  of  imports,  upon  which  the 
plaintiffs  rest  their  case.  In  the  view  taken 
by  them  it  would  seem  to  be  immaterial 
whether  the  separate  parcels  or  packages 
brought  from  Europe  were  left  in  the  ship- 
ping box,  case,  or  bale  after  it  was  opened, 
or  were  taken  out  and  placed  on  the  snelves 
or  counters  in  the  store  of  the  importer  for 
delivery  or  sale  along  with  goods  manufac- 
tured or  made  in  this  country.  In  other 
words,  they  argue  that  the  importer  may  sell 
each  separate  package  either  from  the  box 
in  which  it  was  transported,  after  it  is 
opened,  or  from  the  shelves  or  counters  in  his 
store,  without  being  subjected  to  local  taxa- 
tion in  respect  of  any  package  so  brought  in- 
to the  country,  provided  sudi  separate  pack- 
age be  sold  or  offered  for  sale  in  the  form  in 
which  it  was  when  placed  in  the  box,  case,  or 
bale  by  the  European  manufacturer  or 
packer.  This  means  that  the  power  of  the 
state  to  tax  goods,  the  product  of  other  coun- 
^  tries,  depends  upon  the  partioolar  form  in 
^  which  the  European  manufacturer  or  packer, 
-•  of  his  own  accord  •or  by  direction  of  the  im- 
porter, has  put  them  up  in  order  to  be  sent  to 
this  country.  The  necessary  result  of  this 
position  is  that  every  mercmunt  selling  only 


goods  of  foreign  manofactore,  in  separata 
packages,  although  enjoying  the  protection 
of  the  local  government  acting  unaer  its  po- 
lice powers,  may  conduct  his  business,  how- 
ever large,  without  any  liability  whatever  to 
state  or  local  taxation  in  respect  of  such 
goods,  provided  he  takes  eare  to  have  the  ar- 
ticles imported  seoarately  wrapped  and 
placed  in  that  form  in  a  box,  case,  or  bale  for 
transportation  to  and  sale  in  this  country. 
In  this  view,  if  a  jeweller  desires  to  buy  fifty 
Geneva  watches  for  the  purpose  of  selling 
them  here  without  paying  taxes  upon  them 
a«  property,  he  need  only  direct  them  to  bs 
placed  in  separate  cases,  however  small,  and 
then  put  them  all  together  in  one  box.  After 
paying  the  import  duties  on  all  the  watdies 
in  the  box,  and  receiving  the  box  at  his  store, 
he  may  open  the  box,  and  the  watches,  each 
one  being  in  its  own  separate  case,  may  then 
be  exposed  for  sale.  According  to  the  eon- 
tention  of  the  plaintiffs,  each  watch,  in  its 
own  separate  case,  would  be  an  original  pack- 
age, and  could  not  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
mass  of  property  of  the  state  and  sub- 
ject to  local  taxation,  so  long  as  it  remained 
in  that  form  and  unsold  in  Uie  hands  of  the 
importer.  Other  illustrations  arising  out  of 
the  business  of  American  merchants  will 
readily  occur  to  everyone.  The  result  would 
be  that  there  might  be  upon  the  shelves  of  a 
merchant  in  this  country,  ready  to  be  used 
and  openly  exposed  for  sale,  commodities  or 
merchandise  consisting  of  articles  separately 
wrapped  and  of  enormous  value  that  could 
not  be  reached  for  local  taxation  until  after 
he  had  sold  them,  no  matter  how  long  they 
had  been  kept  by  the  importer  before  selling 
them.  It  cannot  be  overloc^ed  that  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  Constitution  for  ^ieh 
plaintiffs  contend  would  encourage  Ameri* 
can  merchants  and  traders  seeking  to  avoid 
state  and  local  taxation,  to  import  from 
abroad  all  the  merchandise  and  commodities 
which  they  would  need  in  their  business. 

There  are  other  considerations  that  cannot 
be  ignored  in  determining  the  time  at  which 
goods  imported  from  foreign  countries  lose 
their  character  as  imports  and  may  be  prop*  J 
erly  regarded  as  part  of  the  general  mass  of  S 
property  in  the* state,  subject  to  local  taxa-* 
tion.  If,  as  plaintiffs  insist,  each  parcel  sep* 
arately  wrapped  and  marked  and  put  in  the 
shipping  box,  case,  or  bale,  is  an  original 
package  which,  until  sold,  no  matter  when, 
would  retain  its  distinctive  character  as  an 
imDort,  although  the  box,  case,  or  bale  eon- 
tain  ing  them  had  been  opened  and  the  sep- 
arate parcels  all  exposed  for  sale,  what  stands 
in  the  way  of  European  manufacturers  open* 
ing  branch  houses  in  this  country,  and  selling 
all  their  goods  put  up  in  the  form  of  separate 
parcels  and  packages,  without  paying  any- 
thing whatever  by  way  of  taxation  on  their 
goods  as  property  proteoted  by  the  lows  of 
the  state  in  which  they  do  businesst  Indeed, 
under  plaintiffs'  view,  the  Constitution  se* 
cures  to  the  manufacturers  of  foreign  goods 
imported  into  this  country  an  immunity  from 
taxation  that  is  denied  to  manufaetnrers  of 
domestic  goods.  An  interpretation  attended 
with  such    eonsequenoss  ought   not  to   bs 
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adopted  if  it  can  be  aroided  without  doing 
violence  to  the  words  of  the  Constitution. 
Undoubtedly  the  payment  of  duties  imposed 
by  the  United  States  on  imports  gives  the  im- 
porter the  right  to  bring  his  goods  into  this 
country  for  ule,  but  he  does  not,  simply  bv 
paying  the  duties,  escape  taxation  upon  such 
goods  as  property  after  they  have  reached 
their  destination  for  use  or  trade,  and  the 
box,  case,  or  bale  containing  them  has  been 
opened  and  the  goods  exposed  to  sale. 

Let  us  see  what  this  court  has  said  when  it 
has  had  occasion  to  determine  the  meaning 
and  scope  of  the  constitutional  provision  re- 
lating to  imports. 

The  leading  case  is  Brown  v.  Maryland,  12 
Wheat,  419,  436,  441-444,  6  L.  ed.  678,  684, 
686,  687.  Brown  was  indicted  under  an  act 
of  the  legislature  of  Maryland  supplementary 
to  an  act  relating  to  duties  on  licenses  to  re- 
tailers of  dry  goods  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  2d  section  of  the  supplementary  act  pro- 
Tided  "that  all  importers  of  foreign  articles 
or  commodities  of  dry  goods,  wares,  or  mer- 
chandise, by  bale  or  pacKage,  or  of  wine,  rum, 
oorandy,  whisky,  and  other  distilled  spirit^ 
nous  liquors,  etc.,  and  other  persons  selling 
the  same  by  wholesale,  bale  or  package,  hogs- 
head, barrel,  or  tierce,  shall,  before  they  are 
authorized  to  sell,  take  out  a  license  as  by 
gthe  original  act  is  directed,  for  which  they 
10  shall  pay  $50;  and,  in  case  of  neglect  or  re- 
*  fusal  to*take  out  such  license,  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  penalties  and  forfeitures  as 
are  prescribed  by  the  original  act  to  which 
this  is  a  supplement."  Laws  Md.  1821-22, 
p.  168.  The  indictment  having  been  sus- 
tained, the  ease  was  brought  to  this  court 
and  was  argued  with  great  ability. 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  the  ques- 
tion presented  was  not  one  of  ordinary  taxa- 
tion upon  property,  but  it  was — to  use  the 
words  of  Chief  Justice  RTarshall — "whether 
the  legislature  of  a  state  can  constitutionally 
require  the  importer  of  foreign  articles  to 
take  out  a  license  from  the  state  before  he 
shall  be  permitted  to  sell  a  bale  or  package 
so  imported."  That  question  was  considered 
with  reference  to  the  clause  forbidding  the 
states  from  laying  imposts  or  duties  on  im- 
ports or  exports,  except  such  as  were  abso- 
lutely necessary  for  executing  their  inspec- 
tion laws,  and  also  xnth  reference  to  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  Constitution.  Declining 
to  lay  down  any  rule  as  universal  in  its  ap- 
plication, the  court  said:  "It  is  sufficient 
for  the  present  to  say,  generally,  that  when 
the  importer  has  so  acted  upon  the  thing  im- 
ported that  it  has  become  incorporated  and 
mixed  up  with  the  mass  of  property  in  the 
country  it  has,  perhaps,  lost  its  distinctive 
character  as  an  import,  and  has  become  sub- 
ject to  the  taxing  power  of  the  state;  but 
while  remaining  the  pro^rty  of  the  importer 
in  his  wareTtouse,  in  the  original  form  or 
package  in  tohioh  it  udos  imported,  a  tax  upon 
it  is  too  plainly  a  duty  on  imports  to  escape 
{he  prohibition  in  the  Constitution." 
Again:  "The  object  af  importation  is  sale; 
it  eonstitntes  the  motive  for  paying  the  du- 
ties; and  if  the  United  States  possess  the 
power  of  conferring  the  right  to  sell,  as  the 


consideration  for  which  the  duty  Is  paid, 
every  principle  of  fair  dealing  requires  that 
they  shoula  be  understood  to  confer  it. 
.  .  .  The  whole  course  of  legislation  on 
the  subject  shows  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
legislature,  the  right  to  sell  is  connected  with 
the  payment  of  duties." 

On  behalf  of  the  state  of  Maryland  it  was 
contended  that  if  the  importer  acquired  the 
right  to  sell  by  the  payment  of  duties  he 
might  exert  that  right  when,  where,  and  as 
he  pleased,  and  that  the  state  could  not  regu- 
late it;  that  he  might  sell  by  retail,  by  auc-oo 
tion,  or  as  an  itinerant  peddler;  that  heg 
mi^hlTintroduce  articles,  such  as  gunpowder, ♦ 
which  would  endanger  the  city,  into  the 
midst  of  its  population,  as  well  as  articles 
which  would  endanger  the  public  health,  and 
thus  the  power  of  self-preservation  would  be 
denied;  and  that  an  importer  might  bring  in 
goods,  as  plate,  for  his  own  use,  and  thus  re- 
tain much  valuable  property  exempt  from 
taxation. 

To  these  objections  the  court,  speaking  by 
the  Chief  Justice,  responded:  "These  ob- 
jections to  the  principle,  if  well  founded, 
would  certainly  be  entitled  to  serious  consid- 
eration. But  we  think  they  will  be  found,  on 
examination,  not  to  belong  necessarily  to  the 
principle,  and  consequently  not  to  prove  that 
it  ma^  not  be  resorted  to  with  safety  as  a 
criterion  by  which  to  measure  the  extent  of 
the  prohibition.  This  indictment  is  against 
the  importer  for  selling  a  package  of  dry  goods 
in  the  form  in  which  it  was  imported,  with- 
out a  license.  This  state  of  things  is  changed 
if  he  sells  them,  or  otherwise  mixes  them 
with  the  general  property  of  the  state,  by 
breaking  up  his  packages  and  traveling  with 
them  as  an  itinerant  peddler.  In  the  first 
case  the  tax  intercepts  the  import,  as  an  im- 
port, in  its  way  to  become  incorporated  with 
the  general  mass  of  property,  and  denies  it 
the  privilege  of  becoming  so  incorporated  un- 
til it  shall  have  contributed  to  the  revenue 
of  the  state.  It  denies  to  the  importer  the 
right  of  using  the  privilege  which  he  has 
purchased  from  the  United  States,  until  he 
shall  have  also  purchased  it  from  the  state. 
In  the  last  cases  the  tax  finds  the  article 
already  incorporated  with  the  mass  of  prop- 
erty by  the  act  of  the  importer.  He  has  used 
tho  privilege  he  had  purchased,  and  has  him- 
self mixed  them  up  with  the  common  mass, 
and  the  law  may  treat  them  as  it  finds  them. 
The  same  observations  apply  to  plate  or  other 
furniture  used  by  the  importer.  So,  if  be 
sells  by  auction.  Auctioneers  are  persons 
licensed  by  the  state,  and  if  the  importer 
chooses  to  employ  them  he  can  as  little  object 
to  paying  for  this  service  as  for  any  other  for 
which  he  may  apply  to  an  officer  of  the  state. 
The  right  of  sale  may  very  well  be  annexed 
to  importation,  without  annexing  to  it,  also, 
the  privilege  of  using  the  officers  licensed  by 
the  state  to  make  sales  in  a  peculiar  way.^. 
The  power  to  direct  the  removal  of  gunpow-g 
der  is  a  branch  of  the  polioe*power,  which* 
un<|uestionably  remains,  and  ought  to  re- 
main, with  the  states.  If  the  possessor 
stores  it  himself  out  of  town,  the  removal 
cannot  be  a  duty  on  imports,  because  it  con- 
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more  advantageoualv  than  elsewhere.  We 
are  not  sure  that  this  maj  not  be  daased 
among  inspection  laws.  The  remoTal  or  de- 
struction of  infectious  or  unsound  articles 
is.  undoubtedly,  an  exercise  of  that  power, 
and  forms  an  express  exception  to  the  prohi- 
bition wt  are  considering.  Indeed,  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  expressly  sanction  the 
health  laws  of  a  state.  The  principle,  then, 
for  which  the  plaintiffs  in  error  contend,  that 
the  importer  acquires  a  right,  not  only  to 
bring  the  articles  into  the  country,  but  to 
mix  them  with  the  common  mass  of  property, 
does  not  interfere  with  the  necessary  power 
of  taxation  which  is  acknowledged  to  reside 
in  the  states,  to  that  dangerous  extent  which 
the  oouneel  for  the  defendants  in  error  seem 
to  apprehend.  It  carries  the  prohibition  in 
the  Constitution  no  farther  than  to  prevent 
the  states  from  doing  that  which  it  was  the 
great  object  of  the  Constitution  to  prevent.'' 
These  extracts  from  the  opinion  m  Broum 
y.  Maryland  establish  the  f<Mlowing  proposi- 
tions: 

1.  That  the  payment  of  duties  to  the 
United  States  gives  the  right  to  sell  the  thing 
imported,  and  that  such  right  to  seU  cannot 
be  forbidden  or  impaired  by  a  state. 

2.  That  a  tax  upon  the  thing  imported  dur- 
ing the  time  it  retains  its  character  as  an 
import  and  remains  the  property  of  the  im- 
porter, "in  his  warehouse,  in  the  original 
form  or  package  in  which  it  was  imported," 
is  a  duty  on  imports  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution;  and — 

3.  That  a  state  cannot,  in  the  form  of  a 
license  or  otherwise,  tax  the  right  of  the  im- 
porter to  seUf  but  when  the  importer  has  so 
acted  upon  the  goods  imported  that  they 
have  become  incorporated  or  mixed  with  the 
general  mass  of  property  in  the  state,  such 
goods  have  then  lost  their  distinctive  char- 
acter aa  importSf  and  have  become  from  that 
time  subject  to  state  taxation,  not  because 

«  they  are  the  products  of  other  countries,  but 
g  because  they  are  property  within  the  state 
•  in  like  condition* with  other  property  that 
should  contribute,  in  the  way  of  taxation,  to 
the  support  of  the  government  which  pro- 
tects the  owner  in  his  person  and  estate. 

So  the  question  in  the  present  case  is 
whether  the  plaintiffs,  prior  to  the  assess- 
ment complained  of,  haa  so  acted  upon  the 
goods  imported  by  them  as  to  incorporate 
them  witn  the  mass  of  the  property  in  the 
state,  and  bring  them,  while  in  their  posses- 
sion, within  the  range  of  local  taxation. 

We  have  seen  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  effect, 
contend  that  having  paid  the  duties  imposed 
by  the  United  States  they  were  entitled, 
without  liability  to  taxation  upon  the  goods 
as  property,  to  open  the  boxes  in  which  the 
separate  parcels  of  goods  were  transported, 
and  put  such  separate  parcels  in  the  hands  of 
agents  to  be  sold  wherever,  in  the  state  or 
in  the  coimtry,  customers  could  be  found. 
The  separate  parcels — such  is  the  effect  of 
the  argument — are  not  to  be  deemed  incor- 
porated into  the  mass  of  the  property  of  the 
state  while  thus  being  carried  around  the 


ooimtiy  bj  tbt  importer'a  agents, — ^no  sep* 
arats  parcel,  so  long  as  it  remained  in  tne 
particular  form  in  whidi  it  was  packed  in  a 
Dox  or  case  with  other  parcels,  ceasing  to  have 
the  character  of  an  import  until  after  it  was 
sold  by  such  agents.  This  proposition  can- 
not be  sustained.  We  cannot  doubt  that  the 
goods  when  placed  in  the  hands  of  agents  for 
sale,  in  separate  parcels,  have  been  so  acted 
upon  by  the  importer  that  they  have  ceased 
to  be  imports,  and  have  become  part  of  the 
mass  of  the  property  of  the  state,  liable  to 
local  taxation.  But  what  is  the  difference 
in  principle  between  the  case  of  sales  by  an 
importer  through  traveling  agents,  and  the 
case  of  an  importer  who  opens  the  box  or  case 
in  which  his  goods,  wrapped  in  separate  par- 
cels, were  impcHted,  and  by  employees  sella 
or  offers  to  sell  the  separate  parcels,  either 
from  the  opened  box  or  case  in  his  store,  or 
from  shelves  or  counters  upon  which  such 
parcels  have  been  placed  for  examination  and 
sale? 

In  our  judgment,  the  "original  padcage"  in 
the  present  case  was  the  box  or  case  in  which 
the  goods  imported  were  shipped,  and  when 
the  box  or  case  was  opened  for  the  sale  or  de- 
livery of  the  separate  parcels  contained  in  it, 
each  parcel  of  the  goods  lost  its  distinctive^ 
character  as  an  import  and  became  propertjg 
Subject  to  taxation  by  the  state  as  other  like* 
property  situated  wiUiin  its  limits.  The  tax 
here  in  question  was  not  in  any  sense  a  tax 
on  imports  nor  a  tax  for  the  privilege  of 
bringing  the  things  imported  into  the  state. 
It  was  not  a  tax  on  the  plaintiffs'  goods  b^ 
cause  they  were  imported  from  another  coun« 
try,  but  because  at  the  time  of  the  assessment 
they  were  in  the  market  for  sale  in  separate 
parcels,  and  therefore  subject  to  be  taxed  as 
like  property,  in  the  same  condition,  thai 
had  its  oriffin  in  this  country.  We  caniiol 
impute  to  ue  framers  ot  the  Constitution  a 
purpose  to  make  such  a  discrimination  in 
favor  of  property  imported  from  other  coun- 
tries as  would  result  if  we  approved  the  views 
pressed  upon  us  by  the  plaintiffs.  When 
their  goods  had  been  so  actied  upon  as  to  be- 
come a  part  of  the  general  mass  of  property 
in  the  state  the  plaintiffs  stood,  with  respect 
to  liability  to  state  taxation,  upon  the  same 
basis  of  equality  as  the  owners  of  like  prop- 
erty, the  product  of  this  country;  the  only 
difference  being  that  the  importers  paid  a 
duty  to  the  United  States  for  the  privilege 
of  importing  their  goods  into  this  country, 
and  of  selling  them  in  the  original  pack- 
ages,— a  duty  imposed  for  the  purpose  of  rais- 
ing money  to  carry  on  the  operations  of  the 
government,  and,  in  many  instances,  with  the 
intent  to  protect  the  industries  of  this  coun- 
try sgainst  foreign  competition.  A  different 
view  is  not  justified  by  anything  said  in 
Broum  v.  Maryland.  It  was  there  held  that 
the  importer  by  paying  duties  acquired  the 
right  to  sell  in  the  original  padcages  the 
goods  imported, — the  Maryland  statute  re- 
quiring a  license  from  the  state  before  any 
one  could  sell  "by  wholesale,  bale  or  padcage, 
hogsh«id,  barrel,  or  tierce,''  goods  imported 
from  other  countries.  But  it  was  not  held 
that  the  right  to  sell  was  attended  with  aa 
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immunity  from  all  taxation  upon  the  goods 
04  property,  after  they  had  oeaaed  to  m  im- 
ports and  had  become  by  the  act  of  the  im- 
porter a  part  of  the  general  mass  of  property 
in  the  state.    The  contrary  was  adjudged. 

Without  further  reference  to  authorities 
we  state  our  conclusion  to  be  that  within  the 
decision  in  Brown  v.  Maryland  the  boxes, 
o  cases,  or  bales  in  which  plaintiffs'  goods  were 
2  shipped  were  the  original  packages,  and  tlie 
•  gooOB  imported  by  them*lost  their  distinc- 
tive character  as  imports  and  became  a  part 
of  the  general  mass  of  the  property  of  Louis- 
iana, and  subject  to  local  taxation  as  other 
property  in  that  state,  the  moment  the  boxes, 
eases,  or  bales  in  which  they  were  shipped 
reached  their  destination  for  use  or  trade, 
and  were  opened  and  the  separate  packages 
therein  exposed  or  offered  for  sale;  conse- 
quently, the  assessment  in  question  was  not 
in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

This  disposes  of  the  only  Federal  question 
arising  on  this  appeal. 

The  judginent  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Louisiana  is  affirmed, 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer,  Mr.  Justice  SMras  and  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Peekham  dissent. 


(178  U.  S.  510) 

QEOROE  DEWEY,  Appt.^ 

UNITED  STATES. 

Navy — bounty  money — superior  or  inferior 
force  of  enemy's  vessel* 

In  determining  whether  vessels  cl  the  enemy 
sunk  or  destroyed  were  of  inferior  or  supe- 
rior force  to  the  American  vessels  engaged 
In  the  battle,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the 
amount  of  bounty  to  be  awarded  under  U.  8. 
Rev.  Stat  I  4635,  the  land  batteries,  minea 
and  torpedoes  not  controlled  by  those  In 
charge  of  the  enemy's  vessela  but  which  sap- 
ported  those  vessels,  are  to  be  exeladed  al- 
together from  consideration,  and  the  sise  and 
armaments  of  the  vessels  sunk  or  destroyed, 
together  with  the  nnmber  of  men  upon  them, 
are  alone  to  be  regarded. 

[No.  546.] 

Argu^  April  10,   1900.    Decided  May  t8, 

1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  determining  the  amount  of  boun- 
ty recoverable  by  the  commanding  officer  on 
a  naval  fleet  for  the  sinking  or  destruetion  of 
the  vessels  of  the  enemy.  Affirmed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Wat*  B.  KinSt  Benj.  Mieoia, 
and  H«  A.  Herbert  for  appellant. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Pradt  for  ap- 
Spellee. 

s 

*    *  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

This  was  an  action  in  the  court  of  claims 


to  recover  bonntr  money  earned  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  as  the  commanding  officer  of  the 
American  fleet  at  the  naval  battle  of  Manila, 
on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1898. 

The  statute  under  which  the  action  was 
brought  is  as  follows:  "S  4635.  A  bountr 
shall  be  paid  by  the  United  States  for  each 
person  on  board  any  ship  or  vessel  of  war  be- 
longing to  an  enemy  at  the  commencement 
of  an  enga^rement»  which  is  sunk  or  otherwise 
destroy^  m  wmcix  engagement  by  any  ship 
or  vessel  belonging  to  the  United  States,  or 
which  it  may  be  necessary  to  destroy  in 
consequence  of  injuries  sustained  in  action, 
of  one  hundred  dollars  if  the  enemy's  vessel 
was  of  inferior  force,  and  of  two  hundred 
dollars  if  of  equal  or  superior  force,  to  be 
divided  among  the  officers  and  crew  in  the 
same  manner  as  prise  money;  and  when  the 
actual  number  of  men  on  board  any  such 
vessel  cannot  be  satisfactorily  ascertained, 
it  shall  be  estimated  according  to  the  com- 
plement allowed  to  vessels  of  its  class  in  the 
navy  of  the  United  States;  and  there  shall 
be  paid  as  bounty  to  the  captors  of  any  ves- 
sel of  war  captured  from  an  enemy,  which 
they  may  be  instructed  to  destroy,  or  which 
is  immediately  destroyed  for  ihe  ^liblie 
interest,  but  not  in  coneequence  of  injuries 
received  in  action,  fifty  dollars  for  every  per- 
son who  shall  be  on  board  at  the  time  of 
such  capture."  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat  902. 

The  mode  in  which  bounty  money  earned 
under  that  section  was  to  be  divided  is  in- 
dicated bv  the  following  provisions  relating 
to  the  distribution  of  prise  money: 

"§  4631.  All  prize  money  adjudged  to  the 
captors  shall  be  distributed  in  the  following 
proportions : 

"First.  To  the  commanding  officer  of  a 
fleet  or  squadron,  one  twentieth  part  of  all 
prize  money  awarded  to  any  vessel  or  vessels  ^ 
under  his  immediate  command.  ^ 

^''Second.  To  the  commanding  officer  of  a* 
division  of  a  fleet  or  squadron,  on  duty  under 
the  orders  of  the  commander  in  chief  of  sudi 
fleet  or  squadron,  a  sum  equal  to  one  flftieth 
part  of  any  prize  money  awarded  to  a  vessel 
of  such  division  for  a  capture  made  while 
under  his  command,  such  flftieth  part  to  be 
deducted  from  the  moiety  due  to  the  United 
States,  if  there  be  any  such  moiety,  otherwise 
from  the  amount  awarded  to  the  captors;  but 
such  flftieth  part  shall  not  be  in  addition  to 
any  share  which  may  be  due  to  the  command- 
er of  the  division,  and  which  he  may  elect  to 
receive,  as  commander  of  a  single  ship  mak- 
ing or  assisting  in  the  capture. 

'Third.  To  the  fleet  captain,  one  hundredth 
part  of  all  prise  money  awarded  to  any  vessel 
or  vessels  of  the  fleet  or  squadron  in  which 
he  is  serving,  except  in  a  case  where  the 
capture  is  made  by  the  vessel  on  board  of 
which  he  is  serving  at  the  time  of  such  cap- 
ture; and  in  such  case  he  shall  share,  in 
proportion  to  his  pay,  with  the  other  officers 
and  men  on  board  such  vessel. 

"Fourth.  To  the  commander  of  a  single 
vessel,  one  tenth  part  of  all  the  prize  money 
awarded  to  the  vessel  under  his  command,  if 
such  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  capture  was  un- 
der the  command  of  the  commanding  officer 
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of  a  fleet  or  squadron,  or  a  diyiiion,  and 
three  twentietha  if  his  veeael  waa  acting  in- 
dependently of  such  superior  oflicer. 

"Fifth.  After  the  foregoing  deductions  the 
residue  shall  be  distributed  and  proportioned 
amono:  all  others  doin^  duty  on  board, 
including  the  fleet  captain,  and  borne  upon 
the  books  of  the  ship  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  rates  of  pay  in  the  service."  U.  S. 
Kev.  Stat.  901. 

It  may  be  here  stated  that  the  provisions 
for  prize  money  and  bounty  to  the  navy  were 
repealed  by  an  act  of  Congress  approved 
March  3, 1S99,  which  declares  that  "all  provi- 
sions of  law  authorizing  the  distribution 
among  captors  of  the  whole  or  any  portion 
of  the  proceeds  of  vessels,  or  any  property 
hereafter  captured,  condemned  as  prize,  or 
providing  for  the  payment  of  bounty  for  tho 
sinking  or  destruction  of  vessels  of  the  enemy 
hereafter  occurring  in  time  of  war,  are  liere- 
w  by  repealed."  30  Stat  at  L.  1004 ,  1007, 
gchap.  413,  §  13. 

•  •The  Ajiieiican  vessels  taking  part  in  the 
battle  were  the  Ol^Tnpia,  Baltimore,  Boston, 
Raleigh,  Concord,  Petrel,  McCuUoch,  Nan- 
shan.  and  Zallro. 

The  number  of  officers  and  men  on  those 
vessels  durinsr  the  battle  was  1,836. 

The  Spanish  vessels  taking  part  in  the 
battle  were  the  Reina  Cristina,  Castilla,  Don 
Juan  de  Austria,  Don  Antonio  de  XJlloa, 
General  Lezo.  Marouez  del  Duero,  Argos,  Vel- 
asco,  Isla  de  Mindanao,  Isia  de  Cuba,  Isia 
de  Luzon,  Manila,  and  two  torpedo  boats. 
T>c  Reina  Cristina,  Castilla,  Don  Juan  de 
Ulloa,  General  Lezo,  Marquez  del  Duero, 
Argos,  NTelasco,  Isla  de  Mindanao,  and  the 
two  torpedo  boats  were  destroyed  by  the 
American  vessels.  The  Don  Juan  de  Austria. 
Isla  de  Cuba,  and  Isla  de  Luzon  were  disabled 
and  put  out  of  action  in  the  battle,  and  were 
captured;  but  they  were  subsequently  floated 
and  repaired  by  the  United  States,  and  now 
constitute  a  part  of  the  American  navy.  The 
Manila  was  captured  in  the  same  engage- 
ment. 

No  claim  for  bounty  under  $  4635  is  made 
in  the  present  action  on  account  of  the  sink- 
ing of  the  Don  Juan  de  Austria,  Isla  de  Cuba, 
and  the  Isla  de  Luzon,  because  proceedings 
are  to  be  begun  in  the  supreme  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  condemn  those  ves- 
sels as  prize  of  war,  the  claimant  reserving 
the  right  to  make  such  claim  hereafter,  if  it 
should  be  held  that  the  vessels  are  not  sub- 
ject to  oondemnati6n  in  prize. 

The  total  number  of  men  on  board  the 
Spanish  vessels  during  the  battle  of  Manila 
was  2,973.  The  total  number  on  board  the 
Spanish  vessels  destroyed  was,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  1,914. 

The  enemy's  vessels  were  supported  by 
land  batteries  and  by  mines  and  torpedoes  in 
the  entrance  to  Manila  bay  and  in  the  bay 
itself,  and  some  of  those  in  the  bay  exploded 
during  the  action. 

It  was  found  as  a  fact  by  the  oourt  of 
claims^— and  this  court  must  assume  it  to  be 
true — ^that,  taking  into  consideration  the 
guns  at  Corrcgidor,  El  Fraile,  and  other 
forts  at  the  entiance  of  the  bay,  and  those 


at  Manila  and  Cavite,  and  the  torpedoes  and 
mines  in  the  bay  and  the  entrance  to  it»  tfae^ 
enemy's  force  was  superior  to  the  force  of  thejj 
vessels  of  the  United  ^States;  but  that,  ex-« 
eluding  shore  batteries  and  submarine  de> 
fenses,  the  American  vessels  and  armaments 
were  superior  in  force  to  the  Spanish  vessels. 
The  court  below — all  its  members  concur- 
ring— was  of  opinion  that  the  land  batteriee, 
mines,  and  torpedoes  that  supported  the 
Spanish  vessels  during  the  naval  enragement 
in  Manila  bay  should  be  excluded  from  con- 
sideration, and  that  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff 
came  within  the  clause  of  the  statute  allow 
ing  the  sum  of  $100  for  each  person  on  board 
of  the  vessels  simk  or  destroyed  "if  the  ene 
my's  vessel  was  of  inferior  force,"  and  not 
within  the  clause  allowing  the  sum  of  $200, 
"if  [the  enemy's  vessel  was]  Of  equal  or  su- 
perior force. ''^  Judgment  was  accordingly 
entered  against  the  United  State*  for  the 
sum  of  $9,570,  upon  the  basis  of  $100  for 
each  person  on  board  at  the  commencement 
of  the  engagement,  of  the  enemy's  vessels 
sunk  or  destroyed. 

The  counsel  have  called  our  attention  to 
several  cases  in  this  and  other  courts.  Do 
any  of  those  cases  constitute  a  direct  adjudi- 
cation of  the  question  now  before  us? 

In  The  Ironclad  Atlanta,  3  Wsll.  425.  432, 
suh  nom,  Offlcera  d  Crevo  of  the  United  States 
Ironclad  Wcrhawken  v.  The  Atlanta,  18  L, 
ed.  253,  255,  the  question  was  whether  a  cer- 
tain American  vessel,  the  Nahant,  was  to  be 
regarded  as  one  of  the  capturing  vessels  in  a 
naval  cnga^rement  in  Wassau  sound,  Georgia* 
in  1803.  The  court  said:  "The  importance 
of  the  point  is  this:  the  Weehawken  was  con- 
fessedly Inferior  in  force  to  the  Atlanta,  and 
if  she  is  alone  to  be  regarded  in  the  com- 
parison of  forces,  the  whole  prize  money  goes 
to  the  captors.  On  the  other  hand,  the  com- 
bined force  of  the  two  monitors  was  superior 
to  that  of  the  Atlanta,  and  if  both  are  to  be 
regarded  as  capturing  vessels,  only  one  half 
of  the  prize  money  goes  to  the  captors,  and 
the  decree  must  be  afTirmed.  The  mere  fact 
that  the  only  shot  fired  and  the  only  dam- 
age done  was  by  the  Weehawken  is  not  de- 
cisive. Other  circumstances  must  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  the  matter,^ 
such  as  the  force,  position,  conduct,  and  in- 
tention of  the  Nahant.  The  two  vessels  were 
known  to  be  under  the  same  command  and  of 
nearly  eaual  force.  The  Atlanta  descended 
the  sound  to  attack  both,  and  governed  her-» 
self  with  reference  to  their  combined  action. £ 
It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that* her* 
course  would  have  been  the  one  pursued,  had 
she  had  only  the  Weehawken  to  encounter. 
Besides,  the  fire  of  the  Atlanta  was  directed 
entirely  to  the  Nahant,  and  of  course  diverted 
from  her  consort.  It  is  possible  that  a  dif- 
ferent result  might  have  followed  had  the  fire 
been  turned  upon  the  Weehawken.  This 
diversion  must  be  considered,  in  every  just 
sense  of  the  terms,  as  giving  aid  to  her. 
Again,  the  power  of  the  shot  of  the  Wee> 
hawken  had  evidently  surprised  the  officers  of 
the  Atlanta,  who  found  their  vessel  speedily 
disabled  and  their  crew  demoralized.  The 
advance  upon  her,  at  full  speed,  of  a  second 
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monitor,  of  equal  force,  ready  to  inflict  8im- 
Uar  injuries,  may  have  hastened  the  sur- 
render. It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the 
approach  of  the  second  monitor  did  not  enter 
into  the  consideration  of  the  captain  and 
officers  of  the  Atlanta.  If  the  shot  from  tlie 
guns  of  one  of  the  monitors  could,  in  a  few 
moments,  penetrate  the  casement  of  the  At- 
lanta, crush  in  the  bars  of  her  pilot-house, 
and  prostrate  between  forty  and  fifty  of  her 
men,  her  captain  might  well  conclude  that 
the  combined  fire  of  both  would  speedily  sink 
his  vessel  and  destroy  his  entire  crerw.  It  can- 
not be  affirmed,  nor  is  it  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose, that  any  of  the  incidents  of  the  battle 
would  have  occurred  as  they  did  if  the 
Kahant  had  not  been  present  in  the  action." 
Another  case  referred  to  is  that  of  The 
Siren,  13  Wall.  389,  396,  siih  nam.  Offioert  d 
Cret€9  of  United  Statee  Ships  of  War  t. 
United  States,  20  L.  ed.  605,  507.  That  was 
a  case  in  prize  arising  out  of  certain  captures 
near  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  in  lo66,  of 
rebel  vessels  during  the  late  Civil  War,  as 
the  result  of  the  joint  a<^t]on  of  the  land 
and  naval  forces  of  the  United  States.  This 
court,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  held 
that  (Congress  had  made  no  provision  in  ref- 
trence  to  joint  captures  by  the  army  and 
navy,  and  tliat  such  captures  inured  exdu* 
sively  to  the  benefit  of  the  United  States. 
The  court  said:  "We  have  already  adverted 
to  the  ingress  of  the  navy  into  the  harbor  cf 
Charleston  on  the  morning  of  the  17th  of 
February.  At  9  o'clodc  that  morning  an  offi- 
cer of  the  land  forces  hoisted  the  national 
flag  over  the  ruins  of  Fort  Sumter.  Flass 
imre  also  raised  over  Forte  Ripley  and  Pinck- 

•  ney.     At  10  o'clock  a  military  officer  reached 
g  Cliarleston.    The  mayor  surrendered  the  city 

*  to  him.  Four  hundred  and*flfty  pieces  of 
artillery,  military  stores,  and  much  other 
property  were  captured  with  it.  Contempo- 
raneously with  tnese  things  was  the  seisure 
of  the  Siren  by  the  G-ladiolua,  and  the  ap- 
proadi  and  arrival  of  the  rest  of  the  fleet 
The  two  forces  were  acting  under  the  orders 
of  a  common  government,  for  a  common  ob- 
ject, and  for  none  other.  They  were  united 
in  their  labors  and  their  perils,  and  in  their 
triumph  they  were  not  divided.  They  were 
oonvereing  streams  toiling  against  the  aame 
dike.  When  it  gave  way,  botn  swept  in  with- 
out any  further  obstruction.  TTie  consum- 
mation of  their  work  was  the  fall  of  the  citv. 
Either  force,  after  the  abandonment  of  their 
defenses  1^  the  rebels,  could  have  seized  all 
that  was  taken  by  both.  The  meritorious 
service  of  the  Gladiolus  was  as  a  salvor,  and 
not  as  a  captor.  Precedence  in  the  time  of 
tiie  arrival  of  the  respective  forces  is  an  el- 
ement of  no  consequence.  Upon  principle, 
reaeon,  and  authority,  we  think  the  judgment 
of  the  district  court  was  correctly  given." 

The  case  chiefly  relied  upon  by  the  plain- 
tiff is  United  States  v.  Farragut,  22  Wall. 
40C,  22  L.  ed.  879.  The  question  now  pre- 
sented might  perhaps  have  been  determined 
under  the  pleadings  in  that  case,  if  it  had  not 
been  withdrawn  from  consideration  before 
this  court  rendered  its  judgment.    Admiral 


Farragut  and  others  of  the  American  navy 
filed  a  libel  in  admiralty  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on  account 
of  certain  prizes  taken  below  Kew  Orleans 
in  April,  1 862.  The  plaintiff  and  the  f^ovem- 
ment  referred  the  cause  to  the  determination 
and  award  of  certain  persons,  whose  award 
was  to  be  final  upon  all  questions  of  law 
and  facts  involved, — ^the  award  to  be  entered 
as  a  rule  and  decree  of  court  in  the  case, 
with  the  right  also  of  either  party  to  appeal 
to  this  court  as  from  other  aecrees  or  judg- 
ments in  prize  eases.  The  arbitrators  made 
an  award,  holding,  among  other  things,  that 
certain  captures  were  not  a  conjoint  opera- 
tion of  the  army  and  navr  of  the  United 
States.  Exceptions  were  filed  to  the  award 
as  erroneous  in  point  both  of  law  and  fact. 
The  exceptions  were  overruled  and  a  decree 
was  entered  for  the  daimanta.  After  the 
case  came  to  this  court  the  Attorney  General, 
according  to  the  report  of  the  case,  dismissed  (. 
the  appeal  as  to  certain  property  covering^ 
$613,520  of  the  aggregatrsum  allowed  by  the? 
decree,  and  that  sum  was  distributed  among 
the  captors.  That  part  of  the  case,  it  is 
stated,  raised  the  very  question  now  present- 
ed, and  it  is  contended  that  the  action  of  the 
Attorney  General  should  be  regarded  aa  indi- 
eating  the  interpretation  placed  upon  the 
statute  by  the  executive  department.  We 
cannot  accept  this  view.  It  ooes  not  appear 
from  the  report  of  the  case  what  reasons 
induced  the  Attorney  General  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  of  the  government  as  to  the  matters 
referred  to.  It  may  have  been  because  of  the 
conviction  that»  under  the  facts  disclosed  by 
the  record,  the  capture  in  questicm  was  not 
the  result  of  the  conjoint  action  of  the  army 
and  navy,  but  of  the  action  alone  of  the  navy. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  this  court  rq(arded 
the  statement  by  the  arbitrators  that  the 
capture  waa  not  the  joint  act  of  the  army 
and  navy  as  binding  upon  it»  and  what  ap-> 
pears  in  the  opinion  about  other  points  has 
no  bearing  upon  the  present  case. 

Another  case  referred  to  by  counsel  is 
Porter  v.  UtUied  Staiee,  106  U.  8.  607,  611, 
sub  nam.  United  States,  Parter,  ▼.  Steam 
Vessels  of  War,  27  L.  ed.  286,  287, 1  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  680,  643.  But  the  decision  there  did  not 
go  beyond  the  point  that  the  act  of  June  80, 
1864  (13  Stat,  at  L.  806,  811,  chap.  174), 
did  not  allow  bounty  where  the  vessels  of  the 
enemy  during  the  late  Rebellion,  were  de- 
stroyed by  the  combined  action  of  the  land 
and  naval  forces  of  the  United  States.  The 
court  said:  •Trise  money,  or  bounty  in  lieu 
of  it,  is  not  allowed  by  the  laws  of  Congress 
where  vessels  of  the  enemy  are  captur^  or 
destroyed  by  the  navy  with  the  co-operation 
of  the  army.  To  win  either,  the  navy  must 
achieve  its  success  without  ^e  direct  aid  of 
the  army,  by  maritime  force  only.  No  pecu- 
niary reward  is  conferred  for  anything 
taken  or  destroyed  by  the  navy  when  it 
acts  in  conjunction  with  the  army  in  the 
capture  of  a  fortified  position  of  the  enemy, 
though  the  meritorious  services  and  gallant 
conduct  of  its  officers  and  men  may  justly  en- 
title them  to  honorable  mention  in  the  hi»> 
tory  of  the  country.** 
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Nor  has  The  Selma,  1  Low.  Dec.  30,  Fed, 
Cas.  Ko.  12,fi47,  any  bearing  upon  the  pres- 
ent discussion.  That  case  arose  out  oi  cer- 
tain captures  made  in  the  action  of  Auf^tft 
6th,  1864,  in  the  bay  of  Mobile.  It  was  there 
OD  decided — and  nothing  else  was  decided — 
S  that,  in  order  to  entitle  a  vessel  to  partici- 

*  pate  in  the  distribution  of  a*^rize,  its  situa- 
tion during  the  naval  engagement  must  have 
been  such  that  it  could  have  rendered  aasist- 
ance  in  the  actual  conflict  in  which  the  prize 
was  taken.  The  court  said:^  "Suppose  it 
had  happened  in  the  case  now  before  me,  as 
once  occurred  on  the  Mississippi  under  the 
same  great  captain,  that  only  a  small  num- 
ber of  vessels  had  made  good  the  passage  of 
the  forts,  and  that  they  had  found  themselves 
only  equal  or  inferior  in  force  to  the  enemy 
within,  and  had  then  succeeded  by  their  skill 
and  gallantry  in  making  this  capture.  It 
would  be  impossible,  I  think,  under  the  case 
of  The  Atlanta  [2  Sprague,  261,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  619]  or  on  principle,  to  hold  that  the  ves- 
sels outside  were  actual  takers,  and  to  re- 
duce the  credit  and  reward  of  the  conquerors 
to  the  level  of  a  capture  by  superior  force. 
And  it  will  not  be  easy  under  our  law  to  de- 
fine actual  captors  in  such  a  way  as  not  to 
require  of  them  at  least  the  qualifications 
of  position  and  power  to  do  service,  which  the 
statute  peremptorily  imposes  on  constructive 
tokers." 

We  have  referred  quite  fully  to  these 
eases  because  they  were  made  the  subject  of 
comment  by  counsel.  But  we  do  not  think 
that  any  of  them  meet  the  precise  question 
now  jiresented.  They  throw  no  light  on  the 
inquiry  whether,  in  estimating  the  force  of 
the  enemy's  vessel,  the  support  furnished 
by  land  batteries,  mines,  and  torpedoes  is  to 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

The  words  in  the  existing  statute  relating 
to  the  distribution  of  prize  money  are  not 
entirely  new.  In  the  aet  of  March  2, 1799  (1 
SUt.  at  L.  709,  716,  chap.  24,  fi  6),  relating 
to  the  navy  of  the  Unitea  States,  it  was  pro- 
vided "that  all  captured  national  ships  or 
vessels  of  war  shall  be  the  property  of  the 
United  States;  all  other  ships  or  vessels,  be- 
ing of  superior  force  to  the  vessel  making  the 
capture,  m  men  or  in  guns,  shall  be  the  sole 
property  of  the  captors ;  and  all  ships  or  ves- 
sels of  inferior  force  shall  be  divided  equally 
between  the  United  States  and  the  officers 
and  men  of  the  vessel  making  the  capture.'' 
In  the  act  of  April  2,  1800  (2  SUt.  at  L. 
46,  53,  chap.  33,  §  7 ) ,  for  the  better  ffovern- 
ment  of  the  navy,  it  was  provided  ''that  a 
bounty  shall  be  paid  by  the  United  States  of 
twenty  dollars  for  each  person  on  board  any 
o  ship  of  an  enemy  at  the  commencement  of  an 
S  engagement,  which  shall  be  sunk  or  destroyed 

*  b}*ftny  ship  or  vessel  belonging  to  the  United 
States  of  equal  or  inferior  force,  the  same  to 
be  divided  among  the  officers  and  crew  in  the 
same  manner  as  prize  money." 

The  4th  section  of  the  act  for  the  better 
government  of  the  navy,  approved  July  17, 
1862  ( 12  Stat  at  L.  600,  606,  chap.  204,  §  4) , 
contained  this  provision:  "That  a  bounty 
shall  be  paid  by  the  United  States  for  each 

Iterson  on  board  any  ship  or  vessel  of  war  be- 
onging  to  an  enemy  at  the  commencement  of 


an  engagement,  which  shall  be  sunk  or  other- 
wise destroyed  in  such  engagement  by  any 
ship  or  vessel  belonging  to  Uie  United  States, 
or  which  it  ma^  be  necessary  to  destrojr  in 
consequence  of  injuries  sustained  in  action, 
of  one  hundred  dollars  if  the  enemy's  vessel 
was  of  inferior  force;  and  of  two  hundred 
dollars  if  of  equal  or  superior  force;  to  be  di- 
vided among  the  officers  and  crew  in  the  same 
manner  as  prize  money;  and  when  the  ac- 
tual number  of  men  on  board  any  such  ves- 
sel cannot  be  satisfactorily  ascertained,  it 
shall  be  estimated  according  to  the  comple- 
ment allowed  to  vessels  of  Uieir  class  in  the 
navy  of  the  United  States;  and  there  shall 
be  paid  as  bounty  to  the  captors  of  any  ves- 
sel of  war  captured  from  an  enemy,  which 
they  may  be  instructed  to  destroy,  or  which 
shall  be  immediately  destroyed  for  the  public 
interest,  but  not  in  consequence  of  injuries 
received  in  action,  fifty  dollars  for  everv  per- 
son who  shall  be  on  board  at  the  time  oi  such 
capture." 

Then  came  the  aet  of  June  30,  1864  (18 
Stat  at  L.  800, 310,  chap.  174,  $  11),  regulat- 
ing ^rize  proceedings  and  the  distribution 
of  prize  money.  The  11th  section  of  that  act 
is  substantially  the  same  as  the  4th  section 
of  the  act  of  1862,  and  is  reproduced  in  | 
4636  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  on  which  the 
claimant  bases  his  action  against  the  United 
SUtes. 

It  thus  appears  that  Congress,  in  provid- 
ing for  bounty  to  be  paid  by  the  United 
States  on  account  of  enemy  vessels  sunk  or 
otherwise  destroyed  by  any  ship  or  vessel 
belonging  to  the  United  States,  has  never 
prescribed  any  other  rule  than  to  give  the 
smaller  amount  when  the  enemy's  vessel  was 
of  inferior  force,  and  the  larger  amount 
when  the  enemv's  vessel  was  of  equal  or  su- 
perior force.  We  are  asked  to  construe  the 
words  in  the  present  statute  "one  hundr^ 
dollars,  if  the  enemy's  vessel  was  of  inferior 
force,  and  of  two  hundred  dollars  if  of  equal 
or  superior  force,"  to  mean  Just  what  it  would  o 
mean  if  the  question  of  the  inferiority  or  su-  g 
pcriority  of  the  enemyl^vessel  was  made,  by  • 
express  words,  to  depend  upon  the  inquiry 
whether  it  was  or  was  not  supported  in  tfaie 
naval  engagement  by  land  batteries,  mines, 
and  torp^oes  under  the  charge  of  others  than 
those  having  the  management  of  the  enemy's 
vessel.  We  cannot  do  that  witiiout  going 
far  beyond  the  obvious  import  of  the  words 
employed  by  Congress.  Of  course,  our  duty 
is  to  give  effect  to  the  will  of  Congress  touch- 
ing this  matter.  But  we  must  ascertain  that 
will  from  the  words  Congress  has  chosen  to 
euij^loy,  interpreting  such  words  according  to 
their  ordinaiy  meaning,  as  well  as  in  the 
light  of  all  the  circumstances  that  may  furly 
be  regarded  as  having  been  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  govern* 
ment  at  the  time  it  acted  on  ti^e  subject 
There  is  undoubtedly  force  in  the  suggestion 
that  in  rewarding  officers  and  sailors  who 
have  sunk  or  destroyed  the  enemy's  vessels 
in  a  naval  engagement  it  is  not  unreasonable 
that  all  the  difficulties,  of  every  kind,  with 
which  they  were  actually  confronted  when 
engaging  the  enemy,  should  be  taken  into 
consideration.    But    that    was    *    siatter 
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which  we  cannot  suppose  was  overlooked  by 
Congress;  and  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  hold 
that  it  proceeded  upon  the  broad  basis  sug- 
gested, when  it  expressly  declared  that  the 
amount  of  its  bounty  shall  depend  upon  the 
•question  whether  "the  enemy's  vessel" — not 
the  enemy's  vessel  and  the  land  batteries, 
mines,  and  torpedoes  by  which  it  was  sup- 
ported— ^was  of  inferior  or  of  equal  or  su- 
perior force. 

In  our  examination  of  this  case  we  have 
not  forgotten  the  skill  and  heroism  displayed 
by  the  distinguished  commander  of  our  fleet 
in  the  battle  of  Manila,  as  well  as  by  officers 
and  sailoi-s  acting  under  his  orders.  All  gen- 
uine Americans  recall  with  delight  and  pride 
the  marvelous  achievements  of  our  navy  in 
that  memorable  engagement.  But  this  court 
cannot  permit  considerations  of  that  char- 
acter to  control  its  determination  of  a  judi- 
cial question,  or  induce  it  to  depart  from  the 
established  rules  for  the  inter^jretation  of 
jj  statutes.  Nor  can  we  allow  our  judgment  to 
IJbe  influenced  by  the  circumstance  that  Con- 
«  gress^has  recently  repealed  all  statutes  giv- 
ing bounty  to  officers  and  soldiers  of  the  navy 
for  the  sinking  or  destruction  hereafter,  in 
time  of  war,  of  an  enemy's  vessels, — thereby, 
it  may  be  assumed,  indicating  that  in  the 
judgment  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  gov- 
ernment the  policy  of  giving  bounties  to  the 
navy  was  not  founded  in  wisdom,  and  should 
be  abandoned.  This  court  has  nothing  to  do 
with  questions  of  mere  policy  that  may  be 
supposed  to  underlie  the  action  of  Congress. 
What  is  termed  the  policy  of  the  government 
in  reference  to  any  particular  subject  of  leg- 
islation, this  court  has  said,  "is  generally  a 
very  uncertain  thing,  upon  which  all  sorts 
-of  opinions,  each  variant  from  the  other,  may 
be  formed  by  different  persons.  It  is  a 
l^ound  much  too  unstable  upon  which  to  rest 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  the  interpreta- 
tion of  statutes."  Hodden  v.  The  Collector^ 
&  Wall.  107,  111,  sxih  nortu  Hadden  v.  Barney, 
18  L.  ed.  618,  519.  Our  province  is  to  de- 
-elare  what  the  law  is,  and  not,  under  the 
guise  of  interpretation  or  under  the  influence 
of  what  may  be  surmised  to  be  the  policy  of 
the  government,  so  to  depart  from  sound 
rules  of  construction  as  in  efl'ect  to  adjud<re 
that  to  be  law  which  Congress  has  not  en- 
acted as  such.  Here  the  language  used  by 
Congress  is  unambiguous.  It  is  so  clear 
that  the  mind  at  once  recognizes  the  intent  of 
Congress.  Interpreted  according  to  the  nat- 
ural import  of  the  words  used,  the  statute 
involves  no  absurdity  or  contradiction,  and 
there  is  consequently  no  room  for  construe 


Congress  as  thus  plainly  expressed.  United 
iitaies  v.  Fisher,  2  Cranch,  368,  399,  2  L.  ed. 
304,  317;  Lake  County  v.  Rollins,  130  U.  S. 
662,  670,  2  L.  ed.  1060,  1063,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
661. 

In  our  opinion,  the  court  of  claims  did  not 
err  in  holding  that,  in  determining  whether 
the  Spanish  vessels  sunk  or  destroyed  at  Ma- 
nila were  of  inferior  or  superior  force  to  the 
American  vessels  engaged  in  that  battle,  the 
land  batteries,  mines,  and  torpedoes  not  con- 
trolled by  those  in  charge  of  the  Spanish  ves- 
sels, but  which  supported  those  vessels,  were 


to  be  cxdoded  •Itogethsr  from  consideration, 
and  that  the  size  and  armaments  of  the  ves- 
sels sunk  or  destroyed,  together  with  the 
number  of  men  upon  them,  were  alone  to  be 
regarded  in  determining  the  amount  of  the 
bounty  to  be  awarded.  In  that  view  the  d^ 
cree  heloto  toas  right,  and  it  is  affirmed.        ei 

*Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  dissenting:       • 

Claimant  in  prosecuting  this  case,  in  ef- 
fect, represents  the  claims  of  all  the  officers 
and  men  engaged  in  the  battle  of  Manila  bay, 
May  1,  1S98.  The  question  is  not  whether 
there  was  a  grant  of  bounty,  for  that  is  not 
disputed.  It  is  simply  as  to  the  amount  of 
bounty,  and  the  correct  result  turns  u^on 
the  construction  of  the  statute.  There  being 
no  controversy  in  respect  of  the  existence  of 
the  grant,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  of 
strict  construction  does  not  apply,  and  that 
the  statute,  in  view  of  its  object,  should  be 
construed  liberally  in  favor  of  the  benefi- 
ciaries. If  so  construed  the  judgment  ought 
to  be  reversed. 

The  applicable  statutory  provision  is  aa 
follows : 

"A  bounty  shall  be  paid  by  the  United 
States  for  each  person  on  board  any  ship  or 
vessel  of  wsr  belonging  to  an  enemy  at  the 
commencement  of  an  engagement,  which  shall 
be  sunk  or  otherwise  destroyed  in  such  en- 
gagement by  any  ship  or  vessel  belonging  to 
the  United  States,  or  which  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  destroy  in  consequence  of  injuries 
sustained  in  action,  of  one  hundred  dollars 
if  the  enemy's  vessel  was  of  inferior  force, 
and  of  two  hundred  dollars  if  of  equal  or 
superior  force,  to  be  divided  among  the  offi- 
cers and  crew  in  the  same  manner  as  prize 
money."  [12  Stat  at  L.  600,  606,  ehap.  204, 
§4.] 

The  obvious  object  of  the  law  was  to  en- 
courage personal  gallantry  and  enterprise. 
If  the  hostile  force  was  equal  or  superior, 
then  the  bounty  was  to  be  double  what  it 
\\  ould  be  if  the  enemy's  force  was  inferior,  be- 
cause the  hazards  to  be  run  were  so  much  tha 
greater.  But  the  bounty  was  limited  in  to- 
tal amount  by  the  number  of  persons  on 
board  the  vessels  of  the  enemy,  which  ap- 
pears to  have  been  considered  to  be  a  practi- 
cnble  restriction. 

The  chief  distinction,  as  a  military 
achievement,  of  the  victory  of  Manila  bay,  is 
that  the  American  fleet,  unaided  by  an  army, 
attacked  a  force  composed  of  ships  supported 
by  powerful  shore  defenses,  together  with 
submarine  mines  and  torpedoes,  and,  in  de-eo 
fiance  of  these  open  and  hidden  dangers  ing 


tion.    Our  duty  is  to  give  effect  to  the  will  of  'addition  to  the  power  of  the  enemy's  fleet,* 


sailed  in,  and  not  only  destroyed  or  captured 
all  the  opposing  vessels,  but  captured  or  si- 
lenced the  shore  batteries.  To  omit  consid- 
eration of  these  circumstances  in  determin- 
ing pecuniary  reward  under  the  statute 
seems  to  me  to  be  al toother  unreasonable, 
and  yet  it  is  held  that,  in  comparing  the  op- 
posing forces,  the  shore  batteries  and  sub- 
marine mines  and  torpedoes  which  our  fleet 
was  compelled  to  encounter  should  not  be 
taken  into  account,  though  the  bounty 
could  not  rise  above  the  number  of  persons 
on  the  enemy's  ships. 
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It  is  my  judgment  Uiat  the  intent  plainly 
was  that  the  entire  opposing  forces  should  be 
compared,  and  that  the  shore  batteries, 
mines,  and  torpedoes  protecting  and  defend- 
ing the  vessels  of  the  enemy  should  be  in- 
eluded  in  estimating  the  rate  of  bounty, 
although  they  were,  ^  course,  not  armaments 
or  means  of  attadc  or  defense  directly  lo- 
cated on  the  enemy  vessels  themselves.  In* 
deed,  the  words  of  the  statute,  if  literally 
construed,  might  be  limited  to  engagements 
of  sinj^Ie  vessels  on  each  side,  yet  as  to  this 
the  principal  opinion  correctly  applies  a  lib- 
eral construction,  and  any  other  would  be 
preposterous.  But  if  a  liberal  construction 
be  proper  at  all,  why  not  altogether? 

The  action  of  the  government  in  respect 
of  the  taking  of  vessels  by  Admiral  Farragut 
in  the  capture  of  New  Orleans  has  great  sig^ 
niflcance.  That  case  involved  an  award 
made  by  a  distinguished  board  of  arbitra- 
tors, Henry  W.  Paine,  of  Massachusetts; 
Thomas  J.  Durant,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, and  Oustavus  V.  Fox,  then  late  Assist- 
tant  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  one  of  whose 
findings  was:  ''That  in  the  engagement 
which  resulted  in  the  capture  of  those  ships, 
the  entire  force  of  the  enemy  was  superior  to 
the  force  of  the  United  States  ships  and  ves- 
sels so  engaged."  This  finding  was  conceded 
to  have  included  the  forts  and  batteries  on 
shore,  but  that  was  not  definitely  stated. 
The  executive  department  acquiesced  in  the 
award  of  the  arbitrators  on  this  branch  of 
the  case  without  demanding  a  more  specific 
finding,  and  this  court  was  not  called  upon 
to  determine  the  precise  question.  [Untied 
States  V.  Farragut]  22  Wall.  408,  22  L.  ed. 
879. 

The  Siren,  13  Wall.  389,  sub  nom.  Offtcere 
d  VreiM  of  United  States  Ships  of  War  v. 
Jj  United  States,  20  L.  ed.  606,  is  not  to  the  con- 
M  trary,  inasmuch  as  that  was  a  case  of  joint 
•  capture  by  the  army  and  the  navy,^Uid  Con- 
gress had  made  no  grant  in  such  circumstan- 
ces.    Here  the  victory  was  that  of  the  navy 
alone,  and  the  pecuniary  fruits  under  this 
statute  should  not  be  diminished  because  the 
opposing  force  was  partly  on  shore  or  undar 
water. 

Undoubtedly  it  is  our  duty  to  give  effect  to 
the  will  of  Conffrees,  but  in  ascertaininff  its 
will  the  object  Congress  manifestly  sought  to 
attain  must  be  recognized,  and  should  be  con- 
trolling, unless  positively  defeated  by  the 
language  used. 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  opinion  and 
judgment  of  the  court,  and  am  authorized  to 
say  that  Mr.  Justice  White  and  Mr.  Jua- 
tioe  McKeniut  concur  in  this  dissent. 


(178  U.  S.  476) 
RAVAUD  K.  HAWLEY  et  al.,  AppU., 

V. 

L.  EDGAR  DILLER. 

PuhUe  lands — oaneelation  of  entry  under 
timher  and  stone  act — rights  of  hona  fide 
pwrehaser — purehase  before  patent — potoer 
to  oaneel  entry — oaneelation  by  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  without  aet  of  Attorney 


General — power  of  court  to  review  act  of 
Ixmd  Departfnmi. 

1.  Purchasers  from  tn  entrTinsa  before  the  la* 
•oe  of  a  patent  are  not  bona  fide  purchasers 
who  are  protected  against  the  cancels tlon, 
for  fraud  of  the  entrjman,  of  an  entrj  made 
under  the  timber  and  stone  aet  of  Jane  8, 
1878,  chap.  IGl  (20  Stat,  at  L.  89). 

2.  The  Land  Department  has  Jurisdiction  to 
cancel  an  original  entry  for  public  lands  at 
an  J  time  before  a  pateot  Is  Issued. 

8.  Failure  to  give  notice  to  transferees  of  an 
entryman,  of  an  order  oi  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  send  to  htm  the  papers  In  pro- 
ceedings for  the  cancelation  of  the  entry,  is 
Immaterial  If  they  had  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard  before  the  Secretary  while  the  case  was 
In  his  handa 

4.  An  order  of  the  Land  Department  cancel- 
ing an  entry,  If  based  upon  a  misconstruc- 
tion of  the  law,  can  be  corrected  by  the 
courta 

5.  A  decision  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
reversing  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office,  and  rejecting  and 
canceling  an  entry  under  the  timber  and  stone 
act  for  fraud.  Is  not  In  excess  of  the  jurisdie- 
tlon  conferred  upon  him  by  law  because  the 
Attorney  General  did  not  join  In  the  consid- 
eration of  the  matter,  since  the  requirement 
of  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  ||  2450,  2451.  of  the  ap- 
proval of  a  commissioner's  decision  by  the 
Secretary  and  the  Attorney  General  acting 
as  a  board,  applies  only  to  decisions  sustain- 
ing irregular  entries,  and  thereby  dcTesting 
the  United  States  of  lu  title,  and  does  not 
extend  to  decisions  rejecting  or  canceling  en- 
tries. 

[No.  116.] 

Submitted  February  t,  1900.    Decided  May 
tS,  1900, 

APPEAL  from  a  decree  of  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  reversing  a  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  in  a  suit  to  quiet  title  to  land. 
Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  48  U.  S.  App.  462,  81 
Fed.  Rep.  651,  26  C.  C.  A.  514. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

if r.  Cliarles  X*  Jenner  for  appellants. 

No  counsel  for  appellee.  ob 

*  Mr.  Justice  HAvlan  dellTered  the  opinion? 
of  the  court: 

This  case  involves  a  claim  to  a  tract  of 
land,  arising  out  of  an  entry  made  under  the 
act  of  Congress  of  June  8d,  1878,  ehap.  151, 
entitied  ''An  Act  for  the  Sale  of  timber 
Lands  in  the  States  of  California,  Or^^mi, 
Nevada,  and  in  Washinfftcm  Tehitory,'* 
known  as  the  timber  and  stone  act.  80 
Stat  at  L.  80,  chap.  151. 

The  act  in  its  1st  section  provided  for  the 
sale,  at  a  named  price  and  in  quantities  not 
exceeding  160  acres,  to  any  person  or  asso- 
ciation of  persons,  of  surveyed  public  lands 
in  the  states  and  territory  named,  not  in- 
cluded within  military,  Indian,  and  other 
reservations,  and  which  were  ''valuable 
chiefly  for  timber,  but  unfit  for  eultivation." 
It  also  provided  for  the  sale  of  lands  "valu- 
able chiefly  for  stone''  on  the  same  terms  aa 
timber  lands. 
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By  the  2d  section  of  the  aot  it  wm  proTid- 
ed:  "i  2.  That  any  person  desiring  to  avail 
himself  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
Hie  with  the  register  of  the  proper  district  a 
written  statement  in  duplicate,  one  of  which 
is  to  be  transmitted  to  tne  General  I»and  Of- 
fice, designating  by  legal  subdivisions  the 
particular  tract  of  land  he  desires  to  pur- 
chase, setting  forth  that  the  same  is  unfit 
for  cultivation,  and  valuable  chiefly  for  its 
timber  or  stone;  that  it  is  uninhabited, 
contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements, 
except  for  ditch  or  canal  purposes,  where  any 
such  do  exist,  save  such  as  were  made  by  or 
belonging  to  the  applicant,  nor,  as  deponent 
verily  believes,  any  valuable  deposit  of  gold, 
silver,  cinnabar,  copper,  or  coal ;  that  depon- 
ent has  made  no  other  application  under 
this  act;  that  he  does  not  apply  to  purchase 
the  same  on  speculation,  but  m  good  faith  to 
appropriate  it  to  his  own  exclusive  use  and 
benefit;  and  that  he  has  not,  directly  or  in- 
directly, made  any  agreement  or  contract,  in 
any  way  or  manner,  with  any  person  or  per- 
sons whatsoever,  by  which  the  tiUo  which 
he  mi^ht  acquire  from  the  government  of  the 
United  States  should  inure,  in  whole  or  in 
e  psrt,  to  the  benefit  of  any  person  except 
^  nimself ;  which  statement  must  be  verified 
•  by  the  oath  of  the  applicant  before  the*Tegi8- 
ter  or  receiver  of  the  land  ofl!oe  within  the 
district  where  the  land  is  situated;  and  if 
any  person  taking  such  oath  shall  swear 
falsely  in  the  premises  he  shall  be  subject 
to  all  the  pains  and  penalties  of  perjury,  and 
shall  forfeit  the  money  which  he  may  have 
paid  for  said  lands,  and  all  right  and  title 
to  the  same;  and  any  grant  or  conveyance 
which  he  may  have  made,  except  in  the  hands 
of  bona  fide  purchasers,  shall  be  null  and 
void." 

The  8d  section,  after  making  provision  for 
the  publication  of  the  application  to  pur- 
chase, provides :  ''And  upon  payment  to  the 
proper  officer  of  the  purchase  money  of  said 
lana,  together  with  the  fees  of  the  register 
and  the  receiver,  as  provided  for  in  case  of 
mining  claims  in  the  12th  section  of  the  act 
approved  May  10th,  1872,  the  applicant  may 
be  permitted  to  enter  said  tract,  and,  on  the 
transmission  to  the  General  Land  Office  of 
the  papers  and  testimony  in  the  case,  a  pat- 
ent shall  issue  thereon :  Provided^  That  any 
person  having  a  valid  claim  to  any  portion 
of  the  land  may  object,  in  writing,  to  the  is- 
suance of  a  patent  to  lands  so  held  by  him, 
stating  the  nature  of  his  claim  thereto;  and 
evidence  shall  be  taken,  and  the  merits  of 
said  objection  shall  be  determined  by  the  of- 
ficers of  the  Land  Oflice  subject  to  appeal, 
as  in  other  land  cases.  Effect  shall  be  given 
to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  act  by 
regulations  to  to  prescribed  by  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office." 

The  bill  of  complaint  presents  substantial- 
ly tiie  following  case  under  the  above  legii- 
lation: 

On  the  30th  day  of  April,  1883,  after  hav- 
ing complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
aTOve  act,  one  Henry  C.  Hackley  paid  to  the 
receiver  of  the  land  office  in  Olympia,  Wash- 
ington territory,  the  purchase  price  of  the 


N.  W.  ^  of  the  N.  E.  14  and  the  K.  %  of 
the  N.  W.  %  of  section  18,  and  the  S.  E.  %  of 
the  S.  W.  yi  of  section  12,  all  in  township 
36  north,  of  range  8  east,  Willamette  merid- 
ian, in  the  county  of  Skagit,  territory  (now 
state)  of  Waahington, — ^taking  from  the  re- 
ceiver what  is  known  as  the  final  or  dupli- 
cate receipt  On  the  same  day  Haekley  con- 
veyed the  tract  described  to  Stephen  S.  Bail- 
ey by  a  sufficient  deed  of  warranty;  and  on 
December  29th,  1887,  Bailey  sold,  trans- 
ferred, and  conveyed  the  land  to  the  appel-o 
Ilants.  "^ 

*0n  August  9th,  1888,  the  Commissioner* 
of  the  General  Land  Office  suspended  and 
held  for  cancelation  the  entry  made  by  Hack- 
ley,  it  having  been  reported  to  that  office  by 
a  special  agent  that  the  land  in  question  waa 
not  chiefiy  valuable  for  timber,  but  was  val- 
uable agricultural  land,  and  also  that  the  en- 
try by  Hackley  was  made  in  the  interest  of 
Bailey. 

On  or  about  August  23d,  1888,  the  register 
and  receiver  of  the  local  land  office  at  Seattle 
caused  notice  of  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office  to  be  served 
upon  the  transferees,  the  notice  stating  in 
detail  the  fact  of  the  entrv  by  Hackley,  and 
that  the  special  agent  ha j  reported  that  he 
had  made  a  personal  examination  of  the  land 
and  found  that  it  was  not  chiefly  valuable 
for  timber,  but  was  valuable  agricultural 
land,  and  that  the  entry  thereof  was  made 
in  the  interest  of  Bailey  and  others,  and  not 
for  the  benefit  and  use  of  the  entryman. 

Within  sixty  days  after  the  above  notiee, 
the  transferees  made  a  special  appearance  by 
attorneys,  and  moved  that  the  proceeding  bie 
dismissed  and  the  entry  reinstated  and 
passed  to  patent,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
action  of  the  Commissioner  was  in  excess  of 
any  authority  possessed  by  him  or  \rr  the 
Land  Department.  That  motion  was  denied 
by  the  Commissioner.  The  bill  allures  that 
such  denial  was  not  the  result  of  the  consid- 
eration of  any  fact  or  facts,  but  of  an  er- 
roneous opinion  of  the  law. 

Thereupon  the  transferees  applied  for  a 
hearing  in  accordance  with  the  notice  given, 
and  they  stipulated  with  the  attorney  for 
the  government  that  the  case  be  consolidated 
with  eleven  other  entries  owned  by  them,  and 
which  were  suspended  at  or  about  the  same 
time  by  the  Commissioner. 

That  application  was  granted,  and  a  hear- 
ing was  had  before  the  local  land  office. 

The  register  and  receiver  beim|  divided  in 
opinion  the  matter  went  to  the  Commission- 
er, who  decided  that  all  the  land  embraced  in 
the  entries  before  him,  including  the  land 
here  in  question  entered  by  Hackley,  was 
timber  land  that  could  be  entered  as  such  un- 
der the  act  of  June  3d,  1878 ;  that  all  of  thef4 
proceedings  in  relation  to  Hackley's  entry^ 
were  regular;  that* the  proof  submitted  on* 
the  entry  was  sufficient;  and  that  the  gov- 
ernment* had  failed  to  prove  that  that  entry 
was  made  in  the  interest  of  Bailey  or  of  any 
other  person  than  the  entryman.  It  was 
therefore  ordered  by  that  officer  that  the  en- 
try in  question  be  removed  from  suspension 
and  remain  intact  npon  the  records  of  the 
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Land  Department,  and  that  the  patent  of  the 
United  States  issue  therefor. 

Subsequently,  January  31st,  1891,  no  pat- 
ent having  been  issued,  Secretary  Noble  or- 
dered the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  to  certify  and  transmit  all  the  papers 
and  testimony  in  the  cause  to  his  office. 
"Said  order,"  the  bill  alleged,  "was  made  by 
the  said  Secretary  of  the  Interior  without 
any  appeal  being  taken  by  the  United  States, 
and  without  notice  to  said  transferees,  or 
any  of  the  defendants  in  said  cause."  The 
order  was  complied  with,  but  the  papers  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  Secretary  Noble  with- 
out any  decision  being  made  by  him  while  in 
office.  The  case  was  taken  up  by  his  succes- 
sor, Secretary  Smith,  and  was  decided  Octo- 
ber 19th,  1893,  adversely  to  the  transferees. 
United  States  v.  Bailey,  17  U.  S.  Land  Dec. 
468.  The  bill  further  alleged;  "Said  deci- 
sion of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
I^and  Office,  rendered  in  said  cause  as  afore- 
said, was  at  no  time  considered  by  the  hon- 
orable Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  At- 
torney General  of  the  United  States,  acting 
as  a  board  or  otherwise;  nor  was  the  tes- 
timony and  proceedings  in  said  cause  by 
them  considered  or  acted  upon,  as  a  board, 
at  all;  nor  did  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States  at  any  time  consider  or  act 
upon  said  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office,  or  the  pretended  tes- 
timony, or  the  papers  and  documents  in  re- 
lation to  said  entry,  at  all,  either  as  a  mem- 
ber of  a  board  or  in  his  individual  capacity." 

Throughout  all  these  proceedings  appel- 
lants protested  that  the  Land  Office  was 
without  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  cancel 
the  entries  of  the  lands  that  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  them. 

In  the  course  of  his  opinion  Secretary 
Smith  said  that  there  was  no  charge,  nor  was 
there  any  testimony  affecting  the  transaction 
between  Bailey  and  his  transferees.  He  also 
said  that  his  interpretation  of  the  statute 
^  did  not  imply  that  a  timber-land  entryman 

*  was  not  authorized  to  sell  his  entry  at  any 

•  time*that  he  chose  after  he  had  made  his 

Eroof  and  received  a  certificate.  17  U.  S. 
and  Dec.  468,  471,  476. 

In  accordance  with  the  directions  of  the 
Secretary,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  on  November  21st,  1893,  ordered 
the  cancelation  of  the  timber-land  entry  of 
Hackley  upon  the  records  of  the  Land  De- 
partment, and  the  land  was  held  subject  to 
entry  as  public  land  of  the  United  States. 

Thereafter  Diller,  the  present  appellee, 
made  entry  of  and  purchased  the  land  in 
question  under  the  above  act  of  June  3d, 
1878,  and  a  patent  therefor  from  the  United 
States,  bearing  date  October  16th,  1895,  was 
issued  to  him. 

On  February  21st,  1896,  the  plaintiffs,  now 
appellants  and  the  transferees  of  Bailey, 
brought  this  suit  against  Diller  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Washing^n,  northern  division.  The 
bill,  after  setting  forth  the  above  and  other 
facts,  alleged  that  the  action  of  the  Land 
Department  in  regard  to  the  entry  in  ques- 


tion was  without  authority  of  law,  and  that 
the  patent  to  Diller  was  wrongfully  issued. 

The  relief  asked  was  a  decree  holding  the 
patent  of  the  defendant  to  be  a  cloud  upon 
the  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  adjudging  that  the 
defendant  held  the  title  in  trust  for  them^ 
and  requiring  him  to  convey  to  them  what- 
ever title  he  might  have  obtained  or  acquired 
by  virtue  of  such  patent;  that  the  title  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  land  be  forever  quieted 
against  the  defendant;  and  that  such  fur- 
ther relief  be  granted  in  the  premises  aa 
might  be  equitable. 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  having  been  over- 
ruled, the  defendant  filed  both  a  plea  and  an 
answer.  After  referring  to  the  nearing  be- 
fore the  receiver  and  the  register,  resulting 
in  a  division  of  opinion  between  those  offi- 
cers, the  plea  recited  as  a  defense  the  history 
of  ihe  proceedings  as  above  stated,  and  the 
entry  of  the  land  and  the  issue  of  a  patent 
to  the  defendant  after  the  cancelation  of 
Hackley's  entry.  The  plea  was  overruled. 
In  his  answer  the  defendant  questioned  the 
good  faith  and  sufficiency  of  the  conveyances 
from  Hackley  to  Bailey  and  from  Bailey  to 
the  plaintiffs.  A  replication  was  filed  by  the  » 
plaintiffs,  in  which  they  asserted  the  truth  °^ 
and  sufficiency  in  law  of  their  bill  *and  made  • 
a  countercharge  of  insufficiency,  untruthful- 
ness, and  uncertainty  as  to  the  defendanfa 
answer. 

Upon  final  hearing  in  the  circuit  court 
Judge  Hanford  held  that  where  land  had 
been  regularly  entered  under  the  act  of  June 
3d,  1878,  it  was  not  subject  to  forfeiture  aft- 
er it  had  been  conveyed  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser ;  that  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  showed  that  the  original  entry 
in  question  was  canceled  solely  because  it 
was  deemed  fraudulent,  and  no  consideration 
whatever  was  given  to  the  rights  of  the- 
plaintiffs  as  bona  fide  purchasers;  and  that 
the  evidence  clearlv  showed  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  bona  fide  purchasers  within  the- 
meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress  referred  to. 
The  circuit  court  was  also  of  opinion  that 
"the  case  in  the  Land  Department,  after  the 
entry  had  been  suspended,  should  have  been 
adjudicated  by  the  board  composed  of  the  At- 
torney General,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  as  provided  by  H  2460  and  2451,  Re- 
vised Statutes,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, without  a  determination  of  the  board, 
could  not  lawfully  cancel  the  entry."  A  de- 
cree was  therefore  entered  adjudging  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  the  equitable  owners  in  fee, 
and  entitled  to  the  lands  described  in  the 
bill;  that  the  patent  issued  to  the  defendant 
Diller  for  the  land  in  question  was  issued 
improvidently  and  without  authority  of  law, 
was  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  should  be  removed;  and  that  whatever 
title  might  have  accrued  under  or  through 
such  patent  was  held  by  the  defendant  in 
trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs. 
It  was  further  adjudged  that  the  defendant 
should  convey  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  good  and 
sufficient  deed,  whatever  of  title  he  might 
have  acquired  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
patent,  free  and  clear  of  any  and  all  encuni* 
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brance,  within  ten  days  from  the  filing  of  the 
decree,  and  the  master  was  authorized  to 
make  the  conveyance  in  the  event  of  his  fail- 
ure or  refusal  so  to  do;  and  the  title  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  land  was  declared  to  be  for- 
ever quieted  as  against  the  defendant.  Baw- 
ley  V.  Diller,  75  Fed.  Rep.  946. 

The  defendant  appealed  and  the  decree  of 

the  circuit  court  was  reversed,  with  direc- 

^tions  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs  to  the 

$  defendant, — Judge    Hawlcy   delivering    the 

•  opinion  of  the^sircuit  court  of  appeals.  Dil- 

ler  V.  Hawley,  48  U.  S.  App.  462,  81  Fed. 

Rep.  651,  26  C.  C.  A.  514.     From  that  decree 

the  plaintiffs  have  appealed  to  this  court. 

As  shown  by  the  above  statement  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  3d,  1878  (20 
Stat  at  L.  89,  chap.  151),  known  as  the 
timber  and  stone  act,  a  purchaser  of  the 
surveyed  public  lands  in  California,  Nevada, 
Oregon,  and  Washington,  valuable  chiefly 
for  timber,  but  unfit  for  cultivation,  or  valu- 
able chiefly  for  stone,  was  required  in  his 
sworn  application  to  state  that  he  did  not 
seek  to  purchase  the  same  on  speculation, 
but  in  good  faith  to  appropriate  it  to  his 
own  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  and  that  he 
had  not,  directly  or  indirectly,  made  any 
agreement  or  contract  with  any  person  or 
persons  by  which  the  title  he  might  acquire 
from  the  United  States  should  inure  in 
whole  or  in  part  to  the  benefit  of  any  person 
except  himself;  and  if  the  applicant  swore 
falsely  in  the  premises,  he  became  liable  to 
the  penalties  of  perjury,  and  would  forfeit 
the  money  he  paid  for  the  lands;  and  all 
right  and  title  to  the  same  and  any  grant  or 
conveyance  he  may  have  made,  "except  in 
the  hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers,"  would  be 
null  and  void. 

Who,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  are 
to  be  deemed  bona  fide  purchasers?  Could 
the  appellants,  against  whom,  in  respect  of 
these  lands,  no  diarge  of  fraud  was  made, 
be  deemed  bona  fide  purchasers,  if  it  ap- 
peared to  the  Land  Department,  before  a  pat- 
ent issued,  that  the  original  entryman  made 
the  application  to  purchase  "on  speculation," 
and  not  in  good  faith  to  appropriate  the 
lands  to  his  own  exclusive  use  and  benefit? 
The  words  "bona  fide  purchasers,"  as  ap- 
plied to  purchasers  of  public  lands,  did  not 
appear  for  the  first  time  in  the  timber  and 
stone  act  of  1878.  The  1st  section  of  the  act 
of  June  22d,  1838,  granting  pre-emption 
rights  to  settlers  on  the  public  lands,  con- 
tains substantially  the  same  provisions  as 
to  the  effect  of  a  false  oath  by  the  applicant 
and  the  same  saving  for  the  benefit  of  bona 
fide  purchasers.  5  Stat,  at  L.  251,  chap.  119. 
Like  provisions  were  made  in  the  act  of  Sep- 
tember 4th,  1841,  appropriating  the  proceeds 
of  the  sales  of  the  public  lands,  and  granting 
pre-emption  rights.  5  Stat,  at  L.  453,  456, 
chap.  16,  8   13.     And  the  provisions  of  the 

g  last  act  were  preserved  in  {  2262  of  the  Re- 

^  vised  Statutes. 

•  •The  contention  of  appellants  is  that  as  be- 
tween themselves  and  the  United  States  they 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers from  the  moment  they  bought  in 
good  faith  from  Bailey,  the  vendee  of  Hack- 


ley  (although  no  patent  had  been  issued), 
and  that»  under  the  act»  they  could  not  be 
aflfected  b^  the  fraud  of  the  original  entry- 
man  or  his  assignee. 

While  the  mere  words  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress furnish  some  |^ound  for  this  conten- 
tion, the  interpretation  suggested  cannot  be 
approved.  In  Root  v.  Shields,  1  Woolw. 
340,  348,  363,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,038,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Miller  had  occasion  to  consider  who  were 
to  be  regarded  as  bona  fide  purchasers  under 
the  pre-emption  laws  when  no  patent  had 
been  issued  by  the  United  States.  He  said: 
"It  is  further  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendants that  they  are  bona  fide  purchasers, 
and  that  they,  as  such,  are  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  the  court  I  think  it  pretty 
clear  that  some,  at  least,  of  these  defendants 
purchased  and  paid  their  money  without  any 
knowledge  in  fact  of  anv  defect  in  the  title. 
Yet  they  are  not  bona  fide  purchasers  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  in  the 
sense  in  which  the  terms  are  employed  in 
courts  of  equity.  And  this  for  several  rea- 
sons. They  all  purchased  before  the  issue  of 
the  patent.  The  more  meritorious  purchased 
after  the  entry  had  been  assailed  and  decided 
against  by  the  Land  Office.  But  that  is  a 
circumstance  not  material  to  this  considera- 
tion. Until  the  issue  of  the  patent  the  legal 
title  remained  in  the  United  States.  Had 
his  entry  been  valid,  Shields  would  have  tak- 
en only  an  equity.  His  grantees  took  only 
an  equity.  They  did  not  acquire  the  legal 
title.  And  in  order  to  establish  in  himself 
the  character  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  so  aa 
to  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  chancery, 
a  party  must  show  that,  in  his  purchase  and 
by  the  conveyance  to  him,  he  acquired  the 
legal  title.  If  he  have  but  an  equity,  it  is 
overreached  by  the  better  equity  of  his  ad- 
versary." 

The  rule  thus  laid  down  was  followed  by 
Secretary  Teller  in  CogswelVs  Case,  3  U.  S. 
Land  Dec.  23,  28.  In  Chrisinger's  Case,  4 
U.  S.  Land  Dec.  347,  349,  Secretary  Lamar 
said:  "It  is  insisted  by  counsel,  and  ably 
argued  at  length,  that  the  assignees  of  Chris- 
inger,  being  bfona  fide  purchasers  after  entry, 
are  entitled  to  intervene  and  have  their  in- 9 
terests  protected,  as  they  took  without  no-? 
tice  of  •any  defect  in  the  final  proof.  This* 
proposition  is  not  tenable.  It  involves  the 
principle  that,  although  the  claim  for  title 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  entryman  is  worth- 
less on  account  of  his  failure  to  comply  with 
the  law,  such  claim  may  be  strengthened  and 
made  a  matter  of  absolute  right  by  virtue 
of  a  transfer  to  an  innocent  purchaser.  The 
converse  of  this,  however,  is  true.  Conced- 
ing the  right  of  sale  after  the  issuance  of 
final  certificate  and  prior  to  patent,  the  pur- 
chaser takes  no  better  claim  for  title  than 
the  entryman  has  to  confer,  and  whatever 
right  is  thus  acquired  is  subject  to  the  sub- 
sequent action  of  the  Land  Department. 
Myers  v.  Croft,  13  Wall.  291,  20  L.  ed.  662; 
Margaret  Kissack,  1  0.  L.  L.  421.  Again, 
the  Department  must  deal  directly  with  ita 
own  vendees,  with  the  persons  with  whom  it 
contracts.  It  cannot  undertake  to  follow  the 
transfers  of  the  grantees,  and  to  settle  que*- 
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tions  that  may  aritt  upon  such  transfera, 
but  must  leave  such  matter  for  determina- 
tion  in  the  courts." 

So,  in  Smith  v.  Custer,  8  U.  8.  Land  Dec 
269,  278,  Secretary  Vilas  said:  '"The  pre- 
emption purchaser  takes  by  his  final  proofs 
and  payment  and  his  certificate  of  purchase 
only  a  right  to  a  patent  for  the  public  lands 
in  case  the  facts  shall  be  found  \j  the  Gen- 
eral  Land  Office  and  the  Interior  Department 
upon  appeal  to  warrant  the  issuance  of  it. 
Whatever  claim  to  patent  he  possesses  by 
virtue  of  his  payment  and  certificate  is  de- 
pendent upon  the  action  of  the  Department, 
and  its  future  finding  of  the  existence  of  the 
conditions,  and  his  compliance  in  fact  with  the 
prerequisites  prescribed  by  law  to  the  rightr 
nil  acquisition  of  the  public  land  he  daims. 
Tbis  being  so,  it  is  plain  the  purchaser  can 
acquire  from  the  entryman  no  greater  estate 
or  right  than  the  entryman  possesses.  The 
purchaser  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of 
the  law,  which  includes  knowledge  of  this 
law,  and  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the 
state  of  the  title  which  he  buys,  in  so  far 
at  least,  as  that  the  legal  title  remains  in 
the  Unit^  States,  subject  to  the  necessary 
inquiry  and  determination  by  the  Land  Office 
and  Department  upon  which  a  patent  may 
issue.  He  is  not,  then,  an  'innocent  pur- 
chaser,' so  far  as  there  mav  exist  reasons 
why  that  patent  should  not  issue.  He  buys 
•«  subject  to  the  risk  of  the  consequences  of 
$the  inquiry  depending  in  the  Department. 
•  He  buys  a  title  sub  judice.  At  the  most,  it 
is  but  an  equitable  title,  the  legal  title  being 
in  the  government.  It  is  a  familiar  rule 
that  the  purchaser  of  an  equitable  title  takes 
and  holds  it  subject  to  all  equities  upon  it 
in  the  hands  of  the  vendor,  and  has  no  betr 
ter  standing  than  he.  Boone  v.  Chiles,  10 
Pet.  177,  9  L.  ed.  388;  Root  v.  Shields,  I 
Woolw.  340,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  12,038." 

These  principles  were  applied  by  the  Land 
Department  in  Travelers*  Ins,  Co,  9  U.  8. 
Land  Dec.  316,  320,  321. 

Again,  in  United  States  v.  Allard,  14  U. 
8.  Land  Dec.  392,  405,  406,  the  question  was 
fully  examined  by  Secretary  Noble  in  the 
light  of  the  authorities,  and  his  conclusion 
was  thus  stated:  "A  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  land  is  one  who  is  the  purchaser  of  the 
legal  title  or  estate;  and  a  purchaser  of  a 
mere  equity  is  not  embraced  in  the  definition. 
Boone  v.  Chiles,  10  Pet.  177,  9  L.  ed.  388;  3 
Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  664.  This  was  the  well-de- 
fined meaning  of  the  terra  long  before  the 
enactment  of  the  statute  under  considera- 
tion, and,  under  a  well-established  rule  of 
oonstruction,  unless  it  is  apparent  that  Con- 
gress intended  it  to  have  a  different  mean- 
ing, it  is  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  used 
in  its  technical  sense.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  present  statute  to  indicate  that  Congress 
used  the  term  in  other  than  its  technical 
sense.  Indeed,  it  may  properly  be  consid- 
ered as  having  attained  a  technical  meaning 
as  used  by  Congress  in  previous  le^slation 
relating  to  the  disposal  of  the  public  lands. 
As  long  ago  as  1841,  Attorney  General  Le- 
|;are  (3  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  664)  in  consider- 
lug  a  case  which  arose  under  the  pre-emp- 


tion act  of  1838  (1  Lester,  49),  in- 
volving the  use  of  the  term  in  that  aet, 
and  the  right  of  an  assignee  of  a  pre-emp- 
tion claimant  thereunder,  held:  'The  as- 
signee took  only  an  equity,  and  he  took  it, 
of  course,  subject  to  all  prior  equities.  The 
patent,  it  is  needless  to  say,  is  the  only  com- 
plete legal  title  under  our  land  laws.  But 
to  protect  a  purchaser  under  the  plea  of  • 
purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration  with- 
out notice,  he  must  have  a  complete  legal 
title.' "  After  referring  to  Root  v.  Shields, 
above  cited,  the  Secretary  concluded:  "It 
thus  appears  that  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  under  consideration  (June  3d,  1878) 
it  had  been  determined,  both  by  execu- 
tive  construction  and  judicial  interpreta- 
tion, that  the  term  ^na  fide  purchas- 
er/ as  used  in  the  pre-emption  law,  wasa 
so  used  in  its  technical  sense,  or  with  ref-^ 
erence  to  ita^previously  known  and  well-de-* 
fined  import.  It  is  therefore  to  be  presumed, 
nothing  appearing  to  the  contrary,  that  Con- 
gress, in  making  use  of  the  term  in  the  tim- 
ber and  stone  act,  did  so  in  the  light  of  such 
construction,  and  must  have  intended  its  use 
in  the  same  sense  as  in  the  pre-emption  law; 
namely,  that  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
within  the  protection  of  the  statute,  a  party 
must  have  acquired  by  his  purchase  and  the 
conveyance  to  him  a  complete  legal  title." 
See  also  Whitaker  v.  Southern  P,  R.  Co,  2 
Copp's  Public  Lands  (1882  ed.)  919,  923; 
Stout  V.  Hyatt,  13  Kan.  243,  244;  Taylor  v. 
Weston,  77  Cal.  534,  540,  20  Paa  62. 

Wo  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  announced 
in  Root  V.  Shields,  above  cited,  and  which 
has  been  steadily  followed  in  the  Land  De- 
partment, is  consistent  with  the  words  of 
the  statute.  If  any  doubt  existed  on  the 
subject,  the  construction  so  long  recognized 
by  the  Interior  Department  in  its  adminis- 
tration of  the  public  lands  should  be  not 
overthro^vn,  unless  a  different  one  is  plainly 
required — as  it  is  not — ^by  the  words  of  the 
act.  United  States  v.  Philhrick,  120  U.  S. 
52,  69,  30  L.  ed.  559,  561,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
413;  United  States  v.  Johnston,  124  U.  8. 
236,  253,  31  L.  ed.  389,  396,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
446;  United  States  v.  Alabama  G.  8,  R.  Co, 
142  U.  S.  616,  621,  35  L.  ed.  1134,  1136,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  306. 

The  contention  of  appellants  that  they 
could  not  be  affected  by  the  fraud,  if  any, 
committed  by  the  original  entryman  or  his 
vendee,  being  imsound,  is  there  any  other 
ground  upon  which  the  court  can  hold  that 
the  title  to  these  lands  is  held  by  the  appel- 
lee in  trust  for  them? 

It  is  contended  that  the  Land  Department 
was  without  jurisdiction  to  cancel  the  orig- 
inal entry.  The  exclusion  of  mere  specula- 
tors from  purchasing  the  public  lands  re- 
ferred to  in  the  timber  and  stone  act  would 
be  of  no  practical  value  if  it  were  true  that 
one,  having  purchased  in  good  faith  from  an 
entryman  wno  is  proved  to  have  sworn  false- 
ly in  his  application,  could  demand,  of  right, 
that  a  patent  be  issued  to  him.  The  Land 
Department  has  authority,  at  any  time  be- 
fore a  patent  is  issued,  to  inquire  whether 
the  original  entry  was  in  conformity  with 
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the  act  of  Congresi.  Knight  v.  United 
States  Land  Asso.  142  U.  8.  161,  35  L.  ed. 
974,   12  Sup.    Ct    Rep.    268,  and    Michi- 

Can    Land    d    Lumber    Co.  r.  Rust,   168 
r.    S.    589,    593,    42    li.    ed.     591,    602, 
$  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  208,  and  authorltiee  cited 

*  in  each  case.  Of  course,  that*Department 
could  not  arbitrarily  destroy  the  eouitable 
title  acquired  by  the  entryman,  and  held  by 
him  or  nit  assignee.  Those  who  hold  such 
title  have  a  ri£[ht  to  be  notified  of  and  heard 
in  any  proceeding  instituted  in  the  Land  De- 
partment having  for  its  object  the  cancela- 
tion of  the  entry  upon  which  the  equitable 
title  depends.  In  tne  present  case  the  ap- 
pellants had  full  notice  of  the  proceedings 
before  the  register  and  receiver  and  before 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
which  resulted  in  the  cancelation  of  the  orig- 
inal entry.  And  we  infer  from  the  record 
that  they  had  notice  of  the  order  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  directing  the  Papers 
to  be  sent  to  him  for  examination.  The 
plea,  referring  to  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office  and  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  distinctly  stated 
that  Hackley  "waa  given  every  opportunity 
to  be  heard  before  the  said  officers  of  the 
Land  Department  of  the  United  States,  like- 
wise his  said  transferees,  before  said  certifi- 
cate was  canceled."  The  allegation  in  the 
bill  on  this  point  means  only  that  the  order 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  send  the 
papers  to  him  was  made  without  notice  to 
Hackley  and  his  transferees.  But  that  is 
immaterial  If  thej  had  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard  before  the  Secretary  while  the  case 
was  in  his  hands.  In  the  summary  of  the 
points  relied  upon  by  appellants,  it  is  not 
claimed  that  they  had  no  such  opportunity. 
The  order  of  cancelation  by  the  Secretary 
was  based  upon  the  fact,  which  he  ascer- 
tained from  the  evidence,  that  the  original 
entry  of  the  land  in  dispute  was  not  in  good 
faith,  for  the  exclusive  benefit  and  use  of  the 
entryman,  but  for  the  speculative  purposes 
of  others  with  whom  the  entryman  was  in 
collusion.  . , 

It  is  suggested  that  the  order  of  the  Land'  *( 
Department  canceling  the  entry  was  based 
upon  a  misconstruction  of  the  law.  If  it 
had  been,  then  the  error  committed  could  be 
corrected  by  the  courts ;  for,  as  said  in  San- 
ford  V.  Sanford,  139  U.  S.  642,  647,  35  L. 
ed.  290,  291,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  666,  where 
the  matters  determined  by  the  Land  Office 
**are  not  properly  before  the  Department,  or 
its  conclusions  have  been  reached  from  a  mis- 
construction by  its  officers  of  the  law  appli- 
o  cable  to  the  cases  before  it,  and  it  has  thus 
9  denied  to  parties  rights  which,  upon  a  cor- 

*  rect  construction,  would  have  been*eonceded 
to  them,  or  where  misrepresentations  and 
fraud  have  been  practised,  necessarily  afTect- 
ing  its  judgment,  then  the  courts  can,  in  a 

S roper  proceeding,  interfere  and  control  ils 
etermination  so  as  to  secure  the  just  rights 
of  parties  injuriously  affected."  See  also 
Quinhy  v.  Conlan,  104  U.  S.  420,  426,  26  L. 
ed.  800,  802;  Baldwin  v.  Btark,  107  U.  8.  463, 
465,  27  L.  ed.  526,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  473;  Cor» 
neliue  v.  Kes$el,  128  U.  S.  456,  461,  32  L.  ed. 


482,  488,  9  Sup.  Ot  Bcp.  122.  Bnt  there  waa 
no  misconstruction  of  the  law  by  the  Land 
Department  Upon  tiie  facts  foimd  no  other 
conclusion  could  properly  be  reached  than 
the  one  indicated  by  the  opinion  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  (United  States  v. 
Bailey,  17  U.  8.  Land  Dec  468),  namelv^ 
that  the  original  entiy  of  the  land  was  in 
violation  of  the  act  of  Congress. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  result  of  the 
decisions  of  this  court  was  correctly  stated 
by  Judge  Hawle^,  when,  speaking  for  the 
United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals,  in 
American  Uortg,  Co,  v.  Hopper,  29  U.  8. 
App.  12,  17,  64  Fed.  Rep.  553,  555,  12  C.  C. 
A.  293,  295,  he  said:  ^(1)  That  the  Land 
Department  of  the  government  has  the  power 
ana  authority  to  cancel  and  annul  an  entry 
of  public  land  when  its  officers  are  convinced^ 
upon  a  proper  showing,  that  the  same  waa 
fraudulently  made;  (2)  that  an  entryman 
upon  the  public  lands  only  secures  a  vested 
interest  in  the  land  when  he  has  lawfully 
entered  upon  and  paid  for  the  same,  and  in 
all  respects  complied  with  the  requirements 
of  the  law;  (3)  that  the  Land  Department 
has  control  over  the  disposition  of  the  pub* 
lie  lands  until  a  patent  has  been  issued  there- 
for and  accepted  by  the  patentee;  and  (4) 
that  redress  can  always  be  had  in  the  courts 
when  the  officers  of  the  Land  Department 
have  withheld  from  a  pre-emptioner  hi* 
rights,  when  they  have  misconstrued  the  law, 
or  when  any   fraud   or   deception  has  been 

Sractised  which  affected  their  judgment  and 
ecision." 

One  other  question  remains  to  be  consid- 
ered. The  appellants  insist  that  the  order 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  canceling  the 
entry  of  these  lands  could  be  of  no  leg^  ef- 
fect without  being  approved  by  the  Attorn^ 
General.  This  question  is  one  of  no  little 
importance  in  the  administration  of  the  pub- 
lic lands.  It  has  never  been  directly  deter- 
mined by  this  court 

The  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  upon 
the  construction  of  which  this  question  ds-y4 
pends  are  the  following:  "$  2450.  Ths$ 
'Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is* 
authorized  to  decide  upon  principles  of  equi- 
ty and  justice  as  recognized  m  courts  of 
equity,  and  in  accordance  with  regulations  to 
be  settled  by  the  Secretary  of  the  [Treaswry^ 
[Interior]  the  Attorney  General,  and  ths 
Commissioner,  conjointly,  consistently  witb 
such  principles,  all  cases  of  suspended  en- 
tries of  public  lands  and  of  suspended  pre- 
emption land  claims,  and  to  adjudge  in  iniat 
cases  patents  shall  issue  upon  the  same,  f 
2451.  Every  such  adjudication  shall  be  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  of  the  [Treasury^ 
[Interior]  and  the  Attorney  General,  actings 
as  a  board ;  and  shall  operate  only  to  devest 
the  United  States  of  the  title  of  the  lands 
embraced  thereby,  without  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  conflicting  claimants.  $  2452. 
The  Commissioner  is  directed  to  report  to 
Congress  at  the  first  session  after  any  such 
adjudications  have  been  made  a  list  of  the 
same  under  the  classes  prescribed  by  law, 
with  a  statement  of  the  principles  upon 
which  each  class  was  determined.     9  2453» 
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The  Commissioner  shall  arrange  his  decisions 
into  two  classes,  the  first  class  to  embrace  all 
such  cases  of  equity  as  may  be  finally  con- 
firmed by  the  board,  and  the  second  class  to 
embrace  all  such  cases  as  the  board  reject 
and  decide  to  be  invalid.  8  2454.  For  all 
lands  covered  by  claims  which  are  placed  in 
the  first  class,  patents  shall  issue  to  the 
•laimants;  and  all  the  lands  embraced  by 
daims  placed  in  the  second  class  shall,  ipso 
facto,  revert  to,  and  become  part  of,  the  pub- 
lic domain,  i  2465.  It  may  be  lawful  for 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
to  order  into  market,  after  due  notice,  with- 
out the  formality  and  expense  of  a  proclama^ 
tion  of  the  President,  all  lands  of  tne  second 
class,  though  heretofore  unproclaimed  and  un- 
offered,  and  such  other  isolated  or  discon- 
nected tracts  or  parcels  of  unoifered  lands 
which,  in  his  judgment,  it  would  be  proper  to 
expose  to  sale  in  like  manner.  But  public 
notice  of  at  least  thirty  days  shall  be  given 
by  the  land  officers  of  the  district  in  which 
such  lands  may  be  situated,  pursuant  to  the 
directions  of  the  Commissioner.  S  2456. 
Where  patents  have  been  already  issued  on  en- 
tries which  are  confirmed  by  the  officers  who 
are  constituted  the  board  of  adjudication,  the 
g  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
5  upon  the  canceling  of  the  outstanding  patent, 
•  is  authorized  to  issue  a  new«patent,  on  such 
confirmation,  to  the  person  who  made  the 
entry,  his  heirs  or  assigns.  9  2457.  The 
preceding  provisions,  from  §  2450  to  §  2456. 
Inclusive,  shall  be  applicable  to  all  cases  of 
suspended  entries  and  locations,  which  have 
arisen  in  the  General  Land  Office  since  the 
twenty-sixth  day  of  June,  1856,  as  well  as  to 
all  cases  of  a  similar  kind  which  may  here- 
after occur,  embracing  as  well  locations  un- 
der bounty-land  warrants  as  ordinary  en- 
tries or  sales,  including  homestead  entries 
and  pre-emption  locations  or  cases;  where 
the  law  has  been  substantially  complied 
with,  and  the  error  or  informality  arose  from 
ignorance,  accident,  or  mistake  which  is  sat> 
isfactorily  explained;  and  where  the  rights 
of  no  other  claimant  or  pre-emptor  are  preju- 
diced, or  where  there  is  no  adverse  claim." 

Judge  Hanford  in  the  circuit  court  held,  as 
we  have  seen,  that  the  case  in  the  Land  De- 
partment after  the  entry  had  been  suspended 
should  have  bpen  adjudicated  by  the  board 
composed  of  the  Attorney  General,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  and  the  Commission- 
er of  the  General  Land  Office,  as  provided  by 
(§  24r)0  and  2451,  and  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  without  a  determination  of  that 
board,  could  not  lawfully  cancel  the  entry, — 
citing  Stimson  Land  Co,  v.  Ilollister,  76  Fed. 
Rep.  941.  The  circuit  court  of  appeals  said 
upon  this  point:  "In  the  numerous  deci- 
sions of  the  Supreme  Court  sustaining  the 
authority  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  and  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  affirm,  modify,  or  annul  the  en- 
tries of  public  land  made  in  the  local  land 
offices,  no  reference  is  made  to  the  provisions 
of  %%  2450  and  2461.  Notwithstanding  this 
fact,  we  are  asked  to  assume  that  that  court 
must  have  overlooked  these  provisions  of  the 


statute.    We  deelins  to  set  upon  any  such 
presumption." 

The  legislation  embraced  in  the  above  sec- 
tions is  uie  outgrowth  of  the  acts  of  August 
26th,  1842  (6  Stat,  at  L.  534,  chap.  205), 
August  3d,  1846  (0  Stat,  at  L.  51,  chap.  78), 
July  17th,  1848  (0  SUt  at  L.  246,  chap. 
101),  March  3d,  1853  (10  Stat  at  L.  25B, 
chap.  152),  and  June  26th,  1856  (11  Stat 
at  L.  22,  chap.  47).  Sections  2450  to  2455, 
both  inclusive,  were  taken  from  the  act  of 
August  3d,  1846,  which  was  confined  to 
"cases  of  suspended  entries  noti7  existing  iiieo 
said  land  office;"  and  the  operation  of  the$ 
act  was  limited  to  a  period  of  twoPyears,  but* 
its  operation  was  extended  to  August  Sd, 
1849,  by  the  act  of  July  17th,  1848,  and  by 
the  act  of  March  3d,  1853,  was  extended  for 
a  term  of  ten  years  from  March  3d,  1853, 
and  made  applicable  "as  well  to  cases  which 
were  inadvertently  omitted,  to  be  acted  on 
under  said  act,  as  to  those  of  a  like  character 
and  description  which  have  arisen  between 
the  date  of  said  act  and  the  present  time." 
And  the  act  of  June  26th,  1856,  revived  and 
continued  in  force  the  provisions  of  the  acts 
of  August  3d,  1846,  and  March  3d,  1853,  as 
to  all  cases  of  suspended  entries  and  loca- 
tions "where  the  law  has  been  substantially 
complied  with  and  the  error  or  informality 
has  arisen  from  ignorance,  accident,  or  mis- 
take, and  is  satisfactorily  explained,  and 
where  the  rights  of  no  other  claimant  or  pre- 
emptor  will  De  prejudiced,  or  where  there  is 
no  adverse  claim." 

The  act  of  June  26th,  1856,  is  reproduced 
in  the  Bevised  Statutes  as  %  2457. 

Thus  after  June  26th,  1856,  the  statutes 
relating  to  the  board  were  not  applicable  to 
every  case  of  suspended  entry,  but  to  those 
specially  mentioned  in  the  act  of  that  date. 
As  carried  into  the  Revised  Statutes  the  pur^ 
pose  of  this  legislation  is,  where  the  law  has 
been  substantially  complied  with,  to  author- 
ize the  confirmation  of  entries  which  other- 
wise the  land  officers  would  be  compelled  to 
reject  because  of  errors  or  informalities 
which,  if  satisfactorily  explained  as  arising 
from  ignorance,  accident,  or  mistake,  would, 
in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim,  be  ex- 
cused by  the  courts  in  administering  the 
principles  of  equity  and  justice.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  legislation  was  not  to  limit  or 
restrict  the  general  or  ordinary  jurisdiction 
of  the  land  officers.  It  was  rather  to  supple- 
ment that  jurisdiction  by  authorizing  them 
to  apply  the  principles  of  equity,  for  tne  pur- 
pose of  saving  from  rejection  and  cancelation 
a  class  of  entries  deemed  meritorious  by  Con- 
gress, but  which  could  not  be  sustained  and 
carried  to  patent  under  existing  land  laws. 
There  was  no  necessity  for  legislation  au- 
thorizing the  rejection  or  cancelation  of  ir- 
regular entries,  but  legislation  was  necessary 
to  save  such  entries  from  rejection  and  can- 
celation when  otherwise  meritorious.  ^ 

Primarily  the  decision  and  adjudication  of  $ 
suspcnded*entries  is,  under  §$  2450  and  2451, • 
as  theretofore,  left  with  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  except  that  he  is 
to  be  guided  by  the  principles  of  equity  and 
justice  and  by  the  regulations  settled  by  the 
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8ecreta.T7  of  the  Interior,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  the  Commissioner,  conjointly.  The 
only  question  is  whether  all  decisions  of  the 
Commissioner  upon  such  suspended  entries 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Attorney  General,  acting  as 
a  board,  for  approval. 

If  the  matter  rested  upon  §  2460  and  the 
first  part  of  §  2451,  it  might  well  be  contend* 
ed  that  a  decision  rejecting  or  canceling  a 
suspended  entry  should,  equally  with  a  deci- 
sion sustaining  such  an  entry,  be  submitted 
to  the  board  for  approval.  But  the  latter 
part  of  §  2451  does  not  sustain  that  view. 
It  is  there  declared  that  "every  such  adjudi- 
cation," if  approved  by  the  board,  "shall 
operate  only  to  devest  the  United  States  of 
the  title  of  the  lands  embraced  thereby."  A 
decision  mei-ely  rejecting  or  canceling  the 
entry  could  not,  with  or  without  the  approv- 
al of  the  board,  have  the  effect  of  devesting 
the  United  States  of  ito  title.  That  effect 
could  only  flow  from  a  decision  sustaining 
the  entry,  and  since  the  effect  of  a  decision 
by  the  Commissioner  such  as  is  required  to 
be  submitted  to  the  board,  and  of  an  approv- 
al thereof  by  the  board,  is  to  devest  the  unit- 
ed States  of  its  title,  it  follows  that  only  de- 
cisions sustaining  irregular  entries  are  re- 
quired to  be  submitted  to  the  board  for  its 
approval.  Decisions  rejecting  or  canceling 
such  entries  have  the  force  and  effect  other- 
wise accorded  to  them  by  the  general  land 
laws,  and  are  subject  to  the  appellate  or  su- 
pervisory authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
interior,  as  in  other  instances. 

The  reasons  for  requiring  the  approval  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  decisions  of  the  Commission- 
er sustaining  irregular  entries,  under  this 
exceptional  legislation,  do  not  apply  to  deci- 
sions rejecting  and  canceling  such  entries. 
In  the  one  instance  claims  to  public  lands  are 
sustained,  although  acquired  in  an  irregular 
manner,  while  in  the  other  such  claims  are 
rejected  and  the  public  title  preserved, 
e  Hackley's  entry  of  the  lands  in  controver- 
^  sy  was  not  suspended  because  of  any  error  or 
•  informality  therein  arising  from  •ignorance, 
accident,  or  mistake  susceptible  of  expla- 
nation, but  because  of  the  charge  that  the 
same  was  unlawfully  and  speculatively  made 
for  the  benefit  of  others,  and  not  for  his  own 
exclusive  use  and  benefit.  The  suspension 
was  ordered  with  a  view  to  an  investigation 
and  hearing  upon  that  charge.  The  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  sustaining  the  entry, 
following  this  investigation  and  hearing, 
was  not  therefore,  rendered  in  pursuance  of 
the  special  authority  conferred  upon  him  by 
S§  2450  to  2457  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  but 
under  the  general  authority  given  to  him,  in 
respect  of  the  public  lands,  by  Sf  441,  453, 
and  2478  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  by  the 
act  of  June  3d,  1878,  under  which  Hackley's 
entry  was  made. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Commissioner's 
decision,  having  been  made  under  his  general 
authority,  and  not  under  the  exceptional  au- 
thoritjT  given  by  §§  2450  to  2457,  was  not  ro- 
qnired  to  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Attorney  General,  act- 
20  S.  C— 63. 


ing  as  ft  board,  for  approval,  but  was  subject 
to  the  appellate  or  supervisory  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  interior  under  H  441, 
453,  and  2478  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
Knight  v.  United  Statet  Land  Asso.  142  U. 
S.  161,  177,  36  L.  ed.  974,  979,  12  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  258.  It  follows  that  the  Secretory  of 
the  Interior  in  reversing  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ofi&ce,  and 
in  rejecting  and  canceling  Hackley's  entry, 
did  not  exceed  the  jurisdiction  oonferred  up- 
on him  by  law. 

The  matter  determined  by  the  decision  of 
the  Secretary  was  whether  Hackley's  entry 
was  made  in  good  faith,  for  his  own  exdu- 
sive  use  and  benefit  After  notice,  investi- 
gation, and  hearing,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  determined  that  question  against 
Hackley.  In  the  absence  of  a  charge  that 
this  decision  was  fraudulently  given  or  ob- 
tained,— and  no  such  charee  is  made, — the 
Secretary's  determination  of  this  question  of 
fact  is  conclusive  upon  the  'courts.  This  is 
established  by  repeated  decisions.  And  if 
the  charge  against  Hackley's  entry  be  con- 
sidered as  one  of  fraud,  involving  a  mixed 
question  of  fact  and  law,  still  the  decision 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  canceling 
that  entry  fully  states  the  evidence  or  facts 
from  which  the  fraud  was  held  by  him  to  be 
deducible  as  a  matter  of  law.  Upon  an  ex-  ^ 
amination  of  that  decision  and  of  the  evi-  S 
dence  or  faetrtherein  recited  we  Bjm  not  pro-  • 
pared  to  hold  that  any  error  of  law  was  com- 
mitted by  that  ofllcer. 

This  disposes  of  all  the  questions  in  th« 
case  that  need  be  noticed,  and  the  decree  fttf- 
low  ie  affirmed. 


a78  U.  S.  468) 
COLUMBUS  WINCHESTER  MOTES,  alias 
Chess  Motes,  et  al,,  Plffs.  in  Err,, 

V, 

UNITED  STATES. 

Criminal  law — conspiracy  accompanied  5y 
mwder — sentence  to  imprisonment  for  life 
— failure  of  jury  to  fia  punishment— error 
to  circuit  court'-on  constitutional  question 
^-constitutional  right  to  meet  untneeses^' 
admission  in  evidence  fif  statement  on  pre- 
liminary trial, 

1.  A  sentence  to  Imprisonment  for  life  for 
conspiracy  accompanied  with  murder.  In 
violation  of  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  |i  5608,  6500, 
providing  for  such  punishment  as  the  laws 
of  the  state  In  which  the  offense  Is  com- 
mitted may  impose,  is  not  In  excess  of  the 
aathorlty  of  a  elrcnlt  eoart  of  the  United 
States,  although  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  has 
not  Indicated  the  punishment,  as  required  by 
the  state  statutes  In  case  of  murder,  since 
the  act  of  Congress  of  January  16,  1897, 
chap.  29,  abolishes  the  death  penalty  In  such 
cases,  and  provides  for  a  sentence  to  Impris- 
onment for  life. 

2.  A  criminal  case  may  be  taken  directly  from 
a  dreolt  court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of 
March  3,  1891  (26  Stat,  at  L.  820,  chap. 
617),  although  It  Is  not  a  case  of  eonvlctlon 
of  a  capital  crime,  where  It  Involves  the  con- 
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strnetloB  or  appllcfttton  of  the  Constltiitloii 
of  tht  United  States. 

I.  The  ricrht  of  an  accused  nnder  U.  S.  Const. 
9th  Amend.,  to  be  confronted  irltb  witnesses 
afalnst  him,  is  ylolated  by  perQlttin^  a  dep- 
osition or  statement  of  an  absent  witness, 
taken  at  an  examining  trial,  to  be  read  at 
the  final  trial,  when  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  witness  was  absent  by  the  sugsrestion, 
connivance,  or  procurement  of  the  accused, 
hot  it  does  appear  tbat  bis  absence  was  due 
to  the  negligence  of  the  prosecution. 

4.  Brror  in  tbe  admission  of  STldence  for  the 
prosecution  witi  not  require  a  reversal  of  a 
conviction  against  one  who  has  in  fact  said 
under  oath  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  charge 
preferred  against  him. 


[No.  257.] 

Buhmiited  April  2S,  1900. 
1900, 


Decided  May  21, 


IN  ERROK  to  the   Circuit   Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  Diatriot 
of  Alabama  to  review  a  conviction  for  con* 
spiracy  accompanied   by  murder.    Affirmed 
OS  to  one  defendant  and  reversed  as  to  othere. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Xiee  Cowart  fox  plaintiffs  in  error. 
AeeietoiU  Attorney  Oenerdl  Boyd  for  d»- 
f^ndsAt  in  error. 

7   *  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
mi  the  court: 

0  Columbus  Winchester  Motes,  alias  Chess 

1  Motes,   Walter  W.>  Motes,  William  Robert 
•  Taylor,  Jasper  Robinson,  John  •Littlejohn, 

and  Mark  Grant  Blankenship,  were  indicted 
in  the  circuit  oourt  of  the  United  States  for 
iiie  southern  division  of  the  northern  district 
•f  Alabama  under  §S  5508  and  5509  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

Those  sections  are  as  follows: 

"S  5508.  If  two  or  more  persons  conspire 
to  injure,  oppress,  threaten,  or  intimiaata 
any  citizen  in  the  free  exercise  or  enjoyment 
of  any  right  or  privilege  secured  to  him  by 
the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
'  States,  or  because  of  his  having  so  exercised 
the  same ;  or  if  two  or  more  persons  go  in  dis- 
guise on  the  highway,  or  on  the  premises  of 
another,  with  intent  to  prevent  or  hinder  his 
free  exercise  or  enloyment  of  any  right  or 
privilege  so  secured,  they  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  five  tliousand  dollars  and  impris* 
oned  not  more  than  ten  years;  and  snail, 
moreover,  be  thereafter  ineligible  to  any  of- 
fice or  place  of  honor,  profit,  or  trust  created 
by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

"i  5509.  If,  in  the  act  of  violating  any  pro- 
vision in  either  of  the  two  preceding  sections, 
any  other  felony  or  misdemeanor  be  com* 
mitted,  the  offender  shall  be  punished  for 
the  same  with  such  punishmentas  is  attached 
to  such  felony  or  misdemeanor  by  the  laws 
of  the  state  in  which  the  offense  is  com- 
mitted." 

The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged 
in  substance  that  on  the  14th  day  of  March, 
1898,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  thecourt» 
the  persons  above  named  6onspired  to  injure, 
oppress,  threaten,  and  intimidate  one  W.  A. 


Thonipson,  a  dtizea  of  the  United  StatM,  ia 
the  free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  a  rij^ht 
and  privilege  secured  to  him  by  the  Coostitu* 
tion  and  lawB  of  the  United  States,  and  be* 
cause  of  his  having  exercised  the  same,  in 
that  he  had  about  the  2d  day  of  October,  1807. 
infoi-med  one  Robert  A.  Moseley,  United 
States  commissioner  for  the  northern  district 
of  Alabama,  that  Bob  Taylor,  Chess  Motes,  Ben 
Morris,  Jasper  Robinson,  and  Walter  Motes 
had,  about  the  months  of  July,  August,  Sep- 
tember, October,  November,  and  December 
1895,  violated  the  internal  revenue  laws  of 
the  United  States  bv  unlawfully  cariying  on 
the  business  of  distillers  without  having 
given  bond,  as  required  by  law,  and  having  ^ 
in  their  possession  and  custody  and  under  ^ 
their  oontrol^a  still  and  distilling  apparatus  • 
set  up  without  havinff  the  same  restored. 
It  was  also  charged  Uiat  in  furtherance  of 
the  conspiracy  so  formed,  and  to  effect  ths 
object  thereof,  the  accused  "did  on,  to  wit, 
about  the  14th  day  of  March  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  ninety-eieht,  go  upon  the  highway 
and  did  then  and  there,  in  the  county  of  Tal- 
ladega, in  the  state  of  Alabama,  in  the  south- 
ern division  of  the  northern  district  of  Ala- 
bama, and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  said 
court,  unlawfidly,  wilfully,  premeditatedly, 
deliberately,  and  with  malice  aforethought 
kill  and  murder  the  said  W.  A.  Thompson  by 
shooting  him  with  a  gun  or  guns,  because  he^ 
the  said  W.  A.  Thompson,  had  reported  to  the 
said  Robert  A.  Moseley,  United  States  com- 
missioner as  aforesaid,  said  violation  of  ths 
internal  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States 
by  the  said  Bob  Taylor,  Chess  Motes,  Ben 
Morris,  Jasper  Robinson,  and  Walter  Motes, 
as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  stat- 
ute in  such  case  made  and  provided  and 
against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  United 
States  of  America." 

The  third  count  differed  from  the  first  one 
only  in  charging  a  conspiracy,  formed  by  tbs 
same  persons,  to  injure,  oppress,  threaten, 
and  intimidate  Thompson  be<»use  of  his  hav- 
ing, about  March  8th,  1898,  informed  a  dep- 
uty collector  of  internal  revenue  that  Mark 
Grant  Blankenship  had,  about  the  above  date, 
carried  on  the  business  of  distiller  in  viola- 
tion of  law;  also,  that  to  effect  the  object  of 
that  conspiracy,  and  because  of  Thompson 
having  given  such  information  to  the  deputy 
collector  of  internal  revenue,  the  accused 
hod  unlawfully,  wilfully,  premeditatedly,  de- 
liberately, and  with  malice  aforethought, 
killed  and  murdered  him. 

There  are  seven  counts  in  the  indictment^ 
but  the  first  and  third  are  sufficient  to  show 
the  natiu-e  of  the  charges  against  the  ac- 
cused, and  to  bring  out  the  questions  di»- 
posed  of  by  this  opinion. 

It  is  recited  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  that 
Taylor  pleaded  guilty,  but  the  transcript 
does  not  contain  any  entry  of  record  showing 
such  to  be  the  fact. 

The  jury  found  the  "defendants  Walter  W. 
^fotes,  Columbus  W.  Motes,  Jasper  Robin- 
son, John  Littlejohn,  and  ^lark  Grant  Blan- 
kenship guilty  as  charged  in  the  Indictment,'*  g| 
and  In  their  verdict  asked  ''the  mer<rr  of  the^ 
court«for   the  four   defendants.  Walter  W.* 
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Motes,  Jasper  Robinson,  J<^  laUlelolui, 
Mark  Blankenship,  and  espeoiallv  for  John 
Littlejohn  and  Jasper  Robinson.'^ 

Motions  in  arrest  of  jud^pnent  and  for  new 
trial  were  overruled,  and  jud^pnent  was  en- 
tered upon  the  verdict,  sentencing  the  defend- 
ants other  than  Taylor  to  imprisonment  in 
tiiepenitentiaxy  for  life. 

We  have  seen  that  bv  $  5506  ol  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  it  is  made  an  offense  against 
the  United  States  for  two  or  more  persons 
to  conspire  to  injure,  oppress,  threaten,  or  in- 
timidate any  citizen  in  the  free  exercise  or 
onjoyment  of  any  right  or  privilege  secured 
to  him  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,-— the  punishment  prescribed 
being  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $5,000,  impris- 
onment not  more  than  ten  years,  and  ineliffi- 
billty  to  any  office  or  place  of  honor,  profit, 
or  trust  created  by  the  Constitution  or  laws 
of  the  United  States.  And  by  5  5509  it  is 
provided  that  if  in  committing  the  above  of- 
fense any  other  felony  or  misdemeanor  be 
committed,  the  offender  shall  suffer  such 
punishment  as  is  attached  to  such  felony  or 
misdemeanor  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in 
which  the  offense  is  committed. 

No  question  has  been  made — ^indeed  none 
could  successfully  be  made— as  to  the  consti- 
tutionality of  these  statutory  provisions. 
Bw  pmrte  Tarhrough,  110  U.  S.  651,  28  L.  ed. 
£74,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  152;  United  States  v. 
Waddell,  112  U.  S.  76,  28  L.  ed.  673,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  Bep.  36.  Referring  to  those  provisions 
and  to  the  clause  of  the  Constitution  giving 
Congress  authority  to  pass  all  laws  neces- 
sary and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution 
the  powers  specifically  granted  to  it,  and  all 
other  powers  vested  in  the  government  of 
the  United  States,  or  in  any  department  or 
officer  thereof,  this  court  has  said:  "In  the 
exercise  of  this  general  power  of  legislation, 
Congress  may  use  any  means  appearins  to  it 
most  eligible  and  appropriate,  which  are 
adapted  to  the  end  to  be  accomplished,  and 
are  consistent  with  the  letter  and  the  spirit 
■of  the  Constitution."  Logan  v.  United 
States,  144  U.  S.  263,  283,  36  L.  ed.  429,  435, 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  G17,  and  authorities  there 
cited.  It  was  the  right  and  privilege  of 
es  Thompson,  in  return  for  the  protection  he 
S  enjoyed  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
«  the  United  States,  to^aid  in  the  execution  of 
the  laws  of  his  country  by  giving  informal 
tion  to  the  proper  authorities  of  violations 
of  those  laws.  That  right  and  privily  may 
prcmerly  be  said  to  be  secured  by  the  Consti- 
tutK)n  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  And 
it  was  competent  for  Congress  to  declare  a 
conspiracy  to  injure,  oppress,  threaten,  or 
intimidate  a  citizen  because  of  the  exercise 
by  him  of  such  right  or  privilege  to  be  an  of- 
fense against  the  United  States. 

The  reference  in  the  above  sections  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  offense  was 
committed  makes  it  necessary  to  ascertain 
from  the  laws  of  Alabama  what  punishment 
could  be  inflicted  for  the  crime  that  was  com- 
mitted while  the  conspiracy  referred  to  in  § 
5308  was  being  carried  into  execution. 

By  the  Code  of  Alabama  it  is  provided: 
**8  4854.  Every  homicide,  perpetrated  by  poi- 
son, lying  in  wait,  or  any  other  kind  of  wil- 


ful, deUbemts^  malisloiitt  and  pvemeditatedr 
killing;  or  committed  in  the  perpetration  of, 
or  the  attempt  to  perpetrate,  any  arsoiL  rape^ 
robbery,  or  burglary;  or  perpe&ated  from  a 
premeditated  design  unlawiully  and  mallr 
ciously  to  effect  the  death  of  any  human  be^ 
ing  other  than  him  who  is  killed;  or  perpe- 
trated by  any  act  sreatly  dangerous  to  the 
lives  of  others,  and  evideDcinff  a  depraved 
mind  regardless  of  human  life,  althoujgh 
without  any  preconceived  nurpose  to  deprive 
any  particular  person  of  life,— >is  murder  in 
the  first  degree;  and  every  other  homicide 
committed  under  such  eiroumstanoes  as 
would  have  constituted  murder  at  common 
law  is  murder  in  the  second  degree."    **% 

4857.  When  the  jury  find  the  defendant 
guilty  under  an  indictment  for  murder,  tbiej 
must  ascertain,  by  their  verdict,  whether  it 
is  murder  in  the  first  or  second  degree;  but 
if  the  defendant  on  arraignment  confesses 
his  guilt,  the  court  must  proceed  to  deter- 
mine the  degreti  of  the  crime,  by  the  verdiet 
of  a  jury,  upon  an  examination  of  the  testi- 
mony, and    pass    sentence  aocordingly.    | 

4858.  Any  person  who  is  guilty  of  murder  in> 
the  first  degree  must,  on  conviction,  snffor 
death  or  imprisonment  in  the  penitential^ 
for  life,  at  the  diseretion  of  the  jury;  and 
any  person  who  is  guilty  of  murder  in  the^ 
second  degree  must,  on  conviction,  be  impris-  S 
oned  in  the* penitentiary  for  not  less  than* 
ten  years,  at  the  discretion  of  the  jury." 
Ala.  Code  1896,  vol.  2,  Criminal. 

Taking  these  statutory  provisions  togeth- 
er, the  question  arises  whether  the  court  be- 
low had  authority,  in  view  of  the  verdict  of 
the  jury,— '"guilty  as  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment,"—to  sentence  the  accused  to  impris- 
onment in  the  penitentiary  for  life.  The 
contention  of  the  accused  is  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  indicate  by  their  verdict  the  pun- 
ishment to  be  imposed  by  the  court,  and  that 
the  court  was  without  power  to  act  until  the 
jury  indicated  the  degree  of  the  crime  eom- 
mitted. 

It  is  true  that  the  crime  charged  against 
the  accused  was  what  is  made  by  the  laws 
of  Alabama  murder  in  the  first  degree,  sneh 
offense  being  punishable  with  death  or  im- 
prisonment in  the  penitentiary  for  life. 
And  in  that  state  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury 
to  ascertain  by  their  verdict  whether  the  of- 
fense charged  was  murder  in  the  first  or  se^ 
ond  degree.  As  therefore,  under  the  laws 
of  Alabama,  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the 
jury,  and  not  for  the  court,  to  say  whether 
murder  in  the  first  degree  should  be  punished 
by  death  or  by  imprisonment  for  life,  and  as 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  did  not  indicate  the 
mode  of  punishment,  there  would  have  been 
some  difllculty  in  giving  effect  to  that  clause 
of  S  5509  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  subjecting  the  accused  to  such  pun- 
ishment as  is  attached  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  in  which  the  offense  is  committed,  but 
for  recent  legislation  by  Congress. 

The  legislation  to  which  we  refer  is  found 
in  §9  1,2,  and  3  of  the  act  of  January  15th, 
1897,  chap.  29,  which  provides:  **§  1.  That 
in  all  cases  where  the  accused  is  found  guilty 
of  the  crime  of  murder  or  of  rape  under  | 
5339  or  S  5345,  Revised  Statutes,  the  jury 
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may  quality  their  verdict  by  adding  thereto 
'without  capital  punifihment;'  and  whenever 
the  jurv  shall  return  a  verdict  qualified  as 
aforesaid  the  person  convicted  shall  be  sen- 
tenced to  imprisonment  at  hard  labor  for 
life.  S  2.  That  except  offenses  mentioned  in 
S9  5332,  1342,  1624,  6339,  and  6345,  Revised 
Statutes,  when  a  person  is  convicted  of  any 
offense  to  which  the  punishment  of  death  ia 
now  specifically  affixed  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  he  shall  be  sentenced  to  im 


^  prisonment  at  hard  labor  for  life,  and  when 
•  any  person  is«tonvicted  of  an  offense  to  which 
the  punishment  of  death,  or  a  lesser  pimish- 
ment,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  is  affixed, 
the  maximum  punishment  shall  be  imprison- 
ment at  hard  labor  for  life.  S  3.  That  the 
punishment  of  death  prescribed  for  any  of- 
fense specified  by  the  statutes  of  the  United 
States,  except  in  S8  6332,  1342,  1624,  533», 
and  5346,  Revised  Statutes,  is  hereby  abol- 
ished, and  all  laws  and  parts  of  laws  incon- 
sistent with  this  act  are  hereby  repealed." 
29  SUt.  at  L.  487. 

It  will  be  observed  that  by  $  3  of  this  act 
(which  IS  the  latest  statute  on  the  subject) 
the  death  penalty  is  abolished  in  all  cases  of 
offenses  against  the  United  States  except 
those  referred  to  in  certain  sections,  which 
do  not  embrace  the  present  case.  It  was  not, 
therefore,  in  the  power  of  the  court  below  to 
have  sentenced  the  plaintiffs  in  error  to  suf- 
fer death  for  the  crime  of  murder  committed 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  conspiracy  which  U 
made  by  S  6508  an  offense  against  the  United 
States.  But  we  are  to  determine  the  scope 
of  S  6509  in  connection  with  the  act  of  1897. 
Under  that  act  the  punishment  of  death 
could  not  be  inflicted  except  in  the  cases  spec- 
ified. So  that  S  6509  is  to  be  enforced  as  if 
it  declared  that  the  offense  therein  prescribed 
should  be  punished  in  such  mode  as  was  con- 
sistent with  the  laws  of  Alabama,  provided 
— such  is  the  effect  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
January  15th,  1897 — ^the  accused  should  not 
for  any  offense  covered  bv  that  section  be 
subjected  to  the  penalty  of  death.  The  pro- 
vision in  the  Code  of  Alabama  giving  the 
jury  discretion  to  affix  the  punishment  of 
death  or  imprisonment  for  life  in  cases  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree  can  have  no  appli- 
cation here,  because  the  act  of  1897  forbade 
the  former  mode  of  punishment  in  such  a 
case  as  the  present  one.  When,  therefore, 
the  jury  found  the  defendants  guilty  as 
charged  in  the  indictment,  they  found  them 
guilty  of  what,  under  the  laws  of  Alabama, 
was  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  they 
were  sentenced  by  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  to  suffer  imprisonment  for  life, 
which  those  laws  authorized  in  cases  of  that 
character.  This  was  a  substantial  compli- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  S§  5508  and  6500 
of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

It  results  that  the  circuit  court  imposed 


the  only  punishment^uthorized  by  the  lavra 
of  the  United  States  for  the  crime  of  which 
the  defendants  were  found  guilty. 

To  avoid  misapprehension  it  should  be 
said  in  this  connection  that  the  circuit  court 
bad  no  jurisdiction  of  this  case  simply  as  one 
of  murder  committed  within  the  limits  of  the 


state,  but  only  as  one  of  conspiracy,  nndar 
the  act  of  Congress,  accompanied  bv  murder. 

The  Assistant  Attorney  General  suggests 
as  worthy  of  consideration  whether,  under 
this  interpretation  of  the  statutes,  the  present 
case  can  be  brought  here  directly  from  the 
circuit  court.  This  suggestion  is  based  upon 
the  provision  in  the  act  of  January  20th, 
1897,  chap.  68,  which  withdraws  from  the 
consideration  of  this  court,  upon  aj^peal  or 
writ  of  error  direct  from  the  circuit  oourt, 
cases  of  conviction  of  infamous  crimes  not 
capital,  and  ^ves  jurisdiction  in  such  cases, 
upon  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  onlv  to  the 
proper  circuit  court  of  appeals ;  and  it  is  as- 
sumed that  no  criminal  case  can,  upon  any 
groimd,  be  brought  here  directly  from  a  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States,  unless  it  be 
a  case  of  conviction  of  a  capdtal  crime.  29 
Stat,  at  L.  492.  But  such  is  not  the  law. 
Among  other  cases,  this  court,  under  the  act 
of  March  3d,  1891  (26  Stat,  at  L.  826,  chap. 
517),  establishing  circuit  courts  of  appeals, 
can  take  cognizance  of  a  criminal  case  upoB 
\mt  of  error  to  review  the  judgment  of  a 
circuit  court,  when  the  case  really  "involves 
the  construction  or  application  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States."  That  act  does 
not  make  a  distinction  between  civil  and 
criminal  causes,  such  as  is  implied  by  the 
above  suggestion  of  the  government.  At  the 
present  term  of  this  couH  we  have  taken  cog- 
nizance of  a  criminal  case  involving  a  mis- 
demeanor, brought  here  directly  from  a  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States.  Rider  v. 
United  States,  178  U.  S.  261,20  Sup.  Ot.  Rep. 
838,  44  L.  ed.  — .  And  we  had  previously 
in  United  States  v.  Rider,  163  U.  S.  132,  138, 
41  L.  ed.  101,  103.  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  983,  986, 
said:  "By  S  6  [of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals act]  the  judgments  or  decrees  of  the 
circuit  courts  of  appeals  were  made  final  Hn 
all  cases  arising  under  the  criminal  laws,' 
and  in  certain  other  classes  of  cases,  unless 
questions  were  certified  to  this  court  or  the 
whole  case  ordered  up  by  writ  of  certiorari  ^ 
as  therein  provided.  American  Constr,  Co.  r.Q 
Jackeonville  T,  ^  K.  W.  R.  CoMiS  U.  S.  372, 7 
330,  37  L.  ed.  486,  489,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  758. 
Thus  appellate  jurisdiction  was  given  in  all 
criminal  cases  by  writ  of  error  either  from 
this  court  or  from  the  circuit  courts  of  ap- 
peals, and  in  all  civil  cases  by  appeal  or  error 
without  regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy, 
except  as  to  appeals  or  writs  of  error  to  or 
from  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  in  eases 
not  made  final  as  specified  in  $  6."  We  far- 
ther said  in  that  case,  that  the  object  of  the 
act  of  March  3d,  1891,  chap.  617,  was  to  dis- 
tribute between  this  court  and  the  circuit 
courts  of  appeals  the  entire  appellate  juris- 
diction over  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States. 

The  present  case  does  involve  the  con- 
struction and  application  of  the  (constitution 
of  the  United  States.  It  is  necessary  to  de- 
termine whether  the  admission  of  certain  tes- 
timony was  not  an  infringement  of  rights 
secured  to  the  accused  by  the  6th  Amendment 
of  the  Constitution,  declaring  that  "in  all 
criminal  prosecutions  the  accused  shall  enjoy 
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the  ri«;bt    ...    to  be  confronted  with  the 

witnesses  against  him." 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptiona  that 
the  government  offered  to  read  to  the  Jury 
the  written  statement  of  William  Robert 
Taylor,  taken  in  a  preliminary  examination 
before  United  States  Commissioner  Wilson 
of  the  case  of  the  United  States  against  Col" 
umhus  W.  Motes,  William  Robert  Taylor, 
John  Little  John,  and  Dodge  Blankenship, 
For  the  purpose  of  "laying  a  predicate"  for 
offering  that  statement  in  eviaenoe,  Captain 
B.  W.  Bell  was  examined.  He  testified  '^that 
he  was  a  special  officer  of  the  Department  of 
Justice;  that  he  had  been  enffased  in  work- 
ing up  the  cases  against  these  defendants  and 
preparing  them  for  trial;  that  in  Auffust, 
1808,  he  caused  the  arrest  of  said  William 
Robert  Taylor  and  also  Columbus  W.  Motes, 
John  Littlejohn,  and  Dodffe  Blankenship  on 
a  charge  of  conspiracy  and  murder  of  W.  A. 
Thompson,  and  that  on  the  19th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1898,  during  and  on  the  second  day  of 
their  preliminary  trial,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, William  Robert  Taylor,  Toluntarily 
became  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  and 
made  a  statement  implicating  in  said  murder 
Columbus  W.  Motes,  John  Littlejohn,  and 
Dodge  Blankenship,  who  were  at  that  time 
having  their  preliminary  hearing  before  said 
oommissioner,  and  also  implicating  in  said 
murder  Walter  W.  Motes  and  Jasper  Robin- 
son, who  had  been  brought  to  said  prelimi- 
nary trial  as  witnesses  for  the  government, 
and  that  on  the  second  day  of  said  prelimi- 
nary trial  he  (Bell)  caused  the  arrest  of 
the  said  Walter  W.  Motes  and  Jasper^Robin- 
son;  that  Taylor  and  the  other  three  de- 
fondants  on  trial  with  him  were  held  for 
trial  bv  the  commissioner  and  committed  to 
Jail  without  bail  to  await  trial,  and  that 
since  that  time  the  said  Taylor  has  been 
confined  in  the  Jefferson  County,  Alabama, 
jail  under  commitment  issued  by  said  com- 
missioner; that  after  the  beginning  of  the 
present  trial,  on  the  20th  of  September, 
1898,  he  went  to  the  Jail,  took  said  Taylor 
into  his  custody  more  than  two  days  before 
said  Taylor  escaped,  and  that  said  Taylor 
had  not  been  in  jail  since,  but  that  he  had 
placed  him  in  charge  of  one  Ed.  May,  a  wit- 
ness for  the  government  In  this  case,  and 
instructed  May  to  let  Tavlor  stay  at  the 
hotel  at  night  with  his  family,  and  that  in  pur- 
suance of  said  instruction  Taylor  remained 
at  the  hotel  Tuesday  night  and  Wednes- 
day night  before  he  abs^nded  on  Thurs- 
day; that  he  saw  Taylor  in  the  corridors  of 
the  courtroom  about  10  o'clock  ▲.  m.  Thurs- 
day, before  he  was  called  a«  a  witness,  about 
11  o'clock  the  same  day,  and  that  when  Tay- 
lor failed  to  respond  he  made  a  search  for  him 
in  the  city  of  Birmingham,  and  telegraphed  to 
several  places,  and  could  not  find  him  or 
learn  anything  at  all  as  to  his  whereabouts." 
Bdl  further  testified  on  the  preliminary 
trial  before  H.  A.  Wilson,  United  States  com- 
missioner: "Walter  W.  Motes  and  Jasper 
Robinson  were  arrested  during  the  trial  of 
the  other  defendants,  Columbus  W.  Motes, 
John  Littlejohn.  and  Dodge  Blankenship, 
•aid  Taylor  having  implicated  them  in  his 


testimony  npon  nid  triaL  The  defendants 
were  all  represented  upon  said  preliminary 
trial  by  Mr.  Lee  CowarL  Mr.  Cowart  cross- 
examined  the  witness,  as  shown  in  the  testi* 
mony;  tliat  all  of  the  defendants,  including 
the  said  Walter  W.  Motes  and  Jasper  Robin- 
son, had  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the 
said  witness  Taylor,  and  he,  in  fact,  was 
cross-examined  by  Mr.  Cowart,  acting  either 
as  attorney  for  Columbus  W.  Motes,  John 
Little iohn,  and  Dod^e  Blankenship,  or  for  all 
defendants;  that  said  cross-examination  was 
reduced  to  writing;  that  he  (said  Bell)  had  a 
never  made  or  offered  the  said  Taylor  any  § 
inducements,  promises,  reward,  oi^hope  to  in-  • 
duce  him  to  make  said  statement;  that  be- 
fore said  Taylor  was  examined  as  a  witness 
on  the  said  preliminary  trial  he  was  taken 
to  the  office  of  the  United  States  attorn^, 
who  cautioned  him  to  make  no  statement  un- 
less it  was  purely  voluntary,  and  told  him 
emphatically  that  he  could  make  no  promise 
and  offer  him  no  hope  whatever,  and  that 
said  Taylor  stated  that  he  made  t^e  state* 
ment  voluntarily  and  to  relieve  his  own 
mind." 

The  United  States  marshal  testified  on  be- 
half of  United  States  that  he  had  instructed 
his  deputies  that  Taylor  had  escaped;  that 
he  had  offered  a  reward  of  $200  for  his  ar- 
rest; that  he  had  made  diligent  search  in 
the  city  of  Birmingham  for  Taylor,  and  could 
not  learn  anything  as  to  his  whereabouts. 
The  chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Birmingham 
testified  tliat  he  had  not  been  officiallv  noti- 
fied that  Taylor  had  escaped,  but  that  he  had 
seen  something  concerning  it  in  the  news- 
papers, and  that  he  had  made  no  special  ef- 
fort to  arrest  him  and  had  no  information  as 
to  his  whereabouts.  The  United  States  then 
offered  as  a  witness  a  deputy  sheriff,  who 
testified  that  the  sheriff  of  Jefferson  county 
and  his  deputies  had  been  on  the  lookout  for 
Taylor  ever  since  his  absence  was  known; 
that  they  had  had  photographs  taken  of  him 
and  sent  them  to  various  places,  and  that 
the  deputies  had  been  on  the  lookout  for 
him  all  over  Birmingham  and  other  parts 
of  Jefferson  county,  and  that  they  had  be<n 
unable  to  find  him  anywhere. 

The  government  introduced  as  a  witness 
H.  A.  Wilson,  who  testified  as  follows:  "I 
am  a  United  States  commissioner,  and  held 
the  preliminary  trial  in  the  case  against 
these  defendants  on  the  18th  and  19th  days 
of  August,  1898.  The  defendants  Colum- 
bus W.  Motes,  William  Robert  Taylor, 
John  Littlejohn,  and  Dodge  Blankenship 
were  brought  before  me  upon  a  war- 
rant issued  on  affidavit  before  United 
States  Commissioner  R.  A.  Moseley,  Jr.,  by 
special  officer  Bell.  Jasper  Robinson  and 
Walter  W.  Motes  wore  present  in  court  while 
the  case  was  being  heard.  William  Robert 
Taylor,  one  of  the  defendants,  during  the 
trial  proposed  to  make  a  statement  in  the 
nature  of  a  confession.  I  cautioned  him,  anj  ^ 
told  him  that  he  could  not  be  made  to  testi  tj  ^ 
unless  he  chose  to  do  so,  and  asked  him  if^aoy  • 
inducement  or  promise  had  been  made  Ok'  of- , 
fered  to  him.  He  said  there  had  not;  that 
the  statement  was  voluntary,  and  he  made  it 
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to  relieve  his  mind.  Walter  W.  Motes  and 
Jasper  Robinson  were  present  in  court  as  de- 
lenciants  at  the  time,  as  well  as  the  other  de- 
fendants who  were  on  trial.  I  swore  William 
Robert  Taylor  as  a  witness,  administering  to 
hSm  the  usual  oath.  He  was  then  examined, 
and  his  testimony  was  committed  to  writing. 
I  identify  this  statement  (referring  to  the 
evidence  of  Taylor  here  handed  to  the  wit- 
ness) as  the  evidence  taken  before  me.  Tn 
his  testimony,  as  is  shown  and  as  was  the 
fact,  he  implicated  the  defendants  Jasper 
Robinson  and  Walter  W.  Motes,  who  were 
arrested  then  and  there.  Th^  defendants 
Colmnbue  W.  Motes,  Blankenship,  and  Lit- 
tlejohn  were  represented  by  Mr.  Oowart,  and 
•o  were  the  defendants  Walter  W.  Motes  and 
Jasper  Robinson  ae  soon  as  they  were  ar- 
rested, and  the  trial  of  the  four  defendants 
then  on  trial,  to  wit,  Columbus  W.  Motes, 
William  Robert  Taylor,  John  Littlejohn,  and 
I>odce  Blankenship,  was  proceeded  with  and 
concluded  in  the  presence  of  the  defendants 
Jasper  Robinson  and  Walter  W.  Motes.  Mr. 
Oowart,  aa  a  matter  of  fact,  did  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses,  as  is  shown  by  this 
testimony  and  as  I  recollect  it,  and  all  of  the 
defendants,  including  Walter  W.  Motes  and 
Jasper  Robinson,  were  allowed  by  me  an 
opportunity  to  cross-examine,  although  no 
separate  trial  was  had,  and  all  of  these  were 
examined  without  bail." 

The  testimony  or  statement  given  by  Tay- 
lor at  the  preliminary  trial  of  part  of  the 
defendants  was  then  read  in  evidence  by  the 
government,  the  accused  objecting  on  the 
ground  that  a  sufficient  predicate  had  not 
been  made  for  its  introduction;  but  the  ob- 
jection was  overruled  and  an  exception  taken. 
The  defendants  Walter  W.  Motes  and  Jasper 
Robinson  severally  objected  to  the  reading  of 
Taylor's  statement  against  them  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  on  preliminary 
trial  at  the  time  the  testimony  was  taken, 
were  not  parties  to  the  case  then  being  tried, 
and  had  not  legally  been  called  upon  to  cross- 
examine  the  witness.  Those  objections  were 
v4  also  overruled,  and  an  exception  was  taken. 
^  Taylor's  statement  was  lengthy,  and  showed 
•  a  cros»«0>:amination,  or  an  opportunity  for 
the  cross-examination,  of  Taylor  by  the  pres- 
ent defendants.  It  was  quite  sufficient,  if 
accepted  by  the  jury  as  true,  to  establish  the 
guilt  of  some  if  not  of  all  of  the  accused.  It 
18  important  to  observe  that  at  the  time  Tay- 
lor's statement  was  offered  in  evidence  there 
had  been  no  proof  whatever  of  the  conapiracy 
charged.  Conspiracy  was  the  basis  of  the 
prosecution;  for  in  the  absence  of  a  conspir- 
acy, in  the  carrying  out  of  which  the  alleged 
murder  was  committed,  the  prosecution  must 
have  failed ;  the  crime  of  murder,  apart  from 
the  conspiracy  to  deprive  a  citizen  of  a  right 
or  privilepfe  secured  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,  being  punishable 
only  by  the  state. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  admission  in 
evidence  of  Taylor's  statement  or  deposition 
taken  at  the  examining  trial  was  in  violation 
of  the  constitutional  right  of  the  defendants 
to  be  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against 
them.     It  did  not  appear  that  Taylor  was 


absent  from  the  trial  by  the  suggestion,  pro- 
curement, or  aot  of  the  accused.  On  the  con- 
trary, his  absence  was  manifestly  due  to  th« 
negligence  of  the  officers  of  the  government 
Taylor  was  a  witness  for  the  [jrosecution. 
He  had  been  oommitted  to  jail  without  balL 
We  have  seen  that  the  official  agent  of  the 
United  States  in  violation  of  law  took  him 
from  jail  after  the  trial  of  this  case  com* 
menced,  and,  strangely  enough,  placed  him  in 
charge,  not  of  an  officer,  but  of  another  wit- 
ness for  the  government,  with  instructions  to 
the  latter  to  allow  him  to  stay  at  a  hotel  at 
night  with  his  family.  And  on  the  very  day 
when  Taylor  was  called  as  a  witness,  and 
within  an  hour  of  being  called,  he  was  in  the 
corridor  of  the  courihouse.  When  called  to 
testify  he  did  not  appear. 

In  Reynolds  v.  Umted  States,  98  U.  fi.  149, 
168,  159,  26  L.  ed.  244,  247,  which  was  an 
indictment  for  bigamy  committed  in  Utah,-^ 
the  prosecution  being  under  9  6352  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, — ^the 
trial  court  admitted  proof  of  what  a  witness 
had  stated  on  a  former  trial  of  the  accused 
for  the  same  offense,  but  under  a  different 
indictment.  This  court  said :  "The  Constitu- 
tion gives  the  accused  the  right  to  a  trial  at 
which  he  should  be  confronted  with  the  wit- 
nesses against  him ;  but  if  a  witness  is  ab-  m 
sent  by  his  own  wrongful  procurement,  he^ 
cannot  •complain  if  competent  evidence  is  ad-  • 
mitted  to  supply  the  place  of  that  which  he 
has  kept  away.  The  Constitution  does  not 
guarantee  an  accused  person  against  the 
legitimate  consequences  of  his  own  wrongful 
acts.  It  grants  him  the  privilege  of  being 
confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him; 
but  if  he  voluntarily  keeps  the  witnesses 
away,  he  cannot  insist  on  his  privilege.  If, 
therefore,  when  absent  by  his  procurement, 
evidence  is  supplied  in  some  lawful  way,  he 
is  in  no  condition  to  assert  that  his  con- 
stitutional rights  have  been  violated."  In 
that  case  reference  was  made  to  several 
authorities,  American  and  English,  and  the 
court  further  said:  "The  rule  has  its  foun- 
dation in  the  maxim  that  no  one  shall  be 
permitted  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wron^;  and  consequently,  if  there  has  not 
been  in  legal  contemplation  a  wrong  oom- 
mitted, the  way  has  not  been  opened  for  the 
introduction  of  the  testimony.*' 

In  his  Treatise  on  Constitutional  Limita- 
tions, Cooley,  after  observing  that  the  testi- 
mony for  the  People  in  criminal  cases  can 
only,  as  a  general  rule,  be  given  by  witnesses 
in  court,  at  the  trial,  says:  "If  the  wit- 
ness was  sworn  before  the  examining  magis- 
trate, or  before  a  coroner,  and  the  accused 
had  an  opportunity  then  to  cross-examine 
him,  or  if  there  were  a  former  trial  on  which 
he  was  sworn,  it  seems  allowable  to  make  use 
of  his  deposition,  or  of  the  minutes  of  his 
examination,  if  the  witness  has  since  de- 
ceased, or  is  insane,  or  sick  and  unable  to  tes- 
tify, or  has  been  summoned  but  appears  to 
have  been  kept  a^vay  by  the  opposite  party.** 
Cooley,  Const  Lim.  (2d  ed.)  ♦318. 

In  'Reg,  v.  Scaife,  2  Den.  C.  C.  281,  285, 
286,  S.  C.  17  Q.  B.  238,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  243, 
which  was  an  indictment  against  three  per- 
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'  fons  for  Ik  felony,  it  appear^  that  a  witness 
had  becm  kept  out  of  tne  way  bv  the  procure- 
ment of  one  of  the  accused,  and  the  question 
'.  was  whether  the  prosecution  could  use  the 
deposition  of  tiie  absent  witness  taken  before 
magistiates  in  the  mode  directed  bv  U  &  12 
Vict  chap.  42,  S  17.  It  was  held  bv  all  the 
Jud^  that  the  deposition  was  not  admissible 
ai^ainst  a  defendant  who  had  not  caused  the 
absence  of  the  witness.  Lord  Campbell,  G. 
J.,  said :  '^  am  of  opinion  thai  the  rule  for 
a  new  trial  must  be  made  absolute.  Evi- 
OQ  dence  having  been  giyen  that  the  defendant 
^  SmiUi  had  resorted  to  a  contrivance  to  keep 
•  the  •witness  out  of  the  way,  the  deposition 
was  admissible  against  him;  but  it  was  not 
admissible  against  the  other  defendants, 
there  being  no  evidence  to  connect  them  with 
the  contrivance.  The  learned  judge,  Cress- 
well,  J.,  in  summing  up  to  the  jurv,  seems  to 
have  made  no  distinction  as  to  the  duty  of 
the  jury  to  consider  the  deposition  of  the  ab- 
sent witness  as  evidence  against  the  defend- 
ant Smith  alone,  and  not  as  against  the  oth- 
ers. The  (question  then  is  whether  such  a 
deposition  is  admissible  against  a  prisoner 
without  proof  that  the  deponent  has  been 
kept  away  by  his  contrivance  or  without 
jnroof  of  the  death  of  the  witness.  No  case 
nas  yet  gone  so  far ;  and  I  should  be  afraid 
to  lay  down  a  rule  which  would  deprive  a 
prisoner  of  the  advantage  of  having  a  wit- 
ness for  the  prosecution  against  him 


ined  and  cross*examined  before  the  jury,  up- 
on every  matter  that  may  be  material  to  his 
defense.  I  therefore  think  that  the  deposi- 
tion was  improperly  admitted  against  Scaife 
and  Kooke,  ana  that  there  should  be  a  new 
trial."  Patteson,  J.— "The  deposition  of  the 
absent  witness,  Sarah  Ann  Gamett,  was  ad- 
missible aa  against  the  defendant  Smith,  by 
whose  contrivance  she  was  kept  out  of  the 
way,  but  it  ought  to  have  been  applied  to  the 
case  against  him  only,  and  not  to  the  case 
against  the  other  prisoners.  No  such  dis- 
tinction appears  to  have  been  made  at  the 
trial,  but  the  evidence  was  allowed  to  go  to 
the  jury  generally  against  all  the  prisoners, 
it  being  assumed,  without  any  evidence 
whatever  to  support  the  assumption, 
that  they  were  all  connected  with  the 
contrivance  to  keep  the  witness  out  of 
the  way."  Coleridge,  J.— '^BefoT«  the  en- 
actment of  11  &  12  Vict.  chap.  42,  I  always 
understood  the  law  was  that  If  a  witness 
were  absent,  either  by  reason  of  the  death  cf 
the  witness  or  by  the  procurement  of  the 
prisoner,  the  deposition  was  receivable  in 
evidence  against  him.  But  I  believe  these 
were  the  only  two  cases  where  the  absence  of 
a  witness  let  in  his  depositions.  Absences 
from  every  other  cause  were  within  the  same 
category,  and  did  not  render  them  admis- 
sible. The  17th  section  of  the  recent  statute 
took  another  case — where  a  witness  was 
proved  to  be  so  ill  as  to  be  unable  to  travel 
— out  of  one  category  and  put  it  into  an- 
^  other." 

^      Tn  the  present  case  there  was  not  the 

*   slightest  ground  in  the  •evidence  to  suppose 

that  Taylor  had  absented  himself  from  the 

trial  at  the  instance,  by  the  procurement,  or 

with  the  assent  of  either  of  the  accused. 
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Nor,  if  that  were  material,  did  his  disappear- 
ance occur  so  long  prior  to  his  being  called 
as  a  witness  as  to  iostify  tiie  conclusion  that 
he  had  gone  out  of  the  state  and  was  perma- 
nently beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
His  absence,  as  already  said,  was  plainly  to 
be  attributed  to  the  negligence  of  the  prosecu- 
tion. The  case  is  not  within  any  of  the  rec- 
ognized exceptions  to  the  general  rule  pre- 
scribed in  the  Constitution. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  action  of  the  cir* 
cult  court  was  in  harmony  with  the  deci- 
sions of  the  supreme  court  of  Alabama. 
Lowe  V.  State,  86  Ala.  47>  5  So.  436;  Pruiti 
V.  State,  92  Ala.  41,  9  So.  406.  We  have  ex- 
amined the  cases  in  that  court  to  which  at- 
tention has  been  called,  and  do  not  think  they 
sustain  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  under 
the  circumstances  disclosed  by  this  record. 
But  the  question  cannot  be  made  to  depend 
upon  the  rules  of  criminal  evidence  prevail- 
ing in  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the 
crime  was  committed.  It  must  be  deter- 
mined with  reference  to  the  rights  of  the  ac- 
cused as  secured  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  That,  instrument  must  con- 
trol the  action  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  befofe 
them.  We  are  unwilling  to  hold  it  to  be  con-, 
si  stent  with  the  constitutional  requirement 
that  an  accused  shall  be  confronted  with  the 
witnesses  against  him,  to  permit  the  deposi- 
tion or  statement  of  an  absent  witness  taken 
at  an  examining  trial  to  be  read  at  the  final 
trial,  when  it  does  not  appear  that  the  wit- 
ness was  absent  by  the  suggestion,  oonni- 
vanoe,  or  procurement  of  the  accused,  but 
does  appear  that  his  absence  was  due  to  the 
negligence  of  the  prosecution.  We  need  not 
decidie  more  in  the  present  case. 

For  the  error  referred  to,  the  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court  must  be  reversed  as  to  all 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  and  a  new  trial  award- 
ed, except  as  to  Columbus  W.  Motes.  The 
case  as  to  him  rests  upon  peculiar  grounds, 
because  of  his  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  ac- 
cused at  the  final  triaL  He  testified :  '^y 
name  is  Columbus  W.  Motes;  I  am  about 
thirty  years  old.  I  know  the  defendants 
.  who  are  on  trial  for  the  murder  of  W.  A.  ^ 
^Thompson;  I  Icnew  Thompson,  and  know* 
when  and  where  he  was  killed ;  I  also  know 
who  killed  him.  He  was  killed  on  March 
14th  last,  near  his  home,  by  myself  and  Wil- 
liam Robert  Taylor.  No  other  person  had 
anjrthing  whatever  to  do  with  it.  I  went  to 
Taylor's  house  on  March  13th,  1898,  just  aft- 
er he  had  returned  from  Birmingham,  where 
he  had  been  attending  the  United  Stetes 
court  as  defendant.  We  were  both  under  in- 
dictment in  the  United  Stetes  court  at  Bir^ 
mingham  for  illicit  distilling.  Taylor  at- 
tended court  and  I  did  not.  W.  A.  Thomp- 
son was  a  witness  against  both  of  us,  but  I 
did  not  know  who  reported  us.  Taylor  told 
roe  on  the  13  th  of  March,  the  day  he  got  home 
from  the  United  Stetes  court  at  Birmingham, 
that  he  got  our  cases  continued  on  March 
12th,  1898,  until  the  next  term  of  the  court. 
We  then  and  there  agreed  to  kill  Thompson 
to  keep  him  from  appearing  as  a  wibiess 
against  us  at  the  next  term  of  the  court.  We 
agreed  to  kill  him  on  the  next  day  as  he  ^ 
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from  SyUcauffa,  so  the  neighbors  would 
think  he  was  killed  by  Dodse  Blankeoship 
and  Ad.  Smith,  who  only  a  few  days  before 
that  time  had  been  arrested  and  bound  over 
for  illicit  distilling.  We  took  my  gun,  a  ri- 
fle, and  went  to  the  place  where  we  knew 
Thompson  would  pass,  and  waited  until  he 
came  along.  Taylor  shot  him  three  times 
with  the  rifle.  I  was  watching,  according  to 
the  agreement  between  us,  to  see  if  any  per- 
son saw  us.  The  third  shot  is  the  one  that 
killed  him.  The  bullet  entered  his  forehead. 
After  we  killed  him,  which  was  about  the 
middle  of  the  evening,  we  got  his  money  out 
of  his  pockets,  $18.  all  in  $2  bills,  and  the 
next  morning  we  hid  it  in  a  tree  near  Tay- 
lor's house.  Neither  John  Littlejohn,  Dodge 
Blankenship,  Walter  Motes,  or  Jasper 
knew  anything  about  our  plans  to  kill 
Thompson,  were  not  present  when  he  was 
killed,  and  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
the  murder." 

In  this  evidence  the  jury  had  conclusive 
proof  of  the  guilt  of  Columbus  W.  Motes  of 
the  crime  charged  in  the  indictment.  The 
admission  of  the  statement  of  Taylor  in  evi- 
dence was  therefore  of  no  consequence  as  to 
him;  for  in  his  own  testimony  enough  was 
•  stated  to  require  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to 
^  him,  even  if  the  jury  had  disregarded  Tay- 
'^  tor's  statements  •altogether.  We  can  there- 
fore say,  upon  the  record  before  us,  that  the 
evidence  furnished  by  Taylor's  statement  was 
not  so  materially  to  the  prejudice  of  Colum- 
bus W.  Motes  as  to  justify  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  as  to  him.  It  would  be  trifling 
with  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law 
to  award  him  a  new  trial  because  of  a  par- 
ticular error  committed  by  the  trial  court, 
when  in  effect  he  has  stated  under  oath  that 
he  was  guilty  of  the  charge  preferred  against 
him. 

It  is  proper  to  say  that  there  are  other 
questions  of  a  serious  character  raised  by  the 
assignment  of  errors.  But  as  those  ques- 
tions may  not  arise  upon  another  trial,  we 
do  not  now  consider  them. 

The  judgment  as  to  Columbus  Winchester 
Motes  is  affirmed,  hut  the  judgment  as  to  all 
the  other  plaintiffs  in  error  is  reversed,  with 
directions  to  grant  a  new  trial  and  for  fur- 
ther proceedings  consistent  with  this  opin- 
ion. 


(178  U.  S.  M» 
8.  DUFFIELD  MITCHELL,  Plff,  in  Brr,, 

V. 

JOHN  C.  McCLURE  et  oZ. 

Bankruptejf — jurisdiotion  of  district  eourt 
over  suit  to  recover  assets. 

[No.  237.] 

Bvhmitted  April  12, 1900.    Decided  May  21, 
1900. 


the  bankrupt  in  firandnlent  pr«f es 
creditors.    Affirmed. 

See  same  case  below,  91  Fed.  Rep.  821. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.  S 

*  Messrs.  Tliomas  Patteraoii  and  8.  IHif*^ 
Held  Mitohell  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  John  S.  Ferguson  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  Qfvj  delivered  the  opinion  of 

the  oourt: 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  for  the  west- 
em  district  of  Pennsylvania  by  a  trustee  in 
bankruptcy,  appointed  by  that  court,  a  citi- 
zen of  Pennsylvania,  to  recover  a  stock  of 
goods,  of  the  value  of  $2,500,  in  the  posses^ 
sion  of  the  defendants,  citizens  of  Pennsyl- 
vania and  residents  of  that  district^  and  al- 
leged to  have  been  conveyed  to  them  by  the 
bankrupt,  within  four  months  before  the  in^ 
stitution  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  in 
fraud  of  the  bankrupt  act  of  1898  and  of  the 
creditors  of  the  bankrupt.  The  district  ooart» 
on  motion  of  the  defendant,  held  th&t  it  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  an  action* 
and  therefore  ordered  it  to  be  abated.  91 
Fed.  Rep.  621.  The  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ 
of  error  from  this  court,  and  the  district 
judge  certified  th&t  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion was  the  sole  question  in  issue. 

For  the  reason  stated  in  Bardes  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  —  U.  S.  — ,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1000,  post,  p.  1001,  just  decided,  the  fudf- 
ment  is  affirmed. 


(178  U.  S.  524) 
FRED  BARDES,  Trustee  of  the  Estate  of 
Frank  T.  Walker,  Bankrupt,  Appt., 

V. 

FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF    HAWARp 
DEN,  IOWA,  et  aL 

Bankruptcy — jurisdiction  of  district  ecurt 
over  suit  to  ooUect  assets. 

1.  Jurisdiction  of  civil  actions  at  law  and  plen- 
ary suits  in  equity  to  determine  title  to  and 
reduce  to  possession  alleged  assets  of  a  bank- 
rupt is  not  Included  In  the  clauses  of  |  2  of 
the  bankruptcy  act  of  1898,  which  confer  up- 
on district  courts  of  the  United  States  power 
to  bring  in  and  substitute  additional  parties 
In  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  to  make  orders, 
issue  process  and  enter  judgments  necessary 
tor  the  enforcement  of  the  ''provisions  of  this 
act'*  and  "to  cause  the  estates  of  bankrupts 
to  be  collected,  reduced  to  money,  and  distrib- 
uted, and  determine  controversies  in  relation 
thereto,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided/' 
since  i  23  of  the  act  is  Intended  to  define  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  courts  over  such  suits. 

2.  United  SUtes  district  courts  have  no  Juris- 
diction over  independent  suits  brought  by  a 
trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  assert  a  title  to 
money  or  property  as  assets  of  the  bankrupt, 
against  strangers  to  the  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings, unless  by  consent  of  the  proposed  de- 
fendant, such  Jurisdiction  being  denied  to 
them  by  i  28  of  the  bankruptcy  act  of  1898. 


[No.  503.] 


IN  ERROR  to  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Western  District  of 
Pennsylvania  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 

of  defendants   in  a  proceeding  to  recover   Submitted  January  SI,  1900.    Bedded  Mmy 
property  alleged  to  have  been   conveyed  \fj  ""        ^ 
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APPEAL  by  pUintlff  from  a  dMrae  of  tho 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Northern  District  of  Iowa  dismissing 
suit  brought  to  set  aside  an  alleged  fraudu- 
lent oonyeyance  by  the  bankrupt  and  to  com- 
pel an  accounting  for  the  goods  or  their  pro- 
ceeds.   Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs,   O.  A.  Braadenbi&rg,   Wm,  F. 
Lohr,    Senry  0.  Gardiner,    Frederick    W. 
Lohr,  Deloss  O,  Skull,  and  Wm,  B,  Fams- 
icorth  for  appellant. 
Messrs,  WUlUun  IffUohrist  and  John 
ks  Hutchinson  for  appellees. 
g 

•  •Mr.  Justice  Chray  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  a  bill  hi  equity,  filed  April  28, 
1809,  in  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  Iowa,  sit- 
ting in  bankruptcy,  by  Fred  Bardes,  a  citi- 
cen  of  Iowa,  as  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of  the 
estate  of  Frank  T.  Walker  (who  had  by  that 
court  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt  upon  his 
own  petition),  against  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Hawarden,  Iowa,  a  corporation  cre- 
ated and  existing  under  the  acts  of  Congress 
relating  to  national  banks,  and  against  citi 
sens  of  Iowa  and  of  South  Dakota,  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  of  goods,  of  the  value  of 
$3,500,  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the 
bankrupt^  within  four  months  before  tiie  in- 
stitution of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy 
to  the  defendants,  and  to  compel  them  to  ac- 
count for  the  goods  or  their  proceeds,  on  the 
ground  that  the  conveyance  was  in  fraud  of 
the  provisions  of  the  bankrupt  act  of  July 
1,  1898,  and  in  fraud  of  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the 
bill  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  could  not 
take  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  The  court  sus- 
tslned  the  demurrer,  and  entered  a  final  de- 
cree dismissing  the  bill  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, but  without  prejudice  to  the  plaintiflt's 
right  to  institute  proceedings  in  a  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction.  The  plaintiff  took  an  ap- 
peal directly  to  this  court;  and  the  district 
judge  certified  that  the  bill  was  dismissed  for 
want  of  jurisdiction  only,  and,  to  the  end 
that  this  court  might  be  fully  advised  in  the 
premises,  stated  in  his  certificate  the  follow- 
ing questions  as  having  arisen  before  him, 
nam^y: 

''Ist.  Do  the  provisions  of  the  2d  dauseof 
I  23  of  the  act  of  Congress  known  as  the 
bankrupt  act  of  1898  control  and  limit  the 
jurisdiction  of  all  courts,  including  the  sev- 
eral district  courts  of  the  United  States,  over 
suits  brought  by  trustees  in  bankruptcy  to 
recover  or  collect  debts  due  from  third  par- 
ties, or  to  set  aside  transfers  of  property  to 
third  parties,  alleged  to  be  fraudiilent  as 
against  creditors,  including  payments  in 
money  or  property  to  preferred  creditors? 

'<2d.  Can  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  under  any  drcumstanoes   entertain 

•  Jurisdiction  over  suits  brought  by  trustees 
S  in  bankruptcy  to  set  aside  fraudulent  trans- 

•  lers  of  money^ftr  property,  made  by  the  bank- 
rupt to  third  parties  before  the  institution 
of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy? 


^Sd.  Oan  tiiis  ooiirt  bdog  tiis  distriot 
court  for  the  norChem  distriet  at  Iowa,  taka 
jurisdiction  over  the  tiiit  sa  it  now  stands 
on  the  record?" 

The  record  clearly  shows,  with  perhaps  un- 
necessary fullness,  that  the  case  was  decided 
upon  questions  of  jurisdiction  only,  and 
what  those  questions  were.  Huntington  r. 
Laidlev,  176  U.  S.  668,  676,  20  Sup.  Ct  Bep. 

526,  528,  44  L.  ed.  ,  and  cases  there 

cited. 

At  a  former  day  of  this  term,  a  certificate 
made  by  the  district  Judge  of  the  same  ques- 
tions, on  which  he  desired  the  instruction  of 
this  court  for  his  guidance,  was  dismissed 
by  this  court  because  he  was  not  authorized 
by  the  acts  of  Congress  to  make  such  a  cer- 
tificate before  deciding  the  case.  Bardes  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  176  U.  S.  526,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  196,  44  li.  ed.  — . 

By  the  bankrupt  act  ol  July  1,  1898,  chap. 
541,  trustees  in  bankrupt<qr  appointed  by  the 
creditors  of  the  bankrupt  or  by  the  court  of 
bankruptcy  take  the  place  and  are  vested 
with  the  powers  of  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
imder  former  bankrupt  acts.  Among  tbe 
duties  imposed  upon  such  trustees  by  S  47 
lu-e  to  "(2)  collect  and  reduce  to  money  the 
property  of  the  estates  for  which  they  are 
trustees,  under  the  direction  of  the  court." 
By  S  70  the  trustees,  upon  their  appointment 
and  qualification,  are  vested  by  operation  of 
law  with  the  title  of  the  bankrupt,  as  of  the 
date  when  he  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  in  all 
his  property,  excepting  that  exempt  by  law 
from  execution  and  liability  for  debts,  and 
including  property  transferred  by  him  in 
fraud  of  his  creditors  And  by  the  5th  dause 
of  S  67  "all  conveyances,  transfers,  assign- 
ments, or  encumbrances  of  his  property,  or 
any  part  thereof,  made  or  given  by  a  person 
adjudged  a  bankrupt  under  the  provisions  of 
this  c^  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  this 
act,  and  within  four  months  prior  to  the  fil- 
ing of  the  petition,  with  the  intent  and  pur- 
pose on  his  part  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud 
his  creditors  or  any  of  them,  shall  be  null  and 
void  as  s^inst  the  creditors  of  such  debtor, 
except  as  to  purchasers  in  good  faith  and  for 
a  present  fair  consideration;  and  all  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor  conveyed,  transferred,  as-  ^ 
signed,  or  encumbered  as  aforesaid  shall,  if  g 
he  be  adjudged  a  bankrup^and  the  same  is  • 
not  exempt  from  execution  and  liability  for 
debts  by  the  law  of  his  domicil,  be  and  re- 
main a  part  of  the  assets  and  estate  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  shall  pass  to  his  said  trustee^ 
whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  recover  and  reclaim 
the  same,  by  legal  proceedings  or  otherwise^ 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors."  30  Stat, 
at  L.  557,  564,  565. 

The  present  appeal  from  the  final  decree  of 
the  district  court  dismissing  the  bill  for  want 
of  jurisdiction  distinctly  presents  for  the  de- 
cision of  this  court  the  question  whether,  un- 
der the  act  of  1898,  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States  in  which  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy have  been  commenced  and  are  pending 
under  the  act  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
a  suit  by  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  against 
a  person  holding,  and  claiming  as  his  own* 
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property  alleged  4k>  lkw«  bdem^  oonrejed  to 
him  by  the  bankrupt  in  fraud  of  creditors. 
This  is  a  question  of  general  iinportanoe, 
upon  which  there  has  been  much  difference  of 
opinion  in  the  lower  courts  of  the  United 
SUtee.    ' 

Its  determination  depends  mainly  on  the 
true  construction  of  two  sections  of  the  bank- 
rupt  act  of  1898,  which  it  may  be  convenient 
to  set  forth  in  full«  as  follows: 

"Sec.  2.  Creation  of  Courts  of  Bankruptcy 
and  Their  Jurisdiction. — ^That  the  courts  of 
bankruptcy,  as  hereinbefore  defined,  viz.,'  the 
district  courts  of  the  L'nited  States  in  the 
several  states,  tlie  supreme  court  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  district  courts  of  the 
several  territories,  and  the  United  States 
oourte  in  the  Indian  territory  and  the  dis- 
trict of  Alaska,  are  hereby  made  courts  of 
bankruptcy,  and  are  hereby  invested,  within 
their  respective  territorial  limits  as  now  es- 
tablished, or  as  they  may  be  hereafter 
changed,  with  such  jurisdiction,  at  law  and 
in  eqinty,  as  will  enable  them  to  exercise 
original  Jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings, in  vacation  in  chambers,  and  during 
their  respective  terms  as  they  are  now  or, 
may  be  hereafter  held,  to  (1)  adjudge  per- 
jK>ns  bankrupt  who  have  had  their  principal 
place  of  business,  resided,  or  had  their 
4omicil  within  their  respective  territorial 
jmrisdictions  for  the  preceding  six  months, 
•or  the  greater  portion  thereof,  or  who  do  not 
JJ  have  t^eir  principal  place  of  business,  re- 
10  side,  or  have  their  domicil  within  the  United 
•  States,  but  have  property  within  their*furis- 
dictions,  or  who  have  been  adjudged  bank- 
rupts by  courts  of  competent  Jurisdiction 
.  without  the  United  States  and  have  property 
within  their  jurisdictions;  (2)  allow  claims, 
disallow  claims,  reconsider  allowed  or  dis- 
allowed claims,  and  allow  or  disallow  them 
against  bankrupt  estates;  (3)  appoint  re- 
ceivers or  the  marshals,  upon  application  of 
Sarties  in  interest,  in  case  the  courts  shall 
nd  it  absolutely  necessary  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  estates,  to  take  charge  of  the  property 
of  bankrupts  after  the  filing  of  the  petition 
and  until  it  is  dismissed  or  the  trustee  is 
qualified;  (4)  arraign,  try,  and  punish  bank- 
rupts, officers,  and  other  persons,  and  the 
agents,  officers,  members  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors or  trustees,  or  other  similar  control- 
ling bodies  of  corporations,  for  violations  of 
this  act,  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  pro- 
cedure of  the  United  States  now  in  force,  or 
audi  as  may  be  hereafter  enacted,  regulating 
trials  for  the  alleged  violation  of  laws  of  the 
United  States;  (5)  authorize  the  business 
of  bankrupts  to  be  conducted  for  limited 
perioda  by  receivers,  the  marshals,  or  trus- 
tees, if  necessary  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
estates;  (6)  bring  in  and  substitute  ad- 
ditional persons  or  parties  in  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy  when  necessary  for  the  complete 
determination  of  a  matter  in  controversy; 
<7)  cause  the  estates  of  bankrupts  to  be  col- 
lected, reduced  to  money,  and  distributed, 
and  determine  controversies  in  relation 
thereto,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided; 
jfi)  close  estates^  whenever  it  appears  that 


they  have  been  fuHj '  administered,  by  a^ 
proving  the  final  accounts  and  discharging 
the  trustees,  and  reopen  them  whenever  it 
appears  they  were  closed  before  being  fully 
administered;  (9)  confirm  or  reject  compo- 
sitions between  debtors  and  their  creditors, 
and  set  aside  compositions  and  reinstate  the 
cases;  (10)  consider  and  confirm,  modify  or 
overrule,  or  return  Avith  instructions  for  fur- 
ther proceedings,  records  and  findings  certi- 
fied to  them  by  referees;  (11)  determine  all 
claims  of  bankrupts  to  their  exemptions; 
(12)  discharge  or  refuse  to  discharge  bank- 
rupts, and  set  aside  discharges  and  reinstate 
the  cases;  (13)  enforce  obedience  by  bank- 
rupts, officers,  and  other  persons  to  all  law- 
ful orders,  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  fine 
and  imprisonment;  (14)  extradite  bank- d 
rupts  from  their  respective  districts  to  other  3 
districts;  (15)  make  such  orders^^issue  such  * 
process,  and  enter  such  judgments,  in  ad- 
dition to  those  specifically  provided  for,  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
provisions  of  tliis  act;  (16)  punish  persons 
for  contempts  oonunitted  before  referees; 
(17)  pursuant  to  the  recommendation  of 
creditors,  or  when  they  neglect  to  recommend 
the  appointment  of  trustees,  appoint  trus- 
tees, and,  upon  complaints  of  creditors,  re- 
mo  v^e  trustees  for  cause,  upon  hearings  and 
after  notices  to  them;  (18)  tax  costs,  wheur 
ever  they  are  allowed  by  law,  and  render 
judgments  therefor  against  the  unsuccessful 
party,  or  the  successful"  party  for  cause,  or 
in  part  against  each  of  the  parties,  and 
against  estates,  in  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy; and  (19)  transfer  cases  to  other 
courts  of  bankruptcy.  Nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion contained  shall  be  construed  to  deprive 
a  court  of  bankru'ptcy  of  any  power  it  would 
possess  were  certain  specific  powers  not  here- 
in enumerated."  30  Stat,  at  L.  645,  chap. 
541. 

"Sec  23.  Jurisdiotioii  of  United  SUtes 
and  State  CourU.— a.  The  United  States 
circuit  courts  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  all 
controversies  at  Ifiw  and  in  equity,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  proceedings  in  bankruiptcy, 
between  trustees  as  such  and  adverse  claim- . 
ants,  concerning  the  property  acquired  or 
claimed  by  the  trustees,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  only  as  though  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings  had  not  been  instituted 
and  such  controversies  ha^  been  between  the 
bankrupts  and  such  adverse  claimants. 

''b.  Suits  by  the  trustee  shall  only  be 
brought  or  prosecuted  in  the  courts  where 
the  bankrui^  whose  estate  is  being  adminis- 
tered by  such  trustee  might  have  brought  or 
prosecuted  them  if  proceedings  in  bankruptcy 
had  not  been  instituted,  unless  by  consent  of 
the  proposed  defendant 

"c  The  United  States  circuit  courts  shall 
have  concurrent  juTisdlction  with  the  eourta 
of  bankruptcy,  within  their  respeetive  ter- 
ritorial limits,  of  the  offenses  enumerated  in 
tOiis  act"    30  Stat,  at  L.  552,  chap.  541. 

The  question  of  the  effect  of  these  two  seo- 
tions,  considering  the  language  of  each  and 
their  relation  to  one  another,  may  be  best  ap- 
proached by  first  referring  to  the  terms  and 
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g  to  the  Judicial  eonstrndion  of  the  bankrupt 

•  act  of  March  2,  1867,  chap.  176/which  waa 
•ubstaniiallT  re-enacted  in  the  Eevised  Stat* 
utes,  and  afterwards  repealed;  and  by  then 
comparing  the  provisions  of  that  act,  as  so 
construed,  with  those  of  the  existing  act 

In  the  act  of  1867  the  provisions  as  to  the 
Jurisdiction  ol  proceedings  in  bankruptcy, 
and  as  to  the  original  jurisdiction  of  actions 
at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  were  as  follows: 

See.  1.  "That  the  several  district  courts 
of  the  United  States  be,  and  they  hereby  are, 
eon&tituted  courts  of  bankruptcy,  and  they 
•hall  have  original  jurisdiction  in  their  re- 
spective districts  in  all  matters  and  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy,  and  they  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the 
•ame  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
The  said  courts  shall'  be  always  open  for  the 
transaction  of  business  under  this  act,  and 
the  powers  and  jurisdiction  hereby  granted 
and  conferred  shall  be  exercised  aa  well  in 
vacation  as  in  term  Ume,  and  a  judge  sitting 
at  chambers  shall  have  th^  same  powers  and 
Jurisdiction,  including  the  power  of  keeping 
order  and  of  punishi^  any  contempt  of  his 
authority,  as  when  sitting  in  court  And 
the  jurisdiction  hereby  conferred  shall  ex- 
tend to  all  cases  and  controversies  arising 
between  the  bankrupt  and  any  creditor  or 
ereditors  who  shall  claim  any  debt  or  demand 
under  the  bankruptcy ;  to  the  collection  of  all 
the  assets  of  the  oankrupt;  to  the  ascertain- 
ment and  liquidation  of  the  liens  and  other 
specific  claims  thereon;  to  the  adjustment 
oi  the  various  priorities  and  conflicting  in- 
terests of  all  parties,  and  to  the  marshaling 
and  disposition  of  the  difTerent  funds  and  as- 
sets, so  as  to  secure  the  rights  of  all  parties 
and  due  distribution  of  the  assets  among  all 
the  creditors;  and  to  all  acts,  matters,  and 
things  to  be  done  under  and  in  virtue  of  the 
bankruptcy,  until  the  final  distribution  and 
settlement  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and 
the  close  of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy." 
14  Stat  at  L.  617;  Bev.  SUt  SS  563,  711, 
4972,  4973. 

'*Sec.  2.  That  the  several  circuit  courts  of 
the  United  States,  within  and  for  the  dis- 
tricts where  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy 
shall  be  pending,  shall  have  a  general  super- 
intendence and  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and 
questions  arising  under  tliis  act;  and,  ex- 
y*  oept  when  special  provision  is  otherwise 
S  made,  may,  upon  bill,  petition,  or  other  prop- 

•  er  process  of  any  party  aggrieved,*hear  and 
determine  the  case  in  a  court  of  equity.  The 
powers  and  jurisdiction  hereby  granted  may 
be  exercised  either  by  said  court  or  by  any 
justice  thereof  in  term  time  or  vacation. 
Said  circuit  courts  shall  also  have  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  with  the  district  courts  of 
the  same  district  of  all  suits  at  law  or  in 
equity  which  may  or  shall  be  brought  by  the 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  against  any  person 
daiming  an  adverse  interest,  or  by  such  per- 
son against  such  assignee,  touching  any 
property  or  rights  of  property  of  said  bank- 
rupt transferable  to  or  vested  in  such  as- 
signee." 14  Stat  at  L.  618;  Rev.  SUt  §S 
4079,  4986. 


In  Laihrcp  t.  Drake  (1875)  91  TJ.  8.  610, 
23  L.  ed.  414,  the  Jurisdiction  oonferred  cm 
the  district  courts  and  the  circiut  courts  of 
the  United  States  by  the  bankrupt  act  ol 
1807  was  defined  by  this  court»  speaking  by 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  as  consisting  of  two 
distinct  classes:  First,  jurisdiction,  as  a 
court  of  bankrujptcy,  over  the  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  imtated  by  the  petition,  and 
ending  in  the  distribution  of  assets  amongst 
the  creditors,  and  the  discharge  or  refusal  of 
a  discharge  of  the  bankrupt;  secondly,  juris- 
diction, as  an  ordinary  court,  of  suits  nHt  law 
or  in  equity  brought  by  or  against  the  as- 
signee in  reference  to  alleged  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  or  to  claims  Clleged  to  be  due 
from  or  to  him."  And  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
district  and  circuit  courts  over  suits  to  re- 
cover assets  of  the  bankrupt  from  a  stranger 
to  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  brought  by 
the  assignee  in  a  district  other  than  that  in 
which  the  decree  in  bankruptcy  had  been 
made,  was  upheld,  not  under  the  provisions 
of  8  1  of  that  act,  giving  to  the  district  court 
original  jurisdiction  of  proceeaings  in  bank- ' 
ruptcy,  and  of  S  2,  giving  to  the  circuit  court 
supervisory  jurisdiction  over  such  proceed- 
ings ;  but  wholly  under  the  distinct  clause  ol 
S  2,  which  gave  to  those  two  courts  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  of  all  suits,  at  law  or  in 
equity,  brought  '^y  the  assignee  in  bank- 
rupt<7  against  any  person  claiming  an  ad- 
verse interest,  or  by  such  person  against  such 
assignee,  touching  any  property  or  rights  of 
property  of  said  bankrupt  transferable  to  or 
vested  in  such  assignee." 

In  an  earlier  case  it  had  been  observed 
by  Mr.  Justice  Clifford,  delivering  a  judg-  ^ 
meut  of  this  court  dismissing  an  appeal  from  g 
^  decree  of  the  circuit  court  in  the  exercise  • 
of  its  supervisory  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy, 
that  the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  later 
clause  was  "other  and  different  from  the 
special  jurisdiction  and  superintendence  de- 
scribed in  the  first  clause  of  the  section;" 
was  "of  the  same  character  as  that  conferred 
upon  the  circuit  courts  by  the  11th  section 
of  the  judiciary  act"  of  1789,  and  was  "the 
regular  jurisdiction  between  party  and  party, 
as  described  in  the  judiciary  act  and  the 
third  article  of  the  Constitution."  Morgan 
V.  Thomhill  (1870)  11  Wall.  65,  76,  80,  20 
L.  ed.  60,  63,  64. 

It  was  also  repeatedly  held  by  this  court 
that  the  right  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
to  assert  a  title  in  property  transferred  by 
the  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy  to  a 
third  person  who  now  daimed  it  adversely 
to  the  assignee  could  only  be  enforced  by  a 
plenary  suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  the 
2d  seetion  of  the  act  of  1867 ;  and  not  by 
summary  proceedings  under  the  1st  section 
thereof,  notwithstanding  the  declaration  in 
that  section  that  the  jurisdiction  in  bank- 
ruptcy should  extend  "to  the  collection  of  all 
the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,"  and  "to  all  acts, 
matters,  and  things  to  be  done  under  and 
in  virtue  of  the  bankruptoy"  until  toe  close 
of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptoy.  Smith 
V.  Mason  (1871)  14  WaJl.  419,  20  L.  ed.  748; 
Marshall  v.  Know  (1872)  16  Wall.  551,  657» 
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«1  L.  ed.  481,  4S4;  Eyster  v.  Oaif  (1876)  91 
U.  S.  521,  525,  23  L.  ed.  403,  405. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  over  all  matters  and  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy,  as  distinguished  from 
independent  suits  at  law  or  in  equity,  was  of 
course  exclusive.  But  it  was  well  settled 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  such  suits,  conferred 
I  by  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of  1867  upon  the 
circuit  and  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  for  the  benefit  of  an  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy, was  concurrent  with  that  of  the 
state  courts.  In  Eyster  ▼.  Oaff,  just  cited, 
this  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller, 
said :  "The  opiniofi  seems  to  have  been  quite 
prevalent  in  many  quarters  at  one  time,  that, 
the  moment  a  man  is  declared  bankrupt,  the 
district  court  which  has  so  adjudged  draws 
to  itself  by  that  act  not  only  all  control  of 
the  bankrupt's  property  and  credits,  but  that 
no  one  can  litigate  with  the  assignee  con- 

8  tested  rights  in  any  other  court,  exoept  in 
^  so  far  as  the  circuit  courts  have  concurrent 
•  jurisdiction, vand  that  other  courts  can  pro- 
ceed no  further  in  suits  of  which  they  had 
at  that  time  full  cognizance;  and  it  was  a 
prevalent  practice  to  bring  any  person  who 
contested  with  the  assignee  any  matter  grrow- 
ing  out  of  disputed  rights  of  property  or  of 
contracts,  into  the  bankrupt  court  by  the 
service  of  a  rule  to  show  cause,  and  to  dis- 
pose of  their  rights  in  a  summaiy  way.  This 
court  has  steadily  set  its  face  against  this 
view.  The  debtor  of  a  bankrupt,  or  the  man 
who  contests  the  right  to  real  or  personal 
property  with  him,  loses  none  of  those  rights 
by  the  bankruptcy  of  his  adversary.  The 
same  courts  remain  open  to  him  in  such  con- 
tests, and  the  statute  has  not  devested  those 
courts  of  jurisdiction  in  such  actions.  If 
it  has  for  certain  classes  of  actions  conferred 
a  jurisdiction  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignee 
in  the  circuit  and  district  courts  of  the 
United  States,  it  is  concurrent  with  and  does 
not  devest  that  of  the  state  courts." 

Under  the  act  of  18G7,  then,  the  distinc- 
tion between  proceedings  in  bankruptcy, 
properly  so  called,  and  ii^ependent  suite,  at 
law  or  in  equity,  between  the  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  and  an  adverse  claimant,  was 
distinctly  recognized  and  emphatically  de- 
clared, 'jurisdiction  of  such  suits  was  con- 
ferred upon  the  district  courts  and  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States  by  the  express 
proyision  to  that  effect  in  S  2  of  that  act, 
and  was  not  derived  from  the  other  provi- 
sions of  §S  1  and  2,  conferring  jurisdiction  of 
Sroceedings  in  bankruptcy.  And  the  juris- 
iction  of  suits  between  assignees  and  ad- 
verse claimants,  so  conferred  on  the  circuit 
and  district  courts  of  the  United  States,  did 
not  devest  or  impair  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state  courts  over  like  cases. 

The  decisions  of  this  court  under  the 
earlier  bankrupt  act  of  August  19,  1841, 
ehap.  9,  are  very  few  in  number,  and  afford 
little  aid  in  the  decision  of  the  present  case. 
The  one  most  often  cited  in  favor  of  main- 
taining such  a  suit  as  this  under  the  existing 
law  is  Ex  parte  City  Bank  {Ew  parte  Ohria- 
ty)    (1845)  3  How.  292,  11  L.  ed.  603.  But 


8  8  of  the  act  of  1841  contained  the  provision 
(afterwards  embodied  in  8  2  of  the  act  of 
1867,  and  above  quoted)  conferring  on  the 
circuit  courts  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  tile 
district  courts  of  suits,  at  law  or  in  equity,  ^ 
between  assignees  in  bainkruptcy  and  adverse  w 
claimants  of  property  of  the  bankrupt.  *  5  • 
Stat  at  L.  446.  And  Mr.  Justice  Story  in 
City  Bwnk's  Case  {Christy's  Case)  consider- 
ably relied  on  that  provision.  8  How.  314, 11 
L.  ed.  613.  Moreover,  the  only  point  neces- 
sary to  the  decision  of  that  case  was  that 
this  court  had  no  power  to  issue  a  writ  of 
prohibition  to  the  district  court  sitting  in 
bankruptcy;  much  of  Mr.  Justice  Story's 
opinion  in  favor  of  extending  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  that  court  at  the  expense  of  the  state 
courts  is  contrary  to  the  subsequent  adjudi- 
cation of  this  court  in  Peck  v.  Jenness 
(1849)  7  How.  612,  12  L.  ed.  841,  and  in  a 
still  later  case  this  court,  speaking  by  Mr. 
Justice  Curtis,  said  that  the  two  former  cases 
"are  an  illustration  of  the  rule  that  any  opin- 
ion given  here  or  elsewhere  cajinot  be  relied 
on  as  a  binding  authority,  unless  the  case 
called  for  its  expression."  Carroll  v.  Car- 
roll  (1853)  16  How.  275,  287,  14  L.  ed.  936, 
941. 

We  now  recur  tb  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1898.  This  act  has  the  somewhat  un- 
usual feature  of  inserting  at  the  head  of 
each  section  a  separate  title  indicating  its 
subject-matter. 

Section  2  of  this  act  is  entitled  ''Creation 
of  Courts  of  Bankruptcy  and  their  Jurisdio- 
tiou,"  takes  the  place  of  8  1  of  the  act  of 
1867,  and  hardly  differs  from  that  section, 
except  in  the  following  particulars: 

First.  It  begins  by  describing  the  juris- 
diction conferral  on  "the  courts  of  bank- 
ruptcy" as  *'such  jurisdiction,  at  law  and  in 
equity,  as  will  enable  them  to  exercise  origi- 
nal jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  proceedings;" 
and  it  ends  by  declaring  that  "nothing  in 
this  section  contained  ^all  be  construed  to 
deprive  a  court  of  bankruptcy  of  any  power 
it  would  possess  were  certain  specific  powers 
not  herein  enumerated." 

Second.  It  specifies  in  greater  detail  mat- 
ters which  are,  in  the  strictest  sense,  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy. 

Third.  It  includes,  among  the  powers  spe- 
cifically conferred  on  the  courts  of  bank- 
ruptcy, those  to  "(4)  arraign,  try,  and  pun- 
ish bankrupts,  officers,  and  other  persons, 
and  the  agents,  officers,  members  of  the  board 
of  directors  or  trustees,  or  other  similar  con- 
trolling bodies  of  corporations,  for  viola- 
tions of  this  act,  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
of  procedure  of  the  United  States  now  in 
force,  or  such  as  may  be  hereafter  enacted, 
regulating  trials  for  the  alleged  violation  of 
laws  of  the  United  SUtes;"  "(0)  bring  in^ 
and  substitute  additional  persons  or  parties  g 
in^froceedings  in  bankruptcy,  when  neces-* 
sary  for  the  complete  determination  of  a  mat- 
ter in  controversy;  (7)  cause  the  estates  of 
bankrupts  to  be  collected,  reduced  to  money, 
and  distributed,  and  determine  controversies 
in  relation  thereto,  except  as  herein  other- 
wise pro\ided;"  and  "(15)  make  such  orders. 
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toauie  such  process,  and  enter  such  Judgments, 
in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for, 
as  may  be  necessary  lor  the  enforcement  of 
the  proYisions  of  this  act." 

The  general  provisions  at  the  beginning 
and  end  of  this  section  mention  "courts  of 
bankruptcy"  and  "bankruptcy  proceedings." 

Proceedings  in  bankruptcy  generally  are 
in  the  nature  of  proceedings  in  equity;  and 
the  words  "at  law/'  in  the  opening  sentence 
oonferring  on  the  courts  of  bainkruptcy  "such 
jurisdiction,  at  law  and  in  equity,  aa  will  en- 
able them  to  exercise  original  jurisdiction  in 
bankruptcy  proceedings,  may  have  been  in- 
serted to  meet  clause  4,  authorizing  the  trial 
and  punishment  of  offenses,  the  jurisdiction 
over  which  must  necessarily  be  at  law,  and 
not  in  equity. 

The  section  nowhere  mentions  civil  actions 
at  law,  or  plenary  suits  in  equity.  And  no 
intention  to  vest  the  courts  of  bankruptcy 
with  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  actions 
and  suits  can  reasonably  be  inferred  from  the 
grant  of  the  incidental  powers,  in  clause  6, 
to  bring  in  and  substitute  additional  parties 
"in  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,"  and,  in 
dause  15,  to  make  orders,  issue  process,  and 
enter  judgments  "necessary  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  provisions  of  this  act." 

The  chief  reliance  of  the  appellant  is  upon 
elause  7.  But  this  clause,  in  so  far  as  it 
speaks  of  the  oollection,  conversion  into 
money,  and  distribution  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate,  is  no  broader  than  the  corresponding 
provisions  of  §  1  of  the  act  of  1867;  and  in 
that  respect,  as  well  as  in  respect  to  the  fur- 
ther provision  authorizing  the  coiirt  of  bank- 
ruptcy to  "determine  controversies  in  rela- 
tion thereto,"  it  is  controlled  and  limited  by 
the  concluding  words  of  the  clause,  "except 
as  herein  otherwise  provided." 
e  These  words  "herein  otherwise  provided" 
g  evidently  refer  to  S  23  of  the  act,  the  general 
•  scope  and  object  of  which,  as^indicated  by  its 
title,  are  to  define  the  "jurisdiction  of 
United  States  and  State  Courts"  in  the  prem- 
ises. The  first  and  second  clauses  are  the 
only  ones  relating  to  civil  actions  and  suits 
at  law  or  in  equity. 

The  Ist  clause  provides  that  "the  United 
States  circuit  courts  shall  have  jurisdiction 
of  all  controversies  at  law  and  in  equity,  as 
distinguished  from  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy" (thus  clearly  recognizing  the  es- 
sential difference  between  procc^ings  in 
bankruptcy,  on  the  one  hand,  and  suits  at 
law  or  in  eqiuty,  on  the  other),  "between 
trustees  as  such  and  adverse  claimants,  con- 
cerning the  property  acquired  or  claimed  by 
the  trustees,"  restricting  that  jurisdiction, 
however,  by  the  further  words,  "in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  only  as 
though  bankruptcy  proceedings  had  not  been 
instituted  and  such  controversies  had  been 
between  the  bankrupts  and  such  adverse 
elaimants."  This  clause,  while  relating  to 
the  eireuit  courts  only,  and  not  to  the  dis- 
trict courts  of  the  United  States,  indicates 
the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  ascertain- 
ment, as  between  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
and  a  stranger  to  the  bankruptcy  proceed- 


ing of  the  oiMstion  whether  certain  prop- 
erty claimed  by  the  trustee  does  or  does  not 
form  part  of  the  estate  to  be  administered  in 
bsLokrap^,  shall  not  be  brought  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  national  courts  solely  be- 
cause the  rights  of  the  bankrupt  and  of  his 
creditors  have  been  transferred  to  the  trus- 
tee in  bankruptcy. 

But  the  2d  clause  applies  both  to  the  dis- 
trict courts  and  to  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  to  the  state  courts. 
This  appears,  not  only  by  the  clear  words  of 
the  titie  of  the  section,  but  also  by  the  use» 
in  this  clause,  of  the  general  words,  "the 
courts,"  as  contrasted  with  the  specific 
words,  "the  United  States  circuit  courts," 
in  the  1st  and  in  the  3d  clauses. 

The  2d  clause  positively  directs  that 
"suits  by  the  trustee  shall  only  be  brought 
or  prosecuted  in  the  courts  where  the  bank- 
rupt whose  estate  is  being  administered  by 
such  trustee  might  have  brought  or  prose- 
cuted them  if  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  had 
not  been  instituted,  unless  by  consent  of  the  i, 
proposed  defendant."  g 

*Had  there  been  no  bankruptcy  proceedings  • 
the  bankrupt  might  have  brought  suit  in  any 
state  court  of  competent  jurisdiction;  or,  if 
there  was  a  sufiScient  jurisdictional  amount 
and  the  requisite  diversity  of  citizenship  ex- 
isted, or  the  case  arose  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States, 
he  could  have  brought  suit  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States.  Act  of  August 
13,  1888,  chap.  866  (26  Stat,  at  L.  434).  He 
could  not  have  sued  in  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States,  because  such  a  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  be- 
tween private  parties,  except  where,  by  spe- 
cial provision  of  an  act  of  Congress,  a  dis- 
trict court  has  the  powers  of  a  circuit  oour^ 
or  is  given  jurisdiction  of  a  particular  class 
of  civil  suits. 

It  was  argued  for  the  appellant  that  the 
clause  cannot  apply  to  a  case  like  the  pres- 
ent one,  because  Uie  bankrupt  could  not  have 
brought  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  conveyance 
made  by  himself  in  fraud  of  his  creditors. 
But  the  clause  concerns  the  jurisdiction  only, 
and  not  the  merits,  of  a  case;  the  forum  in 
which  a  case  may  be  tried,  and  not  the  way 
in  which  it  must  be  decided ;  the  right  to  de- 
cide the  case,  and  not  the  principles  which 
must  govern  the  decision.  The  bankrupt 
himself  could  have  brought  a  suit  to  recover 
property  which  he  claimed  as  his  own, 
against  one  asserting  an  adverse  title  in  it; 
and  the  incapacity  of  the  bankrupt  to  set 
aside  his  own  fraudulent  conveyance  is  a 
matter  affecting  the  merits  of  such  an  action, 
and  not  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  en- 
tertain and  determine  it. 

The  bankrupt  acts  of  1867  and  1841,  as 
has  been  seen,  each  contained  a  provision  oon- 
ferring in  the  clearest  terms  on  the  circuit 
and  district  courts  of  the  United  States  con- 
current jurisdiction  of  suits  at  law  or  in 
equity  between  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
and  an  adverse  claimant  of  property  of  the 
bankrupt.  We  find  it  impossible  to  infer 
that  when  Congress,  in  framing  the  act  of 
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1898,  entirely  ozndtted  any  similar  proyision, 
and  aulMtituted  the  restaricted  provisionB  of 
§  23,  it  intended  that  either  of  thoee  oourte 
shoidd  retain  the  jurisdiction  which  it  had 
under  the  obsolete  provision  of  the  earlier 
CO  acta. 

S  On  the  contrary,  Congress,  by  the  2d  dause 
•  of  S  28«of  the  present  bankrupt  act,  appears 
to  this  court  to  have  clearly  manifesteid  its 
intention  that  controversies,  not  strictly  or 
properly  part  of  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy, but  independent  suits  brought  by  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  assert  a  title  to 
money  or  property  as  assets  of  the  bankrupt 
against  strangers  to  those  proceedings, 
should  not  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  district  courts  of  the  United  States, 
"unless  by  consent  of  the  proposed  defend- 
ant," of  which  there  is  no  pretense  in  this 


One  object  in  inserting  this  clause  in  the 
act  may  well  have  been  to  leave  such  contro- 
Tersies  to  be  tried  and  determined,  for  the 
most  part,  in  the  local  courts  of  the  stato,  to 
the  greater  economy  and  oonvenience  of  lit- 
igants and  witnesses.  See  Bhoshone  Min. 
Co,  V.  Butter,  177  U.  S.  506,  511,  513.  20 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  728v  44  L.  ed.  — . 

Two  or  three  minor  provisions  of  the  bank- 
rupt act  of  1898,  sometimes  supposed  to  be 
inconsistent  with  this  conclusion,  may  be 
briefly  noticed. 

Section  26  provides  that  the  trustee  may, 
pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the  court  of 
bankruptey.  submit  to  arbitration  any  con- 
troversy arising  in  the  settlement  of  the  es- 
tate, and  that  the  award  of  the  arbitrators 
''may  be  filed  in  court,"  evidently  meaning 
the  court  of  bankruptey.  But  no  such  arbi- 
tration could  be  had  without  the  consent  of 
the  adverse  party  to  the  controversy  in  ques- 
tion. 

The  powers  conferred  on  the  courts  of 
bankruptcy  by  clause  3  of  §  2,  and  by  9  69, 
after  the  filing  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy, 
and  in  case  it  is  necessary  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  property  of  the  bankrupt,  to  author- 
ize receivers  or  the  marshals  to  teke  charge 
of  it  until  a  trustee  is  appointed,  can  hardly 
be  considered  as  authorizing  the  forcible 
seizure  of  such  property  in  the  possession  of 
an  adverse  claimant,  and  have  no  bearing 
upon  the  question  in  what  courts  the  trustee 
may  sue  him. 

The  supervisory  jurisdiction  over  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptey,  conferred  by  the  act  of 
1867  upon  the  circuit  oourte  of  the  United 
Stetes,  and  by  the  existing  act  upon  the  cir- 
euit  courts  of  appeals,  does  not  affect  this 
case.     30  Stet.  at  L.  553,  chap.  541. 

For  the  reasons  above  steted,  we  are  of 
opinion   that  the  questions  of  jurisdiction 
^  certified  by  the  district  judge  should  be  an- 
g  swered  as  follows: 

•  •"Ist.  The  provisions  of  the  2d  clause  of  8 
28  of  the  bankrupt  act  of  1898  control  and 
limit  the  jurisdiction  of  all  courte,  including 
the  several  district  courts  of  the  United 
States,  over  suite  brought  by  trustees  in 
bankruptcy  to  recover  or  collect  debte  due 
from  third  parties,  or  to  set  aside  transfers 


-of  property  to  third  parties,  alleged  to  to 
fraudulent  as  against  creditors,  including 
paymente  in  money  or  proper^  to  pftetereS 
creditors. 

"2d.  The  district  ooort  of  the  United 
States  can,  by  the  proposed  def endante'  oob- 
sent,  but  not  otherwise,  entertain  Jurisdio- 
tion  over  suite  brought  by  trustees  in  bank* 
ruptcy  to  set  acide  fraudulent  transfers  ol 
money  or  property,  made  by  the  bankrupt  to 
third  parties  before  the  institution  of  the 
proceedings  in  bankruptey. 

''3d.  The  district  court  for  the  northern 
district  of  Iowa  cannot  teke  jurisdiction  over 
this  suit  as  it  now  stends  on  the  record." 

The  result  is  that  the  decree  of  the  Distric$ 
Court,  diemissing  the  h%ll  for  want  of  furU* 
diction,  muet  be  affirmed. 


(178  U.  B.  541) 
W.    A.    HICKS,    Trustee    in    Bankraptqr* 
Appi., 

V, 

Bertha  KNOST.  * 


Bankrupici^^jurisdiction  of  dietriei 
to  collect  aseete. 


[No.  512.] 

Submitted  May  H,  1900.    Decided  Mau  Z8, 
1900. 

AUESTIONS  CERTIFIED  by  the  United 
Vp  Stetes  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  lor  tha 
Sixth  Circuit  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
District  Court  in  proceedings  to  recover 
money  alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  the 
bankrupt  in  fraudulent  preference  of  the 
creditors.  Answer  returned  that  the  eourt 
had  no  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  O.  M.  Peek  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Frederick  Hertcastein  for  appel- 
lee. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of 

the  court: 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  in  the  district 
court  of  the  United  Stetes  for  the  southern 
district  of  Ohio  by  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
appointed  by  that  court,  against  a  cremtor 
of  the  bankrupte,  to  recover  money  to  the 
amount  of  $2,780,  paid  by  the  bankrupte  to 
the  defendant*  with  intent  to  prefer  the  d»> 
fendant  and  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupte,  within  four  months  before  the  in- 
stitution of  the  proceedings  in  bankrupt<7. 
Both  parties  were  citizens  of  Ohio  and  reci- 
dente  of  that  district.  The  district  court 
dismissed  the  bill  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
04  Fed.  Rep.  626.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  sixth  cir- 
cuit, which  certified  to  this  court  the  f<^- 
lowing  question: 

"Has  a  district  court  of  the  United  Stetes 
jurisdiction  to  entertein  a  bill  in  equity  filed 
by  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  appointed  by  f/t, 
against  a  fraudulent  grantee  or  transferee  M 
of  the  bankrupt  resident  In  ite  district,  to  Z 
recover  the  property  •belonging  to  the  estata 
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of  tlie  bankrapt,  and  by  him  frftudulentlj 
convejed  to  deiendantf" 

For  the  reaaons  stated  m  Barde9  r.  Fini 
NaU  Bank,  178  U.  S,  524,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
lOOa  44  L.  ed.  — ^  Just  decided,  the  answer 
to  this  question  must  be  that  the  district 
court  has  such  jurisdiction  by  the  consent  of 
the  proposed  defendant,  but  not  otherwisa. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


(178  U.  8.  542^ 

CHARLES  M.  WHITE,  John  C.  Thompson, 
and  Henry  Eckstein 

V. 

AUGUST  T.  SOHLOERB,  Eugene  B.  Sehicke- 
daats,  and  Henry  Roewitc,  Truatea. 

BofiJbruptoy-— •ttfrufUMY  fwrUdiotion  of  dis- 
ifiat  court  to^  compel  return  of  property 
taken  under  etate  Uhd. 

1.  Goods  la  actual  possession  of  a  bsakmpt  at 
the  time  of  his  adjudication  as  such,  and  at 
the  time  ot  the  reference  of  the  case  to  a 
referee,  who  directs  them  to  be  locked  in  a 
store,  are  In  custody  of  the  United  States 
court,  from  which  they  cannot  be  taken 
upon  any  proceis  from  a  state  court 

9.  After  sa  adjudication  In  bankruptcy  an  ac- 
tion of  replevin  in  a  state  court  cannot  be 
commenced  and  maintained  against  the  bank- 
rupt to  recover  property  in  the  possession 
aC  and  claimed  by  the  bankrupt  at  the  time 
of  ihut  adjudication,  and  In  the  possession  of 
a  referee  In  bankruptcy  at  the  time  when 
the  action  of  repleyin  Is  begun. 

8.  A  Judge  of  a  United  States  bankruptcy  court 
has  authority  to  compel  persons  who  have 
forcibly  and  unlawfully  seised  and  taken  out 
of  the  judicial  custody  of  that  court  prop- 
arty  which  had  lawfully  come  Into  Its  posses- 
sion as  part  of  the  bankrupt's  property,  to 
restore  that  property  to  its  custody  by  sum- 
nutfy  proceedlnipk 

[No.  630.] 

Buhmitted  AprU  t$,  1900,    Decided  May  28, 

1900. 

aUESTIONS  CERTIFIED  by  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Seyenth  Circuit  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
district  Court  to  compel  return  of  property 
taken  under  state  replevin  laws.  Answers 
returned  upholding  jurisdiction. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Grayi 
This  was  a  petition  in  equity  to  the  eir- 
«ait  court  of  appeals  for  the  seventh  circuit, 
under  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  that 
oourt  by  the  2d  clause  of  9  24  of  the  bank- 
rupt act  of  July  1,  1898,  chap.  641,  to  super- 
intoid  and  revise  in  matter  of  law  the  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy  of  the  district  courts 
of  the  United  States  in  that  circuit  80 
fitat.  at  L.  663.  The  circuit  court  of  appeals 
mortified  to  this  court  the  following  state- 
ment of  the  case  and  questiona  of  law: 

"On  September  18,  1899,  August  T. 
6diloerb  and  Eugene  B.  Schidcedanta,  who 
were  respectively  residents  and  inhabitants 


of  the  eastern  diatriet  of  Wiaeonala,  and  who 
were  copartners  in  trade  in  the  said  district, 
filed  their  voluntary  petition  in  bankrupt47 
in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  co 
that  district.    On  the  same  day  they  were  2 
duly  adiudgei* bankrupt  by  that  court,  and* 
the  matter  referred  to  a  referee  in  bankrupt- 
cy for  further  proceedings  acoording  to  law. 
They  had  at  that  date  a  atock  of  goods  con- 
tained i»  a  store,  the  entrance  to  which  was 
locked  by  the  direction  of  the  referee. 

"Thereafter,  on  September  21,  1899,  James 
Cogan  and  Bernard  Cogan,  who  were  copart- 
ners, commenced  an  action  of  replevin 
against  the  bankrupta  in  the  circuit  court  of 
the  state  of  Wisconsin  for  the  county  of  Win- 
nebago, in  which  county  the  store  of  the 
bankrupts  was  located,  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion of  certain  specified  goods  then  in  tlM 
store  of  the  bankrupts,  and  forming  part  ol 
their  stock  of  ffoods.  On  the  same  day  the 
proper  undertucing  and  requisition  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  coun%  of  Winnebago,  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  were 
delivered  to  the  petitioner  Charles  M.  White, 
who  was  then  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  who 
delivered  it  for  execution  to  the  petitioner 
Henrjr  Eckstein,  who  waa  the  unaer-sherijff 
of  said  sheriff.  In  pursuance  of  said  requi- 
sition, the  under-sheriff,  on  the  same  day, 
and  before  the  selection  and  appointment  of 
a  trustee  in  the  bankrupt  proceedings,  forci- 
bly entered  the  store  of  the  bankrupts,  and 
took  possession  of  certain  goods,  part  oi  the 
goods  specified  in  the  writ  of  replevin. 

"On  September  23,  1899,  the  bankrupta 
presented  their  petition  to  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Wisconsin,  setting  forth  the  facta  above 
recited,  and  also  alleging  that  the  goods  so 
taken  under  the  writ  of  replevin  were  part 
of  a  bill  of  goods  purchasea  by  them  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  that  writ,  and  were  their  law- 
ful property.  The  petition  allegea  that  the 
goods  were  in  the  possession  of  the  peti- 
tioner, the  sheriff  and  under-sheriff  men- 
tioned, and  John  C.  Thompson,  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  writ  of  replevin,  snd 
asked  the  court  that  they  be  compelled  to  re- 
deliver the  goods  to  the  district  court  sitting 
in  bankruptcy,  from  whose  possession  they 
were  taken,  and  that  they  be  enjoined  from 
any  disposition  thereof.  Upon  the  filing  of 
the  petition  the  district  court  issued  its  man- 
date requiring  the  petitioners  here,  the  sher- 
iff, the  under-sheriff,  and  the  attorney  men- 
tioned, to  show  cause  before  that  court,  at  a 
time  and  place  mentioned,  why  the  seizure^ 
of  the  goods  under  the  writ  of  replevin  J 
should  not  be  vacated  and  set  aaide,*and  the  • 
goods  returned  to  the  bankrupts,  or 
placed  in  the  possession  of  the  marshal  of 
the  court,  or  such  other  person  as  the  court 
should  direct,  and  whv  they  should  not  be  re- 

rtively  enjoined  from  interference  with 
property  so  seized,  and  in  the  meantime 
restraining  them  from  such  interference. 
The  petitioners  specially  appeared  upon  the 
return  day  mentioned  in  the  mandate;  and 
moved  the  district  court  to  set  aaide  and  va- 
cate its  mandate  or  order  to  show  cause,  for 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  of  bank- 
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mptcT  over  the  snbieet-inatter;  and  also  pre- 
•ented  proof  by  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  the 
aMertion  of  title  to  the  ^oodB  in  question  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  writ  of  replevin  was 
founded  upon  the  daim  that  the  bankrupts 
had  purchased  the  goods  of  them  upon  false 
and  fraudulent  representations  upon  which 
reliance  had  been  placed,  and  that  before  the 
writ  of  replevin  tjiey  had  elected  to  rescind 
the  sale,  and  had  demanded  of  the  bankrupts 
the  return  of  the  goods.  The  court  of  bank- 
ruptcy At  the  hearing,  and  on  October  26, 
1809,  made  the  following  order:  'It  is  here- 
by ordered  that  said  Charles  M.  White,  Hen- 
ry Eckstein,  and  John  C.  Thompson  be,  and 
they  are  hereby,  restrained  from  sale  or  other 
disposition  of  the  property  mentioned  in  said 
petition  herein ;  and  they  are  hereby  directed 
to  turn  over  and  deliver  the  said  property, 
so  taken  by  them  from  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupts, to  the  trustee  appointed  herein,  with- 
in twenty  days  from  the  date  of  this  order ; 
and  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  trustee,  on 
delivery  of  the  said  property,  keep  the  same 
separate  and  apart  from  other  property, 
to  abide  the  further  order  of  the  court;  and 
that,  in  case  sale  of  said  property  is  hereaft- 
er ordered,  the  proceeds  of  said  sale  be  kept 
separate  and  apart  to  abide  such  further  or- 
der of  the  court.'  The  opinion  of  the  court 
upon  that  heiiring  is  reported  Re  Schloerh, 
07  Fed.  Rep.  326. 

"The  petitioners  here,  by  their  original  pe- 
tition filed  in  this  court,  have  presented  the 
matters  of  law  raised  by  the  order  so  made 
by  the  district  court  sitting  in  bankruptcy. 

"The  questions  of  law  upon  which  this 
court  desires  the  advice  and  instruction  of 
the  Supreme  Court  are: 

"First.  Whether  the  district  court  sitting 
in  bankruptcy  had  jurisdiction  by  summary 
^  proceedings  to  compel  the  return  of  the  prop- 
2  erty  seized. 

•  '"Second.  Whether,  after  adjudication  in 
bankruptcy  an  action  in  a  state  court  can  be 
commenced  and  maintained  against  the 
bankrupt  to  recover  property  in  the  posses- 
sion of  and  claimed  by  the  bankrupt  at  the 
time  of  the  adjudication. 

"Third.  Whether  the  property  of  a  bank- 
rupt, upon  his  adjudication  in  bankruptcy, 
is  in  custodia  legia  of  the  bankruptcy  court, 
and  can  be  taken  possession  of  under  process 
of  a  state  court" 

Me8sr8.  C.  W.  Felker  and  John  C. 
Thompson  for  White  et  al. 

Messrs.  Charles  Barber  and  Carl  D. 
Jackson  for  Schloerb  et  al. 

Mr.  Justice  Ohfj  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  material  facts  of  this  case  may  be 
briefly  recapitulated.  After  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  had  adjudged 
Schloerb  and  Schickedantz  bankrupts  on 
their  own  petition,  and  had  referred  tne  case 
to  a  referee  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  referee 
had  taken  possession  of  the  bankrupts'  stock 
of  goods  in  their  store,  and  had  caused  the 
entrance  of  the  store  to  be  locked  up,  and  be- 
fore the  appointment  of  the  trustee  in  bank- 


ruptcy, a  writ  of  replevin  of  some  of  tlioae 
goods  was  sued  out  by  other  persons  against 
the  bankrupts  from  an  inferior  court  of  the 
state  of  Wisconsin,  and  was  executed  bj  the 
sheriff  of  the  county,  by  his  deputy,  by  forci- 
bly entering  the  store  and  taking  posseasion 
of  these  goods.  The  bankrupts  thereupon 
presented  to  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  a  petition  setting  forth  the  above 
facts,  and  alleging  that  the  goods  replevied 
were  their  lawful  property,  and  had  been 
purchased  by  them  of  the  plaintiffs  in  re- 
plevin, and  were  now  in  the  possession  of 
the  sheriff  and  his  deputy  and  the  attorney 
of  those  plaintiffs;  and  praying  that  they 
might  be  compelled  to  redeliver  the  goods  to  ' 
the  district  court  sitting  in  bankruptcy,  and 
be  restrained  from  makine  any  disposition  ^ 
thereof.  Upon  the  filing  of  this  petition  the  j 
court  ordered  notice  thereol*to  said  sheriff,* 
deputy,  and  attorney.  In  answer  thereto 
they  contended  that  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter,  and  offered 
evidence  that  the  grounds  of  their  action  of 
replevin  were  that  the  bankrupts  had  pur- 
chased and  obtained  the  goods  from  them 
by  false  and  fraudulent  representations  on 
which  they  relied,  and  that,  before  suing  out 
the  writ  of  replevin,  they  had  elected  to  re- 
scind the  sale,  and  had  demanded  of  the 
bankrupts  a  return  of  the  goods.  The  dis- 
trict court,  upon  a  hearing,  made  an  order 
restraining  the  respondents  from  selling  or 
otherwise  disposing  of  the  goods  replevied, 
and  directing  them  to  deliver  the  goods  to 
the  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  directing  the 
trustee,  on  such  delivery,  to  keep  them  apart 
from  other  property,  to  abide  the  further 
order  of  the  court. 

The  questions  certified  concern,  not  the 
trial  of  the  title  to  these  goods,  but  only  the 
judicial  custody  and  lawful  possession  of 
them. 

Under  §§  33-43  of  the  bankrupt  act  of 
1898  and  the  Twelfth  General  Order  in  Bank- 
ruptcy, referees  in  bankruptcy  are  appointed 
by  the  courts  of  bankruptcy,  and  take  the 
same  oath  of  office  as  judges  of  United  States 
courts,  each  case  in  bankruptcy  is  referred 
by*the  court  of  bankruptcy  to  a  referee,  and 
he  exercises  much  of  tbe  judicial  authority 
of  that  court.  30  Stat  at  L.  555-557,  chap. 
541,  172  U.  S.  657,  43  L.  ed.  1190,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  VI. 

At  the  date  of  this  adjudication  in  bank- 
ruptcy by  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States,  the  goods  were  in  the  store  of  the 
bankrupts  and  in  their  actual  possession, 
and  were  claimed  by  them  as  their  property. 
On  the  same  date  that  court  referred  the  case 
to  a  referee  in  bankruptcy,  and  by  his  direc- 
tion the  entrance  to  the  store  was  lodced. 
The  goods  were  then  in  the  lawful  possession 
and  custody  of  the  referee  in  bankruptcy,  and 
of  the  bankruptcy  court,  whose  representa- 
tive and  substitute  he  was.  Being  thus  in 
the  custody  of  a  court  of  the  United  States^ 
they  could  not  be  taken  out  of  that  custody 
upon  any  process  from  a  state  court. 

So  far  as  regards  this  point,  the  decision 
of  this  court  in  Freeman  v.  Howe,  24  How. 
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1. 450, 10  L.  ed.  749,  more  than  oofvm  tlM 
2  It  was  there  adjudged  that  propertj  1 

•  and  held  hy  a  manhal^on  a  writ  of  attaeh- 
ment  from  a  oourt  of  th«  United  Statea,  di- 
recting him  to  attach  the  propertj  of  one 
person,  could  not  be  taken  from  hia  posses- 
sion  on  a  writ  of  replevin  from  a  state  court 
in  behalf  of  another  person  who  claimed  the 
attached  property  as  his  own.  See  also  Peck 
T.  Jenneaa,  7  How.  012,  025,  12  L.  ed.  841, 
840;  Buck  ▼.  Oolhath,  8  Wall.  834,  841,  18 
L.  ed.  267,  200;  Oovett  v.  Heyman,  111  U.  S. 
170,  182,  28  L.  ed.  390,  892,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rqp. 
855. 

The  second  Question  certified  relates  to  this 
point,  althougn  it  is  not  so  dearly  expressed 
as  it  might  be,  and  omits  to  mention  in 
whose  possession  the  property  was  when  the 
writ  of  replevin  was  sued  out.  To  that 
question,  as  explained  and  restricted  by  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  statement  which  accom- 
panies it,  our  answer  is:  "After  an  adjudi- 
cation in  bankruptcy  an  action  of  replevin 
in  a  state  court  cannot  be  commenced  and 
maintained  against  the  bankrupt  to  recover 
property  in  the  possession  of  and  claimed  by 
the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  that  adjudica- 
tion, and  in  the  possession  of  a  referee  in 
bankruptcy  at  the  time  when  the  action  of 
replevin  is  begun." 

The  first  question  remains:  "Whether 
the  district  court  sitting  in  bankruptcy  had 
jurisdiction  by  summary  proceedings  to  com- 
pel the  return  of  the  property  seiz^i." 

By  §  720  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  "The 
writ  of  injunction  shall  not  be  granted  by 
any  court  of  the  United  States  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  any  court  of  a  state,  except  in 
cases  where  such  injunction  may  be  author- 
iced  by  any  law  relating  to  proceedings  m 
bankruptcy."  Among  the  powers  specifical- 
ly conferred  upon  the  court  of  bankruptcy 
^  §  2  of  the  bankrupt  act  of  1898  are  to 
''(15)  make  such  orders,  issue  such  process, 
and  enter  such  judgments  in  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for,  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act."  30  Stat  at  L.  540,  chap. 
541.  And  by  clause  3  of  the  Twelfth  General 
Order  in  Bankruptcy,  applications  to  the 
eourt  of  bankruptcy  "for  an  injunction  to 
stav  proceedings  of  a  court  or  ofiicer  of  the 
Umted  States,  or  of  a  state,  shall  be  heard 
and  decided  bv  the  judge;  but  he  may  refer 
meh  an  application,  or  any  specified  issue 
arising  thereon,  to  the  referee  to  ascertain 
and  report  the  facU."     172  U.  S.  057,  43  L* 

OD  ed.  1190, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  vi. 

2     Not  going  beyond  what  the  decision  of  the 

•  ease  before  us* requires,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  judge  of  the  court  of  bankruptcy  was 
authorised  to  compel  persons  who  had  for- 
cibly and  unlawfully  seised  and  taken  out 
of  the  judicial  custody  of  that  court  property 
which  had  lawfully  come  into  its  possession 
as  part  of  the  buikrupfs  property^  to  re- 
store that  property  to  its  custody ;  and  there- 
fore ovr  answer  to  the  first  question  must 
be:  "The  district  court  sitting  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  jurisdiction  by  summary  pro- 
ceeding to  compel  the  return  of  the  property 
■eised." 

20  S.  C— 04. 


to  Hie  first  and  second 
qnertioBs  render  any  further  answer  to  the 
tJiird  qusstioii  unnecessary. 
Ordered  aeeordingly. 


(178  U.  S.  548) 
WILLIAM  8.  TAYLOR  and  John  Marshall, 
Plff8.  in  Brr^ 

V. 

J.  a  W.  BECKHAM,  Dfi.  in  Brr. 
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*Mr.  Justice  HartaB,  dissenting:  • 

At  the  regular  eleetion  held  in  Kentacky 
on  the  7th  day  of  November,  1899,  William 
S.  Taylor  and  William  Goebel  were,  respeo- 
tively,  the  Republican  and  Democratic  candi- 
dates for  governor  of  that  commonwealth. 

As  required  by  law,  the  returns  of  the 
election  were  made  to  the  seeretaxy  of  state. 

Upon  examining  and  canvassing  the  re-p 
turns,  the  officers  charged  with  the  duty  of  g 
ascertaining  the  result  of  the  electioft*certi-  • 
lied,  as  to  the  office  of  governor,  that  Taylor 
"received  the  highest  number  of  votes  given 
for  that  office,  as  certified  to  the  secretary  of 
state,  and  is  therefore  duly  and  regularly 
elected  for  the  term  prescribed  by  the  Con- 
stitution."   According  to  the  returns  upon 
which  that  certificate  was  based  Taylor  re- 
ceived 198,714  votes  and  Goebel  191,331. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  certificate 
awarded  to  Taylor  established  at  least  his 
prima  facie  right  to  the  governorship,  and 
that  he  could  not  be  deprived  of  that  riffht 
except  upon  a  contest  in  the  mode  prescribed 
by  law,  and  upon  proof  showing  that  Qoebel 
was  lesally  entitled  to  the  office.  To  deprive 
him  of  that  riffht  illegally  was  an  injury 
both  to  him  and  to  the  people  of  the  state. 
"The  very  essence  of  dvil  liberty,"  it  was 
said  in  Marhury  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch,  187,  2 
L.  ed.  60,  'Ms  the  right  of  every  individual  to 
claim  the  protection  of  the  laws,  whenever 
he  receives  an  injury." 

The  Constitution  of  Kentucky  provides 
that  the  governor  ''shall  be  elected  for  the 
term  of  fouryears  by  the  qualified  voters  of 
the  state.  The  person  having  the  highest 
number  of  votes  shall  be  sovemor;  but  if 
two  or  more  shall  be  equal  and  highest  in 
votes,  the  election  shall  be  determined  by  lot, 
in  such  manner  as  the  general  assembly  may 
direct;"  and  that  the  governor  ''shall  at 
stated  times  receive  for  his  services  a  com- 
pensation to  be  fixed  by  law."  Ky.  Const 
59  70,  74.  That  instrument  further  providee 
that  "contested  elections  for  governor  and 
lieutenant  governor  shall  be  determined  by 
both  houses  of  the  general  assembly,  accord- 
ing to  such  r^:ulations  as  may  be  established 
by  law,"  S  90. 

Tajlor,  having  received  his  certificate  of 
election  based  upon  the  returns  to  the  r — 
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tary  of  state,  took  the  oaik  of  ofioe  us 
governor  on  December  12th,  1809,»^the  oath 
being  administered  by  the  chief  juatiee  ot  the 
court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky, — and  entered 
at  once  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties, 
taking  possession  of  the  public  buildings  pro- 
vided for  the  governor,  as  well  as  of  the 
books,  archives,  and  napers  committed  by 
law  to  the  custody  of  that  officer.  After 
that  and  until  he  was  lawfully  ousted,  his 
acts,  as  governor,  in  conformity  to  law,  were 

fe*  binding  upon  every  branch  of  the  state  gov- 

g  ei-nment  and  upon  the  people. 

•  •  Within  thirty  days  after  the  certificate  of 
election  was  awarded  to  Taylor  he  was 
served  by  Goebel  with  notice  of  contest  for 
the  office  of  governor. 

By  the  statutes  of  Kentucky  relating  to 
contested  elections  for  governor  and  lieuten- 
ant governor  it  is  provided : 

"When  the  election  of  a  governor  or 
lieirtenant  governor  is  contested  a  board  for 
determining  the  contest  shall  be  formed  in 
the  manner  following: 

"First.  On  the  third  day  after  the  organ- 
ization of  the  general  assembly  which  meets 
next  after  the  election,  the  senate  shall  se- 
lect by  lot  three  of  its  members,  and  Uie 
house  of  representatives  shall  select  by  lot 
eight  of  its  members,  and  the  eleven  so  se- 
lected ^shall  constitute  a  board,  seven  of 
whom  shall  have  power  to  act. 

"Second.  In  making  the  selection  by  lot 
the  name  of  each  member  present  shall  be 
wi'itten  on  a  separate  piece  of  paper,  every 
such  piece  being  as  nearly  similar  to  the 
other  as  may  be.  Each  piece  shall  be  rolled 
up  so  that  the  name  thereon  cannot  be  seen, 
nor  any  particular  piece  be  ascertained  or  se- 
lected by  feeling.  The  whole  so  prepared 
shall  be  placed  by  the  clerk  in  a  box  on  his 
table,  and,  after  it  has  been  well  shaken  and 
the  papers  therein  well  intermixed,  the  clerk 
shall  draw  out  one  paper,  which  shall  be 
opened  and  read  aloud  by  the  presiding  of- 
ficer, and  so  on  until  the  required  number  is 
obtained.  The  persons  whose  names  are  so 
drawn  shall  be  members  of  the  board. 

"Third.  The  members  of  the  board  so 
chosen  bv  the  two  houses  shall  be  sworn  by 
the  speaker  of  the  house  of  representatives 
to  try  the  eon  tested  election,  and  give  true 
judgment  thereon,  according  to  the  evidence, 
unless  dissolved  before  rendering  judgment. 

"Fourth.  The  board  shall,  within  twenty- 
four  hours  after  its  election,  meet,  appoint 
its  chairman,  and  assign  a  day  for  hearing 
the  contest,  and  adjourn  from  day  to  day  as 
its  business  may  require. 

''Fifth.  If  any   person   so   selected   shall 

swear  that  he  cannot,  without  great  personal 

CO  inconvenience,  serve  on  the  board,  or  that  he 

g  feels  an  undue  bias  for  or  against  either  of 

•  the  parties^* he  may  be  excused  by  the  house 
from  which  he  was  chosen  from  serving  on 
the  board ;  and  if  it  appears  that  the  person 
so  selected  is  related  to  either  party,  or  is 
liable  to  any  other  proper  objection  on  the 
score  of  his  partiality,  he  shall  be  excused. 

"Sixth.  Any  deficiency  in  the  proper  num- 
ber so  created  shall  be  supplied  by  another 
draw  from  the  box. 


''Seventii.  The  board  shall  have  power  to 
send  for  persons,  papers,  and  records,  to  issue 
attachments  therefw,  signed  by  its  chair^ 
man  or  olerk.  and  issue  eonmiissi<His  for  tak- 
ing proof. 

^'Eighth.  Where  it  shall  appear  that  the 
candidatee  receiving  the  highest  number  of 
votes  given  have  received  an  equal  number* 
the  right  to  the  office  shall  be  determined  1^ 
lot,  under  the  direction  of  the  board.  Where 
the  person  returned  is  found  not  to  have  been 
legally  qualified  to  receive  the  offiee  at  the 
time  of  his  eleetion«  a  new  election  shall  be 
ordered  to  fill  the  vacancy:  Pravidedf  The 
first  two  years  of  liis  term  shall  not  have  ex- 
pired. Where  another  than  the  person  re- 
turned shall  be  found  to  have  received  the 
hiffhest  number  of  legal  votes  given,  audi 
other  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  the  person 
elected  and  entitled  to  the  offiee* 

"Ninth.  No  decision  shall  be  made  but 
by  the  vote  of  six  members.  The  decision 
of  the  board  shall  not  be  final  nor  oondusive. 
Such  decision  shall  be  reported  to  the  two 
houses  of  the  general  assembly,  for  the 
future  action  of  the  general  assembly.  And 
the  general  assembly  shall  then  determine 
such  contest. 

"Tenth.  If  a  new  Section  is  required  it 
shall  be  immediately  ordered  by  prodama* 
tion  of  the  speaker  of  the  house  of  represen- 
tatives, to  take  place  within  six  weeks  ther^ 
after,  and  on  a  day  not  sooner  than  thir^ 
days  thereafter. 

"Eleventh.  When  a  new  election  is  or- 
dered or  the  incumbent  adjudged  not  to  be 
entitled,  bis  power  shall  immediately  cease^ 
and,  if  the  offiee  is  not  adjudged  to  another, 
it  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

"Twelfth.  If  any  member  of  the  board  wil« 
fully  fails  to  attend  its  sessions,  he  shall  be 
reported  to  the  house  to  wnich  he  belonn 
and  thereupon  such  house  shall,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, punish  him  by  fine  and  imprisott-Q^ 
ment,  or  both.  9 

*  "Thirteenth.  If  no  decision  of  the  board* 
is  given  during  the  then  session  of  the  sen* 
eral  assembly,  it  shall  be  dissolved,  uniese 
by  joint  resolution  of  the  two  houses  it  la 
empowered  to  continue  longer."  Ky.  iiev. 
Stat  S  1596  A. 

It  may  be  here  observed  that  the  Juris- 
diction conferred  by  the  statute  upon  the 
board  of  contest  appointed  by  the  legisla- 
ture is  not  without  limit.  The  power  given 
to  determine  contested  elections  for  governor 
and  lieutenant  governor  is  attended  by  the 
condition  that  the  determination  of  the  eon- 
test  shall  be  aoeording  to  such  regulations 
as  may  be  established  by  law.  In  words  too 
clear  to  require  construction  the  powers  of 
a  board  of  contest  are  restricted  so  that  (1) 
if  the  votes  were  not  accurately  summed  up* 
the  error  might  be  corrected;  (2)  if  illegal 
votes  were  east  they  might  be  thrown  out; 
(8)  in  the  event  "the  candidates  receiving 
the  highest  number  of  votes  given  have  re- 
ceived an  equal  number,  the  right  to  the  of* 
fice  shall  be  determined  by  lot;"  (4)  if  the 
person  returned  as  elected  was  not  legally 

Sualified  to  receive  the  office  at  the  time  of 
tie  election,  a  new  election  must  be  ordered 
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to  fill  the  Taeancy;  (6)  if  ftnoth«r  than  the 
person  returned  is  found  "to  have  reeeiyed 
the  highest  number  of  le^nil  votes  given,  taeh 
other  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  the  person 
elected  and  entitled  to  the  offiee."  The  stat- 
ute has  been  so  oonstrued  bj  the  highest 
court  of  Kentucky  in  Leeman  y.  Sinian,  1 
Duv.  38.  That  was  a  cOmmon*law  action  in- 
Tolving  the  title  to  an  office.  The  defendant 
relied  upon  the  decision  of  a  board  of  con* 
test  to  the  effect  that  Leeman's  claim  to  the 
office  rested  upon  an  election  held  in  each 
precinct  under  the  supervision  of  military 
officers  who  overawed  the  majority  of  the 
voters  in  the  countv.  The  court  of  appeals 
of  Kentucky  decided  in  favor  of  Leeman,  say- 
ing; ^But  the  authority  to  decide  as  to  the 
freedom  and  equality  of  elections  has  not 
been  conferred  by  the  legislature  upon  the 
board  for  trying  contested  elections,  but 
forms  a  part  of  the  general  jurisdiction  of 
the  circuit  courts.**  In  the  previous  case  of 
VetDOum  V.  Kirtley,  13  B.  Mon.  622 — ^which 
was  a  contested  election  case  in  which  the 
board  assumed  to  count  votes  noi  cast,  but 
e  which  toould  have  been  cast  if  the  polls  had 
g  not  been  closed  too  soon — the  court  said  that 
•  **the  necessary  and  certain  import  oTthe  pro- 
vision is  that  the  contestant  shall  not  be  ad- 
judged to  be  entitled  to  the  office  unless  the 
board  find  that  he  has  received  the  highest 
number  of  legal  votes  given." 

Let  it  also  be  observed  that  the  board  of 
contest  in  this  case  was  not  given  jurisdic- 
tion to  throw  out  all  the  votee  cast  in  a 
particular  city,  county,  or  section  of  the 
state  because,  in  its  judgment,  the  freedom 
of  the  election  in  such  city,  county,  or  sectiour 
was  destroyed  by  military  or  other  interfer- 
ence. In  other  word^.  the  board  was  with- 
'  out  jurisdiction  to  throw  out  legal  votes 
actually  given,  and  was  bound  to  respect  the 
mandate  of  the  Constitution  that  '*the  per- 
son having  the  highest  .number  of  votes  ahall 
he  eovemor,"  as  well  as  the  mandate  of  the 
statute  that  the  person  "found  to  have  re- 
ceived the  highest  number  of  votes  .  .  . 
ehall  he  adjudged  to  be  the  person  elected 
and  entitled  to  the  office.** 
I  remark  further  that  the  members  elected 
'  to  try  the  contested  election  were  required 
by  the  statute  "to  give  true  judgment  ao- 
cording  to  the  evidence." 

As  to  the  legislature,  it  was  made  ita  duty 
by  express  words  to  determine  the  contest, 
without  regarding  the  decision  of  the  board 
as  final  or  conclusive.  But,  as  already  sug- 
gested, its  lurisdiction  to  act  was  not  with- 
out limit;  for,  in  addition  to  the  restriction 
above  referred  to,  by  the  statute  under  which 
it  proceeded  no  application  to  contest  the 
election  of  an  officer  could  be  heard  unless 
notice  thereof  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party 
..  contesting,  had  been  given;  and  "the  notice 
shall  state  the  grounds  of  the  contest,  and 
none  other  shall  afterward  be  heard  as  com- 
ing from  such  party,  but  the  oontestee  mav 
make  defense  without  giving  counter  notice.** 
Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  S  1535.  The  board  of  con- 
test, as  the  court  below  has  said,  "was  only 
a  preliminary  agent  to  take  evidence  and  re- 
port the  faott  to  the  general  assembly.    The 


assembly  itself  inaHy  dJetermlned  the  eon- 
test.**  As  the  gisneral  assembly  could  deter- 
mins  the  contest  only  upon  the  grounds  set 
forth  in  the  contestant's  notice,  it  had  no 
authority  or  jurisdiction  to' oust  the  ineom- 
bent  unless  those  grounds  or  some  of  them 
were  sustained  by  proof  laid  before  it.  If 
no  proof  was  laid  before  it,  then  thas  prima 
facie  right  of  the  incumbent,  based  upon  tihS^ 
oertiflcats  awarded  to  him,  must  prevaiL  g 
•With  these  nreliminaiy  observations  as  to* 
the  trial  by  a  ooard  of  contest  of  a  contested 
election  for  governor,  and  as  to  the  powers 
of  the  Iwslature  in  determining  vxctt  oon* 
test  ibialfy  as  between  the  parties,  I  come  to 
the  consideration  of  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  majority  of  the  court  have  dismissed  the 
present  writ  of  error. 

The  board  of  contest  in  their  report  of 
January  SOth,  1900,  say:  "In  our  opinion 
William  Goebel  was  elected  governor  of  the 
commonwealth  of  Kentucky  on  the  7th  day 
of  November,  1890,  and  that  he  then  and 
there  received  the  highest  number  of  legal 
votes  cast  for  anyone  for  the  office  of  gov«nior 
at  said  election,  and  we  therefore  respectiully 
suggest  that  this  feport  be  approved,  and  a 
resolution  adopted  by  the  general  assembly 
declaring  the  said  William  Goebel  governor 
elect  of  the  commbn wealth  of  Kentucky  for 
the  term  commencing  the  12th  day  of  Deoean* 
ber,  1899.  We  decide  that  said  William 
Goebel  has  received  the  highest  number  of 
legal  votes,  and  is  adjudged  to  be  the  person 
elected  to  said  office  of  governor  for  the  term 
prescribed  by  law.'* 

The  report  was  not  accompanied  either  by 
any  abstract  of  the  evMence  or  any  recital 
of  the  grounds  upon  which  it  based  the  state- 
ment that  Goebel  had  received  the  highest 
number  of  legal  votes.  Nor  was  the  evidence 
itself  transmitted  to  the  legislature, — not  a 
line  nor  a  word  of  it.  According  to  the  un- 
contradicted statement  made  by  counsel  at 
the  argument,  the  proof  made  nearly  two 
thousand  pages  of  typewriting.  The  report 
simplv  followed  the  words  of  the  statute  and 
statied  that  Goebel  had  received  "the  highest 
number  of  legal  votes,**  giving  no  basis,  not 
the  slightest,  upon  which  the  legislature 
could  determine  the  correctnese  of  that  state- 
ment. 

Immediately  aftftr  the  board's  report 
reached  the  body  claiming  to  be  the  lawful 
legislature  of  the  state,  that  body— of  course 
without  reading  the  evidence,  or  cansinff  it 
to  be  read,  for  it  had  no  evidence  before  it- 
approved  the  report,  and  declared  Goebel  to 
have  been  legally  elected  governor.  Upon 
that  action  alone  the  present  suit  was  based, 
and  by  the  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of 
Kentucky  such  action  was  declared  to  be  con-e^ 
elusive  upon  the  judiciary.  g 

*Ths  first  question  to  be  considered  is* 
whether  Taylor  has  been  denied  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  state  court  any  right  or  privi- 
lege secured  to  him  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  The  appellant  invokes 
the  clause  of  the  14th  Amendment  declaring 
that  "no  state  shall  deprive  any  person  of 
life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process 
of  law.**    There  ought  not,  at  this  day,  to  be 
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Any  doubt  m  to  the  objeets  which  wer«  in- 
tended to  be  attained  by  the  requirement  of 
due  process  of  law.  "Th^  were  intended," 
this  court  has  said,  ''to  secure  the  indiyidual 
from  the  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
goTemment,  unrestrained  by  the  established 
principles  of  private  rights  and  distributiTe 
lustioe.''  Bank  of  Oolumhia  r.  Okelif,  4 
Wheat  244,  4  L.  ed.  661. 

The  majority  of  this  eourt  decide  that  an 
office  held  under  the  authority  of  a  state  can- 
not in  anr  case  be  deemed  property  within 
the  meaning  of  the  14th  ionendment,  and 
hence,  it  is  now  adjudged,  the  action  of  a 
state  Ic^slature  or  state  tribunal  depriring 
one  of  a  state  office — under  whaterer  circum- 
stances or  bv  whatever  mode  that  result  is 
accomplished— cannot  be  regarded  as  incon- 
sistent with  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  Upon  that  ground  the  court  declines 
to  take  jurisdiction  of  this  writ  of  error.  If 
the  court  had  dismissed  the  writ  or  affirmed 
the  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  there 
had  been  no  violation  of  the  principles  oonsti- 
tuting  due  process  of  law,  its  action  would 
not  have  been  followed  by  the  evil  results 
which,  I  think,  must  inevitably  follow  from 
the  decision  now  rendered. 

Let  us  see  whether,  in  dismissing  the  writ 
of  error  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  ma- 
jority have  not  departed  from  the  rulings  of 
this  court  in  former  cases.  This  question, 
it  cannot  be  doubted,  is  one  of  serious  mo- 
ment. But  what  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  speaking  for  this  court  in  Cohen 
V.  Virffinia,  6  Wheat.  404,  5  L.  ed.  291,  may 
well  be  repeated:  "It  is  most  true  that  this 
eourt  will  not  take  jurisdiction  if  it  should 
not;  but  it  is  equally  true  that  it  must  take 
jurisdiction  if  it  should.  The  judiciary  can- 
not, as  the  legislature  may,  avoid  a  measure 
10  because  it  approaches  the  confines  of  the 

•  Constitution.    We  cannot  pass  it  by  because 

•  it  is  doubtful.  With  whatever*doubts,  with 
whatever  difficulties,  a  case  may  be  attended, 
we  must  decide  it  if  it  be  brouffht  before  us. 
We  have  no  more  right  to  decline  the  exer- 
cise of  jurisdiction  which  is  given  than  to 
usurp  that  which  is  not  given.  The  one  or 
the  other  would  be  treason  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. Questions  may  occur  which  we  would 
gladly  avoid,  but  we  cannot  avoid  them." 

The  ilrst  case  in  this  eourt  relating  to  this 
subject  is  Kennard  v.  Louisiana  em  reL 
Morgan,  92  U.  S.  480,  23  L.  ed.  478.  That 
was  a  writ  of  error  brought  by  Kennard  to 
review  the  final  judgment  of  the  supreme 
eourt  of  Louisiana  aeclaring  that  he  was 
not  a  member  of  that  court.  "The  case,"  the 
report  states,  "was  then  brought  here  upon 
the  ground  that  the  state  of  Louisiana  act- 
ing under  this  law,  through  her  judiciary, 
had  deprived  Kennard  of  his  office  without 
due  process  of  law,  in  violation  of  that  pro- 
vision of  the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  which  prohibits 
any  state  from  depriving  any  person  of  life, 
liberiy,  or  properfy  'without  aue  process  of 
law.'''  Looking  also  into  the  printed  ar- 
guments filed  in  that  ease,  on  behalf  of  the 
respective  parties,  I  find  that  the  attorn^ 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  a  lawyer  of  distinc- 


tion I  insisted  that  the  sole  question  preasnted 
for  determination  ny  this  court  was  whethor 
the  final  judgment  of  the  state  eourt  de- 
prived Kennard  of  his  office  in  violation  of 
the  above  clause  of  the  14th  Amendment. 
And  this  view  was  not  controverted  by  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant,  also  an  able 
lawyer.  The  latter  contended  that  the  14th 
Amendment  had  no  application  because  in 
what  was  done  no  departure  from  the  prin- 
dples  of  due  process  of  law  had  occurred. 
The  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Waite  deliver^ 
ixur  the  judgment  of  this  court  thus  opens: 
"The  sole  question  presented  for  our  oonsid- 
eration  in  this  case,  as  stated  by  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  is  whether  the  state 
of  Louisiana,  acting  under  the  statute  of 
January  15th,  1873,  through  her  judiciary, 
has  deprived  Kennard  of  his  office  without 
due  process  of  law."  Of  course,  this  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  inquire  whether  there  had 
been  due  process  of  law  in  the  proceedings 
in  the  state  court,  unless  the  office  in  dispute 
or  the  right  to  hold  it  was  property  withinj 
the  meaning  of  the  14th  Amendment,  or  un-) 
less^Kennard's  liberty  was  involved  in  his* 
holding  and  discharging  the  duties  of  the 
office  to  which,  as  he  insisted,  he  had  been 
lawfully  elected.  But  this  court  took  juris- 
diction of  the  case  and  sffirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  supreme  oourt  of  Louisiana  upon  the 
ground  that  the  requirement  in  the  14th 
Amendment  of  due  process  of  law  had  not 
been  violated.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  this 
court,  as  constituted  when  the  Kenna/rd  Cam 
was  decided,  an  office  hdid  under  the  auth<w- 
ity  of  a  state  was  not  "property"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  14th  Amendment,  the  case 
would  £ive  been  disposed  of  upon  tiie  ground 
that  no  Federal  right  had  been  or  could  have 
been  violated,  and  the  court  would  not  have 
entered  upon  the  inquiry  as  to  what,  under 
the  14th  Amendment,  eonstitnted  due  proc- 
ess of  law  in  a  case  of  which — acoordinf  to 
the  prindples  this  day  announced — ^it  had  no 
jurisdiction. 

In  Foster  v.  Kansas  em  reL  Johnston,  112 
U.  S.  201,  28  L.  ed.  620,  6  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  8» 
97, — which  was  a  writ  of  error  to  review  the 
final  judgment  of  the  supreme  oourt  of  Kan- 
sas,— the  sole  issue  was  as  to  the  right  of 
Foster  to  hold  the  office  of  countv  attorney. 
The  defendant  in  error  moved  to  dismiss  the 
writ  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  this  eoiirt» 
and  accompanied  the  motion  with  a  motion 
to  affirm.  This  court  refused  to  dismiss  the 
case,  and,  referring  to  JTennord  v.  Loui^ 
tana,  affirmed  the  judgment  upon  the 
ground  that  there  had  been,  in  its  opinion, 
no  departure  from  due  process  of  law  in  the 
proceedings  to  remove  Foster.  It  never  oo- 
curred  to  the  court,  nor  to  any  attorney  in 
the  case,  that  the  14th  Amendment  did  not 
embrace  the  case  of  a  state  office  from  whidi 
the  incumbent  was   removed  without   due 

Srocess  of  law.  If  such  an  office  was  not 
eemed  property  within  the  meaning  of  that 
Amendment,  that  was  an  end  of  the  ease 
here.  But  this  court  took  jurisdiction  and 
disposed  of  the  case  upon  the  mund  that  the 
requirement  in  the  Federal  Constitution  of 
due  process  of  law  had  been  observed. 
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In  Boyd  y.  Nebraska  e9  rel.  Thayer,  143 
U.  S.  135,  36  L.  ed.  103, 12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  375, 
which  caine  here  upon  writ  of  error  to  review 
the  final  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Nebraska  ousting  Boyd  from  the  office  of 
goTernor,  and  putting  lliayer  into  that  po- 
IS  sition,  all  the  justices,  except  Mr.  Justice 
2  Field,  concurred  in  holding  that  this  court 
«  had^jurisdiction  of  the  case.  In  his  dissent- 
ing opinion  Mr.  Justice  Field  observed :  "I 
do  not  think  that  this  court  has  any  jurisdic- 
tion to  determine  a  disputed  question  as  to 
the  right  to  the  ^vemorship  of  a  state,  how- 
ever that  auestion  may  be  decided  by  its 
authorities. '  He  continued,  quoting  the 
language  of  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  in  another 
<»a8e :  "  'The  former  [general  government] 
in  its  appropriate  sphere  is  supreme;  but  the 
states  within  the  limits  of  their  powers  not 
panted,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  10th 
Amendment,  "reserved,"  are  as  independent 
-of  the  general  government  as  that  govern- 
ment within  its  sphere  is  Independent  of  the 
states.  The  Collector  v.  Day,  11  Wall. 
113,  124,  8uh  nom,  Bufflngton  v.  Day,  20  L. 
ed.  122,  125.'  In  no  respect  is  this  independ- 
ence of  the  states  more  marked,  or  more  es- 
sential to  their  peace  and  tranquillity,  than 
in  their  absolute  power  to  prescribe  the  qual- 
ifications of  all  their  state  officers,  from 
their  chief  magistrate  to  the  lowest  official 
employed  in  the  administration  of  their  local 
government;  to  determine  the  manner  of 
their  election,  whether  by  open  or  secret  bal- 
lot, and  whether  by  local  bodies  or  by  general 
suffrage ;  the  tenure  by  which  they  shall  hold 
their  respective  offices ;  the  grounds  on  which 
their  election  may  be  contested,  the  tribu- 
nals before  which  such  contest  shall  be  made, 
the  manner  in  which  it  shall  be  conducted, 
and  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  decision  ren- 
dered. With  none  of  these  things  can  the 
government  of  the  United  States  interfere. 
In  all  these  particulars  the  states,  to  use  the 
language  of  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  are  as  inde- 
pendent of  the  general  government  as  that 
government  within  its  sphere  is  independent 
of  the  states.  Its  power  of  interference  with 
the  administration  of  the  affairs  of  the  state 
and  the  officers  through  whom  they  are  con- 
ducted extends  only  so  far  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  secure  to  it  a  republican  form  of  gov- 
ernment, and  protect  it  against  invasion, 
and  also  against  domestic  violence  on  the  ap- 
plication of  its  legislature,  or  of  its  execu- 
tive when  that  body  cannot  be  convened. 
Const,  art.  4,  §  4.  Except  as  required  for 
these  purposes,  it  can  no  more  interfere  with 
the  qualifications,  election,  and  Installation 
of  the  state  officers  than  a  foreign  govern- 
ment. And  all  attempts  at  interference  with 
«  them  in  those  respects  by  the  executive,  leg- 
g  islative,  or  judicial  departments  of  the  gen- 
«  «ral  government  are  in  my*  judgment  so 
many  invasions  upon  the  reserved  rights  of 
the  states  and  assaults  upon  their  constitu- 
tional autonomy.  No  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution can  be  named  which  in  any  respect 
gives  countenance  to  such  invasion.  The 
fact  that  one  of  the  qualifications  prescribed 
1^  the  state  for  its  officers  can  only  be  as- 
Miained  and  established  by  considering  the 


provisions  of  a  law  of  the  United  States  in 
no  respect  authorizes  an  interference  bj^  the 
general  government  with  the  state  action." 

This  court  had  a  different  view  of  these 
questions,  and,  taking  jurisdiction,  consid- 
ered the  merits  of  the  case,  so  far  as  it  in- 
volved Federal  Questions,  and  rendered  a 
judgment  which,  by  its  necessary  operation, 
put  into  the  office  of  governor  of  Nebraska 
one  whom  the  highest  court  of  that  state  had 
adjudged  not  to  be  the  lawful  incumbent. 

The  latest  case  involving  the  present  ques- 
tion is  Wileen  v.  Varth  Carolina,  169  U.  8. 
580,  42  L.  ed.  866,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  435.  That 
was  an  action  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto 
to  test  the  title  to  a  state  office.  Judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defend- 
ant claimed  that  the  state  statute  and  the 
action  taken  under  it  not  only  deprived  him 
of  his  office  without  due  process  of  law,  but 
denied  to  him  the  equal  protection  of  tha 
laws,  both  in  violation  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment. In  this  court  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
writ  of  error  was  sustained  upon  the  ground 
that,  looking  at  what  occurred  in  the  state 
court,  there  was  "no  fair  color  for  claiming 
that  his  [the  plaintiff's]  rights  under  the 
Federal  Constitution  have  been  violated^ 
either  by  depriving  him  of  his  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law  or  by  denying  him 
the  e<^ual  protection  of  the  laws."  After 
observing  that  this  court  would  be  very  re- 
luctant to  decide  that  we  had  jurisdiction  in 
the  case  presented,  and  could  supervise  and 
review  the  political  administration  of  a  state 
government  by  its  own  officials  and  through 
its  own  courts,  great  care  was  taken  to  say: 
"The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  would  only 
exist  in  case  there  had  been,  by  reason  of  the 
statute  and  the  proceedings  under  it,  such  a 
plain  and  substantial  departure  from  the 
fundamental  principles  upon  which  our  gov- 
ernment is  based  that  it  could  with  truth 
and  propriety  be  said  that  if  the  judgment^ 
were  suffered  to  remain,  the  party  aggrieved  O 
would  be  deprived  oi^his  life,  liberty,  or  prc^  • 
erty  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Constitution."  Here,  aa  I  think,  is 
a  distinct  declaration  that  this  court  has  ju- 
risdiction to  review  the  final  judgment  of  a 
state  court,  involving  the  title  to  a  state  of- 
fice, where  there  has  been  a  plain  and  sub- 
stantial departure  from  the  principles  that 
underlie  the  requirement  of  due  process  ot 
law.  The  opinion  in  Wilson  v.  North  Caro- 
lina shows  a  deliberate  consideration  of  the 
scope  of  the  14th  Amendment,  and  a  refusal 
to  hold«  as  is  now  held,  that  a  contest  about 
a  state  office  could  not,  under  any  circum- 
stances, involve  rights  secured  1^  that 
Amendment.  We  ihere  substantially  de- 
clared that  the  constitutional  requirement  of 
due  process  of  law  could  be  enforced  by  this 
court  where,  in  depriving  a  party  of  a  state 
office,  there  had  been  a  plain  and  substantial 
departure  from  the  fundamental  principles 
upon  which  our  government  is  based. 

It  thus  appears  that  in  four  cases,  hereto- 
fore decided,  this  court  has  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  that  to  deprive  one  without  due 
process  of  law  of  an  office  created  under  the 
laws  of  a  state,  presented  a  case  under  the 
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14th  Amendment  to  t&6  Gonstitutioa  of  the 
United  States  of  which  we  could  take  cog- 
nizance and  inqaire  whether  there  had  been 
due  process  of  law. 

Nothing  to  the  contrary  was  decided  in  the 
Bawyer  Caw.  124  U.  8.  220,  81  L.  ed.  400, 
8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  482.  That  case  contains  no 
suggestion  that  an  office  is  not  property. 
The  only  point  there  in  judgment  was  that  a 
court  of  equity  could  not  control  the  ap- 
pointment or  removal  of  public  officers.  The 
court  said:  'The  reasons  which  preclude 
a  court  of  equity  from  interfering  with  the 
appointment  or  remoTal  of  public  officers  of 
the  government  from  which  the  court  derives 
its  authority  apply  with  increased  force 
when  the  court  is  a  court  of  the  United 
States  and  the  officers  in  question  are  offi- 
cers of  a  state."  But  care  was  taken  fur- 
ther to  say:  ''If  a  person  claiming  to  be 
such  an  officer  is,  by  the  judgment  of  a  court 
of  the  state,  either  in  appellate  proceedings, 
or  upon  a  mandamus  or  quo  warranto,  de- 
nied any  ri?ht  secured  to  him  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  he  can  obtain 
Qt  relief  by  a  writ  of  error  from  this  court/' 
f  So  that  the  tiatoyer  Case  directly  supports 
•  the  pro[iosition  that  the*  judgment  of  the 
highest  court  of  a  state  depriving  one  of  a 
state  office  may  be  re-exammed  here,  if  the 
incumbent  has  specially  claimed  that  he  has 
been  deprived  of  it  without  due  process  of 
law.  Tli&t  the  point  adjudged  in  Batoyer'a 
Case  was  as  I  have  stated  is  seen  from  the 
opinion  in  White  v.  Berry,  171  U.  S.  806,  43 
L.  ed.  199,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  917,  in  which  it 
was  said:  "But  the  court  in  its  opinion  in 
that  case  observed  that  under  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  the  United  States  the  dis- 
tinction between  common  law  and  ecruity,  as 
existing  in  England  at  the  time  of  the  sepa- 
ration of  the  two  countries,  had  been  main- 
tained although  both  jurisdictions  were  vest- 
ed in  tlie  same  courts,  and  held  that  a  court 
of  equity  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  ap" 
pointment  and  removal  of  public  officers,  and 
that  to  sustain  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain 
or  relieve  against  proceedings  for  the  re- 
moval of  public  officers  would  invade  the  do« 
main  of  tne  courts  of  common  law,  or  of  the 
executive  and  administrative  departments  of 
the  govci*nment." 

Kg twiths tending  the  above  adjudications, 
the  decision  to-day  is  that  this  court  has  no 
« jurisdiction,  under  any  circumstances,  to  in- 
quire whether  a  citizen  has  been  deprived, 
without  due  process  of  law,  of  an  office  held 
by  him  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
his  state.  If  the  contest  between  the  one 
holding  the  office  and  the  person  seeking  to 
hold  it  is  determinable  by  the  le^pslature  in 
a  presoribed  mode,  this  court,  it  appearsi 
cannot  inquire  whether  that  mode  was  pur- 
sued nor  interfere  for  the  protection  of  the 
incumbent,  even  where  the  final  action  of 
the  legislature  was  confessedly  capricious 
and  arbitrary,  inconsistent  witlk  the  funda- 
mental doctrines  upon  which  our  govern- 
ment is  based  and  tne  recognized  principles 
that  belong  to  due  process  of  law,  and  not 
resting,  in  any  degree,  on  evidence.  If  the 
Eentu^y  legislature  had  wholly  disregarded 


the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statutes  of  that 
commonwealth,  and  without  appointing  a 
board  of  contest  composed  of  its  own  mem- 
bers, had»  by  joint  resolution  simply — ^with- 
out any  evidence  whatever  or  without  notice 
to  Taylor  and  without  giving  him  an  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard--declared  Goebel  to  be 
governor,  this  court,  as  we  are  informed  hj  ^ 
the  decision  just  rendered,  would  be  without  g 
jurisdiction  to  protect  tht^incumbent,  for  the  • 
reason,  as  is  now  adjudged,  that  the  office  la 
dispute  is  not  "property^  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  14th  Amendment.  So  that  while 
we  msy  inquire  whether  a  citizen's  land, 
worth  $100,  or  his  mulct,  have  been  taken 
from  him  by  the  legislative  or  judicial  au- 
thorities of  his  state  without  due  process  of 
law,  we  may  not  inquire  whether  the  legisla- 
tive or  judicial  autnorities  of  a  state  nave, 
without  due  process  of  law,  ousted  one  law- 
fully elected  and  holding  the  office  of  govern 
nor  for  a  fixed  term,  with  a  salary  payable 
at  stated  times,  and  put  into  his  place  one 
whom  the  people  had  said  should  not  exer- 
cise the  authority  appertaining  to  that  hiffh 
position.  It  was  long  ago  adjudged  by  the 
court  of  appeals  of  Iventudcy  that  an  oflice 
was  "a  valuable  right  and  interest"  Pager, 
flardin,  8  B.  Mon.  672.  In  Com.  ▼.  Joftee,  10 
Bush,  78ft,  the  same  court,  referring  to  the 
provision  in  the  Constitution  of  l^ntucky 
depriving  any  person  who  fought  a  duel  of 
the  right  to  hold  an  office,  said :  It  '*is,  in  ef- 
fect, to  dispossess  him  of  a  right  whidi  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  terms 
'inalienable'  {[Cumminga  v.  Missouri],  4 
Wall.  321,  18  L.  ed.  362),  to  Uke  from  him 
'rights,  privileges,  and  immunities'  to  which 
he  had  been  entitled,  .  .  .  and  to  strip 
him  of  one  of  the  highest  and  most  valued  at- 
tributes of  citizenship.  .  .  •  The  word 
'deprived'  is  used  in  this  section  in  the  same 
sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  section  12  of  the 
Bill  of  Rights  and .  in  the  5th  Article  of 
Amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution." 

When  the  14th  Amendment  forbade  any 
state  from  depriving  any  person  of  life,  lib- 
erty, or  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
I  had  supposed  that  the  intention  of  the  peo- 

§1e  of  the  United  States  was  to  prevent  the 
eprivation  of  any  legal  right  in  violation  of 
the  fundamental  guarantees  inhering  in  due 
process  of  law.  The  prohibitions  of  that 
Amendment^  as  we  have  often  said,  apply  to 
all  the  instrumentalities  of  the  state,  to  its 
legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  authori- 
ties; and  therefore  it  has  become  a  settled 
doctrine  in  the  constitutional  jurisprudence 
of  this  country  that  "whoever  by  virtue  of 
public  position  under  a  state  government  de- 
prives another  of  property,  life,  or  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law,  or  denies  or  takes  o 
away  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  vio-g 
lates  the* constitutional  inhibition;  and  aa* 
he  acts  in  the  name  and  for  the  state,  and 
is  clothed  with  the  state's  power,  his  act  is 
that  of  the  state.  This  must  be  so,  or  [as 
we  have  often  said]  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition has  no  meaning.  Then  the  state 
has  clothed  one  of  its  agents  with  power  to 
annul  or  to  evade  it."  Ex  parte  virgifUa^ 
100  U.  S.  830,  25  L.  ed.  676;  Chicago,  B.  S 
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Q,  R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  166  XT.  S.  226,  41  Ii»  cd. 

•  979,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  581;  8oott  v.  McNeal, 
154  U.  S.  34,  S8  L.  ed.  896,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1108.  Alluding  to  a  contention  th^t  the 
party — a  railroad  company — ^which  invoAced 
the  14th  Amendment  for  th«  protection  of 
its  property,  had  the  benefit  of  due  process 
of  law  in  the  proceedings  against  it,  becauise 
it  had  due  notice  of  those  proceedings  and 
was  admitted  to  appear  and  make  defense, 
this  court  has  also  said:  ^But  a  state  may 
not,  by  any  of  its  agencies,  disregard  the  pro- 
hibitions of  the  14th  Amendment.  Its  ju- 
dicial authorities  may  keep  within  the  letter 
of  the  statute  prescribing  forms  of  procedure 
In  the  courts  and  give  the  parties  interested 
ihe  fullest  opportunity  to  oe  heard,  and  yet 
it  might  be  tiiat  its  final  action  would  be  in- 
•oonsistent  with  that  Amendment.  In  deter- 
mining what  is  due  process  of  law  regard 
must  be  had  to  substaaoe,  and  not  to  form." 
Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Chicago,  166  U. 
6.  226,  41  L.  ed.  979,  17  SUp.  Ct.  Rep.  581. 
Again,  in  another  case:  ''Though  the  law 
itself  be  fair  on  its  face  and  impartial  in  ap- 
pearance, yet  if  it  is  applied  and  adminis* 
tared  by  public  authority  with  an  evil  eye 
and  an  unequal  hand  ...  it  is  still 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  Constitution." 
Tick  XVo  V.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  373,  30  L.  ed. 
227,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1064.  See  also  Bender- 
eon  ▼.  New  Ywh,  92  U.  S.  259,  eub  nom,  Ben- 
deraon  r.  Wiokham,  23  L.  ed.  543 ;  Chy  Lung 
▼.  Freeman,  92  U.  S.  276,  23  L.  ed.  550; 
yeal  V.  DOaware,  103  U.  S.  370,  26  L.  ed. 
507;  Soon  Bing  v.  Crowley,  113  U.  &  703, 
28  L.  ed.  1145,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730. 

It  is  said  that  the  courts  cannot,  in  any 
ease,  go  behind  the  final  action  of  the  legis- 
lature to  ascertain  whether  that  which  was 
done  was  consistent  with  rights  claimed  un- 
der the  Federal  Constitution.  If  this  be 
true  then  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  state  legis- 
lature to  override  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land.  As  long  ago  as  Davidson  ▼.  Vew  Or- 
Uune,  06  U.  S.  97, 102. 24  L.  ed.  616,  618,  this 
court,  speaking  by  Mr.  .Tustice  Miller,  said: 
^Can  a  state  make  anything  due  process  of 
law  which,  by  its  own  legislation,  it  ehooses 
nto  declare  such?  To  affirm  this  is  to  hold 
:§  that  the  prohibition  to  the  states  is  of  no 

•  avail,  or  has  no  app1ication*where  the  inva- 
sion of  private  rights  is  effected  under  the 
forms  of  state  lecrislation."  More  recently 
we  have  said:  "The  idea  that  any  legisla- 
ture, state  or  Federal,  can  Conclusively  de- 
termine for  the  people  and  for  the  courts 
"that  what  it  enacts  in  the  form  of  law,  or 
what  it  authorizes  its  agents  to  do,  is  con- 
-dstent  with  the  fundamental  law,  is  in  op- 
position to  the  theory  of  our  institutions. 
The  duty  rests  upon  all  courts.  Federal  and 
state,  when  their  jurisdiction  is  properly  in- 
voked, to  see  to  it  that  no  right  secured  by 
-the  supreiTve  law  of  the  land  is  impaired  or 
destroyed  by  lesinlation.  The  function  and 
du^  of  the  judiciary  distinguishes  the 
American  system  from  all  other  systems  of 

^vemment.  The  perpetuity  of  our  institu- 
tions and  the  liberfy  which  is  enjoyed  under 
them  depend,  in  no  small  degree,  upon  the 
jpcfwer  given  the  Judiciary  to  declare  null  and 


void  all  legislation  that  is  dearly  repugnant 
to  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.''  Smyth  t. 
Ames,  169  U.  a  406.  42  U  ed.  819,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  418. 

I  had  supposed  that  the  principles  ax^ 
nounced  in  the  cases  above  dted  were  firmly 
established  in  the  jurisprudence  of  this 
court,  and  that,  if  applied,  they  would  serve 
to  protect  every  right  that  coiUd  be  broujght 
within  judidal  cognizance  against  deprivar 
tion  in  violation  of  due  process  of  law. 

It  seems,  however, — ^if  I  do  not  misapprfr 
hend  the  scope  of  the  decision  now  rendered, 
— ^that  under  our  system  of  government  the 
right  of  a  person  to  exerdse  a  state  office  to 
which  he  has  been  lawfully  chosen  by  popu- 
lar vote  may,  so  far  as  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  is  concerned,  be  taken 
from  him  b^r  the  arbitrary  action  of  a  state 
legislature,  in  utter  disregard  of  the  princi- 
ple that  Anglo-Saxon  freemen  have  for  cen- 
turies deemed  to  be  essential  in  the  require- 
ment of  due  process  of  law — a  principle  re- 
affirmed in  the  Kentucky  Bill  of  Righta^ 
which  declares  that  "absolute  and  arbitrary 
power  over  the  lives,  liberty,  and  property  of 
freemen  exists  nowhere  in  a  RepuUio,  not 
even  in  the  largest  majority.''  §  2.  I  can- 
not assent  to  the  interpretation  now  given 
to  the  14th  Amendment. 

Let  us  look  at  the  question  from  another 
standpoint.  The  requirement  of  due  process 
of  law  is  applicable  to  the  United  States  as 
well  as  to  tne  states ;  for  the  5th  Amendment  q| 
— ^which  all  agree  is  a  limitation  on  the  au-  g 
thority  of  Federal^agendes— declares  that? 
"no  person  shall  •  •  •  be  deprived  of 
life,  liberty,  orproperty  vrithout  due  process 
of  law."  If  dongress  by  some  enactment 
should  attempt,  in  violation  of  due  process 
of  law,  to  deprive  one  of  an  office  held  by  him 
under  the  United  States,  will  not  the  deci- 
sion this  day  rendered  compel  this  court  to 
declare  that  sudi  office  is  not  property  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  5th  Amendment,  and 
therefore  the  incumbent  would  be  without 
remedy  unless  he  could  invoke  the  protection 
of  some  other  dause  of  the  Constitution  than 
the  one  in  the  Amendment  relating  to  due 
process  of  law?  Or,  would  the  court  hold 
that  while  a  Federal  office  is  property  within 
the  meaning  of  the  clause  in  the  5th  Amend- 
ment declaring  that  "no  person  shall  •  •  • 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberly,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,"  a  state  office  is  not 
property  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  in 
the  14th  Amendment  declaring,  "nor  shall 
any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law?" 
Can  it  be  that  Congress  may  not  deprive  one 
of  a  Federal  office  without  due  process  of 
law,  but  that  a  state  may  deprive  one  of  a 
state  office  without  due  process  of  law? 

I  stand  by  the  former  rulings  of  this  court 
in  the  cases  above  cited.  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  equally  with  tangible  property  that 
may  be  bought  and  sold  in  the  market,  an 
office— certainly  one  established  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  a  state,  to  which  office  a  salary 
is  attached,  and  which  cannot  be  abolished 
at  the  will  of  the  legislature — is,  in  the  high- 
eat  sense,  property  of  which  the  incumbeni 
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cannot  be  deprived  arbitrarily  in  disregard 
of  due  process  of  law;  that  is,  as  this  court 
•aid  in  Kennard  r.  Louiaiana,  in  disregard 
of  the  "rules  and  forms  which  have  been  es- 
tablished for  the  protection  of  private 
rights/'  Apart  from  every  other  consider- 
ation, ihe  right  to  receive  and  enjoy  the  sal- 
ary attached  to  such  an  office  is  a  right  of 
property.  And  a  right  of  property  should 
be  deemed  property,  unless  we  mean  to  play 
with  words,  and  regard  form  rather  than 
substance. 

I  go  farther.  The  liberty  of  which  the 
14th  Amendment  forbids  a  state  from  de- 

E riving  anyone  without  due  process  of  law 
^  I  something  more  than  freedom  from  the  en- 
o  slavement  of  the  body  or  from  physical  re- 
•  straint  In  my  judgment  the* words  "life, 
liberty,  or  property"  in  the  14th  Amendment 
should  be  interpreted  as  embracing  every 
right  that  may  be  brought  within  judicial 
cognizance,  and  therefore  no  right  of  that 
kind  can  be  taken  in  violation  of  "due  proc- 
ess of  law." 

In  AUgeyer  v.  Louisiana,  165  U.  S.  578, 
089,  41  L.  ed.  832,  835,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  427, 
this  court  unanimously  held  that  the  liberty 
mentioned  in  the  14th  Amendment  "means 
not  only  the  right  of  the  citizen  to  be  free 
from  the  mere  physical  restraint  of  his  per- 
son, as  by  incarceration,  but  the  term  is 
deemed  to  embrace  the  right  of  the  eitixen 
to  be  free  in  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  facul- 
ties; to  be  free  to  use  them  in  all  lawful 
ways;  to  live  and  work  where  he  will;  to 
earn  his  livelihood  by  any  lawful  calling;  to 
pursue  any  livelihood  or  avocation,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  enter  into  all  contracts 
which  may  be  proper,  necessary,  and  essen- 
tial to  his  carrjdng  out  to  a  successful  con- 
clusion the  purposes  above  mentioned." 

Judge  Cooley,  speaking  for  the  supreme 
court  of  Michigan  in  People  ex  reL  Le  Roy 
T.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep.  103,  aft- 
er observing  that  some  things  were  too  plain 
to  be  written,  said:  "Mr.  Justice  Story  has 
well  shown  that  constitutional  freedom 
means  something  more  than  liberty  per- 
mitted ;  it  consists  in  the  civil  and  political 
rights  which  are  absolutely  guaranteed,  as- 
sured, and  guarded;  in  one's  liberties,  as  a 
man  and  a  citizen — ^his  right  to  vote,  hia 
right  to  hold  office,  his  right  to  worship  God 
according  to  the  dictates  of  his  conscience, 
his  equality  with  all  others  who  are  his  fel- 
low citizens ;  all  these  guarded  and  protected 
and  not  held  at  the  mercy  and  discretion  of 
any  one  man  or  of  any  popular  majority. 
Story,  Miscellaneous  Writings,  620.  If  these 
are  not  now  the  absolute  rights  of  the  people 
of  Michigan,  they  may  be  allowed  more  lib- 
erty of  action  and  more  privileges,  but  they 
are  little  nearer  to  constitutional  freedom 
than  Europe  was  when  an  imperial  city  sent 
out  consuls  to  govern  it." 

The  doctrine  that  liberty  means  something 
iv.ore  than  freedom  from  physical  restraint  is 
well  illustrated  in  Minor  v.  Happersett,  21 
Wall.  162,  22  L.  ed.  627,  in  which  it  was 
said  that  although  the  right  of  suffrage 
oomes  from  the  state»  yet  when  granted  it 


will  be  protected,  and  he  "who  has  it  can 
only  be  deprived  of  it  by  due  process  of  law."  ^ 
What  more  directly  involves  the  liberty  of  9 
the  citizen  than^to  be  able  to  enter  upon  the  • 
discharge  of  the  duties  of  an  office  to  whidi 
he  has  been  lawfully  elected  by  hia  fellow 
citizens  T  What  more  certainly  infringes  up- 
on his  libcr^  than  for  the  legislature  of  the 
state,  by  merely  arbitrary  action,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  rules  and  forms  required  by  due 
process  of  law,  to  take  from  him  the  right 
to  discharge  the  public  duties  imposed  upon 
him  by  his  fellow  citizens  in  accordance  with 
law?  Can  it  be  that  the  right  to  pursue  a 
lawful  calling  is  a  part  of  one's  liberty  se- 
cured by  the  14th  Amendment  against  illegal 
deprivation;  and  yet  the  right  to  exercise 
an  office  to  which  one  has  been  elected  and 
into  which  he  has  been  lawfully  inducted  ia 
no  part  of  the  incumbent's  liberty,  and  may 
be  disregarded  by  the  mere  edict  of  a  legis- 
lative body,  sitting  under  a  Constitution 
which  declares  that  absolute  arbitrary  pow- 
er exists  nowhere  in  a  Republic?  Can  it  be 
that  the  right  to  vote,  once  given,  cannot,  un- 
der the  14th  Amendment,  m  taken  away  ex- 
cept hj  due  process  of  law, — and  it  was  so  de- 
cided m  Minor  v.  Happersett^  21  Wall.  162, 
22  L.  ed.  C27,— and  yet  that  the  right  of  the 
person  voted  for  to  hold  and  exercise  the 
functions  of  the  office  to  which  he  was  elected 
can,  without  violating  that  Amendment,  be 
taken  away  without  due  process  of  lawT 
Does  the  liberty  of  an  American  embrace  his 
right  to  vote  without  discrimination  sgainst 
him  on  account  of  race,  color,  or  previous 
condition  of  servitude,  and  yet  not  embrace 
his  right  to  serve  in  a  position  of  public  trust 
to  which  he  has  been  lawfully  called  by  his 
fellow  citizens  who  voted  for  him?  The  lib- 
erty of  which  I  am  speaking  is  that  which 
exists,  and  which  can  exist,  only  under  a  re- 

gublican  form  of  government.  "The  United 
tates,"  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  de- 
clares, "shall  guarantee  to  every  state  in  this 
Union  a  republican  form  of  govemment*" 
And  "the  distinguishing  feature  of  that 
form,"  this  court  has  said,  "is  the  right  of 
the  people  to  choose  their  own  officers  for 
governmental  administration,  and  pass  their 
own  laws  in  virtue  of  the  legislative  power 
reposed  in  representative  bodies,  whose  legitr 
imate  acts  may  be  said  to  be  those  of  tiie 
people  themselves."  Re  Duncan,  139  U.  S. 
461,  sub  nom.  Duncan  v.  MoCall,  35  L.  ed. 
224,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  573.  But  of  what 
value  is  that  right  if  the  person  selected  by 
the  people  at  the  polls  for  an  office  provided  » 
for  by  the  Constitution,  and  holding  a  cer-§ 
tificate^of  election,  may  be  deprived  of  that? 
office  by  the  arbitrary  action  of  the  legisla- 
ture proceeding  altogether  without  evidence T 
I  grant  that  it  is  competent  for  a  state  to 
provide  for  the  determination  of  contested 
election  cases  by  the  legislature.  All  that  I 
now  seek  to  maintain  is  the  proposition  that 
when  a  state  l^slature  deals  with  a  matter 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  which  involves 
the  life,  liberty,  or  property  of  the  citizen, 
it  cannot  ignore  the  requirement  of  due  proc- 
ess of  law.  What  due  process  of  law  may  ra- 
quire  in  paxticular  cases  may  not  be  appli* 
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cable  in  other  cases.  The  essential  prin- 
ciple 16  that  the  state  shall  not  by  any  of  its 
agencies  destroy  or  impair  any  right  apper- 
taining to  life,  liberty,  or  property  in  viola- 
tion oi  the  principles  upon  which  the  require- 
ment of  due  process  of  law  rests.  That  re- 
quirement is  ''a  restraint  on  the  legislative 
as  well  as  on  the  executive  and  judicial  pow- 
ers of  the  government."  Den  ea  dem,  Murray 
T.  Hohoken  Land  d  Imp.  Oo.  18  How.  272, 
276, 15  L.  ed.  372,  374;  Sooti  v.  MoNeal,  164 
U.  S.  34,  38  li.  ed.  896, 14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1108  ; 
Chicago,  B,  d  Q.  R.  Oo.  v.  Chicago,  166  U. 
fl.  226,  41  L.  ed.  979,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  681. 
^That  government  can  scarcely  be  deemed  to 
be  free^**  this  court  has  said,  ''where  the 
rights  of  property  are  left  solely  dependent 
upon  the  will  of  a  legislative  body  without 
any  restraint."  Wilkinson  v.  Leland,  2  Pet. 
«27,  7  L.  ea.  642. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  it  should  be 
-deemed  necessary  in  a  case  like  this  to  de- 
part from  the  principles  heretofore  an- 
nounced and  actea  upon  by  this  court. 

Looking  into  the  record  before  us,  I  find 
fiuch  action  taken  by  the  body  claiming  to  be 
organized  as  the  lawful  legislature  of  Ken- 
tucky as  was  discreditable  in  the  last  de- 
gree and  unworthy  of  the  free  people  whom 
it  professed  to  represent.  The  statute  re- 
quired the  board  of  contest  to  pre  "true 
judgment**  on  the  case,  ''according  to  the 
«vidence.''  And  when  the  statute  further 
declared  that  the  decision  of  the  board 
should  be  reported  to  the  two  houses  "for 
the  future  action  of  the  general  assembly,*' 
that  such  decision  should  not  be  "final  and 
conclusive,"  and  that  the  general  assembly 
should  determine  the  cont^t,  it  meant,  of 
course,  that  such  determination  should  rest 
upon  the  issues  made  by  the  parties  and  up- 

?on  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  board  of 
contest.  If  the  evidence  had  been  before  the 
♦  legislature  it  would  have  been  physically^- 
possible  to  have  examined  it;  for,  as  we  have 
seen,  its  final  action  was  taken  immediately 
after  the  board  of  contest  reported  its  deci- 
sion. But.  as  heretofore  stated,  the  evidence 
before  the  board  was  not  transmitted  to  the 
lecrislature,  nor  were  the  pounds  upon 
which  the  board  proceeded  disclosed.  Yet 
the  body  which  assumed  to  determine  who 
had  been  elected  pfovemor,  without  having be« 
fore  it  one  particle  of  the  proof  taken  upon 
the  issues  made  bv  the  notice  of  contest,  "ad- 
judged" that  Goebel  had  been  legally  elected 
governor  of  Kentucky.  No  such  farce  under 
the  guise  of  formal  proceedings  was  ever  en- 
acted In  the  presence  of  a  free  people  who 
take  pride  in  the  fact  that  our  American 
governments  are  governments  of  laws  and 
not  of  men.  Thst  which  was  done  was  not 
equivalent  to  a  decision  or  judgment  or  de- 
termination by  the  legislature  of  a  matter 
committed  to  it  by  law.  It  should  be  re- 
garded merely  as  an  exercise  of  arbitrary 
power  by  a  given  number  of  men  who  defied 
the  law.  It  is  not  a  pleasant  thing  to  say— 
bnt  after  a  thorough  examination  of  the  ree- 
«rd  a  sense  of  duty  constrains  me  to  say — 
that  the  declaration  by  that  body  of  men 
tbat  Goebel  was  legally  elected  ought  not  to  ^ 


be  respected  in  any  eonrt  as  a  determination 
of  the  question  in  issue,  but  should  be  re* 
garded  only  as  action  taken  outside  of  law, 
in  utter  contempt  of  the  constitutional  right 
of  freemen  to  select  their  rulers.  They  had 
no  jurisdietum  to  determine  the  contest  for 

fovemor  except  upon  the  evidence  introduced 
efore  the  hoard  of  conteet,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  such  evidence  they  were  without  au- 
thority to  declare  anything  except  that  Tay- 
lor's right  to  the  office  of  governor,  based 
upon  the  certificate  awarded  him,  had  not 
been  impaired.  Their  determination  of  the 
contest  without  having  the  evidence  before 
them  could  have  no  greater  effect  in  law 
than  if  the  issue  had  been  determined  simply 
by  a  joint  resolution,  without  taking  proof 
or  without  notifying  or  hearing  the  partiei 
interested. 

It  is  to  be  also  said  that  a  fair  interpreta- 
tion of  the  record  leads  irresistibly  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  body  of  men  referred  to 
were  wholly  indifferent  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  evidence  adduced  before  the  board  of  con- 
test, and  that  there  was  a  fixed  purpose  on  h 
their  part,  whatever  the  facts  might  be,  toS 
put  Gk>ebel  into  office  and  to  oust  Taylor.* 
Under  the  evidence  in  the  ease  no  result  fa- 
vorable to  Goebel  could  have  been  reached  on 
any  ground  upon  which  the  board  of  contest 
or  the  legislature  had  jurisdiction  to  act. 
The  Constitution  of  Kentucky,  as  we  haw 
seen,  declares  that  "the  person  hai>ing  the 
highest  number  of  votes  snail  be  govemor.** 
And  the  statute  provides  that  the  person  re- 
turned having  received  the  highest  number 
of  legal  votes  given  "shall  be  adjudged  to  be 
the  person  elected  and  entitled  to  the  office.'* 
With  the  Constitution  and  the  statutes  of 
the  state  before  him  when  preparing  his  no- 
tice to  Taylor  of  contest,  Goebel,  it  is  true, 
did  claim  in  very  general  terms  that  he  was 
legally  and  rightfully  elected;  but  he  took 
care  not  to  say — ^there  is  reason  to  believe 
that  he  purposely  avoided  sayings— that  he 
had  received  the  highest  numb^  of  legal 
votes  case  for  governor.  The  evidence  ren- 
ders it  clear  that  the  declaration  that  he  had 
received  the  highest  number  of  legal  votes 
cast  was  in  total  disregard  of  the  facts — a 
declaration  as  extravagant  as  one  adjudging 
that  white  was  black,  or  that  black  was 
white.  But  such  a  declaration  made  by  the 
body  to  which  the  board  of  contest  reported 
should  not  surprise  anyone  when  it  is  re- 
membered that  it  came  from  those  who  did 
not  have  before  them  any  of  the  proof  taken 
in  the  case  and  were  willing  to  act  without 
proof.  Those  who  composed  that  body 
seemed  to  have  shut  their  eyes  against  the 
proof  for  fear  that  it  would  compel  them  to 
respect  the  popular  will  as  expressed  at  the 
polls.  Indignant,  as  naturally  they  were 
and  should  have  been,  at  the  assassination 
of  their  leader,  they  proceeded  in  defiance  of 
all  the  forms  of  law  and  in  contempt  of  the 
principles  upon  which  free  governments  rest, 
to  avenge  that  terrible  crime  by  committing 
another  crime,  namely,  the  destruction  by 
arbitrary  methods  of  the  right  of  the  people 
to  choose  their  chief  magistrate.  The  former 
erime,  if  the  offender  be  discovered,  can  be 
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punished  as  directed  hj  law.  The  latter 
should  not  be  rewarded  uy  a  declaration  of 
the  inability  of  the  judiciary  to  protect  pub- 
lic and  private  rights,  and  thereby  the  rights 
of  voters,  against  the  wilful,  arbitrary  action 
of  a  legislative  tribunal  which,  we  must  as- 
OQ  sume  from  the  record,  deliberately  acted  up- 
g  on  a  contested  election  case  involving  the 
•  righti^of  the  people  and  cd  their  chosen  rep- 
resentative in  the  office  of  governor  without 
looking  into  the  evidence  upon  which  alone 
any  lawful  determination  ox  the  case  could 
be  made.  The  assassination  of  an  individu- 
al demands  the  severest  punishment  which  it 
is  competent  for  human  laws  in  a  free  land 
to  prescribe.  But  th«  overturning  of  the 
public  will,  as  expressed  at  the  ballot  box, 
without  evidence  or  asainst  evidence,  in  or- 
der to  accomplish  partisan  ends,  is  a  crime 
against  free  government^  and  deserves  the 
execration  of  all  lovers  of  liberty.  Judge 
Bumam,  speaking  for  himself  and  Judge 
Ouffy  in  the  court  of  appeals  of  Kentud^, 
•Ithouffh  compelled,  in  his  view  of  the  law, 
to  hold  the  action  of  the  legislature  to  be 
conclusive,  said:  "It  is  hard  to  imagine  a 
more  flagrant  and  partisan  disregard  of  the 
modes  of  procedure  which  should  govern  a 
Judicial  tribunal  in  the  determination  of  a 
great  and  important  issue  than  is  made  man- 
ifest by  the  facts  alleged  and  relied  on  by 
the  ooutestees,  and  admitted  by  the  demur- 
rer filed  in  this  action  to  be  true,  and  I  am 
firmly  convinced,  both  from  these  admitted 
facts  and  from  knowledge  of  the  current  his- 
tory of  these  transactions,  that  the  general 
assembly,  in  the  heat  of  anger,  engendered 
by  the  intense  partisan  excitement  which 
was  at  the  time  prevailing,  have  done  two 
faithful,  conscientious,  and  able  public  serv- 
mnts  an  irreparable  injury  in  depriving  them 
of  the  offices  to  which  they  were  elected  by 
the  people  of  this  commonwealth,  and  a  still 
greater  wrong  has  been  done  a  large  majority 
of  the  electorjt  of  this  commonwealth,  who 
voted  under  (^*Qicult  circumstances  to  elect 
these  gentlemen  to  act  as  their  servants  in 
the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  these  great 
offices.''  I  cannot  believe  that  the  judiciary 
Ir  helpless  in  the  presence  of  such  a  crime. 
The  person  elected,  as  well  as  the  people  who 
elected  him,  have  rights  that  the  courts  may 
protect.  To  say  that  in  such  an  emergency 
the  judiciary  cannot  interfere  is  to  subordi- 
nate right  to  mere  power,  and  to  recognise 


the  legislature  of  a  state  as  above  the  wn- 
preme  law  of  the  land.  The  Ck>nstitatioii  of 
Kentucky  expressly  forbids  the  exerdse  of 
absolute  and  arbitrary  power  over  the  lives, 
liberty,  or  property  of  freemen.  And  that 
principle  is  at  the  very  foundation  of  the  a 
government  of  the  Union.  Indeed,  to  sua-  § 
tain  that  principle  our*  fathers  waged  the  • 
war  for  independence  and  established  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Tet  hj 
the  decision  this  day  rendered,  no  redress 
can  be  had  in  the  courts  when  a  legislative 
body,  or  one  recognized  as  such  by  the  courts, 
without  due  process  of  law,  by  the  exerciee 
of  absolute,  arbitrary  power,  and  without 
evidence,  takes  an  office  having  a  fixed  salary 
attached  thereto  from  one  who  has  been  law* 
fully  elected  to  such  office  by  the  voters  of 
the  state  at  a  regular  election.  The  doctrine 
of  legislative  absolutism  is  forei£pi  to  free 
government  as  it  exists  in  this  country.  The 
cornerstone  of  our  republican  institutions  Se 
the  principle  that  the  powers  of  government 
shall,  in  all  vital  particulars,  be  distributed 
among  three  separate  co-ordinate  depart- 
ments, legislative,  executive,  and  judicial. 
And  liberty  regulated  by  law  cannot  be  per* 
manently  secured  against  the  assaults  of  pow- 
er or  the  tyranny  of  a  majority,  if  the  ju- 
diciary must  be  silent  when  rights  existing 
independently  of  human  sanction,  or  a»> 
quired  under  the  law,  are  at  the  mercy  of 
legislative  action  taken  in  violation  of  due 
process  of  law. 

Other  grounds  are  disclosed  by  the  record 
which  support  the  general  proposition  that 
the  dedaration  by  t&e  body  referred  to,  that 
Ooebel  received  the  highest  number  of  legal 
votes  cast  and  was  entitled  to  the  office  of 
governor,  ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  valid, 
much  less  conclusive,  upon  we  courts.  But 
as  those  grounds  have  not  been  discussed  by 
this  court,  and  as  it  declines  to  determine  the 
case  upon  the  merits  as  disclosed  by  the  evi- 
dence, I  will  not  extend  this  opinion  by  com- 
menting on  them. 

What  has  been  said  in  this  opinion  as  to 
the  contest  for  governor  applies  to  the  con- 
test for  lieutenant  governor. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  writ  of  error 
should  not  have  been  dismissed,  and  that  the 
court  should  have  adjudged  that  the  decree 
below  took  from  Taylor  and  Marshall  rijriits 
protected  by  the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Ooa* 
stitution  of  the  United  States. 
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TENTH  RULB. 

Township  of  Gabukld  ei  al.,  Plaintiffs  in 
Error,  ▼.  Lewis  A.  Rilkt*     [Kg.  76.] 
In  Error  to  the   Supreme  Court  of  the 

StaAe  of  Kansas. 

Mr.  W.  Littlefield  for  plaintiiTi  in  error. 

No  counsel  for  defendant  in  error. 
October  2^,  1899.    Dismissed  wiih  costs, 

pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 

Obobgx  Webstes,  Appellant,  t.  R.  D.  Spxok, 

Sheriff,  etc     [Ko.  443.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Washing* 
ton. 

Jfr.  JameM  Hamilton  LeiMsfor  appellaiit. 
Ko  counsel  opposed.  .     . 

January  8,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Ruleu 

Township  of  Qabfuxd,  Finxtbt  Couirrr, 
Kansas,  et  aZ.,  Plavntiff$  in  Brror  and 
AppellanU,  v.  C.  H.  Pottkb  &  Co.    [Ko. 
111.] 
In  Error  to  and  Appeal  from  the  CireoH 

Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 

of  Kansas. 

Mr.  W.  Littlefield  for  plaintiffs  in  error 

•nd  appellants.    No  counsel  for  defendants 

In  error  and  appellees. 
January  17,  1900.    Dismissed  with  costs, 

pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


O.  W.  BoTD  ei  al,  AppeUante,  v.  J.  L.  Swkbt, 
County  Treasurer,  et  ol.    [No.  133.] 
Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  tiia  Tor* 

ritory  of  Oklahoma. 
if r.  Horace  Speed  for  appellants.    Menrs. 

Hofrper  B.  Cunningham^  Oharlee  Dick,  and 

I*,  u.  Bryan  for  appellees. 
January  29,  1900.    Dismissed  with  costs, 

pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


BsBsiB  Babnbtt,  Appellant,  v,  JoflKPH  Bab- 

NETT.      [No.  144.] 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  of  New  Mexico. 

Meeere.  P.  W.  Clancy  and  T?iomaa  A.  Fin- 
losi  for  appellant.  Mr.  W.  B.  Childere  for 
appellee. 

January  31,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Johanna  Quibk,  Appettani, «.  Wizxiam  W. 

LlEBEBT.      [No.  146.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Meeere.  Robert  Andreu>§  and  /.  MiOer  Ket^ 
yon  for  appellant.  Meeere.  P.  L.  WiUiame, 
Jamet  8.  Bdwarde,  and  Job  Barnard  for  ap> 
pellee. 

February  1,  1900.  Dismissed  with  sosts^ 
pursuant  to  the  lOth  Rule, 


Benjamin  Lovbabd,  Jb.,  PlainHff  in  Brrw. 

V.  B.  F.  UcMmujx  et  oL    [No.  147.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Stats 
of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Louie  A.  Prodi  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Meeeri.  T.  C.  Ryan,  M.  A.  Hurley,  9iidW.  H. 
Mylrea  for  delendimts  in  error. 

FeWuary  1,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Waplbs  Platieb  Co.  ei  al,  PladnHffe  in  Br- 
ror,  V.  C.  W.  Tubneb.     [No.  ISl.J 
In  Error  to   the  United  States  drcnit 

Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Eighth  CHrouit 
Mr.  Arthur  O.  Moeeley  for  plaintiffs  in  er^ 

ror.    Mr.  Wm.  T.  Hutohinye  for  defendant 

in  error. 
February  1,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 

pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


D.  L.  BoTD  et  at,  AppellanU,  v.  United 

States.     [No.  161.] 

Appeal  from  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fourth  Circuit 

Mr.  R.  R,  MoMahon  for  appellants.  The 
Attorney  Oenerdl  for  appellee. 

February  2, 1900.  Dismissed,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  Rule. 


Annm  R.  Keak,  Plaintiff  In  Error,  9.  Ito- 

WABD  ROBT  ei  al.      [No.  98.} 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Stats 
of  Indiana. 

Mr.  William  P.  FenneU  for  plaintiff  in  er^ 
ror.  Meeere.  Edward  Roby,  W.  H.  H.  Mil- 
ler,  and  J.  B.  Slam  for  defendants  in  error. 

February  26, 1900,  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 
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Oct.  Tbbx, 


Fbed  MIIJ.EH  Brewiko  Company,  Plaintiff 

in  Error,  v,  W.  M.  Stevens  et  aL    [No. 

173.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  th« 
State  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Henry  J.  Taylor  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
No  counsel  for  defendants  in  error. 

March  2,  1900,  Disnussed  with  ootts, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 

WnxiAM   Pelzeb,   Petitioner,   v.   Horn   ft 

BfilANNEN        MANUFACTUBINa        COMPANT. 

[No.  196.] 

On  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third  Cir- 
euit. 

Mr.  Richard  N.  Dyer  for  petitioner.  Mr. 
Heetor  T.  Fenton  for  respondent. 

March  H,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 

J.  H.  Hampson,  Appellant,  v.  Frank  Dt- 

RART.     [No.  206.] 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  of  Arixona. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Barnes  for  appellant  No  coun- 
sel for  appellee. 

March  19,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


A.  H.  Bishop,  etc..  Appellant,  v.  Ezgslsior 
NsEDLB  Company  et  al.    [No.  221.] 
Appeal   from  the  United  States  Circuit 

Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Seventh  Circuit. 
Mr.  Joseph  V.  Chraff  for  appellant  Meaere. 

J.  M.   Flotoer,  P.   /.  Smith,  and   Harrison 

Musgrave  for  appellees. 
March  21,  1900.    Dismissed   with  costs, 

pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


J.  W.  GooDSON,  Appellant,  v.  J.  8.  Ralbt  et 

al.     [No.  224.] 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Georgia. 

Mr.  Clifford  Anderson  for  appellant  No 
counsel  for  a^ipellees. 

March  22,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Joseph  B.  Glenn  et  al..  Appellants,  v.  Cnoo 

TAW  Nation.     [No.  226.] 

Appeal  from  the  United  States  Court  in 
the  Indian  Territory. 

Messrs.  Yancey  Lewis,  W.  W.  Dudley,  and 
L.  T.  Miohener  tor  appellants.  No  counsel 
for  appellee. 

March  22,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Hazen  S.  Pinoeee,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v. 

Michigan  Centrai.  Railroad  Compant. 

[No.  280.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State 
of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Fred  A.  Maynard  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
No  counsel  for  defendant  in  error. 

March  2S,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Glenn  Tucker  et  al.,  Appellants,  v.  Cboo- 

TAW  Nation.     [No.  231.] 

Appeal  from  the  United  States  Court  ia 
the  Indian  Territory. 

Mr.  J.  C.  Hodges  for  appellants.  No  eoua* 
sel  for  appellee. 

March  23,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Blanche  I.  Harrison  et  al..  Plaintiffs  in 

Error,   v.    Franklin   J.   Morton.     [No. 

223.] 

In  Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  R,  H.  Spencer  tor  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Ifr.  Edgar  H.  Gans  for  defendant  in  error. 

AprtZ  16,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Jahes  C.  Berrthill  et  aL,  Appellants,  v. 

Muskogee  Nation.     [No.  252.] 

Appeal  from  the  United  States  Court  in 
the  Indian  Territory. 

Mr.  George  P.  M.  Turner  for  appellants^ 
No  counsel  for  appellee. 

April  17,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 

MiBsouBi,  Kansas,  &  Tklab  Railway  Com- 
pant, Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Ira  Btbs- 
berger.     [No.  254.] 
In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State 

of  Kansas. 

Messrs.  James  Hagerman  and  T.  N,  Bedg- 

tpiek  for  plaintiff  in  error.    No  counsel  for 

defendant  in  error. 
April    17,   1900.    Dismissed    with    eosts^ 

pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


Rachel   Gardiner   et   al.,   Appellanta,  9. 

Creek  Nation.     [No.  282.] 

Appeal  from  the  United  States  Court  te 
the  Indian  Territory. 

Mr.  Napoleon  B.  Mawoey  tor  appeUaats. 
No  counsel  for  appellee. 

ApHl  27,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  Rule. 


NINETEEm^H  RULB. 

John    A.    CIordon.    Appellant,   v.   UNim 

States.    [No.  25.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims. 

Messrs.  John  Paul  Jones  and  F.  P.  Dewem 
for  appellant.  The  Attorney  General  for  ap- 
pellee. 

October  It,  1899.  Dismissed,  pursuant  to 
the  19th  Rule. 


TWENTY-EIGHTH  RULE. 

George  Deer  nr  Water,  Appeliant,  v,  Lao 
£.  Bennett,  U.  S.  Marshal.  [No.  159.] 
Appeal  from  the  United  States  Court  in 

the  Indian  Territory. 

Messrs.  Wm.  T.  Hutdhings,  Wm.  P.Tkomp- 

son,  and  Taneey  Lewis  for  appellant.    £fo- 

lioitor  General  Richards  for  appellee. 
June  22,  1899.    Dismissed,   pursuant  to 

the  28th  Rule. 


1»»9. 
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MISCELLANEOUS. 

St.  Louis,  Alton,  &  SpaiNOjnxLD  R.  Co.  e< 

al,  Plaiiitiffa  in  Error,  v.  Skth  F.  Cbews 

ei  al.     [No.  32L] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois. 

Mr,  Etcneious  Smith  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Mr.  Frederic  D,  MoKenney  for  defendants  in 
error. 

June  t,  1899,    Docketed  and  dismissed. 


Bark    "Lobenzo"    and    Cargo    v,    Ukited 

States.     [No.  323.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Flor- 
ida. 

No  counsel  for  appellant.  The  Attorney 
General  for  appellee. 

June  S,  1899.    Docketed  and  dismissed. 


UiriTBD  States,  Appellant,  v.  Thomas  B. 

Catbok  et  al.    [No.  34.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  PriTate  Land 
Claims. 

The  Attorney  General  for  appellant  Mr. 
T.  B.  Catron  for  appellees. 

Octoher  10, 1899.  Dismissed,  per  stipula- 
tion, on  motion  of  Aesietwnt  Attorney  Qen' 
eral  Boyt  for  the  appellant. 


Andrew  B.  Bairo  et  al.,  Appellants,  v.  UxnT- 

BD  States.    [No.  418.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Private  Land 
Claims. 

No  counsel  for  appellants.  The  Attorney 
General  for  appellee. 

October  10,  1899.  Docketed  and  dis- 
missed, on  motion  of  Aeeistant  Attorney 
General  Hoyt  for  the  appellee. 


Habpeb    S.    CuiTNiiraHAM,    Appellant,    v. 

United  States  Nationai.  Bank  et  ak 

[No.  154.] 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Harper  8.  Cunningham  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Horace  Speed  for  appellees. 

Octoher  11,  1899.  Dismissed  with  eosts, 
on  motion  of  the  appellant. 


W.  J.  FzjPPiN,  Petitioner,  v.  F.  J.  TTTifT^ATT, 
et  al,  Receivers,  etc.     [No.  287.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Fourth  Circuit 
Meesre.  Edgar  Allen,  Robert  Stilea,  and 

A.  L.  Holladay  for  petitioner.    Meaera.  R. 

M.  Hughes  and  J.  I.  Doran  for  respondents. 
October  16,  1899.    Denied. 


AiTHUB    S.  Leland  et   al.,  Petitionere,  «. 

National  Cash  Rboistbb  Compant.  [No. 

826.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  First  Circuit 

Mr.  Frederick  P.  Fish  for  petitioners.  Mr. 
Lyaamder  Hill  for  respondent 

October  16,  1899.    Denied. 


M.  Bolles  k  Co..  Petitionere,  v.  Countt  ov 

Pebbt.     [No.  886.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit 

Mr,  George  A.  Sandere  for  petitioners. 
if  r.  8.  P.  Wheeler  for  respondent 

October  16,  1899.    Denied. 


L.  BucEi  &  Son  Lumbeb  Co.,  Petitioner,  v. 

Atlantic  Lumbeb  Company.    [No.  415.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fifth  Circuit 

Meaara.  H.  Biabee  and  J,  B.  Padgett  for 
petitioner.  Mr.  R.  H.  Liggett  for  respond- 
ent 

October  16,  1899.    Denied. 


Cleveland,  Cincinnati,    Chicago,  &    St. 

Louis  Railway  Company,  Petitioner,  v. 

Henby  M.  Nabbamobe.     [No.  417.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  ths 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit 

Mr.  Judaon  HamMm  tor  petitioner.  Ifr. 
Charlea  M.  Ciat  for  respondent 

October  16, 1899.    Denied. 


Appleton  Watbb  Wobxs  Company  et  oL, 

Petitioners,  v.  Centbal  Trust  Company 

OF  New  York.     [No.  270.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit 

Meaara.  Lyman  E.  Barnes,  Elmer  P.  Howe, 
William  A.  Sargent,  and  George  H.  Teaman 
for  petitioners,  ifr.  B.  K.  Miller,  Jr.,  for 
respondent 

October  23,  1899.    Denied. 


James  S.  Angus  et  al..  Executors,  PeHtioi^ 
ers,  V.  William  Irvine.     [No.  876.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Ninth  Circuit 

Messrs.  WUUom   M.   Pierson   and  G.  W. 

McEnemey  for  petitioners.    No  opposition. 
October  tS,  1899.    Denied. 


Fidelity  Trust  &  Sarty  Vault  Company 
OF  Louisville,  Petitioner,  v.  Lawbenob 
County,  Tennessee.    [No.  421.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Sixth  Circuit 
ifr.  J.  M.  Dickinson  for  petitioner,    ifr. 

Edward  H.  Bast  for  respondent 
October  23,  1899.    Denied. 


Henby  MmoH,  Ps^iltoner,  v.  Steam  Tuo 

"Victobia,*'  bto.     [No.  423.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit 

Mr.  Robert  D.  Benediat  far  psiitionet.  Mr. 
Jamee  J.  Maeklin  for  respondent 

October  23, 1899.    Denied. 
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Oct.  Tbbk, 


Fbidbbigk  Zobn  e#  d^  P6lMiii«rt»  v.  BmuM. 

TUQ  "VlCTOBIA,"  KPO.      [No.  424.] 

PetiUon  for  %  Writ  of  Certiorui  to  the 
United  St&tes  Circuit  Oaurt  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit. 

Mr.  Robert  D,  Benedioi  for  petitioiierft. 
Mr.  James  J.  MaokUn  for  reepondent 

October  $S,  1899.    Denied. 


FATfificK  HiNES,  Petitioner,  v.  Stbah  Tua 

"ViCTomA,"  BTO.     [No.  425.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
tiie  Second  Circuit. 

Mr.  Robert  D.Benediet  for  petitioner. 
Mr.  James  J.  Macklin  for  respondent. 

October  2S,  1899.    Denied. 


EicxA  S.  Faterweatheb  et  al.,  Petitionere, 

y.  Tbustees  of  Ambxbst  Coijjbqs  et  oL 

[No.  420.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit. 

Messrs.  Roger  M.  Sherman  and  WUUam 
Blaikie  for  petitioners.  Messrs.  James  L. 
Bishop,  John  E.  Parsons,  and  O.  N.  Bovee, 
Jr.,  for  respondents. 

October  80,1899.  Denied.  Announced  byMr. 
Justice  Harlan.  (Thx  Cnisr  Justige  took 
no  part  in  the  decision  upon  this  petition.) 


SnTGXB  Mani»*actubing  CoMPA2rr,  Petition- 
er, V.  Heuman  Ckamkb.     [No.  381.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Ninth  Circuit. 

Messrs.  C.  K.  Offield,  0.  0.  Sinthieum,  and 

if.  A.   Wheaton  for  petitioner.    Mr.  John 

H.  Miller  for  respondent. 
October  SO,  1899.    Denied. 


BuzA  W.  Patbick,  Petitioner,  v.  Frahk  L. 

UllDEBWOOD.     [No.  403.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Eighth  Circuit 

Mr.  Charles  /.  Greene  and  Ralph  W.  Breeh- 
enridge  for  petitioner.  Messrs.  Charles  H. 
Toll  and  D.  F.  Bums  tor  respondent. 

October  SO.  1899.    Denied. 


FsAifK  R.  Chandler,  Trustee  and  Executor, 

etc.,  et  al..  Petitioners,  v.  JosxPHnn  Pom- 

XBOT  et  dL     [No.  407.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  <^  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit 

Mr.  0.  0.  Bonney  for  petitionera  Messrs. 
John  O.  Johnson  and  George  Baldwin  Newell 
for  respondents. 

October  SO,  1899.    Denied. 


KmoHTs  Templabs  ft  Masons'  Lnv  Ihdck- 
NITT  Company,  Petitioner,  «.  Cabbeb  E. 

CONYEBSK.      [No.  413.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Serenth  Circuit 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Aldrioh  for  petitioner. 
Mr.  John  S.  Cooper  for  respondent 

October  SO,  1899.    Denied. 


HuoTJUT  HAiroyAOTDBaro  Oohpant  et  oL, 

Petitioners,  v.  Qalbioh  Cotton  Mills  et 

oL    [No.  480.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fifth  Circuit 

Messrs.  E.  H.  Farrar,  B.  P,  Jonas,  S,  B. 
Kruttsohmtt,  and  /.  Jf.  Ohtttan  imt  pstt> 
tioners.    No  opposition. 

October  SO,  1899.    Denied. 

SncoN  F.  Maokib,  AppeUani,  v.  Bbioktab» 
Gold  Mining  Company  et  aL  [No.  416.] 
Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  UnlV 

ed  States  for  the  District  of  Utah. 
Mr,  A.  T.  Bchroeder  for  appellant    Jfr. 

8.  M.  Btookslager  tor  appellees. 
October  SO,  1899.    Dismissed,  eaeh  part/ 

to  pay  its  own  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  B*  if. 

Btockslager  for  the  appelleea. 

RoBiBT   L.    Taylob  et  al.,  Appelianis,  w. 

Nasuvillb,  Chattanooga,  k  St.  Loun 

Railway.    [No.  170.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unii> 
ed  SUtes  for  the  Middle  District  of  Tennes- 
see. 

Messrs.  G.  W.  Piekie  and  Wm.  L.  OitM- 
bury  for  appellants.  Mr.  J.  if.  Dickinsom 
for  appellee. 

October  SO,  1899.  Dismissed,  per  stipula- 
tion,  on  motion  of  Mr,  J.  M.  Ihokinson  for 
the  appellee. 

Dayton  Tbaoiion    Company,  Plaintif  in 
Error,  v.  Amy  R.  Gampbecx.     [No.  120.] 
In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohia 
Mr.  E.  W.  Kittredge  tor  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr,  Charles  W,  Baker  for  defendant  in  error. 
November  1, 1899.    Dismissed  with  eosts^ 
on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Jambs    H.    Bacx>n,  Pe^tttofier,  v.  Vvtro 

States.     [No.  431.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  Isr 
the  Eighth  Circuit 

Messrs.  George  Butherland,  Jacob  R.  Cn^ 
ter,  and  Lester  0.  Goddard  for  petitioner. 
No  opposition. 

November  6,  1899.    Denied. 


Jambs  H.  Mills,  Receiver,  Petitioner,  ol 

City  of  Helena.    [No.  334.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit 

Messrs.  Thomas  B.  Carter  and  John  B, 
Clayberg  for  petitioner.    No  opposition. 

November  6,  1899.    Denied. 

Centbal  Thompbon^Houston  Company,  Pa- 
.  titioner,  v.  Kentucky  ft  Indiana  Bbdob 

Company  et  al.    [No.  433.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Oireoit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit 

Messrs.  James  P.  Helm  and  Helm  Brum 
for  petitioner.  Messrs,  AU».  Pope  Humph^ 
rey  and  George  M.  Davie  tat  respondeniSi 

November  6, 1899,    Denied. 
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Kxssoimi,  Eau SA8  &  Texas  Railway  Ooic< 

paut  or  Texas,  Plaintiff  in  BrroTt  v.  J. 

If.  Etahs.    [No.  78.] 

In  Error  to  the  United  States  drcnit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Ciroiiit 

Meura,  James  Hagertnan  and  /.  U.  Bry- 
•on  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Meaara,  R%uh 
Taggart  and  B.  ChiUon  for  defendant  in  er* 
ror« 

NovemJ>er  6,  1899.  Ditnusaed  with  soste, 
on  the  authority  of  Mason  t.  United  States, 
136  U.  S.  581,  34  L.  ed.  545, 10  Sup.  Ct  Bep. 
1062;  Hardee  t.  Wilson,  146  U.  8.  179,  86 
Ii.  ed.  933,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  89;  and  Sippsrw 
1^  T.  Smith,  166  U.  S.  86,  89  L.  ed.  79,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  16.^ 


Thomas  O.  Hasdie  et  ol.,  AppeUaniat  «. 

Equitabui  Sboubitibs   CoicFAirr.    [Ko. 

163.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Arkansas. 

Mr.  S.  R.  CookHU  for  appellants.  No 
sonnsel  for  appellee. 

November  10, 1899.  Dismissed  with  ooste, 
on  the  authority  of  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants. 


Sabtebn  Qregdit  Land  Company,  Petition- 
er, V.  T.  J.  Cole  et  at,     [No.  389.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Ninth  Circuit 
Mr.  Jatnea  K.  Kelly  for  petitioner.    No 

opposition. 
November  IS,  1899.    Denied. 


MdNONQAHELA  CoAL  COMPANY,  Petitioner, 
V.  FiDEUTY  &  Deposit  Company  of  Maby- 

LAND.      [No.  346.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fifth  Circuit 

Mr.  W.  a.  Benedict  for  petitioner.  No 
opposition. 

November  IS,  1899.    Denied. 


John  O.  Bbisoos  et  ok,  Petitionera,  v.  MI- 

NAH     CONSOLIDATKD      MiNINQ     COMPANY 

(Limited)  et  ah    [No.  406.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit 

Mr,  W.  F.  Bandera  for  petitioners.  Meaara, 
B.  0,  Garland  and  W.  W.  Wright,  Jr.,  for 
respondents. 

November  tO,  1899.    Denied. 


OaoBOS  W.  HoRTON,  Pefl^iofier,  «.  Uritbd 

States.    [No.  441.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  Court  of 
Columbia. 

Meaara,  Traey  L.  Jefforda  and  Robert  W. 
Wella  for  petitioner.  BoUoitor  denerai 
Rieharda  ana  Aahley  M.  Oould  for  respond- 
ent 

November  80,  1899.    Denied. 

>  8m  S»  a  a  A  StS.  M  Fed.  Rap.  1. 


JoospH    Wnjcmst   PetitUmer,   9.   Vmrm 

States.    [No.  447.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  ths 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
ths  Third  Circuit 

Meaara,  J.  M.  Wilaon,  Benry  E.  Davia,  and 
A.  A.  Boehling,  Jr.,  for  petitioner.  SoUeitor 
General  Richarda  for  respondent 

November  20,  1899.  Denied.  (Mr.  Jus- 
tics  MoKsTiiia  took  no  part  in  the  consid- 
eration and  deoislon  of  this  petition.) 


HowABD    Butleb,    Petitioner,    v.    United 

States.    [No.  448.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit 

Meaara.  J.  M.  Wilaon,  Benry  E,  Davia,  and 
A.  A.  Boehling,  Jr.,  for  petitioner.  BoUoit" 
or  (Tsnerol  Richarda  for  respondent 

Nowmber  20,  1899.  Denied.  (Mr.  Jus- 
tice MeKeaaa  took  no  part  in  the  consid- 
eration and  decision  of  tlus  petition.) 


Elmeb  B.  Pope  et  eL,  Petitionera,  v.  Mabtha 

£.  HooPES,  Ezecutriz,  etc.,  et  oL    [No. 

446.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit 

Mr.  V.  B.  Archer  for  petitioners.  Mr.  D. 
J.  Panooaat  for  respondents. 

December  4, 1899.    Denied. 


Patrick  Cahill  et  al.,  Plaintiffa  in  Brror, 
V.  C.  H.  Benson  et  at.    [No.  112.] 
In  Error  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  of 

the  Fifth  Supreme  Judicial  Distriot  of  ths 

SUte  of  Texas. 
Mr,  P.  M.  Btheridge  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

No  counsel  for  defo^nts  in  error. 
December  4,  1899.    Dismissed  with  costs, 

on  authority  of  counsel  tor  plaintiffs  in  sr- 

ror* 


John  A.  Post  et  aU,  Plaintiffa  in  Error,  t. 

Sottthkbn  Railway  Company.  [No.  858.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Stats 
of  Tennessee. 

Mr,  Wm.  B.  Carroll  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
No  counsel  for  defendant  m  error. 

December  4,  1899.  Dismissed  with  costs^ 
on  authority  of  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  er^' 


BoABD  ov  County  CoiciassniNBBS  or  ram 

County  op  Oubay,  Petitioner,  v.  Robebt 

C.  Gbbb.     [No.  466.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  ths 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Eighth  areuit 

Meaara.  Thomaa  0.  Brown  and  Lyman  /• 
Benry  tor  petitioner.  Mr.  Albert  B.  Polfi- 
son  for  respondent 

December  11, 1899.    Denied. 
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a  W.  FoBOYGE  et  ak,  ReoeiT«n,  ete.«  Plaits 
iiffB  in  Error,  «.  R.  L.  Tbioo,     [Na  18.] 
In  Error  to  the  Supr«iiw  Court  of  th«  Stat« 

of  Arkansas. 
Mr.  Samuel  H.  West  for  plaintiffs  in  ar- 

ror.    Mesara.  Oscar  D,  Scott  and  A,  Q,  Baf* 

ford  for  defendant  in  error. 

December  11, 1899.    Dismissed  with  costs, 

on  the  authority  of  Hardee  v.  Wilson,  146 

U.  S.  179,  3G  L.  ed.  938,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  39, 

and  cases  cited.     See  40  S.  W.  STBl 


LoGA2fSPOBT  ft  Wabash  Valley  Qas  Gom- 

PANT,  Appellant,  v.  Citt  of  Pkbu.    [No. 

176.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
Unitei  States  for  the  District  of  Indiana. 

Mr,  Ferd,  Winter  for  appellant  Mr,  W, 
H.  H,  Miller  for  appellee. 

December  11,  1899.  Decree  reversed,  at 
the  cost  of  the  appellant,  and  cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings,  per  stipu- 
lation of  couneeL  on  motion  of  if  r.  W,  H.  H. 
Miner  for  the  appellee.    See  89  Fed.  Rep.  185. 


Bdwabd  Curvono,  Appellant,  v,  Cabl  H. 

RuEMFLEB,  Sheriff  of  Hudson  County,  N. 

J.     [Na  361.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  New  Jer- 
sey. 

Mr.  John  P.  Stockton  for  appellant  Mr. 
Jamea  8.  Ervnn  for  appellee. 

December  tt,  1899.  Order  affirmed  with 
costs,  on  the  authority  of  Brown  t.  New  Jer- 
sey, 175  U.  6.  172.  44  L.  ed.  — ,  20  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  77 ;  and  Clifford  ▼.  Heller,  172  U.  S. 
641,  43  L.  ed.  1181,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  874. 


Bbitisr-Amerioak  Assubance  Company,  of 

ToBONTO,  Canada,  Petitioner,  v.  James 

F.  McElbot.     [No.  460.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  Stotes  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit 

Meaara.  Jamea  B.  Howe  and  T.  O.  Fan  ^ef  s 
for  petitioner.  Meaara.  Henry  P.  Blair  and 
Harold  Preaton  for  respondent 

December  22, 1899.    Denied. 


Edwabd  Hain,  Claimant,  etc,  Petitioner,  v. 

Samuel  E.  Weltus  et  al,    [No.  473.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
ths  Fifth  Circuit 

Mr,  Wilhelmua  Mynderae  for  petitioner. 
Mr.  Harrington  Putnam  for  respondents. 

December  22,  1899.    Denied. 


Chicago    &    Eastebn    Illdvou 

Company,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  State  of 

Indiana  ew  rel.  William  A.  Ketcham, 

Attorney  General.     [No.  437.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State 
of  Indiana. 

Mr,  W.  H.  Lyford  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  W.  L.  Taylor  for  defendant  in  error. 

January  8,  1900.  Dismissed,  per  stipula^ 
tion  of  counsel. 


Helen  Douglass,  AppeUant,  v.  Lewis  H. 

Douglas  et  oi.    [No.  99.] 

Appeal  from  the  Coiurt  of  Appeals  of  the 
District  of  Colum^na. 

Meaara.  B.  F.  Leighton,  George  Franoea 
WilUama,  and  W.  H.  H.  Hart  for  appellant 
Meaara.  John  Bidout,  B.  H.  Thomaa,  and  B. 
M.  Hewlett  for  appellees. 

Jammrv  8,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
per  stipulation  of  eounsel,  on  motaon  of  if  r. 
B.  F.  Leighton  for  the  appellsat 


New  Yobk  Lm  Insubange  Compant,  F^ 
titianer,  o.  FBank  E.  DnroLET,  Adminis- 
trator, etc.     [No.  325.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Ninth  Circuit 

Meaara.  E.  J.  McOutehen,  Oharlea  Page, 

Q.  W.  HubbeU,  Q.  H.  Durham,  and  J''.  D.  Mo- 

Kenney  for  petitioner.    Mr,  Henry  P.  BMr 

for  respondent 
January  15,  1900.    Denied* 


Mechanics'  Savings  Bank,  Petitioner,  «. 
FiDELTTT  Insurance,  Tbust,  k  Save  De- 
posit Company,  Administrator,  etc.  [Kow 
463.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit 

Mr.  RuaaeU  Duane  for  petitioner.    No  op- 
position. 
January  15, 1900.    Denied. 


Abneb  T.  Bowen,  Petitioner,  v.  Needles  Na- 
tional Bank  et  al.      [No.  440.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tbs 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Ninth  Circuit 
Mr.  Walter  8.  Carter  for  petitioner.    Mr. 

Henry  €.  Dillon  for  responaenta. 
January  15, 1900,    Denied. 


Fabmebs'  Loan  k  Tbust  Company,  Petition^ 
er,  V.  W.  H.  Whitshbad  et  al.  [No.  486.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  SUtes  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Eighth  Circuit 
Meaara.  E.  0,  Woloott  and  Joel  F.  VeUe 

for  petitioner.    Mr.  John  F.  Shafroth  for  r#> 

Bpondents. 
January  15, 1900,    Denied. 


Nancy  B.  Habgbove  et  at,  AppeOemte,  ol 

Chebokee  Nation.    [No.  239.] 

Appeal  from  the  United  States  Court  in 
the  Indian  Territory. 

Mr.  Heber  J.  May  for  appellants.  Ko 
counsel  for  appellee. 

January  15,  1900.  Dismissed  with  eosts» 
un  motion  of  ifr.  Heiber  J.  May  for  the  a^ 
pellants. 


1899. 
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Thomas  L.  Gukkxhbsabd  •!  ol^  AnpeUmtvU, 

V.  CaxBOKsm  Nation.    [Ko.  240.J 

Appeal  from  the  United  Statee  Oourt  in 
tlie  Indian  Territory. 

Mr.  H^er  J.  Mwy  lor  appeUanta.  Ko 
eonnael  for  appellee. 

January  16,  1900.  Dlnniaied  with  ooata, 
OB  motion  of  Mr.  Heber  J.  May  tor  the  ap- 
peUanta. 


BOAJBD    or    SUPEBTISOBS    OF    PSBBQinB    IfOM 

CoJTum,  Plaintilf  in  Ehror,  v.  Whuam  J. 

Abhlbt.    [No.  197.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  ol  Midhigan. 

Mr.  Henry  M.  Duffield  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. Mr.  0.  B.  Warner  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

January  17, 1900.    Biamiased,  per  stapular 


MoCoBD   Ldiibbb   Compakt   et   ol.,    Peti' 
tumer9,  v.  Fbaitk  L.  Dotxjl     [No.  494.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  ci  Appeals  for 

ihe  E^hth  Circuit. 

Mr.  A.  L.  Bitribom  for  petitionera.    Mr. 

Thamaa  J.  Davis  for  respondent. 
January  t2, 1900.    Denied. 


8.  DuniELD  MiTGHKLL,  Trustee^  ete..  Plains 

Hff  in  Brror,  o.  J.  MoD.  Sooir,  Bankrupt 

[No.  236.] 

In  Error  to  the  District  Court  of  the 
IMted  Stotes  for  the  Western  District  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Thoma$  Patiermm  and  8.  D.  MiieheU 
lor  plaintiff  in  error.  No  oounsel  for  do* 
fondant  in  error. 

January  92,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
am  authority  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 


8.  B.  Phdpb  of  oL,  Plainiilft  in  A?ror,  v. 

8.  J.  JomfBOir,  aa  Adminiatrator,  eta,  et 

oL    [No.  162.] 

In  Brror  to  the  Snprsma  Court  of  the  State 
of  Arkansaa. 

If  essrt.  John  P.  KeUas  and  /.  H.  Bahton 
in  plaintiffs  in  error.  Meeers.  U.  M.  Aose 
•ad  0.  B.  Roee  for  defendanta  in  error. 

January  26,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
am  the  authority  ol  ooonael  for  the  plaintiffs 
Ib  error. 


P.  J.  Wnxn  k  Bboxhsb  ei  oL,  PetUioners, 
o.  F.  A.  RiCB  et  aL    [No.  811.] 
Petitions  for  Writs  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeala  for 

the  Fifth  Circuit. 

MeaerM.    Eugene    WUliame    and    Oeorge 

Clark  for  petitionen.    Mr.  John  a.  Winter 

lor  responoenta. 
January  29, 1900.    Denied. 
20S.a--65 


QufTBAL  Tbust  Company  or  New  York  et 

al..  Petitioners,  v.  Denveb  &  Rio  Grande 

Kailboad  Company.     [No.  602.] 

Petition  tor  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Eighth  Circuits 

Messrs.  Henry  T.  Rogers,  L.  M.  Outhhert, 
and  A.  H.  JoHne  for  petitionera.    No  oppo- 
sition. 
January  29, 1900.    Denied. 


County  or  Cooonino,  Appellant,  v.  County 

or  Yavapai.    [No.  110.] 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Ter- 
ritory of  Arizona. 

if r.  Edward  M.  Doe  for  appellant.  No 
counsel  for  appeUee. 

January  29,  1900.  Decree  affirmed  with 
costa,  on  the  authority  of  Utter  ▼.  Franklin, 
172  U.  S.  416,  43  L.  ed.  498«  19  Sup.  Ct  Bep. 
188.    Bee  52  Pac  1127. 


Bdwabd   S.  Dreyeb,  Appellant,  v.  Jamxb 
Pbass,  Sheriff,  etc.     [No.  117.] 
Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois. 

Mr.  Levy  Mayer  tot  appellant  Mr* 
Charles  8.  Deneen  tor  appellee. 

January  29,  1900.  Order  affirmed  with 
costs,  on  the  authority  ol  Markuson  t.  Boo- 
dher,  176  U.  S.  184, 44  L.  ed.  —,20  Sup.  Ct 
Hep.  76;  Baker  v.  Qrice,  169  U.  S.  284,  42  L. 
ed.  748,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  323;  Tlnsley  v.  An- 
derson, 171  U:  S.  101,  43  L.  ed.  91,  18  Sup. 
Ot  Bep.  806,  and  cases  cited.  See  88  Pad. 
Bep.  97a 


BoBBT  Bkbobb,  AppeUaht,  v.  Jamu  ! 

Sheriff,  etc     [No.  118.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  tha 
United  Statea  for  the  Northern  Diatriet  of 
niinoia. 

Mr.  Levy  Mayer  for  appellant  Charlm 
8.  Deneen  for  appellee. 

January  29,  1900.  Order  affirmed  with 
costs,  on  the  authority  of  Mariroson  t.  Bou- 
cher, 175  U.  S.  184,  44  L.  ed.  —.20  Sup.  Ot 
Repw  76;  Baker  v.  Grice,  169  U.  8.  284,  42  L. 
ed.  748,  18  Sw.  Ct  Bep.  323;  Tinal^  ▼.  An- 
derson, 171  XL  S.  101,  43  L.  ed.  91, 18  Su. 
Ct  Bep.  806,  and  esaes  dted. 


KiTrANXKii  Coal  Cokpakt,  AppeOani,  a. 

J.   L.   Zabuskib  et  ol.,  Szecutors,  ota^ 

[No.  120.] 

Appeal  from  the  (Sreoit  Court  of  tha 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York. 

Mr.  John  B.  UMe  tar  appellant  if  essra. 
Henry  P.  WeUs  and  Henry  Orofut  White  for 
appellees. 

January  29, 1900.  Dismissed  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  on  the  anthori^  of  Smith  t. 
McKay,  161  U.  S.  865,  40  L.  ed.  781,  16  Smi 
Ct  Bep.  490;  and  Blythe  t.  Hinckley,  173  a 
&  501,  43  L.  ed.  788, 19  Sop.  Ct  Bep.  497. 
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JosBPHurs  BuBNCTT  et  ah,  Tnutees,  PUm^ 
iiffM  in  Error,  v.  Commonwealth  of  Mas- 
sachusetts.   [No.  140.] 
In  Error  to  the  Superior  Court  of  the  State 

•f  Massachusetts. 

Messrs.  W.  8.  B.  Hopkins  and  WUUam 

Warren   Vaughan   for   plaintiffs   in   error. 

Ur.  Hosea  M.  Knotclton  for  defendant  in 

•rror. 
January  SO,  1900.    Dismissed,  per  stipa- 

lation. 


Cbown  Cobk  k  Seal  Compaxtt  of  Balti- 
MOBB  Citt,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  John  F. 
Pableit,  City  Collector.     [No.  136.] 
In  Error  to  the  Coiut  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Maryland. 

Mr,  William  A.  Fisher  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. Mr.  J,  7.  8.  Pindlay  for  defendant  in 
error. 

January  91,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
on  authority  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 


Cbown  Cobk  ft  Seal  Coicpaztt  of  BALTocom 

CiTT,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  State  of  Maby- 

LAND.     [No.  137.] 

In  Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  M'ilUam  A.  Fisher  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. Mr.  J.  Alexander  Preston  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Januav-y  SI,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
on  authority  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 


KiroxviLLB  ft    Ohio    Railboad  Coicpant, 

Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Jambs  A.  Habbis, 

Comptroller,  etc.     [No.  171.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Henderson  for  plaintiff  la  error. 
Mr.  O.  W.  Piokle  for  defendant  in  error. 

FeJnuary  1,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs, 
on  the  authwity  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error. 


nmoN  ft  Plajttebs'  Bank,  Plaintiff  M  £r- 
for,  V.  Crrr  of  Memphis.    [No.  125.] 
In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  WilUam  H.  OarroU  for  plaintiff  in  er* 
ror.  Messrs.  O.  IF.  Metoalf  and  W.  P.  Met- 
calf  for  defendant  in  error. 

February  t,  1900,  Dismissed,  per  stipula- 
tion, on  motion  <^  Mr.  William  P.  Metealf 
lor  the  defendant  in  error. 


ICanuela  Villaescusa  db  Mabqcbz  et  al., 
Appellants,  v.  United  States.     [No.  521.] 
Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Private  Land 
Claims. 

No  counsel  for  appellants.  The  Attorney 
General  for  appellee. 

February  t,  1900.  Docketed  and  dis- 
missed, on  motion  of  Eolioitor  General 
Richards  for  the  appelles. 


Chablbs  DEmnoET  ft  Co.  sf  oL,  Petitioners, 

17.  John  MoNitlta,  BsoeiTiBr,  etc    [No. 

155.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  SUtes  Cireuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit. 

Mr.  if.  Salomon  tot  petitioners.  No  oppo- 
sition« 

February  6, 1900.    Denied. 


Fbancis  B.  Spencb  et  oL,  AppeiOanU,  «. 

United  States  et  oL    [No.  520.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Private  Land 
Claims. 

No  counsel  for  appellants.  The  Attorney 
General  for  appellees. 

February  5,  1900.  Docketed  and  dis> 
missed,  on  motion  of  BoUoitar  General 
Biohards  for  the  appdiess. 


People  of  thb  State  of  Iluhoie  em  rtL 
Obobgb  Hunt,  Attorney  Gkoeral,  PetitiM^ 
er,  «.  Illinois  Centbal  KAnaoAP  Oox* 
PANT  et  al.  [No.  616.] 
Petition  for  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tha 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit 

Mr.  E.  0.  Abin  and  John  H.  HamUm  lor 
petitioner.  Mr.  John  N.  Jewett  for  respond- 
ents. 

February  26,  1900.  Denied.  Announced 
by  Mr.  Justice  Harlaa.  (The  CniEr  Jus- 
tice took  no  part  in  the  consideration  or  d^ 
cision  of  this  petition.) 


Okbun  M.  Gabxbb,  Petitioner,  v.  Benja- 
min K.  Robebts.     [No.  513.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tha 

United  States  Cireuit  Court  of  Appeals  Isr 

the  Second  Circuit. 
Messrs.  A.  J.  Boee  and  L.  LafUn  KeUoyg 

tor  petitioner.    The  Attorney  General  sod 

the  Solicitor  General  for  respondent. 
February  tS,   1900.    Denied.     (Mr.  Jn»> 

ties  MeKenaa  Uxk.  no  part  in  the  eondd- 

eration  and  disposition  of  this  applicatioii.) 


IiAMFOBr  ft  Hour,  OwBsn,  sfcs^  PeUMomen^ 

o.  John  J.  Kmo.    [Now  515.] 

PstiUon  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Cireuit  Court  of  Appeals  lor 
the  Second  Circuit. 

Mr.  Frank  D.  Sturges  fbr  peCitioMnb  Jfr* 
Wm.  O.  Beceher  for  respondent. 

Feibruary  26,  1900.    Denied. 


WnxiAic  G.  Pbtebs,  PoHtionor,  o.  Ufl 

States.     [No.  519.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tba 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit 

Messrs.  W.  H.  PHtchord  and  F.  D.  Jfo^ 
Kenney  for  petitioner.  BoUdtor  Genet  wi 
Richards  for  respondent. 

March  6,  1900.    Denied. 


1899. 


HEMORAaDini  Caobb. 
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Fabxbbs'  National  Bank  of  Abkahsas 

drr,    Eanbab,    PlamUff    tn    Emr,    v. 

Obobgs  W.  B0BIH8OH,  ReoetTer,  «te.   [No. 

191.1 

In  Error  to  the  Snpremo  Court  of  the 
State  of  Kaneae. 

Mt89r9.  E.  L.  Hamilton  and  OarroU  L. 
Bwarts  for  plaintiff  in  error.  JToMre.  John 
O.  Pollock  and  F.  0.  Bryan  for  defendant  in 


IfaroA  S,  1900.  Judgment  affirmed  with 
eoBte,  on  the  authority  of  Oonde  t.  York, 
188  U.  S.  W2,  42  L.  ed.  611,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
£34,  and  Leyson  v.  Davis,  170  U.  6.  36,  43 
L.  ed.  939,  18  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  500.  See  68 
Pac  762. 


Uhit£D  States,  Appellant,  v,  Babtoloicb 

Sanchez  et  dL    [No.  190.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Private  Land 
Claims. 

The  Attorney  General  for  appellant.  No 
counsel  for  appellees. 

March  S,  1900.  Dismissed,  on  motion  of 
Solioitor  General  Richards  for  the  appel- 
lant 


Kxw  Lincoln  Hotbx  Company,  Plaintiff  in 

Error,  v.  Penn  Mutual  Lite  Insxtbanob 

Company.     [No.  498.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  the  District  of  Nebraska. 

Messrs.  L.  O.  and  C.  L.  Burr  for  plaintiff 
in  error.  Mr.  0.  8.  Montgomery  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

March  6, 1900.  Dismissed  with  costs,  per 
stipulation. 

Bethlehkm  Iron  Company,  Petitioner,  «. 

John  Weiss.     [No.  548.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit. 

Messrs.  F.  P.  Priohard  and  John  G.  John- 
won  for  petitioner.  Mr.  George  Demming 
(by  leave)  for  respondent 

March  It,  1900.    Denied. 


Canal  &   Claiborne   Railboad  Company, 
rro.,  et  al.,  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  9.  State 
OF  LomsiANA  et  al.     [No.  185.] 
In  Error   to   the   Supreme  Court  of  the 

State  of  Louisiana. 

Mr.  A.  0.  Bacon  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Jf r.  /.  J.  McLaughlin  and  8.  L.  Gilmore  for 

defendants  in  error. 

March  IS,  1900.    Dismissed  with  costs,  on 

motion  of  Mr,  A.  0.  Bacon  for  the  plaintiffs 

in  error. 

WnuAM  P.  Landon,  Petitioner,  v,  JmruB 

L.  BuLKLEY  et  al.     [No.  526.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit 

Mr,  Edward  Winslow  Paige  for  petitioner. 
Messrs.  John  B.  Parsons,  O,  N.  Bovee,  Jr,, 
and  James  L.  Bishop  for  respondents. 

March  19,  1900,  Denied.  Announced  by 
Mr.  Justice  Gray.  (The  Chief  Justice 
took  no  part  in  the  consideration  and  dispo- 
sition <»  this  application.) 


Obegon  Railboad  k  ^AYiaJLTum  Compaht 

et  al..  Petitioners,  v,  Bobebt  Balfovb  si 

al.     [No.  486.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit 

Mr.  A,  B,  Browne  for  petitioners.  No  o^ 
position. 

March  19,  1900.    Denied. 


Westinghousb  Aib  Bbakb  CoiiPANY,  Pei^ 

tianer,  v.  New  Yobk  Aib  Brake  Cohpant 

et  aU    [No.  539.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit 

Messrs.  Thomas  B.  Reed,  F.  H.  Betts,  and 
George  E.  Christy  for  petitioner.  Messrs. 
F.  P,  Fish,  John  O.  Bpooner,  and  OharJm 
Neave  for  respondents. 

March  19, 1900.    Denied. 


Thomas  A.  Hamilton  et  imp..  Petitioners,  «• 
J.  Gurnet  Fowler  et  al.    [No.  538.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Sixth  Circuit 

Messrs.  William  M.  Randolph  and  T.  B» 

Turley  for  petitioners.    No  opposition. 
March  19,  1900.    Denied. 


Antonio  Qribgo  et  al..  Appellants,  v.  Unhv 

ED  States.     [No.  563.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Prirate  Land 
Claims. 

The  Attorney  General  for  appellee.  No 
counsel  for  appellants. 

March  19,  1900.  Docketed  and  dismissed 
on  motion  of  Bolicitor  General  Richards  for ' 
the  appellee. 

Joseph   H.  Gurulb  et  al..  Appellants,  •• 
United  States  et  al,    [No.  564.] 
Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Privats  Land 

Claims. 

The  Attorney  General  for  appellees.    No 

counsel  for  appellants. 
March  19, 1900.    Docketed  and  dismissed, 

on  motion  of  Solicitor  General  Richarde  for 

the  appellees. 

Florencio  Sandoval  et  al..  Appellants,  «• 

United  States.     [No.  565.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  PriTate  Land 
Claims. 

The  Attorney  General  for  appellee.  No 
counsel  for  appellants. 

March  19,  1900,  Docketed  and  dismdssed, 
on  motion  of  Bolicitor  General  Richards  for 
the  appellee. 


Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company,  Plaits 

tiff  in  Error,  v.  Mattib  Wagley  et  al. 

[No.  255.] 

In  Error  to  the  United  States  (Xreoii 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit 

Messrs.  John  F.  Dillon,  W.  8,  Pierce,  and 
D.  D.  Duncan  for  plaintiff  in  error.  N« 
eounsel  for  defendants  in  error. 

March  19,  1900.  Dismissed  with  eosts, 
on  motion  of  Mr.  John  F.  DiUan  tor  thB 
plaintiff  in  error. 
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BtBBATOB  OATHEDBAL  QlASB  CtolCPAHT  et  (U,, 

Petitionera,  v.  Wise  Glass  Gokpant  ei 

al.    [No.  667.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  GertioTKri  to  tiie 
United  States  Circuit  Cknirt  of  Appeala  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit. 

Mr,  Horace  K,  Tenney  for  petitionen. 
Meaara.  Lyaander  Hill  and  Ohartea  Houwm 
lor  respondents. 

March  t6s  1900,    Denied. 


Watebbubt  Maihtfaotubing  Cohpant,  Pe- 
titioner, V.  Habbiott  H.  Walbs.    [No. 
560.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Second  Circuit. 

Meaara,  John  K.  Beach  and  Edmund  Wet' 

tnore  for  petitioner.    Mr,  Roger  Foater  tor 

respondent. 
April  9s  1900.    Denied. 


OzjvEB    S.    Eeixt    et    a{.,    Petitionera,   t. 

Spbiitofield   Railway   Company   et  al, 

[No.  662.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit. 

Meaara,  Julian  C,  Dowell  and  F.  P,  Fiah 
for  petitioners.  Meaara,  T,  B,  Kerr  and 
Drury  W,  Cooper  for  respondents. 

April  9, 1900,    Denied. 


Gkiseb  MANUFAOTUBiNa  COMPANY,  Petitvm- 
er,  V,  Fbick  Company.     [No.  667.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit. 

Mr,    John    G,    Johnaon    for    petitioner. 
Meaara,  F.  P,  Fiah  and  Franoia  Rawle  for  re- 
spondent. 
April  P,  1900,    Denied. 


Jamks  W.  Oakfobd,  Petitioner,  9,  Fbanoes 

A.  Haokley.     [No.  668.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit. 

Meaara,  John  O,  Johnaon  and  Mamaell 
Bvarta  for  petitioner.  Meaara,  H,  W.  Palm- 
er and  R.  O,  Dale  for  respondent. 

April  9, 1900.    Denied. 


Tennessee  Coal,  Ibon,  &  Razlboad  Com- 
pany, Petitioner,  v,  Fbank  H.   Piebob. 
[No.  669.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Fifth  Circuit. 

Meaara,  Walker  Percy  and  W,  I,  €hrubh  for 

petitioner.    Mr,  W,  A,  Qunter  for  respond- 

mi. 
April  9, 1900,    Denied. 


La    Gompaonib    GAn^ralb    Transatlan- 
TiQTTE,  Petitioner,  v,  Chablbs  N.  Middlb- 
TON,  Administrator.     [No.  673.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Second  Circuit. 

Mr,    Edward    K.    Jonea    for    petitionsr. 

Meaara,  Oeorge  Whitfield  Betta,  Jr.,  and  /. 

Parker  KirUn  for  respondent. 
Apnl  9, 1900.    Denied. 


LizznB  3CANOOT7B  et  al,,  Plaintiffa  in 
V,  J.  E.  Hebbetj,  et  al,     [No.  228.] 
In  Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 

District  of  Columbia. 
Meaara.  H,  E,  Davia,  J,  B.  Padgett,  and 

Edwin  Forreat  for  plaintiffs  in  error.    Mr. 

0,  B,  HaUam  for  defendants  in  error. 
April  9, 1900,    Dismissed  with  costs,  on 

authority  of  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 


Edwabd    Cliffobd,  Appellant,  v.  Cabl  H. 

Reumpleb,  Sheriff,  etc.     [No.  661.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  New  Jer- 
sei^. 

No  coimsel  for  appellant.  Mr,  Jamea  B. 
Erwi/n  for  appellee. 

April  16, 1900.  Order  affirmed  with  costs, 
on  the  authority  of  Nohlea  t.  Georgia,  168 
U.  S.  398,  42  L.  ed.  616, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  87; 
Kohl  V.  Lehlhack,  160  U.  S.  293,  40  L  ed. 
432,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  304;  OUfford  v.  He^ 
ler,  172  U.  S.  641,  43  L.  ed.  1181,  19  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  874;  Clifford  v.  Ruempler,  176  U.  B. 
723,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  — ;  and 
Broum  v.  New  Jeraey,  176  U.  S.  172,  44  L. 
ed.  — ,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  77. 


New  Oblbans  &  Nobth  Eastebn  Railboab 

Company,  Petitioner,  v,  £.  T.  Clbmentb, 

[No.  576.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  lor 
the  Fifth  Circuit. 

Mr.  John  W,  Fewell  for  petitioner.  Mr. 
Hoke  Smith  for  respondent 

April  16, 1900,    Denied. 


Thames  Towboat  Company,  Petitioner,  «• 

Henby    a.    Haines,   Mast^,    etc    [No. 

682.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tbt 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fourth  Circuit 

Meaara,  Jamea  Emeraon  Carpenter  an4 
Floyd  Hughea  for  petitioner.  Meaara.  T.  B. 
Garnet  t  and  R.  M,  Hughea  for  respondent 

April  16,  1900.    Denied. 


Fbank  L.  Neall,   Truatee,  Petitioner,  v. 

Thames    Towboat    Company,  Claimant 

[No.  589.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tho 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit 

Mr.  Henry  GalhraAth  Ward  for  petitionsr, 
Mr.  Samuel  Park  for  respondent 

April  16, 1900,    Denied. 


1899. 
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Fk4iTX  A.  Maoowah,  PUUnUff  in  Brrart  «, 
Mabt  E.  Maoowan.     [No.  166.] 
In  Error  to  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Ap- 
peals of  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Meaan.  Henry  W.  Scott,  Joaeph  B.  dark, 
mndJohn  B.  Lamer  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Franoie  0.  Lowthorp  for  defendant  in 
error. 

April  16,  1900.  Dismiased  with  oosts^  on 
motion  ol  Mr.  John  B.  Lamer  lor  the  plain- 
tiff in  error. 


LoDis  LoD,  Petitioner,  v.  Tmub'imb  or  Oo- 

LXTMBIA  TOWNSHIP,  OHIO.      [No.  602.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Warrington  for  petitioner.  Mr. 
B.  M.  Johnson  for 

April  iS,  1900.    Denied. 


Lun  Stbkbi  Buevated  Railboad  Compaity, 

Petitioner,  v.    Whxiajc  Zxeglsb  et    al. 

[No.  60(^.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit 

Mr.  Henry  8,  Bohbine  for  petitioner.  Mr. 
John  J.  Herriok  for  respondents. 

AprU25,1900.    Denied. 


fipsniG  Vaixbt  Coal  Oompant,  Petitioner, 
V.  Alkxandeb  Pattiko.     [No.  606.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Seventh  Circuit. 

Mr.  Henry  8.  Rohhina  for  petitioner.    No 

opposition. 
April  B3,  1900.    Denied. 


^AttTM  p.  Coles,  Petitioner,  e.  Colleotob 

OT  Customs  of  the  Pobt  of  San  Fban- 

dsoo.     [No.  607.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit. 

Meaers.  Bidney  V.  Smith  and  Oalderon 
Carlisle  for  petitioner.  Solicitor  General 
Biehards  for  respondent. 

April  99,1900.    Denied. 


Jomr  W.  SoHOFiELD,  Receiver,  ete.,  et  aX., 
Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  Tebbitobt  of  New 
Mexico  eco  rel.  Aicebioan  Valley  Coic- 
PANT.     [No.  316.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Ter- 
ritory of  New  Meidoo. 

Mr.  William  B.  Ohilders  for  plaintiffs  in 
enor.  Messrs.  NeiU  B.  Field  and  F.  W. 
Clancy  for  defendant  in  error. 

April  26,  1900,  Dismissed,  on  motion  of 
Mr.  Neill  B.  Field  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


Geittbal  TkUBT  CoicPAirr  or  New  Yobk,  Po* 
tUioner,  v.  IimiAir A  ft  Lake  MiOHiaAV 
Railway  Compant  et  oI.    [No.  694.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Seventh  arcuit 
Messrs.  A.  L.  Mason,  A.  H.  JoUne,  and 

Henry    Crawford    for    petitioner.    Messrs. 

Lawrence  MamoeU,  Jr.,  and  B.   0.  Piokens 

for  respondents. 
April  SO,  1900.     Denied. 


Meexa  8.  T.  Webheb,  PetiHoner,  v.  WiXr 

UAM  R.  Hbabst.    [No.  619.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tha 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit 

Mr.  Roger  M.  Sherman  for  petitioner. 
Mr,  Frederio  D.  McKenney  for  respondent. 

May  U,  1900.    Denied. 


Natiohal  BAifx  OF  BALmcoEB,  Petitioner, 

V.  BBUirSWIOK  TEBMDf  AL  COHPANT  et  oL 

[No.  671.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fourth  Circuit. 

Messrs.  WUUam  A.  Fisher  and  AUan  M. 
Lane  tor  petitioner.  Mr.  Henry  W.  TFil- 
Uams  for  respondents. 

May  14, 1900.    Denied. 


CiTT  OF  Lampasas,  Petitioner,  o. 

Talcott.     [No.  591.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fifth  Circuit 

Mr.  Clarence  H.  Miller  for  petitioner.  Ho 
opposition. 

May  14, 1900.    Denied. 


WnxiAH  BOTLE,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  «.  Babv- 

LETT  SmoLAiB.     [No.  402.] 

In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tho 
State  of  Idaho. 

Mr,  William  A.  Mawry  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. Mr.  SamueH  H.  Hays  for  defendant  in 
error. 

May  14,  1900.  Dismissed  with  costs,  on 
the  authority  of  Wales  v.  Whitney,  114  U.  8. 
664,  29  L.  ed.  277,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1050.  > 


Mabt  B.  Hook,  Petitioner,  v.  MEBOAiniu 

Tbust  CoMPAirr  or  New  Yobk  et  al.    [No. 

621.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit 

Messrs,  William  Brown,  B.  P.  Wheeler, 
and  B,  P.  Kirhy  tor  petitioner.  Messrs.  BZu- 
ford  Wilson  and  PhiUp  Barton  Warren  for 
resTwndents. 

May  21, 1900.    Denied. 
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Isabella  Benz,  Petitioner,  v.  Ilunois  Ceet- 
TUAi.  J<Anj{OAD  Company.     [No.  G22.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  AppeiUfl  for 

the  Sixth  Circuit. 

Messrs.  Don  M.  Dickinson  and  T,  B,  Tur- 

ley  for  petitioner.     Mr.  J.  M.  Dickinson  for 

respondent. 

May  21,  1900.    Denied. 


Chables  M.  Owicn  et  al..  Petitioners,  v.  Eu- 
gene E.  Jones,  Receirer,  etc.  [No.  629.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 

the  Fifth  Circuit. 

Messrs.  J.  J.  Darlington  and  Charles  Jl. 

Dmiglass  for  petitioners.    Mr.  Aleco.  0.  King 

for  respondent. 

May  21,  1900.    Denied. 


Jacob  P.  Smith,  Petitioner,  v.  Andbxw  J. 

Pagkabd.     [No.  630.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit. 

Messrs,  A.  B.  Browne,  and  Frank  F.  Reed 
for  petitioner.  Mr.  Leroy  D.  Thoman  for 
respondent. 

May  21,  1900.    Denied. 

Crrr  of  New  Tobk  et  al..  Petitioners,  v. 

James  C.  E.  D'Estebbb.     [No.  637.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit. 

Mr.  George  L.  Sterling  for  petitioners. 
Mr.  Henry  B.  B.  Stapler  for  respondent. 

May  21,  1900.    Denied. 


National  Bank  of  Commebce  of  Kansas 

City,  Mo.,  Petitioner,  v.  Edwabo  A.  Hobbs, 

[No.  638.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit. 

Messrs.  Omar  Powell  and  Elijah  Robinson 
lor  petitioner.  Messrs.  Charles  E.  Patter- 
mm  and  Alpheus  T.  Bulkeley  for  respondent 

May  21, 1900.    Denied. 

VbANK  M.  DoBBET,    Petitioner,  «.  Unttbd 

States.     [No.  640.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Eighth  Circuit. 

Messrs.  J.  M.  Wilson  and  A.  A.  EoeKUng, 
Jr.,  for  petitioner.  Solicitor  General  Rich' 
mrds  for  respondent. 

May  21, 1900.    Denied. 


Thomas   Rot,   Master,  etc.,   Petitioner,   v. 

Ships  Watebloo  and  Qlenalvon.     [No. 

641.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  niird  Circuit. 

Messrs.  John  F.  Lewis  and  Horace  L. 
Oheyney  for  petitioner.  Mr.  J.  Rodman 
Pmtl  for  respondent. 

MoiytUmo.    Denied. 


Thomas    Rot,  Master,  cte.,  Petitiomet^  «» 

GiBABD  Point  SxaBAOB  Oompaht.    [Mi*. 

642.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tho 
United  States  Cirooit  Court  of  Appeals  lor 
the  Third  Cireoit. 

Messrs.  John  F.  Lewis  and  florsee  L. 
Cheyney  for  petitioner.  Mr.* John  Hampton 
Barnes  for  respondent. 

May  21, 1900.    Denied. 

Sabah  R.  Anoix,  Administratrix,  ete.,  et  ai^ 

Petitioners,  v.  Chioago,  St.  Paul,  Mnr- 

NEAPOLis,  &  Omaha  Railwat  Compant 

et  al.     [No.  647.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Seventh  Circuit. 

Messrs.  Milton  I.  Southard,  F.  /. 
and  Bnrr  MV.  Jones  for  petitioners. 

Messrs.  Thomas  Wilson  SLnd  B.  A.  Lynde 
for  respondents. 

May  21, 1900.    Denied. 


Lake  Stbebt  Elevated  Railboao  Compart, 

Petitioner,  v.  Fabmebs'  Loah  ft  Tbowk 

Company  et  al.    [No.  648.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  ths 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Clarence  Knight  for  petitioner. 
Messrs.  Herbert  B.  Turner,  WUUam  Burry, 
John  J.  Herrick,  and  Monroe  L.  Willard  for 
respondents. 

May  21, 1900.    Denied. 


New  Yobk,  Pennstlvamia,  ft  Omo  Rail- 
BOAi)  Company,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Com- 
monwealth    of     Penkstltania.    [Now 
294.] 
In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  ths 

State  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Marlin  E.   Olmsted  for  plaintiif  in 

error.    No  counsel  for  defendant  in  error. 
May  21,  1900.    Dismissed  with  costs,  on 

motion  of  Mr.  Marlin  E.   Olmsted  for  ths 

plaintiff  in  error. 


Feed  A.  Matnabd,    Attorney    General    of 
Michigan,  Petitioner,  v.   Gbanitb   Btatb 
Pbovident      Association    et    al.     [Now 
610.] 
On  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the  United  States 

Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Gir^ 

cuit. 
Mr,  Fred.  A,  Maynard  for  petitioner.    JCr. 

Moses  Taggart  for  respondents. 
May  21,  1900.    Dismissed  with  costs,  per 

stipulation. 


Bubton  S.  Babnes  et  al..  Plaintiffs  in  Error 

and  Appellants,  v.  J.  W.  Lynch  et  oL 

[No.  653.] 

In  Error  to  and  Appeal  from  the  Suprems 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  John  W.  Shartel  for  plaintiffs  in  error 
and  appellants.  Messrs.  John  (7.  PoUoeih, 
Charles  Dick,  and  F.  C.  Bryan  for  defendants 
in  error  and  appellees. 

May  21,  1900.  Dismissed  with  oosti,  ptr 
stipulation. 
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Ibwis  J.   Tbaobi,  PwMhmmrp  «i   TJi 

States,    [No.  655.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certionui  4o  tho 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 

Jf eetrf.  H.  J.  May  and  F.  Bdwturd  MUohM 
in  petitioner.  Boiioitar  Hfeiienrt  Mickardi 
lor  respondent. 

if  ay  28,  1900.    Denied. 


Wazoo    BmDy  Petitioner,  «. 

Halsht.    [No.  656.] 

PetiUon  for  a  Writ  of  Certionui  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeale  for 
the  Fourth  Circuit. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Kirhpairiek  finr  petitioner,  Jfr« 
John  W.  Daniel  for  respondenU 

if«y  t8,  1900.    Denied. 

Fbahxuh  B.  Ham,  Plaintiff  In  Brror,  «• 
Banqits  Vuu  Make.    [No.  666.] 
In  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

State  of  Rhode  laland. 

No  counsel   for  plaintiff  in  error.    Mr. 

WUUam  Fitch  for  defendant  in  error. 
May  28,  1900.    Docketed  and  dismissed 

with  eoets,  on  motion  ol  Jfr.  WiUiam  Fiteh 

for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Bkll  v.  MnnMiFFX.    [No.  — ^    OrlginaL] 
Mr.  0.  J.  Jonoi  for  the  motion. 
April  16, 1900. 
Per  Curiam.    Motion  for  lea^e  to  bring  an 

original  anit  deniedt  on  the  authority  of  Hane 

V.  Louisiana,  134  U.  S.  1,  83  U  ed.  Si2;  10 

Sup.  Ot  Rep.  fSOL 

ToiMDO,  St.  Louis  ft  Eahias  Oirr  Baut 
BOAD  OoicPAKT,  PeHHonor,  p.  OonnnENT- 
AL  Tbust  OoMPAirr  ov  Nxw  Yonx*    [Na. 
000.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Oertionri  to  the 

United  Statee  Clrcnit  Court  of  Appeali  Cor 

the  Sixth  Circuit 
if  et«rt.  Jamo$  D.  Bpringor  and  /oha  FoH 

for  petitioner.    IfeMrs.  B.  C.  Bmd/mnon, 

WiUard  Parkor  Bntlor,  and  JSTenry  Ormwford 

oppoeing. 
January  28^  1900.    Denied. 

BOBB,  PelftfOfier,  v.  Oojtihbwta&  Tmnn 
OoMPAKT  or  New  YoBK.   [No.  001.1 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Oertionri  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeato  for 

the  Sixth  Circuit. 
Mr.  John  B.  MHIor  for  petitioner.   If stiiv. 

B.  0.  Henderton,  WiOard  Parkor  BnUor,  and 

Henry  Crawford  opposing. 
Jof^iary  29,  1900.     Denied. 

CASES  UNDETERMINED— CBRTIORABI 
GRANTED— noted  in  Oflicial  Beportsr, 
vols.  175-177. 

Paoiito  Coast  Steamship  Coicpant,  PeH' 

Honor,  o.  BANOBonsWHirNET  Compaztt  el 

al    [No.  894.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit. 

Ootoher  16,  1899.   Granted.i 


^  See  as  a  a  A  1»»  M  Fed.  Rep.  1801 


L.  J.  BsTAjr,  as  Ksrd^  sfts.,  PMHIomt,  sw 
Louis  BBBUKBiaBB.    [Na  297.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tlM 

United  States  Circuit  Court  ol  Appeals  §m 

the  Fifth  Circuit. 
October  28,  1899.    Granted.* 

CLABKZf OB  W.  HoBBS  ef  ol.,  Petitionor9f  m. 

Feed  H.  Beach.    [No.  410.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  Statee  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  lor 
the  First  Circuit. 

October  23,  1899.    Granted.* 

Jambs  Hollt,  PeUiioner,  p.  Dombbtio  4 

FOBEIQN     MlSSXOHABT     BoaOTX     OP     TBM 

Pbotebtant  Episcopal  Crubok  sir  cm 
Ukited  States  et  dL    [No.  409.] 
PeUtion  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  ler 

the  Second  Circuit. 
Oetoler  28,  1890.   GrantBd.« 


t  et  eH.,  Pefiwdisiri^ 
KEirsiKSTONy   Bta    [Hew 


TiTZEIB  STBAWTS  ] 
O.  STBAlfSHIP 
414.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for. 
the  Second  C^cnit. 

October  80,  1899.   Granted.* 

CaBNBQIB  StBEL  COICPANT  (litllXItD),  Pw9^ 

Uoner,  o.  Cahbbia  Ibon  Compakt.    [Ksi  | 
427.]  ' 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorstri  ts  ths , 

United  States  Circuit  Court  ol  Appeals  ler 

the  Third  Circuit 
UTooember  20, 1890.   Granted.* 

UmiBD  Statbb  Rubbeb  Company  etel^Pi^ 

Htionere,  r.  Amebigan  Oak  Lbathbb  Ooh- 

PANT  et  ak    [No.  436.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tl» 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  lor 
the  Serenth  Circuit. 

DeosMter  lit  1890.   Gnaitsd.t 


TuBBBP  Stbak  Smppmo  Cokpaht  (I 

ITBD)^  Claimant,  etc,  Petitiemer,  su  A.  €L 

Haix.  et  ek    [No.  484.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tbm 
United  Statee  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  far 
the  First  Circuit. 

January  1$,  1900.    Granted. 

iHTBBirAIIONAL  NATIOATIOir  ColCPARTy  PoH- 

iioner,  v.  Fabb  ft  Baiixt  Hahupactubow 

Company.    [No.  600.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  ol  Appeals  ler 
ths  Third  Circuit. 

If  oroh  S,  1900.   Granted.! 


•  See  »  a  a  A  6M,  W  Fad.  Re^  7f7. 

•  See  t4  a  a  A  MS,  M  Fsd.  Rep.  14C 
«  See  S4  C.  a  A  649.  M  Fed.  Rep.  7«w 

•  See  8S  a  0.  A  6SS.  M  Fad.  Rep.  ML 

•  See  S7  C.  C.  A  S9S,  N  Fed.  Rep.  O^ 
f  See  87  a  a  A  689,  N  Fed.  Rep.  891. 

•  See  89  a  a  A  197.  98  Fed.  Rep.  681 
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Oov.  IteM. 


A.  1C4TKABD,  Attornej  General,  ete., 
PetitUmer,  y.  GiLurrnB  Stats  Pbotident 
A8800IATI0H  ef  at     [No.  610.] 
PetiUoa  lor  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tbe 

United  States  Circuit  Court  ol  Appealj  lor 

the  Sixth  Circuit. 
If «r«l^  fi,  1900.    Granted.* 

Herst  K.  BAKiBy  Pe^fioMery  «.  Hobacb  8. 

Cmaoiros.    [No.  633.] 

Petition  for  %  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  tho 
Court  of  Appeala  of  the  Diatriet  of  Ooli 
bia. 

Mm9k$,1900.    Granted. 


>  A.  MoMastsb,  Adminiitrator,  etc.,  Po- 

iUUmer,  «.  New  Yobk  Lira  tawumAXOM 

Compart.    [No.  628.] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeala  for 
the  Eighth  Circuit 

Muvh  12»  lOOa   Granted.!* 

MuTCTAL   hnm   ijrsumAircB   Cokpajit   or 
New  Yobx  v.  Sbaes.    [No.  462.]    Same  v. 
Hnx.    [No.  463.]    Same  v.  Cohee.   [No. 
464.]    Samei».  Aimr.   [No.  466.] 
On  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the  United  States 

Circuit  Court  of  Appeala  for  the  Ninth  Cir- 

cnit. 
Meur$.  Bdword  Lyman  8h&rt,  JuUm  T. 

D«9t6e,  Jfohm  B.  ARea,  F.  D.  MaKmMoy,  and 


•  ftMua  a  A. 40^  tired.  Ri».  m. 

»See«a  a  A.  Uf .  M  red.  Ri».  Ml 


R.  0.  SirudwMt  for  petltSoneK. 
ion  Warhurton  onooaing. 
jPedmofY  5^  1900.    Granted. 


Mr. 


Clbwb,  P0Mi<m$r^  9.  jAimaoH.    [Ma.  606.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiocari  to  the 

United  States  CIreuit  Oonrt  of  Appeals  ler 

die  Seventh  Cbcuit 
Mr.  Henrp  D.  Bsfnkrook  tot  petitloosr. 

if eesrs.  ^faoHiel  P.  IfoCoaaenL  ff er«es  K, 

T^nney,  John  H.  gsiMwi^  and  FrmmM  H, 

fifoolt  oppoaing. 
Apra  16^  190a   Gnuted. 


WAif^  PelMoiier,  «.  Oat  m  Baxva  < 

[N0.66&] 

Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Oertiorari  «»  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  te 
the  Ninth  Circuit. 

if  eetre.  John  F.  DUIm^  Hmrrif  Bmtikmti^ 
and  John  M.  DiUon  for  petitioner.  Mmmm, 
Jnmm  Q.  MnQuiro,  John  QarUr,  and  Carl  Ji. 
Undoaiif  opposing. 

AprC  23,  IfiOO.   Granted. 

Ambecoajt  SDEAB-Bcfiiniro  OcmPAirT,  PM^ 
Honor*  V.  Unird  Btatbb.    [No.  660.] 
Petition  for  a  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the 

United  States  Clxeuit  Court  of  Appeals  fer 

tbe  Second  Circuit 
Moiori.  John  B.  Ponono  and  Bonry  B. 

€no99on    for    petitioner,     ifetfre.    iSolioller 

General   and    AMoiitmii   AMemey 

Soft  eppoelng. 
if  oroh  26»  laOO.   Granted. 


€V  Oiog  nr  Vol.  20 


